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ABSTRACT

Authors who have reviewed the literature on teaching
and learning in U.S. history and in social studies have argued that a
need exists for comparative case studies of teachers' history and
social studies teaching practices and the influence that these
practices have on students, especially at the elementary school
level. This report, which is based on case studies of how two fifth
grade teachers taught their students about the U.S. Revolutionary
period, summarizes the teachers' teaching practices and compares
them, noting how one teacher taught about the period as important in
its own right, for its value in acquiring and appreciation of the
past, while the other teacher taught about the period as an effort to
help her students learn about the importance of historical knowledge
as a tool in solving problems and making decisions. The report also
outlines how these different teaching practices influenced what
students learned and how they described their experiences with the
unit. The report concludes by arguing that the teacher who encouraged
students to think about the U.S. Revolutionary period as knowledge to
be used as a problem—solving tool offered a richer set of learning
opportunities than the other teacher. A list of 58 references is
included and 5 apperdixes p-ovide the following materials: (1) the
structured teacher interview protocol used for the study; (2) a
sample K-W-L form for students asking three questions: (What do I
know now about the American Revolutic 7 What do I want to know? What
have I learned?); (3) a pre-unit student interview protocol; (4) a
post—unit student interview protocol; and (5) five tables giving a
comparative analysis of the completed K-W-L forms and the two student
interview protocols. (Author/LBG)
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Abstract
Authors who have reviewed the literature on teaching and leaming in U.S. history and in social studies
have argued that a need exists for comparative case studies of teachers' history and social studies
teaching practices and the influence that these practices have on students. The need, they say, is
especially pressing at the elementary school level. This report, which is based on highly detailec,
descriptive case studies of how two fifth-grade teachers taught their students about the American
Revolution period, summarizes the teachers’ teaching practices and compares them, noting how one
teacher taught about the period as important in its own right, for its value in acquiring an appreciation of
the past. The other teacher taught about the period as an effort to help her students learn about the
importance of nistorical knowledge as a tool in solving problems and in making decisions. The report also
outlines how these differenit teaching practices influenced what students learned and how they described
their experiences with the unit. The author concludes by arguing that the teacher who taught her students
to think about the American Revoiution period as knowledge to be used as a problem-solving and
decision-making tool offered her students a broader and richer set of learning opportunities than the other

teacher, thereby presenting a stronger example of powerful U.S. history teaching for elementary schools.
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STORIES OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION PERIOD: COMPARISONS OF
TWO FIFTH-GRADE TEACHERS' CURRICULUM MEDIATION PRACTICES

Bruce A. VanSledright!

A review of the social education literature reveals that no systematic or comparative empirical
investigation of teachers' curriculum mediation practices has been done to explore the relationship
between competing cum'culum-teachihg-Iearning orientations to social studies and the advantages and
disadvantages of choosing one orientatior: over another. in a review of research on teaching and earning
in social studies education, Armento (1986) observed the need for context-based research on competing
goal frameworks in social studies:

There are a number of major social studies issues that could be examined. For example,
given the controversy in the field over competing approaches to social studies education
{citizenship transmission, social science, reflective inquiry), it might be informative to know

if and how courses and programs operating in these alternative ways contribute to
student citizenship outcomes. (p. 944)

Citizenship transmission (C-T), social science (S-S), and reflective inquiry (R-1) refer to the Three
Traditions of social studies education described by Barr, Barth, and Shermis (1977). Barr et al. state, “The
essence of Citizenship Transmission, as the name suggests, is that adult teachers possess a particular
conception of citizenship that they wish all students to share. They i se a mixture of techniques to insure
that these beliefs are transmitted to their students" (p. 59). The purpose of this tradition hinges on the
process of "inculcating right values as a framework for making decisions” (p. 67). The Social Science
tradition competes for prominence in social education by suggesting that its purpose should hinge on
promoting citizenship through “"decision making based on mastery of social science concepts, processes,
and problems" (p. 67), rather than on some ostens’bly “right" cultural values, beliefs, and attitudes. Its
content must therefore revolve around the knowledge generated by structures of the social science
disciplines both individually and, where possiblz2, in an integrated fashion. The third tradition, Citizenship
as Reflective Inquiry, tekes its purview from Dewey's active, participatory, and reflective involvement in a

developing democratic vision. It argues that "Citizenship is best promoted through a process of inquiry in

1Bruce A. VanSledright, an assistant professor in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at
the University of Maryland, College Park, was a research assistant with the Center for the Learning and
Teaching of Elementary Subjects.




which knowledge is derived from what citizens need to know to make decisions and solve problems.

Problems, therefore constitute the content for reflection” (p. 67).

Barr et al. (1977) argued that the C-T Tradition was most common among teachers aithough
verification studies (8.g., White, 1982) were unable to confirm this. Other siudies (e.g., Goodman and
Adler; 1985) suggested that more orientations than the Three Traditions aiso existed. However, none of
these studies shed much light the comparative influences differing orientations or traditions have on
student learning or contextualized curriculum mediation practices, which is Armento’s (1986) point and

that of others interested in social education research.

Brophy (1990), in his own summary of social studies research, noted that,

Not much research has been done in social studies classes, and most of the available
tindings are focused on relatively narrow issues (the effects of questioning students at
primarily lower v. primarily higher cognitive levels, the effects ot advance organizers on
learning from lectures, etc.). The paucity of research is especially noticeable at the
elementary level. There have been a few ethnographic studies on how social studies
differs according to the sociceconomic status of students (Anyon, 1981; White, 1985), a
few descriptive studies of the kinds of instructional methods and acti.ities observed in
social studies classes (Marsh, 1987; Stodolsky, 1988), and a few evaluation studies of the
effects of various special curricula (e.g., MACOS, values clarification, moral dilemma
discussions) on selected student outcomes. However, there has not been systematic
descriptive, let alone comparative, research on the implementation and effects cf
elementary social studies instruction considered holistically (i.e., with attention to
purposes, goais, content selection and organization, instructional methods, activities and
assignments, and evaluation methods). information of this kind is badly needed if practice
is to become...informed by something other than relatively abstract scholarly debates.
Detailed description of what occurs during typical units of exemplary programs taught by
outstanding teachers is particularly needed to provide models of excellence for
practitioners. (pp. 396-397)

Others, who have examined the social studies research literature, also have noted the absence of
descriptive and/or comparative research. For example, Marker and Mehiinger (1992) argue:

Social studies could profit from in-depth case studies focuced on specific classrooms. Itis
important to observe systematically over an extended period of time how [a] course is
mediated by a teacher. Such studies are needed in order to gain moie exact
understanding of how social studies varies across grade levels, across schools serving

different social classes and student abilities, across urban and rurai schools, and by
subject areas. (p. 847)

Thomton and McCourt-Lewis (1990) describe the need for research on the U.S. history
curriculum particularly. They state,

Itis high time for the educational effects of these topics on students to be documanted--
both to identify what learning, if any, is on target and to determine whether changes or
additions to instruction, curriculum, and materials are needed to bring about
improvements in learning. A much clearer picture is needed of what teachers, especially

¢




elementary school teachers, hope to achieve in social studies. [And] there is a great
need for ecologically valid investigations tied to actual curricuium being taught in the daily
grind of ordinary classrooms to real students. (p. 6-7)

Following a similar thread, Downey and Levstik's (1931) opening line to their chapter in the current
Handbook of Research on Social Studies Teaching and Learning states that, “The research base ior the
teaching and learning of history is thin and uneven” (p. 400). They follow this with:

Much of the professional litarature about history teaching consists either of descriptions

of exemplary practices, usually reports from the teachers who developed the approach or

method, or untried prescriptions for efiective teaching. The claims for the exemplary

nature of the methods being recommended are seldom supported by evidence of what

or how much student learning took place. There is a dearth of research studies on histery

teaching in large part because little of the research on teaching and learning within the

social studies has been discipline-centered. Consequently, most of the systematic

research that has been done in history education is of relatively recent origin. A number

of areas of critical importance to the field still remain largely unexplored. (p. 400)

To substantiate this last claim, Downey and Levstik (1988) had earlier indicated those unexplored areas c¢f
importance. Talking about history education in general, and U.S. history in particular, they argued,

We know little about how interaction among students, teachers, and others whose

influence is felt in the classroom aftects how history is taught and learned. We...need

more research on how teachers introduce concepts of historical time, and whether

current practice contributes to rather than eases the difficulties children ha- » these

areas. We need to develop and test empirically curricula based on new unders ar .. ;s of

human cognition that have emerged in recent years. The expanding environme. s K-6

social studies curriculum [for example] is heid in piace more by tradition than by a rationale
grounded in research. (p. 341)

The relative synonymy of these voices presents a compeiling chorus. The research described in
this report attempts to address this chorus. The study's principal significance appeals to the empty spaces
(i.e., the absence of richly descriptive, comparative case studies) in the research. It also appeals to the
need for comparative cases of teaching that can heip a range of policymakers and educators better
understand the context in which social education occurs. Finally, the study tries to address issues
concerning theoretical debates about the curricular direction social education should take. These issues
might be framed as follows.

First, in many school! districts across the country, fifth grade serves as the introductory experience
for learning systematic, often chronologically arranged U.S. history. United States history has been and
continues to be the central and pivotal feature of the social studies curriculum. Typically, systematic

treatment of U.S. history occurs in grades five, eight, and 10 or 11 No other social studies subject matter




recurs with such frequency, determination, and systematization. In fact, some (see Bradiey Commission,
1989; Ravitch, 1987) believe it to be so important that they suggest beginning, insofar as
developmentally possible, its systematic study eariier, perhaps at grade two. This raises important
questions about how much U.S. history should be tauaht and how early it should begin. For additional
discussion of this issue and the next, see VanSledright (1992a).

And second, debates betwean advocates of "more history,” or "more citizenship education,” or
"more developmentally friendly" social education curricula have continued almost unabated since the bith
of "The Social Studies” in 1916 (see Barr et al., 1977; Jenness, 1990; Leming, 1989; Shaver, 1981,
1987). Curricular questions of what, when, and why turn principally on pragmatic dilemmas that evolve as
educational communities and cultures grow. They remain pragmatic questions with ethical, axiological,
and aesthetic implications governing the future images of social studies education which interested
communities wish to develop in schools (Grant & VanSledright, 1991). Describing how teachers and
students interpret their curricular, teaching, and learning contexts can help policymakers and practitioner-
theorists with a more empirically informed basis upon which to build their images.

To begin to address some of these issues and the need for comparative cases of teaching, this
study focused on one area (social studies) of the teaching lives of two veteran fifth-grade teachers. The
teachers thought about social studies in different ways: one teacher, Sara Atkinson (all teachers’,
students', and school names are pseudonyms), viewed the content of social studies as a tool to stimulate
reflective thinking and decision making processes; the other teacher, Ramona Paimer, viewed the
content as important in itself and attempted to make it interesting and lively. Attention was focused on
how the two teachers mediated the social studies curriculum--a unit on the American Revolution-
Constitutional period--and to what ends. Comparisons were made between the two teachers with respect
to their curmiculum mediation practices and the influences that th :se practices had on their fifth-grade
students. The trade-offs involved in choosing to mediate the surriculum in different ways were examined

in detail. The implications that those trade-offs suggest for curriculum and teaching debates in the field of

social education were also considered.




The research was framed around three questions: (a) In what specific ways do the two fifth-grade
teachers mediate the social studies curriculum and what factors influence their decisions? (b) How do
those decisions in turn influence the ways in which their students construct an understanding of the
American Revolution-Constitutional period studied in the unit under investigatiun? and (c) What
ditferences do the decisions make in relationship to the plurality of social education goals? The first
question received consistently greater emphasis than the other two. This resulted from the assumption
made throughout the study that the teachers' curriculum mediation practices provided the key to
understanding student learning possibilities and the relative viability of ditfering goal frameworks.

Data Collection Methods

The research began by the selection of two teachers willing to participate as pﬁmary infermants.
To solicit participation, preliminary interviews vere obtained with potential candidates. The interviews
sought to determine the eligibility of participants based on a number of criteria relative to the questions*
asked in the study. The criteria included (a) elementary teachers responsibie for teaching the social
studies-U.S. history cumriculum, (b) both teachers teaching in the same school district, following the same
specified district curriculum, with commensurate student populations relative to socioeconomic status, but
differing in their orientations and approaches to the social studies-U).S. history curricuium as defined by
the differing orientations presented in the literature (e.g., Barr et al., 1977; Martorella, 1985), (c) indication
of commitment and interest in teaching social studies (U.S. history) in elementary school, (d) indication of
extensive experience in teaching elementary school children as defined by years of service, (e) indication
of extended, post-B.A. educational experience and qualifications, and (f) highly recommended by peers
and supervisors as committed social studies teachers. Fifth grade provided the greatest hope of locating
two teachers that met all the criteria.

In selection interviews, the teachers were asked a series of questions designed to address each
criterion. For example, teachers were queried about their autobiographies, years of teaching experience,
degrees, commitments and interests in social education, nature of the school district (student popuiation,
intended fitth-grade social studies curriculum, relative socioeconomic status of the district and individual

.5chools), and how they conceived of themselves as teachers. They were also asked to briefly describe




some of their more interesting and enjoyable social studies-U.S. history teaching experiences of the past
school year. Finally, in order to determine differences in orientation and approaches toward purposes of
and teaching about social studies, teachers were asked to assess their own positions by rank ordering
their perceived relationship to the Three Traditions coupled with two additional categories from
Martorella's (1985) five approaches (social studies as human relations and as personal development).

Basad upon these preliminary interviews and the applications of the criteria indicated, Atkinson
and Palmer were selected and agreed to participate in the study. Both teachers taught in the same school
district, educated comparable student populations (middle- to upper-middie class socioeconomic class
backgrounds), and utilized the same intended district social studies curriculum. Both cams highly
recommended by peers and supervisory colleagues, had attained master's degrees (one in social studies,
the other in elementary ecucation), were veteran ie;chers (both had been teaching for 25 years), thought
of themselves as good teachers, and wxre interested and committed to high quality social studies
education for their students. Palmer, the teacher with the advanced degree in social studies, described
herself as oriented more to the Social Science approach. Atkinson, likened herself more to the Reflective
Inquiry approach.

Once the teachers had had a chance to establish ciassroom organization in the fall (1991),
extensive interviews with each teacher began (see Structured Teacher Interview protocol in Appendix A).
The teachers were asked to reiterate relevant aspects of their autobiographies, describe their general and
specific philosophy of teaching and learning in social studies, identify their goals for fifth-grade U.S.
history education, discuss content selection and curricular organization, content representation, use of
classroom discourse, activities and assignments, assessment practices, and applications of teaching for
understanding, critical thinking, and decision making. In addition, each teacher was asked to describe in
detail how the above areas of concem were addressed specifically (or not) in the unit (the American
Revolution-Constitutional period) the study directly examined. Also, the two teachers were asked to
respond to a series of questions designed to provide more information about their orientations to social
studies. Finally, they were asked to identify where they stood in reference to a number of the debates

advanced by social educators, social scientists, and child development specialists. Additionally, as the
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units progressed, both teachers were informally interviewed almost daily so the research could stay
abreast of modifications in teaching plans, clarifications of points addressed in the structured interviews.
and other matters that emerged in the daily pace of the classroom.

The subject matter content that served as the principal focus of the study inve . 2d the American
Revolution-Constitutional period unit. This unit was selected for several reasons. First, because it
typically entails an initial introduction to the "birth of the democratic tradition” in this country and has
significant implications for a variety of citizenship education purposes (some of which are espoused as
central to the mission of the social studies), it warranted extended case study treatment (McKeown &
Beck, 1990; Thornton & McCourt-Lewis, 1990). Second, it involved subject matter that both teachers
spent considerable time teaching (6 weeks), had expressed personal interest in, and had indicated a
strong commitment to as important for young children. And third, because it represented a historical
period with various and confiicting interpretations (which some historians have found compelling), it
served zs a means for understanding the degrees of interpretive difference that influenced each
teacher's curriculum mediation practices.

To obtain information about what students learned as a result of their experience with the unit,
several data collection methods were used. Prior to teaching the unit, both teachers were asked to select
a stratified sample (by achievement and gender: three males and three females, two higher achievers, two
middle-level achievers, and two lower achievers; one of each sex at each stratum) of six students to be
interviewed using a structured student interview protocol (see Appendix C). Additionally, each teacher
was introduced to a K-W-L form (Ogle, 1986; see Appendix B) and asked to administer it before and after
the unit. These two procedures were augmented also by daily informal conversations with students as the
unit progressed and a collection of student work samples.

Once the teachers began teaching, fieldnotes were conpiled for each class session and ail
relevant documents were collected. Each lesson was also audiotaped and portions of these tapes were
later transcribed for analysis. Atkinson taught 22 55-minute lessons (approximately 1210 minutes) and

L

Palmer taught 26 45-minute lessons (approximately 1170 minutes).




Data Analysis Procedures
Teacher interviews
After the structured teacher interviews were completed and transcribed, a summary description
was written for each teacher's autobiographical charadteristics, orientation to social studies, general
process of curricular decision making, general social education goals ang rationales, goals and rationales
for fifth-grade U.S. history, knowledge representation strategies (for U.S. history), activities and

assignments, text materials used, classroom discourse processes, assessment practices, teaching for

understanding, critical thinking and decision making efforts, and the specifics of each of the above for the
unit on the American Revolution. These areas served as categories that organized the interview protocol
and the subsequent analysis proc;ess.2 As the summary descriptions were reconstructed from interview
transcripts, efforts were made to note themes and counter-themes in what the teachers said about their
goals, curriculum mediation practices, and teaching lives.

These summary descriptions served several other data analysis purposes. They were used
against the backdrop of classroom events and in relationship to the documents the teachers used for the
purpose of triangulating the data and addressing further forms of evidence that supported or disconfirmed
teachers' self-portrayals and the themes and counter-themes generated about those self-portrayals
(Glaser & Strauss, 1975; Goetz & LeCompte, 1981). Onca the descriptions had been reanalyzed and
reconstructed several times as a resutt of the above procedures, they became the source of the
introductory sections to each specific case study (see vanSiedright, 1992b, 1992c). Here, '~ *5 were
made to incorpe.rate the teachers' voices into the descriptions of who they were and what they believed

they were about when they taught social studies in general and U.S. history in particular.

