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INTRODUCTION

"\\f;/The future of instructional research, at least in the present
economic c11me£ei is indistinct. The.trends suggest a continuing
reduction of sup&ert for basfe research and a concomitdnt increase in
competition for scarce resources. At the same time, evaluation or |
other po]1cy directed’ studies may continue at their present level, if
‘for no other reason than to provide rationa]es for, budget reduct1on
This reportl considers the option of combining with1n a s1ng]e study
the needs‘gf olicy‘makers and the commitment }o academic research.
The decisions to_pe made involve real Vs laboratory settings,
experimenter cqntre11ed vs. naturalistic designs, lean vs. thick data
collection, and'bo1iticaT reality vs. scholarly quality. The papers
in this report, through illustration of research conducted wi;hin a
'poliey framéwork ,~will 1dentify,prob1ems and/or benefies of the forced
marriage of knowledge eroduction and'decision directed research.

' Methodo1ogies for 0pt1m1zing the match will also be exp]ored In each
case example, the research focused on classroom behaviors and related
instructional activities.  Outcomes of_1nterest included, cognitive
performance and affective responsgs from students'and teachers._

The report considers future directions of research, not only as
suggested by the specific fidings of theoretica]ly derived 1nqu1ry,
but also as such.options may be inf]uenced by the reality of
) poifﬁica] administrative, and economic constraints. How can we serve
se1f interest, research, and policy interests? For example the -
values of academ#% freedom come in direct conf]ict with centra]izedf

€.9., policy, mar_ldates. ) ) . .
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In the report, Que]]ma]z identifies proB]ems and limitations of
current designs for serving 1nstruct1ona1 research needs, and suggests
some alternat1ve research strateg1es. Herman presents methodologies
for comb1n1ng research and policy needs, and suggests the advantages
inherent 1n their merger. Final]y, Dorr Bremme high11ghts the

advantages and prob]ems invo]ved in.embedding a p1ece of 1nstructiona1

‘research in a 1arger policy study.
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‘ : . " ISSUES IN DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH: EXAMPLES

- FROM RESEARCH ON WRITING COMPETENCE !
oo . Edys S. Que]]ma1z

Instructioﬁal research ranges from broad1y:conceived national studjes
of schooling's effect.on basic skills achievement to individua] resegrcher's
studies of specific var1ab1es promot1ng part1cu1ar sk111s. host of these
studies tend to focus on features. of the schoo],\\lassroon, teacher, ‘and
curriculum ‘to-identify p011c1es‘or actiohs fac111tat1ng 1earn1ng. There.
are widely divergent perceptions, however, of the type and specificity of . .
independent and dependeht‘uariab1es appropriate in large-scale (top down)

and small-scale (bottom-up) studies of' instruction conducted in the school

PR ¢

context.

Much large- -scale research is driven by evaluation methodology, wh11e
smaller-scale studiés use parad1gms from 1nstruct1ona1 techno]ogy and e
cognitive psychoPogy. Th1s paper~descr1pes two main categor1es of problems”
that seem to pervade school-based studies of 1nstruct1on The first set *

of problems relates to the design of outcome measures in terMs of (1) the )

lack of sensitivity‘of mahy dependent measures used to document instruc-
tional effects, (2) the fai1ure to co]\ect corroborating mea\ures of f- ‘
effect, and (é) the fai]ure to match the conteni and processing require-
merts of alternative measures with each other. The second category of

problems is 15 the des1gn of context and process descr1pt1ons, 1nc1ud1ng

. (1) thé failure to describe contextual dimensions of the school and

curricular systems that set the conditions within which instruction occurs, .

“ ¢ .
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’ a growing body of - 1earnfng research shows that student perfoymance varies

(2) the failure £o freely explore 1nstruct1on as an 1nteract1ve process,q
to re]ate 1nstruct1ona1 variables to logical or research bases to explain
ach1evement results, and (3) the failure to .compare the context and pro-
cessing requirements of classroom tasks with test tasks.

The purpose of this paper is to describe features of instruction --
its context, processes and outcomes -- whose re1evance and utility for
1nstruct1ona1 improvement seem to have the strongest emp1r1ca1 support

The pdper argues that researchers and ‘evaluators st&di1ng instruction in

schools should sharpen the focus of measures and better trace the inter-

. relationships within and between independent and dependent variables.

A o :

. Problems in the Design of Outcome Measures

Lack- of sensitivity. A preva]ent problem in school-based instruc-
tional research is that test tasks are ofgen insensitive to the logical
and psychdlogfcal aspects of tasks presented in instructional intervemtions.-

There is a gap between notions of the appropriate level of detail for

-

descr1b1ng and’ constructing dependent measures 1n 1aboratory based

1nstruct1ona1 research designeq by psycho]ogjsts, on the one- hand and in

) school -based 1nstruct1ona1 research conducted by eva]uators and psycho-

metr1c1ans on the other hand For exem e large-scale federa1 eValuat1ons
and many state and” d1str1ct evaluation studies still re]y primarily or ex-

c1us1Ve1y on norm-referenced tests to detect 1nstruct1ona1 effects. The

*many criticisms of norm-referenced tests for ref]ectrng ach1evement of spe-

 cific instructional goa]s have/been described e1sewhere (G]aser 19§3 Popham

1978;. Mﬂ]man, 1974 Hambleton et al-., 1978) The recogmti‘on of the need:
for a much e]oser match between test1nq and 1nstruct1on first st1mu1ated '

the call for criteglon referenced testing (Glaser 1963) Furthermore,

K}
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significantiy when task demands change. Classes of task or problem t&pes
require students to access different bodies of stored information and‘to
activate different procedures, routines, or solutioh strategies

_ For examp]e, in math, the work of John See]y Brown and h1S associates

demonstrates that different sets of subtraction prob]ems elicit different -
solution schema (Brown et al., 1978). Thus descriptions of achievement at
the molar level ot “math achievement" or even of "comontational skills" can-
not sufficiently describeﬂperformance on hpmogeneous sets of skills, ‘nor
signal skill areas requiring attention at the program, classroom, or individ-
ual level. Simiiar]y, reading research indicates that reading comprehension
is not an;undifferentiated construct; rather the type or discourse mode of
reading material, fuch as narration and exposition, reqdires different’
schema for comprehen51on (Brown et a] 1978 Meyer, 1975). This research_
implies that, 1f teiis are to be sen51tive to differert types of reading
skills, they must be designed to provide subscore profiies on skills or -
inferencing required by different types of reading passages. They cannot
meirely report.generalized scores for decoding and literal and inferential
comprehension. ‘Yet federal-level evaluations such as Fo]]omitbrough and
Cities in Schools (Murray et ai.,vlégl) report global “"reading achievement"

scores. ¢ _ -

-
>

Nowhere is the insensitivity of dependent measures, more dramatically -

iiiustrated thanvin the recent surge of studies oi\writing. Like reading

achievement writing achliisment must be decomposed into the level of

skill demonstrated in relation to different types of writing tasks The
various controlling purposes of discourse modes or genre require students
to use different kinds of topical information and.differeﬁt presentation

__ strategies according to oarganizational schemes and -development methods
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conventionally expected in these various genres.

Large -scale evaluations of wr1t1ng competence have too frequently

used multiple cho1ce items to measure writing achievement Psychologists

would deny the contruct validity of recognition tasks as anything other
"than enroute ]nd1cators of product1on capabilities. Resear:h on the
comparab111ty of information derived from indirect (multiple ch01ce) and
d1rétt (wr1t1ng sample) tasks has pr1mar11y been conducted by psycho-
metricians more schooled in metrics than psychology. Studies conducted
within.the psychometric framework have reported high corre]ations‘between

tota1 multiple choice test scores and holistic essay scores and cite these

’

correlations as support for subst1tut1ng mu1t1p1e choice’ tests for essays.

Recent research w1th1n a competency testing framework has 1nvest1gated

the comparability of information from these two measurement response forms.

‘They have found Tower total score correlations and, more importantly,
_much lower correlations between direct and indirect scores for subskills

| such as coherence, support, and mechanics (Moss, Co]e & Khampa]ihit, 1982;
Quellmalz & Capell, 1962; Quellmalz & Baker, 19(31);“(/
Studies.of the effects of instructional inte jons on writing '
achievepent also demonstrate that holistic scores do not adequately de-

scribe how .the varying skill levels, in component features of the product

contribute to'the global quality score. For example, studies guiding >

. students in writing strateg1es may. find no significant differences in

pre- and post -intervention Judgments (e.g., Pearl, 1979), yet re-
searchers discussing these inconclusivé results cite observational
information suggesting that student writing realllféjg_improve. At a
conference of grantees of federally funded writing projects discussing

their research progress, a dominant concern was the failure of holisitc

! ¢
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essay ratings to.capture 1mprovemeét or, at 1east; changés in student *
~writing due to instructional treatments. ‘Ihe remedy, of course, is to
design scoring schemes that include criteria, subskill ratings, and'eten
detai]gi secondary discourse analyses detailing the features of interest.

| Some writing researchers are dQing this. - Odela (1978) instructed
students in Pike's (Young, Becher; & Pike, 1970)ipre-writing discovery
approach for selecting and o;ganizing gessay content. While/judged essay
quality as a whole was‘not affected, textual analyses sho‘gz that students'
use of rhetorical devices such as tempora] sequence and classification did
increase. S$imilarty, Bracewell, Bereiter, and Scardamalia (1580) taught
students rhetorical strategies for persuasion and found their use°signifj-
cantly increased, although overall ratings of essay quality’did-not. If
holistic essay quality scores were the only ones rebo?teg, it might be con-
cluded that the instructiona] interventions had no effect and should be
.dropﬁed But. when more detailed ana]yses document thqt what was taught
was used.in students' wr1ting, the implication may be that detect1on of
overall quality effects requires™ . S

. more time and practice

. additional and different instruction on the subsk111 to help
students use it more effectively

~'instruction to help students integrate, the strategy with other

writing skills. N ¢
An analogy is seen in the case of a tennis *nstructor working with

a student on his/her backhand. At the end of a series of iessons, two
dependent measures seem appropriate: (}) is the backhand stroke and
resulting balt pIQC;ment better? (2) does the student-win more games?
If only the "games Qon“'measuye is used, it mtght be concluded that:

(1) the backhand instruction had no effect and should not be used agdin,

N |




'(2) the student needs more practice time, (3) while concentrating on his
backhand the studént S forehand went to pot, contributing to the '
increase in games won" score. This last phonormenon, all too fam111ar to

<

athletes, 1mp1ies the need for more practice and, most likely, for
instruction on fntégrating use of the two strokes. ‘

Therefore, many instrdctiona] studies would profit from more carefu1
detailed des1gns of dependent measures that dgcument performance on ,sub- 3
skills taught, as well as overall performance Policy decisions at federa]
. state, district, and classroom levels which draw exclusively on the over- '
all measure might conclude that the program or treatment had no effect at
all. The treatment, howemer,'might have béen effective, but the measure‘
was too gross to detect it.

