
DOCOMENT RESUME

111 174 728 UD 019 667

TITLE terpectives on tilt Instructional Dimensions Study; A

4
Supplemental Report from the National Institute of
Education.

1
.

INSTITUTION National Inst. of EducatibmADHEI), Washington,
D.C.

PUN DATE Nov 78
NOTE 80p.; Por a related document, see UD 019 666

EDRS PRICE MF01/ECO4 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Classroom Environment; *Compensatory Education;

Conference Reports; *Educational Improvement;
Educationally Disadvantaged; *Educational
Opportunities; Educational Research; Elementary
Secondary Education; Equal Education; Individualized
Instruction; Program Administration; *Program
Evaluation; Remedial Reading Programs; Teaching
Methods

IDENTIFIERS *Elementary Secondary Educaticn Act Title I;
*Instructional Dimensions Study

_ABSTRACT
In this volume the April, 1978 Ir(structional

Dimensions Study conference is reported. The qbnf rence focused on
four areas of compensatory education: (1) oppartunity to learn; (2)

Iinstructional setting; (3) planning, organization, and management;
and (4) individualized instruction. An overview cf the proceedings
outlines and briefly discusse-s each of these areas. Individual papers
address particular issues in each of the four Areas. Papers by Gaea
Leinhart and Herbert Zimiler deal respectively with the concept of
educational opportunity at the classroom level and with the
"engagedness" of children in the classroom. Each reviews pertinent
literature on the subject of educational opportunity. G. Charlotte
Kennedy analyzee-teacber reported dimensions cf compensatory
educaticu instructional environments in terms of "mainstream" and
"pullout" settings. Roger W. Shuy argues that educational researchers
have made little progress in assessing the effect of setting on
education. Morton Botel describes different aspects of planning,
organization, and management of selected reading programs. Pinally,
both Marianne Amarel and Jane A. Stallings ague that individualized
instruction can be efftctive. (EB)

f.

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

* from the original document. *

***********************************************************************



az

-4-
ti

Perspectives on the
Instructional Dimensions Study

A Supplemental Report from the
National Institute of Education

November 1978

The National Institute of Education
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Washington,D.C. 20208

JUL 2 Si9

2

U.S.

.1

O

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
ADUC.ATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

morn
EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
00CE0 EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION OR IGH4.
*TING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY



Preface

The Instructional Dimensions Study (IDS) Con-
ference and this volume reflect the cooperative
effort of contractors, local school system person-
nel, and the National Institute of Education (NIE)
staff.

Special thanks are due to Kirschner Associ-
ates, Inc., for assisting NIE in identifying teacher
participants and to the National Institute for
Community Development for providing important
planning and support services during the confer-
ence.

Throughout the study, local school systems
facilitated the IDS research effort. The teachers
who participated in the conference provided many
valuable insights, which were used by the authors
in drafting their papers.

iii

Michael Cohen, Joe Dominic, Nellie Santiago-
Walpow, and Marcia Whiteman of NIE acted as
symposium leaders for the working sessions. In
this capacity, they helped clarify the principal
issues and also contributed substantively to the
overall conceptualization ofn the IDS Conference.
The conference was designed by Peirce Hammond.
Richard Moss was Project Officer for the confer.
ence, assisted by Karen McKee. Joy Frechtling,
Peirce Hammond, Richard Moss, and Margot
Nyitray read and suggested revisions for the
papers. Their comments and Cathy Hodgman's
special contributions to the clarity of presentation
helped to better integrate the ideas of the
individual paper's. Each paper reflects the
opinions of its author; the views expressed do not
represent those of NIE or of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
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Chapter I. Introduction

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Amendments of 1974 instructed the
National Institute of Education (NIE) to conduct
on evaluation of compensatory education. One,
component of this study was an examination of
the effects of compensatory education services on
children. NIE's major effort in this area, the
Instructional Dimensions Study (IDS), examined
teaching practices in o selected sample of class-
rooms to determine both whether e:urrent practic-
es can be effective and how they might be
improved. Reports on the IDS were issued in 1977
(Kirschner Associates, Inc.. 197.) and sent to
Congress last year (NIE, 1977).

isJIL's overall mission includes two major goals.
The first, prompting educational equity, was
served by the reports incde to Congress on the
Compensatory Education Study, including IDS. In
an effort to forward the second, improving educa-
tional practice, by- relating IDS findings to some
of the teachers who participated in the study and
by considering and reporting their responses to it,
NIE convened the IDS Conference in April 1978.
Participating teachers were selected from among
about 600 who had participated in the study.
Teachers who employed a variety of teaching
practices- were included. Also attending the
conference were nine educational researchers,
selected to provide different educational perspec-
tives. The researchers were charged with record-
ing the conference proceedings and integrating
the views of the teachers with the findings of
educational research.

This volume presents the product of their
efforts. Included are both an overall summary of
conference proceedings and individual papers dis-
cussing issues in each of the four areas on which
the conference focused: opportunity to learn;
instructional setting; planning, organization, and
management; and individualization of instruction.

A summary of the IDS and its findings is
presented below. This summary provided the
context for the conference and affords necessary
background to the papers presented here.

During the 1976-77 school year, ME examined
instructional practices in 400 selected classrooms
in 100 schools in 14 local educational agencies
(LEAs) in the United States. The IDS assessed the
effects on achievement of reading and mathe-
matics instruction provided to compensatory

education students in 1st and 3d grades in these
classrooms. Participating schools were in rural,
suburban, and urban areas, differed in economic
levels, and were, as a whole, representative of the
national ethnic composition. Selected schools also
charocteristically had well- implemented instruc-
tional programs, although the programs them-
selves varied. They ranged in approach from
hi it-11y individualized diagnostic and prescriptive
programs to traditionol whole-class instruction.

Particular classrooms were chosen to reflect
variation in the degree of individualization of
instruction as measured by the use of (I) behavior-
al objectives, (2) individual pacing, (3) individual
sequencing, and (4) diagnostic and mastery testing
and prescriptive techniques. In addition, it was
generally required that in selected classrooms
there be teachers who had previous experience in
the instructional practices studied.

Interviewers gathered data on actual class-
room practices and teacher background. In order
to measure the extent to which classroom instruc-
tion overlapped with the content of achievement
tests, researchers analyzed the curriculu-n
materials used by participating teacher..
Videotape recording was used to examine those
teacher-student interactions which would be diffi-
cult to measure through interviews (for example,
frequency of individual or small-group instruction;
proportion of management statements to cogni-
tive/instructinal statements). The amounts and
proportions of supplemental instruction were doc-
umented by office rosters. The standard for
comparison of the effectiveness of the various
instructional practices was the Comprehensive
Test of Basic Skills (CTBS).

The results of the IDS fall into the four areas
described below:

First, the opportunity to learn provided by
relatively high amounts of instructional
time and emphasis on the skills on which
achievement gains were measured were
important factors in high achievement
gain.

Second, in-class or mainstream instruction
proved more effective than out-of-class or
pullout instruction for 1st graders in read-
ing and in mathematics and for 3d graders
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in reading. However, setting was not a
significant factor for 3d-grade mathe-
matics instruction.

Third, the overall results of the study were
encouraging about the general effective-
ness of compensatory instruction in well-
planned and well-implemented programs.

Fourth, the results did not show individual-
ized instruction to be uniquely effective.
Generally, individualized classrooms were
neither more nor less effective than class-
rooms which were relatively nonindividual-
ized.

Opportunity

The IDS examined two types of opportunities
given to students. The first, opportunity to learn,
can roughly be translated into instructional time.
It included measures of length of schoolday,.
amount of regular and supplemental reading and
math instruction, attendance, class and group
size, proportion of students working "on task," and
amount of homework.

Research evidence shows that increased
instructional time is associated with increased
learning, but the way time is spent is also
important. %Me evidence illustrates that "direct
instruction" is one effective way of using instruc-
tional time.

The second type of opportunity, opportunity to
demonstrate learning, is based on the premise that
what is learned depends on what is taught. This
rather simple assumption implies that programs
will appear to be more successful when the
content of the test materials is closely related to
curricular content of the instructional program.

The IDS found that instructional time was an
important determinant of achievement gain and
that when instruction emphasized the particular
skills on which achievement gains were measured,
student achievement gains were especially large.
Each of these findings was more pronounced for
I st grade than for 3d grade.

Setting

The question of whtre supplemental (compen-
satory) education should be provided is contro-
versial. The two major alternatives examined by
IDS were (I) in-class or mainstream instruction
and (2) Out-of-class or pullout instruction. The
controversy about setting has two aspects.

First, some States and districts mandate the
use of pullout programs because they believe that
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the Title I regulations require it or because they
want to illustrate clearly the existence of a
special program for designated students by phys-
ically isolating it from the regular classroom. The
NIE National Survey of Compensatory Education
found' that pullout instruction predominates
nationally for compensatory reading instruction..

In I st grade, pullout services were delivered to
64% of the compensatory education students
receiving reading and 28% of those receiving
mathematics. In 3d grade, tOe figures were 74%
and 57%, respectively. The Title I regulations do
not, in fact, require pullout programs, but they do
require a special program for designated students.
Since models of allowable mainstream programs
have not been disseminated widely, States and
districts concerned about the legality of their
programs and about the risks of program audits by
the U.S. Office of Education have often mandated
or designed pullout programs to assure legality
and minimize the risk of audit exceptions.

The second aspect of this controversy is
pedagogical. Which setting, if either, benefits the
Title I students more? Or, putting it negatively,
does either setting tend to harm students in same
fashion? Advocates of each of these two
approaches make claims about the effectiveness
of pullout and of mainstream instruction. Some
believe that pullout instruction may make
instruction easier by allowing students of approxi-
mately equal abilities and skills to be instructed
together. Others believe that pullout instruction
may facilitate de facto segregation or resegrega-
tion; that it may encourage tracking; that it -nay
stigmatize the children who are pulled out; and
that it may make coordinating regular and com-
pensatory instruction more difficult.

Some believe that mainstream instruction may
facilitate the coordination of regular and compen-
satory instruction; that it may use financial
resources more effectively; and that it may allow
greater positive peer influences because of the
impact of "good" students on Title I students.
Others believe that mainstream instruction may
make it harder to meet the needs of individual
students; that it may allow instructional patterns
which have led to failure to be repeated during
compensatory instruction; and that it may embar-
rass Title I students because they receive this
extra instruction in the presence of their peers.

To date, research evidence is inconclusive on
most of these topics, although some suggest that
ability grouping ("homogeneous grouping," or
tracking) is detrimental to the achievement gains
of average and below-average students. The
question of effects of setting on achievement is a
separate but related question. It is possible, for
example, to 1..se ability grouping in both main-
stream and pullout settings.



The IDS found that 1st graders gained most in
mainstream settings in reading (13 months or 17
percentile points vs 12 months or II percentile
points) and in mathematics (l3 months or 20
percentile points vs II months or 7 percentile
points). Third graders gained most in mainstream'
reading (10 months or 13 percentile points vs 7
months or 8 percentile points), but 'mathematics
gains were equal in the two settings (12 months or
17 percentile points).

Planning, Organization, and Management of Com-
pensatory Instruction

The research results are generally encouraging
about the effectiveness of compensatory educa-
tion programs examined in this study. Overall,
students in grade I made average gains of 12
months in reading and 11 months in math during
the 7 months between fail and spring testing as
measured by the CTBS. Third graders gained 7
months in reading and 12 months in math on the
CTBS. These gains exceed those reported in the
most positive recent evaluations of compensatory
instruction. Contributing to these results may be
certain special features of the selected districts
and classrooms: districts were nominated because
they had wen-implemented programs, and class-
room teachers were generally included only if
they were -experienced in giving a particular type
of instruction (ranging from individualized diag-
nostic and prescriptive instruction to more
traditional whole-class instruction).

Although these classrooms were not special
demonstration projects, they were better planned,
organized, or managed than is typical of class-
rooms serving similar students. While teacher
background, including teaching experience, formal
education, and amounts of various kinds of recent
inservice 4raining, was not related to achievement
gain within the study, there stilt may be aspects
of teacher background (such as organizational
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skills) which distinguish the study sample as a
whole from teachers in general.

Individualized Instruction.

The IDS examined individualization of instruc-
tion for two reasons. First, Congress expressed
explicit interest in it. Second, there was a
substantial amount of research work indicating
that such features of individualized p-ograms as:

clearly stated behavioral objectives which
take individual students in small steps
through curriculum materials;

instruction which bears directly on the
objectives;

structured, sequential instruction;

high-intensity, closely supervised
instruction;

individual diagnosis and prescription;

individual or small-group instruction; and

flexible grouping

were often associated With achievement gains
greater than those of programs lacking such
features. Further, many educators and
educational researchers currently believe strongly
in the effectiveness of "direct instruction," for
example, instruction characterized by these
features.

Study findings did not, however, show individu-
alized classrooms to be uniquely effective. The
IDS results showed substantial gains, in reading and
mathematics achievement irrespective of the
presence or absence of individualization as de-
fined for this study.



Chapter II. Overview of the Instructional
Dimensions Study Conference

Nel Noddings
Stanford University

In 1974, Congress directed the National Insti-
tute of Education (NIE) to examine the purposes
and operation of Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. The Congres-
sional mandate to NIE has been characterized in
terms of two principal questions: How effective
are compensatory education programs in meeting
their basic purposes? What changes might be
made to improve the effectiveness of compensa-
tory education programs ?'

In attempting to answer these questions, NIE
developed a strategy for research that involved an
examination of four major areas: funds alloca-
tion, service delivery, 'student development, and
program administration. The Instructional Dimen-
sions Study (IDS) was designed as part of the study
of student development. The IDS Conference was
convened to supplement the information presented
in the study and to aid policymakers, in interpret-
ing that information.

C41* conference brought together 40 teachers
who had participated in the IDS and invited them
to discuss the study's findings and to contribute
information and suggestions they had gained in
.their own professional work with Title I. As NIE
Diputy Director Michael Timpane, pointed out in
his opening remarks, the conference marked
another significant effort in NIE's continuing
campaign "to improve the practice of education as
art, science, and profession." Researthers, he
said, could say quite a lot about education as
science, but teachers were needed to describe and
suggest improvements in, education ds art and
profession. His remarks proyed correct.. The
views expressed by the, conference teachers dif-
fered dranatically from those of researchers. But
the difference provides a complementary. view,
one that fills out the lientific skeleton of
research, and not a contradictory one.

IA description of the history and purposes of NIE's
efforts to examine Title I programs may be found
in The Effects of Services on Student
Development, September 1977, an NIE publica-
tion available from The National 'Institute of
Education,. Washington, D.C. 20208.
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In this overview, our main purpose is to
describe the conference itself.. To do that lucidly,
however, something must be said about the IDS.
For a fuller description, the reader is again
referred to The Effects of Services on Student
Development.

In designing the IDS, researchers took into
account two well-known facts about recent
research: first, global assessments of
compensatory education programs. have not been
very usefulpartly because of ambiguities in the
interpretation of their findings, and partly
because they have failed to establish any con-
nection between success and particular program
features which might have produced that success.
Second, not all desirable outcomes are equally
measurable. Instruments exist, for example, by
which we can measure "self-image" and attitudes,
but there is considerable disagreement over what
the instruments actually measure, and the instru-
ments frequently display a lack of sensitivity and
discriminatory power. Hence, IDS researchers
decided to narrow the focus of the study and to
concentrate upon trying to find connections
between particular program features and achieve-
ment in mathematics and reading. Adequate
measurement instruments exist for both areas,
and it is generally agreed that both subjects are
crucial in scholastic development.

A major difference in priorities between
researchers and teachers became obvious immedi-
ately. Researchers, in order to do "good science,"
must strip away complexity and attempt to
control variables and establish hypothetical
connections. Teachers, looking at the same
situation, embrace the complexity and choose for
their area of concentration features of the pro-
gram which seem to be the murkiest scientifical-
ly. Interestingly, as Botel and Hawkins _point out
in their papers, teachers think that state and
district policyrnakers also oversimplify. This
trend toward what teachers see as oversimplifica-
tion is partly a product of the accountability
movement and its functional dependence on
behavioral objectives. Thus, while a district guide
may state its aims for reading in terms of specific
decoding skills and vocabulary attainment, teach-



ers are likely to aim for voluntary and self-
selected reading, for pleasure in silent teading,
and for social outcomes resulting from shared

-exiierientes in 'reading. Are teachers wrong to
pursue such aims? Should they concentrate on the
more specifically stated and narrowly focUsed
objectives? Are researchers wrong in their effort
to circumscribe and control? Probably the-answer
to all three questions is no. But it must be kept in
mind that sharply contrasting views follow from
these very different sources.

The IDS focbsed on selected reading and
mathematics programs in I st and 3d grades, and it
concentrated on two questions: Is compensatory
instruction more effective in mainstream or pull-
out settings? What classroom procedures are
related to significant student achievement? The
study, then, consists of four major areas: (I)
opportunity to learn,' (2) setting for instruction,
(3) planning, organization, and management, and
(4) individualization of instruction.

. The IDS Conference was organized into four
workshops treating these topics. From this point
on,ithis summary is also organized around the, four
topes, and further description of the definition's,
variables, hypotheses, interpretations, etc., will
be undertaken in each of the subsummaries.

Opportunity to Learn

"Opportunity is the chance of obtaining, or the
access one has to, a valued resource." (See

.Leinhardt's paper, p.I 5.) The concept of oppor-
tunity, as Leinhardt states, has been an economic
and political one. As an educational comerit,- it
holds some promise, but it also introduces some
difficulties. Consider, for example, a hypothe-
tical case of -students who are exposee to an
acceptable number of .minutes of instruction in
subject X but fail to attend' to the instruction
effectively because of, say, language difficulties.
How shalt we' measure their opportunity to learn?
Or, suppose children spend a significant portion of
their time, as they sometimes do in highly
individualized programs, doing the wrong thing
practicing their errors, failing to follow printed
instructions, using a faulty heuristic. How much
of their time should be counted as "opportunity to
learn"?