2The protocol itself was developed earlier by Jere Brophy and the author to be used in a wide-
ranging Elementary Teacher Interview Study. The categories derive from characteristics many teachers,
scholars, and researchers in the social studies fieki believe are important aspects of social education. Not
all the categories represented in the protocol were relevant to this study and, therefore, some were
omitted from the analysis procedure. However, the information the teachers supplied based on protocol
questions was intended to be used in the Interview Study as well, so ail the questions were asked.
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Observations and Fieldnotes

Observations were conducted on each teacher's unit lessons from beginning to conclusion of the
unit. All lessons were audiotaped and organized by the dates on which they occurred. Fiekdnotes also
were compiled on all lessons and on the teachers' informal comments about those lessons. Portions of
the audiotapes were transcribed to aid the process of adding verbatim discourse exchanges between the
teachers and the students. No a priori coding schemes were used to organize the lesson content short of
chronological sequence and salience with regard to the research guestions. The purpose involved
constructing detailed, narrative descriptions of daily classroom events complete with verbatim
discussions. These narrative accounts were later to comprise extended sections of the case studies
(vVanSledright, 1992b, 1992c).
Teaching Documents

Relevant documents were collected and labeled by description and date at all phases of the data
collection process. Documents collected included district curriculum guidelines, teacher-made classroom
advance organizers, activities and assignments, text and descriptions of audiovisual materials, and other
such items that pertained to the unit. Documents were also used for triangulation purposes, that is, they

were systematically used to check interpretive categories based on teacher and student interviews and

fieldnote and observation data.
Student Work Sample Documents

All student work samples were analyzed specifically to inform interpretations of the learning
process and address the second research question. The work samples were analyzed in relationship to
the goals the teachers expressed within the context in which the activity or assignment occurred. As one
might expect, the activities and the goals sought varied with the differences in mediation practices. For
example, Palmer assigned students to read, make presentations, and write a report on a variety of
historical fiction accounts of the people and events that occurred during the American Revolution period.
Her goal, she said, involved heiping students to "internalize” the content by developing some empathy
and understanding for the plight of Revolutionary War period actors. The student work samples that

emerged from this activity were analyzed with this criterion in mind. Descriptions of these teacher-specific




assignments and the way they were assessed and analyzed are described in detail in each case study
(VanSiedright, 1992b, 15892c).

One work sample permitted cross-case analysis and comparison. This invoived a publisher-
supplied test (on the Silver Burdett & Ginn textbook, Chapter 7; Helmus, Toppin, Pounds, & Arndorf,
1988) that both teachers chose to administer to their students. Although the tests were identical, the
teachers chose 10 assess the essay questions differently. These differences are described and
contextually analyzed in the case study chapters. Despite the differences, the test presented students
with the same set of 35 muttiple-choice questions where both teachers classified answers as either correct

or incorrect based on a supplied answer key. Mean and median scores were computed for each ciass and

then compared.3
K-W-L Formns

The first two sections of the K-W-L instrument ("What do | know?" and "What do | want to know?";
see Appendix B) were administered as requested by each teacher to their entire ciass (present on that
day) approximately a week prior to beginning the American Revolution-Constitutional period unit. Atthe
conclusion of the unit, the final section ("What have | learned?”) was completed. Once the forms were
completed, photocopies were made and then the originals were returned to each teacher to use for their
own purposes.

The K-W-L forms served to augment structured and informal student interview data by broadening
the sample size. The forms provided descriptive data that were used to interpret and understand the
extent to which each teacher succeeded in addressing her goals for the unit. These conclusions helped
to inform descriptions of the relative advantages and disadvantages of the teachers' respective
orientations. Combined with the student interview data, the K-W-Ls added some depth to making sense
of the relative influence of each teacher's curriculum mediation practices.

The data generated by the K-W-L forms were analyzed without a priori coding schemes. Initially,

ali student responses were paraphrased. Care was taken to retain verbatim phrases and clauses used by

3A f-test was conducted to compare the means but proved to be statistically insignificant.

Nevertheless, the results were of some interest. They are presented comparatively in Table 5 (see
Appendix E).

10 17




the students. Once the paraphrased responses were listed, the list was searched for similarities in
language use and apparent meaning. Ongoing judgments were made about the similarities of responses,
using language similarity as the primary criterion. Generally, if a student's language use differed
significantly frorii that used by other students, aithough the meaning was judged to be quite similar, the
response was nevertheless taken as “new" and listed separately. As a resutt, long lists of responses were
generated that, to another analyst, could be shortened by using a sophisticated coding scheme. The
purpose here, however, was to retain as many qualitative differences as possible and still present that data
in concise, table form.

For tabie presentation purposes, several categories were employed to organize the responses
for the first and third K-W-L questions (the second-question responses appear virtually verbatim in the
tables). These categories included references to (a) Names, Events, anc Terms, (b) Causal Relationships,
and (c) General ideas (or responses that appeared not to fit in the other categories). These categories
were developed post facto for the principal purpose of arrangiry the numerous responses and making
the tables easier to read. They also helped organize the data for comparative purposes. The categories
were not necessarily mutually exclusive. Some student responses could be categorized in several

different places. Judgrnents about placements were based on logical deductions related to the

categories.
Student interview Data

The student interview data were used to augment the K-W-L forms and student work samples.
Both pre- and post-unit interviews (see Appendices C & D) for all 12 students (six from each class: each
given a pseudonym) were audiotaped and transcribed. The transcription process involved verbatim
reconstructions of students' written responses. These transcripts were edited to remove identifying
proper nouns and to enhance word and punctuation clarity, atthough the latter changes were keptto a
minimum. The ensuing analysis procedure remained quite similar to that used for the K-W-Ls. Students’
responses were paraphrased using verbatim language samples (e.g., words, phrases, clauses). If
responses shared the same language, they were classified as the “same" response. If the language

appezted to vaiy, a "new" response category was created. Again, fairly extensive lists of student
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responses appear in the tables constructed to organize the data. Often, only one student response
appears in a response category atthough it may appear to be quite similar to other response categories.
This came as a consequence of applying the language-use criterion.

The student interview tables were constructed by pre-post question pairs to organize the
students' responses, initially separately for each class and then later, comparatively. Rather than provide
exieindad quotations from a varying sample of students in each class, a decision was made to make all
student responses, albeit in paraphrased form, available within the table format. This Cecision was made
based on the belief that, in this case, the table style would more adequately serve the need for
transpatent data presentation. However, on occasion, salient verbatim responses were also included.
Member Checks

One adcitional analysis method was employed. "Member checks” (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 120)
involve a data analysis strategy whereby the researcher submits a description of the research subject anc
his or her practices to that subject for consideration and assessment. In the case of the teachers in this
study, a preliminary draft of what was to become one of the case study chapters was given to each teacher
for her perusal. Two subsequent meetings were scheduled. During these meetings (approximately one
hour per meeting with each teacher), the case study draft was discussed. The teachers were asked to
comment on the categories, themes, counter themes, and general descriptions and conclusions reached
in the draft. In this way, the members checked the viability of the descriptions against their own frames of
reference.

Disagreements with the descriptions tumed out to be minimal. However, smail changes were
made (mostly in the nature and detail of their understanding of certain events) in the case studies to reflect
comments the teachers made. Both teachers appeared reasonably satisfied with the descriptive
categories, themes, and conclusions. If anything, they both tended to b. more critical of their own

practices than the case studies indicated.
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Summary of Case Study Findings

The following summaries supply only a generalized set of findings. For more details about each
teacher, specifics on how the lessons were organized and taught, and information about the students,
see VanSledright (1992b, 1992c).

The Case of Ramona Paimer

Palmer taught at Matewan Elementary School, a comprehensive K-5 school with a largely middle-
to upper-middie-class population of 400 students. The school was located in a medium-size city in the
northem Midwest. The student body was approximately 90% Caucasian. Of the remaining 10%, about
€% were African Americans and 4% were Asian Americans. There were 28 students in Palmer's class.
Three were African Americans (11%) and three were Asian Americans (11%), reflecting a slightly higher
proportion of minorities than for the school as a whole.

In teaching the American Revoiution unit, Paimer employed a variety of pedagogical strategies
(games, audiovisual experiences, a simulation, projects and presentations, writing, and discussion)
designed to move her fifth graders systematically toward the goals she had set: (a) making history come
alive by using this variety of teaching strategies and activities, (b) making it “intemally exciting" by
attempting to connect it to children's lives, (c) fostering empathy and imagination through storytelling and
historical fiction, and (d) creating a context for learning and building initia! ideas about and appreciation for
the sequence of events and the personalities that produced one of the more memorable periods in the
U.S. historical tradition.

In interviews, Palmer defined social studies, in part, as school subjects. Her personal philosophy
and general social studies goals, such as developing personal responsibility for learning, cuitural
awareness and tolerance for diversity, and fostering a deyree of patriotism, were implicitly folded into the
rubric of teaching and leaming history. Her undergraduate liberal arts exposure to disciplinary history (and
the other social science<) and an early teaching experience with the anthropology-based Man: A Course
of Study (MACOS) course appeared to promote the encapsulation of her more general goals within the
context of histoial study. In short, for her purposes in fifth grade, social studies was history, and history

was defined by the practitioners of history (textbook and historical fiction authors). In this way, one might
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argue that Paimer most nearly represented what Barr et al. (1977) refer to as a teacher in the "social
science tradition.” However, 1o draw this conclusion alone is misleading.

Palmer also demonstrated chz-acteristics of the "citizenship transmission tradition™ combined with
traces of a "human relations-style™ approach (Goodman & Adler, 1985; Martorella, 1985). She also
manifested a degree of what Martorelia called the "social action” approach (similar to the R-1 Tradition). Her
belief in the importance of the Bill of Rights also suggested this influence and her two-day discussion of its
implications with her students near the end of the unit at least implicitly pointed to a reflective inquiry,
decision-making orientation (see VVanSledright, 1992b). Although Paimer most resembled a teacher in
the social science tradition, evidence of the presence of the other traditions and approaches (Barr et atl.,
1977; Martorella, 1985) indicated that she should not be so easily classified.

By itself, Palmer's case offered an example of what reasonably strong fifth-grade sociai studies
teaching might be if focused on the importance of academic knowledge and understanding in U.S.
history. [t was strong in the sense that students left the unit with a considerably enhanced appreciation of
the American Revolution-Constitutional period. in general, they recalled many details and indicated some
initial understanding of causal relationships. A number of students stated interest in the period (in formal
and informal interviews and on the K-W-Ls) and their classroom activity and involvement in the lessons
suggested that they found much of the material stimulating and memorable. Palmer arranged to teach the
unit in depth and to build it around important ideas and clear goals which appeared to be effectively
communicated to students.

The Case of Sara Atkinson

Atkinson was a sprightly, effervescent, and talkative veteran of 25 years of elementary school
teaching. She taught fifth grade at Greenwood Elementary, which is a predominantly Caucasian, middle-
to upper-middle-class schoo! of 250 students in the same medium-sized district and metropolitan area in
which Palmer taught. Born and raised on the East Coast, she pursued a postsecondary education in the
Midwest, receiving bachelor of arts and master of arts degrees from a Michigan university. As an
undergraduate, she completed a language arts i ~‘ar and science and social science dua! minors. She

had taught sixth grade until the advent of middle schools at which point she transterred to fifth grade.
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Atkinson's own childhood had a significant impact on her attitudes toward the subject ratter of
U.S. history particularty. The power of her own "New England” oral tradition imbued in her a sense of the
past that she strove to communicate to her students. Her sense of this oral tradition was coupled with the
belief that, at its center, the concept of democracy--citizen rights and responsibilities--flourished. For her,
this oral tradition was democracy: the right to argue, negotiate, participate, and decide; a process she said
was practiced in her family as far back as she could remember. Her perception of this democratic tradition
had become the historical, curricular thraad with which she tried to weave the classroom.

Atkinson's goals turned on constructing a classroom in the spirit of a participatory, democratic
ethos. For Atkinson, that sthos was characterized by a context in which individual rights and personal
responsibilities were often at issue, discussion of issues pre:iferated, knowledge clairﬁs were understood
as tools which gave substance to the process of learning, and reflective decision making and informed
action were desired dispositions. The data on student leaming appeared to support Atkinson's success
at communicating many of these goals to her students. Atkinson intended to bring life to a participatory
definition of democracy (Barber, 1989; Gutmann, 1987). Bringing this participatory definition into her
classroom, along with spending the time-consuming activities that its practice required, detracted
comparatively littie from what students learned about the events and details of the American Revolution-
Constitutional period. As such, her students appeared to acquire as much knowledge about the period as
Palmer's despite different goals.

Atkinson's social studies teaching approach and classroom organization seemed to embody what
Barr et al. (1977) referred to as the refiective inquiry tradition. Atkinson's emphasis on opposing
viewpoints, problem solving, and decision making, where claims to historical knowledge serve as a starting
point rather than ends in themselves, pointed to this tradition.

However, Atkinson also 2mbodied a number of characteristics of the other traditions and
approaches (see Martorella, 1985) a5 well. For example, her use of textbook recitations could be
understood as exercises in knowledge transmission. At this level, one could argue that she favored what
Barr et al. (1977) referred to as citizenship transmission. Other evidence suggested that Atkinson

manifested some of what Martorelia (1985) termed the human relations and development approach to
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teaching social studies. Atkinson, like Palmer, tumed out to be rather eclectic in her curriculum mediation

practices.
Implications From the Case Studies
Understanding Differences Between the Teachers

A helpful way to interpret Paimer's and Atkinsen’s curriculum gatekeeping practices involves
examining in more detail the differences in their background experience, the assumptions they make
about themselves, the subject matter, their students, the context in which they teach, and their definitions
of social studies teaching and learning goals. At the outset, it is important to note two things. First, the
salient differences that frame much of the following discussion must be understood as interactive, that is,
by example, background experiences influence personal circumstances which in turn influence
assumptions and mediation practices (and, to a degree, vice versaj. And second, despite important
differences, Palmer and Atkinson remain much alike in important ways. Tiiey both demonstrate a
significant commitment to their work and live lives devoted to teaching, regard the welfare of their students
as the core of their purpose, reflect appreciation for the importance of social siudies as a major contributor
1o the elementary school curriculum, provide a rich array of social studies leaming opportunities, struggle
to cope with the pressures dictated by the dilemmas they must manage, and pursue powerful teaching-
learning classroom environments. However, these similarities will receive only limited treatment here.
Differences remain the most salient feature.

Autobiographical and circumstantial differences influenced the ways in which Palmer and
Atkinson mediated the social studies curriculum. The biographical sketches provided in each case study
(VanSledright 1992b, 1992c¢) indicate how life history and persoral experience relate to how Palmer and
Atkinson view social studies/U.S. history. Paimer's liberal arts education in a small Catholic college, the
mentorship she received from certain influential teachers and professors, the influence of the “New Social
Studies” era, and the rigors of life as preparation for religious service appeared to play roles in how she
came to understand herself as a social studies teacher. Analysis of the transcript data suggested that
Palimer made a distinction between teaching social studies and teaching U.S. history. Fc. her, social

studies was an amaigam of social interaction and study skills and dispositions (e.g., personal responsibility)
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coupied with smatterings of content area skills (e.g. map reading, latiiude and longitude, timelines).
United States history emerged in her discussions as "the thing itself*; that is, she defined it as somewhat
distinct from "social studies.” Social studies did not "come alive,” history did. Social studies was life; it had
an implied quality as in: "one does social studies throughout the day.” History was explicit school subject
matter, requiring the breath of life. History was conterit to be understood and mastered. To listen to
Palmer carefully was to hear this distinction, and the distinction played itself out in her curriculum
deliberations.

For Palmer social studies went on all day long. In fact it seemed to be the great integrator of the
curriculum (Goodman & Adler, 1985). History had a subject matter skot in the day, much like mathematics
and spelling. In her view, history possessed an academic knowledge base that she brought with her to
the classroom from her graduate and undergraduate learning experiences. That historical knowledge, the
imagination and empathy it inspired, the way it portrayed “our” important, collective heritage, and the
methods by which it could be brought to life were all important to Paimer's teaching efforts. For Palmer,
understanding academic history required persorial, intellectual discipline. This type of discipline was
consonant with what Palmer experienced at home, in grade school, in college, and as she trained to
become a nun. However, the personal, intellectual discipline and the self-identified autocratic
characteristics of Palmer's personality appeared as only part of a somewhat disparate and conflicted set of
influences.

Paimer's mother taught her about making discerning choices, about being open-minded and
assertive, and about how her mother had paid a price for it (without specifying the nature of that price). In
formal interviews and in informal conversations, Paimer spoke of difficulties that arose for her when she
was likewise assertive and expressed dissension from school policies or community norms. Therefore,
she noted, "I leamed to keep m, mouth shut about sume things.” However, she highly vaiued the rights
guaranteed by the Constitution and demonstrated it, for example, by spending several class periods
discussing those rights with her students in animated detail (see VanSledright, 1992b). But when her
students asked for her opinion about where she stood on the issue of capital punishment, she initially

refused to provide one, citing school policy as the reason. However, when the students begged, Paimer
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provided a middling, cautious response. These vacillations appeared fairly commonly in the interviews
and in the classroom. She would say, for instance, that she limited classroom discussion and then spend
two class periods engrossed in a stimulating exploration of the Bill of Rights or spend a class session
soliciting students' opinions on British tax policy.

In contrast with Paimer, Atkinson folded history into social studies. History became atool she
used to address her social studies goals. These goals involved reflecting on historical knowledge and
using it as the substance for explicitly dealing with issues that required problem solving and decision
making. Atkinson's classroom became a site where historical knowledge claims were first read and
examined (e.g., textbook recitations), then analyzed and discussed with regard to how historical actors
had made decisions and how they might have been made differently. Students were frequently
encouraged to question what they read, to form opinions, and to express those opinions in class. in
Alkinson's frame of reference (Beard, 1934), history and social studies rer 1ined connected; the former
was generally pressed into the service of the latter. This frame of reference can be traced, in part, to her
East coast background, her immersion into a form of “New England town-meeting democracy,” and family
members who prided themselvas on the value inherent in questioning assertions and debating issues.
She melded this orientation with her social studies goals and, in doing so, used hisiorical knowledge as
the intellectual substance for reaching those goals.

However, having said this, one must also note how, in ways quite akin to Palmer, Atkinson could
be observed teaching history as a distinct subject matter, as the "thing itseff.” In informal interviews,
Atkinson indicated that she did this for two reasons. First, she believed that her students lacked sufficient
knowledge of the story of U.S. history and therefore were unprepared to discuss, for example, what she
perceived to be "the mistakes of history” (e.g., treatment of women, slavery). Her recitations in the unit
were designed to fill in the knowledge gaps. Second, Atkinson felt some content coverage pressures. In
an informal conversation late in the study, Atkinson noted that the task of preparing her students for
middle school influenced her classroom and cumicuium mediation practices more than she typically

indicated in earlier interviews. She said that she wanted her students to be clearly distinguishable from

other teachers' students when they got to middle school. Her students were to be the ones who, in
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middie schooi social studies classes, were alen, interested, wanted to argue the issues, and asked good
questions. But she aiso wanted them "to know something about history” and he able to clearly
demonstrate it.

