- — v — B o B R o e C— Ry
R . N ] . bF . K T
T Lo . . . L 5 o
¥oe- * . L Fl . » » ! - . W - =
‘:‘ . T L * . " ) * K

Lo, T . . 'DOCUMENT RESUHE, -

- - Bp 163 613 - . . ‘ . " BA 011 092 (
f ‘AUTHOR e P Duhamel, Ronald J.; Duhamel, Carolyn S.
TITLE. - standards in Education: An Up-Date.
° PUB DATE .. Jun 78 .
"« . NOTB - ‘ " 13p.j Paper presented at the Canadian School
e Trustees' Association Congress on Edwcation (1st, . A
o ~ Foronto,. Ontario. June 17-21, 19?8) 2 C
BDRS,.PRICE .  MNP-$0.83 HC-$1,67 Plus Postage. ‘
.. DESCRIPTORS. *Academic Achievement; #*Academic Standards;
) . - . Elementary Secondary Bducation; Foreign Countries» -
S IDENTIFIERS Ontario. v . ‘ v
ABSTRLGT . R '

. standards in education bave generated a great deal of
dialogue. Hany people who debate the question of standards in Schools
dd' not. understand the term well; they do not know precisely what it
is that has supposeily fallepn or risen. In Ontario, even though there
is not a great deal of. evidence to indicate whether standards‘are
rising or falling, an&&even though one nmust look carefully at the
reéseapch vhich has been conducted in this fiéld, there is some proof
dvailable which suggests’'that standards in elementary and secondary .

. schools are as high, and probably higher, in’ a nunmber of dlsc1p11nes.
» , than they kave heen in the past, in-spite of the fact that there are
' a couple of problem areas. (nnthor)

I - . - " 1
P .

. -
**#*** Aol ol ek ol ok ek ********** ol ok ok ok ok Aol e ok ok ok bk ko Rok % Aok e ke Aok e

* . Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

U from the original decument. * .
*****************t************************************************&****

iy




- , ; =
%." 'I; ’ . s & - .t s, T - . é\ . . g
t ] o~ R T - . ' * . .o » tn - .
5 o - 2’.‘,{& - f‘ . . - . , ¢ 1. - *
» b ', ; . ® v ’E‘LEu"A“r'S‘»f"‘ oF :efm.'ru,.
L . 1 . . ' e Baa CATION B WELFSRE ' |
B NNy ; ' “at P 2 NATIONA®ANS 17U TE OF .
—f o i P . . EOUEATION L
. . Ry ’ . e, THIS, DOCUMENT Hal BEEN REPRO--
W« 2 [ . . © oucs'Eo EXACTLY 5 [RECEWED €ROM © |
; . S : 1,1 <3 THE FERSON QR GRGANIZATION DRIGHN-
. N\"zﬁi . . - ATING FT POINTS OF WIEW OR OPINIONS
- « ' TATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
\o . - » = . ENTOFFICIAL NATIWINAL INSTITUTE QO
- - . - s i} . EDUCATIONSPOSITION OR POLICY . K
— X . . ™ : N
=~ P .- . - .
:‘ ‘-u W N . . F3 ‘., - adn M ; R ' % 4 ~ )
. b . L :)‘
.
» ) * . % . o - " L }’,.
- - . L
. “ . a . . ' .
. 2 Tt - R A “
~ . A - * 3 M I '\...ﬁ
Coe . . = | 7L
PR L] ’
. ] i 2
. N
R - s . ¥ ’ : ’
0, - . Lt \ '
k] W r N B . ! v i - :
L] ] t - ' 1 . ’
. STANDARDS IN EDUCATEON:. ,.AN UP-DATE -
Yo h - - g N -
v - LI -+ - ’ -
/o : . v - P ’ T
Y. e A paper presented by ' | ) . '
+ B .
L . Ronald J. Ouhamel, Ph.D. : .
) S . Carolyn S.“Duhamel, B.Sc.
L R n o .'
O . b at the First Congress on Education '
sponsored by-Canadian School Trustees' Association < - .-
L 3 ’ M * '
- - . . A
e Y * L .
v £ - - M A * - .
Ll ’
¢ ) .- .L
* +* r . -~ * ¢ _‘
- ) b “PEAMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
! ’ MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
. . : . . N
f - T . " f
‘ * : R o~ Dulym/ ’
- ' TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES
. . INFORMATION CENTER (ERICI AND
N + USERS OF THE ERIC svs*reqr."\
1
P x ) . 7 *
. D L
N ’ b o— ’ *
® court. - - e H
. Toronto, .Canada , . ‘ June, 1978 ]
Q‘ . . - 2 ' ' / ' L | )
+ ERIC : A '