It is clear that a concept of opportunity which
uses amount of instructional time (either allo-
cated or engaged) presupposes a certain level of
proficiency on the part of the teacher: that the
teacher will choose methOds at least reasonably
likely to be effective with given students, that the
teacher will be able to supervise closely enough to
ensure that "practicing errors" will not be a
common occurrence. The IDS did, indeed, concen-
trate its attention on reasonably proficient teach-

ers and accordingly successful outcomes. Hence,
one can reasonably ask: What is the effect of
increasing instructional time on student achieve-
ment?

The IDS included as variables in its measure-
ment of "opportunity": claw size, minutes per
week of instruction, time students spend on task,
and overlap between the curriculum (things actu-
ally taught) and test content. The last variable,
"overlop,",is interpreted as a measure of "oppor-
tunity to demonstrate learning." For all groups of
students, overlap correlated positively with
achievement.

Teachers at the conference- were asked how
much time they scheduled for reading and math
and what sorts of strategies 'they used to increase
instructional time when they thought it was
necessary to do so. Many'replied that time -for
reading and mathematics was mandated by State
or district. Therefore, allocated time for these
subjects was fixed. But it turned out that for
many of these teachers, reading instruction per-
vaded the day's instructional activities. In social
studies and science, for example, teachers spent
time on specific reading instruction. The slogan
"Every teacher is a reading teacher" was taken
seriously by the conferees. It is therefore
difficult to determine exactly how much time is
spent on reading instruction in any given situation._

The difference in viewpoint between teachers
and researchers (and, say, a district's behaviorally
stated goali) makes it difficult for the careful
researcher to pinpoint "minutes of instructional
time." The conference teachers, for example,
took time from "actual reading" to allow students
to express themselves, share experiences, and
choose their own learning paths. To the teachers,
these activities were essential and integral ports
of reading instruction; to the researchers, they
were "time out" from direct instruction in reading
skills. Thus, there was a basic conflict between
teachers and researchers over both quantity and
quality of "instructional time" and "engaged
time." (See Zimiles, p. 25 and p. 26.)

Teachers generally rejected suggestions that
an increase in instructional time be achieved by
lengthening, the schoolday or school year, by
taking time from other subjects, or by increasing
the pace of instruction. (See Leinhardt, pp. 16,
17, 18.) Indeed, they were concerned about the
fact that Title I children often missed social
studies, science, or music in order to receive
supplemental instruction in math and reading. To
prevent this "missing out," some teachers even
used. the time when Title I children were "pulled
out" for enrichment in the areas of reading or
math with their regular students. In these special
circumstances, the scientific conditions are fur-



ther confounded. Can The Title I children be said
to receive "supplemental instruction" if other
children are also receiving special additional
instruction? And,. if children receive very
particular help in reading associated with social
studies and science, is it not possible that Title I
chaldren are actually sometimes missing a vital,
segment of the instructional package? It should
be possible to work out some sort of scheme by
which Title I children with a certain mixof skills
would study the regular social studies and/or
science and those with another mix receive
continued instruction in general decoding skills.
At the present time, our knowledge appears to
lock the fine tuning required for such a scheme.

The conference teachers named organizational
matters as a major ;actor decreasing instructional
time. Motivating, disciplining, listening, sharing,
and "loving" were all considered integral to the
instructional process. But testing, moving large
numbers of children here and there, recording
progress on special cards, writing out prescrip-
tions--the vast sum of clerical and logistical
taskswere seen as tasks in conflict with the
instructional process. Many teachers seemed to
have at least partially resolved this problem with
the help of sympathetic administrators by con-
stantly paring away at the mountain of paperwork.
Those with less administrative support felt that
the superficial appearance of accomplishing some-
thing had higher priority in their schools than did
actual contributions to students' achievement and
well - being.

In the matter of pacing and sequencing, we
find an interesting anomaly. Leinhardt cites a
Considerable body of research on "timing" and
"pacing," but teachers seem to go at the matter
intuitively or traditionally. Thus, math and
reading are taught when "long" blocks of time can
be counted on. One "moves on" when students
show signs of being ready to do so. Indeed,
discussion at most of the Opportunity Workshops
barely touched on matters of sequencing and tim-
ing, focusing, rather, on strategies for increasing
instructional time or on testing as part of "curric-
ulum overlap:" Teachers might profit from
responsible suggestions and reliable information
about timing and pacing.

An interesting feature of the talk about
instructional time centered on -the problem of
keeping children on-task. Teachers found one-to-
one strategies relatively ineffective with Title I

students because children are left to work by
themselves for long periods of time while the
.teacher works with other individuals. They found
it easier to keep children on-task- in small groups
where questions can be asked and answered
collecti and where peer support can keep
things when the teacher moves to another

group. Again, teachers emphasized the socializing
effects of small grOOpS and the opportunities for
children to be recognized and helped by their.
peers. Teachers grouped and regrouped, strug-
gling to find a balance that would permit a high
degree of personalization together with the nece-
ssary level of monitoring. Too large a group
meant a sacrifice in personalization and a level of
monitoring aimed at the lower half of the group;_
too small a group meant many children neglected
and an increase in random behavior.

During the discussion on curriculum overlap, it
became clear that teachers had a host of gripes
about testing. (See Zimiles, pp. 25 and 29.)
Sometimes there was so much testing that it
invaded time teachers saw as instructional time.
Sometimes too much emphasis was placed on tests
and not enough- on features of the curriculum
which resist accurate measurement. And some-
times tests incorporated items with which'
children were unfamiliar because of their geo-
graphical location or social status. Arizona
children, for example, dO not see rivers of the
Pennsylvania sort, and Florida children are gen-
erally unfamiliar with snow gear.

Most of the teachers recognized the potential
value and necessity of standardized testing but
felt that committees of teachers representative
of various geographical locations should be
involved in the process of constructing test items.
Teachers, informed of the concept being tested,
could suggest forms for the particular items that
would not prejudice the performance of young-
sters from their area.

Finally, there was on important question about
the desirability of complete curriculum overlap.

-Surely, it is obvious that people are likely to test
better on material they have specifically learned
than on material they have not addressed directly.
But teachers pointed out that many of the
abilities we value most, such as critical thinking,
general problem solving, and aesthetic and moral
sense, cannot be taught directly. Yet we feel that
these abilities are largely acquired and enhanced
in sensitive, and enduring teaching/learning rela-
tionships. We want to teach for these outcomes,
but we cannot teach them directly. It appears
that teachers wont tests that will measure these
important effects, or, if such tests are not
available, they wont politymakers to understand
that some vitally important educational goals are
not being assessed by the tests that are presently
administered.

Setting for Instruction

The workshop on setting induced some of the
liveliest debate of the conference. It also aroused
argumentation among the recorders, and one can



see evidence of that arousal in the papers of this
volume.

The question addresied by the IDS was this: Is
compensatory Instruction more effective in_ pull-
out or in mainstream settings? Pullout instruction
was defined as supplemental instruction. delivered
to students outside the regular clasiroom. Main-
stream iri,structr7on was defined as supplemental
instructioWdelivered within the regular classroom.
The IDS findings indigiiiia that "mainstreaming"
was more effective in Ist-grade reading and
mathematics and 3d-grade reading, and that the
settings produced about equal results in 3d-grade
matheMatics.

Controversy arose first over the terms them-
selves. "Mainstreaming," as on educational term,

. is used primarily in the domain of special educa-
tion. To "mainstream" an educationally
handicapped child has meant to place him/her in a
regular (as opposed to special) class. Some
children might be "mainstreamed," for example, in
mathematics, others in social studies. For the
rest of the day, these Children would return to
their special class to study with their specially
trained teacher. In recer.t years, "mainstreaming"
has meant returning large numbers of children
who have been assessed as educationally handi-
capped (EH) to 'regular classrooms. This practice
has caused heated controversy. Those favoring
"mainstreaming" claim that it removes the stigma
of Ell classificntion;13 those objecting to main-
streaming claim that the practice ignores all we
have_ learned about teaching EH students and
destroys a prograM which is just beginning to bud
into a science.2

To use the word "mainstream," then, was to
borrow trouble. But there are further problems.
Roger Shuy accurately reflects the teachers'
questions when he asks what, the vital difference
is between pullout and mainstream settings.

The claims usually made in favor of main=
streaming are these: children are likely to feel
that they are "different" if they are "pulled out"
for special instruction; children often miss
important subjects such as science and social
studies when they are pulled out; mainstreaming is
less expensive than pullout; and finally,
mainstreaming is just as effective as pullodt. The
conference teachers offered arguments to counter
each of these claims. (For a more complete
summary of the ..arguments on each side, see
Kennedy's paper.) Let's consider some of -the
teachers' arguments.

.,?Some of. this debate can be reviewed in the
.summary of the/ NIE- Curriculum Development
Conference, November 1976. The summary is
available from NIE.

k

Perhaps children feel- stigmatized when they ,
are "pulled -out" of their regular classrooms for
special instruction. Most of the conference

. teachers felt that this was not a large problem.
Sometimes, they said, children did feel like
"dummies" when they were pulled out, but. more
often they knew themselves that they were having
academic difficulties and they appreciated the
special help. .Sometimes whole classes needed
counseling on the matter, and such Counseling
constituted a learning experience for all the
children. (See Kennedy, p. 34.) Further, as
teachers pointed out, grouping takes place even in
mainstream situations, so it is mainly a matter of
emphasis.

To assess the arguments here is very difficult.
Again, borrowed trouble creeps in: Arguments for
and against "tracking" have raged for years, and
pullout looks suspiciously like tracking. Many
school systems have abandoned tracking, albeit
with some reluctance,abecause it has seemed to

_them that its pernicious side effects (damage to
the self-image of lower track students and rabid
competition among upper track students) out-
weighed its advantages (efficiency in teaching and
student intellectual compatibility). Given this
background, it is small wonder that feelings are
aroused on the issue. But it must be kept in mind
that grouping is an almost universally accepted
practice, and, provided it does not segregate
children for extended periods (e.g., s-vholeidys -in
a given year, a whole year in a given subject), it is
not considered "tracking" but a- responsible and
respectable arrangement for instruction. Most of
the .conference teachers were involved in pullout
programs, and they said that stigmatization was
not a problem unique to pulloat. It occurs at
times in mainstream programs as well. It is not

"setting that aggravates or relieves the feeling of
being different, but the sensitivity or insensitivity
of teachers working with the Title I students:

Do' children miss something when they are
pulled. out? This is another tough question. Shuy
points out that, by' and large, the conference
teachers seemed not to be greatly concerned
about that possibility. It is recorded, however,
that some teachers felt so strongly about the
potential loss that they provided enrichment for
their regular students and "saved" the social
studies, science, or whatever, for times when the
children were together. Others, some Title I

specialists, spoke of providing experiences in
these subjects . for Title I children within their
special instruction. These experiences, it must be
nosed, were relatively rare.

For the most part, a pragmatic attitude
prevailed among the teachers. It is better, they
seemed to feel, to miss a little something now
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than to- miss out on education entirely. One must
learn to read and to do mathematics.

Is mainstreaming less expensive than pullout?
Under most definitions, the answer to this seems

--, to be yes. It requires leers spate, can somefirnes
be accomplished with aides, and is easier to
coordinate. But one must look hard at actual
cost', and to make .a sensible decision on this
criterion, we need more than simple cost figures
and achievement figures; we need a cost- effec-
tiveness analyiis. Some mainstream programs are
very expensive. Are these also the most effe6-
tive? 'Lame pullout programs, are relatively
inexpensive. Are these the least effective?
Again, it is not easy to make a policy decision on
the basis of the IDS findings.

Can mainstreaming do whatever pullout does
and do it just as effectively? Here we have, in

-essence, the question the IDS set out to investi-
gate. The results of the IDS are ambiguous,
indicating that, perhaps, pullout becomes more
effective as children get older. But one must be
very wary of drawing that conclusion even tenta-
tively. Perhaps the whole thing reverses again by
grade 5, when children have acquired an even
greater social sense and sense of self- within-
group.

If we look at just these four points and assume,
for the moment, that, we have been able to
classify instructional situations properly as pullout
or mainstream, we are left with a dilemma. We
have an ideological problem: Should we separate
children and risk damage to self-image? Should
we ignore potentially powerful methods for
working with learning disabilities and keep
children together? We have an economic problem:
How can we achieve the _.best result at a
justifiable cost? We have a 'scientific problem:
What are the results? How are they related to the
conditions that produce them? And we have a
philosophical curriculum problem: What subjects
are most important? Which can be missed with
little trauma?

There is an additional problem of definition.
How do we identify mainstream classrooms and
pullout classrooms? Descriptions of all sorts of
mixed modes emerged in the conference. (See the
papers by Kennedy and Shuy.) There were,
mainstream classrooms in which a special teacher
came in and the ,regular teacher left. (Someone
labeled this situation "pull in.") There were
pullout situations in which the regular teacher
accompanied her class to 'a Title I lab where she
taught the regular students and a Title I specialist
taught the Title I students. There were some
classes entirely composed of Title I students.

9

The main paint to be made her eis one made by
_ several of our Writers. The terms "mainstream"

and "pullout" are poorly defined and tend to mask
what are. surely more important variables, _vari-
ables which must be defined in areas such as the
physical quality of classrooms, emotional quality
of class gatherings, quality of classroom dis-
course, quality of peer interaction, mobility,
stability,. and provision for multicultural experi-
ence.

Further, setting may very well interact with
other variables such as administrative or parental
support, and so mainstreaming may be better for
one community and pullout better for another.
Where teachers favor one setting over the other
and work effectively in it, there seems no
compelling reason--on the basis of research--to
force a change.

Planning, Organization, and Management of
Compensatory Instruction

The IDS undertook an examination of highly
successful compensatory situations. The teachers'
comments helped to clarify why these programs
were so successful. Reading the study itself, we
might have thought mainstreaming had the edge
on pullout as a successful instructional setting;
listening to the participants, we were forced to
believe this is not the case. Something else,
something more critical, underlies success in both
settings. Similarly, time on-task is certainly
important, but haw is an increase of on-task.time
achieved? How do teachers, successful teachers,
keep students happy and healthily task oriented?

The workshops on planning and organization
suggested aspects of successful programs. First,
the conference teachers certainly met the IDS
criterion that only stable programs be included in
the study. Most of them had worked for some time
in Title. I programs and were well acquainted with
the aims and daily operation of their own systems.
There was definitely stability, and, perhaps more
important; there was continuity.

But there was also continuous refinement.
More than anything else at the 'conference, one
was impressed with the resilience and flexibility .

of the teacher representatives. They molded their
programs on yearly, monthly, and doily bases.

First, they modified state and district objec-
tives. Although the district might state its goals
for Title I children in terms of so many units of
progress in reading and math, conference teachers
wanted happy, caring, self-disciplined children,
voluntary readers, and competent problem solvers.
The: spoke again and again of the importance of
self-image, not just in its intuitively obvious
connection to cognitive growth, but as a humane



god important in ibelf. It was clear that they
would have spent time enhancing self -image even
if that goal were not connected to cognitive
growth. Further, they could describe what they
did to enhance selfimage. Teachers said that
some children need to bertouched. Others need hq
be listened to they come from large, boisterous
families and they never get a chance to talk.
Some kids need to be recognized; they can't get
needed recognition academically so they want to
try to get it some other way. Teachers mode
efforts to recognize talent, even in such things as
"clowning," when that recognition made a child's
day.

None of this should be taken to mean that the
conference teachers leaned toward a Sumrnerhil-
lion permissiveness with respect to studies. On
the contrary, they were deeply concerned about
academic growth. They adopted a
teaching/parenting role in which they gave both
specific instruction and the kind of cultural
support we think of as typical in the well-
educated 1--me. Indeed, in his summary of this
portion of the conference, David Hawkins
surmised that a large portion of the recorded
success of conference teachers might be due to
their "acquaintance with individual children," and
this possibility deserves study.

Second, they adopted curricular materials with
some freedom. It is very hard to say how
scientific and accurate with respect to subject
matter these adaptations are, because we heard
very little that was specific. We heard nothing,
for example, about the detailed use of Cuisenaire
rods or other math manipulatives or about specific
programs for increasing decoding skills or vocabu-
lary, but we heard about changing, modifying, and
refining. It seemed that instructional mode was
change(' most freely. Teachers retained materials
themselves and were grateful for a multiplicity of
them,' but they sometimes resisted prepackaged
directions for their use. One teacher, for
example, spoke of her "adaptation" of Project
Plan. When pressed for the details of her
odaPtation, she said, "Well, mostly I threw it out."
She hod used the materials, but she constructed
her own sequence and methods of instruction.

This is another area requiring serious study.
These are successful teachers, and they are
apparently doing something right. There remains
the possibility, however, that they could do some
things even better with the help of specialists who
know the material's. One should odd that curricu-
lum specialists might also learn something from
watchfig the uses to which their materials are put
in successful classrooms.

Third, conference teachers showed a high
degree of social responsiveness and resilience.
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They had ways of "getting around' people and
situations they found hampering. They wanted
aides, but they preferred to choose their own.
They wanted to work with colleagues, but, again,
they were pleased when working relationships
could be formed by choice and mutual
satisfaction. They saw' principals in supportive
roles; a "goods principal supported his or her
competent teachers, but the teachers did the
initiating in instructional matters.

Shuy notes in his paper that teachers display a
"two cooks in the kitchen" syndrome when they
are forced to work together and that perhaps they
need to learn how to work more closely in teams.
But it is possible that we are seeing here another
facet of the science/art aspects of teaching.
Good teachers want to plan together, speculate
over matters together, evaluate together. But
they want to perform alone and over the whole
range of child activity. They do not want to be
assembly line workers. Some teachers even,
enthusiastically endorsed the notion of staying
with children for several years and this, too, is a
matter for further study. Surely, what gives a
teacher great satisfaction in teaching is likely to
be correlated with his or her success.