In short, she wanted it ail: students with an good grasp of historical knowledge along with a well-
honed ability to reflect, question, and discuss. However, to do both, given the district demand that she
"cover” explorers through Vietnam and her own need to prepare her students for middle school,
presented her with a curricular deiiberation dilemma she confronted each day. Discussion of and
argumentation over historical issues and "mistakes"” often invoived extended blocks of time. Sometimes
science would be eliminated if the discussion in social studies piqued student interest while fitting her
problem-solving, decision-making approach. On other occasions, the discussion would be cut off in faver
of content coverage. Her protracted iliness and missed teaching opportunities exacerbated the tensions
produced by the time factor and the content coverage dilemma. For more details concerning this illness,
see Atkinson's case study (VanSledright, 1992c).

Informal conversations and portions of the structured interviews with each teacher suggested that
time and content coverage issues were central dilemmas which had impact on their curriculum
deliberations. Although both Paimer and Atkinson apparently possessed considerable autonomy over
the curriculum decision-making process, perceived pressures to get through the book, to meet the district
guidelines, and to prepare students for middle school influenced their choices by making them feel more
aware of constraints placed on learning opportunities that consumed large portions of valuable time.
There were interesting differences in how they dealt with these perceived constraints.

Palmer foregrounded history as subject matter. She pushed her students hard to develop an
understanding of the content (facts, events, people) and purposefully constructed a more tightly
controlled (autocratic) classroom environment which, by its nature, placed limits on how far she and her
students would go in analyzing and discussing what they were learning. However, she appeared
compelied, on occasion, to engage her students in some critical discussion of issues she found most
robust (e.g., The Bill of Rights). In this way, Palmer tried to stay consistent with the no-nonsense, subject-

matter ethos that permeated Matewan School, its reputation, and its administrative leadarship.
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Atkinson often remained more combative when facing what she thought to be the imposition of
constraints. Perceived limitations, particularly when she felt they were "handed down," tended to violate
the more democratic atmosphere she valued and attempted to create in her classroom. Atkinson pursued
a sense of autonomy more explicitly and with greater determination than did Palmer. Where Palmer
"learned to keep my mouth shut,” Atkinson sometimes did precisely the opposite. As an example of her
style, here is a brief anecdote. Late in the study, Atkinson received a memo from the principai at
Greenwood announcing cancellation of a picnic for the student street-crossing guards. Atkinson
immediately fired off a letter to the district curriculum and instruction administrater requesting (demanding
might be a better word) that the principal be overruled and the picnic be reinstated. She also commented
(negatively) on the principal's leadership style by noting that the teachers had not been "polled to see
what would work out best for us or our students.” At last repon, the issue had not be resolved. The
anecdote conveys a sense of Atkinson's contentious, @iestioning nature, one that was often in evidence
in the classroom, and one that influenced her perception about the role of U.S. history relative to her
social studies curriculum mediation practices and goals. However, her contentiousness came with a price.

Atkinson's life seemed to be one of perpetual motion, especially the teaching part of it which, by
her reckoning, occupied virtualiy her entire waking period five to six days a week, 180+ days per year. Her
interest in the participatory aspects of democracy led her to solicit student and parent comments about her
class and the procedures and activities she employed. At conference time, she would arrange 10-minute
conversations with each of her students and then couple this with a second set of conversations (20
minutes each) with the parent(s) and their child again (if parents wanted the child to be involved). She
would report on the child's progress of course but also weuld encourage parents to make suggestions for
improving, not only the student but the teaching procedures as well. These conferences occurred before
school in the morning, after school in the afternoon, and on some evenings. It took her approximate'y four
weeks to complete them all while she taught almost seven hours per day. Of note, her illness, her bout

with pneumonia followed the conclusion of these conferences by one week (see again VanSledright,

1992c¢ for additionai details).
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When confronted by the dilemma conceming the kinds of learning opportunities to provide
students (e.g., covering the material in the book and the specified curriculum, engaging in critical analysis
and inquiry into relevant issues, devoting time to stimulate thoughtfulness about the U.S. history
content), Palmer tended toward what McNeil (1986) termed a “negotiation of efficiencies” strategy that
foregrounded interest in the subject matter, chronology, and details of U.S. history for their own sake.
Questioning, interpretative processes, and discussion played a secondary role. Atkinson tended to
pursue a strategy of foregrounding her social studies or citizenship education goals while simuitaneously
making learning about the American Revolution itself important in service to those goals. However,
Atkinson's approach was time-consuming, and the clock was often her enemy.

These observations are not designed to suggest that Palmer did a better job managing curriculum
mediation dilemmas because she was more efficient, or by contrast, that Atkinson was mo:e effective
because she pursued a perhaps richer set of goals. The observations are meant to point out the different
ways in which these two teachers confronted and managed curricuium dilemmas.

Contemporaneous personal circumstances may well have played some role in Palmer's and
Atkinson's mediation practices as well. For exaniple, Atkinson's two children were both grown and no
longer deponded on her for direct financial support. Her husband worked in a highly remunerated
professional position. Although Atkinson said that her teaching position provided her with psychic
rewards, she also noted that, it she chose to take an early retirement (a possibility she raised on several
occasions, often after an extremely hectic week of teaching), she and her husband could live quite
comfortably on his salary alone. She also mentioned twice that, if the school district opted for a longer
school year (a possibility they were considering), she would quit. In one informal conversation where the
subject of teaching controversial issues had come up, she stated flatly that, if parents or district
administrators made significant or extended trouble for her because of the way in which she addressed a
delicate issue, she might elect an early retirement option. Perceiving as she did that she could “retire" if

she so chose at the end of aimost any school year may have made her more confident in pursuing her

questioning, argumentative style.
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By contrast, Palmer was a divorced mother of two dependent adolescents. She received some
child support, but not enough for the three of them to live on. Early retirement was not an option from
Paimers perspeciive. She valued her position for its psychic rewards, but also needed it as the source of
economic livelinood. This, in part, may have influenced the degree to which she feit she could challenge
accepted practices at Matewan and defer substantively from the strong focus on academics and textbook
knowledge. Palonsky (1987) states, "Public schools seem trapped by the often conflicting predicament
of trying to teach democratic values while maintaining order. The forces of order, however, have a
stronger public lobby than the forces of democracy” (p. 500). Palmer tended to be more sensitive to the
~public lobby,” and perhaps needed to be given her personal circumstances, than Atkinson (although
Atkinson was probably not unaffected).

What | have been describing relates to Boyd's (1979) concept of the zone of tolerance. Boyd
argues that how a teacher interprets the boundaries of the zone (or context) in which she teaches will
likely influence a number of choices she makes about her teaching practices. Autobiographical factors
(see Connelly & Clandinin, 1990; Butt et al., 1988), personal circumstances, and definitions and
assumptions about the community, curriculum, teaching, and leaming (see Thornton, 1991) may all piay a
role in how teachers interpret the zone of tolerance. This interpretation in turn may influence how
teachers choose to mediate the curriculum. Comparisons of Palmer and Atkinson suggest the hypothesis
that (a) the more a teacher perceives the public lobby {Palonsky, 1987) to b+ active, vocal, and control-
oriented, (b) the more the teacher feeis psychic and practical needs for the teaching position, and (c) the
greater the consonance between the teacher's belief system and that of the community, then the more
circumscribed and conservative the teacher's curriculum mediation practices will become.4

Although quite similar in some ways, Palmer and Atkinson remain different in many others. So
what difference, if any, do these differences make with regard to what students learned about the

American Revolution and how this leaming influenced their attitudes and dispositions? In what follows, |

4if this hypothesis has merit, a number of Atkinson's practices appear rather anomalous. Perhaps,
she perceived herself to be an iconoclast, a role she had grown accustomed to at Greenwood; but the
pressure it sometimes created may have helped engender her talk of “early retirement.” This is merely

speculative. Nevertheless, the hypothesis itself may warrant further consideration by interested social
education researchers.
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comparatively examine the student data (K-W-L forms, interviews, tests). 1 then use criteria generated by
the work of Reed (1989) and Newmann (1990) to elaborate on these comparisons.

Comparisons of Student Leaming
K-W-L Forms

A comparative examination of the K-W-L forms (see Tables 1, 2, 3 in Appendix E) indicates quite
dramatic differences, particularly on the L section but also to a lesser degree on the prior knowledge (K)
and the questions (W) sections. in ganeral, Palmer's students had much more to say in aimost every
category {e.g., Names, Events, Terms, etc.) on the K section than did Atkinson's (Table 1). They
appeared to have a slightly broader grasp of the period's people, events, terms, causal relationships, and
general ideas. Six of Atkinson's students said they knew very little or nothing about the period to be
studied, whereas, only one student from Palmer's class said the same. The notable differences between
the student groups in the Names, Events, and Terms category occurred primarily with reference to Paul
Revere, his famous ride, details about the battles during the war, and several terms that a few students in
Palmer's class mentioned. The frequency of Palmer's students' reference to Paul Revere, his famous
ride, and the early batties of the Revolution resuited from their exposure to this story in historical fiction
form in fourth grade.

For causal relationships, differences were less dramatic. Several of Palmer's students logically
deduced that Americans had won the war, but only a handful of students in each class had much
knowledge of causal developments. Two students in each class believed that "the Americans" had
started the war and one student in Palrner's class confused the American Revolution with the Civil War.
Two of Atkinson's students knew that the war was fought over freedom (at least from a U.S. perspective).
but no one from Palmer's class mentioned this.

Paimer's students offered considerably more general ideas about the period than did Atkinson's.
A bit surprisingly, one of Paimer's students knew about the Hessians hired by "the Brits,” she said, to fight
against tha colonists. Another student in Palmer's class misguidedly thought that the Revolution was
fought between the French and the Americans, perhaps a reference to the French and Indian War. The

most cominon responses in each class (Atkinson's: "It was a revolution; a war”; Palmer's: "Many people
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died") wers responses that seemed to be fairly logical deductions based on general familiarity with the
term The American Revolution and an understanding that war frequently results in many casuatties. In
general, prior knowledge of the period appeared sketchy at best for both classss. Palmer's students
provided more details and seemed to have more to offer at the outset. However, the nature of the two
teachers' treatment of the K-W-L exercise was a mitigating factor which must be considered when
comparing the classes. More on this later.

Tabile 2 depicts virtually verbatim all of the questions asked by each group of students. Clearly,
Palmer's students asked many, many more questions than did Atkinson's. Over half of Atkinson's
studerts were content to state that they wanted tc know everything or anything and leave it at that. Only
three of Palmer's students responded in the same fashion. On the whole, Palmer's students produced
more specific questions and a much wider range of them. "How and why they fought?" and "When it
happened?" were favorites. The vast differences evident here aiso can be traced to the differential
treatment given these forms by the teachers.

Taken by itself, Table 3 suggests that Palmer's students emerged from studying the revolutionary
period with a much greater general and specific recall of key terms, events, people, causal relationships
and general ideas than did Atkinson's. The differences are rather startling. Atkinson's then-recent
emphasis on the Constitution and the struggle over its ratification became salieni for her students. This
salience appeared in the case of the importance of the Boston Tea Party (as a compelling causal incident)
and the general role of women in the war as well. However, beyond these factors, her students did not
appear to display an appreciable gain in their knowledge following the unit. With the exception of
references to the process of creating and ratifying the Constitution (Palmer did very little with this),
Palmer's students showed significant gains in each category. Their knowledge of the period appeared
broader, more connected, and much more sensitive to historical details and facts.

There are at least two possible interpretations of the K-W-L data analyses. On the surface, the K-
W-L forms indicate that Paimer's emphasis on an appreciation of the American Revolution period, on its
actors and actresses, what they did, and with what results had a powerful influence on what her students
were able to recall. She apparently achieved reasonable success in communicating these ideas to her
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students and thereby attaining her goals. Atkinson's students appeared to fare quite pooriy by contrast.
One might conclude that Atkinson’s social studies or democratic citizenship goals took too much valuable
time away from the content and storyline of the revolutionary period. Her students, therefore, had only a
bare-bones sense of that history. Comparatively, Palmer's students benefited much more by the ir-depth
coverage of the period for its own sake. However, extenuating circumstances make this conclusion at
least partially suspect.

Atkinson allowed only a short period of time (about 10 minutes) for her students to fill in the K-W-L
forms, both before and after the unit. She had ot used the forms before and saw the exercise as
designed primarily to serve research interests and not her own goals specifically. Paimer, by contrast, had
used the forms before in language arts, valued the data they generated, and insisted that her students
take an extended period of time (45 minutes both before and after the unit) to fill them out. As a result,
drawing conclusions based on the K-W-L data alone is problematic. Also, the K-W-Ls fail to provide mu;;h
insight into the democratic citizenship dispositions that Atkinson stressed. Therefore, to augment the K-
W-L data, we turn next to differences apparent in the student interviews.
Comparisons of Student Interview Responses

Table 4 (see Appendix E) places the responses of the six interviewees from each class side by
side for comparative purposes. Questions are paired to reflect the pre-and post-interviewing pro..edure. |
discuss, in order, general trends apparent in the Knowledge (questions 1-17 in the pre-unit interview and
4-20 in the post unit interview) and the Disposition (questions 17-24 in the pre-unit interview and 21-28 in
the post) Sections. In between these two sections, | comparatively examine the results of the publisher-
supplied test that both groups of students took at the conclusion of the American Revolution unit. This
latter comparison augments conclusions reached concerning Knowledge Section interview responses.

1. Knowledge Section of the Interview Protocol, The Knowledge Section responses do not
reveal the gap in students' knowledge that appears in the class comparisons on the K-W-L forms. Judging
by the frequency of the "I don't know" response in the pre-unit interview, the two classes seemed evenly
matched at the outset. Most of the six students in each class appeared uncentain about the American

Revolution period in U.S. history. On almost every question in the Knowledge Section, a majority of the
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12 students said they did not know or were unsure of an answer. Following probes which often

represented rephrasings of the questions, many students in both classes attempted tentative guesses.
Sometimes these guesses showed that students did possess some facts and details about the period,
but as in the K-W-Ls, these details appeared mostly disconnected and sometimes distorted. Again, none
of this should be surprising given that fifth grade serves as their first experience with chronological,
narrative U.S. history.

Significant (and occasionally dramatic) changes occurred in students’ thinking following the unit.
As the post-question responses to Knowledge Section questions in Table 4 indicate, students in both
classes came away from the unit with a much improved grasp of the events, people, terms, and possible
causal connections of the period under study. Notable decreases in the "I don't know" response were
observed. Most of the six students in each class recalled and frequently explained key ideas, terms, and
causal relationships (e.g., the war had to do with British tax policy and the desire for colonial
independence, the meaning of the phrase "no taxation without representation”, the standard explanation

of the Boston Tea Party, a sense of the purpose of the Declaration of Independence, etc.) that they had
iearned about the Americah Revolution.

The most notable differences in their recollections about the period related to the differential
emphasis which Palmer and Atkinson hac placed on various aspects of the American Revolution-
Constitutional period. For examole, Atkinson's students appeared betier informed about the struggie and
contention over the ratification of the Constitution, a topic she had stressed in the closing days of the unit
(VanSledright, 1992¢), and one that Paimer downplayed (VanSledright, 1992b) in favor of spending more
time on the relevance of the Bill of Rights (see post-unit questions #17, #18, #20). Consistent with
Palmer's focus on the importance of historical details, her six students had slightly better recall of the
events that began the war (post-unit question #13), noting particularly that historians do not know whe
fired the first shot (none of Atkinson's students mentioned this). Palmer's students also related a slightly
better grasp of key characters (male and ‘emale) during the period (post-unit questions #14, #15). This
may be traceable to her use of historical fiction much of which focused on the stories of individual peopie

who lived during the period (cf. VanSledright, 1992b for a list of references). Slight differences in the
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degree of empathy students manifested also emerged (post-unit questions #8a, #11). More students (of
the six) in Atkinson's class appeared to understand the Boston Tea Party from both a colonial and British
perspective than did students from Palmer's class. Several of Palmer's students seemed to demonstrate
a stronger colonial bias. A similar difference emerged in the post-unit question that dealt with how King
George may have felt about the colonists (see post-question #1 1).5 The slightly higher sense of empathy
projected by Atkinson's students (afthough students from both classes Clearly displayed it) could be
attributable to her more explicit emphasis on differing points of view in history.

Overall, with the exception of the differences just noted, the responses of the 12 students to the
post-unit Knowledge Section protocol were quite similar. This conclusion suggests several
interpretations: (a) Each teacher, in her own fashion, succeeded fairly well in rec.ching her knowledge
transmission goals, although in important ways these goals cculd be criticized for their colonial bias and
standard, textbook orientation; (b) the differences in knowledge of the period suggested by the K-W-L
forms can be seen as misleading if we assume that the responses of six students from each class are
representative of the whole; and (¢) the perceived pressure to cover the material influenced the teachers'
mediation practices, but did so in way which preserved their ability to cover it in depth, which, in tum, may
have worked to assist their students' ability to recall information about the period.

2. Comparative test results, Before turning to the Disposition section of the interview protocols,
an examination of the outcomes on the publisher-supplied test which the students took at the end of the
unit is in order. The results of this test bolster the conclusion that students' knowledge gain and recall
ability were similarly enhanced by each teacher's treatment of the unit. Table 5 (see Appendix E) dispiays
the comparative results on the multiple-choice sections of this test (complete-test numerical comparisons
are not possibie because of the differential way in which the essay responses were evaluated).

Multiple Choice Section A on the test measured factual recall of the historical record presented in
Chapter 7 ("The Road To Independence"”) of the Silver Burdett and Ginn (Helmus et al., 1988) textbook,

The United States Yesterday and Today. Section B consisted of five short-answer essay questions which

5A few students appear to contradict themselves on this question (Aimee, Janine, and Frederic).
In general, changes or vacillations of opinion occurred as a consequence of further probing.




also directty addressed a student's ability to recall details presented in the chapter. Section C, also
multiple-choice items, presented a paragraph taken directly from the text, then asked students to answer a
series of questions based on that paragraph. This was essentially a reading comprehension exercise
because the answers were (ostensibly) in the text itself.

As Table 5 indicates, the results of the test were almost identical: mean scores varied by only one
percentage point. The high scores were the same (34 of 35), although Palmer had one more student who
scored at this level than did Atkinson. The median score was exactly the same. Low scores were both
below the 50% mark; however, Paimer's low scorer fell short by considerably more than did Atkinson's.
Comparisons on the essay section of the test are difficult because the teachers used different "grading
methods” to assess the quality of responses (see VanSiledright, 1992b, 1892c). However, the essay
questions did call for primarily factual answers. Examining student samples suggested that differences
were minimal. Most of the students in each class did reasonably well on the questions that they answered
(Atkinson's students had a choice about which questions they would answer). For both classes, those
that did well on the muttiple-choice sections also did well on the essays and vice versa. To the extent that
these tests are valid and reliable measures of textbook knowledge, then comparative results provide more
evidence for the conclusion that there were only slight knowledge difterences between the two classes

and that these ware more closely related to the patterns of detail emphasized by each teacher than in the

amount of knowledge leamed.

