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A COMMITMENT TO URBAN EDUCATION

Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS) is a regional. educational laboratory
that uses the results of educational éﬁsearch_and'development to assist the
elementary and secondary schools in Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. This
assistance takes the form of information, staff development programs, management
training and consulting, evaluating, and special research projects. :

"RBS' work in urban education is founded in a firm eommitment to the goal‘of
equal educational opportunity. Every child should have an opportunity to attain
a high quality education. Therefore, improving the effectiveness of the public

(=Nt

.. schools is the focus of the laboratory's activities in urban areas.
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the 20 year decline in student achievement, We,'therefore, operate on

‘the assumption that there may be some explanation for the level of student

EFFECTIVE SECONDARY SCHOOLS

a

- Introduction .- o

The current educational concern with identifying effective schools
follows a brief hﬁstorlcal period in which.many concluded that schools,
made no d1fference in the llves of students (Coleman, Campbell Hobson,
McPartland Mood, Welnfeld & York l966 Jencks, Ackland, Bane, Lohen
Giatis, Heyns, Michelson, & Smith, l972). Concom1tant w1th this bellef
the levels of achievementbas measured by college aptitude and achievement“
test scores have decllned - It is difficult to simultaneously conclude

that schools make no differénce in achievement and that student ach1eve—

ment is coﬁsdstently declining, Surely the genetic pool or family back-

ground of American studentsvhas not declined so rapidly that either explains

achievement in the‘nature of the schools. . ' .

This assumption which gives direction to cur examination of. effective -

secondary schools implies some definition of school. effectiveness., BOth

laypersons and professional educators have used a wide variety of criteria

- to assess the quallty of both elementary and” secondary schools. The nature of

,

-~ the bulldlngs and other fac111t1es, the success of athlet1c teams or the

school fand, the number of staff members and the range of their educatlonal

[

quallflcatlons, and expendltures per student 1ndicate the wide var1ety of

NI

chool character1st1cs that’ have been used as 1nd1cators of school quallty.

The state and regional accred1tatlon agencles have used many of these as the
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basis for granting or denying accreditation to high schools. ‘There is
little evidence, however, to indicate that any of the above-mentioned

-

characteristics of schools are significantly related to what the student
learns if fﬁe‘family background of the student iS~cohtrolled.' We, there-
fore, do‘not include any sush cfiteria as.measuresvof school effective-
neés. Uﬁlessra school ch@facteristié is significantly related‘to the
outcomes for students, it cannot Sé juétified‘as a criterion of quality.
:In this ﬁaﬁer,‘we take the position that a certerion for éffective

secondary schools or any other schools is the effecp that these échoo;s
havg on students' learned behavior. The purpdSe of schooling is to teach
children and young people'to behave in some particﬁlar m;nner.' This, of
course, immediately raises thg issue 6f‘wﬁa§ kinds of béhavior.are to be in-
-cluded iﬁ the intendéd outcomes of scho;ling.‘>Numerous states and educa-~
Qtional~agenciés héve identified desired outcomes of education. We shall not
attempt to identify these at thls p01nt but a recently constructed set of
educational goals drawn from many dlfferent sources is 1ncluaed in Brookover
Ferderbar5 Gay, Middleton; Rosper, and Roebuck, 1980. These goalg are
ideqtified:in,terms of the kinds of~behavior thét educatgd human beings :
‘Should exhibit. 'The first of these is the ;ﬁeqUate and appropriafefusé

of behaviors comﬁqnly identified as the basic skills. Acquiring and

using communication: and computational skills are certainly a part of the

goals of education, and no doubt the most widely used criterion of schpol_ ~ﬁ

A

learning. But these basic communication and computational skills afé’not

. J

the sole outcomes of education, Their identification as 'basic" spg—

gests that they may be important avenues to the acquisition ofipther types
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of behavior. The Committee of the Association for Supervision and Curric-

v

# . . . .
ulum Development, which outlined.the educational goals (Brookover et al., 1980), ¢

. concluded that these skills facilitated the achievement of ail the other goals
of education,and did not, contrary to much opipion, interfere with the achieve—
: meﬁt of any other desired goéls of education. We, therefdre, suggest that.
. : . 2
the primary'ériterion’of effectiﬁe schools must be the achievement and use
of basic communication and computational skiils.' Certainly the use of a
wide range of accumulated knowledgeAin the sciences and humanities is a
signiﬁiéant goal of education, as wellmgs the use of the basic skills. Sﬁch ¢
knowledge has"otcasionally been used as measuréé of effeétiveness, but essen-
tially no Qork has been done on the assessment.of the several pther desired
behavioral outcomeé of education. Our analysis of éffective secondary"
schools will, therefore, large;y be based on thé.basic cogputation.énd
. communication skills plus éome khowlédge of tﬁe sgiéncéé, sociél sciences,
and humanities. Thié does not imply that the éther educational goals are |,
not desirable. It simply indicates that we havé litéie evidence upon which

to determine the -degree to which schools are effective in producing stu-

dénts who are able to -assess themselves effectively in a variety of social

: \ : o : .
roles, understand other people, comtinue to learn éffectively, have good

mental and physical health, participate effectively in the economic world,
be responsible members of the society, exhibit creative behavior, or cope

with change effectively.
- I

'

The second ghide to our analysis is the criterion of effectiveness
| e

. / : .
for all stUdents% We do\not consider the high school that has 5 percent

: / -

National Merit Sﬁholars ampng its graduates, but 60 percent of 1its
[ . .
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students as failing dropouts an effective secondary school. Many schools,

-

| both secondary and elementary,‘have been'effective fn teaching the chlldren

A of m1ddle class educated parents the basic skills and other areas of human~<

/ > -

- 7 knowledgg. Not so many have been equally effectlve in teaching the ‘same
ST behavidrs to the children of the poor and less educated families (Fredrlckson,