" Failure to collect corroborating outcome measures: A second problem

in"the design of outcome measures is the failure to collect ‘information

about student performance on other facets of the skill. Toc often,

evaluation and instructional research studies repgrt global performance

on a single measure such as a math achdevement or a reading achievement
test. Again, mriting assessments that collect only one sample dramatically
illustrate the f]]ogica] and methodo]oéica]]y unsound nature of the "one-
shot,, performance index. Numerous’ stud1es of writing assessment demonstrate
f1uctuat1ons in 1nd1v1dua1 performance on different writing tasks (Crowhurst
& P1che, 1979, Que]]ma]z & Capell, 1982). Certainly, we feel 1ncreas1ng1y
confident about students' competence, when it is demonstrated repeatedly.
Unfortuﬁate]y; most commercially available tests present only one or tmo
items per ski1ll? While multiple performance indicators on other formal

assessment devices are helpful, research’suggests that progress on in- . -

class work s#mples may provide ﬂetter corroborating data. Studies of




-~

test anxiety and contextual influénce on performance, especially on writing

- performance, support the utility and validity of collecting classroom per-
.formance information, since the classroom is the more realistic and normal
context for the student.‘ | ‘

’ . -
Failure to relate the context and processing requirements of alternative

measures to each other. When corrpborqting-data are collected, it seems

reasonable that the data should be frbm pePMformance on tasks similar in their'
processing requ1rements Yet studles often fa11 to check or descr1be whether |
2 types of tasks on two formal tests or on c]assrgom prob]ems match. Whether
. direct records of classroom assignments %and test performance are collected
or teachers' .indirect ratings of achievement progress are gathered, the
comparability of tasks nust be rigorously described. | . .

Problems in the.Design of Descriptions of Instructional Contéxts and .
Processes ¥

Alternative research paradigms focus on the 1earning environment's
features that d1ffer substantially in spec1f1c1ty and in proximity to
the learning event. The search for effective 1nstruct1on in the complex «
formal school setting has3 fortunate]y, grown from studies of teacher
personality and vaeuely defined teaching methods and nowiﬁc]udespo1itjca{(//
"and administrative contextual-influeﬁces of the extended school system.’
. Also, recent research is attempting to document the classroom's phys1ca1,
soc1a1, and managerial context to exp1a1n factors influencing the inter-
‘ . act1ve 1nformat1on processing of teachers and students. Few stud1es of
. instruction, Targe-scale or classroom level, trace the 11nks between
the conditions under which instruction occurs, features of the instructional
_ process, and 1garﬁ1ng outcomes. While experimental researchers ¢onducting

laboratory studies are trained to describe ther comditions in which treat-




ments occur, researchers study1ng the comp]ex c]assr00m environment may fail’
g to descr1be extra c1assroom cond1t1ons that constra1n instruction. . Similarly,

v 1

large-scale eva]uat1ons may fail to describe alternative conditions of im-

< plemeptation,that relate to program effects. Federally funded evaluation
oo repofts sometimes describe program imp]ementatioo (process and context) dn
separate volumes. Po]icx_ﬁakers thus find it difficu]f to trace cause/effect
rellationships between instruétiona] implementation patterns and achievement
ata (e.g., Murray et al., 1981). . , . .
The context and process variabJes affecting learning outcomes are 5
broad" 1n scope and large in number. Figure(l suggests‘cateéories of
contextua] and process variables with a Pesearch base support1ng their S
influence on ach1evement. 4 The contextual variables includg constraints
imposed by the existing organizationa] and curricular systehs as wei] as
by teachers' and students' entering perceptions and ab111t1es VariabTes
1nvo1ved in the course of the 1nstruct1oqa1 proces; include the inter-
actions of task fedtures, teacher behaviors, and student behaviors in

the hypothesized internal learning processes of students. Y.

The system context: the school. Studies of effective schoo]ing

have 1dent1f1ed policies enacted at higher levels of the educational and

s

political system that profound]y affect the u1t1mate nature of classroom

instruction. For example, 1egisjative mandates affect the composition

and steb111ty of the school population. Funds a]]ocated for the support "
+ of general education and specidl programs influence the range of ava11-
> able resources, usually personnel and materials. Resource allocation

‘ "
policy decisions seriously affect Rotentia] instructional quality - \\\‘

(Harnishfeger & Wiley, 1976).: Perhaps the most influential legislation

a

affecting school instruction has been minimum c0mpetency test1ng re- }
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. quirements and the accompanying scrutiny of the quality of ins;rgetiona]
opportunities sgeparing stgdents to édss those exams. Testing réquire—
¢ ments influence cuﬂficu]um emphasis and student achievement (Yeh, 1978; .
SchuHe Porter, & Garet, 1979; Floden, Porter, Schmidt, & Freeman, 1980). .
l Also, administrative p011cy within the educat1€na1 system, such as currics
{ " ulum guidelines and state adopted texts, constrain classréom optjons.
Edmonds (1979) cites several studies (e.g., Néber, 1971; New York, 1974;
Brookover & Lezotte, 1977) showing %%at an active and sypportive school
;0 y administration leads to h1gher achievement levels ?h\l ner city schoo]s

Z

These studies point to the need to describe the systemic and curricular
. A

.conditions 1imiting instructional options in the classroom.

W1th1n the classroom itself, teach(:.effectivenessVstudies conducted
through observations and natura11st1c 1nqu1ry identify adm1n1strat1ve
pol1c:z$ that contrain 1nstruct1ona1 options. Number d% pup1ls assigned
to each class and range of pupil ability in a slngle classroom ¢ertainly - = )
bobnd-teéchers‘ planning (Dahl]ﬁ?, 1971). L

As B;rr'and Dreeben (1977) have noted, studieé of classroom effects
must refer to the broad social context in which the classroom functions.. ‘
The1r reviews of 1nstruct10n 1n cHasSrooms and Doyle's (1977)9cr1t1que
of1garad1gms for research on_;eacher effectiveness underscore the'need
for expanding the breadth and depth of variables considered when examining
classroom ecology. They-;ontend aﬁﬁ'l agree, that most current résearch
. parad1gms fail to cons1de#‘the full range and the functional interdepen-
dence of contextual variables in instruction. C e

N

S, The system context: the curriculum. Llassroom research across Sub-

-

~ 14
ject matter suggests that the basic unit of instruction is the assignment

-

.

&
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or task. Tha‘kask is described as a goal -directed set o act1v1t1es
presenting students with content of certain charactéristics and required
procedures for completion (uoyie, 1979; Mehan, 1974; Van Nostrand et al., &
1980). For teachers, tasks involve content, materials, and activitiest
(e.g., Morine-Dershimer, 1979; %hu]man, 1980; Schutz, 1980). Research .
suggests.. that materials availability strongly influences the types of .
problems, practice,,guidance and feedback that students receive. .0b-
servations of classroom instruction for low achieving, low SES students
in the eiementary ‘grades revealed that,students~spent‘as much as 70% of
their time working aione with materials. Although studies at the second-
ary Tevel- indicate that activities are less materials-driven (Sirotnik, >
1981; Applebee, 1981; Van Nostrand et al., 1980), it may be that appro- .
priate materials are less abundant. or unavailable. In any,case, the in-
structiona1 quaiity of commerciaiiy avaiiable materiais has been criti{
cized sever]y (Que]]ma]z et al,., 1977; Van Nostrand et al., 1980). .

Fn e T
In any tudy of effective 1nstruction then, one category of central

\

questions s uld address the availability and quality of curriculum materials.’ *

The interactive instructional process. When the teacher effectiveness

structidn, many findings are rendered irrelevant or useless to the design

11tera§§relis viewed from ‘the perspective of theories of 1earning and in-

of instructidnal.research. Characteristics such as "businesslike" are. too
fagiremoved from the refinepents of student information processing.’ Medieyfs;
(1979) extragpolated effectiveness constructs certainiy indicate that many
descriptive studiesare far removed from the 1earn3ng act For example,
maintenance of a learning environment includes both "orderly" and “support-

“jve" behavior, "Time on task" was reported effective in 1arge group set- '’ “&

. tings only. Methods of instruction generaiiy thought to be important

5
} *
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.were found to be ineffective with disadvantaged Iearqgrs. Among these
methods were high level questions, students asking many questions, pro-
viding more”feedbaék, and'increased teacher amp]fficatien. '

It is- c]ear that the analysis of teach1ng and learning must provide

’much more detailed deefr1pt1ons of the conditions under wh1ch 'such findings
prevail: Peterson (1979) notes the hlgh]y cont1ngent interdependencies
of instructional yariables in her critique ef Rosenshine's review of the
effectiveness of the direct instructional model (Rosenshine, 1979). Rosen-
shine identified major components of this model as: .(lf clear-goals,
(2)/§pfficient and continuous goals, (3) content coverage, (4) monikpring
of performance, (5) low cognitive level questions, (6) immediate académically

oriented feedback. Stwdies reviewed by Medley and Rosensfiine focused on dis-

admantaged elementary age chi]dren. Thus, one might guess that Tow level ‘ \
questions were: better piégictors of performance because students were
just 1earn:ng skills and because 1ow level items were on the test. '
Teacher effectiveness studies concentrat;ng on "time on task" have e
" ' prjnﬁ?ﬁ1y been 1ange-sca1e'(see Cooley & Leinhardt, 19803 F1sher et a].,
1978). Findings about academic learning time were not startlingy what
yég eurprising was how little classroom time was'provided_fbr learning
tasks. Clearly classroom t1me management is prerequfsite to effect1ve, ///”
'part1c1pat1on in instruction. In the Instructional D1mens{ons Study,
- within the 1nstruct1ona1 event, the techniques identified as reldted to
Z{ the quality of instruction were (1) focus1ng attent1on on the ‘task, 2{ ref-
’ferr1ng ‘to previously used mater1a1 (3) referring to earlier performance,

and (4) effective c]assroom management In the Beginning Teacher Evaluation

Study, teaching methods assoc1ated ‘with achievement and academic 1earn1ng

L]
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, : }
time were (1) provision of Tasks permitting a high success rate, (2) more
presentation‘of information, (3) more monitoring of work, and (4) more
feedback about academic performance. These findings coincide with those
reported by Stallings (1980), who aescribes interactive on-task instruction’
time as characteristic!of effective~teachers. Effective instructional
patterns were (1) more support and (2) positive corrective feedback’. The
nurturing environment is particularly {hportant for sécondary students .
hith a history of failure. The need for positive, informative modes of
feedback has also been reported. For example, Webb (1980) found that
students‘working on cooperative tasks in groups participated more actively

and achieved more when the group gave and received more explanation about

how to solve problems.
. \~ . While these teaching behaviors apparently can and do occur, s:;é(

' researchers using naturalistic inquiry methods rebort that teachers may
leave performance expectations unsignaled, i. e., no clear goa1 sett1ng,
(Mehan, 1974) and provide inconsistant feedback. The question to be
asked is how effective teachers p1ah and contruct instructional events
to result in effectire interactions. Borko et a{. (1979) suggests that ac- .