Fourth, and finally, teachers felt strong
enough to challenge, theoretically, administrative
systems of recordkeeping, but they often felt
frustration in trying to bring about actual changes
in this area. As both Hawkins and Botel empha-
size, these teachers tail that they know their
students. Keeping track of every bit of progress
that children make "on little cards" is an arduous
clerics' task that seems unnecessary. These
teachers know (intuitively? by acquaintance ?)
where their students are, what they need next,
and what they are likely to do with assigned tasks.
The records that a machine must keep, in com-
puter-assisted instruction, for example, a sensi-
tive teacher need not keep. The saved time can
be used in pupil contact. Again, this is a matter
requiring a closer look. The recordkeeping may be
serving a purpose that teachers fail to see. It
may, for example, induce the teachers to reflect
upon the effects of their teaching and to plan
more carefully. Or, perhaps, teachers who are
free of it do even better. We can only say that
teachers respond to recordkeeping negatively.
Most have found shortcuts.

In summary, it would seem that successful
teachers value their autonomy in planning, per-
forming, and evaluatirg. They see themselves as
initiators and place administrotors and parents in
supportive roles. Typically, they spend a lot of
time (3 or 4 hours daily) in planning. Marking
papers and recording results are, again typically,
less favored tasks. Can something be done to
enhance the sense of artistry in giving feedback to



students? Is there a way that teachers could gain
more satisfaction from the process of correcting,
reassigning, and refining student work? The task
requires, perhaps, enhancing the teacher-as-sci-
entist and suppressing the teacher-as-artist. Is
there an optimal balance?

Individualization of Instruction

The reported findings of the IDSthat individ-
ualized programs were effective but not neces-
sarily more effective than other modescaused
some initial consternation among conference
teachers. Many of them just could not believe
that the enormous effort they put into "individual-
izing" had not paid off handsomely. As the
conference proceeded, these uncomfortable feel-
in:is abated, largely because it became clear that
the characteristics teachers associated with the
variablesand clearly valued highlywere not
always the ones researchers had used to describe
the variables.

The IDS used four characteristics to identify
highly individualized programs:

(I) Use of bel rivioral objectives

(2) Individual pacing

(3) Individual sequencing--interpreted as the
"existence of alternative learning paths"

(4) Use of diagnostic /prescriptive methods

It is quite clear that teachers interpreted "pac-
ing," "sequencing," and "diagnostic/prescriptive"
very differently from the researchers.

Stallings describes in some detail how teachers
looked at "pacing" and "diagnosis." In both cases,
teachers interpreted the terms much more broadly
than researchers. Teachers, for example, saw
silent, self-selected reading as a case ipso facto
of self-pacing and, thi.srefore, a practice to be
rated positively in a search for individualization.
Researchers did not look at "self-selected read-
ing" but concentrated, instead, on teachers' ef-
forts to guide or to pace students through a
predetermined arrangement of subject matter,
usually a set of hierarchically arranged skills and
subikills. Similarly, teachers broadened the con-
cept of diagnosis to include a search for learning
styles and preferences, emotional needs, and
social strengths. When these teachers said, "I
diagnose the child's problems," they did not mean
that they pinpointted a child's difficulties with
respect tra 43 particular computational or decoding
skill. Alranciad surely, they engaged in instructional
diagnosis as *ell es global diagnosis, but at what
level of firofiElency and with what specific tech-
niques we really do not know.

Many teachers, while interpreting particular
variables and indicators associated with individu-
alization more broadly than researchers, per-
ceived individualization itself as working with
individual students. Both Amarel and Stallings
note this perception. In cases where teachers
were not sold on individualized instruction, it was
often the case that they rejected the one-to-one
instructional mode. As we noted in the section on
planning, teachers learned that working with
individuals leaves too many other students
unsupervised and often unproductive. Stallings
gives support to the teachers' intuitive assessment
of the one-to-one arrangement by citing research
studies which also conclude that one-to-one is not
an instructional arrangement highly correlated
with achievement.

Here, as in many other complex situations
under discussion, it must be noted that assessmen'
of instructional arrangements across settings may
be a mistake. Amarel points out that there may
be interactions - -among instructional arrange-
ments, number of instructional personnel, personal

'preferences, student styles, administrative and
parental support, physical space, and so on. We
must be careful, then, in stating that one-to-one
is not an effective instructional mode. If every
student could receive ore-to-one instruction as,
say, Bertrand Russell did in his childhood, we
might all opt for tutoring. But under the usual
Title I circumstances, in which one teacher must
work with mt.ny students whose needs are great
and whose self-help techniques are not well
developed, working with individuals seems to be
neither efficient nor effective.

On the topic of "sequencing," a familiar
difficulty appeared. Sequencolg was interpreted
at the conference workshops to mean the exis-
tence of alternative learning paths. Teachers
seemed to interpret this variable very broadly.
Under a broad interpretation, almost every
teacher could properly claim that she made
provision for alternate paths to learning; that is,
if the learning under discussion is itself broad,
e.g., "learning to express oneself in a group,"
"learning to read silently," the paths available ure
almost limitless in number. But we heard very
little about the sort of sequencing that interests
researchers or those of us engaged in rigorous
programs of curriculum design. Do teachers take
account of various existing models of computa-
tion, such as methods of subtraction? Do they
attempt to steer some students to one model and
otl to another on the basis of observed
per. mance factors and information about the
theoretical assumptions underlying the models?
Are they careful to sequence forms of computa-
tion according to information we have about
inherent difficulty levels, e.g., a b =c1 beje're
ao = c,andao = c before ob = c? Do they



depend on preconstructed curriculum materials
for this sort of sequencing? Are they aware of
what is known in this area? The answers to these
questions are by no means clear. At the global
level, teachers are keenly aware of individual
differences and preferences and seem to be
constantly modifying, trying out, adding, and
deleting both materials and methods. At the
specific level, we need more information about
teacher proficiency.

Throughout the discussions on individualiza-
tion, it was clear that these teachers used their
judgment freely yet responsibly. In deciding
which children were entitled to Title I instruction,
they used the required tests but felt free to add or
delete students from the list (more free to add,
interestingly, than to delete). In choosing modes
of instruction, they exercised their judgment to
accept, reject, or modify instructions that
accompany packaged materials. And they valued
highly opportunities to use their judgment in such
matters as hiring aides, choosing texts and tests,
allocating time, and choosing colleagues with
whom to cooperate. Indeed, many of the exam-
ples of frustration or discontent that wr re men-
tioned involved perceived infringements on their
right to exercise professional judgment.

Finally, in connection with the general topic of
individualization, it is interesting to note that at
least two of our authors (Amarel and Hawkins)
urge caution in evaluating methods and modes
where a faulty "more the better" hypothesis may
De operating implicitly. Hawkins uses a medical
anaJogy to describe a situation in which a needed
treatment, overdone, becomes a destructive caus-
al agent, and Amarel emphasizes the possibility of
curvilinear relationships as the realities behind
assumed linear descriptions. It is entirely
possible, they suggest, that a particular
instructional strategy might be highly effective
used for, say, 10-minute periods and demonstrably
destructive used for 30-minute spans.

We are left with the impression that the
scientific portion of the IDS has told us what not
to count on for results in achievement, and this is
helpful. The teachers, for their port, have told us
wslat we may be able to count on, but we cannot
yet transform this information into prescriptions.
Perhaps the wisest course for a palicymaker is not
to try to prescribe exactly or narrowly what form

.instruction should take but to support responsible
experimentation, continuous and dual evaluation
of the sort attempted by NIE in the IDS, and
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openness in the dialogue between teachers and
researchers.

Summary

As the IDS itself yielded important informa-
tion about teaching as scierice, the IDS
Conference filled out that picture with a glimpse
pf teaching as art and profession. Researchers
approach teaching situations indirectly and ana-
lytically through the mediation of variables and
hypotheses. Teachers approach teaching directly
and intuitively. It has long been recognized that
researchers can contribute information useful for
teachers. Now we see that teachers can make a
contribution toward more significant research.

Their discussion suggests that it might be
worth concentrated research effort to get .nore
information in the following areas:

(I) Curriculum materialsHow teachers use,
adapt, and refine them; whether teachers
understand their potentials; how favored
instructional modes influence the choice of
materials

(2) Instructional modesHow these ore
matched to student needs and curriculum
patterns; how mcny distinct modes a suc-
cessful teacher uses effectively; under
what conditions various modes are
effective

(3) Teacher flexibilityHow teachers adopt to
varying needs in their students; use of
various modes in instructional discourse;
adaptation and refinement of objectives as
well as materials

(4) Enhancement of self-image as an
educational goalCan it be shown that
children really do feel better about them-
selvesand with some reasonwhen they
have worked with teachers who place self-
image high on their list of educational
goals? What do teachers do to enhance
self-image? How often are the techniques
that conference teachers reported using
actually used by other teachers?

Teachers and researchers both _profit from the
sort Of dialogue initiated by NIE. But policy-
makers also profit. The information teachers
contribute tends to soften research results and to
caution policymakers about simple solutions. The
conference teachers urge us to look beneath and
beyond quantitative findings for the qualities that
make a difference in effective teaching. A
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conference of this sort points up, rather dran-
atically, that there is no "royal mad" to the
understanding of educational problems. Rather,
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high orders of tolerance for ambiguity and of
critical thinking skills are required of teachers,
researchers, and policymakers alike.
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Chapter Educa'donal Opportunity

OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN

Goea Leinhardt
Learning Research and Development Center

The charge for this paper was to integrate the
comments of teachers with the research literature
in the area of opportunity to learn. Of the 700
teachers who participated in the Instructional
Dimensions Study (IDS) (Kirschner Associates,
Inc., 1977), 40 gathered at a conference to discuss
the results of that study. This paper attempts to
weave the ideas and concerns voiced by 40
teachers and specialists over a 2-day period with
the ideas and concerns voiced by researchers over
the last 10 to 15 years. If there appears to be an
imbalance in the presentation, it is due in part to
an imbalance in the availability and form of the
information. The paper is not a complete review
of the literature in the area. Rather, I have tried
to treat the major themes extant in the literature
as a backdrop for the dialogue between the study
findings and the teachers.

This review focuses on the concept of educe-
tiOnal opportunity at the classroom level.
Exornination of educational opportunity at the
system and school level has been the focus of a
considerable amount of previous effort (Coleman
et al., 1966; Jencks et aL, 1972). Although the
specific variables of concern are very, different,
the-intent-is similar. Opportunity is the chance of
obtaining, or the access one has to, a -valued
resource. It is essentially an economic and
political concept as apposed to a psychological or
sociobgical one. In education, the resource of
interest is knowledge. The more comnionly
described or measured resource is formai educa-
tion, access to which presumably leocis to knowl-
edge.

The construct of opportunity can cover a wide
range of concepts, from physical facilities to
faculty credentials to student learning behaviors.
How opportunity is measured in any one situation
tends to define It. In the IDS, opportunity was one

of four instructional constructs thought to affect
looming outcomes; the other three were motiva-
tors, instructional events, and curricular structure
(Cooley and Leinhardt, 1975a, I975b, 1978).
Opportunity .wad operationally defined by two
variables: the "' amount of time available for
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reading and math instruction, and the impact of
exposure to criterion relevant instruction.
Time

It is important to remember that the passage
of time itself does not affect learning directly. It
is only the time spent in doing something that is
relevant. Thiie is a convenient metric of
sequence and duration. The degree of conven-
ience varies *ith the perspective of the viewer.
To the degree( that we can easily express param-
eters of instrubtion and learning by it, it is a very
useful tool. I is the power of time to inform with
respect to s ence that permits us to infer cause
and effect.

! .

In the 1 tolts, time was measured in twu different
ways: (a) the quantity, in minutes, of supple-
mental instruction given to a student and (b) the
combinatiOn of: the number of days between fall
and spring testing, the time scheduled for reading

main,main, attendance rates, and the percentage of
students task, while large class size and a high
turnover: i of students were considered to be
detractOrS from time. When it is reported that

_time. was positively related to achievement, it
means that both of these basic representations of
time were positively related to achievement.

Researchers in education have found it useful
when describing the time available to students to
distinguish between different levels of time

,meaSurement.' When destribing the time available
for subject matter, researchers tend-to distinguish
between al located and, engaged time and between
the amount of time given as opposed to the
amount needed (Anderson, 1973; Berliner, 1976,
1977; Berliner and Rosenshine, 1976; Carroll,
1 963).

Allocated time refers to the assignment of
blocks of time to a given subject matter area at
the district, school, or grade level; it:is not a
reflection of how much time o student needs or
spends doing the subject. In general, allocated
time is considered to be the upper boundary for-
engaged time. .
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Engoget time refers to the amount of time a
teacher and the class actually spend in the subject
area allocated time minus management instruc-
tions and disruptions. Engaged time can be
further refined to include only the (mount of time
a student spends working on "appropriate" learning
material (Berliner, 1976; Arlin and Roth, 1978).

Before we go further, lest it sound as if
researchers are systematic and precise with
respect to the issues of time, it should be noted
that the research definitions tend to slide bock
and forth between one type and another with
g, eat ease. Researchers tend tc rneestKe time (,in
the most economical way they 4,410 while still
mswering the question of interest. Thus, Wiley
iy Harnischfeger (1975) and 1-lusen (1972) began
with such brood measures as the number of days
of attendance and have moved to estimates of
actual instructional time (Harnischfeger and
Wiley, 1977). Bloom and his students have tended
to measure time on-task and found positive
relationships where allocation and curriculum
content were fixed (Bloom, 1976; Block, 1970).

Many large-scale studies, the IDS included,
focus primarily on allocated time (Stallings, 1975;
Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study EBTES-1976-
77; Kirschner Associates, Inc., 1977) because it is
very costly and difficult to get more refined
estimates. Often, as in the IDS, there is an
attempt to modify the simple estimate of allo-
cated time by taking into account the attendance
of children, time on-task, etc. Studies investi-
gating the relationship between allocated time
only and achievement have rarely shown signifi-
cant relationships between the two (Rosenshine,
1978; Stallings, 1975). Far example, at the class-
room level, very low correlations between minutes
per week in a subject and gain (-.04 and .12) were
found in the IDS. This is consistent with ether
work (Rosenshine, 1978). Wiley and Harnischfeger
(1974). did find significant relationships between
allocated tiraland achievement, but these were
not replicated by Karweit (1976) in her reanalysis
of the data nor were they replicated by the IDS
(Kirschner Associates, Inc., 1977).

At the IDS Conference, teachers consistently
referred to allocated time as a fixed entity. If
allocated time is indeed fixed at the school or
district level, then any individual variation in
teacher practices (with respect to the organiza-
tion of time) would tend to be ignored by an
estimate of time that considered only allocation.'

'For a fuller discussion of the implications of
alternative modes of education, see Kohlberg and
Mayer (1972).
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More fine-grained estimates of time spent in
instruction tend to result in stronger relationships
with achievement (Anderson, 19731 Bloom, 1976;
Fisher et al., 1977; Felsenthal and Kirsch, 1978;
Welch and Bridghcrn, 1958). These estimates,
unlike allocated time, discriminate among those
teachers who are efficient managers and planners
and those who are less efficient. Thus, two
teachers working under similar allocations of time
can, and probably do, differ in the amount of time
their students are engaged in learning. The line
between engaged and allocated time is not always
clear in actual research (Mar Have et al., 1977;
Filby et al., 1977; Wiley and Harnischfeger, 1975).
As methods of describing allocation get more and
more precise, for example, allocation of time to
place value, or compound words (Marliave et al.,
1977), allocated time begins to look, from a
descriptive sense, more like engaged time. The
ma or difference, however, lies with the student.
Estimates of allocated time tend to be free of
student information. Estimates of engaged time
tend to include student behaviors. As estimates
get more precise and include student information,
the relationship to achievement gets stronger.

In the descriptions of the specific activities
students envoge in during the language arts or
reading period, it appears that considerable time
is spent in nonreading behaviors. That is not to
say that these activities are unimportant or not
valuable, only that they are not reading. For most
classes, the amount of time really spent in the
subject area can probably be approximated by
allocated time minus off-task times a fraction.
This fraction has as a numerator the number of
adults and as a denominator the number of groups.
For example, assume 100 minutes of allocated
time minus 10% off-task, leaving 90 minutes.
assume five reading groups with two adults; the
fraction is 2/5 times 90, or 36_ minutes. The
assumption is that much, if not all, teacher-led
time is academically focused while the, majority
of the remainder is not academically focused. It
may be the case that higher amounts of time can
be recorded, but it isn't clear what the children
are doing during those times. There is almost
always a discrepancy between teachers and
researchers when estimating engaged or on-task
time. Teachers consistently report a higher
estimate of engaged time (80-90%) while
researchers report a lower estimate (50-70%)
(Good and Beckerman, 1978; Powell and Cohan,
1977; BTES, 1976-77). This may be betause of
differing definitions or perspectives, or one group
may be correct. The point is that when
researchers estimate engaged time, that estimate
is related to achievement. I hove not found any
study in which the teacher's estimate of engage7
ment was used as a predictor.



Another way to view- the problem is to
consider what part of subject matter time is
clearly nonreoding or nonmath. It seems from
teacher descriptions that there was between 20
and 40 minutes of nonreoding time per hour. That
time is spent in a lot of things: cutting and
pasting, group discussion under the rubric of
language development, or some type of group
activity, such as preparation for a newspaper or a
play which has a strong reading or writing
Component in it, but in which the number of
minutes children are really reading is very small.

At the IDS Conference, teachers identified
another source of reading time, content areas.
Some teachers reported that actual reading time
could be increased or reinforced through the
content areas, rather than replacing content areas
with expanded reading periods. The tradeoff,
then, is between reading taking up larger amounts
of time and increasing the time spent in those
subjects that have a high reading component. By
increasing content area reading, it is possible to
increase the amount of engaged reading Moe
above the level of allocated reading time. From
an economic perspective, the opportunity cost of
increasing allocated reading time above 114 hours
a day seems to be quite high+, but the opportunity
cost of increasing engaged reading time is not as
high if one is willing to count reading that goes on
in subject matter areas. This would not be as
effective in mathematics, although science and
parts of social studies can certainly reinforce
early arithmetic skills.