1980).. We know of no schools that have been effective in teaching basic

> o ' [

skills, or science and.humanities to the children of poor families,. but in-

effective in teaching the chlldren of m1ddle—c1ass famllles. We agree'with'

d

Bloom (1976) tha- essentially all "students are able to learn the bas1c skills

efs

and knowledge that are desired in Amerrean\schools. The criterion for judg-
ing effectiveness, therefore, should be the eﬁfectiveness in teaching all

students the desired behaV1ors rather than the selection of a few students

to teach these desired behaviors and the identdification. of other students
. &

-

to be taught other hﬁman;beha%dor and channeled into different.social roles.
The aboYe criteria for identifying effectine schools should not:;mply

that schools should not be pleasant places, tbat students‘and teachers shonld —

not be happy, or that schools should not be supplled Wlth adequate and appro- |

priate materlals for instruction. Rather we are simply 1nd1cat1ng that if

happy teachers.and students do-not produce desired student'learning or if

pleasant school environﬁents do not produce high levels of student learn- _ . '
> ing, we should not 1dent1fy them as effective schools. The betton line is

student behavioral outcomes. And these outcomes should be the basis for | .

evaluating school effectiveness.

gt
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Research on Effective Secondary Schools

-

‘ ' v Comprehen81ve research on secondary school effectlveness as measured
~ by student outcomes is very limited. Several stud1es involving some sec;“‘
<. ondary school outcomes and a limited range ofypossinfe characteristics of

Secondary'schools are available. {These studies of secondarﬁ'schools and
some potentiaily reievant studies of elementafy schodls are‘descfdbed_in ‘
Lezotte, Hathaway, Miller, PaSsalacdua, and Brookover (l9é0). Only a few
. studies (Glasheen, Hadley, & Schneider, 1977;.Rutter,~Maughan, Mortimdre,
| OQuston, with Smith, 1979; Chen & Fresco, 1978) have exanined'the general
effectiveness of secondary schools. ~ Several of the studies have egemined
only-a limited range of student outcomes such as math or physics (McDill,
Meyers & Rigsby, 1967 Anderson, 1970; O'Reilly, 1975) ?hese studies may
identify characteristicsfof clagsrooms that are effective in teaching a  ~
limited range of knowledge to a relatively select group of students and not
be effect1ve in reachlng other skl 1ls and knowledge to the full range of
students. In each case these studles have been limited to a small number of
4classrcoms or a small number of selected schools. Another caution in tne~
examination of the secondafy school studies is that several occurred inlnon—
Ametican societies. Although the nature cf the schools and the'relationship
'to tneir effectiveness may be‘generalizedlacross cultures, it is;duite poss—
"~ ible that'findings in other soc}eties mdy not apply to United States schools.
This questien shouldlbe recognized in examining Chen and Fresko (1978);
Anderson/(l970); Cadaus, Kellaghan, King, and Rakow (1979); O'Reilly (1975);

and Rutter and othersb(i979)w

|

%

|

; |

Several of the studies referred to were not designed to identify 4 i

effective secondary school characteristics. For example,;Hadser (1971);

/
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Hauser,.Alwin, and Sewell«(l976); Coleman and others, (1966); and Jencks

.and others (1972) are all concerned with whether or not the characteristics

’

of schools identified make any contributlon to the. explanation of the.
5
S

variance in student outcomes. The general conclusion of all of xhese is

that none of the school inputs measured, other than the soclo-economic
and racial composition of the student body, explained arty of the wvariance

in student’ outcomes. We must recognize, however, that only a limited
B . ) ! . . . ) \ . ' i

range of the characteristics of® the schools was identified in these“studies
and for the most part they were school input measures rather than the

school-learning'environment.

.

Two studies are included in Lezotte and associates (1980)——Kosenbaum

(1976) and Shafer and _Olexa (1971)--because of their econtribution to under-

o
-

.standing of the schook learning environment of secondary schools rather than

"

their study of scnool effectiveness These are studies of one and two

schools w1th particular emphasis upon the tracking process and the effects

of tracklng oh school outcomes.

Exéept for Rutter and others (1979) 'and Glasheen and others.(l977),
none of theksecondary school studies referred to has investigated the
characteristics of effective urban schools. Some have examined classrooms
1n;metropolitan areas, Dut tell us nothing‘about inner—clty school effec—
tiveness for disadvantaged students.

Lezotte and associates (1980) have also described several elemen—
tary school stud1es which may be useful in the examination of secondary
schools. Several of these studies have identified characteristics of

effective schools, as measured by student achievement outcomes, and will be

referred to when -appropriate in subsequent discussion. . R

«*

®
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Although many still Hold that schools do.not make any difference -in
the outcomes for students, the studies of elementary and secondary schools
which:we have identified suggest' that some characteristics of schools may

explaih differences in outcomes, as well as varidnces in the family back- .

_ground and the related socio-economic and racial composition of the scheols.

.

One.of the first studies of secondary -schools (McDill et al., 1967) demon-

strated that the'norms or climate of the secondary schools studied explained

,differences in math achievement, as well as variances in the socio-economic

status of the families from which the students came. Similar findings have

subsequently been-obtained from elementary schools (Brookover, Brady, Flood,

Schweitzer, & Wisenbacker, 1979) ‘and in urban secondary schools (Rutter et al.,

1979). These and other findings suggest the poss1ble usefulness of examining

the characteristics of ‘effective as opposed to ineffective schools.

A Frame of Reference for Examination of Effective Schools

A major weakness of essentiaily all of the researchtpn school effective-

ness is the limited range of school characteristics examined in each study.
. . ) ¢

.

.The characteristics of.advanced physics or mathematics classrooms are useful

in identifying variables which affect the learning~of math or physics in
classes for selected students, but tell us nothing about the effectiveness of
the school as a whole unless we understand the nature of the functioning
school unit within which the math or physics classes are embedded._ We.do

not by this mean that the e¢lassroom teaching environment is unimportant.