‘ tual teacher planning is at odds with thé idealized paradigm. As men-

" tioned previously, teachers plan in terms of ccntent, materials, and ac-
t1v1t1es The resultant 1nstruct1ona1 task or ass1gnment becoriies fhe ‘
bas1c unit of planning and act1on in the classrcom (Doyle, 1977; C]ark &

| Yinger, 1979). A major line of ethnomethodological and soc1o11hgu1st1c

inquiry focused on descriptions of teachers' decision-making for planning

and aid during the interactional teaching-learning phase. One example of

the detailed 1evél of this research is reported by Dorr-Bremme. In a

~
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fine gra1ned socio]1ngu1st1c analysis of daily c1assroom events, he showed \

, that teachers adjusted the1r sty]e in subtle, but extremely 1mportant ways

1M

in response to how students spoke and'-acted , (Dorr-Bremme, 1982)

In sum, the teacher effect1veness literature suggests the need to -

1

include severa] var1ab1es in the design of 1nstruct1ona1 research: (1) -

* broad school.and d1str1ct level contextua] factors aﬁfecting resources,
requﬁred content, emphaS1s, and materials availability, (2) c1assroom

context factors, including student perceptions and teacher-student inter-

v

actions, and (3) teacher factors including decision-making, planning, and

. class management.

~ i

Linking context and process with outcome, Ciearly there are a large

" number of contextual and proceSS'var1ab1es that potent1a11y influence’

Adearnqng. Large- scale studies of ‘instruction, such as the Instruct1ona1

: Dfmenstbns and\&eginning;Teacher Evaluation studies (Cooley & Le1nhardt,
1980; Fishe;\et a]i, 1978) have attempted to co11ect a range of 1nformat1on‘

on context and process ¢+ The analyt1ca1 problem>comes in first assur1ng
that tasks or “items 1n outcomg measures are similar to those ocguring in —“
1nstruct1on A second majon methodo1og1ca1 problem 1nvo1ves 1dent1fy1ng the
conf1gurat1ons of contextual, and process var1ab}es that affect achievement
data.- Studies o?fwr1t1ng, for example are beg1nn1ng to revedl that stu- .
dents rea11y aren't wr1t1ng much at a11 (Graves, 1978; App]ebee 1981,
Pitts, 1978) and surveys of wr1t1ng 1nstruct1on are 1nd1cat1ng that stu-
A dents who do write receive 11tt1e gu1dance or Teedback.; In addition, the

-

kind of weiting students produce in' class may differ both-in form and dis- -

course mode from that tested (Quellmalz, Baker, & Enright, 1980). Thus
PT

the policy implications of test evidence ‘that students aren't‘yritinggmay‘"

differ markedly depending on the context and process data.
i .
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Summary and Conclusions

¢ ,
I have suggested that the design’ of school-based studies of ins:iuc- gg//géw
tion have strayed from the rigorous methodoiogy required for social and '
scientific research In particular I have argued that the methodo]ogies
of large- and small- sca]e studies cou1d strengthen the deSigns of their
outcome, context, and process measures and the relationships among them. «

Psycho]ogicai research methodology requires rigorous' and replicable

A

" descriptions of depengent (outcome) and independent (process) variables

“and, the conﬂJtions (context),in which they are studied. Some may argue .

A ¢

that. the rigor of laboratory methodo]ogy cannot or should not pertain to

research 1n the complex schoo] env1ronment 1 dtsagree ﬁchoo]-based

instructionai research can construct and use outcome measures 1ogica11y

and psycho]é;ica]]y sensitive to 1nstruction and a1so collect corroborating
ata on comparab]e tasks. While the range and number of con-

text and process ‘variables may seem intimidating,/a research study may

gather and report the situational specifics (context)’and dnstructional

processes re]ativeiy inexpensiVvely thrdugh researchers' informal obser-

vations, or more exoensiveiy through formal interviews, guestionnéires,

and structured observations or enthnographies Key criteria for context

=

and process variables are that they (1). re1ate 1og1ca11y ang psychotogical~/

1y to stu&ent learning, {2) can be cleariy and replicably described, and

(3) are amenab]e to instructiona1 and administrative action. The pivotal

.- design issue_wiii be to think harders, plan carefully, and trace sensible

.re1ationships within the data gathered in an attempt to provide explahations

)

of achievement. More attention to the design of instructional research

“« @

uouid,avoid the'expensive, useless data gathered by researchers who may be

L
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untra1ned or unth1nk1ng e ‘

v Sens1t1ve outcome measures can report‘students’ performgzce on a
reasonable number of items or tasks (not one or two) measuring subskills
as well as tota] scores. Criter1on referenced test1ng programs are at-

tempting,this now! Data from a sensitive test can always be aggregated

" or disaggregated at a level appropr1ate to ‘the policy decision (1nd1V1dua1,

%

“class, -school, district, state, or nation). Data from an insensitive test'

can never be disaggregated or oecompbsed For example, policy makers are
better served by data 1nd1cat1ng the type of suosk1lls on which students
have diff1cu1ty, rather than a statement that they "can't read." F1nan-
cial resource¥ can then be focused on curricular and perSOpne] selections’
re]evant to areas of performance weakness. |

*

Data collected through teacher records of performance ondgjass as51gn-

~

ments and tests can corroborate -test information. By 1mproV1ng the designs

of 1nstruct1ona1 research projects’ 11m1ted research funds shou]d yield

.more va11d useful information for 1mpr0v1ng 1nstruct1on .

R

-~

.

“

a




‘ﬁ- ’ ‘References.

Applebee, A. M. Writing in the secondary school: English and the
content areas.” NCTE Research Report No. 21, 1981. . w

- Barr, R., & Dreeben, R.. Instruction in classrooms. In L. S. Shulman
(Ed.), Review of Research in Education. Itasca, I11,: F. E.
Peacock, 1977. Pp. 89-162. ) :

-Borko, H., COne R., Russo, N., & Shavelson, R. J. Teachers' decision
méking/ In P. L. Peterson & H. J. Walberg (Eds,), Research on
teaching: 'Concepts, findings, and applications. Berkeley, CA:
McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1979, Pp. 231-263.

Bracewe1} R. J., Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. How beginning writers
succeed and f§11 in making written arguments more convincing.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Amer1can Educat1ona1
Research Association, Boston, 1980.

Brookover, W. B., & Lezotte, L. W. Changes in school characteristics
coincident with changes in. student achievement. Eastilansing,
MI: College of Urban Development, 1977. \ N

* Brown, J. S., & Burton, R. R. Diagnostic models for procedural lags in
basic mathematics skills. Cogn1t1ve Science, 1978, 2, 155-192.

Brown, J. S. ,’Ste1n N. L., & Glenn, C. G. An ana]ysws of story compre-
hension in elementary school children. In R. P. Freedle (Ed.),
Discourse processing: Multi-disciplinary perspectives. Norwood,
NJ: Able, 1978.

A .

Clark, C. H., & ¥inger, R. J, Teachers' thinking. 'In P. L. Peterson
& H. J Walberg (Eds.), Research on teaching: Concepts, findings, .

and applicatipns. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan Pub11sh1ng Corporation,
- 1979, Pp. 281-263. , )

Cooley, W. W., &-leinhardt, 'C. Instructional dimensions study. Educa-"
tional Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 1980, 2(1), 7-25.

’ Crowhurst .M., &.Piche, G. L. Audiencé and mode-of discourse effects ™ :
‘on syntact1c complex1ty in"writing at two age levels. Research in
the Teaching of Writing, 1979 13?2) 101-109.

Dah]off, u. S. Ab111ty grQAp1ng, content validity; and curr1cu1um )
process analysis. New York: ﬂqeachers College Press, 1971.

Dorr-Bremme, D. Behavijfr and making sense: Creating social organ1za¥ions
in the classroom. \ Unpublishked doctoral dissertation, Harvard
Graduate School of} Education, 1982.

”

-




18-

Doyle, W. Learning the classroom environment: An eco]ogiéa] arnalysis. -
Journal of Teacher Education, 1977, 28.

Doyle, W. Classroom tasks and students' abilities. In P. L. Peterson -
. "% H. J. Walberg (Eds.), Research on teaching: Concepts, findings,
and applications. BerkeTey, CA: McCutchan Pubiishing Corporation,
1979, : ‘

Edmonds « R. Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leader-

-

ship, October 1979, 15-24. .

Fisher, C. W., BerTiner, D. C., Filby, N. N., Marliave, R., Caben, L. S.,
Dishaw, M. M., & Moore, S. E. A summary of the Beginning Teacher
Evaluation Study. BTES Technical Report VII-I. San Francisco:

Far West Regional Laboratory for Resedrch and Development, 1978.

Floden, R. E., Porter, A. C., Schmidt, W. H., & Freeman, D. J. Don't
they all measure the same thing? Consegquences of standardized test
selection. In E. L. Baker & E. S. Quellmaiz.(Eds.), Educational
testing and evaluation. Beverly Hills, 'CA: Sage Publications, 1980.
Pp. 109-120. ’ . ' -

. / “
'Glaser, R. Instructional technology and the measurement of learning
outcomes.” American Psychologist, 1963, 18, 519-521.

Graves, D. 'Balance the basics: Let ‘them write. New York: Ford
Foundation, 1978. , : i

Hambleton, R. K., Swaminathan, H., Algina, J, & Coulson, D. B.
Criterion-referenced testing and measurement: A review of issues
.. and developments. Review of Educatjona] Research, 1978, 48, 1-48.

Harnishfeger, A., & Wiley, D. The marrow of achievement test score de-
clines. Educational Technology, .1976, 16(6), 5-14.

Medley, D: M. The effectiveness of teachers. InP. L. Peteréon &
H. J. Walberg (Eds.), Research on teaching: Concepts, findings,

and applications. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan Publishing CorpOration:
1979. Pp. 11-27. . ’ .