Teachers mentioned some factors that tend to
reduce instructional time such as: testing,

physical movement, organizing
large numbers of students, program or activity
management, and discipline. In some districts,
the formal testing load was incredible, covering as
much as 3 weeks in the fall and spring. This can
be reduced by coordinating Federal, state, and
local testing requirements and keeping them to a
minimum. individualization, or independent work
by children at different levels of study, was seen
as reducing on-task behavior. It was clear that
managing children who were working indepen-
dently created some difficulty. One presumes
that with an appropriate management procedure
in place, this could be overcome (Wang, 1976).
Moving students from one part of a building to
another takes considerable time, but often is
physically and economically impossible to avoid.
It appears that movement is facilitated when
adults accompany children and when the routines,
are well estthlished and consistently imple-
mented. The general area of discipline and
program management came up as o problem
mainly in cases ;there: (a) the supplemental
programs involved handling large numbers of
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students simultaneously; (b) the program
arrangements were being changed frequently; and
(c) the links between regular teachers and supple-
mental teachers were not formally maintained by
such activities as planning a student's program. In
general, within-class discipline was not mentioned
by teachers (although it frequently is in the
popular press) as a major problem or source of
time away from instruction.

An alternative way to increase "productivity"
is to increase the rate, or pace, with which
material is covered within a given period of time.
Researchers have generally assumed that pacing is
a function of student needs (Anderson, 1973;
Bloom, 1974) and that smarter children are raster.
However, recent research and common sense
indicate high within-pupil variation on time to
criterion (Glasnapp et al., 1978). A student may
be fast at some things and slow at others within a
single academic area, such as math. In general,
teachers, did not feel it was very desirable to step
up the pace of learning. Several teachers felt
that increasing pace would decrease mastery;
however, this has not been supported by research
literature (Barr, 1973-74). Teachers seemed more
concerned with finding the appropriate pace
rather than in speeding it up. The question of who
should decide the optimum pace was discussed by
the teachers. In general, teachers feel that they
should set the pace of instruction. Most teachers
seemed to reel that students would not pace
themselves appropriately if left totally alone. In
individualized or part;elly individualized programs
where students share pacing responsibility with
teachers, it was felt that teacher guidance was
definitely needed. Dahltof- (1971) has suggested
that teachers tend. to set level and pace at -the
bottom 25% of the class: When this is considered
with Barr's (1973-74) finding that slowing-the pace
for the poorer children did not help them and
speeding it up didn't hurt them, it may be that
teachers, too, need some guidance on pacing.

Timinq. In addition to learning about how
muc time is spent in a given area, researchers
and teachers are interested in the arrangement of
time, or timing (Karweit, 1977). Do students
learn more from a solid block of instruction or
more from several shorter blocks (Karweit, 1977;
Rosenshine, 1978)? Is it important when instruc-
tion occurs within the year, the week, or the day?
In general, the literature tends to reflect the view
that continuous instruction is "better."

i.

Continuous instruction means uninterrupted
blocks of time within o day, daily presentation of
material, and continuous 8- or 9-month school
years. These features minimize tool-up and tool-
down times. But as Karweit (1977) points out,
there is a tradeoff between the tool-up costs and
the costs of boredom. Some researchers feel that
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all interruptions are to be minimized and that,
given the very low estimateor of time spent in
subject areas, there is considerable leeway before
students get bored (Rosenshine, 1978). Little
distinction is drawn between planned interruptions
and unexpected disruptions, although the latter is
probably more detrimental than the farmer
(Kounin and Gump 1974; Kounin and Doyle, 1975;
Karweit, 1977). 'Teachers seemed to have a more
subtle conception of arrangement of time. They
described a base core of uninterrupted time to
which additional time could be added around it
(long/short/short or short/long/short). One
teacher reported using two large blocks of time--
a.m. and p.m. (long/long)in which different
instructional tpproaches for the same content
were used (linguistic in the a.m. and whole word
in the p.m.).

Another block of time to be considered is the
school year and the possibility of rearranging it.
The current arrangement consists of approxi-
mately 36 weeks of school with two or three

. major breaks. Other arrangements are clearly
possible. The advantages to alternative arrange-
ments seem to be less educational than social and
economical. Some teachers were interested in
considering arrangements which took the summer
vocation block and distributed it throughout the
school year, but most teachers felt that the tool-
up time required at the end of a long holiday was
such that you wouldn't want to do that more than
once, and that children need a sustained break just
as they need sustained instruction.

In summary, time is an important construct. for
research on education. However, we still know
surprisingly little about it. Teachers and
researchers need to develop a common and precise
vocabulary that reflects quite closely the
instructional content. Terms such as "language
arts" are intentionally global and vague, and while
they have, the feature of integrating the many
attributes' of language usage, they tend to mask
for both teachers and researchers how time is
spent in the subComponeroe, If labeling, becomes
more precise,_ then the measurement of time can
follow. (This should not, however, be interpreted
as support for a highly fragmented analytic
approach to the teaching of reading.) In formu-
lating recommendations, researchers must be very
sensitive to the opportunity costs for teachers and
students that are associated with increasing allo-
cations of time in one or another areas. The
opportunity costs in time clearly are not linear.
Thus, the first 10-minute increment of math time
Costs less ,,than the- seventh increment (see
Karweit, 1977; Watberg, 1977). In considering
researchers' recommendations, teachers need to
be sensitive to their own limitations in estimating
student time in learning activities, as opposed to
teacher time spent teaching (Marliave et al.,
1977).
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Activity Structures. Activity structures are a
way of examining the life of a student in a
schoolday (Kounin and Gump, 1974; Kounin and
Doyle, 1975; Bossert, 1978; Westbury, 1978). It is
a relatively old and recently renewed sociological
concept. Activity structures examine the exper-
ience sequences of students (or other actors)
throughout the day and label blocks of eentiguous

. time not by the :Cognitive information, but by the
activities or actions in which the child is actually
en9aged-

There are two major contributions that the
concept, of activity structures makes. First, it
points up the vast variety of actions in which the
actors in a school engage. Individuals who are not
frequently inside the schools have only the
dimmest of notions of what goes on in them.
Second, the concept aids in keeping straight the
many perspectives of the actors in a school. Time
spent in mathematics has very different meanings
when a researcher clucks a student or a teacher.
In fact, that very distinction may resolve much of
the problem associated with estimating time.
Activity structures serve a useful descriptive and
definitional function.

The notion of activity structures must be kept
in perspective, however. As Doyle (1978) points
out, the notion of activity structures is useful and
fascinating if what one wants to do is describe
internal relationships of elements of schooling.
Doyle also points out that activities are very
important to teachers and form a core for
planning. If, however, one wants to draw causal
relationships between instructional procedures and
student learning, then the notion of a task is
probably more useful. Tasks can be viewed as
having goals and mechanisms for meeting the
goals (Doyle, 1978). In the IDS, the object was to
identify the dimensions of instruction that affect
achievement, not to describe the total
instructional environment. The limitation to the
task approach is that important causal events may
be missed by the researchers' definitionsthe
limitation of the octivities approach is data
swamp.

Over lap

The second major variable within the oppor-
tunity construct is overlap. Overlap refers to an
estimate of the degree to which the curriculum
teaches the material assessed by the criterion
measure (test). Overlap' is a part of the opportun-
ity construct because it represents the chance the'
student had to be exposed to criterion-relevant
material. Overlap does not estimate how much of
what was taught was tested, only how much of
what was tested was taught. It is important to
include information on overlap in any study of
instructional impact because students could have



a very "good" educational program and spend
considerable time on it, but there might be little
criterion-relevant (test - relevant) instruction in
the program.

An estimate of overlap can be used in three
ways: (a) it can be used to "adjust" the criterion
measure by deleting all items not taught in 'the
curriculum; (b) it can be used to stratify
classrooms or only consider comparisons of
instructional technique among classrooms with the
some (or similar) level of overlap; and (c) it can be
used as one of the variables in an analysis such as
regression. In the IDS, the third option was
chosen because options (a} and (b) made it
impossible to compare programs simultaneously.

The question- of how to measure overlap is
somewhat complex. As with time, the specific
procedure for measuring overlap will affect how
one should interpret the results. There are two
basic approaches to estimating overlap. The first
is to label either the subtests or subcategories of
the test(s) and estimate both the presence and
emphasis of these categories in the curriculum. In
some cases, this is done by including information
about student end-of-year location (Kugle and
Calkins, 1976); in others, it is the overall
.curriculum that is compared (Armbruster et al.,
1977). When general overlap estimates are
correlated with other curricula and achievement
gains, a significant positive relationship is found
for reading comprehension (Armbruster et al.,
1977). Thus, to the degree that a reading text
emphasizes the some areas of reading as the test,
the students will perform better.

The second approach is to define what is
needed in order to pass each item on the criterion
measure, then to search the curriculum to see if
and where the information is taught. This type of
analysis is dpne at the student level (Cooley and
Leinhardt, 1975a, 1978; Poynor, 1977a, 19770,
and it is more fine-grained and preeise than other
approaches, to measuring opportunity.

The IDS finding was that there was a high
positive relationship between overlap and test
performance. This finding is especially important
because of its conservative nature. It was
assumed in constructing the measure that children
had the capability of generalizing and that that
would reduce the power of the overlap measure.
That is, children would be able to get items
Correct to which they had not necessarily been
directly exposed. While that is undoubtedly true,
the 'probability that the student will get the items
correct" seems to be substantially higher if the
studenthas been exposed to the specific material
in that item,iind that is what's important.

In the IDS, overlap was measured by creating a
dictionary of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic

Skills (CTBS) (C7B/Mcraw-Hill, 1973-74). Then
a dictionary of all the major curridula being used
in all of the regular and supplemental classrooms
was made ( Poynor, 1977a). The location of each
student at the end of the year in that curriculum
was monitored, and the cumulation of all the
curricular information was mapped onto the
specific test information. For each item on the
CTBS, it was necessary to determine if the
student had been exposed to material that would
permit him or her to get the item correct.
Specific rules were generated: For example, if an
addition problem was encountered on the CTBS,
then the student must have had either those
specific numerals or numerals higher in value than
those numerals. Thus, if a student had been
exposed to 8 and 9 in addition problems, and the
problem was, 6 and 5, then the overlap was a
positive one. For the reading items, an analysis
was done to determine which words a student
needed to know in order to answer the test items.
The number of words was generally less, than the
number of words that were in the specific item,
and both the stimulus and response words had to
have been taught at some place in the curriculum.
The massiveness of this task can only be
appreciated when one realizes that each student is
actually exposed to multiple curricula, quite

'frequently in each of the subject matter areas,
reading and math.

When presinted with the IDS findings, teachers
agreed that children would do better when tested

/ on material that they knew and had been taught.
However, the teachers tended to expect students
to be able to perform on tests that require the
student to generalize to a greater extent than the
IDS finding implies. Teachers felt that-item form
was quite important in predicting how !_easily a
st 'ent could respond to a given problem. ror
example, if a student 'had never been ,exposed to
horizontal addition, it was unlikely the student
would read the question correctly and respond
correctly, even if he or she had been exposed to
vertical addition. In general, they reported
teaching children the format, although not the
content, of testing prior to the test.

Testing. Teachers used the discussion of
overlap to go into considerable,etail about their
attitudes toward testing. The discussion revolved
around three aspects! of testing: (a) teachers'
attitudes toward standardized, nationally normed
tests, (b) teachers' attitudes toward nonstandard-,
ized criterion- or domain-referenced tests, and (c)
teachers' views of a national testing program.

Teachers responded favorably to standardized
testing programs if they (or their representatives)
had been involved in selecting the test. It was
especially important that the test reflect the
major curricular objectives of the statewide cur-
riculum being used. Teachers agreed, when

19



Pressed, that testing gave them useful Informa-
tion. For example, they felt tests provided an
accurate assessment of who should be eligible for
Title I services. For the most part, the tests
separated the top-performing chilaren from the
low-performing children. Teachers did not object
to the norming process itself, and they felt it was
rea ,amble to know how their children were doing
in elationship to other children in the State,
district, and country.

However, tests can be and frequently are
abused. Often there were serious problems
reported with overtesting. There were some cases
where tests seemed to be inappropriately used to
judge programs and children. Teachers felt that
standardized testing is difficult for children in
their early years, and it is specifically difficult
for Title I-eligible compensatory education stu-
dents. Teachers also felt that no standardized
test ever gave them information at the student
level that could be used for teaching purposes.

A major alternative to standardized testing
that is being used in some school districts is
criterion- or domain-referenced tests. Teachers
described several scenarios in which criterion-
based tests were effectively used One mode is to
test students according to a time schedule, min-
imally at the end of every year, maximallyevery
3 or 4 months. Another approach is to request a
test whenever a student orb group of students is
ready for a specific concept to be tested. Some
districts have developed a testing bank for indi-
vidual objectives that had been agreed upon by
both the teachers and the district-level personnel.
Criterion-based testing was perceived as being
just as bad as standardized testing if it was
externally laid on. It is only superior in the eyes
of teachers when it is used with teacher input and
remains flexible with the option of teachers'
revising it.

Criterion-based testing tends to be helpful in
diagnosing individual student needs. This may be
because the terminology used in the tests and the
item forms are very similar to what the teachers
are teaching. It seemed to be an assumed
characteristic of criterion-based tests that they
were manipulative as opposed to multiple choice.

Many researchers share teachers' concerns and
misgivings about testing. Several elements seem
to be relevant to this problem. Tests are very
easy. especially standardized tests, and they tend
to reflect only the superficial elements of knowl-
edge. They are easy to give, to score, and, in
some ways, at least, to interpret. Highly
structured and focused instruction yields impres-
sive gains on highly structured and focused tests.
But questions on whether these techniqUes retain
their import in more complex examinations of
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knowledge rerna:r. unanswered because the more
subtle and complex elements In knowledge acqui-
sition remain unmeasured. While many teachers
and researchers (Doyle, 1978) believe that tightly
structured instruction will fail to be as important
when brooder knowledge is measured, their view,
for now at least, remains speculative.

A final serendipitous point which emerged
from the discussion was the concept of a national
testing program. Researchers and politicians have
tended to bock away from the whole aspect of
nationally base testing, especially in the area of
basic skills. Teachers, however, were very open
and more receptive to that concept than would
have been expected. Teachers thought that a
national testing program could be developed if it
were done in strands (maybe of objectives), if
representative teachers were deeply involved in
the construction, and if the test was manipulative
as opposed to multiple choice. They see
considerable utility in having a national test, in
part because it could help reduce the overall
testing load.

Teachers were sensitive to the concept of
appropriate criteria. This came out of discussions
of some findings that were somewhat inconsistent
with what the teachers expected. They pointed
out that researchers tend to measure things that
are easily measurable. For example, they felt
that it was not reasonable to dismiss the concept
of 'class size as being unimportant if no impact on
achievement was found because the appropriate
criterion for the impact of class size may not be
achievement, but might be student and teacher
emotional state or quality of life. However, they
did admit that it would be far more powerful if
something like class size could be shown to have
detrimental effects on achievement:
Conclusions

The opportunity to learn is a valuable way of
nonsidering educational resources and is a useful
hiNmistic for studying effective instructional fea-,
'tures. It is important, ,however, to realize that
opportunity is only one dimension and that other
areas, such as the quality of. initruction, are also
worth investigating. Research results indicate
that when opportunity is carefully defined in
terms of tiMe spent working on criterion- relevant
material 01 criterion overlap, then there is a
strong relationship between it and achievement.

Opportunity should probably be limited to
mean the quantity of time available or used and
quantity of criterion-relevant instruction. While
considerable research has been done in the area of
time spent in specific learnilig. activities, more
precise knowledge i$ needecrahout the cost and
differential impact of spending time in different
subjects at different gradelevels. We need to



know, for example, if 10% increments in math
time will show more influence at 2d grade than
5th grade, or more or less than an equivalent
increase in reading. Teachers and researchers
seem to believe intuitively in o point of dimin-
ishing returns for increases in time, but where is
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it? Most people seem to believe that the
significance of curriculum overlap diminishes as
the criterion vets more complex and as children
get olderbut where and when does this -occur?
We will need both clinical and research-based'
informationto-answer these questions.
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OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN:
ANOTHER CASE OF THE RESEARCH

TALE WAGGING THE DOG

Herbert Zimiles
Bank Street College of Education

At first glance, the new research interest in
"Opportunity to learn" and "engaged time" would
seem to herald an advance in the methodology and
conceptualization of educational evaluation. The
results of evaluation studies, such as the IDS, can
be better understood if we have detailed informa-
tion about the learning environment whose impact

being assessed. In this regard, the need to
c.clescribe and measure opportunity to learnthe
'extent to which a child has actually been available
and/or receptive to the influence of his learning
environmentis fundamental. However, the
ambiguous nature of the definitions and interpre-
tations of these new constructs raises questions
about their usefulness. This paper examines some
of these problems of definition and data interpre-
ration, and also considers the circularity and self-,
fulfilling quality of research thus far stimulated.

The Problems of Definition and Measurement

In Measuring opportunity to learn and engaged
Haul, the educational researcher attempts to
gouge the degree to which a child has actually hod
the opportunity to be influenced by the program
whose impact is being evaluated. Such data can
help to illuminate evaluation findings. If posttest
results fail to show evidence of achievement test
gains, how are these negative findings to be
explained? Are the results attributable tc a
failure to implement the program properly or to
the program's intrinsic limitations? . If positive
results are obtained, which aspects are mainly
responsible for its success? Without detailed
information regarding the transactions that take
place in an educational program, it is almost
impossible: to account far -its success or failure.

. Efforts to study opportunity to learn and .

engaged time are directed at understanding the
role of one aspect of the antecedent conditions in
. an evaluation studythe degree to which children
are. "tuned in" or actively participating in the
Work life of the classroom. The basic design of
studies of oOporturnity to learn and engaged time
calls for examining thafcorrelation between meas-
ures of these variables and gains in achievement
test scares. Such correlation data indicate the

degree -ta which measures of opportunity to learn
are pr -eictive of educational achievement.,.