STANDARDS IN EBUCATION: AN UP-DATE

: L]
o~
-

Ronald J. DuhameI,'Eb.D.
Carolyn.S. Duhamel, B.Sq.

;
Fa
- X ) . .
LY
*
¥ 4 .
‘\..
~ LY

€anada (

s

bl -
- = LY
[ . . : "
.
’
. .
.
L .
’ . & .
'
- ~ I3 '
L] ‘s
EH
f t .f‘
|
b
!
’
) .
. . , .
e !
- -
£ 7 .
. -
.
e .
* ’-/}l ;
-
- s
P
. . .
L3
’ .
’
* .
~
.
o
- ¢
~
*
R A
[y
. L) .
. —

3

.
.
T
.
¢
.
*
t
.
.
+
Yol . N
[ 4
.
»
:
.
+
-3
.
.
’
-
.
\
N [
-
LY
-
.
-
-
+
.
.
.

anraamennassancrsrs Rl E STl AL ERA IR

HEERF IR T4

i

L3S

=TTIET



5 oo

*  STANDARDS IN EDUCATION: AN UP-DATE ' - o

~

. Accordlng to a number of sources which inElude people from.

: Aﬁeyeral valks of 1i?e, standaﬁ@s haveé declined ‘alarmingly in the -

. . L ¥ 4 -
as the "Hall/Denis Report". In the view of others, standards no. ‘. % .

: 1onger exigt in any meanlngful form'in the nation's schools. From

" curricula., The pdchtiOQal system has begun to respoqd‘to.lﬁisl

R a 7 -

In the seventies, public education has come under severe
- - - . . L . . I. .‘o ‘\, i
and frequent attack by both individuals and groups with regard ! o

to the question of “standards". Euerfone even remotely “interested °
., . . “ :

in siandafds'}n schools recognizes that the media often devote
,fconsiderable time to the discussion., Anyone who has c&nsiﬂerea _ -

*

Ehis issue notes quickly that 1t§13 often posrly deflned mlsunger-

stood and ouer31mp11f1ed ' o

0

vake of progressive education qﬁually associated with PLiQing ahd.
1 “\ - ) . Yoo ,'- J ks
Leafning -_The Report of the Provincial Committe¢ on Aims and -~ - °

0b jectiues of Eduvs‘ation in the Scﬁools of Ibni:ario", better knowh a

> -

. ar - . & .f
sueh widespread dlssatasfactlon has. emerged the "back- to-h331es“ oo

movement, characterlzed by heauy emphasis on wrltten language ‘e < f
- & 1 - . .n ]

and-mathematics skills, often to the almost total exclusion of ‘ ;

many other learning actfuit;ea vhich ﬁresentlf compTrise egﬂool
' -4 P e

cry for chaﬁge, to this return ﬁgﬁ%he three R's; the re—introduciion

L

of certain compulsory courses in Ontarlo hlgh school programs 13 ) !

¥

but one manifestation Of this, reSPOHSG- Some 1nd#u1duals regard
thlS latteroccur;%ﬁEe asﬁzn admission of gu11t 07 fallure on theh‘ ; .

part of the aystem. Such conc1u31ona, hovever, appear to be unwarranted ?" -
in Zight of the data qurrently avallable on‘the ;op;p of Stan ards .o oy

1

in the schools. i . - ' .
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‘that there are several factors and condltlons whleh may 1im1t
€he generallzability and the strength of the conclu31ons in any

one study Most. crltlcel among these ‘is. the nature of the data

themselues. thle the standarae 1asue has” been around and

T

_discussed for many years;*dtSCUﬁQiQELffgffffng this concern hag

only come.lnto q&erp “focus .over the past decade.” Uﬁ?ortunately,

at least in Untarlo, there exist few e331ly acc5331b1e longitudifial

= ot i 15 iy st g
. ) studies of mgmﬁcapc;e;,,pn"thls‘toplch Furthermore,'lach of

