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e main cbjéctive of the CORRELATES OF
EFRECTIVE TEACHING PROJECT is to expand
the -number of teaching principles based
on documented findings from systematic
classroom research. The problems and
Rrocesses sfudied have been selected on
the basis of observation and’ consultation -
with teachers and school personnel. Em- "'
phasis is on the study of the classroom
to discover how these procésses can be_
conducted to’ the greatest advantage of’
teachers and nndleduaI students..

- et .

One of the pro;ecf% mfjor efforts was a
two-year study of teaching effect Iveness
-nvalvnng the .examination of .the clags-
~12\}Z' behavior of’ Teachers consistent In - .°
ol Euc1ng student Iearnlng-galns.

Since 1974 three other major data col lec~
tion efforts were Initiated and completed,

(1) STUDENT ATTRIBUTE STUDY thcL | ooked
at student chafacteristics and behaviors

and their effects on teachers. .

(2) FIRST GRADE READING GROUP STUDY, an
experimental study designed to test the
effectiveness of selgcted group management
techniques in teaching reading. .

; (3> JUNTOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDY, a follow up
on earller, work from the second and third
grades of the Influence of teacher charac-
teristics and behavior on students' cogni¥ive
and affective gains. '

Lt
L
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This paper is. an expan51bm of a paper of the same title delivered '

'by Dr. Brophy as part of a symposium entitled "The Contributions of Soclal.

Psychology to Education," at fhe annual meef]ng of the American Psychological
Association, Chicago, Illinois, I975
A ‘ -
This Is a pqepubllcaflon chapter of a book tentatively titled The
soclal psychology of education: Theory and research (DanieT'Bar-Tal and

=

Leonard Saxe, editors; Hemisphere Publishing Corporation, in press).

The author wishes to acknowledge and thank W. John Crawford, .Carolyn
M. Evertson, and Thomas L. Goed for.their critical reactions to darlier
versions of this paper and Gwen Newman for her assistance In manuscript
preparation. '
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My persona? and_professlonél~ln+eresfs center primarily on individuals

-

Fé#her.fhan‘groups, 561My‘major Interests related fo,fﬁe interface betweef

1

social psyohology and educatiofi center oo questions about how psychologlcal

.
PR 4 !

péfa can “be. used fd‘induvndualize instruction

“a

to maxumlze oufcomes for M.

I am lnferesfed ln group dynamlcs and group Ieadershlp, but fhese topics

are coverqd by lg%ders in the fleld in. other chap?ers of fhrs volume.

. /
sequently, | WL{I cohcenTrafe on anofher area

4

psychology and educaflon whlch is of specjal

4+

|ndlv1dual/&|fferences.

a
- In f
lmpllcalﬂons for .edu¢ation, | make no affempf

. between social psychology and reJafed areas,

or fhe psychology of individual dlfferen‘es

merge into oﬁé‘anofher and are mutualYy suppo
\ . -~
will note that only some of- fhe learner chara

L
'represenf research traditions that clearly ;u

common |y dellﬁed. 0+hors involve social and
aoapessed by social psycholegyLas;such, altho
soolalizafionﬂ
~atfention to learher characlérjsflcs’wﬁlzﬁ ma
far opfiplzing\%nsfrpcfloh,fI will ooncénfra
systematic attempt to classify ohsraoférfg;li
are represenlafive of.gggigl‘psychologyf' |

of~lnferface between social’

interest fo me: group and

. .

)

uslng on group and lqle|duaI differences that appear to have

.. ~
to dlfferenflale sharply

such as persoﬂallfy psychology
l believé Thaf these fields

rtive. Sopial psychologisfs

cteristics f I w1ll discuss

t w;lhln social psychology as

personal traits not always
~

ugh all are products of

,Howevér, pécause the primary‘goal:of this paper is to call

:;DBVG important implications
on this effort, making no

. 2 - o’
s according to whether they

‘ﬁon-'
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Observed Group Differences as Relevant.learner Characteristics

.
’, . . Y -

' + . N . i
Social psychologists and other researchers have identified numerous -

. r . . .
,

sex andrace‘differences, and -also differences between identifiable groups
such é; efhn@c}grouﬁs or social cléss groups: It gshould ve stated at the .
ontset that these group djfferehces are‘relafive rather than absolufe,l?nd

. - . . R N
- that variance within groups almost always is much‘greafén than varjance

%

| . ‘ ' ‘ ‘
be%ween groups. Thus,” although group membership is a useful indicant,

’

'ulfima?ely:fhe,uniqué characteristics of individuals must be used as
- L ‘ - . ) (3 B
criteria for making decisions about how they should®e treated. .
) In addition t6 obsef¥ed differences among groups, numerous individual .

differences that develop over-time are relevant to the school experience.
—d-'_‘-.— . ) . ..
- N0

}T_is possible to j%{h groups of individuals @po are similar on ong or. more

_df,fheseﬂcharaéferis¥ics for purposes of prescriptive instruction. For

~

a ,. . ' :
example, it -lIs possible to separate introverts from extroverts or students

v : ’ \ .
oriented towards competition from éfudenfs'or!éﬁfed%#owards cooperation. &1t | i

also Is possible o deliberately mix these types of sfudents in order to
! o Y :

= k)

form heterogeneous gtoups with respect to these learner characteristics. u

’ - R -

M .
¥ .

5 . . .“ . ’ . \
;«Mafching Instruction to Learner Characterisfits .
'u" v . ’ - . ‘ . om ( i

¢ . The existence of sucp learner Cﬁiracferistcs naturally leads to questions

7 [y

aﬁbuf how .knowl|edge about them might be used to improve the. school experiénces

‘of some or even all 2¥u§énfs. Presumably, by 3ndividdalizing instruction

or by grouping sfhdenfs according to relevant learner characteristics, teanhers

LR
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can arrange for different students to be taugh* differently. Ideally,

all students woudd'be taught with the approaches *that were most likely Q

| - .
to succeed with them. ' . . - g ’

The basic' idea Is hardly new. It is—at feast implied in such
familiar phrases as lndcg;dualtzafton, pgescrse}ive teaching, d;agnosfcc
feachcng, and "feachtng the 'whole child." Furthermare, the concept of

ap#ifude by freafmenfiénferaqfion was discussed in detail!l by Cronbach (1957),°
. ) & : .

. 4
- and Interest in fhis’?opic has- continued ever sinceﬂ/’"Apfifude by treatment

interaction" refers to the possibilify‘of‘infefécf?oﬁal (differential)
relatignships between different treatments (in this case, different .instruce

tional approaches) and learner aptitudes. ° That 'is, an interaction between
. . . ‘ .
- . . . LY
treatment and aptitude would exist when one method worked better with

- Al

brighter students, while another method worked better with duller sfudenfé,

 Unfortupately, the term "aptituda by-;rea?menf interaction" {s a ﬂ
liffle;{ﬁgxnarfow, because it focaseskqn learner aptitude glone. As Cron-
bach (1975) himself nofeg in an impérfanf‘recept.review, numerous cul;urél,
. ‘motivational, personal pre%erence, and pé%sonalify characteristics also are | -\

.
<

N

. . ) L . . P
known or suspected to interact with insfrucfional\variables to determine

S B .
student outcomes. Cohsequenfly, I prefer the broader ‘term "Iearner charac-

teristics." This' lncludes &n z group or |nd|vsdual difference that n»th

be relevanf for differential educational pracfcceu ) . :
. ¢ .