In pursuing this line of research, investigators
tend to use different measures of opportunity to
learn interchangeably. If it is established that a
child (a) was absent much of the time, or (b) was
seldom actively engaged in the work that was
assigned, or (c) was not exposed to the material
that was contained in the posttest measure of
achievement, we may be helped to account for
some of toe results of an evaluation study. Tne
first example focuses on whether or not the child
actually attends class. The second deals with the
degree to which the child is psychologically
related to the events of the -classroom and the
learning situation. The third reflects a more
funCtional analysis of the3froblem: instead of
dealing with the child's pattern of reaction to the
classropp, it asks whether- he was exposed to the
materidl included in the achievement test,
whether he hod an opportunity to learn what was
being used as an index,-of progress. Two of the
antecedents are concerned with characteristics of
the student, with his physical and psychological
presence; the third deals with characteristics of
the teaching situation, with what the child has
been exposed to in class.

The first, physical presence, would appear to
be a necessary condition for school influence but
hardly a sufficient one. It is on attribute that is
easily and precisely measured. -A child's
"engogednese in the classroom is much more
difficult to define and measure.ore. Engoged time is
sometimes measured directly by observation and
monitoring of classroom interaction and some-
times retrospectively by tallying the number of
pages read or workbook assignments completed.
Both kinds of indices present problems. Those
based on direct observation of the child must
define and measure engogedness in children, and
definitions may differ. To the traditional educa-
tor, a child who is block building is not engaged in
learning. Others may question whether the child
who is ritualistically copying words or numbers
from a workbook is actually engaged in learning
activities. As to those indices of engagedness
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that, are based on the child's previous output, they
may reflect ability level reather than engagedness.

Efforts to determine the degree of corrtspon-
dente between exposure to particular content and

_performance on achievement tests present both
conceptual and methodological problems. The:
correlation between posttest scores and exposure
to test-related content in the classroom reveals
more about the strengths and weaknesses of
achievement testing than it does about the influ-
ence_of. opportunity to learn on achievement
gains. ln addition to being difficult to interpret,
such data are marred by the procedures used to
measure exposure to test-relevant content
teachers'retrospective judgments of whether the
test material hod been previously covered.

Despite the fact that these varioyg antecedent
measures assess different factors, present varying
limitations and deficiencies of measurement, and
generate data that are difficult to interpret, the
results of research in this area have been cited as
though they are a homogeneous, uncomplicated
mass that has unmistakable implications for edu-
cational policy (see Rosenshine, 1978).

The Methodological Premise: Commitment to
Evaluation by Means of Achievement Testing

Research in opportunity to learn accepts the
basic methodological premise of most evaluation
studiesthat achievement tests provide valid
measures of educational progress. This new work
obscures longstanding perceived deficiencies in
the methodology of evaluation. Educational
evaluation has been subjected to two mojor lines
of criticism: (I) achievement tests are regarded
as invalid instruments of educational evaluation
because they are only marginally related to many
educators' hierarchy of educational objectives,
and (2) methods of educational evaluation fail to
identify the elements of the.educational program
that have brought about the gains recorded by the
evaluation. The first of these criticisms is more
sweeping but less universally offered; the second
is less controversial. In addressing the second
criticism, studies of opportunity to learn are, in
effect, *passing the first. Yet, achievement
tests have been summarily rejected as a valid
basis for educational evaluation by large numbers
of educators. Among the reasons given ore:

(I) Achievement tests are restricted in their
content to factual material and specific
skills. Such tests fail to indicate
whether or not the child has been
grounded in the material to te learned,
how it fits into his cognitive framework,
whether he understands why and how the
information is to be used
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(2) In dealing exclusively with t6ctual infor-
mation and concrete skills, achievement
Irstst fail' to assess the more general-
i able skills of cognitive functioning

oblem-solving ability, originality and
resourcefulness, and the ability to corn-
municate ideas and information.

(3) Achievement tests do not deal with the
affective dimensions of school ex-
periencewith the child's feelings about
himself, his degree of self-knowledge,
and his ability to relate to Whet's.

These criticisms maintain that achievement tests
provide' a skewed-assessment of how children are
influenced by their school experience. Moreover,
the measurement of those aspects that are
CoVered"by the test is flawed by the speeded,
paper-and-pencil, multiple-choice format of the
test. The test format dictates an undue emphasis
on discrete fragments of information. As a result,:
test performance of young children is largely
determined by the rate at which they have learned
to . read and by the amount of experience they
have had in dealing with worksheets. Research in
opportunity to learn and engaged time gives the
appearance that these familiar criticisms' of
achievement tests do not exist. Without explicitly
endorsing achievement tests, research in
opportunity to learn and engaged time is built on a
foundation of achievement test data

O r Learn and E d Time as In er-
ven inq VariablesRatherThanFoCWxs

While the variables of opportunity to learn and
engaged time ore clearly antecedent to the
measurement of achievement gains, they are at
the some time the consequences of the child's
ability to cope with the expectations and demands
of school life. The depth of a child's learning is
influenced by characteristics of the child as well

as by the quality of instruction. Opportunity to
learn and engaged time frequently mediate
achievement gains; they do not necessarily bring
them about. Some children fall behind in their
school work because they have been absent, and
others are absent because they have fallen behind'
(and then they fall further behind). Engaged time,
too, is better viewed as resulting from an interac-
tion between the characteristics of the learner
and the mode of teaching than as a manipulable
determinant of educational progress. How much
time a child spends in an activity in school is a
reflection of many factors. If Dutch educational
psychologists had conducted a study of Leiden
elementary schoolchildren in the late 1600's, they
would have been wrong to conclude that, if all
other 2d graders had spent as much time drawing
and painting as little Rembrandt von Rijns (more
than three times the median for his age level),
they, too, would have developed a fine proficiency
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in the graphic arts. On the other hand, observa--
Lions in the Leipzig schools 40 years'later would
have yielded other results. Gottfried von Leibniz
was so swift in-calculating that he was in the
lowest decile of engaged time in mathematics
seetwork. While most of his fellow 2nd graders
were busily working out three-digit addition prob-
lems, Gottfried..had long completed his 'assign-
ments and was 'usually found reading a comic
book. Engacjed time scores do not always reflect
teaching effectiveness, nor are they invariably
associated with excellence of performance.

One way of sharpening the meaning of engaged
time data is to contrast the variance of such
scores obtained within and between classrooms.
The wiIhin-classroom variance is more likely to be
associated with indivick.b.:.: differences in ability
and responsiveness to classroom activity, whereas
variance among different classrooms is likely t'
reflect voriotion in teaching styles. However,
there are pitfalls to this method of analysis. In
some cases, variation in engaged time within the
classroom may result from differences among
work groups that reflect the teacher's organiza-
tional pattern, her teaching style: In other
instances, a comparison among classes that are
comprised of different levels of homogeneous
grouping or that were selected from schools with
morkedly different populations could spuriously
inflate the between-schools variance.

The interpretation of engaged time data is
further clouded by the fact that teachers do not
simply have children randomly assigned to them.
Teachers vary markedly in their capacity for
tolerating the child with learning difficulties;
those who use methods that are more supportive
of children with learning problems are more likely
to be .assigned such children. Correspondingly,

= teachers 'who adopt high-pressure didactic
methods often arrange transfers for those children
who do not fit in with their demanding pattern of
instruction. The study of engaged time will surely
be influenced by the extent to which teachers
welcome and support slow learners. Engdged time
data may be expected to be consistently lower in
classrooms of teachers who receive large numbers
of slow learners because they are willing to work
with them. This factor complicates our interpre-
tation of correlations between engaged time and
teaching style.

Misleading As is of a Common Thread of
theory, Method, and Research Findings

The new research on opportunity to learn and
engaged time illustrates the manner in which the
study of o problem is co-opted by key method-
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°logical decisions. One decision dictates a second"
that, in turn, leads to a third. They result in a
series of interconnected events, mutually rein-
forcing and circular, that lead to the formulation
of a study in terms that predetermine the out-
come. Once the study of opportunity to learn
became tied to a conception of educational
progress defined by ochievemem test gains, the
research became embedded in a theoretical
framework of traditional education. If educational
imp.ict is defined in terms of the acquisition. of
specific skills and bits of information thqt are
measured by standardized achievement tests, then
opportunity to learn and engaged time must be
defined, correspondingly, in terms of the condi-
tions that facilitate rote learning. What is curious
abbut this pattern is that what might seem to be
the expec+c-d order of decisions is reversed, the
choice of basic method leads to the adoption of a
particular theoretical framework, which, in turn,
dictates further methodological decisions. In this
mutually reinforcing manner, an internally
consistent but biased conceptual-methodological
framework emerges that narrows the scope of the
study and foreshadows its results.

Those who view school influence from the
developmental-interaction frameivork (see Shapiro
and Biber, 1972), a. perspective that emphasizes
the development of competence (White, 1959) and
of coping skills (Murphy, 1962), are excluded by
this perception of the problem. From the
developmental-interaction viewpoint, schools
function to strengthen the coping skills of children
by broadening and deepening their experience and
understanding of the world. Since each child's
experience is -distinctive, teaching and
have to be individualized. The development of
competence is concerned with fostering
autonomy, resourcefulness and curiosity, problem-
solving ability, and self-awareness., It is apparent
thot these goals coil for a different set of
educational strategies. Children must have an
opportunity to function autonomouslyto move
about freely, to chat and discuss, to feel and smell
and see as well as to listen - -in order to deepen
and integrate their understanding. The curriculum
is designed to fit and enrich the child's own
experiential background. In effect, children are
expected to be engaged differently in school.
Thus, how we define engaged time depends on our
educational theory and our educational objectives.

As opportunity to learn and engaged time are
currently being studied, it is assumed that
children who are attending to the teacher's speech
or busily involved' in writing or reading activity at
their desks are participating more fully and
effectively than children who are rapt in thought
or who are talking wjth their peers. The validity
of these questionable assumptions is being tested
exclusively by means of the criterion of



achievement test performance, which is primarily
sensitive to and designed to measure rote
learning.2

Although the results of research on oppor-
tunity to learn and engaged time are just begin-
ning to accumulate, and although those that have
been completed have used quite different methods
to define and measure the variables in question,
the general pattern of findings indicates a positive
correlation between achievement test gains and
measures of opportunity to learn or engaged time.
The results are hailed by Rosenshine (1978)
oecouse they seem to him to identify antecedents
that can be manipulated to produce increases in
'achievement test scores. Citing the results
obtained by Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974), who
found that time spent in reading and mathematics
was correlated with achievement, Rosenshine
calls for research that will assess the impact of
stepping up the pace of engaged time and identify
optimal dosage levels. He seems unready to
entertain an alternative explanation of many of
the findings: children who spend more time
working are better students to begin with. They
-are not better because they work more, they )rk
more because they are better. If we ...row
Rosenshine's thinking to its logical conclusion,
then the data that show that children who attend
school more regularly display greater gains in
achievement should lead to large-scale hiring of
attendance officers whose job it will be to
improve the attendance of logging students--as if
attendance by itself will produce the desired
effect.

Thus, a set of interrelated decisions has
transformed on interesting research question into
on exercise that yields a predictable body of
findings. The choice of achievement test gains as
an index of educational progress has led to a
definition of engaged time and opportunity to

2Before we get further involved in the discussion
of time, mention should be mode of mathe-
matics. Mathematics may have bed. equally
represented within each of the fgergroups of
teachers, but it was not equally discussed.
Therefore, the majority of the discussion in this
review focuses on reading instruction. Some of
it may be true for mathematics_as well, But a
clear feel for use of time in math is still locking.
It appears to me in reviewing my notes that
there is a block of stable time allocated to
mathematics of between 40 and 50 minutes a
day. It doesn't have the wide fluctuations of
between 40 minutes to 212 -hours that reading
does. It appears that the major constraint on
mathematics is the amount of time that is
subtracted for management purposes. Once the
teacher starts teaching math, most children are
doing mathematics.
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learn in terms of classroom activities and events
that are consistent with the kind of learning that
is measured on achievement tests. In choosing to
interpret the correlations found between engaged
time and achievement test gains as causally
connected rather than as concomitant variables
produced by a common third factor, researchers
have arrived at the conclusion with which many of
them startedthat direct instruction is the most
efficient approach to education. Instead of asking
how each 5-hour day of schooling can be shaped to
form a coherent and stimulating learning environ-
ment that attempts to meet the principal develop-
mental needs of each child, the results of research
ai opportunity to learn lead to recommendations
for adding 3-minute increments in reading and
arithmetic instruction to the regimen of :daily
instruction. Further, by its use of achievement
tests as definitive indices of educational progress,
its way of defining and measuring engaged time,
and the uncritical interpretation of findings,
research in opportunity to learn has become a
powerful supporter and. promoter of traditional
education.

Becouse.the issues of opportunity to learn and
engaged time are intrinsically interesting and
offer potential for improving the efficiency of
teaching, the apportionment and use of time does
merit study. However, a functional analysis of
this problem is exceedingly difficult to achieve
because each transaction in the classroom serves
a multiplicity of purposes. The use of time can be
assessed from an infinity of perspectives. Thus
far, efforts to study this problem have been
marred by the choice of mechanical, theoretically
uninteresting bases for differentiating the use of
time, premature concern with measuring the
efficiency of use of time by invoking criteria of
effectiveness whose validity is widely questioned,
and drawing unwarranted inferences from the
findings.

The Instructional Dimensions Study..

When. NIE convened 40 teachers who had
participated in the IDS and 'asked them to discuss
the usefulness and relevance. of data regarding
opportunity to learn, the results were illuminat-
ing. Much of the initial discussion dealt with
allocated time rather than engaged time. Many,
but not all, of the teachers emphasized that
allocation of instructional time was governed by
local or state regulations, so that they were not
free to alter patterns of instructional time
allocation. Nevertheless, they pointed out that
there was more flexibility than appeared on the
surface because reading and arithmetic could be
embedded in the teaching of social studies

For the most part, the teachers seemed very
caught up in the mission of Title I and dedicated



to achieving its objectives, but many raised
questions .about some aspects of the programing.
Some teachers expressed concern over the double
dose of reading and arithmetic instruction that
characterized their Title I program because 'it is
being achieved at the expense of time for science
and social studies. Is the neglect of these areas of
instruction, in effect, sowing the seeds of failure
in future years? The lock of exposure to concepts
and information in science and social studies in
the early grades, when combined with the meoger
experiential background of many of the Title I

children, might lebd to the creation of evert,more
serious academic problems in later grades.

Other teacheri spoke of the importance of
saving time for discussion and creating
opportunities for children- to express themselves,
thereby supporting the development of their self-
image and their sense of individuality. Some
teachers felt that the critical needs of Title I

programs related to the children's feelings about
themselves and their limited ability to
communicate: they believe that the focus on
academic training is misguided.

Discussion also centered on the idea that it
was not only the ,amount but the quality of
instructional time that mattered. Small-group
instruction was reported to be much more effec-
tive than large-group teaching. On the other
hand, in some cases the extra, more intense
instruction especially provided for Title I children
was offered by a separate tutorial staff that
functioned independently from the regular class-
room teacher. As a result, this group of children
who were especially in need of strengthening their
integrative functioning was being subjected to a
disjointed and fragmented mode of instruction.

Problems of discipline also affected decisions
regarding which children should be tutored. There
is continuing pressure to remove disruptive
children from the class. Indeed, many children
who were unable to benefit from classroom
instruction functioned more effectively in the less
rigid situation of a learning laboratory.

In describing how instructional time was being
used in the classroom, it became apparent that
many teachers in. the IDS classrooms worked at a
stepped-up pace. They referred to the variety of
curriculum packages that their district was using
to accelerate the pace of learning. For the most
part, they seemed to like these additional curricu-
lum and text/workbook materials. However, they
believed that Title I teachers were in a better
position to make decisions about the allocation of
instructional time than district adminiStrators
who were less familiar with the needs of the
children and the realities of classroom life. They
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seemed ready to accept a prescription of time
allocation but wanted it to be made locally.

When asked how instructional time could be
deployed more efficiently, Most members of this
highly motivated and capable group of teachers
believed that classroom time was being used
efficiently. They contended that most instances
of children sitting around and not working were-
likely to be found among the brighter children who
hod already completed their work and were
waiting for the others to finish so that they could:
move on.

The fact that children performed better on
items whose content had been included in class-
room instruction did not cause surprise..= No
teacher reported having access in advance to the
test and giving children instruction or practice on
the actual items of the test, but many teachers
indicated that it was customary to provide train-
ing on the type of .inquiry used by the test to be
administered. In some districts, children are
given extensive experience with the item types
that will appear on the test they are about to
take.

Many of the teachers spoke of the great
amount of testing that was going on in their
school districts, so much that it was making
inroads into instructional time. Teachers seemed
to have mixed feelings about the role of testing.
While many felt that testing had become exces-
sive, most accepted the notion that testing repre-
sented the best method for assessing the educa-
tional progress made by the children. They were
well.attuned to the needs for testing and the ins
and outs of preparing children for this method of
measuring their achievement. Some teachers
deplored the fact that the entire program
evaluation rested on test performance, question-
ing their validity by observing that tests measure
what can be measured rather than what should be
measured. They much preferred locally created
tests, those devised on the basis of a local
formulation of educational , objectives. They
disliked nationally normed tests, tests that were
less relevant to the actualities of their instruc-
tional program and the characteristics of the
children they were testing.'

The concept of opportunity to learn did not
seem to this group of experienced teachers to be
one that might lead to a revision in their way of
teaching. They are too familiar with the realities
of day -td.day teaching and the complexities of

30ne solution to the overtesting problem might be
to do an expanded anchor test study. This would
permit cross-instrumentation comparisons with-
out actually testing children. The current
norming information is too moeck to really use.



cicissroom life ,. to embrace a concept that ;Is .

introduced by the research worldin abstract and
simplistic terms, especially a cprfcept with which
they we already grappling in ,more sophisticated
terms. The opportunity to discuss the results of
the IDS with a groUp of teachers helped to shed
new light on the source of variation of some of

the independent variables. At the some time, it
helped' to lay bare the disparity between the
concerns of the classroom teacher. and those of
the researcher. It also demonstrated how the
methOdological premises of researchers, as well as
their findings, can come to influence educational
policy.
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Chapter IV. Setting for Instruction

SCHQOL SETTING AND LEARNING

1.