Rather we emphasize that knowing the characteristics of classrooms that are

~

Gc,
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effective in teaching a highly'selected class of physics or mathematics

students” tells us nothing about the effectiveness of the school in teaching

s

other students or even whether these schools hold the students in school.
Perhaps the best way to assure that there is a high level of achievement in

‘mathematics classes is to make sure that no student who does not already

o

know the 1ntended math skills is permltted in a class. In order to under-

\\ N ]

stand the effectlveness of schools for all students, \1t is essential that

we look at the total learning environment and the outcomes for all students.
. :
In this perspective, we recognize that schools are functioning social

ey . , _ o

systems and the outcomes of these social systems for students are dependent

upon the manner in which the whole unit functions to teach or not teach the

several behavioral outcomes. All aspects of the school social systems must

°

be examined as potentially effecting the learniﬁg of the students in that

3

social learning environment. Furthermore, the manner in which the many

variables interact to facjlitate or repress the learning of the desired stu-

dent behaviors is essential.

wa
\

One of the gignifidant findings~of the study of inner-city London

secondary schools (Ruttér et ai., 1979) was that characteristics of schools
that positively affected outcomes in one school, sometimes negatively affected
outcomes in another school. Similarly in our study of Michigan'elementary_

schools (Brooko#er et al., 1979) we found that parent involvement was nega-

. ¢ _
tively associated with mean school basic skill achievement in middle-class

<

‘white schools, but positively associated in black schools. Any conclusion
concerning the effect of any school characteristic on outcomes may, there-

fore, be in error unless it is examined in the context of its function in .

the school social system.

ERIC e
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Some aspects of the school. sqcial systems may enhance the achievement -

outcomes for some students but at the expense of other students. Diffe:ential

expectation states, for example, (Cohen 1980a , 1980b) may enhance the achievement

for studgnts in the highﬁexpeetation.state categories but lower the achievé—

ment of the students in the lower status categories. A school social system

tﬁat is succéssful in c;assifying or sorting the students into different

levéls 6f learned Behavior and/or differential positions in the society, may

be ineffective in maximizing the outcomes for all students. Any appraisal

of the effectiveness éf the schools, therefore, must recognize the possibility

that the school learning environment that maximizes the desifed outcome for

some students may minimize those outcomes for other students. Some evidence.'

(Rosenbaum, 1976) indicates that students tracked into college bound cqrric—

ula imprqve thgir 1.Q. on the average while the average 1.Q. of those not

selected for this academic curriculum declines.

The total school social learning enviromment may be perceived as -com-

posed of three identifiable aspects: the ideology of the school, the social

structure of the school and the instructional pgactices~characterizing the

school. These are not separate or independent aspects'of the school social
system. Rather they are closely interacting characteristics that cénnot be
independently assessed. We identify these three aspects only for the con-
venience of discussion. .

The first of these aspects of the school social system——tﬂe ideology of
the school--includes the beliefs about students' ébility to lear;; beliefs
about the possibility of teaching them; the expectations which membefs of

the school social systems hold for the students; and the norms of behavior

w




considered appropriate, important, and possible. Associateq with tﬁese
norms, beliefs, and expectations is the degree to which students feel it
ié possible for them to succeed in the system. . N

The éedond aspect of the school social system is the social structure
of the school. This includes the size of the school, the stratificapion_or
statug system of the student body in which studentsbare<identified by.tracks,
.and curricula of other gfoupinés} The nature of stra;ification syStems
.associated with courses and curricula 1s particularly important in secondary

schools. The students with varying statuses may also be identified by differ-

- e,

ential "expectation statés“ with régard to their academic or other behavior
in the)SEhool. The stfatification system may'aléo involve differential
adult statuses.

Associated with the stratification system are the specific status—
role definitions for v;rious members of the social system. 'How is the job

of the teacher defined and for what behavior are the members of the system

rewarded, either by formal'recognition or informal strokes of approval or

disapproval? The status-role definitions may define the students as learners

or in’tefms of some other characteristic student behavior. Differential
role.expectations may be associated with different student~statusés.

What kinds of student bebavior are rewarded.and for what kinds of beha&ior
are rewardé withheld? The studeﬁt role definitions, -as well as the staff
role definitions, are inexplicably related to the expectatiqns, norms, and

beliefs which we have identified under the ideology of. the school.

We have identified the third aspect of the school social system as

instructional practices. These factors include the degree to which the

rRic o s .
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~specific objéctives of the school's instructional programs %re idéntifiéd,
defined, and éccepted in the schools. These factors relate to the type
of instructional practices charactérizing the school. 1Is the instruc-
tion directed cr focused on specifically identified objectives with
an émphasis on mastery of those objectives? Or are students permitted to-
choose and determine what they wantvgo‘learn with little direction frpm

. r
the teachers? The amount of time devoted to instruction and learning is
a major dimension in any schpol's instfuctional‘prgctice. Another is
the pACQernslbf reinforcement or reward aésociated with learned beHaviér.
Under what conditions are students reinforced in the instructional pro—

" cess and for what.are thgy rewarded? Finally, the effectiveness of the
instructional practices mpst be regularly assessed to determine the ex-
tent té which ﬁhe identified objectives are achieﬁed,

Although Qe.have idéntifiéd thiree sets of schgdl social systém
characteriSticé aﬁa:a number of variables under each of them, we re-
emphasizé that these are not independent~vafiables in the school social
Systems."Rather, they interact in various ways and possibly somewhat
difféfentiy'in each school. For ekample, the norms or expectétions which
characterize the school may be afféctéd by the stratification of the stu-
deﬁt body and by’ the definition of the instructional objectives or the

L type of instruction. In like manner, thé kind of behavior rewarded in the

instrﬁction—learning situatiqn may be affected by the qhéracggristic'ex_
pectations and status system of thé séhool.» If highly Aiffeféntiated
expectation staﬁes are associated with differént groups of studeﬁts, some

students may be reinforced for behaviors for which other students are

ERIC
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punizhed. Although we examine various aspects of the school in the following

discussion, we believe that an adequate analysis of effectiveness must recog-’

nize the need to examine the school as a total functioning social system.