The |iteratureon aptitude bv fEeafménf i;jecacfjon has been diz-
’ i .v . . - , -
appointing. Bracht (1970) conducted an extensive survey of it, and found
that the pércqn+age of sfud]eé«reporfing a significant apfi+gde by treat-

ment interaction wés 9ply ébout,whaf would be-expecfe& by chance. Further-
) . ~' \ - ’t » 4

‘ L]

kl . 1 h ’ o.- ' N

. \
[ . . e~
) 1
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more, the éfudieg that did show sfgnificanf interagtions usually involveg
; ; !
personality variables rather than aptitude variables. Studids completed

since Bracht's revieé~have been more promising (Croﬁbach, 1975), although

Y

no“one has succeeded yet in iﬁenfifyinb interactions powerful enough to

.motivate educators to incorporate them systematically. Thus,.at the

moment, the.logic of an interactional apprggch to insfrucfjpnél planning,
is theoretically sound, but the dpproach has not been employed in praFWiée
successful ly yet. )
However, many of the studies which faiied to find preﬁicfgd inter-
acfiqﬁs used weak treatments which were unlikely]fo have.much effect fn

the first place. Many others used extremetly arfific}al treatments unlirely

<

td generaliZe to typical classrooms. lﬁ fact; most of.them involved in-

‘dividual study of programmed material, so it can be questioned whether there

. >

was any real basis for expecting their resutts’to generalize to classroom

instruction. Thus, perhaps researchers ‘looking for interactions have not

been looking in the right places. : - ,

" Furthermore, Hunt (1975) recently has argued that operationally de-

. .
L ]

fining sueh inferacfions as a signi?icenf igteraction .in an ana1ys}s of
varlance is arT|f1’)al and overly/sfricf fending to mask interactions
that might reveal themselves if mefhods he conSJders more approprlafe were

N

used. He also ‘calls for more attention to whether or not the hypofhested

relationships among variables fit individual cases. He makes this point «ith a

»

thouggt provoKing‘example of a general-law which was infarred on the basis
‘ A

v

of group défa, but which did not apply to a single individual in tha grous!
. ,

-

-
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> Hunt also gpes Beyonﬁ‘fhe traditional treatment of this topic by' ?’.
o .
suggesflng some needed new emphases. In parf?turar, he calls for more

»

anenfion 6 the need fo orchestrate, |nsfrucfnonal approaches: Wlfhlh a’

3 o . N
. ]

develepmenfa1 plah infended to move lgarners along éyéfemaficalLy from- - >

where they are now fowards hlgherégoaﬂs (as opposed to simply respondvng
To learners as they' are, wufhouf making any affempf +o change fhem) -He

L 4 R -
also sfresses the ‘need for optimizing or mafchlng instructional acfuvufles

to the- specuflc needs.of learners. (which may change over flme) His ' .
analysis also confains several ofher usefyr and thought provoklng ideas,
¢ :

and | recommend i+to readers in%eres’bd in_pursuing +he fepic.;7

éimilarly, Good and Power (in press?. have developed a eephisficefed
and detfailed model for optimizing insfrecfion to.match learner characteristics.
as;well as learning faeks and leernieé environments. Here again, the emphasis
is on opfimiéﬁﬁg education by matching Instructional. strategies fojfhe
specifics of sifuafions,.rafherh}hée s{mpiistical]y attempting to identify
and applyAisoLafed apfitude by treatment interactions.

ther;than occasional exceptions |ike these, howev@r,_fhe.liferafure
on aptitude by.freafmenf'inferacfions hHas not beepﬁvery_enceuraging to qafex

In addition to questionable treatments, concern about defining what con-
» IS -

stitutes an inferacfien, and the relative neglect of personality and social

‘variables, the search for aptitude by treatment interactions, as it hac been

‘carried on so far,at least, has established certain conventions that appear

LY h .
A} - L4 .

¢

questionable at best.
' First, fhere is a*tendency.to assume that insfrucfion should be
arranged so as to accommodafe the learners' preferences or strengths and

A\
7

’
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© avoid fheir dislikes or weaknesses. . The idea here is that Jearnjng will

0

.o proceed best when sf is enjoyable and easy,: ;ﬁ) that it should be made as
_enjoyable and easy 35 possnble However,. often Imp}vtaf benea+h all fh:s

is the additional idea ‘that individuals taught with different methods

as a general rule. |In fact, | suspecf that it i's the rare exception.

3oth Logtc data suggest that if preexnsftng dafferences are reinforced,

. -
- » -

fhese dlfferences will increasex Thus, it may well be true that short term

tearning can be improved: by presenting material vjsually to Iearnerﬁéwho are

. visually oriented and orally to learners who ate verbally oriented. However,

.

this does not mean that either group necessarf[y wi‘'ll be better off in fhe

long-rbq.if taught this way all the time. ‘ In fact,.there is'reason to »

- ' .
believe that both groups wi'll be less well off in the long run.

A second -assumption, which sometimes appears'wifh and sometimes
N inskead of the-first, Ks'sjmply that it is better to pitch to strengths

and avoid weaknesses than to do the opposite.: Again, while this may be -

true in the short run, 't usually is not true in the long run. In particuiar,
‘it is not true where weakness areas have societal {gporfance.. That is, if
- - .

individuals must develop their weakness areas up to at leFét minimal levels

inorderfo&cope %Gccessfully wifh sociefal demands, their long cun interests

> ¢

are served best by concenfraflng on these weakness areas, even fhough fhey
: 4

~ rultimately will“pfriva at the same ptace. This abviously is not true

may find fhls less enjoyable and more difficult in the shorf run. )

*
.

Examples are easy to identify." Individuals w'o speak no English will
learn most easily if taught in the language they already speak.. However,
| ~if they must function in an English speaking society, “they will be at a

N . . -

B
ﬂ - - .
.
] * '
.
.

N
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' ’ '
severe handicap, no matter how much else they may have learned if they !

do not a}come proficient in Engllsh ) . .

. To take a less obvious example, coneider individuals who are weak

voin verbal apfv+udes but strong in mechanical and spaflai aptitudes. This

t

paf?ern probably will show lfself in their school achleyemenf and OCCUpafnonal }:

. and avocational interests. “If fhey~are high achievers, such ind‘tiduals’ , o,
- L
probably should go into physucal SCIence or englneering rather than law or

, the humanlf:es. People with suanar pafferns but less general abllafy Qé:/or
. 1]
h

. . o
opportunity shauld go into auto mechanac§ or-applicance repair rather t \ ]
.t 5 - &
,sales or other jobs that require reliance on verbal skills. However, verbal e

skclls are SO tmporfanf for everyday funcfnonlng in society, regardless of
One s occupaTxon, fha+ fhey musf be masfered to af least some m|n|mal level
N ~ .
by~ everyone (for example functional luferdcy in readlng and wrlflng skills,
9.

~and sufficient development of verbal expression sknlls to enable the person

to communicate effectively). = - \ ] . N .

*

In summary, most writers who have concerned themseives with interactions
- * . * N
. - ~
between learner characferisficsand optimal instruction have counseled r’tching

*

/
fo sfrengfhs and avoudung weaknesses on fhe asSumpfton that this would bring

4

everyone to the same place buf with ‘more enjoyment and less difficwlty (for :
i A
exceptions, see Hun‘l’, 1975, and Good and’Power, in press)- quﬂcr,%alwee

of these assumptions reveal that pifch}ng to strengths and avoiding weaknesses

B / A ” .
i's more likely‘!o iacrease individual d?fferences and take people to different ot

"end povﬂfs Furthermore, if weaknesses are in areas of greaf societal im— o .

1
-

porfance, |f is essenfnal that individuals attain.at Ieasf minimal levels of
. . \
. compefence, even thoggh this may\he_unpleasanf and/dr‘difficyl1‘fpr them.