G. Charlene Kennedy
Institute for Research on Teoching

East Lansing, Michigan

Introduction
I

The Instructional Dimensions /Study (IDS)
examined the effects of selected 'compensatory
education program characteristi '7S on student
achievement. One feature of compensatory
instruction which was investigated was relative
effectiveness of- pullout and mainstream instruc-

. tion.' The research showed :the mainstream
setting to be significantly better for grade I

reading and arithmetic and grade 3 reading. For
grade 3 math there was no difference.

-Given the prevalence- of pullout Title I in-
struction, the study results indicated a need for
careful, review of setting effects upon student
achievement? particularly that of Ist-grade stu-
dents. The IDS, Conference was convened to
discuss study findings with a sample of partici-
pating teachers. As part of the agenda of. the
conference, disCussions were held to identify
features of mainstream and pullout instruction
that accounted for high student gains. The ses-
sions on setting addressed the following questions:

,

(I). How are Title I programs being imple-
mented? . .

(2) What impact does the Title I program
have on students and teachers?

(3) What are the advantages and disad-
vantages of mainstream and pullout
instruction?

Since the instructional setting element .was
used only as a bloeking variable in the IDS (Poynor
et al., 1977), teachers' responses to these ques-
tions provided a contextual frame for interpreting

Pullout instruction is defined as supplemental
instruction that is delivered outside the regular
classroom. Mainstream instruction is supple-
mental instruction delivered within the regular
classroom.
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study findings. The report that follows is a
practitioner's synthesis of teacher responses to
the above questions, with accompanying re-
flections. This insider/outsider perspective will
provide some insight to the eiements of teaching
activities and classroom experiences that contrib-
ute to what children learn in schools./

Practitioner Responses

Implementation. Teacher participants at the
IDS workshop described Title I- instructional set-
tings in terms of who, where, how, and, oc-
casionally, when compensatory instruction was"
delivered: The criteria teachers employed to
categorize programs as "mainstream" or "pullout"
were based on their perceptions of personal roles
and responsibilities associated with initiating,
reinforcing, or reteaching a skill or concept.
Mainstream setting was typically used to refer to
cornpfory instruction provided to Title I
benefitts in regular classrooms. The regular
classroom teacher assumed primary responsibility
for instructional planning; directing and managing
the activities of other certified or noncertified
teaching personnel; and monitoring, evaluating,
and reporting student progress.

Teachers 'discussed two types of mainstream
settings. In one, the regular classroom teacher
provided compensatory instruction for Title I
children in the regular classroom, assisted by
auxiliary personnel such as paraprofessionals and
preservice interns. Auxiliary personnel were
funded by Title I, although school district re-
sources often augmented Title I monies. The
reguldr classroom teacher assumed total respon-
sibility for identifying children's learning needs,
organizing and planning instructional events, and
directing the activities of auxiliary personnel.

In the second type of mainstream setting, a
reading or math specialist or other' Title I-funded
staff "person came into the regular classroom to ,
provide instruction for children who qualified for.
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assistance under Title I guidelines. The children
Were either referred to the specialist by- the
classroom teacher or identified through a testing
program; often both procedures were used. With
this type of setting, the classroom teacher and the

I specialist jointly planned for the
instruction of Title I students, but the classroom
teacher initiated the instructional events and the
Title I specialist reinforced the instruction.

In puliout settings, compensatOry ,instruction
., was typically provided to Title I students in a

space designated as a lab or resource room. A
reading or math specialist assumed primary
responsibility for instructional planning, for
recommending to the classroom teacher other
activities in which the learner might appropriately
be engaged, and for monitoring and evaluating.
student progress.

Teachers described two varieties of pullout
instruction. In one variety, students were re-
ferred by the Classroom teacher or were identified

i through testing procedures. The regular class-
I room teacher and the specialist Conferred formal-
/ ly as well as informally to monitor each child's

.-1, progress and to plan future instruction. The
specialist, however, initiated instruction in a skill
'area, and the regular classroom( teacher rein-
loiced the instruction by providing classroom
experiences and activities which- gave the child

1 the opportunity to apply, the skills learned.

In the second type of pullout instruction, the
classroom teacher identified instructional needs
of Title I children and sent them to the laboratory
or resource room for this instruction. This room,
usually equipped with special materials as well as
hordware such as tape recorders and cassette
viewer, was staffed by Title) personnel who may
or may not have been certified teachers. The
classroom teacher conferred with Title I personnel
to monitor and evaluate student progress.

In a hybrid variety-described by one reading
specialist, entire classrcxins attended' the reading
lab daily. The regilar classroom teacher taught
non-Title I youngsters at the, same 'time that the
reading specialist taught Title I children. The
regular classroom teacher and the reading special-
ist jointly planned the reading instructional events
for both groups of children. InstruCtional
assistance was provided by two aidesthe class-
room teacher's aide and the reading specialist's
aide.

Impact of Mainstream and Pullout Settings on
Students. Workshop facilitators focused on
severe claims assembled from conventional wis-
dom that addrest- the impact of mainstream and
pullout instruction for students and teachers.
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Workshop participants' comments suggest that
teachers are primarily concerned about children
their social development (i.e., peer interactions),
their self-image, and their motivation level..
Teachers' comments also addressed the issue of
stigmatizing children.

According to 'conventional wisdom, main-
stream instruction stigmatizes compensatory edu-.
cation students by having extra instruction occur
in the,presence of peers, Pullout instruction is,
believed to stigmatize compensatory education
students by making them easily identifiable...
Teachers advocating mainstream , instruction
Indicated that peer and parental pressure result
when children leave the room for instruction. A
teacher from a Florida school district clearly and
emphatically reperred, "Parents don't like it when
theft children have more than one teacher."

A Michigan teacher favored pullout instruction
because of the opportunity.it provided for children
to - -- confront and overcome their ,perceived
inadequacy. She said, "Children know they don't
know how to read. The pullout situation gives
them a chance to do something about it with
someone who.understands their problem."

Most teachers working in pullout programs
acknowledged that compensatory education stu-
dents were stigmatized and that this created
management problems. Its negative impact on
Title I youngsters was reduced by practices such
as open and frank classroom diecussions concern-
ing academic, physical, and cultural differences;
ongoing counseling for all children to encourage
empathy and improve classroom relationships
among peers; and providing opportunities for Title
I children to perform successfully in other school
and classroom situations.

Most of,,,the teachers attending the workshop
came from districts in which the pullout setting
was preferred for delivering compensatory reading
and mathematias instruction. Regarding stigmati-
zation they observed that students are not
labeled in building or . classroom environments
Characterized by frequent movement and a lot of
activity (for example, special progratns for gifted
and talented youngsters).

Fewer reports of stigmatization were associ-
ated with compensatdry education programs
employing "systems". instructional formats in
which all children were simultaneously engaged in

$.learning tasks in a common skills area (for
example, comprehension, study skills, or analyt-
ical skills). Systems instructional formats are
characterized by continuous groupings and re-
groupings according to test performance. This
procedure encouraged flexible grouping arrange-
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rents. More importantly, teachers believed that
students, perceptions of the similarity of, instruc-
tional content area among class members mini-
mized Title I children's feelings of "being
different" and classmates' perceptions of Title I
children as "weird."

Teachers at:ributed reduced stigthatization to
the minimization of differences in instructional
content areas to which compensatory and
noncompensatory education' students were ex-
posed Within each content area student objec-
tives were formulated, children were grouped
homogeneously, and subsequent study tasks and
rnater:als were varied according to level of
student performance on skills measures.

To summarize, the potential for stigmatizing
Title I youngsters exists in both mainstream and
pullout settings. However, compensatory educa-
tion students are less likely to be subjected to
labeling and its negative effects in environments
where teachers actively encourage children's
.respect for and appreciation of a variety of human
differences; in environments where similarities
between learning tasks and materials are
emphasized; and in environments where Title I and
non-Title I children frequently move, in an organ-
ized way, to other parts of the building or
classroom to receive special instruction.

Impact of Mainstream and Pullout Instruc-
tion on Teacs.- Teacher participants at the IDS
workshop offered several compelling arguments in
favor of, and in opposition to, both varieties of
Title I instructional 'settings. Mainstream settings
provided opportunities for the classroom teacher
to observe children's academic performance and
their reactions to other instructional techniques
and adult- personalities. In turn, it was believed

. that observations could lead to increased
instructional effectiveness. Workshop partici-
pants cautioned, however, that the advantages
which observation offers classroom teachers can
be confounded by negative fiictors such as limited
or inadequate materials 'and classroom space,
increased recordkeeping, and.planning "overload."

Pullout settings offer the advantages of
increased communication between classroom and
specialist teachers,. of providing a model of adult
cooperation for children to emulate, and 'of
supporting the child's persevering efforts which
lead to increased confidence. Mainstream
advocates quickly cautioned that pullout settings
are often viewed as intrusions, particularly when
the specialist is perceived as a monitor or evalu-
ator of the classroom teacher's practices. Addi-
tionally, several workshop participants criticized
pullout varieties of compensatory education for
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interrupting the continuity'
r

of instruction and
inhibiting "follow through."

Teachers did not express a high level of
consensus on the issue. Each of the positions
advanced in favor of, and in opposition to, main-
stream and pullout compensatory education sug-
gests that the relative 'effectiveness of either
variety is related to teaching and administrative
practices.

Characteristics of Well-Coordinated Title I

Programs. According to teachers' reports, most
well-coordinated Title I. programs, whether main-
stream or pullout, use similar planning methods
and have similar amounts of administrative sup-,-
port for autonomy and flexibility in scheifuling-_,/

(I) Planning. Well-coordinated pro'grams
seemed to be characterized by joint planning.
Much cooperation and communication; both, for-
mal and informal, occurred between the regular
classroom teacher, specialist teacher, and

personnel. Additionally, planning that was_
both systematic and flexible was thought fto
facilitate matching between claistroom instruc-
tional events, learner's needs, /and district or
building goals. This kind of planning also was
believed to facilitate consistency between kinds
of skills being taught in mainstream or pullout
situations and to lead to clear definitions of
responsibilities and functions among all adults who
contributed to the children's instruction.

(2) Administrative- Support for Autonomy.
Classroom teachers and specialists who had high
degrees of autonomy attributed the success of
their respective Title I programs to increased
decisionmaking roles. Reported indicators of
administrative support included allocation of
released time for planning, parity in decision-
making regar/ding the employment of auxiliary
persbnnel, and freedom to exercise professional
judgment in curriculum matters such as instruc-
tional, goals and in classroom procedures such as
grouping arrangements.

(3) Flexible Scheduling. In well-coordinated
programs, Title I children received compensatory
academic instruction without being denied partici-
pation in other school enrichment activities
(music, art, and physical education, for,example).
Flexible schedules that allowed Title I children to
perform successfully in a variety of nonacademic
situations reportedly helped to increase student
motivation and self-esteem.

Analysis of Practitioner Responses

Theoretical Perspective. The quest ions
posed in the IDS Conference session on setting
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have 4roditionally been the focus of inqUiry for
organizational' and educational sociologists.
Considerable attention has been paid to the char-
acteristics of work sites and settings,' to repeti-
tive relationships 'occurring there, and to the
delineation and analysis of tosks (Brookover, 1955;,,
Bidwell, 1965; Jackson, 19,-,13; Lortie, 1975; Spady,
1976). The- implicit assumption underlying suc
inquiry is that certain organizational properties of
schools and classrooms have implications for the
nature, quantity, and quality of teachers' work,
teacher-pupil interaction styles.; and student
outcomes.

Dunkin and Biddle's discussion, "The Class-
room as a Social System" (1974), identified several
categories of classroom,setting variables, includ-
ing lesson and activity,4fo-ri-nats, classroom pro-
cesses and events, andphysicalpcharacteristics of
the classroom environment. After careful review
of several substantive reports, Dunkin and Biddle
make the following observations regarding effects
of classroom features on student achievement:

I

virorrnent. From his vi/ the educational en-
vironment was canceptLazed as a nested w-

ive system structures
macrosystemivwhich

or fails to happen in an
or Bronfenbreinner, the
Of a learner encompassed

rangement of four succ
micro-, mesa -, exo-,
account for what
educational setting.
educational environment

KL.__both immediate and larger social contexts.
Hence, systems properties and processes "affect,
and are affected by, the -behavior and develop-
ment of the learner."

When applied to \the school -environment,
Bronfenbrenner's conceptual Onalysii of the !eco-
logical structure of /educational environments
leads to the following set of generalizations.
(I.) The learner's immediate setting is the class-
roOina place in which the learner engages in
particular activities in particulag role for
particular periods of time. (2) InterTeliitions
among several sets of settings (classroom, library,
resource room, playground, etc.) comprise the
learner's instructional setting.., At another level,

, the' inztructional settings embrace formal and
that Influence, shape,
ers do within the
tional structures of

plicitly mobilize the
rs, support personnel,
environment. These

'constitute the school
irig to the activity of

Subject matter' is found to affect the lesson
foimat, with mathematics featuring a closer,
more formal relationship between group func-
tion and structure than social studies ...
teacher and sex also affect format ...
(however) of . the format dis-
tinctions ... has been applied in process-pro-
duct research. (pp. 209-211)

Teacher' role in classroom processes is also
fccund to affect, or be affected by, a wide
variety of Other events in, the classroom,
including lesson format, group function, and
classroom location .... Altogether, findings
for teacher role are 'more suggestive than
those for lesson format, but we have even less
evidence of their usefulness in predicting the
effectiveness of teaching. (p. 218)

Roughly a dozen findings report relationships
between other kinds of classroom events and
pupil roles .... Although suggestive, these
findings areonce againas yet unavailable by
process-product research. (p. 220)

Regarding.' other features of the classroom
environment, Dunkin and Biddle indicate that
"investigators are not in complete agreement on
how to conceptualize the physical environment of
the classroom" (p. 226).

critical of the treatment of a diverse array of
educational setting variables in previous studies
"as separable from one another, linear and
additive," Bronfenbrenner (1976) posited an
ecological systems view of the educational en-

infor social structures
and limit what ar.
school. (3) The or i
schools implicity
efforts al teachers
parents, tc., in the
structures, in combi
environment and enOw m
all persons in'the

These generalizati /are heuristically useful
as a conceptual tool for discovering the relevant
dimensions of instructs I setting perceived by
IDS workshop participanfis. Application of Bron-
fenbrenner's conceptual model to practitioner-
described school environm2ntal features permits 'a
retrospecti*e reconstruction of compensatory
education i4structional settings.

Classrooms. Group cohesion, and the proc-
esses teachers use to develop it, appears' to be a
classroom charocteristic. Teachers use group
cohesion to "set the stage" for instruction and
learning in compensatory education instructional
settings. The concern that teachers expressed-
regarding breakdowns in classroom peer relation-
ship patterns indicates that teachers' perceive a
relationship between Title .1 student ochievement
and (I) patterns of classroom movement and
activity and (2) .instructional grouping arrange -.
ments. The uniform practices teachers employed
in remedying stigmatization suggest that develop-
ment of group cohesion is an antecedent of ef-
fective instruction and learning.

Instructional Process Dimensions. In well-
coordinated programs, Title 1 learners received
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instruction -which can be described as frequent and
repeated oiner the available time period. The

' formal and nformal cooperation, cornrnunication,
- and joint planning among teachers allowed

compensatory education students to study specific
skills or concepts in a number of different lesson
formats: Joint planning also encouraged 1. con-
siderable repetition. As one teacher explained it,
"Our Title I children receive several doses of
instruction in a selected content area."

For Title .l :learners, the instructional setting
also appears to-be characterized by 'instructional
formats in which skills and concepts are intro-
duced, reinforced, and retaught according to
identified performance needs. Ongoing, collab-
orative monitoring of student progress facilitated
the modification and revision of instructional
sequencing and pacing.

Well-coordinated Title I program were char-
atterized by, clearly defined areas of responsi
bility among all adults whip were.involved directly
or indirectly with instructing Titie I beneficiaries.
IDS teachers "perceived clear divisions of !job
function made according to their responsibility for
initiating,- reinforcing, and reteaching skills and
concepts which facilitated consistency in
instructional format. These clear delineations of
instructional functions seem to emote and
maintain content consistency for the Title I

learner. By providing uniformity of purpose and
direction for Title I instructional effortS, the
division of labor provided an accompanying
perceptual focus for learner activity and behavior.

School Setting. Key aspects of compensatory
education school settings include: (I) released
time for planning; (2) administrative support for
autonomy; and (3) flexible scheduling.

Released planning time seemed,,,to relate to
teachers' opportunities to select and review
materials, to assess student progress, and to
develop strategies for meeting learners' needs.
Equally important was the opportunity provided
for' collaboration between teachers' aides or
Title I personnel and the regular classroom teach -''1
er.

Administrative support for autonomy allowed
teachers to assume a greater share of responsi-
bility and control in structuring the learning
environment relative to curriculum and instruc-
tion. Since classroom and subject area teachers
performed delineated tasks in the instruction of I

Title I beneficiaries, it is likely that substantiold
effort was made to utilize effectively existing
temporal, spatial, material, and human support
resources.
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Teachers reported that schedule flexibility
allowed Title I children to perform successfully in
a variety of nonacademic classes such as music,
art, and physical education, thus contributing,
positively to the children's increased 'motivation
and self-esteem. Flexible schedules. also per-
mitted ;teachers to utilize instructional time
differentially to meet learners' academic needs.
Time utilization thus carries implications for the
intensity of instruction received by the Title I
learnerso

- Scheduled time prescribes the broad durational
parameters in which :istruction occurs. Schedules
also contribute to the shaping and delimiting 'of
possible instructional arrangements that 'can
occur, such as peer tutoring or lab usage. Flexible
schedules provide opportuniti8' for teachers to
vary the emphasis placed on certain aspects of
instruction at different' points along an' instruc-
tional continuum, e.g., initiating, reinforcing; and
reteaching skills and concepts. Several teachers
reported that unscheduled timeframes are used to.
provide additional instruction for learners who

' experience difficulty. Supplementary instruction
allowed learners to complete tasks under
supervision- and to gain additional practice in
specific skill/content areas.