Characteristics of Effective Schools

The remainder of this paper will examine the characteristics of effec-

tive schools with particular reference to secondary schools and their pos-

sible emphasis in urban school situations. The general outline of character-
istics of school social systems identified above will be followed. Contrary

to previously held conclusions (Coleman et al., 19663 Jencks et al., 1972),

there are great differences in the effectiveness of schools. In the study

-of London‘secohdary schools, Rutter and associates (1979) found marked dif-

ferences among schools on all-of their outcome measures. These inéludedv
school attendance, délinéuencies, dropout rates, and success on the public
échool exams. Uhliké the conclusions from Coleman and:Jencks, these differ-
eﬁces weré‘not explained by differences inistudent input. Thg;e isnalso
émple eyidence of differences in basic.academic‘aéhieveﬁenp outco;es in
American schools. Thé various state competéncy examinatiopé énd school
assessment programs demonstrate significant variation in ﬁhe measdfed
school outcémes; Madaus, Airasian, and Kellaghén (1980) found that
between-school differences are clearly sh§wn when objective—referenceé
tests are used to measure the 6utc6ﬁes of the intended instrﬁétion rather
than standardized norm-referenced te;ts.. The latter aré‘desiéned ﬁo

differentiate among students rather than to measure the outcomes of edu-

cation. There is more evidence of differences in achievement among

12
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elementary schools than seCondary schools. But-thereﬁis some evidence
Lthat achievement is much greater in somevsecondary schools than others. -
The questions we are concerned with here are not whether'some schools
have higher achievement outcomes than others, but whether it is the

chools rather than the background of the students that make a difference;

~and what makes the difference for schools.

Much of the difference in achievement outcomes among schools can be
explained byvthe social status and/or racial compositon\of the student
.body (Coleman et al., 1965;.Brookover et al., 1979).‘ But it is also now

: \
clear that essentially as great'a percentage of the<betwe§n-school‘diff—
erences.in‘achievement outcomes, as well;as’other outcomes, may be ex-
plained by differences in the characteristics of the schools as social
institutions (Rutter et al., 1979; Brookover et‘al.; 1979). \

The most important stud& of'secondary schools in this.area is the
Rutter study (1979) of London secondary schools. :Perhaps the most sig-
nificant_finding'of the London study was that differences.between schools
in several outcome measures were consistent and that these differencesk
were related to the characteristics of the school as a social institution.
Several items such as the academic emphasis, the patterns of teacher-

b

student interaction, and the~system of rewards were all.factors‘but_they
were, cumulative in effect so that the total "ethos'" of the schooi’was the
overriding characteristic that differentiated between the effective and
ineffective schools. Throughout the subsequent examination of school
effectiveness we must recognize that the effect of several variables may
be cumuiative or sometimes they'may interact.in such a way.that one’ .

<

suppresses the effect of others.

13
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The Ideology of Effective Schools
\. o The ideologyvof‘the school as we view it is composed of a complex of
- beliefs, values, norms, and expectations which characterlze the school. y

An essential characterlstlc of effect1ve schools is the bellef that stu- ~ .

Gapean B

dents can learn. Teachers who evaluate their students. as unable to learn

‘are less llkely to expect, them to learn. Subsequently, these - teachers

St

N

are less likely to devote time and energy.and are less llkely to make a
commitment -to the1r teachlng (Brookover et al., l979) Students also
/

must assess themselves as able ?b learn and belleve that\others s1mllarly;

think they can learn. It is 1mportant to recognize, however, that a stu—‘

dent's hi%h assessment of his or her ability to. learn is not sufficient to -
_ cause learnlng Although a student's self—concept of ab111ty,¥s,h1ghly ’

aSSOC1ate&‘Wlth 1nd1v1dual studentgachievement (Brookover,>Erik;on,‘&vJoiner ‘ o

l967), many students who have high self- concepts of ability'to learn do not )

learn at hfgh levels. Evidence from our study of Michlgan elementar

schools (Brépkover et al., l979) demonstrates that students in predoAénately' o

v pemine

¥
o
4

black schools\have very, hlgh mean self concept of academ1c ability coppared , \§

iE ] | \,\

to students 1n\predom1nately white schools, but the mean ach1evement'1evel

of the black school students is decidedly lower than the ach1evement level

of the studenﬁs in white schools. . In fact, there is a negatlve correlatlon
of ~.55 between mean self—concept of academic abllity and mean student

. - o

‘achievement in a random sample of Mlchlgan elementary schools. One must,

therefore, examine w1th great caution the notion that thé enhancement of

,/

gelf-concept of academic. ablllty alone will produce/hlgh ach1evement. At

the same time that students in predOminatehrblack schools have‘hlgh

15

i

Q ,, - o .' . : : 7 o o |
[ERJ!: o - | , 14 | . ‘ : . . - .
dzmmeiey : » N

- U S




LA, g

,\)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

>

self—concepts of academic ability, they also have wvery high feelings of
futility in achievement of success in most of these schools. This measure
of student sense'of futility encompasses what’is commonly ldentifiedlas'a
sense of control. .Thus,it is possible for minority students to haﬁe'high
self;concepts but a low sense of control of-their school‘envlronmentr

This suggests that it is necessary for students to believe\that they can.

: . : o , ) N
" learn and also to believe that it is possible for them to succeed in the

school, 1If teachers do not think students are able to learn andfqr\do\not

) provide adequate instruction, the acquisition'of'high self assessments by\\\\\

students is not likely to result in high levels of learning. In recent
years, many schoolsphave emphasized the improvement of students"self—

concept, partlcularly among minority and other dlsadvantaged students, but

frequently have assumed that this is sufficient to produce h1gh ach1evement.

There’'is no avallable evidence to determine the effect of such programs on
other outcomes in secondary schools. Our elementary school data (Brookover
et-al., l979) 1nd1cate that high selfwconcepts among minority students
without the feeling that they can succeed in the school (low sense of
futility) do not result in high achievement.