A - . . ' . R
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. It shbuld be noted,that this is no easy task. -Shoring up yeakhesses
d - ot ., v N « *
offeh ig a difficulf and painfur prycess at Besf; and’if it is' botched, o
. ; . -~ /1' . v . -
it can backfire and make ?hlngs considerably wofse._ Howéver, it.often is | -
. P . ‘ " v
! advisable or even essenfial B ‘ . . e
Z ’ ‘0 . . . - .
- C ,) v X ‘ . S RN ‘
. . ' SoB .. ' .
Learner Characteristics and¥ferenﬁal Practices
- [ 4 ) - . . ’;v';’ “ ' - o
. . ‘ N . - . .
‘ Bearing iﬁ‘m#nd these cautions, let us chsider some |earner charec-
] . ‘ h : N I .
B ” 1] .
- teristics which mgy have impligafions for differenfial educdtional treafmenf

2
of d}fferent sfudenfs\\\ln each case, the excsfence of the group or- Lndlv1duaL

if

difference |mpl|es that learning might bg opflmczed for all

»

it were mafche&

“fo the spectfic needs of ‘each sfudenf.

HoweveY:, we need to éohsider the *
. 7N 4

. 4 o \/ Y
- - . LS
. 3
-
» [
- . . “ . 2
” \
1 . .

)

quesfién of wﬁaf constitu

»

-

-~

es an ldeal match.

(

As we will

see,

fhis

is dif-

ficult to'defermcne for most. of the characteristics - dnscu§se&

Compet ™M ion

\

Cooperation vs.

Studies of motivational structures have reveﬁleq fhaf some dIV|duals
L 2 - - .-

are competitive and prefér compekifiVe situations, while others tend to be
*,. ‘ ' - v
cooperative and to preﬁer cooperative situations. -“This difference tends. to

be related to achievemenf moti vafion, although fhere is no necessary re-"; »

N L}

lafionship*befween compefiftveness and achaeVemenf motivation i f achievement.

w
- -

mofiva#ion is defiqed as an orienfafion'quards com%efing with internal

%

For a good

0 .

standards of excequnce (vs. compeffﬁg with other individuals)

. . s . R " . . .t ",
review of this research and a discussion ofvcfs educational implications, see N

Johnson and Jobnson ¢1974), . : . .
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¢ Jn addition to these studies of individual differences, Kagan and

" Madsen (1972) anid their associafes“nave conducted a sefies'oF studies _ B
.“Whlch reveal a raTher clear cut difference befueen Mexican and Amerlcan o
e 4 - " ) -
students on this dimenslon. Mexioan chi l‘dren sponfanepuslym v

Qroups\and“work fogefher in problem solving slfuaflons, dhlle,American/"

s

i

\chlldren (both black and whlme and bofh mlddle class and leer clas;) tend ‘ J L

4 il

!ufo compefe as lndelduals ﬁ In bofh culiural groups, fhese fendquJes are - ’ ' i

strikingly strong, af leasf among boysr someflmes to the point where fhey o

‘ 4

become seif=defeaf|hg (|.e.,'Meglcan§ somefimes are cooperaftve when it .
is in their best lnferesfs fo be compefifive, and Amerlcans‘Fomefimes are

- compe+|f1ve when it is in fhelr best lnferests o be cooperafivﬁ)‘ Other >

researchers have found 6ther culfural differences of a similar .nature
N -

-

o

(Miller and Thomas ~l972) Wlfhin American culture, there also are raClaJ

S

and rural- urban differghces of a similar nalure (J\Jpson and Jchnson, l974) Voo,

These data lmply +haf American boys will be moflvaﬁed posifively by- l .
. oppdrlunlfles fo compefe as lndlviduals for same kind of prlzecor recognlflon, )

end fhét fhey will respond neufraliy or even negaflvely to attempts to* gef
‘ ' S K

fhem To cdoperaie. Conversely, rfappears that Mexican boys respond very ' ?Fi,

‘ .a R

well to dpporfunifies to work logefher in group problem solving situations '

’J feafuflng cooperafloq‘.Puf would respond negaflvely “to affempfs to gef ?hem AR

L

. . fo compete as lnlelduals " Thus, plfchlng fo sfrengfhs (preferences, in .
fhis case) probabry would maximi ze MOlﬁvatnon for each group, at leasf inc v 7
the shor)*b run. - Coo T ‘

Howevec, nole fhaf Mexlcan boys' pr/?erences for codk\rafion and ;oo

'." 'American boys' preferences for competition are so sfrong as to be inappro-
priafe and “self- defeafing ln cerfain sifuafidns. Thus, one could’ argue . ~

- . o \\,‘ ‘ » " ;‘ ;‘ ’- .o

. i .
. - -
. 3 LS .
. ,
R SRR
c . . . R . N I g,
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'If’haf,’ any"rhing,QMexi‘c.an boys need to be socialized to become more com-

péfifi&ég at least where compeflfion‘!s adaptive, and that Amerlican boys

L Y

. * need to learn Yo become more coopérafive, at least where cooperation is

-adaptjive. ,lf one accepts the faroboslﬂon that the school has‘ socIaIi;-E

a4

" zation function ‘as well as a purely educational one, it fol lows that, in

P ¢ . )
this case, optimizing the educational expertences of all students involves

© -

_shor!ng up wgaknesses\rafher than pifching.fovsfreng+hé.

. . R

]
J - ’
- . 3 - . ,

rning in Individual vs. Group Settings

*

.

"« ' A related individual a%d cultural difference is a preference for

' . to ﬁrefe} group settings and American boys to prefer individual - settings. \ >

P o

. \
Jeafhing‘indﬁviQually vs. as part of & group. Here,-Mexican boys appear
. » . . . ~
] & .
Individuals within each tu]fure differ-eveg more in such preferences-(Suttet,
a : : N .
1967). Here again, the Implicatiog fo7 education seems to be that sociali-
. N . *

zation towards an appreciation of (or at least an ability to exhibit when

necessa?y) the non-preferred mode of learning is needed.
) 4

«)}' Studies involving applications of behavior modificatien précedures

Individual vs. Group Reward Contingencies

AN ’ .

to séhqollng h;ve shown fhaf‘sbme students show a definite preferencg for

.individual rewards, while others .show a geflnffé,prefeﬁénce for group
. . g

‘rewards. Among other things, f%§ highest achievers tend to prefer indi-

" vidial rewards and the' lowest achievers 'to prefer group rewards.. Similarly,

+

_"oven:échlevers" tend -to prefer individual rewards, whjile ®under-achievers"

tend to prefer group rewards (Hartug, 1970). )

~
|

8
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: e tn this cése, I see no simple solution. Pitching to sfreﬁgfhs will

e only increase §%oqb‘glfference§{ and‘bthaps Ereafe'elihqsf attitudes In

B L]

. students who prefer individual, rewards and aliénation in students who

prefer group rewards..> On thé other hand, constant exposure fo‘fhe nqp&

. preferred reward contingencies Is likely to irritate and d]scoufage high

achievers Qho feel that they are pulling more than their weigh+ iuéUally .
correctly), and it mighf'also.cause squabbles among students. For examp]e, ¢
. , . . .

' the harder workers might blame and reject the students who did nofy work as

hard.if the group failed to get rewarded or did not get rewards that it

-

could have gotten if it pérformed Beffer.
All things considered, | wqg#d recommend a combination apbroach,"'

offering each type of reward contingenéy at differext times. Also, gfoup,

‘ reward confingencies could be made more attractive to some students by

A 33

adding bonuses for those wRo worked the hardest and thus werg most responsi-‘r
ble for the success of the group as a whole. This would retain some of the
incentive for the harder workers to continue to wofrk hard, but at the same ’

time it would prbvidé\some incentive for them 1o help rathet than blame fhef;dﬁ

fel low group members. : - ' : ; )

.

T .

Meanwhile, those who did not work as hard probably would prefer this
arrangement to continuous indlviduél competition. They would get help from
* fellow students in the group, which would improve their own.performances,

but the group performange still usually would be higher than their own, 30

that fhey'wobld géf/ﬁore rewards than'if they worked alone. At the same time, ~

)

there-would be some group ﬁressure on them to work harder and pull their own

weigh?. This proposed solufloq fnvolves going part way to satisfy both groups,

. L ot . J Y )
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bhf‘ff retains elements of the non-prefe:;ed‘I centivé system in order
to apply some pressure on both 4&2&‘ of sfu-rnfs,fo change in desirable

~directions (nofe, however, Thaf |+ assumesf/ that rewards are.egaled to
- ‘ y -
ability Jevels and Thu5”con+ingep+.upon -fforf, no+ absolute pe orﬁance).~“
- R o N ~

. .
. ¢ - - . hd
' ~ f . ‘ ,
s, / -
Q\* " , . Y
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Introversion-Extroversion ~ .