Mehan, H. Accomplishing classroom lessons. In A. V. Cicourel et al.
(Eds.), Language use and school performance. New York: Academic
Press, 1974. ‘

-

Meyer, B. F. The organization of prose and its effect on memory. North
Holland Studies in Theoretical Poetics (Vol. 1). Amsterdam: North

Holland Publishing Company, 1975.

»




Millman, J. Sampling b]an for domaiﬁ-referenced tests. Educational
Technology, 1974, 11, 17-21. i ’

Mor1ne§Dersh1mer, G. Teacher conceptions of pupils. East Lansing, MI:
Michigan State University Institute for Research on Teaching,
Research Series No. 59, 1979,

Moss, P., Cole, & Khampa]1k1t GC. A comparison of procedures to
assess wr1tten language skills of grades 4, 7, and 10. Journal,
of Educational Measurement 1982, 19, 37- 48 .

G

Murray, L., et al. The nat1ona] evaluatjon of the cities and schools
Erogram, Report No. 4. Final Report 1981,

New York State Office of Educat1on Progrdm Review. School factors in-
fluencing reading .achievement: A case $tudy of two inner city
schools. March, .1974. | .

Odell, L. Measuring the effect of 1nstruct1on in pre-writing., Research
in the- Teachlgg of English, 1978, 12, 228-240. : .

Pearl, S. The composing process of unskilled college writers. Research
in the Teaching of English, 1979, 13, 317 336..

Petersop, P, L. D1rect 1nstrg!!on reconsidered. 1In P. L. Peterson
& H. J. Walberg (Eds.), Research on teaching: Concepts, findings,
and applications. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan PubTishing Corporation,
1979. Pp. 57-69. .

Pitts, M. The re]ationship of classroom instructional characteristics
and writing in the -descriptive/narrative mode. Report to the
‘National Institute of Education. Los Angeles, CA: Center for ~
“the Study of Evaluation, 1978. '

Popham, W. J. Criterion-referencéd measurement. Epélewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1978. . . SR

7 . : .

Quellmalz, E. S., & Baker, E. L. Effects of alternative scoring options
on the classification of entering freshman writing competencies.
Report to the National Institute of Education. Los Angeles: UCLA
Center for the Study of Evaluation, 1981.

Quellmalz, E., Baker, E., & Enright, G. Studies~{n test design: A
comparison of modalities of writing prompts. Los Angeles: UCLA
Center for the Study of Evaluation,«1980-. ' -

. N \
> t ~)
“~ A




A

Quellmalz, E. S., Capell, , & Chou, C. P, Effects of discourse
and response mode on the measurement of writing competence.
Journal of Educational Measurement, 1982, 19(4? 241-258.

Quelimalz; E« S., Snidman, N. S., & Herman, J H. Toward competency-
based read1ng systems. Paper presented at the annual meeting of
*the American Educational Research Associat1on, New York 1977.

Rosenshine, B. V. -Content time and direct insty, t1on. InP. L. .
Peterson & H, J. Walberg (Eds.), Research on Beaching: Concepts,
findings, and applications. Berkeley, CA: MgCutchan Publishing

. Corporation, 1979. Pp. 28-56. . v . -

Schutz, R. E. "The design of measurement‘Tﬁ‘?necfgltion. In E. L. ‘
Baker & E. S. Quellmalz (Eds.), Educational testing and evaluation.
Bever]y Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1980.

Schw11]e, d.s Porter, A. C., & Garet, M. Content decision making and
the;po]1t1cs of educat1on. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State
University Institute for Research on Teaching, Research Series
No 52, 1979. ~

| 4
Shu]man, L. s. €Test design: A view from pract1ce InE Baker &
E. S. Quellmalz (Eds.), Educational testing and evatuation.

e er]y Hills, CA:. Sage Publications, 1980. B

v

- Sirotnik, K. A. A contextual appraisal system for %chools: Medicine
oy madness: tos Angeles: UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation,
eport+No. 169, 1981. C . .

»

Van Nogtrand, A..D., Pettigrew, J., & Shaw, R. Writing instruction in
the elementary grades: Deriving a model by collaborative research.
Providence, R. ‘I.: Center for Research in Writing, *1980. - ‘

Webb, N. M. A process -outcome analysis of learning in group and individ-
ual settings. Educational Psychd] ogist, 1980, 15, 69-83.

Weber, G.” Inner-city children can be_taught to nead: Four successful
schools.  Washington, D. C.: "Council for Bflsic Education, 197].

Yeh, J. P. Test use in school?. .Los Angeles: UCLA Center for the Study:
of Evaluation, 1978. ' ¢ . |

v

.-Young, R., ‘Bechér, At, % Pike, K. Rhetoric: Discovery and change. .
|
|

New York:, Harcourt Brace & World, ., 1970.




-21 - :

'MERGING POLIC} AND RESEARCH INTERESTS: A CASE FOR MUTUAL NEEDS

Joan L. Herman

Introduction ) v

Social science research do1]ars are dwindling and the omt]ook for
sponsored research grows dimmer on a da11y basis. . But while the -
picture 1s bleak, their may be a faint 1ight on the horizon. The
continuing need for and commitment to eva1uation research may brighten .
some of our futures.

Funds allocated for evaluation and policy studies have increased

dragatically in the last decade, and while such escalation is unlikely

to continue, available funds may hold their owh--a marked contrast to
the out]ook for other social science research. The evaluation funds’

currently tied to bloc grants, for instance, are hardly 1nsigh1f1cant

'and the emphasis on local rather than federal program eva1uation

1ncreases'the1r appeal. Can educational research find a home, health, .
and happiness with these\avai]able dollars? Perhaps. Certainly some °
compromises will have to be made, but evaluation studfes can serve

some mutual needs of instructional reseatchers and of policy makers,

and the merger can benefit both, parties.
Evaluations, after all, éan be conceived as hyppthesis-testing 4
ventures._ That i, consider the proposition that many special
programs ‘especially school reform efforts’, are soc1a1 experf‘ents
which, among other things, attempt to translate research ideas 1nto
practice to achieve particula outcomes. For examp]e, Ca11forn1a 3

School Improvement‘Program and its predecessor, Early Childhood

Education, as well as many federal educatﬁona] programs, are based on




a number of premises about what factors contribute ‘to and foster
school effectiveness and student achievement; e.g., the efficacy of
parent involvement, systematic planning and evaluation, lower
adu1t:student ratios, individualized instruction, etc. More
J straightforward examples are the Fo116wt¢p6ﬁgh programs, which are-
based: on fairly specific models of how tnstruction ought to occur. N
Given the perspective that educational proérams embody, or at
least.imply, particular treatments, then the task of evaluation is to
test the hypothesis that the specified treatment i§; in fact,
associated with the desired outcomes. The applications of research
methodologies and notions of operationalizing and measuring the \
independent variables ds we1; as the dependent variab]es,are obvious
here, as are the potential re1ationsh1ps between legitimate‘evaIuation
questions and research questions. While evaluation coﬁducted in a
real-world setting may be sloppier than work conducted in more
controlled research environments, the princip]es are largely the same.
0bv10us]y, if you want to know whether a treatment works, or .
.whether an independent variable has particu]ar effects, sound research
design suggests that you first define the treatment,’'and then make
sure that it in fact occurs. You can't ‘evaluate the effects of an’
empty set nor draw inferences about the results of an absent )
treatment. We Kknow thfs--it's obvieys--but evaluations often miss
this essential poiht. Too many evaluations try to answer the question,
‘Does the program work?" without first asking “Was there a program?"
This prattice may occur because of e11eqt unsophistication in research

and eraIuation design and lack of 1nterestyin program processes.

Program managers and operators’ask simple questions and want simpf@

1 '
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answers. But fhey can be convinced of the need for more. ﬁpr

1nstance; in 6ur'ear1y experiences in evaluating California's Early

Childhood Education Program} the funders initially were interested

’ only in outcome data. However, we at CSE Held firm on.the needs for

"~ process data and were permitted to proceed as we desired. B ;
So, evaluation 15, and o&gh% to' be, concerned thh school process

as well as outcome, and for programs aimed at student achievement, ’

1t s not hard to br1ng evaluation studiés into the classroom. That ‘

1s,\1f you agree that atugent achievement is princip&lly a function of

what teachers‘and students do in the classroom, it is easy to build

the case for why eva]uaﬂﬂon ought to look at instructiona] practice. .
Nhere does this take us? In place of the single basic question . )
“Is the program effective?” sound evaluation will ask:
{ + 1, "What is the treatment implied by the program? If
2. To wh;t extent is the treatment 1mp1eménted? '
3 What are the outcomes of the program? ’ ‘
If the answer to question two 1s positive and there is a demonstrable
treatment, then the outcome data give a valid. answer ‘to the initial
basic question--i.e., does the program work? But a]igning answers to'“
questions two and three provides food fqr instructional research and
asks "what-are thé effects of the(freatmeqt and to what extent do ;qa
1nhependent variables affect the dependent variables of 1nterest??
Such process-product research has been with us for some time, witﬁ a " "
somewhat checkered history, but prior specification and newer causal
modeling techniques <an increase 1ts power. Let me provide an example :

of . how evaluation provides 0pp0rtun1t1es for 1nstruct10na1 research.

The anmp1e is imperfect, but does demonstrate how edu¢at10na1

‘ o .
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evaluation can contribute to our knowledge base.

‘thus, one could reasonably infer that the ECE program was' intended to

. alized instruction and”commUnity {nVQIVemeht, i.e., prqgram broceéses

" tion for students we;e edual1y valued program outcomes. In any c%se; ’

" it was clear that 1nd1v1dua11ied 1nstruct16n was an important

.collected. The data set aliowed us to Took at how fndividualized

An Example: A Study of Individualized Instruction SN

The Center for the Study of Evaluation conducted a study of

California's Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program (Baker, 1976).
This program, according to the then current section 6445 of the-
California Education Code, provided that early Ehi]dhood education be
designed, among other thindss to assure:

(a) a cohprehens!vé restructuring of primary education in : .
California, kindergarten through third grade, to more fully o ”
meet the unique needs, talents, interests, and abilities of '
each child. .

(b) the cooperation and participation of parents in the educa-

. tional program to the end that the total community is
1nug]ved in" the development of the program.

(c) that pupils participating will develop an increased .
cémpetency in the skills necessary to the successful

achievement in later school subjects such -as reading,
1anguage, and mathematics.