Fj ) ¢ " f ) : ) ' P ) *

\ consistency. gn key design features such as sample population,

sampl'ng techniques, testlng 1nstruments and procedures, and
ata analx31s tends to hlnder cdmparison among individual studles.
Changes in society over reeent decades and the 1mpae§ of '

‘e

these changesaon schools and educational'sxstems introduce still

reater complexity to the diecussiontdt_staﬁderds in the schoola.

isen slmost steadily eince the Second World War and only recently
{
has there been eyidence of a leévelling off’and 1nore331ngly a

decllne. The effect .of thesge’ splralllng enrolmjpt figures was.
to introduce into the schools a large proportion of students --
whose ablllty levels would have precluded their admittance to

seueral schoals .where their gresence would have been somevhat

-

dlfficﬂlt, perhaps eveén 1mpo§31ble 2 decade or two agoe.

Schools no longer house only the so-called "Cream of the crop%,.
4 - v

but raéher’ﬁast adwinister to huge numbers of individyals whose

h]

SN ) )
, ‘ . . A g
- . E . -l 2 ;- .\- -
* ”
L . _...L._._._ S T S S .._-_,_:.._. ——— e A
¥ ' In presentlng such data, the authors Cautaon however, i
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academlc potentlals range from one extreme to another along a broad

-

“continuum of scholastle aptitudes and abllltles‘ Increasingly,

ﬁ-.- + [

; too,.publlc educatlonal'inst1tut10ns.mus§‘$eek t9 qubond ef- .

.
. *

%ectivelyfgnd vith increasing'gffectiveneas ko individuals whospJ

" learning abilities ﬁh; be. hindered by a variety of physical,

- +

.ﬁgotlonal, psychological, and 500131 1mped1ments and/or disorders.

. In addltlon, 5001etal values and mores over the past

'twenty‘to thirty yeags have become increasingly permissive, liberal
and relaxed; this sifuation,in combination vith the disintegration
+ - A

of the qxtéﬁdéd family, the growing numbers of working mothers and

;i;gle p?reﬁt families and the gradually waning influence of

" the church snd othe codmupity-oriented organizations, has shifted

much .of the emphasigvghd responsibility’ for the education and -
socialization df {our youth from home and church to public and
Bbivate educational institutions. Over many years, the Tuncfgon
of schools has expgndéd steadily to the point where it would appear
society expects, in effect, that the school be "all things to 311
peopleﬂ, and that educators instill in the youth of today a sense
of . disciglineé, responsibiiity, and obligation mhich are so often
1acki;g in society at ldarge. Given this entire set of circumstances,

| ;t behooues.each individual to examine thoroughly and objectively

R '
current data relating to the queation of standards in the schools.

* L]
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“Hf““~maﬁhhﬁh71he Case for Elementary Schools ' -0

né reborted in Duhamel Duhamel, and George’ (1977), the .
results of individual studles in both mathematlcs and,to a more’
limited extent, in reading at the elemenfary school level suggest
that today's pupils on the wvhola perform as well or better than
their counterpartq\pf a decade and two decades'previous. Furﬁher;

’
more, in the area of mathematlcs, 1t tras reporhﬂﬂ that both

subject matter and teaching methodology hgve changed uery mlnlmally

‘over the past ten to twenty years, even in spite of new programs.
and teachﬁng'techniques vhick have emerged during this same time

period (Russell and Robergson, 1%?5). . '._' .

‘ “ More recently, a province-vide evaluation of'grade 7 and

8 students in selected CUrrlculum areas reveals that whlle there

appear to %e some very Specific points off weakness with regard to

student ab111t1es as, for example, -in the case| of computat;onal

skills among grade 8 students,'there is, at t e”same time good-’

reason for optimism. In mathematics in the, 197 =1977 sahool year,

65 per cent of the testees Were rated competeﬁt ‘or betfer., In

science, vhile no great strengths emerged,_nongtheless; some-79

per cent of the pupils tested achieved the 1eve1 dfocompetence'

.demonstrating in general an adequate knovledge ofxbadic:scientific '

facts in both blology and physics.
that ., on the whole, pupll attitudes are-largely fauorable toward

the schools. finally, contrary to_populaf be%lef,,studenta can, --

in fact, communicate' intelligibly in written English, mjthuonly 3%

71 ) .: B e
..