3,_Disposition Section of the Interview Protocol. In this section of the interview protocol,
differences appeared in rather subtle forms. in general, while the differences were not great, the ones
that do emerge seem to reflect the teachers' different orientations to the interaction between classroom
goals, organizational style, and subject matter beliefs: Paimer's to the more controliing, autocratic side of
the ledger, Atkinson's to the more democratic, participatory side. However, these approaches may well
represent varying ranges of application (to dominate or share authority) rather than daily, weii-marked
consistencies extending across the unit and the school year.

Apparently, the exposure to democratic ideas and principles evinced in the study of the American

Revolution-Constitutional period had only limited influence on students' thinking about these historic
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notions. One reason for this was that students in both classes already had demonstrated general

dispositions toward democratic principles in the pre-unit interview, where most of them indicated an

interest in and value for negotiation, participation, and compromise (atthough, as pre-unit question #19
suggests, Atkinson's students may have had a deeper appreciation tor their value). They also
communicated that people have a rignt to express their opinions and that they were aliowed to do this in
class. They were also articulate in making suggestions about, and were amenable to pursuing,
improvements in the quaiity of life in their communities and in the nation as a whole. They favored group
work or work done in pairs over individually assigned classroom activities, suggesting a disposition toward
shared, communal activities. Finally, on the whoie, they demonstrated a positive regard for the process of
democratic decision making indicated by their stress on the importance of voting.

These "predispositions™ may have their roots in family attitudes and values, or may have
something to do with the teachers’ classroom practices that antedated this mid-year study. Along with
these common dispositions, however, there were subtle differences between the two groups of
students. These differences emerge in both the pre- and post-unit questions rather than in pre-post
changes emerging from experiences specific to the unit.

Atkinson's students appeared slightty more influenced by democratic, participatory orientations
ard personal rights than did Palmer's. For example, both before and after the unit, Atkinson's six students
emphasized that, with respect to classroom decisions, voting ought to be the method by which matters
were resolved (although, when pressed with probes, three students did shift their positions somewhat;
see pre-unit question #24 and post-unit question #27). Palmer's students tended to be more
circumspect. Only three said initially that voting was the key, and after probing, two added that voting
should follow a discussion. Barry and Frederic noted that "no key issue had come up” in Paimer's class
that necessitated an important decision. In the post-unit interview (question #27), students were probed
to find out to what extent voting procedures should, in their opinion, be applied. Two students (Elena,
Robert) from Atkinson's class modified their eariier stress on voting by giving the teacher more authority

over classroom decisions. By contrast, all six of Palmer's students noted Palmer's controi over what they
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learned, and two oi them (Lorrie, Frederic) argued that students should not be allowed to choose what
they learned.

Related differences, although even more subtle, can be observed in other responses. in pre-unit
question #19, Frederic observes that Palmer “keeps arguments about U.S. history under control,” and in
post-unit question #23, Lara explains that in class it is OK to disagree with Palmer, but "if it comes up on a
. test, she's right.” No one made quite these kind of observations about Atkinson (aithough several of her
students did indicate the importance of history books, as opposed to their own opinions, as authoritative).
These small differences in student responses may relate to the relative openness or closedness of the
decision-making process in Palmer's and Atkinson’s classrooms, a process more explicitly important to
Atkinson than Palmer. |

Those who have surveyed the political socialization literature (e.g., Angell. 1991; Ferguson,
1991) note how difficutt it is to link democratic citizenship dispositions to particular teachers and
classrooms. In general, consistent experiences across grades in classrooms, where authority over
decisions is shared among participants, point to gains in the type of democratic dispositions valued by
social studies curriculum theorists (e.g., Parker & .Jarolimek, 1984). This appears to be a longitudinal and
cumuiative phenomenon. Studies have not had much success tracing gains to individual ciassrooms.6
Even if Atkinson is a good example of a teacher with powerful and strongly articulated democratic
classroom goals, her influences on students might easily be countered by more control-minded middie
school teachers (particularly if Palonsky [1987] is correct about the public lobby, and if these teachers are
the defensive type described by McNeil [1988] in her research). Furthermore, Atkinson's students may
have been partly wary of her goals because, perhaps, they had not previously encountered an aduit who
seemed as ready as she did to share classroom control and solicit student participation. In this sense, her
influence might also be muted. But these are speculative remarks. It is entirely possible that Atkinson's
“democratic days” are evenly balanced with her "non-democratic days,” making her, in a sense, more

similar to Paimer than the teacher interview data would suggest.

6However, a very recent study by Avery and her colleagues (1992) does suggest that a specific
curriculum aimed at generating gains in students' "political tolerance® may have positive results.
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Finally, small differencas emerged in the miscellaneous questions asked only in the post-unit
interview (see post-unit questioiis #28 and #1-3 on Table 4). With regard to students' attitudes about the
unit, a majority of students in both classes indicated that the unit stimulated their interests. However, what
specific topics they chose varied relative to differences in instructional method. Four students in
Atkinso:. s class noted the struggle over the Constitution's ratification as most interesting, while no one in
Palmer's class made a similar observation. Several of Palmer's students chose instead the discussion of
the amendments to the Constitution and the "taxes” simulation exercise as the most notable classroom
activities.

Atkinson's students recalled that history involved leaming about "mistakes" of the past, a
comment not made by Palmer's students. Other than this difference, student definitions of history were
quite similar (post-unit question #1). Both groups of students had some difficulty providing a rationale for
why they leamed history in schoo! or on how it couid help them in their lives away from schootl (questions
#2 and #3). However, Atkinson's students were somewhat more articulate and quick to respond than
were Palmer's (see question #2). Half of Palmer's students said at one point that they were not sure of a
rationale. On post-unit question #3 concerning the value of history for life away from school, both groups
of students tended to provide rather utilitarian responses. However, Robert from Atkinson's class did say
that leaming history can help you "avoid the mistakes of the past.” in general, the responses to these
several questions suggest that Atkinson's students had a broader sense of the value of learning history.
This may be connected to Atkinson's emphasis on history = tool for solving problems and informing
decisions. Palmer, by contrast, never offered this type of rationale to her students during the study.
Pedagogical Comparisons

To compare classroom activities and teaching practices, two sets of criteria are employed to aid
with the interpretive analysis. The first set derives from the work of Reed (1989) and describes what she
perceives to be a cluster of 10 outcomes that define "good history education" (see also Whelan, 1992, p.
7) The second comss from Newmann's (1990) work on what he terms "thoughtful social studies
classrooms.” These two sets of criteria were chosen because (7' they are pragmatically useful for making

sense of classroom environments, (b) they appear to be readily adaptable, subject-matter (i.e. U.S.
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history) specific, and germane to social studies teaching and learning. However, it must be noted that
both of these criteria clusters were developed in connection with secondary teaching practices.
Therefore, their use here may be somewhat limited by the nature of the fifth-grade classrooms to which
they are applied.”

Reed's (1989) crit 2ria for good history include (a) cultivating historical empathy,

(b) developing an appreciation of cultural diversity and shared humanity, (c) engendering an
understanding of the interplay of change and continuity in history, (d) establishing a grasp of the
complexity of historical causation, (e) developing a respect for historical details, (f) creating a suspicion of
abstract generalizations, {g) constructing an appreciation for the importance of the personal character ot
individuals as they influence human affairs, and developing the ability to recognize (h) the difference
between fact and conjecture, (i) the difference between evidence and assertion, and (j) “useful” historical
questions.

Both Palmer and Atkinson appear to fare reasonably well when assessed by these criteria.
Ciassroom interactions and student interview data for both classes suggest that the teachers were able to
help their students develop a degree of empathy for differing points of view as well as for the difficuities
historical actors encountered during the American Revolution and the period in which the Constitution
and Bill of Rights were debated. One could argue that Atkinson held an edge here (and perhaps her
students also as a result of her influence) because of her stress on point of view, subtext (Wineburg,
1991), and, as a specific instance, the political machinations involved in ratifying the Constitution. Despite
stipulating goals related to the importance ot teaching about cultural diversity, neither teacher
demonstrated much of this in the unit. This might be related to their perception that the unit's historical
specificity (or at least what the textbook circumscribed) did not lend itself to a consideration of this issue.
Atkinson did devote part of a lesson to a reading and discussion of the ethnic and ethical issues tied up in

the story of a rabbi and synagogue vandals (VanSledright, 1992c). Palmer took no similar routes,

71t must also be said that the use of these criteria here is not an effort to validate the constructs
advanced by these theorists. Their application in what follows could be considered as much a test of the
constructs as a test of the students and their teachers. However, neither test was the intent; developing
and using comparative devices to aid the interpretive process was.
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although she suspended social studies one day in order to spend time with a current events newspaper.
None of the topics discussed on that day dealt with issues or problems of cultural diversity.

As another possible result of Paimer's and Atkinson's curriculum mediation practice:s,8 both
groups of students showed some sense of the interplay of potential causative factors reievant to this
period. However, the degree to which they understood the interplay of continuity and change in history is
difficult to understand based on an analysis of only one unit. Respect for historical details and
particularities and appreciation for the importance of the personal character of individuals as they influence
human affairs, were evident in both student groups, but Palmer may have produced an advantage here if
the K-W-L data are taken as strong evidence. Palmer's emphasis on an appreciation of facts, details and
historical actors for their own sake may help account for this. The criteria that included creating a suspicion
of abstract generalizations and developing the ability to recognize the difference between fact and
conjecture and between evidence and assertion may have appeared to Atkinson and Paimer as beyond
the scope of what their students could deal with in-depth in the unit. Neither teacher made a concerted
effort to expilore their importance systematically. However, in the first lesson of the unit, Atkinson did
invoke questions about the nature of colonial propaganda in terms such as “the Boston Massacre" and
the "Boston Tea Party" (VanSledright, 1992¢), and Palmer, for example, tried to get Adam (and later other
classmates) to support his opinion in the "advantages/disadvantages” exercise on taxation in lesson #4
(VanSledright, 1992b). Also, in interviews, some students remarked about the importance of possessing
at least some textbook-based evidence when assertions were put forth. And, as another example, in the
discussion of the Bill of Rigits in Palmer's class, she made a point to request that her students support
their assertions.

As far as the ability to frame useful questions is concerned, Atkinson could argue that she
produced students who held the advantage here. in general, her students generated mwre gquestions
and were more openly curious in class than were Palmer's, but this may be tied to differences in the way in

which the teachers structured opportunities to ask questions rather than to the students themseives. A

8it is certainly possible that the students in both classes generated reciprocai influences on their
teachers as well. In general, the reverse infiuences were difficult to read and interpret. This may relate, in
part, to the L:sproportionate emphasis this study placed on how the teachers influenced their students.
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second study of both groups of students in eighth-grade U.S. history might bear out the different
influences of each teacher on questioning processes.

Newmann (1890) has aiso provided tools to examine classrooms with reference to what he calis
“thoughtful social studies environments.” Newmann assumes, based on his research, that
thoughtiulness should be a hallmark of strong social studies teaching that emphasizes higher order
thinking (which woulid include U.S. history). The most salient "thoughtful class oom" factors emerging
from his research include (a) classroom discourse focuses in depth on relatively few topics as opposed to
a shallow overview of many; (b) classroom interaction reflects continuity and coherence of ideas; ()
students are encouraged to think before responding to questions; (d) teachers ask students to clarity and
justify their responses and assertions; (e) the teacher models thoughtfulness by articulating problem-
solving processes and acknowledging the difficuities inherent in such processes; and (f) student
discourse demonstrates the presence of novel ideas and understandings concerning the topics studied,
rather than routing recall of more conventionally presentzd (e.9., textbook) notions.

Both Palmer and Atkinson focused their students' attention around key issues important to crucial
events in the unit. Both teachers tried to tell a coherent story about struggle, difficulty, death, and
triumph. These stories, for the most part, left out extraneous details and dealt with the issues in depth.
Post-unit data from oth classes suggest that the teachers influenced students’ underctanding of the
crucial developments of this period, athough the differences in what students recall appear connected to
the differences in what the teachers stressed. Generally, more discussicn of issues occurred in
Atkinson's class than in Paimer's (in keeping with their stylistic differences). However, the power of
discussion Paimer elicited from her students during the treatment of the Bill of Rights was seldom
matched in Atkinson's room. Despite differences in the degree and amount of classroom discourse, both
teachers tried to allow students time to think before aiswering questions. Atkinson seemed to have more
difficulty with this than Palmer, perhaps because she perceived the press of time to be more intense
(especially foliowing her illness; see VanSledright, 1992c).

Much of the way in which Atkinson described her social studies goals turns on Newmann's (1990)

fourth factor: the teacher asks students to clarify and justify their assertions. Classroom interactions across




the unit showed Atkinson asking students to support their points of view with "evidence" from previous
lessons and the textbook. In the post-unit interviews, several of Atkinson's students noted that, when
argumen:s over issues occurred, one coukd use the teacher, historians, and textbook to "back up your
opinion.” Palmer alsc stressed the same need for clarification and justification. However, her
organizational style and the way she designed lessons gave students some, but gene:ally fewer,
discursive opportunities in which to do so {see VanSiedright, 1992b).

Both teachers modeled the problem-solving process and showed interest in students' ideas and
suggestions. Both also indicated that problem soiving and decision making were difficult, uncertain
practices. Palmer's wavering responses with regard to capital punishment probably signaled to students
how difficult certain choices were. It provided a good example of her more subtle, Iesé explicit, form. For
her part, Atkinson tended to throw decisions into the air rather frequently. Her questioning style may have
suggested to students that few matters ought to be taken on authority or faith alone and that the source of
“solutions” needed to be worked out by students themselves. Again, the differences between the
teachers involved a matter of degree and range of application: Paimer tended to be more controliing,
orderly, and cautious; Atkinson more aggressive, contentious, and incisive. These characteristics, in turn,
were interactively tied to each teacher's goals and mediation practices.

If the unit lessons are taken as a whole, the evidence suggests that Atkinson's students
generated more novel questions, ideas, and understandings than did Palmers. Again, this may reflect
differences in style and likely in goals. It might be more reasonable to say that Atkinson's students
generated more unsolicited, novel ideas because Atkinson encouraged and, to a degree, sanctioned
them.8 Palmer's students were also creative (e.g., their responses to the "letter” assignment), but usuaily

within the parameters of specified assignments and learning activities. The discussion of the Bill of Rights

was an exception.

90ne might argue that Atkinson's students produced "novel questions and ideas" to a fault,
especially during a substitute's tenure in her classroom (see Atkinson's case study for details). From this,
one might conclude that Atkinson's style and goals traversed a tenuous path separating discursive
creativity from classroom chaos. If this observation has value, it might help us to understand why some
teachers, perhaps Palmer, opt for a more controlled atmosphere, one farther from the tenuous path.




Generally speaking, Atkinson's classroom appeared to be a slightly more "thoughttul
environment" than Palmer's based on Newmann's (1990) six attributes. However, this again remains a
matter of range and degree based on the interaction between goals and organizational style. As one
might expect given the goal and curriculum gatekeeping differences that distinguish these teachers, one
fares slightly better with regard to Reed's (1989) criteria for good history teaching (Palmer), while the other
succeeds at generating a generally more thoughtful classroom atmosphere. Such differences go to the
heart of the curriculum dabates in social studies education by pointing to the trade-offs that occur when
one che sas to foreground certain goals, and the practices they imply, as opposed to others. The nature
of these trade-offs relative to the debates are considered next.

Discussion of Trade-offs and Curriculum Debates

Trese tv 0 cases bear on the kinds of approaches, orientations, and typologies suggested by

Ban et ai. {1577}, Martorella (1985), and others (Evans 1989:; Goodman & Adier, 1985}. Although Paimer
am A inson each manifest characteristics of particular orientations delineated by these theorists, both
te -chers appear considerably more eclectic (one might say pragmatic) in their educational practices than
representative of any particular approach or type. This suggests that the constructs of these theorists may
have only limited valus for researchers interested in classroom curriculum mediation practices. Focusing
on research literature “approaches,” “traditions,” or "typologies” may cause researchers and other
theorists to ignore what teachers actually do.

if these two teachers are any indication, the constructs also have lim:ited descriptive power. As
shorthand for describing teachers and curriculum mediation practices, they telie the cormiplexities of the
daily decisions that teashers make. In particular, they make the recurring dilemmas which teachers such as

Atkinson and Palmer tace appear more as soivable problems, that is, tor example, oy adjusting one’s

orientation to another "tradition.” It may turn out that the value of these constructs relates more to
descriptions of secondary teachers, however; additional comparative case studies would be helpful here
as well. Nevertheless, findings in this study suggest that caution should be exercised when using the
concepts to generalize about the orientations of social studies classroom teachers as a whole. | would

argue that the contextual descriptions that follow provide more useful images of social studies teaching
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and curriculum mediation practices than the orientations and approaches previously advanced in the
literature.

In Wineburg and Wilson's (1988, 1991) case studies of two high school history teachers, they
used the metaphor "peering at history through different lenses” to describe the differences they
observed. The same metaphor may appiy i0 Palmer and Atkinson (although in a different fashion than it
was used in the Wineburg and Wilson study). Palmer tends to peer at U.S. history (the American
Revolution period in particular) as important for its own sake (Howard & Mendeniiall, 1982). Atkinson
peers at it more from a sociai studies perspective, a position which foregrounds gatekeeping practices that
call for it to be used as a tool to reflect on recurring social problems and issues (Engle & Ochoa, 1988;
Hunt & Metcalf, 1968).

Within the context of this unit, and from the perspective of what students learned and were able to
recall about the American Revolution period, the trade-offs inherent in peering at history from one iens as
opposed to the other appear rather nominal. If care is taken to focus in depth on key historical issues in
the unit and not get mired in the morass of facts, if efforts are made to make the subject matter meaningful,
interesting and relevant to students, and if the content has coherence as in a well-crafted story, then
students benefit considerably. The post-unit data suggest that both teachers were reasonably successful
in accomplishing this much with their students. Therefore, one might conclude that Atkinson's efforts at
expanding her goals beyond the value of historical knowledge for its own sake present students with
additional learning opportunities to which Palmer's studénts had somewhat limited access.

Although the data concerning democratic, participatory citizenship dispositions demonstrate only
subtle differences among students, there remains some reason to suggest that Atkinson exposed her
students to more opportunities to explicitly question and evaluate a segment of U.S. history from the
perspective of their own lives and their place in time. Such opportunities seem to have rich and perhaps
longitudinal leaming potentiaiities. In this sense, the trade-offs implied by this study may favor the type of
history teaching employed by Atkinson. To put this point another way, despite the difference in lenses,

both teachers were reasonably successful at reaching their "understanding the American Revolution®
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goals,10 and Atkinson appears to augment this success by providing some additional learning
opportunities for her students.