There is'some evidence.that many_teachers do not belleve they can
teach some students. - This is common_in urban schools with populations of -
poor and/orAminority students; Teachers feel.they could teach ocher kinds
of students hut'they cannotiteach some stndents.in thelr'school. Other -
teachers'may be able to do so.. This is demonstrated by/the extensive -

pattern of special education-and special 'teachers for compensatory educa-

tion in the school.. In many schools, the role definition of appropriate

<




teachér beﬁavior igito identify stﬁdents whom they are unable to teach or
whom others can teach better. Ihe school then arranges for such students 

to be~takeﬁ f;om the classroomsvfor at least a portion.of the timeQ‘ One

of several recently reported effectivé schools case stﬁdies (Phi Delta Kappa,

1980) emphasized that students were not to be taken out of the classroom

[}

. and the regular classroom teacher was responsible for the tééqhing of all

AN
\

students. There is little systematic evidence on this dimension of second-
ary schools, but the importance of teachers Believiﬁg they can teach stu-

dents and thus making a commitment to do so is clearly indicated in studies
. . B Vo o T
oi elementary school effectiveness (Hoover, 1979; Phi Delta Kappa, 1980;

Brookover et al., 1979).
. Associated with the belief that students can Jlearn and that teachers

are able to teach‘students is the presence of hig expecﬁations for the
_ _ / L
achievement of all students.  In both the review/ofvsecondary sources and
the case.st;dies reported in the Phi Delta Kapgé (1980) repoft of sﬁccéés;
ful_urban_schoéls,it'wés consistently found th;t hi%h eXpegtaﬁioné for
perfofmance of students was a general charactériétig. These’andAotHer
) . . : . t

studies of elementary schools (Brookover et al., 1979; Brookover & Lezqﬁte,
1977; Brookover & Schneider, 1975) demonstrate that the leVel of éxpecta—
. tions held for the students by members of the social system, barti¢ularly
. téachers, is associated with the level of'achievement. Alghough severél
étudies of_secondary schools or secondary school classes-have exaﬁiﬁéd

characteristics which may include the level of expectations (MgDiil et al., -

1967;_ McDillM Rigsby, 1973; Chen et al., 1978; Madaus et al., 1979), only

a couple of'stud;és\iféSSis, Brittingham, Ewing, Hbrwitz, Hunter, Long,

N
N




V'Maguire, Morton &.Pézullo, 1976;'Glasheen et al.,.l9f7) héve specifiéally
emphasized the level of -expectations as factors in sgcondary school effec~
tivenéss. ‘Wefshouid emphgsize that high expectations for student achieve-

- ment, altho;gh a necessary aspecﬁdof'the effective school learning environ-
ment, is not sufficient unless the ekpgctations are associated with |
effective instrdctibpal practices. We a%so suggest tha£ differential

v .l;velslbf expéctation for differeﬁt students are not.likely télenhance

the geﬁeral levelé of achievement (Brookovgr et gl., 1979)..}Coheq's (1980a,
1980b)  research on expectation states of studéntsfindiéates the éffects

of different levels of.gxpectation held for differeﬁ;.groups of studénps;

As we wiil noté in the sectioh on éécial strﬁcture# the stratification

system of the secondary scﬂool and classe; within éhé secondary schools

may bé hiéhly associated with the several catégorigs of expectation states
. : i

for different students. We hypothesizé, thereforé, that if.thé géhool is

to be effective generally for all sﬁudents, it must be characterized by

high levels of'expectations‘for ail students.

Associated, of cou#ée, with the beliefs and.éxpectatiohs which we have
identified are the norms of the.échool social system. ‘Norms may be fre-
QQently identifiea as standa;ds of achievement. Although there‘is limited
evidence,'generai norms of high achievgme;t and ofderly behavior are Very

likely a necessary condition for effective schools. The Phi Delta Kappa

case studies of eleﬁentary schools and review of literature (1980) suggested

—

this as a characteristic of effective urban éghools, althdugh not specifi-
cally stated in these terms. Althoughmitlis.a,study of a limitéd number of
white secondary schools, the McDill and associates studies’ (1967, 1973) clearly

=

~
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identified norms of achievement and named academic emulation as a primary
factor in effective mathematlcs achievement. Although thev .did not use the
term 'norms,'" Rutter and assoc1ates (1979) empha31ze the "ethos of the

school as a social institution as the major factor in school outcomes. The

norms of academic and other behavior’are certainly a significant part of

a

the ethos. T - o R
1f the echool is not characterized by the belief that students can
learn and.the expectation that they will learn, it is vefy likely to have
a large number of students who feel that they have no chance for succese.
We found that the level of students sense of futlllty in elementary
schools was largely explained by the level of teachers' evaluatioh and
expectations held.for the sfudents (Brookover et al., 1979)." We do not
know of cemparable data at the secondafy school level, but the significance

of a similar sense of control variable is demonstrated in the Equality of

Educational>0pportunity study (Coleman et al., 1966)..

©

Although we have discussed the ideology of the school under a variety of
of'headings——beliefs, expectations, norms, and sense of futility--we
hypothesize that these are part of a c¢ lex of interacting factors that

can hardly be separated in the actual school situation.

»

Social Structure of Effective Schools

5

Little is known about the possible relationship of some of the more

obvious characteristics of school social structure to levels of effective-

ness. The 5th-8th, 6th-9th, or other grade level organization in middle

schools, and 9th-12th or 10th-12 gradé high schools, as well as the
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departmental organizations of the schools, are ﬁrequently changed or pro-

posed because of presumed differences in producing effective learning

We
know of no systematlc study that demonstrate

'

s that different organizatfons

of these sorts are more or less effective in produclng student outcomes.

Advocates of middle schools currently argue that organlzatlons of th1s type

are dec1dedly better than junior hlgh school or?anlaatlons.

The llmlted
ev1dence avallable does not support’ such conclus1ons.

' As a personal aside,
1 suggest exactly the same arguments that are now’made for middle school

‘organization were vehemently presented as arguments for the Junlor hlgh
school orgﬁnization a half century ago.

Patterns of preference for 3- or

+

4~year high schools have varied over time, but there is llttle, if any,

evidence to demonstrate that one type of organization is more effective .
another. ' o :
than nother ¢

)

Currently there is cons1derable 1nterest in, ‘the effed t of the size of -
the school on varlous outcomes. A study is currently underWay to examine

the effect of size on a number of school outcomes (Westlnghouse, 1980)
/ e
This study, however,Als not designed to examlne the relatlon of size to

student achievement.

l
/

- Qur data .on a random sample of elementary schools in

Michigan indicate that size is negatlvely associated
!