Furtherﬁdre -there ﬁas euidenbe
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of éﬁg testees failing to reach competency level. Of note too, -

_is /the large proportion of students, some 60 per cent, whose

® -
1 vel of performance 1n‘tE:§\§rea vas rated.at the honours or

£

-*high honours levels. These flgures suggbst a very definite "growth

in writing skills at the particular grade levels tested. -
: \

Yetfanothér investigation, this one of a 1ongitudinal
nature,examined student achievement in languagéeh;ts‘and mathgnatids.
{in grndes 5 to 8 in bne school system over a forty-year gpan‘(Hedges,
1977). Unique in that'it_dgaws upon an extensive data bang based

on identical or highly similar tests employea over a 1éngﬂhy_

time period, this study, 1n addition to yielding valuable information

’ i .
and insights on a host of issues relating to student achievement
in Schools, suggésts geveral najor conclusions. Flrst, grade 8
‘h -
students perform conglstently worse than their earller counter-

'parts An arlthmetlc tomputation and rgasonlng in.contrast; today's

chlldren in. grades 5 to 7 outperform their earlier counterparts in

¥
fundamental mathematical operations. Second, reading comprehension

L]

scoRes regééi‘a small but steady improvement among brade 6 sthdent;

A

-over the past forty years, while grade 8 students achleve about

as well or magginally better than dldf;tEEEnEEJln earller testlng

phases precedlng the 1nvestlgﬁtlon. Flnally, uocabulary skllls and

knowledée at all gfade levels tested are sharply improved over

those of .earlier generations of Eomparabie students. ~

" The Case for Secondary Schools .5;Q'

v
. [ .

Much Eﬁxthe crltlclsm directed at Ontarlo secondary schools

- A

oVer secent years, has tome abouf in the wake of : changes 1n school

SR I N TP LT ST R U TTEY
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orgdnization &s outlined in Circular H.S. 1 (1972-73). Researeh

by the Ontario Instituté for Studles in Educatlon (OISE) b
on the 1mp1ementat10n:of this 1nd191§uallzed system and the

reperc0381ons of this msgor change has yielded five separate

reports whlch taken together ‘constitute the H.S. 1 Studies.

-

,of the magor flndlngs whlph emerged from thlS series of ' 1huestlgst10hs

Some -

-

include the folloW1ng items. .

- .

" First, while 'l:he: philosophy underiying the individualized ~

*

system was fa ured by educators and parents alike, only mlnlmal

organlzatlonal chenges had’occurred at the time the H 6) 1 stjd1es- A
were undertaken. Second, in spite of the initial "no c ory

.

.
-t

\\sghjects" feature’ of the credit system, data on the coyrses and

patterns of student choicejreuedled that "traditional’ subject

-

areas remaiged popular among students and;with minor variations,

enrolment .rates in.such courses remained‘}elstigaly stable in
. " 4 "

*

‘comparison to those of the earlier traditional systems. In the . :
- * * - . ‘ v - M

: : X

third place, secondary school students on the whole tended to

favour awerage and high dlfficultx %guel courses with few .

individuals opting for low or open_levels of course difficulty.

Fourth, prior to the-present_core cuiriculum~prouisions, many — ]

schoolg endorsed a core of subgects an? tipulatsd prerequisites >~
whlch in effect,llmlted student choice wj

th regard to to“kss. . .

selection. Fifth, student influence was restricted lergelx to

matters of course selection and dress. In all other matters of an

organigational or educsﬁional nattre, student ﬁnf}ﬁente vasfelt °° -

to be minimal. Sixth, most students and teachersareported satistEtion
: e . \. ' —_—

- Ll
N -

* i
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with the ehanges in school climate and student social patterns

4
LoiMRIfTrrilelniiiraiiiis

. ‘which emerged wlthlh the 1nd1u1duallzed system. There was a
general consensus that the'organiza@ional changes oeeurring'with