-

foster student achdevgment through, among othe% things, morgﬁindiv1du-'-,
were means to an end. ‘Kternatively one might take a,more~coqnd1nafe§ i i

view that higher student achiévement énd more individualized 1n$;ruc-1”

component of ECE and, consequent}y,‘CSE's study'coﬁlected a range of
questionnai;e and observation data'aboui how teachers implement '
1qd1v1dua1izeq programs. In addition; because ECE c]aiﬁe&-an inﬁe?é%t ;
1n»the "whole chi]d," crfterion;rgferenced tests of r;ading énd

mathematics as well as measures of students’ qttitudes weré é]so
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instruction operates in classroom practice, and to examine its affect

on student outcomes. o v

The secondary analyses posited a model to explain expected inter- ;

relationships.between\attributesIof individualized instruction and
their direct and 1nd1rect effects on second grade students' achieve-
ment and attitudes. The underlying assumption of the hypothesdfed 'ﬁ
modeT was that classrooms which were more individualized in terms of
instructionat decisionmaking, activities, and teacher-student inter-
actions.would provide more appropriate 1nstruct10n for studehts and-
~«Ihus result in improvedlstudent achievement and attitudes. It_was
also assumed that if an individualized program was implemented |
systematically, the degree of 1nd1v1dua11§atidh in. decisionmaking,

' “activities, and 1nteract10n wﬁth the teacher would be interrelated.
That i's, 1nd1v1dualized decistonmaking would lead to d1fferent '
prescriptions and different kinds of instructional activities for
d1fferent students; based on assessment of need. Further, having more

act1v1t1es going on in the classroom should allow the teacher to

1nteract on a more individualized basis with students working on any

4

single activity. Aides and volunteers were conceived as serving a
support function 1n the classroom, i.e., their presence allowed
teachers to manage the individualization effort. Socio-economic

ntrol in the model as well as to

status was also included as a

-

examine jts effects. Path analysis was used to test the d1rect and
indfr:/t effects predicted by the model.

. The: Data Set

Ll

The data used for the analyses were.a subset of those used for

the main ECE evaluation. A stratifi¢d random sample of 256 schools

»
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were selected for narticipation in the main study to represent three
1eve1s of ECE status Qp 2, and 3 years)land ﬁour levels of compen- ‘
satory education funding (receipt and non-receipt of federal and/or
state level funding) From within these 256 schoois. 72 were selected
for. more intensive study. Two second-grade and two third-grede class-

: rodns within the 72 schools were randomly chosen for data collection. y
The study of individualized instruction was limited to data collected
. in second-grade .classrooms (n = 90). -
Multiple data sources_ were available for composing the indepen- -
dent variables, inciuding'teacher questionnaire and interview
¢ responses and brief'(20 ninutes) classroom obserrations ddring both

reading and mathematics instruction.

‘Degree of individualization in decisionmaking. Three variables

were included to operationalize the degree of, individualization in
dec¢istonmaking: sources used for placement, frequency of progress

D . ~
monitoring, and frequency of remediation and/or corrective actions

derived from progress-monitoring. . -

Degree of individualization by activity. "During classroom

observations in both reading and mathematics, observers recorded the
number of different activities occurring in the classroom. An_
activity was defined as a unique student assignment often related to
materials in use. For exampie, if some ‘students were workng on one )
workbook assignment while others were reading a text tnis wouid

refiect two activities. However, 1f all students were working in the .

same workbook, but on three different assignments within the workbook,

. then this occurance wou]d be recorded as three aptivities. &

¢ % . \
’ ’
N




- 27 -

Degree of individualizatibn in teacher-student interactions.

Teachers responded to questionnaire 1tems'asking what percentage of

instructional time they typically spent in whole class, large group,

-

small group, and individual instruction during reading and

-

-mathematiés.

. Number of aides and volunteers. Teachers indicated,. during

‘interviews, how many aides and/or volunteers assisted them during ;o
reading and during mathematics instruction; classroom obsegvations ‘ //
also recorded the presence of aides and volunteers.

Socio-economic status. SES was a school level index provided by

the California State Department of Education. This three-point index

was based on parent's occupation; three was the highest rating.

Achievement measures.-. Criterion-referenced tests of reading and
mathematics were construqté& épécifica11y for the main study.
Objectives were those agreed upon as central in the primary grade -
curriculum; their 1mportancg‘was verified by teacher questionnaire
resp;nsgs. Because individualized instruction is supposed to perﬁ}t
all students to learn bas;c objectiVes, both level of achievemeﬁt and
c1assrooﬁ variation in achievement we#é included as variables of °

interest.

Student attitudes. Items dealing with students' attitudes toward

reading and toward‘mathematics were adapted from the Scﬁoo1 Séntiment .
Index {IOX, 1§72). Three items were included in the reading scale, !
and four items were included on the mathematics scaie. _ |

Path. analysis was used to' examire the significance of the |

_ hypothesized fe1at10ns for bofﬁ.readyng and mathematics. To examine

B N
N\
=
.
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whexhey'the'patterns of heiationships were the same for higher)and
1owenfSES groups, interaction terms were added to the model.

In reading, as predicted, sgcio-economic status was positive
re}ated to achievement, and whole class instruction, for higher SES

ghoups, was negatively related. However, teacher consulting with

students and providing one measure of corrective action were

negativeiy'reiated to achievement, and whole class instruction was

associated with greater achievement for lower SES c1assrooms these v .
latter findings are in direct contradiction to the concept of : *\ | N
individualized instruction. With respect to at es toward nggding, }_ N,
consulting with students was a negative predict::fgg%gepﬁesence og\\ . ‘ \\\
more adults 1in 1ower SES classrooms was associated W more positi;;\\x\\\\ \\ c
student attitudes. - _ ' ) _:\\< : i\: 5 \
As expected, SES aisc was positively related to student . < '_\"‘\>§>§:
performance in mathematics and whole class instruction was negatiVeiy--f‘\ ‘\ l\
related to achievement. An unexpected finding was that the number of \& A\
adults was negativeiy'reiated to achievement in lTower SES c1assF oms.'/ ‘ l.\\‘;ﬁg\F
Grouping was found to contribute both to mﬁne;variation in ciassQ:;m\ 45 N

achievement and to less positive attitudes toward mathematics. For
lower SES classrooms, more activities and a teacher's use of
corrective action were positively related to attitudes towards

mathematics.

-

These results showea some support for indi;iduaiized
instruction. The negative effect oi whote class instruction_on
mathematics achievement, and on reading achievment for students from !
higher socio-economic status backgrounds, supported one gf the major

premises of individualized instruction, i.e., providing only one

»
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instructional treatment is inappropriate to .the needs of many- students

within-class variation in reading achievement was similarly supportive
\ | of the premise., V )
Q?\ ’ However, these»data suggest, as we night guess, that providing’ ‘
!‘aiternatiVe materials and more~individualized instructi0na1 settings
does not soive the problem.of - student 1earning. The reiationship
between grouping and 'within-class variation contradicts the theor- B

AN

RO tieai rhetoric i.e., certain strategies associated with individu-
? | g\1\ized instr%ction may magnify differences among learners. The
. reiqtionship between individuaiized instruction variables and the
read}ng achieve@ent\for students from 1ower socio-economic backgrounds

is particuiarix discburaging. /The results may imply that, in current

was sin\Tariy contradictory. The results in mathematics suggest that
whiie grouping practices associated with an individualized approach
may ke det:imentai to student attitudes for lower SES c]assrooms,
other processes which faciiitate ingtructional responsiveness and
'variety appear to enhance their attitudesf'

Despite the contradictions in the data and 1ack of rekationship
between most of the process-variables and student outcgmes, one
conclusion is ciearf_ One cannot assume that classrooms which appear

more individualized are, in fact,.more facilitative enviranments for

W3
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within a class. The relationship between whole class instruction and

o




students than are classrooms which appear less individualized
ProcesSes underlying students learning are mqre complicated than
surface appearances regarding teachers use ,of assessment or

~ provisions for 1Astructional alternatives. S '

" This obvious conclusion has seripus.dimplications for evaluation
policies at various levels. For example, some SgAs and LEAs evaluate
schools on the extent to which they provide individualized instruc-
tion, based on brief classroom observations and interviews (Herman &

i Hanelin, 1977). Certainly the validity of using such ratings to help
“assess school quality is suspect, a serious concern given the
potential impact of such practices on funding allocations. . . ) \

The mixed findings regarding the effects of individualized
instruction may be a function of the fact that cTassroom practice does
not mirror‘the theory espoused by advocates of.classroqn individuali-
zation; that is, teachers do not truly implement individualized '
programs. Although teachers may look 1ike they are individualizing

~

instruction in terms of assessing students progress and providing .
instructional alternatives, etc., the results suggest that these
actions are unrelated anj;éﬁat the 1ink between diagnosis and
prescription is missing--g finding that again points to a need for
- Tooking below the surface before passing evaluative judgment.
What insights does the example elaborated in this paper provide
--beyond the not so astounding conclusion that molar variables often

leave more questions than answers? I think {t supports a few

conclusions.
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1. Evaldation of school programs, "and particularly those - : -,

\ programs‘that focus on student achiavement, benefit greatly - .o
from an instructional_ research perspective. Evaluationg | ‘
often ask questions-that are too.simple; and simple answers -

‘that ignore schaol and ‘classroom processes ‘are 1ikely to be - -
y  invalid. Good {nformation requires a knowledge of what goes -

..% .en in classrodms\and schoolss, o ,

"

2. Evaluation cdn prov\de good data for instructional research
and it contributes to our knowledge base. The example
reported here_perhaps does not reyeal too much about
individualized instruction, but the findings are consistent’
with other findings in the field: for example, the results
with regard to lower SES classrooms support'much of the work
of the direct instruction advocates (see, for.example,
Stallings et al, 1977; Soar, 1973; Rosenshine, 1977); that
individualized instruction, in the example, tended to magnify
differences between learners is consistent with some of the
research from Wisconsin (personal correspondence, 1978). . -
Convergence of data from several studies certainly adds
strength to the Knowledge base.

y 4

3. Evaluation studies which may necessarily have to Took at more
molar variables can.nonetheless support the need for more
fine-grained research. Similar findings across studies, in.
particular, provide a good rationale for why deeper .
understandings are necessary--and for the compelling need . for
instructional research.