Teachers' comments suggeit that schedule
flexibility permitted them to vary the amount of
time in which a learner is engaged in a given task.
Additionally, teachers could vary the quality of
supervision provided and exercise greater control
over the learning strategies that their studenti
used. Despite absence of time utilization data,
workshop participants' reports suggest that
intense instruction and considerable instructional
continuity exist in compensatory education set-
tings where teachers assume significant responsi-
bility for manipulating temporal features of the
instructional setting.

Concluding Thoughts

The preceding setting analysis 'explored
teacher-reported dimensions of compensatory
education instructional environments that affect
Title I student outcomes.- Although the "main-
stream" and "pullout" setting dichotomy may have
served as a convenient partitioning dimension for
reporting Title I student achievement data, the
designations by themselves reveal little about the
nature of relationships between classroom
processes and Title I student achievement. IDS
findings may be more useful if viewed as indica-
tors of factors that impinge upon and affect the
instructional environment in compensatory edUca-
tion school and classroom settings.



Specific IDS clasiroom process variables that
related to Title I student gains in the 1st grade
include: (I) amount of time (reading); (2) curricu-
lum overlap (reading); -and (3) assignments and
grouping (math). For 3d-grade gains, significant)
classroom process variables arc (I) amount of
time (math); (2) matching by mastery (reading and
math); and (3) curriculum overlap (reading and
math). Repetitive classroom process dimensions
across both grades are durriculum overlap and
amount of time. .

These reported classroom process findings are
compatible with teachers' descriptions of instruc-
tional settings. For the procitioner, curriculum
overlap related to (I) instructional format and
content consistency and (2) amount of repetition
that resulted. As noted earlier, joint planning and
collaborative monitoring of student progress
facilitated teachers' ability to provide 'a unified
instructional program.. for. Title I learners.

Teachers regarded schedule flexibility as a key
instructional setting feature. Earlier it was
observed that flexible schedules would, permit
teachers to vary instructional intensity according
to learners' needs. IDS findings regarding time
allocation are based on interview data concerning
regularly scheduled dompeniatory education
instruction. The need practitioners expressed for
schedule 'flexibility strongly suggests that when
the parameters of allocated time within a
schoolday are sufficiently fluid, other-dire'cted
instructional experiences are provided. Varied
intensity permits supplementary instruction (i.e.,
intervention, remediation) to occur when students
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experience difficulty. Varied intensity can
encourage success and increased competence
which, in ,turn, increase student motivation.

It was also noted 'that flexible scheduling
provided opportunities for Title.) children to
participate in school enrichment activities such as
art, music, and physical education.- These experi-
ences permitted Title I learners to perform suc-
cessfully in- nonacademic Situations, and to gain
peer acceptance and respect. -Teachers noted That
the increase in motivation and self-esteem that
resulted was, positively related to achievement
gains.

Assignments and grouping were found to be
associated with high achievement only for 1st -
grade student gains in math. Workshop partici-
pants revealed little that would provide insight
into relevant setting dimensions contributing to
this phenomenon. Matching by mastery was a
uniquely significant factor for 3d-grade student
gains in reading and math. Again, workshop
participants' responses did not uncover any con-
nections with instructional setting.

The IDS is unique in its attempt to identify and
isolate environmental variables that account for
student achievement gains in compensatory edu-
cation. Previous studies failed to uncover pro-
cess/product connections. The methodological
procedures employed in the conduct of the study
during the data collection and interpretation/anal-
ysis phases has contributed to the discovery of
relevant setting features that affect compensa-
tory education student gains.

1'
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The Post decode witnessed an increasing that children make use of a numbei of variablessensitivity to the brood Paige of competencies such as task exiSectancy, role differences, andwhich . are developed by children as they learn in previous utterances in the conversai;:n to form--this school setting. Setting is a complex concept, late interpretations and, thereby, to learn. 1. isinvolving the verbal and nonverbal behavior of not difficult to extend this list of variableschildren and others which accbmpaniel the pep- related to setting to include factors -related toceptual, physical, and social properties of the classroom placement, size, competing or simul-people, objects, and events involved in that taneaus activities, accoutrements, equipment, andbehavior. For example, the teacher, the child, so forth.
. and the aide are all interacting in various role

relatiomhips in a ,classroom -during a given Although setting has been viewed in manyschoolday. These ibctors all contribute to the ways, depending on the objectives of the observer,
looming environment of the child. The impor- a systematic way of differentiating the possible
tance of setting in educational 'matters might be perspectives called setting has not been mode.seen, in fact, m analogous to the importance of Therefore, efforts to bring about policy-orientedcontext in language study: For years, linguistic research which utilize setting as a focuSed dimen-vork has kicked on the universab and the brood sion may prove- difficult. Some relationshipsgeneralities which 'chorocterize a language. Only between setting and children's learning will bewithin the post decade, however, have linguists` direct. Others will be indirect. Some will affectbegun 'to examine the context or the setting in some children but not others and not always in the

.order to understand the variability of language to same ways. Such variables are extremely difficulta fuller extent (firma, 19711). LingUists realized to control, and even when such control is attempt-that this variability brought richness to language- ed, one is left with the observer's parockw=that
expression and alternotiver ways of underst'anding by controlling for the variables; -the reakoriber
and producing nuances, end that however impor- distorts the reality or the experience to Ohotand the generalities "and universals are, our extent that the research can be invalidate& The
humanity Is clearly revealed through our variabill- study of setting,is motivated by its interpretative,ty. It is the use of this variability, In fact, which eeplanatory, and predictive power. Unless we
even poetry. The of socloliniuistics Non more effectively'as a result of such study, we.

allows for individuajm:, apt phrasing, and understand children better and guide their educo-

in the past &Code or been evidence of the cannot consider such.work as helpful.
growing concern fot setting len educational issues.
It is not surprising, the% that education is It was out of understandings such as these thatcaw:erred with the effect of setting on learning. ale undertook to determine the effect of oneWe hove always known that context contributes .ajar =pee of settirig on the learning of certainheavily to dilldrerfs development. It is only chijdren., Setting is ant, one part of a larger -recently, however, that we have begun to specify
the dimseislans of context enough to begin to see
how it actually works.

category of on learning which we shall
refer to as .ccntiett. Four different types of
context have been recognized in the likwatures
physical, situational, social, and linguittie. These.it is with this background that the IDS Inee;r- categories are by no means nwtually exclusive,deed a first -cut view of the effect of school and most of the recent 'work on language context,setting 1111 learning. As Bloom has pointed out, we far example, sees it along with (rather thancannot docidt between alternative interpretations sedative from) physical and situational contexts411 lee sane behavior withaid a systematic amity- (Scotian, 076). Context. is not a fixed set dfels ad context. Compere and Herosimchuk, in properties of eve world which children take IntoWok study of teacher/student interactions, show . account as they learn. Cook-GernPerz and
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Carsaro (1976) consider
cornmankiation and learning
fluctuating variables which
reevaluated by oil
process during the interaction.

as part of the
process,. a set of

constantly being
in the learning

Any policy implications gybwing out of the
study of the effect of school setting in learning
need to consider three very important questions:

(l) Is there agreement on what it is that is
being measured?

(2) Does the research measure the right
things?

.(3) Does the research assess at a definable
and appropriate point of measurement
potential?

This paper discusses these three issues with the
hope that by being clear on these aspects of
educational research, we stand a better chance of
making progress toward assessing the setting of
learning in such a way that policy decisions can be
made effectively. It also suggests direction for
future research. It is agreed that setting is an
important variable which contributes to or
detracts from learning. If effgctive policy de-
cisions are to grow out of such study, we ned.d to
discover how setting both helps and hinders
learning. It is the thesis of this paper that oco-
demic researchers have, to date, made little
progress in bssessing the effect of setting of
education because they have neither described it
fully nor examined it deeply. Consequently policy
decisions will be based, necessarily, on a rather
shaky research base.

Is There Agreement on What Is Being Measured?

One reason why policy implications have been
difficult to make regarding the effect of setting
grows out of the very nature of this activity
called research and evaluation. Such activity is,
of itself, unnatural, and it imposes compromises
of one type or another. We have already
mentioned the problem of the observer's paradox.
Even purely observational study upsets the ecol-
ogy of the classroom, instituting new and often
difficult constraints. Alternatively, research and
evaluation can carry out isolating types of studies
in the following way:

(I) Stop life long enough to look at it and
determine what is going on

(2) Decide what to look at (also a decision
about what not to look at) and what to
consider as similar and what to consider
as afferent
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(3) Determine how much is enough to matter

These two procedures, observational arid iso-
lating, constitute evaluation circles. The former
has the advantage of naturalness of data; the
latter has the advantage of ease in analysis. Both
must understand the dimensions of the topic well
enough to know what to look for and do it at an
appropriate time.

Unfortunately, policy-oriented research seems
not to have the luxury of waiting for all the
details which academic researchers feel are
necessary. To fully understand the context of
leaming1of which setting is one component), one
should know a great deal about the dimensions of
that context either to observe them in natural
contexts or to isolate them for study exclusive of
such contexts. Put even more simply, this merely
says that in order to measure something, one first
has to krow what it is that is critical to measure.
Since policy decisions must be based on such
evidence, such decisions will be no better than the
evidence upon which they are based.

In an effort to discover the effect of context
on learning, the IDS research examined one aspect
of the physical property of context. This aspect
was identified as pullout vs mainstream
instruction; that is, supplemental instruction
delivered to students outside of the regular
classroom vs supplemental delivered
inside the regular classroom. This definition
seemed harniless enough until the issue was
considered outside of the physical dimension
alone. What do people perceive this contrast to
be? What social events supersede or overlap its
measurement? These questions would not be
asked in a study which isolates for measurement
one property by itself.

Any comparison of mainstreaming with pullout
classes is difficult to understand when there is no
broadly agreed-upon definition of these terms. If
the terms were placed on a continuum, at least
general agreement might exist concerning the
polarities of meaning, but the middle aspects will
be vague and unspecified. Regardless of the
definitions used for the purposes of the research,
the 40 teachers assembled to discuss this project
had their own concepts of what pullout means. To
some of them, any child taken from the regular
class constituted a pullout. At the other extreme,
one teacher reported that the whole class, includ-
ing the teacher, was pulled out to the resource
teacher's room.

Despite the general definition used in the IDS,
it should be clear that in the field there is not
unanimous agreement as to which is which. Per-
haps even more startling is that the teachers
interviewed often praised or blamed one or the
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other of these setting strategies on bases 'not
germane to the Issue. .Labels ploy an extremely
important role in education, and it appears that if
we tell some teachers that they are in one of two
different modes, many are willing to believe it,
whether or not the modes are in any way
accurate.

One thing obvious in the Instructional Dimen-
sions Study is that the researchers and the
teachers seemed to have a great potential for
seeing the settings in quite different lights. It is
likely, in fact, that researchers would also not
necessarily agree with each other about what it is
they are measuring. A great danger in evaluation
is in assessing ,a feature without defining it
precisely and without seeing it in an ecological
balance. The IDS is no more guilty in this regard
than is the brood field of knowledge. The state of
the art hos not yet been adequately developed to
assess this feature competently.

Does the Research Measure the Right Things?

Assuming that researchers can agree on the
features being measured, an even greater question
is the "so what" issue. How do we know that the
now agreed-upon and well-defined feature really
matters? Of all the things one might assess, why
choose this one?

Assessing the effectiveness of any national
program involves great risk taking. The question
of what to assess often gets short shrift in
educational evaluation and may fall prey to the
more visible and easily measurable (countable)
issues. The setting of education seems to be of
tremendous importance, but it is certainly much
larger and different in scope from the mainstream
vs pullout dimensions noted here. Any science
seeks explanations for events and behavior. These
explanations are often found in the variables
which are involved. The variables involved in
education. include the topic of instruction, the
learners; the setting of instruction, the teachers,
and the delivery systent itself (techniques materi-
als, curriculum, etc.).

Even though the setting of instruction is a
critical variable, it cannot be seen in isolation
from its co- and subvariables. In order to
determine exactly what these other variables are
within the variable of context, one must accom-
plish a number of tasks. Pullout vs mainstream,
as a category, masks many variables which can
confound whatever results one might obtain by
comparing these two features in isolation. Even
some classroom observation instruments, as weak
as these are, include several variables related to
setting (attractiveness of the room, size, the
nature of the seating, height of ceiling, lighting,
etc.). These features, in themselves, are enough
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to cause binary comparisons between pullout and
mainstream to be less than useful (see for
example, Jane Stallings).

In the cose of reading, the setting is confound-
ed by a number of other factors. For one thing,
reading instruction, as Griffin (1977) points out, is
by no means liMited to that portion of the day
labeled "reading." By this she does not mean only
that "every teacart Ism reading teacher" or that

taught

there is reading 7 Ived in the content areas.
Instead, she indi es from her research that
comprehension taught in such contexts as when
teachers read stories to their students when the
children do a cooking experiment. To measure
reading ability, then, and to ascribe gain or loss
based on whether or not the child was main-
streamed or pulled out overlooks a great deal of
learning which is irrelevant to either variable.

Likewise, recent research by McDermott indi-
cates that a great deal of learning which is not
easily identified as reading is accomplished Pi
reading groups in elementary schools. Children
learn about turn taking (actually a very complex
phenomenon with very subtle signals), how to
know whether or not their efforts have been
approved, how to seek clarification when they do
not fully understand, and many other important
social skills (McDermott, I977b).

An effort to evaluate reading instruction in a
given classroom, therefore, will need to include
more than the reader's achievement. It will need
to observe and record the conditions which help or
hinder the reader's development. Recent ethno-
graphic studies of the classroom have revealed
some very interesting things. (For a comparison
of quantitative and qualitative assessment
procedures, see the entire issue of Anthropology
and Education Quarterly, May 1977.) Such obser-
vational procedures stand in stark contrast to
most evaluation efforts involving national profiles
,in education (McDermott, 1977a).

A somewhat different 'perspective to the
importance of the classroom setting is offered by
Cicourel (1974). Noting the know-lance iof the
literatUre on the limitations of attention, mem-
ory, and types of recording procedures its most
research, Cicourel observes:

If we con believe the importance of short-term
memory in human information processing, then
the consequences of a classroom lesson for
learning by disadvantaged children are
especially serious. If short-term memory is a
viable notion then new information being
received requires some sort of rehearsal, and
the capacity of the memory becomes central
because of the amount and complexity of
incoming information and its possible



displacement of other elements. A tester
would hove to be familiar with conditions (I) in
which certain types of acoustical and visual
memory deteriorate; (2) in which conditions
can influence the subject's ability to process
information provided initially by standardized
American English instructions that are acous-
tically and partially visual; and (3) in which the
instructions require a translation of verbal
material into visual operations or standardized
verbal operations. (p. 328)

Cicourel goes on to observe that current social
and behavioral science research places too much
emphasis on 'the analysis of 'verbal materials
detached from the setting and occasion of use and
relies too much on the restricted occasions such
as forrnkfl tests. The displacement of visible and
imagined objects and events can be reconstructed
by some people much more efficiently than
others. Unless these more subtle and difficult-to-
study issues of social interaction are examined
carefully, researchers con easily fall back on a
social pathology or genetic explanation of
differential school performance (Cicourel, 1977,
p. 332). If the children try to make use of what
they considered to be common knowledge of the
setting, and this knowledge is not the common
knowledge of the school, they stand to be judged
unfairly.

To agree to measure a component of setting,
then, research must first identify a wide range of
subvariables and then determine which ones sup-
port and which ones confound the major variable
and finally assess the extent o which this effect
can be taken. An example of this sort of error
can be seen in the recent national evaluation of.
bilingual education via Title VII programs (Ameri-
can Institutes for Research, 1978). This evalua-
tion took a very global view in which the actual
theoretical differences between programs were
never identified. As a result, programs were
compared on the basis of unknown and potentially
irrelevant features. The results were useless to
the goal of providing guidance to Congress for

tts future directions. It was assumed that the setting
was being measured, but no effort was made to
define the possible dimensions of setting, and no
sisbvariables or theoretical positions were consid-
ered.

The point here is that any evaluation of
instruction is based an several possible theoretical
stances. A decision to measure early learning
skills in isolation from each other or from the
gestalt of learning is q strong, theoretical decision
which is subject to critical evaloation. The
results of such measurement ore only as good as
the theory which undergirds it. Likewise, a
holistic measurement will tell us little about the
early developmental *ills which preceded it. One
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should not be confused with the other. Both
should be evaluated for how they can help us
understand the acquisition of learning.

A consistent and appropriate learning theory is
not the only necessity for a useful evaluation of
the effect of setting. Also critical is a consistent
and appropriate theory of the subject being
taught. In the case of reading, for example, it is
necessary to know the content of reading, not just
the methodology of delivetig it to children. The
content of reading is composed largely of
linguistics, psychology, and anthropology.
Reading is a language-processing operation (lin-
guistics), learned (psychology) within an overlap-
ping set of cultural constraints and influences
(anthropology). To evaluate such a phenomenon as
reading effectively is to know more than the
traditional knowledge (or misinformation) about
reading. Much of what passes for traditional
knowledge in this field is close to folklore. Great
gaps of knowledge are glossed over as though we
really know the answers.

In oddition, any focus on the setting of
education needs to consider the different sets of
behavior and discourse rules which are in opera-
tion. These sets stem from all of the "nonsetting"
variables such as age, sex, socioeconomic status,
ethnicity, and geographic region, as well as the
more relevant educational setting conditions such
as room size, place, and other more local environ-
mental conditions. The entry of evaluation into a
normal classroom setting creates the observer's
paradox: if we do not observe, we cannot tell
what is going on; if we do observe, we upset the
ecology of the classroom behavior.

Are We Assessing a Definable and Appropriate
Point of Measurement?

To make an assessment of the influence of
setting on learning, it is necessary to do it at an
appropriate stage of development. To measure
reading ability in the first month of schooling, fork
example, would be ludicrously ill-timed. Like-L
wise, to assess the 'early developmental walking`
skills of a mature normal adult would seem
foolish. There are clearly inappropriate points for
evaluation.