N

# th mean studernt

When the soclo—economlc and racial composition
of the student bodies are controlled,

4

achievement of basic skills.

the contrlbutlon of size of school

2 “ :
IAJ
to an explanatlon of the dlfferences 1n achievement disappears.- ““Although
S

s1ze of the school may be a s1gn1flcant variable in ach1eVement, there is
/

A

AN

adequate ev1dence at this t1me’to make such a conclusion.




Belief that the principal is a key factor in determining whether or not
the school is effective is widely held. Studies of elementary schools seem

to suggest that the manner in which the principal”plays out his/her role may

be a major contributor to §chool effectiveness (Phi Delta Kappa,'l980). The
exact nature of the principal's role, however, is not clearly defined: A

small study of improving and declining schools indicated that bhg principals

in the two groups of schools performed quite.diffe%entlyi(Brookover &‘Lezotte,

l977). ‘The declining schools' principals were well thought of by the staff,.had
- . ¢

good relationships w1th them, and were generally more public relations oriented.
%‘
In 1mprov1ng schools, the principals could be more accurately characterized

as directors of instruction. These findings’are supported somewhat by a study

“

which used the Halpin-Croft human relations type of organizational,climate
1nstrument (Conran & Beauchamp, l976) They found a negative relationship
- between pleasant principal—staffrelationships in junior high and elementary

schools andtschool achievement. The Phi Delta Kappa (1980) studies support
the g:neral conclusion’that the principalris a major factor in effective urban

. v

schools. The particular type of principal behavior, however, is somewhat

. varied. Our hypothesis would be that the nrincipal's role shonld be defined

as a director of instruction and an evaluator of the school's effectiveness.

The school system should reward principals for producing effective student

learning and ought not to reward them for failure to do so. Although there is

much discussion of its importance in the literature, the precise definition of
the principal s role in effective schools has not been demonstrated. This
is particularly true of secondary schools. Because of the difference in

size and organization of the secondary schools jjmpared to elementary, it .
A

2
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Coleman's Adolescent Society (1961). . All Gf.these have in one way or

Elmétowﬁ Study (Hollingshead, 1949), McDill et al., (%967,‘1973),’and

v

-

another indicated that different s;udeht role definitions are associated

with the kinds of behavior valued and acquired in the school. It seems clear

<

Py

that schools in whi%h appropriate behavior for the majority of the students
W

is defined as high academic achievement will be mnore effective in producing

such behavior than schobls in which higher achievement is considered in-

+

appropriate for many or all of the students. The kindé of student behavior

that are approved, recognized; and rewarded will almost certainly identify

. » ¢
the behaviors that are valued and are more likely to result from school

experience.

As implied in ‘a discussion of student :olcs"defiﬁition, it is apparent

-2 .
3

that there is a wide range of different roles in the schools. The differen-—

s

‘tiation in role expectations for students is probably greater and more clearly

‘defined in secondary schools than in elementary ones. The differences in

curricula tracks and various informal subsystems are likely to make it poss~

-3

ible to identify distinctly different strata in the student population.

Perhaps the most comprehensive examination ‘of the research on stratification

‘of schools and the possible effects un student outcomes is found in Carolina

Pepsell's,Educétion and Inequality (1977). Case studies of single high

schools are found in Rosenbaum (1976) and Shafer and Olexa (1971). Work
by Alexander and McDill (1976) conf{irms the findings of the case studies

that currj@ula stratification systems in the school are assoctated with the

‘differences in student outcomes. Our research on elementary schools

(Brookover et al., 1979) demonstrated that the degree'of-differehtiatibn

+
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.student behavior varies s1gn1f1captr The "hraln .or the ' Jock" roles =
f 0

r

—y ..\\

may be that other secondary staff roles may be as important or more im-
portant than the princiﬁal's in producing effective schools.

The folk knowledge in regard to teachers is similar to that of the

E3

principal. Many laynersons as well as equcators assume that the teacher
is the key to efﬁectiye schools and that dedicated professional teachers
are the answer. Research that defines'the effective teacher rote, however,
is far from adequate. The ?hi Delta Kappa review and‘casemstud%es ﬁiace
considerable emphasis. upon teacher accountability for teaching students.

Our elementary school research identifies teacher commitment as important
. . X . . [
(Brookover et al., 1979). We hypothesize that the teacher's role should

be defined as the instructor of all students and, that the teachervshould
be rewarded for effective learning by all students. Certalnly, it is not
uncommon for teachers to be rewarded for many other types of pleasant be- -

havior which may be irrelevant to student learning. BT
- . f .

S

The manner in which the student role is defined in the school is

13

o

certainly a major aspect in the social system. At ‘the secondary level,
i

.

»

particularly, there may be several subsystems in Whlch the approprlate
h¢

in a glven school may define deC1dedly dlfferent behavior as .appropriate.

The resultlng outcomE? in stndent behaV1or W1ll likewise vary. A school | °

-

>

'mlght be very effectlve 1;>§roduc1ng winning athletic teams while it is

,
. .

ineffective in producing high levels of cognitive achievement. Several

‘studies have produced sigﬁificant'findings relevant to the studefit role

t

definitions and some are correlates of achievement. Among thege'are.the )
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in the objectives and instructional programs for the students was negative-

ly associated with mean basic skill achievement. Research based on ex-

]

pectations states theory provides a theoretical foundation for understanding
: S )

~

the effect of student stratification and differentiation and possible ways
to overcome the effects of different expectations (Cohen, 1380a, 1980b) ;
Mercer, Iadacola &.Moore in Stephan, l980).v One of the most striking find—'
ings of research in this area is that curricular enrollment is associated

with differential.changes in intelligence test scores over a 2—year‘period
(Rosenbaum, 1976).

There are uany studies of tracking and/or:ability groupin%_in secondary
schools. A wide variety of course materials, grade levels, and methods of
analysis is- found in these studies, which vary widely in quality. One of
the most comprehensive reviews of this're;earch is that by Findley and Bryan

(1970): Although ability groups‘end tracking may have enhanced the achieve—,

ment of a limitéd range of students in some school situations, the overall

_conclusion is that it does not generally enhance the.outcome for students.
X <% ) . .