The trade-offs for the teachers themselves appear more pronounced. To pursue goals that
involve students in some of the deliberations and decisions necessary to run a classroom requires giving
up a measure of control. This has potentially problematic consequences for teachers. It may wellfly in the
face of Palonsky's (1987) "public lobby' and bring recriminations from ceftain community members.
Atkinson's decisions to follow her authority-questioning practices and to model these fc- her students
may have made her life more complicated and troublesome than it would have been if she had operated
her classroom more the way Palmer did. This is an important point. Theorists that propound the wisdom of
teaching from a social studies perspective, namely, foregrounding controversial issues, problems,
problem-solving and decision-making practices (cf. Engle & Ochoa, 1988; Oliver & Shaver, 1966/1974;
Parker & Jarolimek, 1984) often pay scant attention to the psychic costs involved for teachers who attempt

to adopt such an approach (Leming, 1989; Marker & Mehlinger, 1992). Palonsky (1987) notes:

New teachers report the practical necessity of abandoning notions of academic freedom
in order to survive in classrooms that they recognize as less open to new ideas than the
universities in which they wer= trained. (p. 500)

By foregrounding her understanding of the subject matter of history, Paimer could use the implicit order
(coherence, sequence, organization) she believed it provided to organize instruction, thereby avoiding
some of the potentia! psychic difficulties and organizational dilemmas Atkinson's practices ent_ailed.

The nature of classroom discourse becomes a site around which organizational dilemmas and the

psychic costs they present to teachers are most notably felt. Cazden (1988) has remarked that

in classrooms one person, the teacher, is responsible for controliing aii the tak that occurs
while the class is officially in session—controlling not just negatively, as a traffic policeman
does to avoid collisions, but also positively, to enhance the purposes of education.

(Pp. 2-3)

To foreground goals that involve questioning and arguing about historical issues, "mistakes,” and

knowledge claims, as Atkinson did is to make this control Cazden speaks of even more probiematic. If

Y{0However, some scholars and revisionist historians woulkd argue that both teachers' versions of
the unit stayed insufficiently critical and communicated a relatively passive acceptance of "textbook™
knowledge. This criticism may have merit. Both teachers, to different degrees, did define their role as
knowledge transmitters in a tradition circumscribed by the value of school's socialization function.
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some form of content coverage is 2!50 expected, this further adds layers of complexity. Time remains
crucial. How to manage it as one's goals expand across, not only the historical knowledge terrain, but also
on to the broader landscape of various social studies purposes, becomes of primary concem. From this
perspective, Palmer's curriculum mediation practices (e.g. to control and limit student discourse) seemed
to reduce decision-making complexities more so than did Atkinson's. From another perspective, Paimer's
practices appeared to reduce several opportunities to enhance educational purposes, ones that Atkinson
strove, but not without cost, to attain. Social studies curriculum theorists would do well to acknowledge
and understand this type of trade-off embedded in their recommendations.11
Conclusion

Curriculum debates will continue to turn primarily on valuative, ethical, and aesthetic questions.
The cases studies reported here provide empirical grist for those debates. One might think of these
cases as two examples of variations in fifth-grade social studies-history classroom communities complete
with readings of subject matter, goals, definitions, and influences. They speak to the question: What kind
of social studies/history classroom communities do we want, and what are some ways to achieve them?

These two case studies do not answer this question in any definitive way. However, they do offer
evidence that the curriculum mediation choices teachers make will influence what students learn, how
they read themselves into what they are learning, and where this learning may potentially lead. Palmer's
choice comes with certain practices that may limit the range of her students' learning opportunities while
making her and their lives more structured, orderly, and less problematic. Atkinson's choice may create
additional learning opportunities, but possibly at the expense of exacerbating classroom control and

content coverage dilemmas. It seems difficult to imagine how these trade-offs could be avoided given the

teaching context these teachers experienced.

\f1Some theorists have. See particularly Mehlinger (1981), Leming (1992), and Shaver(1987).
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Appendix A

tructured Teacher Interview¥*

This interview is designed to help me understand what you do and why you
do it when you teach social studies. The questions are arranged to progress from
general background and philosophy through your approach or orientation to social
studies to questions about the American Revolution unit, and then on to some
particular issues.

It may be helpful to clarify some terms that will be used frequently:
goals, content, teaching method or approach, and assessment or evaluation. Goals
refer to the student characteristics or ou*comes (knowledge, skills, values or
attitudes, dispositions to action) that you seek to develop through your
teaching. Content refers to what is taught. Instructional method or approach
refer to how the content is taught--the ways that the students get information,
the kinds of teacher-student discourse that occur, and the kinds of activities
and assignments that are used. Assessment or evaluation refer to your attempts
to measure the levels of success achieved--what you attempt to assess and what
methods you use to do so. This includes both assessment of the progress of the
class as a group (i.e., assessment of the degree to which you have been
successful in accomplishing your goals as the teacher) and assessment of the
accomplishments of individual students (as a basis for grading and perhaps also
for instructional decisions).

In answering the questions, please note whether or not your views on the
issues have changed over time. If they have, please tell how and why.

Your B
1. Formal education.
a. Bachelor level (major, minor)
b. Master's or other advanced degrees
2. Significant non-degree educational experiences that have affected your
approach to teaching (independent reading, inservice activities,

professional organizatioms, etc.)
3. Years of experience at various grade levels.

4, How has your background influenced your understanding and approach to
teaching social studies? Give examples where appropriate. ‘

5. How did you happen to develop your special interest in social studies?

Philosophy and Approach to Teaching

6. What is the role of elementary-level (K-6) education? What should it
accomplish with students?

* Adapted from "Teacher Interview Questions” protocol (Brophy and VanSledright,
1990) .
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10.

11.

What are the key features of your role as a teacher at your grade level
(in general, not just in social studies)?

Describe your approach to teaching (in general, not just in social
studies). What themes, theories, or descriptive labels will help me to

understand how you approach your teaching and how you differ from other
teachers?

Is there anything else that should be noted about your general background
and philosophy of teaching?

our A oach to Teach ocia tudies

How do you think about social studies as a school subject? (What is it,
why is it taught, what are its main purposes and goals at the K-6 level?)

What are your main goals for students in teaching social studies?

Other than the particular knowledge content covered in each of your units,
are there more general knowledge goals that you address in your social
studies teaching across the school year? 1If so, what are these knowledge
goals and how do you address them?

Are there general skills goals that you address in teaching social studies
across the school year? 1If so, how do you address them?

Are there general value or attitudinal goals that you address in teaching
social studies across the school year? If so, how do you address them?

Are there general citizen actjon goals or other goals that involve
building dispositioms (i.e., dispositions to take action in certain
situations) that you address in teaching social studies across the school
year? If so, how do you address them?

Have you seen statements about social studies purposes and goals or
suggested curriculum guidelines that have been published by the National

Council for the Social Studies or other social studies organizatjons? If
so, what do you know about them? Do they affect your teaching?

Have you seen goals statements or curricular guidelines published by the

tate o ichigan? If so, what do you know about them? Do they affect
your teaching?

Does your district have social studies goals or curriculum guidelines? If
so, what do you know about them? Do they affect your teaching?

Does your school have social studies goals or curriculum guidelines in
addition to those of the district? If so, what do you know about them?
Do they affect your teaching?

Do you know anything about the philosophy that went into the development
of the social studjes series that you use, such as the authors’ thinking
about the purposes and goals of social studies? If so, has this knowledge

5_;
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12.

affected your teaching in any way?

Are you aware of contrasting views about the nature and purposes of social
studies or how social studies should be taught? How would you describe
yourself as a social studies teacher or contrast yourself with teachers
who take different approaches?

Content Selection

13.

14,

15.

Time for social studies teaching is limited, so that you cannot both
address all of the many topics that may be worthy of consideration and
also address each topic in sufficient depth to develop good understanding.
How do you manage this breadth v. depth dilemma?

What criteria do you use in deciding what social studies content to
include or emphasize and what content to omit or de-emphasize?

Do you jinclude certain content because of external pressure rather than
because you think the content is important? (i.e., pressures from state

or district policies, testing programs, parents, etc.) Do you exclude
certain content because of such external pressures?

Content Organjzatjon and Sequencin

l6. What is the basis for the organization and sequencing of the social
studies content that you will address during the year?

17. In addition to the structure of content within units , is there any
spiraling or other organization of content that involves sequences or
linkages across units?

Content Representation

18. What sources of content do you use to provide input to students (your own
explaining or story telling, a textbook, other print sources, films or
other media, direct experience with artifacts or other objects of study,
etc.)?

19. What principles do you follow when presenting content to students via
explaining or story telling? Do you do anything to focus the students'’
attention on key ideas or to help them organize the material around these
key ideas?

20. What sorts of props (photos, maps, diagrams, material on the overhead
projector, artifacts, etc.) do you use to illustrate or provide examples
of what you are explaining?

21. Do you ask questions before, during, or after your presentations? 1f so,
what kinds of questions, and for what purposes?

22. Do you teach gkills as well as knowledge in social studies? 1f so, do you

teach some of these skills directly rather than just provide opportunities
for their development through work on activities and assignments? If you
do teach certain skills directly, which skills are they?

g~
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Teach

23,

24,

-Student ourse

What forms of teacher-student discourse are emphasized during whole-class
lessons and activities (e.g., recitation of facts and definitions;
checking for understanding; discussion or debate of &lternative
explanations, predictions, or policy positions; brainstorming solutions to
problems or issues; discussion of linkages of content to the students’
lives outside of school)? Do certain of these forms of discourse appear
mostly in particular types of lessons? Are there changes in the kinds of

discourse that occur as you work through a unit or thrcugh the school
year?

Do students sometimes interact with peers in pairs or small groups to
engage in cooperative learning activities or in discussions, debates, or
other activities that feature student-student discourse? Explain.

Activities an ssi ents

25.

26.

28.

What purposes or roles do activities and assignments play in your social

studies teaching? What kinds of activities and assignments are included,
and why?

What principles or criteria do you use to decide on what activities or

assignments to include? What makes good activities better than the
alternatives?

Are there particular processes (artistic construction, discussion, debate,
writing, research, simulation, etc.) that you include frequently in your
activities and assignments because you think that they are especially
valuable for promoting learning? Explain.

Do you try to integrate social studies with other subjects? 1If so, how
does this influence your activity c¢r assignment choices? What advantages
and disadvantages does such integration entail?

Assessment and Evaluation

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Do you assess students’ entry level of knowledge about unit topics as you
begin units? If so, how do you make such assessments and how do you use
the information in teaching the units? Explain.

Do you assess progress during units? If so, how? Do you adjust your
teaching in response to the assessment information? Explain.

At the end of a unit, how do you assess the extent to which you have
accomplished your unit goals with the class as a whole? Why do you prefer
this method to other methods?

How do you assess the performance of individual students to provide a

basis for accountability and grading? Why do you prefer this approach to
alternatives?

Do you try to assess progress toward general goals that cut across units?
1f so, give examples of such goals and how you assess such progress.




34. VWhat would your students tell me if I asked them in June what were the
most important things they learned in social studies this year?

Unde andin ca hinking, and Decision_ Making

Writings abiut social studies teaching often stress that students should
understand what they are learning (i.e., not just memorize it without
understanding it), should think critically about it, and should apply it in
decision-making contexts.

35. What does it mean to you to say that students understand something? Do
you try to teach for understanding in social studies? If so, what aspects
of your approach are included with this goal in mind?

36. What does it mean for students to think critjcally about what they are
learning? Does your approach include features designed to teach students
how to think critically about what they are learning or to provide them
with opportunities for doing so? Explain.

37. Does your approach include features designed to teach students how to make
decisions or to provide them with opportunities for doing so? Explain.

Analysis of the American Revolution Unit

1. What are your main goals in teaching this unit? What knowledge, skills,
values/attitudes, or dispositions do you want the students to acquire as
a r:sult of it?

2. Is the unit built around certain gontent and key {deas? If so, what are
. these?

3. How have you selected and organjgzed this content? Explain specifically
how it has been organized and why?

4, How do you represent this content to students? What different methods or
approaches do you use?

(93]

What role does teacher-student discourse play in this unit?

6. What do the students usually know about the unit’s content even before you
begin to teach it? Do the students usually have some accurate prior
kncwledge of key ideas or other topics in the unit that you can build on?
1f so, give examples and tell how you build on this knowledge.

7. Are there some key ideas or topics about which the students uvsually have
1ittle or no prior knowledge, so that you have to help them develop an
initial idea? 1If so, give examples and explain how you help them to
develop initial ideas.

8. Are there key ideas or cther topics about which students are likely to
have naive conceptions or other prior "knowledge" that is distorted or
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10.

11.

incorrect? If so, give examples and explain how you attempt to address
and correct these misconceptions.

Are there any noteworthy activities or assignments included in this unit?

What role do gritical thinking and decision making play in this unit?
Examples of such student activities?

How is this unit similar to or different from other units taught in fifth-
grade social studies? Do you teach this unit differently in particular

ways? If so, what are they? Dces your philosophy or approach change from
unit to unit, and if so, how?

Miscellaneous Questions

How do you respond to individual differences in student knowledge or
ability? Do you expose different students to different content.
activities, or assignments? Do you use different methods of assessment or
different grading standards for the most v. the least able students?

How do you try to make the social studies content meaningful and
interesting to students?

Do your students ever ask why they need to know some of the things being
taught in social studies? If so, what do you tell them? Give specific
examples.

Can you relate examples of times when you found out that something wasn't
working in your social studies teaching? In each example, what made you
decide that change was needed and what did you do?

Most students in the primary grades cannot read and study efficiently
enough to acquire significant information through reading. This is true
of some students in later grades as well. If you cannot rely on
independent study as a major source of preparation for all cr some of your
students, how do you compensate? How do you see that nonreaders get
sufficient social studies information?

Students often lack experience with or even background information about
many topics covered in elementary social studies, so that one often must
plan in terms of developing an initial idea about the topic rather than in
terms of cuing relevant background knowledge that will be extended or
applied. 1s this a significant problem at your grade level? Can you give
examples of where you encounter it and how you respond to it?

To what extent do your students need physical examples, photos, or other
concrete representations of things that lie outside their experiences to
date? Cive‘examples of social studies content taught at your grade Xevel
that students are not likely to understand unless they are exposed to such
concrete examples.

Certain concepts and generalizations are too abstract for students at
particular ages tc understand in any complete or integrated way, although
they may be able to understand certain simplified forms or examples

cn




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

meaningfully. Are there social studies concepts or generalizations taught
at your grade level that most of your students can grasp only partially

if at all? If so, explain examples of this problem and what you iry to do
about it. '

It often is argued that children’s interests should be taken into account
in selecting topics, examples, and activities. Have you tried to do this
in developing your social studies curriculum? If so, give examples.

It often is argued that children (especially in the primary grades) need
to represent their learning through multiple modalities (not just talk
about it) if they are to develop complete understanding. Consequently,
teachers’ manuals often call for having students draw or paint, construct
murals or displays, engage in pantomime or role play, stage dramas or
pageants, and so on. Do you believe that such artistic, dramatic, or
multisensory learning activities are essential to a good social studies
curriculum? If not essential, are they desirable? 1Is there anytning
important that they bring to the program that wouldn't be brought through
more typical activities and assignments built around content-based
discourse (recitation, debate, discussion) or writing assignments
(worksheets, research reports, critical analysis and synthesis)?

Some argue that lementary students .should be shielded from unpleasant
realities, so that elementary social studies curricula should avoid
content that is controversial or that might be upsetting to students.
Others view this an unnecessary overprotectiveness and argue that social
studies content should portray the social world as it is, without avoiding
or sanitizing its unpleasant aspects. What do you believe? Why? How
does this affect your teaching?

Opinions vary on what sources of input are most suitable for elementary
social studies. Some prefer to stick with textbooks and other
nonfictional sources of information that provide mostly impersonal
accounts of general concepts or ideas. Others would retain the factual
emphasis but communicate as much as possible in story form, emphasizing
personalized accounts of actual people or events that exemplify the
general concepts or ideas. Still others would extend this to include
children's literature, empharizing factually based but nevertheless
fictional stories. Finally, some would include myths, fables, folklore,
and other purely fictional sources. Where do you stand on these issues of
impersonal text V. personalized stories and purely factual v. partially or
wholly fictional sources of social studies input? Why?

Elementary social studies series typically follow the expanding
communities organizational framework. Many are satisfied with this
framework, but many others would like to get rid of it. What do you know
about this controversy? More generally, what are your views on the pros
and cons of the expanding communities framework?

Social studies textbooks grades &4-6 are commonly criticized as being
parade-of-facts compendia that address too much breadth (they cover too
many topics) in not enough depth (they fail to develop important topics in
sufficient depth to promote understanding). Do you agree with this
assessment? If so, how would you change these texts? What would you

I‘n
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15.

lé6.

17.

18.

19,

20.

retain and emphasize, and what would you delete?

Some argue that elementary social studies teaching should emphasize an
inquiry approach in which students learn to develop information in much
the same ways that social scientists do. Others argue that this is
premature for elementary students, and that elementary social studies
should emphasize basic social knowledge and skills needed for
understanding and functioning in everyday life. What do you believe?
Why? How does this affect your teaching?

What about the values aspects of social studies teaching? Some argue that
certain values are basic and universal, so that they should be inculcated
in students systematically. Others argue that students should learn to
think critically about the values aspects of issues, but should be allowed
to determine for themselves what values they should embrace. What do you
believe? Why? How does this affect your teaching?

Some argue that across-subjects integration should be emphasized because
it makes for more natural, holistic learning. Others argue that much of
what is done in the name of integration has only trivial value for
teaching one or more of the school subjects involved, and they fear that
too much emphasis on integration will damage the coberence and thrust of
the curricula in the wvarious subjects. What do you believe about
across-subjects integration? Why? How does this affect your teaching?

Some believe that elementary students at particular ages and grade levels
are pretty much the same as they always were. Others believe that social
mobility, television, and other aspects of modern society are producing
children who are different in many ways from the children of the past, so
that a different kind of elementary social education is needed for them.
What do you think about this? How do today's kids differ from those of
10, 20, or 30 plus years ago, and what does this imply about elementary
social studies?

Some argue that elementary social studies should be mostly history (and to
a lesser extent, geography and civics), much as it was before we began
including so much content drawn from the social sciences (sociology,
economics, anthropology, psychology). Others believe that this social
science content is just as important and appropriate for elementary
students as the history, geography, and civics content is, so they would
like to retain the approximate balance that exists at the moment. What do
you think? Should we keep the content balance roughly as it is? Should
we reduce the social science content in order to teach more history? Or
what?

Is there anything else that should be noted about how elementary social
education coild be improved?




Appendix B
K-W-L SHEET

e e an Revolutjon

w out eri volution?

uestion 2: What do I want know about the erican Revolution?

Question 3: What have ] learned about the American Revolutjion?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Appendix C

Pre-Unit Student Interview Protocol
he erican Revolutio

The original 13 colonies in North America were settled mostly by English
people and were ruled by England. But later they became an independent
country--the United States. How did that happen?