Is there a case for mutual needs? I think so. Eva1uétjon
certainly requires the research perspective, and we can benefit from

the need as well as contribute to informed, rather than.simplistic,

public policy.
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HITCHHIKING ON FAST-iiOV'ING POl:ICY. RESEARCH: A CRITIQUE ’
Don Dorr-éremme
Introduction ‘
B This paper addresses‘two premisesE (1) in a'time of fiscal

.'restraint,'government funds are 1ikeiy to be more available for policy

studies and program.evaluations while-grants for sbasic research on

teaching and learning become less avai]ab1e:v(2) regearchers may try

to whitchhihe"@g:wgovernment-sponsored policy studies--to use them as

vehic1es for doing research on instruction. _These two premises raise
“the ques}ion of whether research on teaching and 1earning can be bui1t

into government-funded progranm evaluations and po]icy studies and, if

0
so, -under what circumstances? | o
. " This paper addresses these questions'through a caSe study, It

tells the story of how I tried to hitch a ride with.some research of

my own on a poiicv:study that happened.to be passing bv;gan;n;tr;/:>
elaborates the ci rcumstan% under which one can make gaod 11 C-
I:tionai résearch sense out of government poiicy doiiars. -
First T 11 provide a descrip;ion of the vehicle--a federaliy
funded po1icy study--and the questions which drove it.‘ Then I n ta1k '
' about the hitchhiker° me with my small piece of research that seemed e R
. to be going in exactly the same direction as the vehicJe. Finaliy,

I L report how the ride seems to be going anid why. ‘
The Vehicle' A Federaliy Funded Study of Testing and Test Use

. The vehicie passing by ‘was a piece of poiicy research. a

nationa] study to infonn federal, and especiaiiy staté- and locai- "“

ievel poiicy, on achievement testing. ‘

.




Studentachievemen‘f’testing in the nation ] schoois has become a

M,; vast enterprise, gnd both the amount and variety of testing continue R

Pusra— e S S

A / ey

to qrowx Across the country, more tfh‘an 40 states have now mandated

tests of minimun competency for schoo} chderen. (Some states require
L the tests fOr promotibn and graduation- others, merei,y to check
students hasic educationa'l needs at milestones in their school .

careers Y. “ e testing of student achievement remains a primary way of

meeting th evaiuation requirements that federal and state programs

‘ :Ln_clude', Schooi districts have expanded their testing programs' many: ‘
- have developed or. purchased assessment too'ls to mon,itor student‘ X ( o
pvf‘ gress a‘long di-strict-mandated continua of skills or objectives. ' o
‘[;achers, meanwhile, devel op and admini ster their own tests as well as

other tests that come wi th curriculum materiais they use. AH in alT '

.oy

imndreds of mﬂ'iions of doliars in pub]ic monies are expended annuaﬂy - .

onﬂtesting z‘ Amidst this,,testing "boom various\types of tests, and ) . k

& .

testing “in *geherai, have become controversial. ‘(The Nationai

Educat_ion Association and~ the American Federation of, Teacherstﬁorm T

“r

,,,,,

' . examp]e, have. taken offici a} ahd somewhat Opposing positions on

However, ,there has been very &?’le research to infor‘m 'debate or .

decisions about test:ing, Jus‘t ho h testing is going on, how much

i t costs, and what specific benefits derive from particui ar types of

e "’“‘ir ‘.¢ ] . . . -
. . ey =

AR A \,_ I . T .‘ : . . - ' ~ -
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U 4 It has been estimatéd for exam le, that,:Ln-1976 standardized S
% testi “in the e'lementary grades  alone cost well over a quarter of a° '
. bl do11ars. (EDC News, '1977). A study done by Lyon. (1978) found o
that budgéts. in schdol districts' evaluation and testing units range ,
. betwéen $2 000 and $4,000,000 annually. These estimates, ‘however,
,-,.Qmit substantia'l indirect costs: e.g., teachers' and administrators’
time spent in preparation for testing, test admini stration, etc.
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tests and testing programs. under what circumstances, all remain
1arge1y unkngwn. fhe policy study‘on which I attempted to hitch a
ride, then, since it would focus ‘on test-policy 1ssues, had to address
several broad questions: . ) g
1. With what frequency and distribution are part1cu1ar types of
tests given in the nation s schools? '
2. In what ways do particular types of tests and test1ng
_programs impact upon schools and those within them?
©a) through their very presence, required or recommended? -
b) thrpugh educators' utilization of thefr results?
3.‘ What factors influence
i .. a) where and how much part1cu1ar types of testing are done?
’ b) the ways that tests and their scores impact on schools “and
those within them (students, teachers, etc.)? :
~ 4, What are the costs-édirect and indirect dollar costs,
+ - oppontunity/ educational and psychological costs=-~of
‘ different types of . tests and testing programs?
0f course, these research questions generate information'to ‘\ o
address policy isSues such as: (1) What do wexget'and what do we traée,
off when we 1n%est our testing dollars in this, that, or some other i -
test‘or assessnent program? or (2) If we want to accomnlish ”X;“' ‘
what's the best ;nvestment of our testing do]lars? . \
Ihese concerns and questions drove the policy sthdy, which took * -,
shag\kas a three-year effort. The first year wonld enta11 p1ann1ng '
the design of a nat10na1 survey of teachers and pr1nc1pa1s (and some
district officia]s). Exploratory fieldwork was included, along w1th a .

literature review and reanalysis of some test-use data CSE had

5

_previously collected. The second year would see instrumentation and

323
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fielding of the surrey in a natfonal sample of districts (over 100)
and schools (ideally two elementary and two high schoo1s(;er
district), for a total of rough1y‘2100 respondents answering questions‘,
about testing and test use in the basic sk111s areas (reading/Eng1ish
and math). While data from this survey were being analyzed in the
second. year, planning for year three would begin, again 1hc1ud1ng.a.'
good deal of ‘on-site fieldwork. Finally, in the thilrd’ year,
ethnographio studies in three or four sohoo1s, as well as less | 1
1ntensive fieldwork in other sites, would be carried.out to follow up
_on the survey and, eSpec1a11y, to get a close-up look at testing '
costs.
This; then, was the vehicle--the policy study of testing and test
’ use--and'thq quest}ons which drove‘it. _One more point 1; worth noting
- about this before moving on. Although the words test and testing

. recur dbove, the study was equally concerneds from the outset with
other, Tess formal means of assessment: ' teachers' observations and -
da11y 1hteractions and the information the& y1e1d, routine classwork
and homework cetc. l .

The Hitchhiker and His Study of Teachers Thinking and Decision Making ‘ '

‘1 turn now to the hitchhjker--myse1f--and the sma11‘p1ece.of
research I carried in my’paCk. First, it is important to know that I

-

hare an interest jn.what can be construed broadly as social ’
'.cognition. More speoifica11y, I'm concerned with understanding the
everyday . knowledge (¢.f., Sudnow, 1968), the “background '
- understandings” (Ga 1, 1967), and'practica] reasoning (o.f.,

{

Cook:Gumperz, 1975) Which are preSumedtto underlie the practical

v

affairs of memberslof particular social groups. Put another vay, in




W

my work I attempt to describe the “"system of standards for perceiving,
believing, acting, and evaluating" (Goodenough, 1970, 1971} or the ‘ \
~ cognitive "rules, maps, and p1ans“ (Spradley,, 1972) evident in ° . ‘
| i 'participants routine actions and talk, and how these are functionally
) _relevant (Erickson, 1978,{Erickson & Schultz, 1977) to the performance
of particular educational events (e.g., 1essons, morning circle time
in e1ementarv classes, etc.)* '

These interests are basicaiiy psychoiogicai in nature, but as the
'1anguage and citations may indicate, interests that I pursue through
the adjacent and sometimes comp]ementary theories of cognitive . . .‘
anthropology, (Goodbnough,.1964, 1971, 1975; Tyler, 1969; Wallace, _ S

! 1970), ethnomethodology (Cicourel, 1974; Garfinkel, 1967; Mehan & a

Wood, 1975; Turner, 1974), and socioiinguistics (Hymes, 19725-1974)

are: merged in what Hugh Mehan has ca11 d “constitutive ethnography .

‘and Fred Erickson has termed “mdcroethnog " ' ‘*:=

It may by how be evident why the vehicle stopped to’iet me on; as”
a hitchhiker. I was not the designer of -the. p01icy study, but I was
c1ear1y interested in how things get doneNin schoois and c1assrooms, ),
~in how.people routinely think and act, and what. influences how they

think and act. Furthermore, I had the fieldwork training and

- experience that would be needed recurrently throughout the

EEA S

StUd.Y v N , - .

:’ it

, I in turn was interested in climbing aboard, f‘ it seemed to -

me that my research interests were virtua11y congruent with the policy

study's questions. And there was plenty of fieldwork in the project

T— . . .

* See for example, Bremme and Erickson, 1977; Dorr-Bremme, 198L(b).




through which to'pursue those interests following the methodoiogical

canons of my field. More specifically, the policy stady wouid seek to

' determine what types of tests and other means of assessment educators.
in schools use Hn _making particu1ar.instructiona1 decisiops and how
each counts as a given decision is made. That is‘essentiaiiy’a,cog-
nitive issue, which I cou1d restate as: ”Nhat hnowiedge and processes
lof reasoning do teachers routinely empioy as they make particutar
instructional decisions?“ Or again, "What system of standards for

beiieving, perceiving, evaluating, and acting are routineiy in usé as,

d

teachers make particular instructionai decisions?" I wouid summarize e

those standards or cognitive “ruies" in a flow chart such as'thé

'/.~

figure. . . ., ’,:’_“,’ . w ” 7 “{} R .. ; . / S

- a s

Insert Figure 1’ About Here

- - - ,
- » “

- Yo .
. g ,.0/

* The fiow chart here is, of coUrse more appropriate to the meta-
phor in this papér than to the study 1 wanted do. But i’n that

study, times of day, kinds of peopie driving cpnditions, etc., that B

appeas»in this chart would-be rep1aced udth kinds of tests and’ other
assessment means, types of. students, and instructiona1 options that
inform sch001 decisions. Specificaiiy, ethnographic work would reveai
how these eiements figured .in a particuiar instructiOnai decision--':h
where they fit in-the decision—making process how much each “counted“
in the decision, ete. The study that led to these findings wouid also
tap .teachers' "backgrOund understanddngs --their opinions of testing
in general and of the worth of di fferent types of tests and other p*l

assessment results. These issues which wouid provide context‘?or the ";x

Vs M ,-_-. ',. - . )
. B

~
*

g
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Figure 1

. a

(+=yes; —=no)

'.'..Reproduced from J.pP. Sprad1ey (Ed.), Culture and cognition:
,.’RuTes,.-,maps and p'lans, 1972, p. 32. By permission of.xIne

B
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findings summarized in my flow chart were also concerns of the poljcy
study. : )
' The data needs of my p1ece of research, then, wou1d be merely a
o

subset of the policy study. It would only be a matter of asking an
extra question or two here and there in the fieldwork, looking a bit

‘more closely at certainheyents we'd be looking at anyway,, and I'd

have done a reasonabte p1ece of research on an aspect of teacher
thinking and decision making that would be re1evant to educationa1
practice. This work wouldn't be as fine-grained as usual constitutive

or m1cro-éthno§raphy, but it would use the same principles and it

. would be supplemented with a great deal of information from the larger

' po11cy study' in. which it was embedded. © .