&

. : . - -0
Introverts tend not to volurtéer information or call-out answers
. SR S

during class hen,céIIEd upon by teachers they often are

rusque in responding. , In an

k) ' .
. shy case, they do not #£njoy responding' o

v

‘in pudblic situations ‘of Thls kind, and +hey usually w:ll ot do SO on
. i ™ o “oa -
their ownwinifiafive. fn contrast, exfroyerfs usually are more than N

happy to answer often call ou‘r responses f(th'Jén‘Hy and have to be remmded A

to keep quiet and respecf o@ﬁbr-etudenfgt turns, and tend to give cha++y

and detailed responses. '|f teachers opfﬁ’cal] on students who raise fhe{r

hands, the }2Trover+s will not requgd'offeo.‘ Conversely, if teachers -_ P
to equallze Inleldual par?ncnpatJon In group d:/zusslons, they will

badi to oo ou+ of their way +o |gnore or eve: stifle exfroverfs arb call /

upon introverts {5 parfxccpate.|nvojunfarily (Brophy and Good, 1974).

Here-again, It is not possible/+o draw simple ‘iplications for optimal

' learning. |f teachers “fol low the sfudenfs' prefefences, |nfroverts rarely /f“b '
g wxll participate in pulec discusstone.. This sfrlkee most observers as

intyitively wrong, partly because B seems "unfair" to allow-extroverts to

-
v

* dominate the conversef{on, anduparfly beteuse\oﬁ -the fear that continued..

’
. )

deference to the preferences of introverts will reinforce these preferences

and ulfﬁnafely harm both +heir’achlevemen}'and their social adjustment.
Id . -y I - . - . i
These arguments are notcompelling, but they do hawe face validity for many a
- " . . . N

. <

V . } \)4 ' . ' (\r ) \‘v . o . P
M ‘ S . . ] .
,EMC ! - ,/- “_].k) ¢ P . * . . . . . .
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. Howeven, the ldea fha+ feachers should affempf to equallze parfl-

cipaflon in classroom dtscu55|ons has many problems conpected wcfh it.
-

" First, conflnually sfcfrtng the exfroverfs Ts likely to irritate them and - B

. ..4iminish their mofivaflon,and pdssibly also to cut shorf potentially

creanye and important confributwons.‘ Also, an experlmenf Involving -

delcberafely calllné on’ sTudenfs who did. nof volunteer to participate In *

classroom dﬂscu$s|ons |nd|cafe;'fha+ fhls.facf|c backflred (Schultz and »

Ed

Dangel, 1972). i » - ' ‘ .

. P /
. Here again, neither exfreme is sptisfactory. | think | would advise

'

s feachers :irparfially accommodafe student ferences by allowing extroverts’

foparTICIpafctnoré often than introverts and by avoiding forccng introverts -

to parTlCipa¢e when fhey clearly do not want to. At the same time however, .
. . _ . N
- | sould- advise making an effort. fo socialize extroverts to raise their hands [y

and get recognczed ‘before speaktng out, and more generally, fo respecf fhelr

classmafes' "rights to.the floor " Cénversely, | also would suggésf fhaf
- ¢ : -

v feachers fry to gradually condition introverts.to respond more frequently,

bu\’r fo' do sq in non- Threa'fentng wa'y’ s

7 Y Among other thtngs, this would mean avaldlng "puttThg the: sfudenf ‘on -/
. - 3
the spof,”.and being caréful_fo,see that their systematic behavior was not

. N -

. rqcoénized a& such by the students (so fthat introverts \wculd not feel Fe-

p sentment at ‘being "manipylated" or embarrassﬁenf‘af bBin' ingled out for
¥ " special freafm;nf dy.+he teacher). Anafher nossibillfy'is‘mor; small- ' .
group,in+eracfions'for introverts. The cambinafion of a smallen5 more ' l//i
o Infimafeygnoub_sefjlng and the absence of the mone extreme extroverts
» ‘ N
would make it easier for Infrove:fs to participate w?fhouf/undue anxief;. )
o .
— .

O ‘ . ’ - . . ..
EMC ! ' , 1'.’ ‘ ¢ .
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tanguage Differences

- P

.

‘The poinf-was made earlier that g}udeﬁ?s who do not speak English : -

. . need to Iearn to express +hemselyes;adequa+ely in English if they are ’ -
to cope successfully with American society. Few would argJe with Thls: N R

' al+h0ugh many have argue¢ about how schools should +rea+ students who :

'-speak English but with racial or geographicai diglects. This is qne ) ’
* ahea where edvocacy for pifchfng to stre hs (tabov, 1972; Baratz.and
| Barafz,'l970) has been recognized as finappr riafe ahd criticized, so’ -
: ] _much, so that the idea . now |s dylng out (Ha!l, e* al. I973} Copple and
\ ] Suc1., to74)y: _ | ' y ]
"‘l.f" However, just e/few years ago, many:indiyiduajs, parficqlarly lin- . .

guists and psycholinguists, were.arguing that children.who spoke”%ﬂack

N . -dialect” on other presumed diaIeCTSﬁwi{h or withaut specific names, should
I N . . . R P 9\—_&
} . be taught in fhe-dialebfs with which-fhey were familiar, either throughout

/

v £y

(;‘!5 their schooling, or-at least for the flirst severa| yeérs Subsequenf
L =) |
- cr|+|cal argumenfs a.ﬁ empcrnca?’cnvesfcgaflons have es+abl|shed that this a

. approach would be. a- mxsfake, compoundlng ra+her fhan easing The problems

of the people .meant, to Ugne$|+ by |T S .

There now is general agreemen+ +ha+ teachers should not reJec+ or

/

. punlsh students for sponfaheous use of language spoken in fhelr home, neigh-

! borhood, -or, cuffural group However,-fhere also is agreement +ha+ feachers

4 3

[ R s ' - ”,
should provide good.languaée models for their-students, and that there is ’

. . [}
For mono! ingual HAgl ish speakers at least, the whole topic is rapidly dis-,

4

T LA .o - ) .
. no\evsdence to support the systematic use of dialects during instruction.
L appearing as an issue, as it becomes evident that everyone has a dialect,
|
&

whetherfor nof it is 15$eQed
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The situation®is- somewhat different with lndlvlduals for whom English

- . 9
.

Is a second language, mosf no+ably Spanlshaspspkers orlglnally from Lafln .
Amerlca. Whlle ‘there now lS agreemenf fha+ these lndlvlduals need to o
learn Engllsb gt sffll is ergued fhatf*hey can progress ln sehool most
saflsfecforlly lf faughf 1nlflally in Spanlsb glf +haf I's fhelr(domlngnf

languagé"and +hen phased llfo Enngsh after baslc concepts have been
s ' ' rd

taught in fhe nallve +ongue (Nedler, l972) | . This remalns’ a vlable pos-

sibitlity., because bresenfly avallable dafa are bofh Sparse and'lnconclus1ve

S

" However, this area ;s one presenfly prom|5lng posslbll|$y for a #%uly L ’
Ny <L)

Y

. prachcaJ lnferacflon be+ween learner characfernsflcs and lnslruc#lon, apd '

it is one of #he relaflvely few that would: lnvolve pitching fo,sfrengths!“

$ . . . .
at_ least for a time. : Y . N
\\J) L e, Co .
l . ' ’ . b ' . - C L
Social GroupiDiffeFences ' e . 1 g -
t {

Soclal psychology has revealed a large number and varijety. of dlf— ’ '

- 4 .