For a long time, the colonists were happy to think of themselves as
English and to be ruled by the English king. However, later they changed
their minds. Why?

What were some of the problems caused by the French and Indian War?

The colonists’ slogan was "No taxation without representation." What does
that mean? (Probe extensively).

What was the Boston Tea Party? (If the student knows, ask: "Why did they
dump the tea into the ocean instead of just taking it home with them?").
Do you think it was a good idea to do this?

What was the Declaration of Independence?
What was in the Declaration of Independence--what did it say?

The colonists wanted to break away from England because they thought that
the king was treating them unfairiy. What do you think the English King
George thought about the colonists?

Did all of the colonists want to break away from England, or just some of
them, or what? (If student says just some of them, ask: "Well, if people
disagreed about what to do, then what happened?")

Eventually, the Revolutionary War started and fighting broke out between

English soldiers and American patriots. Do you know what happened and
why?

Who were some of the leaders of the American Revolution? (Probe for
specifics on at least two)

Who were some of the women who participated in the Revolution? (Again,
probe for specifics on at least two)

What happened after the war was over?
After the Revolutionary War, the 13 colonies had become the United States.
The land and the people were still the same, so what had changed? How

were the 13 United States different from the 13 colonies? (Probe for
specifics).

Conditional follow ups (if student does not answer #14 fully):




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

l4a. Who was the person (or persons) in charge of the colonies before the

revolution? (If student says the governor, ask who was in charge of
the governor).

14b. After the revolution the colonies became the United States. Who was

the person(s) in charge of them then? How did this person(s) get to
be in charge?

How did the people form a government for their new country called the
United States? What did they do?

Have you ever heard of the Articles of Confederation? If so, tell me what
you know about them. (Probe extensively)

What is the Constitution of the United States? Tell what you know about
it. (Probe extensively: Who wrote it, Why was it written, What is in it,
etc.)

If there was an argument at recess between some of the kids in this class
and some other fifth-graders about who was going to use the tennis courts,
how do you think it should be handled? (Probe, ask for the "why" and
where they learned about it)

What happens if you have a different idea about what happened in American
history than other kids in class? (Probe)

What happens if your idea about American history is different than Ms.
Teacher's? What happens then? (Probe)

If you got involved in making this neighborhood or community a better
place than it is now, what would you do? (Probe)

1f you got involved in making this country a better place than it is now,
what would you do? (Probe)

When you do assignments for class and to hand in to your teacher, which do
you prefer--to work alone, with a partner, or in groups? (Probe)

How do you think important decisions should be made here in this class?
(Probe) How about at home? (Probe)

What do you think about this interview? Why do you think 1‘'m asking you
all these questions?




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Appendix D

Post-Unit Student Interview Protocol
The erjca ev io

What do you think history is? (Probe extensively)
Why do you think they teach you history in school? (Probe extensively)

How might learning history help you in your life away from school?
(Probe)

The original 13 colonies in North America were settled mostly by English
people and were ruled by England. But later they became an independent
country--the United States. How did that happen?

For a long time, the colonists were happy to think of themselves as

English and to be ruled by the English king. However, later they changed
their minds. Why? '

What were some of the problems caused by the French and Indian War?

The colonists’ slogan was "No taxation without representation." What does
that mean? (Probe extensively).

What was the Boston Tea Party? (If the student knows, ask: "Why did they
dump the tea into the ocean instead of just taking it home with them?") .
Do you think it was a good idea to do this?

What was the Declaration of Independence?

What was in the Declaration of Independence--what did it say?

The colonists wanted to break away from England because they thought that
the king was treating them unfairly. What do you think the English King
George thought about the colonists?

Did all of the colonists want t~ break away from England, or just some of
them, or what? (If student says just some of them, ask: "Well, if people
disagreed about what to do, then what happened?”)

Eventually, the Revolutionary War started and fighting broke out between
English soldiers and American patriots. Do you know what happened and

why?

Who were some of the leaders of the American Revolution? (Probe for
specifics on at least two)

Who were some of the women who participated in the Revolution? (Again,
probe for specifics on at least two)

What happened after the war was over?




17.

.._\.%
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

After the Revolutionary War, the 13 colonies had become the United States.
The land and the people were still the same, so what had changed? How
were the 13 United States different from the 13 colonies? (Probe)

dConditional follow ups (IF student does pot answer #l7 fully):

17a. Who was the person (or persons) in charge of the colonies before the

revolution? (If student says the governor, ask who was in charge of
the governor).

17b. After the revolution the colonies became the United States. Who was

the person(s) in charge of them then? How did this person(s) get to
be in charge?

How did the people form a govermment for their new country called the
United States? What did they do?

Have you ever heard of the Articles of Confederation? If so, tell me what
you know about them. (Probe extensively)

What is the Constitution of the United States? Tell what you know about

it. (Probe extensively: Who wrote it, Why was it written, What is in it,
etc.)

1f there was an argument at lunch recess between some of the kids in this
class and some other fifth-graders about who was going to use the soccer
field, how do you think it should be iiandled? (Probe, ask for the "why"
and where they learned about it)

What happens i. you have a different idea about what happened in American
history than other kids in class? (Probe)

What happens if your idea about American history is different than Ms.
Teacher’s? What happens then? (Probe)

If you got involved in making this neighborhood or community a better
place than it is now, what would you do? (Probe)

If you got involved in making this country a better place than it is now,
what would you do? (Probe, then ask: Which would you rather get involved
in improving, the country or the community or both? Why?)

When you do assignments for class and to hand in to your teacher, which do
you prefer--to work alone, with a partmer, or in groups? (Probe)

How do you think important decisions should be made here in this class?
(Probe) How about at home? (Probe)

Did you think learning about the American Revolution and the Constitution
was interesting, or not, or what? Tell me what you thought about studying
this history. (Probe)

What do you think about this interview? Why do you think I'm asking you
all these questicns?




Appendix E

TABLE 1. K-W-{ DATA BY CLASS

QUESTION 1: What do I know about the American Revolution?

Atkinson's Class Palmer's Class
Males Females TOTAL Males Females TOTAL
(n=13) (n=9) (N=22) (n=10) (n=10) (N=20)

Nothing; not very much 2 4 6 - 1 1
A. Names, Events, and Terms

1. Names
George Washington (genersl) 4 1 5 3 2 5
Paul Revere - - 0 5 6 11
Thomas Jefferson 2 - 2 - - 0
John Adams 1 - 1 1 - 1
Molly Pitcher - - 0 1 - 1
Deborah Sampson - 1 1 - - 0
Abigail Adams (had s role) - 1 1 - - 0

2. Events
8oston Tea Party 2 - 2 4 - 4
Paul Revere's Ride - - 0 1 1 2
Battle of Lexington - - 0 1 1 2
Minutemen (ready in a minute) - - 0 1 1 2
Battle of Bunker Hill - - 0 - 2 2

3. Terms
Declaration of Independence 2 - 2 - 1 1
Indians - - 0 1 1 2
Mayf lower - - 0 1 - 1
Jamestown - - 0 1 - 1

B. Cause-Effect Relationships

England fought for freedom 2

A war for freedom; independence 1
1

A war started by America

tad to do with taxes (on tea)

Englend fought to control us -
Americans won the war - -
Fought over slavery; North won . -
Trade was a reason for the war - .

OO0 —-~MN—-~N
[P 7Y PO )
_ PN s A
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C. General Ideas
It was @ revolution; 8 war 5 2
. Around 1700s; a long time ago 4 -
Many people died - -
Lasted for five years - -
Rebels were mistreated by British - -
Fought between French and Americans - -
Brits hired the Hessians - -
Wwomen helped the soldiers - 1
Tories supported England - -
Rebels supported the revolution - -
Cannons, muskets, pistols - -
The redcoats were coming - -
“Give me liberty or give me death" - -
Famous war with famous people - -
No modern weapons - -
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TABLE 2. K-wW-L DATA BY CLASS

QUESTION 2: What do I want to know about the American Revolution?

Atkinson's Class Palmer's Class
Males females TOTAL Males Females TOTAL
(n=13) (n=9) (N=22) (n=10) (n=10) (N=20)
Everything; anything 7 S 12 2 1 3
] don't know - 1 1 - - 0

How and why they fought? 1
wWhat women were involved? -
Who fought against America? 1
How many survived? (or died?) -
when it happened? (or started?) -
How long did it last? - -
where did it take place? - -
who was init? - -
More about quotations? - -
What were the events? -
How did it get started? 4
More about battles? 1 -
1

[ S

More about war leaders?
Famous people?
what sort of weapons? - -
How did it end? - -
who made the flag? - -
How long ago did it happen? -
More about the Boston Tea Party? 1
More sbout George Washington? 1 -
More about places in the war? - 1
Did women sneak into the war? - 1
1
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More about Deborsh Sampson? -

Did they sign s treaty? -

who was president? - -

Were Native Americans in it? - -

Whose fault was it? . -

Could they have stopped the war? - -

Did people want to fight in the war? - -

What happened because of the war? - -

Who attacked first? - -

Why did they fight over a tea party? - -

Is the woman who made the flag in - -
this story?

What affect does it have on us - -
today?
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JABLE 3. K-W-tL DATA BY CLASS

QUESTION 3: What have | learned about the American Revolution?

Atkinson's Class Palmerts Class
Males Females TOTAL Males Females TOTAL
(n=12) (n=10) {(N=22) (n=12) ((n=13) (N=25)

A. Recall of Names, Events, Terms
1. Names

George Washington (general, leader) - 1
Thomas Jefferson - -
Paul Revere (famaus ride; had helpers) - -
Ben franklin - -
Molly Pitcher (helpedcolonial soldiers) - -
Sam Adams 1 -
John Hancock - -
Nathan Hale (famous quote) - -
King George - -
James Madison - -
John Adams - -
patrick Henry - -
Benedict Arnold - -
General Howe - -
John Paul Jones - 1
Alexander Hamilton - 1
tydia Darragh - -
General Cornwallis - -
Deborah Sampson - -
Thomas Paine - -
Thomas Edison (getting peace in8ritain) - -

1
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2. Events (with descriptions)
Boston Tes Party
Boston Massacre
Battle at Lexington (first shots)
Battle at Concord {second battle)
Battle at Saratoga (turning point)
Boycotting (fol lowing tea tax)
Ratificationof theConstitution{struggle over)
pPassage of the Bill of Rights
Signing of the Declaration of Independence
French and Indian War -
Paul Revere's ride - -
Suprise attack on British/Hessians at Trenton - -
Treaty of Paris signed - -
King George's passing of unfair taxes - -
french joined Americans - -
Winter at Valley Forge - -
States sent representatives to the Continental - -
Congress
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3. Terms (listed)
Three Branches of Government
Continental Congress
Hessians
Intolerable Acts
Declaration of Independence
Minutemen
Bill of Rights (Amendments) - -
The Constitution 2 3
Articles of Confederation - -
Patriots and Loyalists - -
Militia - -
Sons of Liberty 1 -
Daughters of Liberty - -
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TA ontin Atkinson'‘s Class Palmer's Class
Males Femules TOTAL Males Females TCTAL

3. Terms (continyed) (n=12) (r=10) (N=22) (n=12) {n=13) (N=z23)
Tax Acts (e.g., Stamp Act) 2 1 1 .
uNo taxation without representation® - - 1
Traitor - 1 -
Privateers - -
The American Revolution - -
wGive me Liberty or give me death" - -
WShot heard ‘round the world" - -

000 C +~0OW

1
1
2
1
1

" s
- NN AN

B. Cause-Effect Relationships

Colonists fought for freedom fromBritain

War fought over “unfair® taxation

Constitution necded ratication iz~ passage
Bill of Rights protects people's freedom

Women helped to win the war

Many died because of the war

America became the U.S. because they won the war
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C. General Ideas and Statements
Women had an important role in the war

Learned a Lot about famous people; heroes
Learned a Lot about laws

who fought, where, and why

Main strategies of the war

Who won the war

How Long the first president served
About foreigrihelp in the war .
How people felt sbout the Constitution -
Men in the war -
Lifestyle of ¢the colonists -
Most men and women were wealthy -
Favorite part was the leaders and female spies -
Blacks had a role in the war -
Britain had the best navy -
Many died in many places - -
Learned famous dates and quotations - -
The British almost won - -
King George was very selfish and mean - -
Everybody was bald - -
Ame! ica had no navy - -
Colonists loved tea - -
Lasted for a long time ) - -
I'd Like to be brave like Molly Pitcher someday -
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It was very interesting 1 -
It was fun to learn about - 1
1 liked writing the tetters to Engiand - -
People are really racist - -
Chapters in the texibook were confusing 1 -
Textbook should be more comprehensive - -
Our teacher did a good job teaching uc - -
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1 learned everything I wanted to know 3 2

v
.
-
ey

Q 6 K
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




A u . ) “\W

i - . . i - . 0 . . - - - . wIYy paxw) HuLy Iy} os
22UpuAdIpUL Pajuen SISLLO|0)
y 1 - 1 - i 1 0 - - - - - - Jen Y3 03 dn PI) SIIAY Auep

0o - . - - - - t - - - ! - - Jep ueipul pue Youdusy
a4y Aq pasned Juam saxel ybiy

0o - . - - - - 2 . - 3 - 3 - LvoLINILISU0)
Y PV0AM ABy) ‘uem YY) JILy

9 4 3 LI ¢ i t 9 i 3 3 3 L 10J3U0D ysiatig jO 334} weIRq
puU® SIAVY JIAO Jen ® Jybnoy
A
*A13unod Juspuadopuy ue Jwedaq
515100102 ay)  ToH UGTISING 3504

2 1 - ! - - - i - - - - - i (Wopadsy
SNOL61134 J03) Aroys ,swiab)id
t - i - - - . 0 - - - - - - J8p AJRUO1INIOAIY Y|
0o - . - - - - 1 . 1 - - - . Jem 1LAL)

0o - - - - - . t - - - i - - d3uapuadapu
J0 UOLIBIBYDAQ Y)Y oun
- - - - - t 2 - - i - 3 - US134J8 41 Yiim 1en 9 pey
Z - t - 3 - - 2 . - - - i ! wopadly pIjuen
s - 3 3 3 i Y 3 - i 3 - 3 MOUY 3,U0p [3UNS 10N
LMOH
- *A13Un95 Juapuadapul Le wWEIq
$IS|UD}0D Yt ¥ UOLISeND 9Jd
i ] h] 7] 7] H H h] 1 7] 1] H H 19AT JUAWIAI LYY
1T ®38)  o1aepsij 914307  WepyY  11eBIqy  AJJed 1 SUIRT  3J9Q0d S|y oW 19T @313 SRl SuapnIs

SSVID A8 V.IVG

$391) 5,J9w 94 $s8)) S, uo8ujN)
w MY NATAYEINI IN3AOLS ‘v ATavi

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



I

Lol "2 T ol

J18YNHAY 40D 1339

-
nw N O
0
0

.
.
-
-
.
.

-

IQIP Ul Sem uERLag
nouy 3,u0p !3INS JON

LJep UBIPU] PUR YDUIIY AYY Aq
PISED SWI\QOJd :f¥ UOI3SIND 1504

potp Ausy
GPOUE] OJUL UIALIP Jan youdly
nOUy ), UOP ‘IINS 0N

LJep URIpU) pue YIUAIY Y Aq
PISNN2 SWR|QOJd TN UOIISIND 919

$10¥ 2)qeJa)0u]
. wopIaL) pIyuen
saxe) Auew 00]

-
-

4nSs Jou mouy 3,u0g

{SPUtE J1ay) abueyd sIsS1w0)0d
2yl pip Ayt TGy Uo{3SIND 31504

. . umo
31343 30 Aaunod ' pajuen Aayy
uoi61134 JO WopIal} SOy
83} UO SINO}

punoJae pIssoq
‘$22j0yd> Ou pey $3S1U0)0)
nouy 3,U0p Jauns J0N

BuLy ysiibul

2y Aq paInJy Bulaq Inoqe
puUiN 41ay) Ibusyd SISIUR 0D
Y3 pIp Ayn  TZ¥ UOTISIND 9id

3

3

(] L} ] ] L

19A9 JUMBAD L YOY

1

[ X1 3]

ETRE N

914107

Wepy

jiebiqy  Xdjeg [ suimer  33eq09

$5€1) s, Imug

dHNily DI

SIS

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




™~

JICVHYAY 4400 138

(] e
A
- 1 - - - 1 - - - - i - SUOLS|I0p
I 03 WIAY) Buiudsaidal
WOMOS PIIULA SISIU0|0)
9 1 i [} ) l l 9 l l l 3 1 l usweLied ys1iiig
Y)Y UL Aes ¢ pey Ayl ssIun
san@y Aed j,upinon $3SI1UD 0D
{uedw
wUO1IRIUISIIAIS INCYIIM UOLIRXE]
ou,, S0P 18Yy 7§ UO11SIND 150d
t i - - - - - [} - - - - - - 24343 #qQ 31,082 NOA
‘u0sJad Y3 MOuUN 3,u0p NOA 4|
[ - - i - - 1] - - - - - - pue) Iyl 3003 yrIL4
P - - . - . i 0 . - - - - - Ayn BuL])19)
INOYJ i Saxel ISIeJ J,ue)
6 - - - - - - ki - l l 1Y l IUum L Jed ystitig ut wayl
ut Aes @ pey Ayl ssajun
saxe} Aed ).up)noys 3)dodgd
S - 1 i 1 1 i v 1 1 - - i 1 MOUy 1,U0P 134nS JON
fueauw
WU 1393UsIudaa InoyYlin uollexe)l
ONu S90P 1QUN % UOI3SINp 9dd
i - - - - - S S - l - - - - Jen 3y} Joj
Aed s3S1U0}02 apew uRItlg
z - ) - i - - 2 l - l - - - patp djdoad Auen
[ S - - - - l 0 - - - - - - uUle3 g wouj spoob JyBnog uo ON
P - - - - - 1 1 - - - l - - A3uow jo 30} @ ULeIJIg 350D
0o - . - - - - 1 - - - - - i $IIU0J0D IY) 150} LLeI IR
] ] ] [] H ] ] h] [] [] [] [] 19A37 JUMIAI LYV
1T eie J1Jepaij 9114071 wepy jlebiqy Aljea 1 Suluef 34Oy iy O3l w13 swmer SWps

$59)) S, Jawjeg

#9139, 0NV

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



L3

1 Jen 2y} puUs 810V I\QEII0Y
Y} ;0 IsNWIIq Peq IuIpuadapul .
34Bno.q 11 IsNE3aq Pooy ol
' peq pOs pooy
- (J433en Y1 pus
831 3y} paxydain) sapl poob v "oN

{83p\ poob @ sem s}
Byl NoA oQ :8g UCIISIND 1504

{$J0378 INOQE PISNJU0,)
I Saxel ysiylig
Jsuiebe 3sayoud @ se Joquey
uo3S0g Y Ul By pxhnp
susipu] se dn passasp