‘

I didn't decide, as 1 c11mbed aboard the policy vehicle, just

what 1nstructiona1 decision I wou1d focus my research upon. I had 1n‘

]

. mind lTooking at the ways 1:ﬁ:hioh c1assroom teachers decide a student

~

needs extra.help. But I coGld hold that as a tentat;;e choice pending
the resu1ts of the f1rst exp1oratoxy fieldwork. \P

In general, then, this hitchhiking would proceed as - foJ1ows'
(1) during. the f1rst-year exp1oratory fieldwork, the goa1 wou1d be‘to
get a general mab of the kinds.of ways teachers had of knowing about
students performance and progress' the *kinds oﬁ—decisions they made
(as they saw them), and how the two seemed to relate. 1 would be sure
to include questions on, “special help” decisions in this work which

would serve my substudy as background, and uhich we had to do anyway

‘for the policy study. (AN thtj)a1most happened. Same 80 interviews

were conducted with teachers, specialists, pr1nc1pa1s, and counselors,

department cha1rpeop1e, and others. Documents were collected as well
. \

-

T
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as copies of tests, and we tried to “"look ethnographica11y“ in the
1imited time we had 1n three schools in each of three districts.)

g . (2) In the survey, I wanted to center inquiry on the functional
re1evance of particu1ar types of assessment resu1ts--tests and BN
others-~for particu}ar kinds of decisions. This would be extremely
important for.the policy study,‘as I saw it,, and it would {a) he1h me °

decide what sort of decision to focus hy hitchhiking effort upon, as ,
well as (b) provide some broad data qn that decision to contextualize
the f1e1dwork. (3) Then, in the fieldwork p1ann1ng for the third -
year,:and in the third year ethnographies themselves, I would begin in
earnest to do the extra 11tt1e pieces of work which would give me my

” hitchhiking research nn teacher thinking .and ‘decision making:." «

' To this point, I have reviewed the policy study (the veh1c1e)
; how I hitchhiked on it and where I wasdsﬁtting, and what I was
- ~_‘. carry}ng in my valise (the decision-making study.)

The Ride: Results of the Study and Some Caveats for' Hitchhikers
In a short descriptioh of the ride I'd have to say that the
questions and concerns driving the po11cy'stud9 keeb sneaking'things
| frmn‘the}hitchhikers--ttme, money, and other resources--thatwthey need
. to be methodo1ogice11y robust. Both are still on the way to their
destinatiohj_‘(P]annihg for the third year is concluding; survey

o e
. -

results have'had preliminary analyses.) ‘They may well.make it to
where they are going, but the driver is getting awfully large, thére
“in the front Seat: room for the hitchhiker seems to be shrinking.
‘tess whimsically, data to set up the substudy as I intended . .
1t--data which ultimately will be a part of it if 1t does not fall off - Y

.the'vehicle--Has begun to come in. Intuitively, the .data seem so11d '
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to me. But the documentation is weaker than I had hoped for,.less

i sys;emgpié'than I feel good about. This has resulted, I_tpink? From
certain generic features of policy studies and circumstances in this :
particular sfudy. I will describe these with examples, and Undefscoré
the 1es;ons I think fhey teach. Bﬁt first ]ei me say something aboﬁt
_the "findings," hypotheses really, at tH?E‘ﬁoint, derived from the year
one fieldwork, year two fielhwbrk to date, and some preliminar& exami-
.nation of the survey questionnaire data, \ . \
The picture that is emergiﬁgtof how teachers routinely think

about and handle student assessment is éhfte consonant with the

. »” i
picture Eliot Friedsen paints of the "clinical mentality" in his sosi-

ology of appliéd knowledtge, Professioh of Medicine, (1973). In
unfortunately loaded language, Friedsen says, '

. ¥ ,@:\
The practitioner is a fairly crude pragmatist:i.. prone in
time to trust his own accumulation of personal: first-hand
experience in preference to abstract principles or "book /
knowledge", particularly in assessing and managing those .
aspects of his work that-cannot be treated routinely. As
Sharif and Levinson noted in the case of psychiatrists in -
training; "The dangers of intéllectualizing and "book learn-
ing" are stréssed. The highest value is placed on emotional
experience, on widening the ranfe of "gut response” as a,
means of understanding what’is going on in oneself and in °
the ‘patient". This represents a certain subjectivism in his
approach. T ,

p—

Further on, Friedsen adds: "Thus, a rather|thorgu§hgoing particulér:
ism, a kind of Opto]ogical aﬁﬂ epiStemological'individuhlism is '
characteristic of éhe clinician."” Sheddaf its pejorative lénguage,
Friedsen's descriptibn aptly “describes elements of structure in the

~

teacher'slthinking'abbut assessment.*

,
' , . - .

. - .

i

¢

* The data which support the generalizations offered here may be
found in Dorr-B¥emme, et. al., 1980; Dorr-Bremme, 1981.. -

.
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1. Teachers' Thinking is Pragmatic and Experience Oriented. .

. Our preliminary results show that the tests teachers'give most

often, devote most class time to, and rely upon most heavily have

three qualities:

° face va11ﬁ1ty--1n the teacher's eyes, they match with what was '

actually taught .

° jmmediacy--they are immediately available, may be given
discqetionariTy, and the results are immediately available

° consonance with teache}'s routine practicaI'tasks--placemenf
:test for placement; unit tests for unit grades; tests labeled
diagnostic for. diagnosis, etc’. o :

Furthermore, clinical experience overrides, in maﬁy cases, test
_resuIts. Almost invariably, the teachers we spoke with said (without
explicit-elicitation from us) that they might use a placement test,
e.g., to grPup chiIdrep for reading; but whether the placement was
correct was determin ‘on_the basis'of .the {éaghersf juégement of the
child's wbrk. Si%11ar19, according to teachers, some Fh11drén are .
"good test-takers;" others choke or hay\dustfﬁot fnya they may. be

having a bad day when the test is given, and so‘on. . R

mance in Particular.: ' ]
The last pdint.aﬁove-111ustra£és-onelforﬁ of particularism.
Another emerged in the regutarity. of teacher; reponding "it -
‘depgpds...“ when we asked. them héw a decision woufd be made. '%amdly
circumstances, classroom social beha@ior, other’ teachers' remarks and
opinions, oral performance, pa;terqs in.routine g1a§swork, the appear=
ance})f {nteregt or motiva%ion,.togeth;;/;ith a wide varfety of types

of test scores are available to teachers and figdre in most decisions

Y

: they make about their students. -Similar evidence, albeit organized \

|

2. Teachers® Reasoning’About Test Results and Students" Perfofi .
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differently, also figured in teachers' assessments of thetr own per-
formance--in their judgments of their effectiveness. It appeared--
though it was difficult to tell certainly in interviews-~that this
1n?armat10n would be'weighted differently, in making the same type of
decfsion on different occasions or w1th.d1fferent students.

3, Teachers' Reasoning. Processes Appear to be Rational when -
Viewed within a Ciinical rFramework.

Stud1es of teacher decision mak1ng offer conflicting results

reagard1ng how "ratiohal” or valid teachers c11nica1 decisions are.

vinsonhaler (1980, .1981), for instance, has demonstrated that the same

reading specialist pften diagnoses an individual student's "case"
differently on two different gceasions separated in time; from
spec1a1jst to specialist, there also seems to be little re11abf11ty in
the d1agnos1s of a-case.._0On the'other hand similar policy

L

capturing studies using case s1mu1at10ns reported by Shavelson and

co11eagues (e.g., Borko, ,Cone, Russo, & Shave1son, 1979) 1nd1cate that

teachers can readily recognize and usua11y tend to employ information

from more reliable sources. Other hark (Pedulia, Airasian, & Madaus,
,1980) shows that teachers typically prédict Studdnts' scores on

. standardized tests quite accurate1y. Most research which has attended

to the practical circumstances teachers confront as they make

instructional decisions tends to depict them as fairly reasonable.

" (For a comprehensive review, see Shavelson & Sterns, in press)..

Work on teacher thinking and dec1s10n making conductéﬁ thus far
within the test use policy study tends to support and extend th1s view
of the teacher. Exploratory f1nd1ngs, for example, suggest that .

classroom practitioners rarely rely on one source of information in

[}
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making a given instructional decision (Dorr-Brémme, et al, 1980; Dorr-
Bremme, 1981). Like the scientist, the teacher looks for replication

of results generated through different types of measuresstests of Y

_different types, class and homework assignﬁents'that‘embody different

-performance conditions, etc. This mekes good sense in light.of recent

work in human cognition (e.g., Griffin, Cole & Newnan, in press), and

may not attain t

., :
[anguage (Bloom & Gumperz 1972; Phillips 1972; Gumperz & Hernandez-
Chavez, 1972) which shows that the demonstration of competence in
performance varies with context.

This is only a brief overview of findings to date, but it should

indicate that instructiona) research‘embedded within a polfcy\study

can contribute to our co11ect1ve understanding of teachers' thinking

and gecision making. As things stand, however, our findings are not

based on evidence as solid and as systematically obtained.as most

researchers--even,ethnogaéphers who are wrongly reputed to be less

concerned with "hary" data--would like. nd it s quite pos- ©
sible that our ”fin ngs w111 remain provocative 1mpressions. They
status of research resu]ts in the study I had hoped

to do. Th 5 as I noted earlier, is largely because the- policy study

‘has consumed more resources I thought would be readin avai]able ‘for

. the hitchhiking research. .

H

I do not think that this is a peculiarity of the policy study in
which I am engaged. Policy studies are, I believe, a vavenous Spe-
cies. They are (to switch metaphors) generally subject to centrifuga] '
forces: In the remainder of this paper, I want to 1nd1cate where
these centrifugal forces come from and. then 111ustrate with some exam-.

ples how they work‘to the disadvantage of a."hitchhiker. I will.also’
| , ¢ . .
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offer one or two caveats, drawn from my experience,‘fdr researchers
who are considering hitchhiking on policy.sstudies with some research
of their gwn. . 4

The Nature of Policy Studies - : ¢

. For a number of reasons, policy studies have a tendency to Wwant

to be laﬁger“ than one originally anticipates they will be. For
t“ A . .
1. Funding is most often offered for research which is germane to

national or statewide policy. The results, then, must be general-
{zable to the nation or to a state or to other units which embody

diverse program settings across a very large dumber of potentially

program-relevant (and policy-relevant) variables. "Specifying a
small number ofsthese, a priori, as sampling variables, is often
difficult. - This has at least two implications -for research time
"and other resources: Lo ‘ '

(a) There is a tendency to be .inclusive rather than exclusive:
to sample along more rather than fewer variables and thus to
N expand a sample which was rathér large to begin with in order
to obtain a sufficient n in each of many sampling cells. This
tendency has ramifications throughout the study, A targer
~ sample demands more time for actually drawing the sample, for
. contacting the siteseto be surveyed and gaining their cooper-
ation, for conducting the survey and managibg the data, etc.

p

. 1b) There is rarely gne single best way to draw a,ﬁétionql or
statewide ‘sample for a given policy Study. Alternative ,
sampling plans offer the possibility of different-~but equally

policy-relevant--analyses. Examining these alternatives /

-~ pequires_time-and. review that may exceed original projections,

especially when project staff, representatives of the funding
agency, reviewers, and consultants’ disagree on the merits of '
the different sampling plans and the analyses they facilitate.