..
<

ferences‘befween -varieus groups (raClal, efhnlc, culfur;}, SOClal class,

etc.).. These proV|de pofenflal bases upon Which to.dev fop educaflpnal o

* N

‘ ®
exper;ences plandﬂd speclflCally for parflcular groups., So’far, the most

[

progress probably has been made in fhe)developmenf of speclal currlCula

and materials for black sfudehfs.' Based éh finding% fhaf indlvldual% tend

\

fo identify most eeslly with models slmllar fo fhemselves, efforts have
been made 1Q Include black lndlvlduals in sforles and plcfures I school

books, to lnclude preVlously Ignored blacks in hlsfory zooks, and, at

higher Ievels, to develop b ek studTes programs,
‘ \ A '

. ,
, . :
,
. _ .
, . -
. . - - " ‘. . :
A .
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—_’4;//4//’//’ However, other attempts in this area have not fare&jsoewell. Re-

*  jection of “the idea of teaching inblack dialect has been*mentioned.alréady$
y ‘ .

<

Also, al+hough it has been important fo introduc& black teachers into’ . '

¢ . - ‘ . . - N . .
schools servinq black children where none existed previously, most blacks

a

réjecf the idea of an entirely qu&R faculty or student body. They belleve ,-'® !

that whatever gains such segregation might brlng’are less ‘mpresssive fhan' e

thqse associated with integrated. education (other things being equal, of

s

. {
‘course, which fhey seldom are).

L] N
. -

The Qutgemes of effor#s to bunld educaflonal programs tatgeted
specifically for blacks probqbly is represenfaflve of snmnl;r efforts

almed at other groups After much frlal and error, the ultimate resolution

L 4

vsually involves agreemenf fhaf fhe mln/;ny group should not.be punished L

‘far ¢u|fura||y’approved behavior and fH%f.ngnorify group models and his- ' .
torical figures. should be included in the currlculum but that otherwise, ° v

’

the schools sh?uldfsoncenfrafe Qn #éachlng fhe same fhings that *are ¢aughf

- f

0 . . N

} to everyone else. : ' -,

’ _In short,: the r;solufjbn usbally involves essentially negafiye"prba;
scr}pfioés (do not punish culfuralfy sanctioned behaxlgrlL__ﬁpsifive prel' ) ‘
scripfjonslusuallé are |imited }o the inclhslon of appropriate ésdels and

b hisforicalvfigures in the cﬂrri¢u[um and to acsoﬁhodafion to group pre-
l ferences in foods, sports, musﬁc, and other sshool activities oufsjde of

the basic cJ'!iculum. However, affegpfs to go beyond this by subshituting

culturally specific instruction for the "standard" curriculum usually are

$resisted. . . ' ’e “ . .




An addlflonal problem that offen compi icates affempfs to change {'

4 4
schoo s fo .accommodate to the needs of mlnorlfy groups is a fendency'fo

»

_confu e The behavior of mlnorlfy group members with their CUIfgre ﬁ

ti behavJorfgpd‘cul#ure are equated, a serlous mlsfake, In my og}nl n.

//’ - . -
Many Indivlduals show certain_behaviors habifually because they are

A

accustomed fo them or because fhey never have, been exposed fo. nyfhln

else, buf net because fhey are part of a. "cuifure" which is positivel
( P

“« b
’/;elued or even consclously considered. This happens especlally regu”arly

yjfh'soélal class differences. i ‘ " v . ,
For example, |f is true that Iower class parenfs rse much more {’

physﬂcal punlshmenf in d|sC|pItn|ng their chlldren than mlddle class

]

parents dd (on the average), but 1t would'be incorrect to call fhls’be- .z\

[N

havior. "culturai®™ or to imply that it is done because the parents have

considered the matter.carefully and decfded, thatthis is the best way
- * N ‘ *

to réiseiéhiidren: Quite the cdnfré?y.‘ Resedrch with Ieker class parents
consisfehfly iqdicafes that They realize that physical punishment is futile
‘in the iong run;'but fﬁaf they resorf to It ?or.&ack o%’knowledge-ofhwhaf
else +o do (Hess, |970) Furfhermore, few such parents wan# the school to

employ physical ,punishment as a "sfandard" method of deallng with sfudenf

* - {

‘. problems. -

¢

_ s In most cases,;)bﬁer.class individuals with |imited education know

-

what they.want for their:chil ‘en (baslcally the sgme things fhaf everthe
else wanfs) +although they usually do -not 'know how to get fhem They
usually view the school as an insfrumehf for upwigd moblllfy, so they want

>

el T R,
¥

[

2L
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fhelr chllgren fo get a gObd‘gfﬁﬁndlng |n the ba5|c tool skills. of readung,

'wrlflng, and ar1fhmefic They’ wanf QChOOlS to Teach their chlldren wha#

fhey need to know in order to sutceed ln our ;oelefy, not to reinforce
, "-: . ‘_ q
wﬁbf they know alreﬁay, T

However, thré is some evidence that differential treatment of
children from different social classes.can be beneficial JD both, if
handled properly (Brophy and Evertson, 1975). In general, lower clas§

children tend 10" learn more,jff¢aughf somewhat less but if taught more

‘redundantly (smaller ghunks, more individualized and fraguent opportunifies

to pracTi&e and gef‘feedbaék). They also tend foa%o better If taught with
patience and friendly encouﬁégebenf. '

in‘éonfrasf ¢hi]dren from higher SES homes respond better whén chal-

<

/1enged wufh more‘dlff?culf maferial and taught af a brlsker pace. They
can learn more-in the §§m amount of time, and fhey respond poslflvely to
chaTTEﬁbing and difficutti (although inferesfigg) assignments. FuMther- «
mdre,lfhey seem not to need patienée, encourégemenf, and warmth to the

i

degree }hagower class children do. Sometimes, in fact, they respond °

better to critical demandingness than to patient encoyragen\’ Findings

like thesé have rather ovaous _Implications for differential *treatment

which uould maximize the achlevemenf of chiidren from d[fferenf social
. {

; class backgrounds alfhough It should be nofed that fhey refer o only to

achievemenf and might need To be modified 1. other goaLs were taken into .

4

3
account &such as student attitudes tqward school).

-
e

Do
oo

-
-

-

~
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i In any case, aé.fa(‘as they gb, the data QOncerninérlower claéé
* -children indicate Thaf opffmal feachlgg‘is achieved by counteracting

rather fhan rq‘gforctng ?he moflvaffoha1 STrafegles ~to which they are
. \on
accustomed. Teachers who are most successful with fhem are warm,

pafienf, and encouraging, rather than threatening and punishing. With

N . -
high' SES students, in confrasf, the optimal teacher treatment js bettere
matched tq the socialization mefhods.used by most of their parenTs

’ . ’

Victims of Discrimtnation

<

- 4 » '
These’considerafions_concerning racg and socyal class also-apply to

* some of the data on the di%ferenfial instruction/needs of membfers of

.

ninority groups who are victims of prejudice and discrimination by domi-

nant majorities. Although much research is available to document the

‘ ]
existence of discrimination and of the many difflculties that such groups

-

encounter at school, few data are available to indicate what can be done
about these problems. The data that do exist suggest something similar.

.« te the ideas just discussed.
4

For example, Sf John (1971) studied 36 teachers consndered +§/be

' excepflona1|y Buccessful in feaching black children. She concluded that,

b4

as with the lower class children studied by Brophy and Evertson (1975),

. A iy 4
< the teachers who were most succeiﬁﬁul wlfh’fhese children were the ones who

+ ¢ ~

were fﬂe warmest and most pa+ienf and_undersfanding. In general, liking the
teacher and feel@ that the teacher Ilked them was more |mpor1'an1' to the

learning of black children than was the bellef fhaf the teacher was
< /eSpeclaIFy sktlled, wel | organized, or otherwise effective in purely in-

sfrdctional matters. The reverse was true for|Whlfe children.
‘ . * ’

¥
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Kleinfeld ({975) reported similar data In her studies of Alaskan \ '

“schools. She found” that indian and Eskimo children ‘experienced both .