(A31aq41 jo su0S) $ISIL0)0D

iAlled eat uolsog
YY) sen ey gy UOLISIND 1504

- AyJed » pey udanp
- poJ 3L U}
03} J4A3WM Y} UL BI) MAIY)
- Joquey uolsog
uado 03 Ajued 8 pay bu
- ystitie
ay) jsuiebe 3s3j0id @ se
JOQUBY UO0)SOg Ul v} padunp
‘sueipul S8 PISSIUP S1SL1U010]
3 nouy 3,U0p 3INS JON

tAregd 83} uolsog
Y} SN JByy Gy LUOLISAND 9id

+-

3

]

[N %]

EJRE 2T

314307

wopy

1198iqy  Asueg

5817 S, Jow|ed

1

Jujoer

¥ET

EX 1]

H

WOIIF | WUS13  SoaN[

19A97 JUMNRAILYOY
SIUIPNIS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



ol

TIYYAY 1200 1530

- 08 d
® IABY PINOD JU0AIIAI pres 3]

- (ysiivag
YY) WOJ)) WOPIIJI JURIW }]

3 puebu3

wWoJ ) JuIpuAdIPUl ,S151U010)
PIJBIINP I8y JUUNDI0P ¥

¢32UIpUAIPU] JO LOIIBIBYIIQ
YY) SeM JeyYn T4y LOLISIND 3504

- 331 Iydoad
Bugxew siaded paubis ujodul
- SIABS OU 1331} RIOAIIAD Ipul

- A3y jenbe
‘siybyd aaey ajdoad s,327

- smne)
UMO J 1343 IS00YD PIN0d S3SIU0)|0)

3 pua 6u3 wody
eaedas SN pew Jeyl JUMND0Q
. nouy 3,uop 3aNS JON

A2UIPIAAIPU] JO UOLIBIB)IIQ
Yl sem JeyN Oy UOLISIND 3ig

- $SAULISNY JUSI M
YsS§3448 3Y) pamoys 31 leapt poog

- mouy 3,u0p |

- Aen Jiray) 306
Ay Inq AsBue Bury Y3 apew 3|

1

1

H 1 1 []

M 19A37 JUMRAS LYY

1

[ X1 ]

EJWE T

314101

wepy

11e81qV

$$¥)) S,Ju|ed

Xi13eg 1 uluer  313qoy

|y oIl SNe[

SIupNIS

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



o - . . - . . L . . - - L - $351U0103

)y Buidiay sen 3y Jybnoyy I ool
P - l . - . . 0 . - . - . - SUOSPI
sno By )31 J0) pIlesedas swiaB)iy
o - - - - - - 3 - - - - - § WLy #0)10) plOA
Aay) ‘juoddns way) aaeB ay j1
0o - - - - - - 3 l - - - - . nouy J,uop l3uns JON

$SISIU0Y0D Y1 1noge Nuiy) 36403H
Guyx PIP 3%y By UOLIISIND 9.4

£ - 1 - - 1 2 1 - - 1 - - JIQUIDIL J,U0P 1IINS JON
[ - - 1 - . 0 - - - - - - u1®I1ig wouj sn sIysuedas
z - i - - ! . 0 - - - - - - dauapuadapul
ARy pinoys an Ay sAes
2 - - { - - i o - - - - - - uojleJe|dap ‘ajquedsd ‘butpedy v
6 - - - - - - l - - 3 - - - pNeIIN q
pinoys 3)doad moy inoqe sy)e)
Y - . - - . 1 - - - - 1 - $31U010d IY)
X®3 J0U PINOT ysiitig Y pies
o - - - - - - 2 - 1 - - - I uotimiedas paijiasn! pue 361039

Buix jov sbuoum ayy paule|dx3

{Iduapuadapu] O LDI1RIR)IIQ Y
Uy sem Jeyn Q¥ UG1359N0 3504

[} - - - - - 0 - - - - - - 3UO0AJIAI 0) Jiej 3G p)noys jdoad

o - - - - - - 1 . - { - - - Jenba
PIIWIIY 3G puw 310A 0] YLy

s - i i i i i S i i - ! i { nouy 3,u0p 3uns JON

L3NRpuIdapu] JO UOLILIRINQ
a3 U] sem Jeyn :7§ UGTISIND 919

3 3 ] ] ] ] 3 1 '] ] A ] 19497 TUMIAI} PV
1 ®i#1  J1J9ped3  913I01 wepy \IeBIqy  Aideg 1 SUIWe[  1319G0§ M|y w0II]  WuI)J S| SIUepNIS

I OWEINELE

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

O

E




- " e

-0 - -

TIAVIYAY Ad00 /538

-

()
.(. \(.

I8N € PISNED IAGY AeN
3uns JON

pPip 3wos Ajuo

PIP WYl jo NV

Lieyn
30 ‘AeMe ¥@31Q O] JUeK SISLU0)0D
Y )19 PLQ 68 UOTISIND 93d

“ybnoyy
SISIUO)0D JYY ey «ied J,upid
3135dn 3q 03 1461 cu pey Iy
193p JeM
ayy Bujded Aq p)nod a3y 1S3q
ay) buiop sem ay 1ySnoyy IH
q o)
Iy613 8 pey pue Asbue sem 4
J1ejun Butaq
2431 S1S1U0J0D Yl 1Y6noyl Ay

{33131U0103 AIYY INOge U 1YY 364039
Buiy ptp Jeyy ||y UO1ISINY 1504

$381U0 0D pooh auam Aay)

A2943 3138 52510010)

JJ0ws AJaA 3,URIam S151L010)
SURTLILD

PEq s $3S1U0 10D Yy Iybnoyy
Asbue aq 03 1461 s

Ou psu 3y OS SIXE} PISIEs IY

AJBue 3q 03 1yGjs @ pey ay
P31 j3qas

$184U0)0Y LY Aubue JweIaq IH

F - -
£ i i -
£ - '
4 3 3 -
O - - -
£ ! !
N - -
b 3 - 3
» ! ‘
o - - -
O - - -
v ! -
L - !
z - - !
z - - !
£ - - !
H k] Ik []

XiJeg 1 JUIUGT 119Q0y W[y  swoIof

19A31 JURRAI Y

L T

W) S, LIV

sSupMm S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



o~

PI) 1ty d1am Auvew
sjoraned
W3 §O 1RIB Iyy sem uojburysen l w
3345 A83IG 0} PAIULN SISIUDY0) ’
uoM Sjo1J4led
nouy },uop ‘3.ns JON

¢Ayn pue
paudddey Jeyn--1no axosq Butiyby
A11emMuIAl Q¥ USTISIND 3id

pauaddey jeys 3ins 10N
3483 J,Uptp Pyl -0
‘34UPIP PIIYI-U0 ‘pIp PIIYY-3u0
pueibul 03
329q 08 03 pUy SISt }RA0} JwoS
Wyl jo 1SomW
pue)bu3 o)
1940) Asys 01 pIjuen s)s|jBAO)
{Aene xyeaiq 01 pajuen slolsied
1@A0) uleway 0)
S$JIYI0 IJULIAUOI 0] PILJ) WS
JIYlo 4283 IY6NO; WO
?2uapuadapul
paluen Spaiyl-om) I8
wyy ‘pJiyl @ asnf ‘3ssiy
way) jo wos

Leys Jo
‘Asns yeauq 03} JueM $3S1U0|0D
#0 11® Pja  :2{¥ LOLISIND 350d

J3Y13603 )13 XNJOM ) UPINOA

3

T

3

1

847

SjJopad3

ETRET)

1tebiqy  XiJeg

$S91) S,Jowed

1

aaaer

33908

ET]

WO JIP

e

19A 1 JUMIASI OV

*uN 3

[T T8

SIUIPMS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




- 0 0 O = = g3

1V EAY A0D 1S38

. R . . - u)odoutL ) weyeuqy
i - N - . . uolbuiysen 361099
. - . i . - J19AY |NR4
Ut e uag

i A3)3%438 uyor
- - - - - i yitws uuor

3 Uad wet)in
l i 1 . 1 - mouy 3,u0p 3INS JON

)
-
.
'
.
T e e e e - - O
v
.
.
.
-
'

(UOLIN|0AY LBDLIAWY Y} UL SJIIPed)
213 oy || UCLISIND aig

. 1 R i . . 0 . . - . - - $1800pP3y 3y) INoqe
SISIUCIOD IYI PIUIBA IIIAIY (N84
i l - 3 3 - 0 . - - - - - 1SJ1) J0YS Oy mouy 3,U0p N
- . . 1 - l 0 - - - - - - 6l 3eiedas woJ) $3IS1U0|0D
3yl dols 01 patl) 5IN00PIY
- - i - - - 1 1 - - - - - Jen 3y} pIIBIS dudesSsen L01SOg
- i . - . 1 k4 . 1 i - - - WOoPIIJS JOj IY6NO} SISIU0 0D
- - - - - - l - - - I - - uo |3 e
Joj Buiyo0) paydsew ysiitig
i 3 - I - - ” - I 3 3 - 3 Jen
Y)Y PSS LOIBULIX3T JO 2}118g
- - - - i - € 1 - 1 - i - nouy 3,U0p launs JoU w, |

Ay pue
pauaddey 1eyn--1no axosq BuLIybyy
Ajeniuaa] (¥ VOISO 3504

) ) — . i i 0 - - - - - - uoM S1800p3Y YL

) i i w ) : 0 - - - - - - BULIWOD 243M yS131Jg
Y3 IBYI PIUIBM A 1Ned

| ’ ) ) i - 0 ) - i - - - 1y6no; sdooJ) pur S301438d

1 1 7] 7] [] H k] k] 7] 7] [] [] 19A97 JUAIAILYOY

i8] OJ1Japaij 911101  wepy  JjeBiqy  Aleg 1 FUIUGT  JJ9GOY My  SW0Jaf W3  ower SIUpPNiIsS

SE)) S, JMeg

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



oo

| .

(S| - . - . . 0 . . - - - - wojburysen 261099
£ - i - l - i 0 - - - - - - J3y231d AyioR
b - - - . 5 - 2 \ - - i - - ssoy A33198
0o - - - . . - ! - - - l - . P33y 219990
£ - - i i i . 9 - i i - i 1 mouy 3,u0p ‘34NS JON
(UO1INI0AY Y} O UIMIOM
JO JWOS 34 Oy 2| UOLISIND Aid

9 1 l l ! ! ! S ' l - t 1 1 uossad uo
1S3} 19 INOQe S)IeldP SIALY
1 - i - - . . 0 - - - - - - 2Bl ueylienN
P - 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - Asuay waraied
0 - - . - . B t - - - - - i uLed sewoyj
2 | - - - - i 4 - 3 - i - - ul el j uag
£ - - I I I - l - - - I - - 3J3AIy |Ned
0o - . . . - . i - . . . . 1 X0 § Aweng
9 1 i i i i 1 9 i 3 - - i 1 u01butysen 363099
£ 1 - - i - 3 i - - - - - i U0S 334 4of Sewoyl
0 - - - - - - £ - - - i i i Swepy ues
o - - - - - - i - - . - - i sukpy uyor
0 - - - - - - £ - 1 - - i i AI02ueH uyor
0 - - - - - - 1 - - L - - - noUY 3,U0P "IINS JON
U0} INIOAIY UE21IWY Y UL
$SJIPEI} I oYy :H ¥ LOLISIND 1504

2 - \ - - 1 - € i - - 1 - l uos.ad duo
1$82] 19 INOQE S)LVIIP SIPLAOIY
P - 1 - . - - 0 - - - - - - UO0SJa} §Ir Sewoy}
[ l . - - - 0 - - - - - - FIOMEH uyop
h] h] [ [] (] H ] ] [] ] N [} 19437 JUARAILYIY
T 9397 31399937 313307 wepy  11eBIqV  Kiie@ 1 JUIUST 3J9q0§ M|V WO WR13  sewer SIUPMIS

S$91) S, M99

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




N O O N &= v =™

- 0O O O -

wn

J18¥TI¥AY Ad0D 1538

(R}

'
-
.
.
-
N N - O O O
-—
0
0
'
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
- - - - O
.
.
-
»
.

(34 AjL3e0 03

POy $31W1S) UOLINIIISUO] Y} loup

51015 pariun
Y} WeIIG Pue LOA SISILO 0D Ay}

143A0 SEA Jem Y} J33je
paudddey Jeyn  :gj¥ LO11ISIND 1504

%03d apew Aayj

WOPIII} pey R0AIIA]J

pus) pawe}d pus 3ybnoj) 31doad
uon pue JYBNOJ SUBILIMY
wIpisaud @ Isoy)

$I3WIS PIJLUN Y] WL SILUW0)
nouy 3,U0p [3INS ION

LIIA0 Sem Jem Iy} JI3;e
pauaddey sy Ty UO1ISaND I1d

uvosiad o

1S83) 38 UO S|183IIP SIALY

Ads ayy ‘agaoyy

ssoy Asiag

swepy yiebiqy

83} 0 11004A0G Y1 pPI} oym uewop
6y

0} USW ® S8 PassSaip Oys uewopn

Jayd31d Ariow

nouy 3,UOP {3INS J0N

{UoINI0ADY ) JO uIwOR Y] jO
WOS I OYN G| F UOLISIND 1504

e

3 ] [] [] H [] ) 1 " [} [}

1

YOAST JUMIAI| YOV

9iw]  J1J9p9ij 914107 wepy 119019y KiJeg 1 SUIUGT  1J9QO0Y  SaMjy  s0JIf w113

ey 5, omugd

ounl

SIUIPN3IS

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



N O N Q ™ g - -

N o~ NN~ ~ NN O O

t $21935 pATtun

Iy} W029Q 0) UOLINLISLO)

Y AJ0IM--A0JUN0D O Se
434313803 ujof 03 sae) PIleIsd Ady)

is21u0105 ¢}
Y} WOJ) USSP SIS PIT LN
Y3 I MOH 12| UOLISIND ISO4

- sysed ax1) payoo) saiuojo)
- 35246000 PIINII)
- sjudpisaxd pey Aayj
$23138 1) S8IIe oJul dn pPIPLALQ
AdSQ1o0wdp pey Ayl

A0 SE PAJIUN 3 Ady)

wop3ds) pey Aay)

- SUOLISIIIP UM J13Y) Ipew Ay}
. MOUY ),UOp 3JNS 0N

- = o

£S31U0j0d €|
YY) WO} JUIIIFIP SAIRIS PII LN
Y1 Jam MOH 9|y UOIISHD Iid

. A1e34) 228dd ® apen
- JUNRIIIA0E 3O SIYousIq PeH

. A13unod ayy una
0} sdAl1Imuasaxdas 126 0) pajoA

- ybnous Buouys “ou sem JeYy)
JUMNIIIA0E & BU118240 Ag PIIINIS
JUNIIA0E 1843UD ® 0) Janod 2AR9

i Aa3unod Y
UNJ 0} SMB} 181D 0) PIPIIN

i P3§31180 LOLINYLISUDY Y)Y 336
031 1481 30 1118 I PIPPY

3 1 W W H

L} 1

€181 OJjJopai]

311107  wepy  119b1qy

1

Jojuer 349908

[] 19A37 IURAI | \PDY

LT T T T}

#9713 8,000 0V

[ =13 SUspmS

-y

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




TIV1IYAY Ad09 1538

o

AN
2D
o - : - . . - £ . - - i l i (siyb1y J0 1119)
$89204d UOL18IL 110U SIQLII53Q
s 1 ! l 3 l - ki - l l l l - UIMUIIA0B § Iyew 0) law I)dody
0o - . . - - - S - i i i l i sans
Y Aq patjied aq 0) papIau
IBYJ LUOHINILISLOD B 30um Ady)
2 1 i - - - i i - - - - - NS Jou mouy 3,u0Q
L°S N YY) 10} JUIMIIIA0E nau ® wio}
91doad pip moH QLA UG11SaND 350d
£ 1 - i i - . 0 . . - - - - s6u1123w pen
[ S - - - 1 0 - - - - - - wayy padiay snqun)oj
S 1 i i l i - i - - l - - - SUOLIS 1P Iew SIIPEI| peH
0o - - - - . - 1 - - l - - $53 16000
pus JuIpisaid B paxdtd A3yy
o - - . - - - ! - - - - l - diysiaped)
noqe sjuunbie ojul 306 Adyj
0o - : - - : - 4 . . - l - l ut oA
6 - - . - - . 1 . - - - - \ Ase120wap
® ARy 0} SUOISIIIP Ipaw Aday)
z - i - - - i S L i - 3 i i Juns Jou Imouy 3,u0q
4°S N I 40) JUMALIIA0E MU @ w0y
doad ayy pIp Moy :SIH USL3ISIND 934
[ - - - - - 0 - - - - - - NS J0u JMOuy 3, u0Q
2 - 1 - 1 - - 0 - - - - - - AJ8.1o0M3p & IpeN
1\ - - - - - \ 0 - - - - - - SAEY M 03 SIALIRIUISIIdII 109
9 1 i l i i i £ i i i - - - °S°N Y3 ped) 01 wIpisaud @ 309
i 1 ] ) ] ] ;] i ] "] " L] 19A91 URRAII YOV
T 0481 JyJapai] 9133071 wWepy 11861Qy  KJieg 1 SUIUIT 1J%0¥ WY  owoiel  wuIl] sl S3UIpNIS

5819 S,Jueg

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



e .

o/

o~

. . . . . . 2 - ] . . 1 . a1doad 1824}
0} WOy 10} SIINJ JO IS ¥

- . . - . - i - . - - - i palJels
Arescowsp ® 136 03 sBulyl yy

- l - - . - € - ] - | - l Sne)
‘s3yBiJ pue WOpIRij INOQE S,3]
! t t ! 1 t ' 1 - - - - - ROUY 1,U0p 134nS 10N

‘ule)dyl  (uo)INI1ISUO)
A S§ WY S Lp LUOLISAING g

- l - - - - ] - - - | - - UoiINIIN0) Y] 350)3q e
Jey) JuaIan0b Jo wioy yeapn

- - . i - . 2 - - - i - l yiim 3316@ 3,upip
3)doad JuwuIIA0b JO Wa0) ¥
i - l - i i S | l | - l l QUL J,U0p 12uNS 10M
U0 11843PAJU0)

40 $3)1311Jy Y} INOge MOUY
noA op Jeyn ¥ UOLISAND 1504

1 1 i i i i 9 l i i i i i Butyiou l3uns oM

£U011813pIJU0)
JO 312114y Y1 INOQE MOUY
noA op sy Gy uolISIND Iid

- 1 - - 1 - 0 - - - - - - JUMIIIA0E O SYJueag
. - - i - 1 0 - - - . - - apisaid 8 Ay 03 pAX
- - . - - - 1 - - - 1 - - UOIINIFISL”

34} 03 UD|IBIHPIJUO)
40 $2)2114y WOJ} JuIp

k] B ] (] 7] [] H R 1 1] [] H (] 19A91 JURRASILYPOY

9181 0jJ9p9ij oilJo]  wepy |isbiqy  KXiJeg 1 UG 1190y S|V JwoJof )] Gower $IUPNIS

$5013 S,JMug

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



© O VWO - mm

a9 H7AY A0 £530

A

J

)

SPLIVP IINPS UL IATH

SNSUISUO) tIedIy

ans Ajraoley

Uo1IN10S B INO 319

NIIN/SSSIIAI AQ 33O 11 YIIMS
WI0AIIAD 30) wumb

8 W pue 43Y1aboy seapr Ing

duds ayy Aieys

¢cpAIpPURY 29
PINOYS 11N0I SIUUAY @ JO ISP IY)
J3A0 punoJbAeid Iyl uo Juunbie ue

WUIYI NOA Op MOH  :QiN UDIISIND 9id

SIUIPUDUY JN0Qe S, 11
auapuadapu]

30 UD1IBIB]}IIQ pabiejua uy

s1ybila s,9)doad saajuesend 3
‘ST Y uy

uMAIIA0B Jo saanod Iy supejdxl

sMe) suiedxd

183401 JUNLLIIACE Y} MO

nouy 3J,U0p IINS JON

uiedx3 ¢uolan)1Isuo)
Y3 SI ey :(2¥ LOtISaNg 31504

sMe} yIm
sdjay ysy3 ajdoad jo dnouy
sysed ojuy
AJ3unod Yy BUIPLALP 40} SIINY
Asunod Sy) ulanoh 03 UIII LI

9}4301  wepy

TEej) S, Jwiwg

k] 3 i i
4 L - -
F - - -
9 3 i i
y - l -
ﬂ - - -
F - - -
° - - -
l . - 3
€ - 3 i
? - i -
€ 3 - i
Q - - -
° - - -
3 - - 3
— - - -

1 1 []

X33eg 1 UG 1Jaqoy  IaEjy  0Ia]  ®ud|3

J9A3T JUaIAI YOV

SJUIPN3IS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



- g M M - g N

-
.
-

- -
-

-
v
-
- o
.
.