<

. , : ) -
Few studies, however, have focused on the total school stratification system

and the effects of curricula and status differentials on the achievement of

students generally. Slnce the purpose of tracklng is to prov1de different

‘education to dlfferent groups of students in the secondary schools, different

curticula are provided for each track. There is little doubt that differential

programs in.secondary schools produce somewhat different effects. As pointed

s out by Madaus and others (1979), the nature of criteria used for measuring .

effects may drastically affect the resufts of such research. Studies such as’

the Equality of Educational Opportunity study whiah used a generai achievement




ERIC*

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

specific objectives of the educational programs.

test in a very limited range of subject matter is not as sensitive to
differencesiin outcomes determined by criterion measures baseo upon the

In general, ‘it seems safe to conclude that the structure ofithe
secondary schools as‘identified by the principal, student, and teacher
role definitions andrthe formal and. informal stratification system within
the school will have significant impact on the outcomes of student experi—

ence in the school. Considerable information is known about the effects,

but much is yet to be learned. We would hypothe51ze that the greater the

_differences in status within the student body and the associated differences

in expectation states, the less effective the schools will be for the full

range of students.

. .~

instructional Practices in Effective Schools

ppractices that are associated with high.levels of effectiveness. The

We do not wish to review all aspects of 1nstructional practices in

‘effective schools, but we do wish to emphasize that an'analys1s of the

school ideology and social structure wouid be incémplete without some under-

! &

2 . o : . . . .
standing of the instructional practices. . As we have . indicated earlier,

high expectations and beliefs that students can learn are not sufficient to

”

produce high levels of learning.  An instructional program in accord with

- the belief that students can learn and the eXyectation that'they’will learn

is also essential. We want, therefore, to 1dent1fy a few 1nstructional

studies from which .these. are. drawn have been predominately in elementary ..
schools. Their application to secondary schools may be questioned but they

»

may be relevant in the secondary school learning environment.

% g
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Various studies have identified the nature of the learning objectives
: ' ' i
as an area associated with effective school outcomes. The Phi Delta Kappa
survey and case studies (1980) repeatedly indicated that the identification

of objectives and the definition of the school's purpose were associated .

- with effectiveness in achieving those objectives.: Our study of improﬁing_

and declining schools (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977) fohnd that improving
schools had clearly understood and stated basic skill objectives while de-

clining schools either did not identify the objectives or rejected them as

inappropriate for their students. Our experience in secondary schools

suggests that they are much less likely to have defined the objectives of

«

particular courses or for the school in general than elémentary schools.

This complicates the task of determining the degree in which secondary

schodls»are effective in achieving appropriate outcomes. Nearly all of the
\ v

studles of secot dary school effectlveness have identified a very narrow

range Qf Echlevement obJectlves. Many, of course! have focused upon a
single cl

ss or |ja small number of classrooms.

A second type of instructional practice likely to produce more effec-

- .

tive schoJls is [some type of structured or directed instruction. This

contrasts with a more open classroom pattern in which, students help to de-

cide what they wish to do. Directed instruction involves the’identification

< .

of goals o objectivesvfor the instruction and a planned program of instruc-

tion to ac\ieve'those ends. Mastery learning techniques which involve these

and other haracterlstlcs have demonstrated their effectiﬁiﬁess (Bloom 1976

>

Block & And rsonm, 1975 Block 1979)

-




The third instructional practice associated with student learning
outcomes is the amount of time on task or engaged time. The relationship

between the amount of teaching-learning time and achievement is significan%-

~

ly'high I would like to emphasize that the amount of t1me may vary greatly

for different groups of students and students whose role expectations are

decldedly different. Teachers who have a low evaluation of students"ability

to learn and low expectations for them are also less likely to devote as

-

much time to their {nstruction than they would to students for whom they

hold high evaluation and expectations. This emphasizes again the interf

relationship among the various aspects of the school's social system.
There is an increasing body of reésearch which indieates that team co-

operatics and team competition are more effective than individual competition

(Slavin, 1977; Slavin & DeVries in Walberg, 1979). Team game competition on.
learning -tasks provides‘an appropriate praetice for motdvating students and

BN .
defines academic learning as appropriate for the students. We have hypoth-

--

esized that this 1s most effective if all students are involved in the teams

~ competing on thevlearning'task..qlf students are stratified into superior

and slow teams, the school‘creates‘another basis for differential expectation

states (Cohen, i980a, 1980b).

.

Observation of elementary. classrooms (Brookover et al., 1979) and some

fl

evidence at the sedondary level (Fernandez, Espinosa, & Dornbusch, 1975)

 indicate students who are achiéving at a low level or are frequently providing

"wrong answers are often praised or otherwise reinforced for their low levels

of achievement. To the extent that this occurs, students will be more likely-

‘to respond with the incorrect responses in the future. There is some eVi—

< , \
dence that teacher praise is so indiscriminately given that it ceases to

?
Y
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have any reinforcement value (Brophy, 1979). In the light of this researth,
we hypothesize that effective schools are those in which correct and clearly

defined patterns bf reinforcement for desired behavior are consistently prac-

-

ticed. Certainly réinforcement is associated with learning.

The last instructional practice we wish to mention is the regular
monitoring or.assessment of effectiveness. If it seeks to be effective,

the principals and the central administration, as well as the teachers

» should‘continually monitor and assess the degree to which the school is

effective. We hypothesize that evaludtion of the school as a unit or at

least secondary school departments rather than individual teachers will

3

eénhance the unit's effectiveness. . v e

-

There are probably other instructiohal practices that generally charac-

terize effective schools. We havé mentioned some that are less likely to
be identified in other sources. Any instructional practice must be examined

.

in the context of the school social system.-
’ 3

°

- Needed Research on Effective  Secondary Schools

We have identified from time,tq time a‘number of"weakneéses.or in-
adequacies in the research.on éecondary school éffettiveness. There is
considerably mofe cbmprehensivé research on the elementarj schools of the
United States, but these studies almost éxéiusivelizmeasufe effectiveness
by a limited range of basic skill aghiévement. Wévdb not ﬁish tb crigicize

that as a starting point, for We‘beligve that Basic skill learning is

4

essential for the achievement of other student outcomes. A few studies'have

identified- other OutC6méSm(Brook6§ef ét al., 1979; Rutter et al., 1979).