. .. . *
'S the implementation of the credit system created an atmosphere

more conducive to both meaningful teaching and iearning. Finally,

Thaengtag

in ;he seuenth place, no conclusive data were found with redard ¥ ;é

TEP student aehieuemeﬁt in the traditional system as eomggeed to o %

that in the credit system., It seemed highly possible-that such 3
g;ganizetfonal phaege pef se m;y noe.direetly influence learning; .r 2

o . . rather, improuements or declines in student- achievement vere . ?
, N perhaps more dlreetly the result of 1nteruenxng variables - o8 g

\n_/h\ 000391oned by 1n1tlal modlfleatlons in organlzatlonal structure.

¢ -—

v More ;9eently, the Dntario,Interfaee Progect sponsoredsby

o de

. F . .
the Ministries of Education and of Colleges and Uniuegeities again

-

- mhlle ‘pointing to some isolated areas 235 of weakness, for exaqple,

1owered test scores in grade 13 physics in' 1976 as compared to X

{,those in 1970, is on thp whole favourable toward the schools and . &

suggests that vide-spredd deterioration in student performance
‘ e * : @ -
is,for the greatest part, more fiction then fact, The deta

*

‘indicate further éhat ray sehool marks ﬁ" grade 13 eeday are as
accurate predictors of unlver31ty performa ee as vere.standardized - -
prq:xnce-wlde examlnatlons «in the perlod preeediﬂh thear abolltlon
.in 1967, In his discussion of. the interfaeedata, Russell (1977)

| e suggests'that the deellqe in both aptltude and‘aehieuement test

’ scores of students at the secondary and post-seeondary\feuels fh

-

, recent jyears is more- accurately attributable,todérosslg increased ”

L]

enrolments than to any clearly documented decline in standards and

-

» . M . " —

| 0. . |
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. student performance, this same p01nt has been elaborated on earlier

-

“° in this dlSCPSSlOH.

Conclusion .

Nhlle the data on standards in tAe schools remain incomplete !

and whzle 1t is unlzkely that thq dilemma of standards can ever be

thoroughly resolved, nonethelesg, it is perhaps time that educators

and society at large take some affirmative action on’the basis bof

- the evidence available to date. * o ' . Ve

~ .
Flrst, it is cruczally ;_Egrtant to reallze ‘that whenever N

_any debate concernlng standardstakesFﬂace,¢awnumber ofudeflnztlons

e cap bt?' and often are used. Such a practice leads to fr_ustratzon, - [

r

confusion, .and obuiodély, disagreement. What is_ it, that is,

" which type of standard(s) is(are of mést impoértance to . ' _ K
people vho are involved in education, be'tﬁey parenta,_studenfs,

: 7 oor echators? It has geen suggested that the only - -
.real.standard is a comparison between what a atudent achleues at

a part:cﬁfﬁr task and the 1e1F1 of achzeuement ‘of whlch he/she o .

is actually capable, Others have stated thai soclety must know

-

if a child of “x" ability performs ag’well, in various disciplines,
as a pupil of aimilar abjlity'é.ﬂecade or more/ago: Is this the
'infarmation vhich is required? Are ihereﬁpore data needed? What

.are they? Second, it,is imperative that more thorough study be

-

- undertaken to yield a more complete assessment of student achievement
in all areas of school curricula, Thitd, the educational community.

must strive to maintain continued Jiigh levels of performance wheré . y
- ' . - -I .

. _ L

“J’ - ’ ) “ . . o . . ) LY - . -
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.and future' research data. Finally, it is necessary that

- 9 - ) L] :::‘

. j -~
. * - . ~ . ‘ 1 ' . . :;
. ‘ they already exist,while at the same time undertaking correctl_v'e * i
measures to overcome certain wegknesses identified by curreQi': . : . ':‘

* educational institutions aMd syStems look to the future to
* »

examine and select educational objectives and practices which

will ensure an increasing qualiby of performance from the : o
. ’ . . ]
learner for wvhatever educational tasks he/she pursues, In . ﬁ g
o ' . . E
so doing, and in order td maximize this possjgility, one should :
»seek to build in those pgsitive attributes in evidence in present
" educational structures. . ]
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