RN ’

.cultpre'shock and hostillity and discr}pinaflon:wﬁen they Tade:fhé\fran-

“sition from‘fheir cqlfdrally homogéneous villége/échools to city schgols. \
Anglo students who rivgd in the c{f?es;ﬂdmlnafed'fhese‘schoqls, and’fhe: \ ‘“

“Indian and Eskimo children who were bused in su;fe;éd dlscriﬁln;flon and \\

related 6rob|ems §imilar.fo those suffered by *low incom? blacks bused ’ ‘

into predominantly middle class Anglo schools. . .-

Kleinfeld idééfified two types of teachers who were Ineffective with 1
fEese minority students, and one type that was notably effé;fTve. Some of
the ineffective teachers were Prejudlced and discriminatory fhemse}ves, P
harboring negative attitudes and low expectations. Consequehftz, they l'~' -
accomplished very Iifflé w{fh the miporiTy students. . ‘

Other ineffecfual’feacher§ had very poéifive affective responses ,
towards these students. They fe]f very sorry for them and tried to do
ngryfhing fhgy could to make ;hem eel comfo%fable and to try fo'help
Matone" for -the indignities that t ey were éuf;ering at the haqés of the
- Anglo majority. However, at the same time, they hgrbored low expectations
concerning fhé‘sfqdénfs' learning pofenflaf. As a result, they tried to
meet the students' affectivg needs (as fhey percelved them), but they did
not try to feéch them Tuqh. They did nof/#ﬁThk that the s+udenfs were
capable of Iearnihg much, and they did not wanf?To.ﬂpu} fhem on fﬁe spot"

-

, or cause them to be embarrassed.
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The Teacherq who were effective with these minority students were -
. I-
those who harbored positive a++i+udes towards The s+uden+s and did what

They could to persaaalize insfrucfion and make the sfudenfs feel com=

fortable in their ;Iassrooms, but who also made every effort to teach
i - . -
these students as much as they possibly could and to hold them responsi-

bte for completing assignments. Like the éffective teachers of lower

& - . \
class children in the Brophy and Evertson (1975) study, these effective

teachers combined high expecfa?ions and a deTerminafion to teach wnfh/

personallzed instruction and a willingness to meet students' affecflve .

needs. Lo 2
- >

Data l}ke these seem to indicate that children who are alienated

-

from school or learning experiences ﬁeeé étdlﬁferenf'kihd:of Instruction

£

than children who are highly motivated and génerally successful. However,

this statement must be taken in a developmental context. That is, the-

‘

long range goal is to move learners as far as_they can‘progress,rno+.
' . merely as far as they can progress if treated as alienated learners with

speical needs. Thus, to +the extent that teachers aré‘effective in ‘meeting

-~ :

special needs, such learners should become mo}é_and more |ike majofi?y
group students. As this occurs, théir- needs wil1~ch§ng§, SO }haf they .
will benefit Th%\mosf, at least cognifively,lpy beingvfaughT In ways °
similar to the.ways that the domfnant group. Is taught. o

Do
(A
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! ) Achievement Motivation ; ’ ‘ ' . .
» Individuals high in achievement motivation, -especially 1f they also
. . . o~ R . .. .

are high in actual achievement, tend to respond better to crit}clsm Th%h

“ ct L3 ° s ’ - . )
- .to praisg. Conversely, individuals low in -achievedent motivation, -especially

. | : - .
~ ’ if they also are low in actual achievement, tend to respond better to praise
) ,- .
‘ than to criticism (Van de Rief, .1964). This probably .Is part of the ex-

planation for the sociaMclass differenz. mentioned above, although other
. \ “

.

factors no doubt are involved too. -In dny case, the implications for

~

" Individuals with different motivational structures seem straightforward,

’

_3h5 in a sense they are. However, the implications for those high in -

achievement motivation must be heavily qualified.

/ - , . N ¢
- . First, criticism appears to be appropriate and to function as a '

‘ moTivaTg{ only when students have done poorly for lack of éfforf or other

failures to apply themselves. No child who has been trying his or her
hest should be criticized. Also, altheugh there are no definltive data

on the matter, it seems intuitively loglcal to hypoThes[ie that the re-

]

lationship between criticism and performahce Is curvilinear rather fhan
. » L .
) | inear ly®positive. |1t were ethical to do so (and | do not think it Is),
. “\
. [t seems likely that exposing students high in achlevement motivation to -
. L3

a constant diet of criticism every'time they made a mistake would impalr
—_— - :

-their léarnlng.compared to that of $imilar students given a more reagonable

_ balance of pralserand criticism.

~ * To pdT*Tth another way, in.the present case it appear,s that the.

“"findings" from social psychology are oversimplifléd and overgeneralized.

- 4 . -
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Experimeptal _wér_if usually Involved mild and brief criticism given 'by
. 3 - b .

stringe éSEpéFhimganrs in oﬁe;‘shof studles. This Is ve:;z diéferent from

.e

-

+ " constant criticigm bver‘-‘l'hé course of a schgl year from a familiar

- e LA . . . f - . * .
teacher. Before the true imp)ications for educat@®n can be set.forth,
’ ' ) ) ! M ‘ ) - ~£

s'pecificaﬂgn of effecﬂve ‘\vs. ineffectlve types of critlcism, situations )

7

-»~ . Where .criflci-srp should or should not be given, and statements about the

Y

'probab!e'opﬂmal rate of criticism (and probably also of the optimal
rate for praise) will be needed. A | * .

o . , Co »
- s - : . . '

Need f'or Structure ‘ ’ ,

M
.

“Individuals differing in conceptual “leve,l respond differentlally to

h@f‘?ly’“é‘,fruéfurea vé.»L{nsfrucfured edhcaﬂonal‘exper.l‘@és (Hunt, i975).
Those :high in cenceptual levél 'pr‘efe:*,r. and usu‘al I‘y to do bett i(n less '_
. structured oéla'ssroggns”wl"wich p“lace' a’ premlu;n on individual Iniﬂafiivé and
in:ldepc-:;nden'r I‘earniﬁf; :Tw'r?ugl; ‘dlscéwery\e;n\d éxplor$+il‘on. : ‘anvergety,‘_ .
individuali-lowér iér c6nce;)‘tdal level. both pr‘eféri éﬁd:‘fdg-be'l:'fer#m?; -
tc‘fa;§sc"'?9ms fe;‘fpring fi.gif,sfrUc‘fure by the Téacher, cleérv'cuf aassign- -

-

. . . . g |
tests rather th# essay tests, and the |lke. - | : :

s 7 f ¢ ‘o U [
*A Others working\@':dlffereqf perspectives

dogmatism, cagnitive style, in’dependénce‘-dependenéé,@fiefy, etc.) also
. . 4 4, s i 5 A . LI

-

L - o LR o
have found similar differences between individuals wn§ pgefer structured

situations in which a}u'rhorl'fy figures 'spel | ,out very cléarly what w'i-lr..'gé
exbe*fed of them .vs. indlviduals who prefer unsfru’c"l’ﬁre&"aﬂ tuations Where
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ments.which maximize specific demands and minimize student choicé, objective

(authoritarjan.personal ity,
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they were given a max1malaopporfun|fy to choose and manage fheir own

/ " learning experientes (Domlno, 1971; Dowallby and Sghumer, 1973).