27
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At the secondary level -the outcomes have been even more, limited In.
most-of the studies, outcomes for only a s1ngle course such as mathe—

mathics or phys1cs are 1dent1f1ed ' One of the great needs for research

on secondary'schoﬁlﬁ, therefore, is to examine a w1der range of student

outcomes and identify characteristics of the school social system

associated with_those outcomes. Although some are difficult to measure

d

and some cannot be measured until post—high School years;'we need to -

examine as many of the behav1oral outcomes as poss1ble. The 'goals for

education and the model of research identified in the Association for
Supervision and Currdculum Development publication would be good start-

ing points (Brookover et al., 1980).
A second observation that should be made concerning ﬁhe_limitations'
. . . - : i
A _ A ! ,
3 . . . . . ! »
of current research on effective secondary schools is that, except for

the Rutter study of London inner-city schools, little attention has been

b
|

given to urban school situations. Several of the studies are limited to

the achievement of a select group of students in advanced phys1cs or math

"classes and give us no information concerning the achievement of a wider

range of students in typical urban schools.

Most of the studies have used some norn-referenced achievement

' measure. As Madaus and others (1979) point out, such measures are of -

limited usefulness in identifying school differences in outcomes. Such

tests are: des1gned to differentiate among 1nd1v1dual students, but are

)

‘not designed to measure theueffectiveness of particular 1nstructional

programs'or schools. It is essential, therefore, that schools identify
desired objectives and that objective-referenced tests are designed to.

measure these ‘outcomes. . ‘

33
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At several points in this paper we have emphasized the fact that schools
are soclal systems. Specific characteristics of scnools may be associated
in one way or another mith the student behavioral outcomes. The fact that a
specific characteristic such as .individualized instrUction, for\example,
may be positively associated with some range of achievement outcomes in one
' school or one type of school does not guarantee that it would be associated
in a similar-fashion in other types of schools (Brookover et al., 1979).

For this reasonbit'is necessary to examine the way .in which the school func—
tions:as‘a total‘unit.b Individualized and differentiated instructional‘pro—
., grams may function to limit the goals and achievement for many students in
‘some schools, but serve to assure the'mastery of those rojectives by all
studentsﬂin.other schools.. The investigation of‘any‘characteristic of the
school learning environmentvneeds; therefore, to be placed in the context
.of the functioning social‘system of the*school.b ; T o

The examination of a total school social system as a learning environ-
ment is currently handicapped by the: lack of an adequate methodology. The
development of school climate stud1es (McDill et al, 1973; Rutter et al.,
1979; Brookover et al., 1979; and Ualberg, 1979) has made significant con-
‘tributions to the methodology of examining total school learning‘environ—
ments. Valid and reliable measures of‘this total environment,~however,
have’not been developed.v The author and associates are currently working
on a comprehensive school learning climate assessmentcinstrument. The

ethnography and the ecology-of the school (Goodlad, 1979) are promising

- approaches. These, however, have not developed sufficiently to provide

a systematic picture of a total social learning system.




The ‘secondary school soc1al s&stem 1s further compllcated by the £act
.that there may be'severalbsubsystems w1th1n the’ school ~ The different
tracks or curricula may'represent quite different subsystems which-must<be
related tovthe totallsyStem. There also may be several»informal‘strata
within the school based upon race; socio—economic status, or a variety of
' other soc1al phenomena.,-To the entent that‘thesevsubsystems involve | : R
differential goals and obJectlves or d1fferent1al norms and expectations,
theyimay function quite»differently from other such systems. Examination
of one may tell the researcher very‘little about the'functioning of
. . N ,
another. "
'The examination of secondaryfschools must‘lnclude several’levels{
individuals, classrooms, informal grouns, curricula‘trachs, and social

' . i

. A'strata, as well as . the total social system (Barr 1980). » Considerable

literature suggests ‘the classroom is the appropriate unit of analys1s o o
for learning enviromments. Without d1m1n1sh1ng the 1mportance of the class-

room as the learnlng env1ronmentk we would emphaslze that classrooms func—

tion w1th1n a total school unit with norms and expectatlons and varlous

structural character1sL1cs. The students in the classroom may be.made up

of quite d1fferent subgroups in the school as one moveg from‘classroom to
classroom. It is, we believe, essential to identify and understand

the total social context1w1th1n which classrooms functlon in order'to

adequately understand the learn1ng env1ronment. Several levels of social
units,‘therefore, need to be examlned for a comprehens1ve p1cture of the

" school learning environment (Barr, 1980).
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The fiﬁal gap in our ﬁnderstanding of effective secoﬁdafy scHools, as
well as.elementary schéolfiis the lack of’knowiedge Qn how ﬁo changé ; B
school learning social syétéms. h E o B - B
Literature on the introduction of-new fnétrﬁctional matefials ;nd
newAmethods éf teaching pafticular aréas of-knowledge are gxtensive; but wé
" have very iittle‘syS£ematic khowledge of ways in which a.tOtal learning
'gnvironpént with its norms, beliefs, expectations, stratification?'and ;n;.
structional Praﬁtices cén,bevchanged. Lezotte and‘others ti980) ﬁadelﬁv
mild beginning in this areé.: This work is'based-on a Mithigén“State.
Uﬁiversity team's eéxperience in elementary schools, There is, héwever;
vefy'little tested, valid informétion about the methods of changing.
elther the elementar§ or gecondary school social learning enviromments.
AlﬁhOugh'we have identified a fumber of studies and have specified
vseverai hypotheses concernipg the charaéteristics of efféctiye secqndary
schools, the.primafy conélusibﬁ ﬁo be drawn fromﬁphis ﬁapér is that we

have much more to learn about such schools than we now know.l
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