¥ NN M NN T O

- L . - Jansue
JnoA 3aoud 03 yooq 01 4033y SN
- - i - $5912 ut S
0] B JAUID ORI YIth 2468S1p N
- - - i S50 U}
SUDD pue Sosd JO SIIRQIP IARY AN
l i l 3 voudo

113Y3 0) Jy61s e aney 3|doag i
3 I L 3 %0 S.ieyl

LSS®)D Ul SPLy JaYlo Y1 ueyl
Asoisty “s°n ul pauaddey jeyn !
INOQE FIPL JUIISIP © IABY NOA

J} suaddey 19yn 4y UOLISIND Iud

- - - - doeds ay) Iueys

3 - i uotINjos e INO0 y\ej C.
Jiey uy platy ayd 31ds
- J - buylybly on
318431qi€ 0) J3ydeal e xSy i
S3SS3224 430 YOI INS ,
Jjuaueas) jenba ‘Ajsiey

- - e
[
.
.

.
- - -
-
- - -

[ 3 iPApury 3q pinoys plaly
J33208 Y3 30 ISN IY) JIA0 Judwunbie ue
YL NOA Oop mON 124 UOLISIND 3504

. y : - Bujppiy Isn{ 3ybyy e ojuL 19D !
- - - - 1S11) 313y} $136 Jaaaoyn
i - - - 14N03 SIURY

) papIu Ayl Ayn anBie

SIAIBIUISIIAI JUIPNIS AR

1 1 [] [] [} H

) 1

[] [ (] H V9Rs1 U RAIL oY

%107 O5i1J9pai] 914J07  wepy i%biay  AdJeg

%561 5, J3m)eg

1

FTUST  109q0¥

EXTTE RN~ XY I VEYE W S SILIPNYS

3913 8,080 13V

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




[ & L4
-]
-3
5
s
“=3
e ]
P
&
&3
=m
{e=-
]
W ]
0

z - 3 - i - - £ - 3 - 3 - l uoiuido wd
4134} 03 Iyb1s 8 sey JuoAldng
S 4 1 - L l 9 4 i l ! l l X0 S,iey)
(AL o}
$,J9Yd0d1 INOA WOl JUIIIS}IP
$1 AJOIStY “S°N IN0Qe 8IPt JNOA
3! suaddey jey 028 UCIISIND 44
3 - - ] - 0 - - . - - J19) S,18Y) IPIS Iyl Asooy)
£ - s 1\ - i - 2 - l l - - - suotuido N0 Njey
0o - - - - - I\ - - 1 - - - suotutdo jo 30) @ St AJOISIH
2 - i . - t - 2 t - - t - - wa1qosd Iy
JAJ0S PINOM IDUIPLIAD 1SOW Y|
0 - - . - - . l . - - i - - JansSue IY)
IAL6 WG LI0ISIY JO JIYIRI) © IARKH
1 - - - - - 1 i - - - - - i SUOtULdo WOS
NG ‘sioey A)Isow S| AJOISIH
T - 1 - - - - 0 - - - - - - SASUISUOD YIeay
o - - . . . - 2 . - - - t L M31A jo Juiod uo spuaddp watuido
? 3 i - - 3 v 3 - 3 i - i 6uoJm pue YLy
S, 18y A00d 03 SN0OQ YIIY)
9 1 i L l l i 9 L i i l | i X0 S,ieyl
(SS8)2 U} SPLY JIY10 Y3 uey
AJoasiy *$°n ul pauaddey jeyn
INOQS BIP| JUIIISSIP 8 IARY NOA
3} sudddey Jeyn 22§ UO11SH0O 3504
P - i - - - - 0 - - - - - - 1043u02
Japun sjuaunbie sdady Jayoea)
Z - - - 3 - 0 - - - - - - sbutyy 03
SUOlUdo AJUO 3,3J34) S I0S
1 - - i - - - i - - i - - - 23468s 1p 0) I;ubY
1 1 H [ H H 1 1 [ ] H H FOAI] JUNRAILYIY
18] D{Jepsij ei14i0]  wepy jieBiqy  Aileg 1 SUIUSF  1J9GOY o3y  ewWOJaf WUa)3 swel SJuIpIs

$S81) §,J3u8d

$81) $,UosuUY)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




~; -

w i

I

O e - - -

Mm - O O O

- JA9113q 03 jeyn spiy
1131 0) pasoddns },Udse SIYIWI)
- uotinN|os @ IN0 38}
- uoluldo UMO JNOA xeads
- 31 jo juaunbie
61q ® axew 3,uop {uoiisanb
Y} 3113195 01 %0ooq 8 NIAY)
- uoiuido umo
N0 ABY 0) SN SIGEINOIUI 3yS
- b1 s,9ys
uayl ‘31593 © wo dn SAWOD 3t i
L 6UO M
$,JU0MWOS UIY) ‘108 © 5,31 L
%0 s.iwyl ‘uotuido ue 5,31 4
[} X0 saeyy

¢OIPL S,IYINIY INOA WOJ) JUIID}}LIP
St AJ03S1Y "S$°N1 INOQe eapl JnoA
3} suaddey Isyn {24 UGL3ISIND 1504

- 1nj339dsas aq 0) ARy NOJL
- 8 03 pauaddey 3,usey 1|
. sutn A)jensn ys
- JIA0 3} N181 ‘33168S1p NOA uIyn

- $Y00Q W04} UCLIMWIOJUL YIIn
uojujdo SnOA dn xoeq 03 PIIN

- suoiuido
JNoA 103§ SuOSBIs poob pIIN

1 puUNoJBYORq A)1we) JNOA 10 woly
4,n0A 3334 uo spuaddp uou1dQ

t yo¥ads jo
wopdds) noA SIAL6 s1yb1y jo 119

1 1 L] L] ] H

1

h]

19AI1 JUNRAD L YOV

Wil O1J9paid  91Jio1  wepy (jebiqv  Alieg

$591) S, Jawjug

1

ataer

PR

FMY WOl  SI|J  Cwel SIuapn1s

see1) 3,008 153V

ol

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



D N - O N O - N

-0 - O = O - O ™ = - -~

Sl

- -

i

il

- 3 N "™ - - - O O

N = N =~ O = ~ m ~ O O O O

Uiy 4403 4538

-

2124293

118{ u1 3)doad peq 1nd

Bu1 a1ty ON

uoiidajoxd 431138

S1 31 se poob $,3]
J2UI0)A ‘SBueb jO pii 13
sjooyds 131138

uotin)jod dn ue3))

nouy 3,u0p JIINS ION

AJUnod JNoA aaoudut 01 op

NOA 1BINOM JeYy  :92¥ UOLISINY 31504

-
0
0
[
0
- =

$234) u8Yd
sowuotd @203

BuLs Builens-ad|

Jay3aboy J3s0jd sburyl axeW
sasnoy dn xi4

S$1 3| se poob s,1]
IJUI|OLA pud Isme) uny
Sp1y Joj Sulioa

312403y

$S3jaw0y Y3 Joj sqof puly
volinyjod dn WeI})

12113q S)00Yyds INEW

mouy 3,uop lains 0N

ipooysoqyblau
J0 AJjurwaod JnNoA A0Jdel 03 Op

NOA PINOR IBYy 1| 2¥ UOL1SIND g

1

1

1 L] [] [] N N

1 3@

EJWE ST

314407

WPy

11e61qv

Xideg

1

19A3 T JUIMIAI| Iy

ST 3J3QOY S|y MOJe] #U9)3 SNl

o3 S,V

FUE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




v -
-
-
v e
-
-
-
" O
- .
-

-
. .
. .

. '

2134294 1593J) jueld
[€ T

‘uogin)jod ‘+6°3) dn sBuiyl ued})

. . . - i - wS|%35

4 -0 O
-
.o
-
I

- - -
-

" = = -
f
-

-
-

sne) Ibuey)
pus wWsi1d8Js Jleulw! 3
Jead pyion

- JA1S8 S, 31 --AJuruan) 3Y) IAoudw)

$1133uaq

43661q- - AJ3un0d 3y Aoudw|

AL | LoD

1820) Yl 0 AJuno)d

Yl oudwy 03 :i3jasd NOA pinon
Yaryn  AJIunod syl aaosdwy 03 op
NOA p)nom 18yn G2y UO11SaND 150d

© - - - -
'
'
L}
'
-

'
-0 © o ©
'

'

[l
f
[l
[l

. - . . . - SUBLPUT 3y L] AL

$S3341 ueld
s6nup 6uIyuLIp ON
31doxd paay

. - 1 - . . (SS912 JnO UL 341]) I10A

03 Ayjunysoddo SIUIpNIsS 3AL9

~
-
.
-
-
0
-—
o~
.
-
-
.
.
'

uotinyjod Inoqe smey

2 - \ - \ - - \ - - - 1 - - AXsta 003 ‘ANunod ayd bBuiacaduy
uj paAjoaul 396 3,upinom |

acead jsoddng

0 - . . - . . \ . - - - - | vogInjjod ‘ssajawoy Iyl ‘syooyds
U0 0w !ISUIIP uo SSI| puads

mouy 3,00p J3Jns JON

ALY 03 3ded

J3339Q ® AJunod Siy3 Ixew o) op
NOA pINoM ey 72§ UGT3ISIND 34g

] L} L] [ H H ) 1 [] [ H H

19497 JUMRAII YOV

1 ©J8Y  J1J9pelj 9ilsio1  wepy )iebiqy  AjJjeg 1 SUTUS 3J9Q0¥ Wy WOJIf W33 Souwmf

$SU)) 5, J5ued

SIUIPNIS

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



)

o

TIOVTIAY ACG 152

_W 1) ﬁ

wawbisse pue 3oefgns uo spuadag
(dnosb 61q @ up Bulinoys Yorw
00) ‘43}S@j S,31 SAWIIAWOS) UC|Y
(6uisnjuod 00}
‘3sbestp Ijdoxd uayn piey 003 SiI
dnoif *seapi Juow ‘I315¥I) Suley
3 (3a1nb 5,31
J1 318J0QR} 10D LED NOA ‘uny §,11
‘as0w uled)| ‘swIpl JAIAQ) sdnouy

Ayn  jauo)e

10 ‘ssied ’sdnoub ul yJomM

0) 43j)31d noA op ‘sjuawuBisse
Buiop uayn :GIF UOTIEHND 350d

dnoub & ul BuinbJe Y 00}
- Jauysed
MN0A 10 JUAUBISSE Iy} LD SpuIdag
- (391599 ‘J3133G IIWJIUIN0I) WOLY
- (#18J3UIXI0D O) JI|SEI) SIIegd
| (SeIpP1 AU ‘00 UIEI|
noA {unj Jisow $,1}; sdnouy

tAyn  (awo)e

Jo ‘sajed ‘sdnoab uy xoo8

03} 33391d nNoA op ’‘siuawb)sse
Suyop uIYy :CTF UOIISIND id

1

[} 19497 JUNRAI YOV

T UIUS;  349G08  Jawiy  JwDJIf 3|3

013 S,V

ST NS




. U482} A3y) 1eyM InoqQe
SUOLSIJIP NPW 10U PINOYS SIUIPNIS

B sn yoea)
0) JeYA 2500yd PINOD JayYeat

B Spiy 0} UAISH]
PINOYS ING IS00Yd LED JIYdea|
. SuUOIS1I3p IN0Qe ey
1 a\nJs Avrsoley
1 A2R120u3p AQ ‘wayl UO I10A

¢SS8}1I S1y3 uy
P 3q PINOYS SUOLISIIIP Jueysodul
NULYL NOA Op MOH  : /2§ UOL11SaND 1504

- dn S3w0) SBY INSSE Ady ON

- 1Ny Ayiiofen
- abaeyd ul Isoy)

Aq spEw 3q PINOYS SUOISIIAP WOS

- Adedoowp Ag
- SuIpnIs 4o ‘Aes Yy |)e

IABY 03 JIYIWI) IY) J0) J19) JON

~ BUjI0A 3J043Q LOYISIIP IVQE 119§
i S$S8)2 Ul ApogAJIng

JAJOAUL JeY) SBUIY) UD IJ0A

l WYy uo oA

LSSR)I Syl Uy
2pew 3G PINOYS SUOLSLIOIP Jusysodil
Y4143 NOA Op MoK 92y UO1ISIND 34d

A

)

L]

i

)

[] ] [}

1 eJeq

S149pad]

314707

s

wepy

1ieBiqy  AdJeg

$SW1] S,J9W 94

1

Juuer

149q0¥

3y SWOJI  wIP13

H 19A37 TUMRAIL YOV
SRl SIWPNIS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




o

©C O N -

g OO0 O NN OO« NN

- - O O

VN ™ = 3N - -~ O O O

uMOp 11JM M SIjeq

plion 3y paburyd eyl sbuiyy

sJem pue 3)doad snowe )
pauaddey

Apeaile leys Jnoqe AJols
1sed

Y3 UL sbulyy jueysodut 3sSon

SIOISIW N0 wol) Buiied)

1sed 3y u paudddey jeyn

¢St AJOISLy iyl
NOA op @Yy ¥ WLiISang 3504

UOLIB WIS Saxe|
SIUNPUINY Y]

IJ3A3Y 1ned 0 AsOLS

MO0} O) PJOY Sem Il Sawl Jawos
sayouesq 33ayj

AYieg4 eaj uolsog

519531 Jem oy

UO1INILISUO) Y3 JIAC 9166n13S
oM Y} 0) pa} 1Y) Iouanbag
323{gns ¥ ydoary A 0N
6uL3SaIUL AJIA J0N
Buiysauaul

*3ybnoy) NoA jeyn aw 13}

LBULISIINU A03SIy ul porsad s1y)

puij noA pig :92s UO13ISING 1504

3

1

3

1

19A91 JUAWIAIIYIY

1 eae)

ETWE < XF]

313307

WPy

Viebiqy  Auieg

$Se1) S, Jawvg

1

Autuer

35908

Ay  OJIf  ®P13

$39]) 85,0083V

(=T

SIUuopNlsS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




- - - m

N O O ©

1sed ayy jo

SINWISIW Y} PLoas noA sd)3l

sjuaged

!spudtij oA Zinb pInNod noy
- Qo @ ut noA djay yiN
- 1803u3B Ul 1) Ut NOA sd)an

(s152

! JJONIWOY) J00YdIS U}l NOA sd)ol

i Ul pIIsSIINUL 3, N0A

sbuiyl 1eyn mouy noA sday 1

£100YIs woJy

Aene 3}1) JnoA ul noA djay Asoisiy

6uULUIeI} IY6 1w MOy

ICR UWOLISINY 1S04

J4nS JOU W, §

. 3l UIBI) NOA pINOM 35| IIIYN

. VB LI01ISIY US 2Q 01 Juem Aey

1sed Yy wodsy

Swa1qold Y3 1233303 NOA sd)ay

Ayn pue 3sed ayy

uy pauaddey 1eyn mouy NOA 0§

UIsIud ayx pue

$JIYI0 puRISIFPUN NOA SN
s qof 3 336 nok diay ued 3}

aq 03 wed

A13unod ayy moy 1noGqe mouxy o}

4100438 U} Au0Isiy NoA Yoy Ay}

Wiyl nok op Ay

:Z¥ UO1159n0 1504

3

3

Ll 1

19A9T USAILYOY

1 e

EJWE < XF]

314107

WPy

11ebiqy  Asaeg

SO RN 1L

i

UG 3490y

MY WOII]

w3

SN

SGapn1S

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Oa T

a1

59D §,J9W9g

y 1 ' ' ' 2 - - — - 205 J0u W, |
. . A . 6 - - - 100438 UL PIUIEI)

nod Jeyn sjudaed nok )13}

i - i i - - - SP1Y o JnoA d)ay

] i) (] "] N ] 3 i ] "] "] [] n 19437 UM IGIV

1T %381  Jydepelj 9tJio1  wepy 118BIGY  Adied 1 SUjue[ 3J9GOW MY SWORF 85913 SN[ SIUSPM§




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 5. SILVER BURCETT AND GINN TEST RESULTS BY CLASS

35 Multiple Choice ltems

Mean Raw Score (Percentage Correct)
High Score (Percentage Correct)
Low Score (Percentage Correct)

Median Score (Percentage Correct)

t=.11  df=46  p>.10

Test Scores (including essays)*

Mean Raw Score

Atkinson's Class
(N=23)

27.4  (78%)
34 (97%) (n=2)
17 (49%) (n=1)
28.5 (81%)

32 (78%)

High Score (41 points possible plus extra credit 42  (102%)

points)

Low Score

* palmer did not use a number scale to grade the
essays. As such, a numerical comparison of the
overall test scores is not possible here.

19 (45%)

P

pPalmer's Class

(N=25)

27.6  (79%)

34 (P7X) (n=3)
13 37%) (n=1)
28.5 (81%)