‘

+  Stydents who differ in locus of cohtrol (Arlin, 1975) aISo differ
in need for strucfure ggcus of control refers fo people s beliefs
abouf fhe degree to which fhey and fhelr env1ronmen+s are subJecf to

fhelr own control versus *being out of personal control and dependenf

. I
upon such factors as God's will, fate, chance, or luck. Individuals .

who believe that they can control what happens to them tend to take action

totry to do so, and to take peﬁsonal responsibtlity for outcomés, good or
. . * S e
bad. tn contrast, the persor’ with an external locus of control tends

to feel powet less in the face'of strong and unprédictable forées. Instead -

had

E of faknng control, such lndlvnduals feel that fhenr roles are |lmited

f|.flndrng odf~whaf forces are operafrhg and affempfing to respond fo : .3
/ L4

fhem They also tend to feel Iess,responslblelipr their own aqtions and

>
“their oufeomes, because they fee[ less In contrdl of the situations they
. %'_ "

) face. o

-

1 Given these qdalifles, if%%s.ndf surprising that pe::i!fmlth an

internal ‘locus of control fend to prefer more open, situatfons in which -
4;ey have freedom i choicé abouf what to do -and’ how to-do it, while
“ - - .
N people with an external !ocus of control tend to prefer (perhaps the

4

. better term wolld be "tg feel safer In") highly structured situationis

»

in which +hey knéw'exacf[?Awhafffd expect. They are wifling;fo-give'up

P the freedom associated with more open sitautions in exchange for the _

.

security that Zomes with highly structured situations.. 4 .
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Here again, if we were to apply these date in the seem‘qgly obvious -

:fashion,s-we would de'rermine student preferences for s:rrucﬁJre and teach

~ Tﬁose who prefer sTurcTure In a structured way and those who did not In

.

an unstructured way, 'rhus maximizing the ach!ivemen'r and the’ a'r'rl'rudes of
/f\bofh groups. To a degree, this seems defensible, perhaps even %pﬂmal.
If individuals both learn more and ehjoy it more when taught one way .

. rather than the other, why not teach them the way that works best for-

r

them? | ’
- My only reservaﬂon here concerns the possml/!l'ry that some individuals

may be extreme in Thelwreferences on this dimensuon so that reinforcing .

' 'rhem sysfemq‘lca.l ly night ultimately create problems. For examp le,

., L individials who‘s"r'rongls,;_prefer structure also tend "ro score In socially
7 “} . undesirable'direcﬂons o several personal I:ry and conceptual style ;nd ‘
/‘; -e . level measures, -ard there Is good reason to bel ieve that they wo&ld h;ve r
& 1“: 7_,.d|fflcul'ry in sn'ruaﬂons requurlng Independen'r thought and action. 'Such‘ -
< < "’gndlvuduals mlgh'r manage,'ro avoid such situations. where posslble, gut
:‘; Y :rhey are not likely td escape them al'roge'rner.’- Tnus; 'rhey will need at
o | ‘I'easf a minimal amqunt of ‘pmcﬂce (efnd hopefully success) at dealing with Yadlh
-‘:c,““ ) si'_-fuaﬂ‘ons that require indeﬁendence n coplng‘ with uns+ruc+ur'ed siTua“i’ions.

'S N
Conversely, although. independence ls generatiy valued and valuable,

*", -/certaln individuals will get into 'rrouble with soc:e'ry if they bec.ome SO .
- \ C .-
fndependerfj' #ha# they ignore env’i ronmen'ral constraints and ﬂ}e rights, and -
. privlleges of o+hé( Also,’ whlle 'rhe:r preferences for‘,,*freedom from =,

s - S'rruc'rure cer'ralnlyviare unders'randable, _many situations |nheren'H? involve

Jom - sTrucTure, and- everyone has to learn 'ro cope with them effecﬂvely, regardless

- .
~ i

v . 25 S ; ~
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Taking these considerations Info"acgbunf, then, 1 would give a ~ )
qualifled ehdorsement to the Idea of rsponding di?ferenflally_fo'sfudenfs' .
‘o ‘ L} - P : LIS
needs for structure.- However, | think that this should be done on an

informal level and not carried to the extreme of ‘testing everybody for
placement into different classes or streams. Also, this dimension ‘is © - .
[ . : .

~

‘ anofhelgne which seems' to hjv%_impl Ications’ for occupational counsel lpg
\ "~ and guidance. Unless there Is seme evf&ence of a‘desire to change and .

some progress in MBking_gggggge,_lndlvlduals who prefer s+rucfure might

+ r

be gunded towards occupafions that |nvolve structure, and dIndividuais who ,

resenf structure might be gulded towards occupaflons that place a premlum

I , ol

-

£ upan independence and creativity.

> Sex Differences =~ - . . ‘ ’ .
| am going to cons tder only one more group difference: sex differences.

| have saved this one for. last -because it affects everyone and probabfy Is

"

- 'fhemosfeluéive, confusing, and perhaps controversial of the learner charac-

fe{sifics seriously being considered for®its Implications for differential

scﬁbolihg at the moment: l'belleve that fhe‘résolufién of this pqrflcular R

o problem |nvolves value Judgmenfs rafher than value-=free facts almosf com-

! N plefely, SO fhaf I make no affempf to develop an |nfegrafed set of con-

[ 4
clusipns However, | -do wlSh to paint. out some of the complexifies that

. < .

LT - ‘ . : .
( *are involved. SR . o v l
Flrsf alfhough a Iong-lls+ of sei differences has been dOCUmented

repeatedly, if appears that almosf all of the differences relevant to

educafion are de+ermlned\cu|fucally réfher than blq[og]cally (Brophy and

.'.. , . } e

® - t A
. . .
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Good, 1974). Given this, aloné with the presenf upheaval in female con=

sclousness of role definitions and in sek roles' generally, fhere Is reason

' ~

** to belleve fhaf many of these sex differences wlll’ dlsappear i Thé near
fufgre. THUS, any proposal for dlffenenf[gl‘frea+menf of males and
females'based upon existing sex differences Is tenuous at best. For example, .
very few females these days would‘go along with the idea of excludlng‘glrls.
-from mathematics or sciefcg classes on“fhe'grourd fhaf.élrledleed to ha;e
more "difficulty with fheee subjects than :boys do[f

43 A related difficully,wifh attempting to apply knowledge about sex
v differences to eahcafion is the probliem of velues mentioned previously.

Presently, there is much dlsagreemenf ;mong people of all walks of life

concernlng what are, or should be, ideaflzed méle and female sex roles.

v Consequenfly, any teachers who dellberafely designed educational experlenceé

¥

‘gl%h cgr¢aln idealized sex roles In mind necessarldy wou id be foisting
o

> "values upon fhelr sfudenfs, and, indirectly, upon their families and the
—}. ‘\

communi ty af‘large. If these valgﬁs-confllcfed sharply with fhpsé/ef the
community, there undoub?edly/iould be trouble. .

»

Even where difficulties aretmlnor enough to allow the sysfeqiilc
incorporation of sex role ldeale‘lnfo fhe_geslgn of(educaflon, the probleﬁs
of val.es and inqgvldual rights remain. Beys who take up acfivilies

.ldenfi jed wlfh glrls, .and glrls who take up‘acflv0fies identified with

boysd arobably will suffer a degree of fea5|ng, at the dery Ieasf for
being statistical ly abnormal {and, ln the minds of some, for being psy-
thologically ébhormal): This lS fune, if the students are prepared for .

e

If;lbuf teachers ghould qheck this before.affempfing to channe| students

~ %1
v
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"7 Intg dross-sex activities. -Even |n a school where cross-sex,activities”
and fhe'generag;:oncebf of androgeny are accépfeg,'fhe matter of Individuai

" rights still remains. What 1f a gjrf wants ‘to grow up* Yo be a "pink

lady?" What if a boy-.wants to be a male ‘chauvinist plg?
. S—— - ’ ’. "
These qﬁesfions'are not rglsedqaﬁrely in jest, for they get to the . -

* . . ) y .
_ heart of the issues raised in this paper. Not everyone can identify

with the werious characteristics reviewed previously, but everyone has

. ldeas about sex roles and about what _should or should not be done about
. ‘

Zhem-in the schoolis. The complaxities associated with ;hese topics, and
the emotions ex;eﬁienced in ¢the process of thinking about them, are .
representative of those experlénced By individuals who f* in the other
éafegories.d{%cuséeé\prevlously. Thus, }f will help ﬁ?lngfh@ issues
.homé if yoﬁvconslder for a moment the Impllcatjoqs of taking ejther -~

extreme approach to implementing educational programs hased on oﬁserVed'\

- LR
sex differences.