2. Policy reseaich usually requires that data be, collected on a wide .
range of dependent. variables. Previous studies have identified a
large *set of .generic factors that can influence any program's
outcomes. (A partial 1ist includes leadership, participants'
feelings of program "ownership," the nature of the informal social

o

structure of the implementing. institution, participants "sense of ',

efficacy," the number.of other programs extant simultatneously at
a site, participants' "angle of vision" or pérspective on the..
program, and the frequency and quality of staff development and
other support services.) Particular programs, of Course, are
susceptible to the fnfluence of other variables in addition to.
such generic ones. Thus, .the number of .domains releyant for

t inclusion in study instruments is large. Furthermore, a nat}pn-
wide or (to a lesser extent) a statewide sampl¥ entails consider-.

~
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able diversity in local condi tions and practice§, as well,as in

‘Yocal terminology for describing.conditions and practices. To ®

‘take this diversity into account, questions in research instru-

"3,

ments must often be long and complex, rather than simple and
succinct., .

Policy research usually has clearly evident political implica-
tions. As a consequence, policy. makers and stakeholders in
programs want to be sure their interests and perspectives are
reflected in the research design and represented in the research
instruments. The funding agency may have one or multiplé agendas -
for- the study, some of which are politically motivated. Respond-.
ing to the concerns and wiches of various interest groups is often
unavoidable. In many cases, their involvement in research plan-

‘ning is critfcal .to the success of the study. (For instance, the

)

4.

5.

6.

rgse;rch to spin out beyond its projected-boundar

best of circumstances, coping with these cent

3.

support and/or endorsements of certain groups may facilitate local
agencies' participation in the study, promote higher rates of
return of survey questionnaires, etc. Support and endorsements
may only come in exchange for a voice in research planning.) .
Involving various interested groups in ptanning and/or reviewing
the research design and instruments consumes further time, energy,
and research funds. Including questjons that interest groups
suggest adds to the length of research instruments.

Policy reséarch usually must adJ?ess multiple-audiences. Politi-
cal considerations aside, these audiences do not always share the
same' concerns and questions. They may need and expect very dif-

ferent kinds of information. (The study of testing and test use, -

for example, 1s expected to provide information to policy mdkeﬁs .
in federal, state, and local education agencies. Their interests °
and information needs are not identical, however,) Balancing these
competing information needs is another centrifugal force with- T
which policy research must contend. .-Again,.‘there is a tendency to
resolve the problem of multiple information needs by making the'
research more inclusive. ] ' Lo

When policy research is undertaken at a large scale (which it most
often is when government-funded), a team effort is most often re-
quired. Members of the research team may not agree on the best
resolution of research issuasé Compromising among researchers -

pften results in expanding ;he scope of inquiry. o

by

Today, requests for policy research frequentﬂ§ call?fbr inclusion

of fieldwork of some -kind--&thnograpy, case studies, etc. On-site.

work generates centrifugal forces: the closer one looks and the
longer ohe looks on site, the more issues seem to deserve investi-
gation, To accomodate these issues, research instruments and
research time call out, for expansion. -~

For a yafiety of reasons, fhen, there is a-
N Do
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: 1nte1iigentJy restraining the eipansion of a policy study-srequires
,_time, staff energy, and research dollars. hnd it seems that whep a '
«,substudy is along for the ride, it 1s that substudy that sufférs first
©and mdst from the centrifugal forces. N ;

’Some ExamP1es A Jé: : \f' o i

'My'own exper1ahEé oroufdes several'examp1es of how this happens.
‘Ear11er, I explained that my hitchhiking p1an incTuded, add1ng a ques-
tion or two to the exp1oratory fieruork 1n the test use study s first
year. I had also p]anned to use that initfa] fierwork as background
for my teac er decisionamaking study " To assure adequate time ‘for
this, I had/hoped to conduct the fieldwork in states which had differ-
_ent testing requ1rements (a necessity for the policy study),. and which
'were geographicaT]y c]ose to Ca]ifornia. Money saved in travel expen-
ses-could then go toward makﬁng the exploratory work more systematic
l: ,and rigorous. The funding agency* however, urged from the outset that
the study be n&tioﬁa] 1n sc0pe. Responding to that suggestion was in
the best interes}- of good and continued relation between the agency
,and our’ research center. As a consequence, do]]ars were cong:med in
. travel; time on site was reduced to the mjnimum.

Moreover, 1ong distance<negotiations abut our site visits some-
times resu1ted 1n unavoidab]e deviations from our research plan. We
':Spoke on Severa! occasions by phone<w1th key personne] in each dis- .’
trict we p]anned to visit. We. a1501exchanged several 1etters nnth//
them. During these contacts, we. stressed the 1mbortance of our speak-
1ng wtth eech 1ntérv1ewee—fbr forty to forty-five m1nutes, and sugges- '
ted a number of. measures. we were wi]]ing to take n order to arrange

R4

~ for that. Each district acknow]edged our request and. assured us that

¢ ~ b -

-~
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they wouid‘respond to it. Nevertheless, once we arrived on site, we
found in several schools that interviews were scheduled for shorter,
periods than we had reguested.‘ Thus, we hadrto cut back  our interview.
questions° thpse critical to the policy study remained; those addi-
tional one or two questions most germane to the decision= making °
study had to be cut. And with time on site dy t a‘minimum,
there was no possibility of returhing later to\gath r information
lost. The exploratory fieidworh yielded a wealth of informatifn that
proved extremeij usefui for designing the survey‘research :ﬁich
followed. (That was its primary function.) But with abbreviated
‘interviews in some schools and time on site focused on po<:cy study
issues, the results were too asymetricaiiy gathered to count, anaiyze,
and include as background in the substudy on teacher decisionmaking.
Later on in the project, otherﬁcentrifugai forces applied pres-
sure on the suhstudy.i In preparing for the nationai sﬁrvey, two‘
compiete sampling plans were developed and discarded before arriving
at a third and final one. This was not due to any incompetence aof. the’
plans' desigﬁers. (Aii of them were highiy skilled with considerabie
experience id sampiing for large-scale survey research Y The di;>¥‘\
culty was simply that each plan posited .a siightiy different set of
variables (and survey analyses) as most important. 'In'successive
reviews, the advocates of each pian.and the consuiting'reviewers—;
argued effectively for+the value of different samb1ing‘approaches.
‘ Each of these different points of view had, merits and drawbacis within
the context of the study. Resoiving these arid maximizing the' analyses
' the sampie would’ permit required a good deal of time and research

dollars. A1l of this, of course, strengthened the poiicy study. But

< -
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it delayed the start of the next phase o% fieldwork, to be undertaken
ence sampl}né for the survey was underway. Once agein, redﬁced time .
meant restrictiﬁgtthe focus of fieldwork to issues most germane to the
policy study, and eass$ng over the extra 1ittle bit of work which
would have fleshed 'out the research on teacher decision-making. {

In the survey itself, I had hoped to focus.the inquiry on the .

functional velevance of different types of. assessment results--test

scores and other student products--on teachers’ decisions. A number
of pressures tame to bear, however, which minimized the. attention
which could be\given to this domain of inquiry. Firsty a large number .

of domains had to be covered on the questionnaire, and queJ;;ons on

each domain grew Tonger in order to take .into account the diversity of '
practices across.the nation. Project officers }n\the funding agency
emphasized that certain areas were of critical importance, given agen-

cy information néeds.. Representatives of teachers' organizations,

fd

commercial teést publishers, and others involved (for po]itical rea-

sons) in the review process called for inclusion of certain types of *
e N v » .

questions. Projeéct staff members argued effectively for different
em;hases. To avoid an extensive burden oe questionnésre respondents,
difficult choices were necessary. In the end, co]]éct?ve‘;h{ﬁkiﬁg and
conflicting demands assured comprehensivenéss in the survey. Ques-
tions on‘how teachers used particular types of assess ent results were
included, but only as one of several domains of inquiry 1mportent to-

3

the policy study. - . . N . .

These were on]y(sggg\?f the ways in.which the centrifugal forces
1nhereat in poHcy research compressed %

‘g&i siof-making study I
1

p]anned to conduct. t these examp]es sho be sufficient to illus-

3]

trate the genetal process. . ‘ . 1.




I shoutd add that this was not my first experience with policy
research: I was aware that each phase and task of the prcject would
tend to»eXpand in scope and complexity, and had -anticipated, that
tendency as I planned my hitchhiking. But there seemed tobe so much K

rover]ap between the issues of the policy study and the issues of myl
decision-making study that it seemed I would“be able to address both

even though the former were likely to grow as work continued.

Caveatg ///?’—\

The observatiqns 1 have made here about the nature of policy
, research are un]ikely to be new to those experienced in such work; . °
they routineiy experience the centrifugal forces I have descrihed.

But as grants‘fcr résearch become scarce, . scholars new_to the policy

-

research road will be stepping onto 1t in greater numbers in search of
’vehicles on which they can hitchhike w1th the1r oﬂn 1nstruct103§11y‘

. b4 relevant stud1es. For them, I offer the fol]owing wprds of advice. ’ ) '

It is probably best not to hitchhike with strangers. That is:

*

=== I~ Your redearch on instruction is 1ikely to lose weight to thé
. extént that its questions are not exactly congtuent both-with -
. the research questions of ‘the* policy study and with the
actual items in rejearch instruments.

2. Geta ride for your study on the research-methods that are
absolutely central to the policy study, no matter how exten-
sive some:other methods may appear to be in the researcb
design. .

. A . . - -
The substudy research discussed 1in this‘paper was accomplished
effectively largely because it followed these caveats; Large-scale'
poficy‘researéh;:Qhen it js done reasohably, provides very.lfttle room .

for naive'bi'tt;hhikers. .

. ’ .
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