If we want to build upon exls+lng differences, we should segregate
“the sexes\and have male students taught by'male teachers and female students
faughf by femle feachers. ‘A few writers advocate this, and not without

] .
supporflng argumen*s and data. kn- particular, some feminists -have argued '

-t

fhaf females are better off In all-female colteges, and comparisons of

. 0 ! ‘ /
graduates of such collﬂges with graduates of coeducational tolteges usually

support #he idea, at least to some .extent.

However, if we were to be fhorough, we would go- beyond mere segre-
t

gaflon of the sexes and’ sysfemaflcally socialize boys To become more ag-
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gresive, competitive, indepéngenf, an€~spafially and mechanically ori?nfed

‘than they already are, and girls o become moré& é filiative, depe d%%f,

-

deferenf and verbélfy oriented than they alreédy This sfr?kes ,:

re.
most. people as inherenfly stupid, but conceptually it is idenfical tg
wosf proposed agapfations.of educgflona1 e*periences»fo exisfiqg “earner
differences. : . | . . ’ -

The opp95i+e alternative wo;ld be a sYgfénafic attempt f§ obliterate
all sex differences and produce éndrogenous-persoﬁs with ihenfical'sex
roles (or to.be more exact, with no sex ro[es): ’ThIS’sfthes'many as the
ultimate s;quion. Evegiﬁ it Is accepted in fhe&ry,'however, realism
requires fhéf it be approached slowly and caﬁefully. Afjempfs,fo make
dramatic and raéical"breaks w};h fradifiongl practice would create havoc

and a!mosf cerfainly backfire, and we sho A not lose sighf of .the fact A
"that this goal Is a value Judgment. Wumerous unﬁoreseen difficulfies can’
“be expecfed if fradlfional seé’rolos gradual ly dlsappear, and *here always

rema;ns the possiblllfy that some irreduclble animum of sex rofe dif- -

ferentiation may be necessary |

/

Developmental Considerations . S Ea .o

- -

Most of +he fheoriz!né coécerning optimizing instruction to mafch:
Iéarner char@cférisf}csrﬁas_comé'from wriferg and researchers concerAed
primarily with pdsfrse;on4ar; educafion, and most o;/;he saccessful im-
piemenfaflons of these id;as are in col lege and un:versufy seffings

ot

Reflection on fhe I ssues raised prevnously suggests that this may not

~ - ‘
« ™. - .
"» ) \“\,:‘ - - '.
~ v 3
K] [ 4 - . .
< .3!..) . - '
- L
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long run best Inferesfs m!ghf be served peffef’by shqring up weaknesses
Impty that the individual still is In "the formaflve y.ars " However,
individuals IegaIIy are adults by, the flme fhey reach ¢ lege{ a;z it can
be argued that sch_/)s no lénger have socxalizaflon respo. Ibilities

once fhetr students have pessed "the formative years" and a fained status
as adults who are responsibie for themselves and f:jéf?o decid ,Wha¢,+pey -

want. Most obsesvers probably woufd agree that this is the éas with

respect fo colleges, and many.would extend this dewn at least to khe high

schoof level.
In any cese, once there is agreement that the school ng longer 8Rould
'affemp+ to’ remedlafe weaknesses or sociallize sfudenfs }n parTICUIar wavy,
but instead should deal wlfhfhemas Independenf adulfs and attempt to
respond to their expressed needs and preferences, p!fching‘fo strengths
begins to make semse. This Is partly because adults are responsible for .
fhelr own cholces and acflons, even those fhaf are Ilr-advised ‘Further=
more,’ as adult sTafus (however defined) becomes ;ore and more clear, it
:fs Increasingly up fo students to define and pursee thelr own goals.

4 [

' Correspondingly, it is increasingly encumbent Jpon schools to attempt
. s

to assist them In this process. Schools always will be resgonsible, of '\\
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- ~course, for maintaining standards of performance, requirements for de-

_grees, and so‘on,'buf'sfuden¢s who attain adult status should take the

' .

inifia?lve In daciding Qhaf They want to study, where fbeQ want to sfudf‘
i;, and,’perhaps to some degree ;f Ieagf, how fheywy;nf to study %f.

'Thqs, certainly at the college jevel, It makég’sense to me to allow
students to ch;ose a traditional ve;sus a seif-ﬁaqu coursé in-a susjecf
area of inferest, or to choose courses on the bag!E*S?—Tﬁ?€F§§+.and

# aptitude and instructors qn the basl’s of what is known about their com-

‘

petence and methods. |f some, studentg prefer certain Lnsfrucjor:s hecause

- they &l low much choice”lf assignments and ‘independent student work, and

= A

other siudents prefer other instructors because They haygfvery clear,and'
e;plicif cou}sé‘requﬁremenfs and a generally tightly organized approach
- to teaching and grading, why not |et the students have the courses and
instructors fhey'pcéfef? This approach certalinly will maximize student
3 * o./—“ 3 N
- attitudes, and it probably will Iimprove student achievement, so there is

’

_ every réaéﬁn.fo ggvor it.pendlng_emjdence to the contrary.

-Similért&, although | favor retaining ;Be tdea éf a requirea set of
lcore csurses fo'insyrejfmﬂLlndiyiduéls g?%duatjng with perticular degrees'-
will havébaf least sampled a rea§ona6}v broad range of content, | can see ’

many advanfage§ and féw disadvantages to encouraging students to 5}}63&?3?

N v

‘““‘ié%fT%éTF‘abTT6ﬁ31Zéursewérk however fhey‘choose. All'fhiqgs.cbns}&eréd, I
fsuspecf that sfudnnfs'fnfensely'inferosfed ip‘rela¥fvély néfrow sybjecf
matter w{ll get more out of Intensive work In that subject than fh;y would
get 6uf‘of being foncéq to take more-c;urseg In other areas. Conversely,
students swho paveﬁno+ yet defined thelr infére%fs so ﬂarrowly,or.prgcisc!y_
: oo o f‘ ' )
e |

|
b
i
'
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- probably are better off If they continue to sample different areas while
“trying to "find themselves." . . 2 .

s

-~

Thus, taking iﬁfo account these developmenfal.consideraflons,~I wou!d .
place at leastwone limitation on the genecalﬁzed cautlons outlined pre~
viéusly. This Is the idea that, oncelsfﬁdénfs Rave attained adult status

to the point where schools nb Ionéer can or should ;ftempf +6 goclalize

=

them and instead should attempt to meet their expreséed needs, schools

legitimately can abrndon attempts to remediate weakness areas and can

y

D ) / SR ’ - -
. - - - K N

Conclusion s

'éoncenfrafe on pitching to sfrqufﬁ§$ ?

e
®

'Ind}VlduaI and group differences in sacial and perloﬁél *raits have
. “ potentigl lﬁplltaflong for optimizing education to medt. each student's
. unique neeé;,.bu? the problem Is very complex. ngally, neither pif;hing

.7 ) ?:-

- - .
to strengths nor trying to shore up weaknesses wlll sugceed, becalse DU 5

RS

such oversimplified gpproacﬁes cause more proBIems than they solve.

? . :
Furthermore, we lack agreement about the JdoaI_person and -about the

functions of schools. Thus, we also lack agfeemenf abqyf tne ideal student”

*and about the 'Ideal éfudent,folé.‘ Until and unless such agreement cap be

reached, prescriptive advice can be given only for thase aspects upon

which there is.abreeménf. Other advice will be valué\advocacy rather

”»

than applied scientific psychology. °

-
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