In order to avoid inappropriate points of
assessment, it is necessary to have either clear
and undisputable research evidence as a
touchstone or, barring such evidence, it is neces-
sary to have a reasonable and well-defined devel-
opmental theory.

For example, since reading is a language-
processing operation, a theory of reading should
primarily account for language in the many ways
it reveals itself developmentally. In at least one



sense of the term, reading can be viewed in a
timeframe continuum in which early skills are
developed, paradoxically, only to be abandoned as
soon as possible for advanced cognitive processes.
Reading offers a rather clear example of a
mixture of such early behavioral skills, later
cognitive strategies, and a potential for cultural
interpretation and individual learning style. Thus
the setting of measurement can be seen to change
radically from point to point on a timeframe
continuum. Early reading skills, such as letter-
sound correspondences and word-port decoding,
are clearly worth measuring at the time when
such learning is going on. But they are early
developmental skills which, when a reader later
becomes proficient, become so automatic that the
reader is not event conscious of them. It would
seem ludicrous to Measure such automated skills
at a later point of development. In fact, one
might even predict that such skills, no longer at
the level of consciousness, might appear to
decline on tests which try to measure them. Good
readers do not reod,letter by letter; they proceed.
by larger and larger units, up to and including
discourse meaning units.

Learning theory has long held that different
kinds of learning can take place at different
stages of learning. Thus behavioral, skill-focused
learning can be adequate in the early stages of
reading but should be replaced as soon as possible
by more cognitive strategies which involve higher
level meanings. For some critics, this means
sentences. I would argue that far the typical
cooperative child who will accept the fact that
certain dull or odd things must be done in order to
get to more interesting things, almost any reading
approach can be successful. Some children may
be ready to accept such behavioral (letter-sound
type) instruction .earlier or later than others.
Some sort of diagnostic instrument should be able
to predict who such children are. It seems likely
that one type of prediction will be based on the
child's personality more than on the reading tasks
or on the language accesses themselves.

Par ullels to this exist in other areas of
learning as well. Foreign language learners face
similar problems. At a given stage in the
development of the target language, the learner
experiences different degrees of awareness or
automaticity in different relationships to each
other. Thus in his communication, a learner at
onset will be expected to maintain high awareness
of phonology and lexicon which is automated and
therefore less useful to measure at later stages.

However much the experts might argue about
the exact levels of such automaticity, there is
general agreement that something like such a
relationship actually exists, and this is the major
point to be mode from the illustration. Any effort
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at assessing learning ability mutt be fully aware
of this aspect of the setting or run the risk of
measuring useless things.

Suggestions for Future Research

These three basic questions, then, timaelie the
Instructional Dimensions Study of the effect of
setting on learning. The goal of this aspect of the
study was rather4trecise, focusing as it did on cane
small aspect of the larger notion of context. 4 he
following diagram is only suggestive of the dimen-
sions in which the effect of context Could be
assessed:

Figure I simply pictures the potential gross
categories or features which might be noted as
children learn. Duplicate figures could be
presented for learning and for teaching, doubling
the dimensions and realistically noting that
teaching and learning are not the same things.
The IDS examined one cell in the column which
notes physical properties. It did not attempt to
see the social or perceptual properties, to disting-
uish behavior dimensions or, perhaps most critical
of all, to determine the interactive, dynamic
effect of one dimension on another. Being policy
research, the IDS had to build on what is known.
Figure I clearly demonstrates how little this
amounts to.

Beha v 1 or

eibleflar IBS

None

Verbs I

Non.
Verbal

FIGURE 1

THE CONTEXT OF LEARNING

Policy research, depending as it does on
academic research, must demand a better basis
from the academic world if its conclusions are to
be optional. This paper is not a criticism of policy
research per se, but of the conditions which
detract from its effectiveness. Perhaps one of
the best outgrowths of policy research is the
veakness it discovers in that knowledge base.
.)erhaps one of the best services it con perform is
to point out these weaknesses.

The IDS and the follow-up conference for 40 of
the Title I teachers revealed a number of topics
for which we need to know a great deal more.

The Effect of Autonorn on Setting. Teacher
judgments about the setting of compensatory
education, specifically mainstreaming and pullout
approoches, are interesting if not explanatory. On



the whole, the 40 teachers studied favored the
pullout setting. The reasons used to support
pullout instruction were varied in quality and
relevance.

One pro-pullout teacher explained that teacher
autonomy was the reason she preferred this
approach: "Pullout works very well--I wouldn't
have it any other way. Mainstreaming couldn't
workmy kids don't even know when I leave. In
my program we do our own budgets, sit in on
hiring interviews, and state our preferences.
Autonomy is the key."

Another teacher felt that when the pullout
teacher takes away her children, she loses control:
"I don't know exactly what he is doing with ending
sounds."

One approach to studying the context of
learning would be to study the notion of teacher
autonomy. If the preference for pullout classes
stems from the teacher's desire to be in control
and to not have other teacher equals (or superiors)
in the classroom, the meaning of the concept of
pullout is considerably broadened. This is essen-
tially a study of teacher attitudes, security, and
locus of control. Do teachers with high quotients
of autonomy do better jobs in one physical setting
than mother? This is a clear case of support for
the idea that the properties of context not only
are broader than the physical dimension but also
are interactive and interdependent. In short, it is
necessary to study the process in a dynamic rather
than a static framework.

The Effect of Physical Properties on Context.
Teachers need materials to work with. Using the
analogy that if a little salt is good, a lot is better,
some Title I teachers seem to believe that their
children need more nonbook materials. One of the
conference teachers said: "So many Title I

children need manipulatives. It would be
extremely difficult to do this in a mainstream.
environment." It is not at all clear why manipula-
tives or equipment such as tape recorders cannot
be used in a mainstream setting, but this response
met general agreement.

On the other hand, some teachers objected to
the overprecision and lock-step of materials
geared to Title I children. One objection to the
pullout regimen had to do with the lock of
creativity which is perceived to be involved with
the pullout instruction. Said one teacher, "I like
to have a more creative atmosphere."

What is the appropriate relationship of teach-
ing materials to the Title I context? Is the salt
analogy true? Do compensatory education
materials develop a lock-step dullness? This
aspe -:t of the physical/social/perceptual context

of learning has certainly not been clarified. Every
teacher's convention is flooded with manipula-
tives, plastic gadgets, and other nonbook substi-
tutes. Do we really have a clear idea of their
value? Is market research adequate? Can it
replace learning theory or avoid it? Since most
manipulatives are related to early skill learning, is
it not possible to compare high-manipulative and
low-manipulative physical contexts? What effects
do such contexts have on the perceptual and social
properties of context? Can the work on the
stimulus characteristics of younger children be
extended to school-aged learning? (Nelson, 1973;
Clark, 1978).

The Effect of Pullout on the Subject Missed
During the Pullout Experience. The 40 teachers
surveyed in the IDS observed that pullout students
missed physical education, science, social studies,
learning centers, art, and music. Oddly enough,
few teachers,- except for mainstream supporters,
seemed to lament this loss. It is difficult to know
what this situation portends for the total learning
of a child, but it is certainly measurable. Here
the perceptual and physical properties of context
come together in a .most interesting way, and it
would be of great ')enef it to education to learn
what this interaction yields. Careful documenta-
tion of curriculum in a longitudinal study would be
desirable.

The Effect of Per Teaching and Stigmatiza-
tion. The supporters of m&-streaming argue that
peer teaching does go on and that in
mainstreamed classes peer stigmatization is
greatly reduced: "Some of my pullout children
become very belligerent. Some kids say they are
dumb."

In response to a question concerning hov; peer
learning could take place when those in need were
pulled out for special instruction, another teacher
responded, "There's enough of the rest of the day
to do the modeling." One teacher actually
conceptualized the role modeling issue as one of
contrasting theories. She put it this way: "One
approach is that kids learn best if they have the
same ability. The other is that kids of different
abilities learn best from each other." This was a
profound, though simple, observation. It is abso-
lutely necessary for research to address this issue.
We need to know a great deal more about the
effect of the social properties on conceptual and
perceptual development. No assessment of the
context of learning will be complete without
taking this issue into consideration.

Styles of Learning. Many teachers hod opin-
ions on (or near) the topic of grouping. One
expressed her feelings as follows: "The more
adults you have in the room, the smaller the
group, the better the teaching." Her theory is
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clearly that small Is good and that children learn
better In small groups than in large. There is
little or no evidence to support or reject this
notion. Relatively little is known about learning
style, despite the rather large amount of attention
liven it in education. We know (or think we know)
sine things about cultural learning styles
(Navajos sit in cirt.les, etc.) but relatively little
about Individual, nonsocially determined styles.
Some research exists on perceptual styles, and
experience shows us that in judging a work of art,
some people see shape before color or detail. It
would seem reasonable that such perceptual
plugging-in might be relevant here as well. It
would seem reasonable to expect research to learn
how to assess the effect of learning in greups
versus learning by oneself both cross-culturally
and individually so that teaching programs might
adjust to such useful knowledge.

The Effect of Coordinative Ability. It is clear
that some teachers prefer to be the lone teacher
in the classroom. Others thrive on team efforts.
Little is done in teacher training (or in academic
research, for that matter) to develop the notion of
team effort. The term is used, but it is little
more than a slogan.

Pullout teachers who had experienced the
mainstream setting complam about the lack of
coordination between the regular teacher and the
compensatory education teacher. One teacher
asked, "How can an outsider know my kids?" It
remains unclear how this some outsider can know
her kids any better when the child is pulled out
rather than mainstreamed. The real problem
appears to be the old "two cooks in the kitchen"
syndrome. When asked whether or not an aide in
the regular classroom offers a similar threat, one
teacher responded: "It's hard for two people to
work in the same room.. You've got to be able to
respect each other. You can't always have your
own way." Other teachers disagreed, saying that
a teacher and 'aide in the same, room did not
present a "two_coolcs" problem. Again, authority
appears to be an important issue. If pullout
programs are implemented primarily to avoid the
"two cooks" issue, education had better take a
good look at itself. Surely teachers must learn to
work together if they plan to help children learn
to work together. More importantly, teacher
training institutions might be expected to do a
better job of training teachers in coordinative
practice, whether with equals or subordinates.

The Effect of Recordkeepinq. When pullout
instruction is introduced, complications in record-
keeping seem to develop.

One of the teachers in the IDS was particularly
opposed to the increased amounts of recorciceep-
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ing involved in such efforts: "I don't think it's
worth itmy teacher judgment is just as valuable
as a card with 'x's on it." Another teacher noted
that the time spent keeping records kept her from
interacting with the student: "I feel that I don't
meet the kids' needs because I hcive to get the
paperwork for skills work done." This paperwork
not only involves keeping track of where the
children are, but it is also attached to accompany-
ing sets of "skills-hiercrchrmaterials" anociated
with many pullout programs. Some teachers
lamented that their children were taking an
inordinate amount of time getting through these
hierarchies and some of them seemed to be.able
to read anyway. When asked why they needed to
teach and test the skills even after the learning
gestalt hod been acComplished, the. teachers
offered as their only reason that it was useful to
have documentation in record form when
justifying grades and placement to parents,
principals, and even to the children themselves.
This rather legally oriented fear needs to be
further examined. It appears at least possible
that pullout instruction, requiring more bookkeep-
ing, con actually -detrnct from learning even
though it may protect. the teacher or school.
Other ways of protecting might be considered if
learning suffers because of it. Once again, the
total context of learning must be examined if we
are to understand it in its fullest sense.

Comparative Setting.Studies. In order to fully
understand the effect of setting on learning, one
might expect to be able to measure the some
learning in different settings. One of, the odd
egocentrisms of education is that learning is
directly related to what is taught. Some
specialists in language teaching have begun to
realize that much more language learning goes on
outside of classrooms than inside. The social'
properties noted in Figure I are the socially,
recognized events both within and outside the
school setting. The setting has been shown to
affect the way children interpret the utterances
of others, either literally or nonliterally. "I see
someone whose hands are not folded" can be token
literally, for example, but is unlikely that the
setting in which this is uttered will permit a
mature, literal understanding. Setting also
affects the way children behave and talk (Bates,
1976). Education is only beginning to understand
this dimension, and'it would be useful to know a
great deal more. Policy research on learning will
be somewhat handicapped by the lack of basic
research in this field. ,

Conclusion

The task of evaluating the setting of learning,
then, is of considerable complexity. Setting is
more than plus-or-rninusplace. Far more critical
than this is to identify what it is that one wishes



to measure with such precisioh so that some
agreement will' ensue about what is being
measured. Next, one tries to determine whether
or not this variable really matters. Then one
searches for the appropriate time and place to
mecsure it. Much of whdt we examine when we
Measure reading ability has no-more bearing on a
child's ability to read than does a driver's ability
to remember the fact that he is supposed to look
in the rear view mirror every 10 seconds bear on
his ability to drive a car. In driver's training, one
is taught to look into the rear view mirror every
10 seconds, but to be consciously aware of doing
so could easily lead to a traffic disaster. An early
learning skill, however useful, is not necessarily a
good measure of overall ability or competence.

At this time, policy research will do well to
demand that academic research provide a better
basis for determining the effect. of setting on
learning. We need to define what it is that we
mean by setting, set its measurement within
appropriate content theory models, place it within
appropriate ond well-defined learning theory
models, and know its qualitative aspects before
we attempt any kind of quantitative studies. The
teachers surveyed in the IDS seemed to have a
feel for these problems even though they were
never articulated in quite this way. We need to
see learning in its natural setting. Even policy
research needs to identify the theory upon which
it is based in order to avoid mixing theories and
calling them the same thing. We need to identify
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a measurement variable in relationship to the
effect of-many other contributing variables. The
teachers themselves suggested-such obvious vari-
ables as classroom size and attractiveness and
teacher concern. One could suggest differences in
culture, age, sex, ethnicity and socioeconomic-
status.

We might begin by following the lead offered
by researchers in microanalysis (see, for example,
Kendon et al., 1975; Erickson, 1975; Sheflen,
1973). In order to arrive at a description of how
children make, sense of the world, it is necessary
to examine in detail what these children are doing
and saying. Just as people "style- switch,"
depending on what they perceive to be required of
a situation (Blom and Gumperz, 1972), so students
and teachers act differently in the classroom,
depending on the situation in which they are
engaged. If such variability takes/ place ((and it
does), it must signal something very important
about learning. In any case, a gi-eat deal of
careful observational and ethnographic work will
need to precede the counting which characterizes
much educational evaluation today. To assess the
effect of setting on learning, we will need to
expand the dimensions of the topic to determine
what we mean by setting, what really matters in
terms of measuring, and where or at what point on
the learning, continuum it is best to observe- it.
Meanwhile, policy decisions will have to be made
on less than adequate grounds.
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Chapter V. Planning,Organization, and Management

ASPEC\rk OF PLANNING, ORGANIZATION, AND
MANAGEMENT OF SELECTED READING PROGRAMS

morton,Botel
Uni ersity of Pennsylvania
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Local Schools Make a Difference

The focus of this report- of the Instructional
Dimensions Study (IDS) Conference is on aspects
of planning, organization, and management of the
reading program from the perspectives of the 40
conferees and from related research literature.

'Conferees were selected .. teachers in
compensatory' education programs of the IDS.
They shared' their experiences and insights on the
planning,. organization, and management of their
school district, school, and classroom instructional
programs in reading. .

The research , on teacher effectiveness (Heath
and Nielson, 1974) has not documented a single
stylistic teacher 'skill' which can clearly be
associated with student achievement in reading.
Nor have major methodological studies shown the
value of One 'reading method over another as
having great :Sisrlficance (Dykstra, .1968; House et
al., 1977). There is, however, considerable
empirical evidence that certain variables' in
.planning, management, and organization can
enhance teacher, effectiveness in advancing.
reading achievement. These variables are a
balanced reading/language arts program, a simple
management system that involves 'more holistic
functional testing, strong principal leadership, and
parent involvement.

The thesis to be explored in this report is, that
local schools do make a difference in producing
higher ochievemekin reading, but the difference
-scorns; to be more . a result of motivational
variables 'and of planning, organization, and
management of the total reading/conentinications
arts environment than of stylistic variables of

. teachers cr of the reading "method" used.

Statements of Conferees*.

The 6. to, 7 hours of dialogue with the 40
caisfewees provided. Insights into the contributions
and blocks to learning of the leadership staff of

49

their -schools, into their own practices and prefer.-
ences, and into-the growing role of parents.

The conferees were most critical of reading
goals set forth from the central administration.
They belieed the goals tend to be too brood and

;abstract. Further, they thought the 'administra-
tion tends to view' accountability from the top
down, expressing expected performance of'. stu- -
dents in terms like "to improve each student's
achievement in reading each year by at. least one
year on.the xyz test."

Typically, they said, the means for impleinent-
ing the main goals are specified by tests, manage-
ment by Objectives schemes and by texts and
other resources that have highly specified skill
sequences.. These are chosen by the top of the
school administration hierarchy with little teacher
input, although there is' a small but increasing
amount of 'teacher input in the case of choosing
textual materials. It was the' consensus of these
teachers 'that the districtwide management and
testing schemes result in a heavy burden of
nonproductive overtestingand Paperwork.

.....

They also noted.' that such experiences -as
reading to children, self-selected reading, and oral

. and written composition are typically not found in
the statements of main goals or in specification of
.means.for achieving them.

The Conferees considelited the principal's lead-
ership very important. While only about half of .

the conferees considered their 'principals to be
strong, they '011 agreed that principals who took
active interest and leadership in planning, moni-
toring, and 'conferring with teocherielevated the

ality of reading instruction. \\
The teachers indicated by their. .descriptions of

the work'that they were responsive and :flexible,
aware of the individual differences and needs of
children.- . They felt free to modify and often. to
ignore management and test data in favor of their
own observation of children in learning settings.
They reported *ending 3 to 4 hours per day to
prepare for their classes. Despite the lack of



district-level articulation of such critical learning
.experiences as reading to children, self-selected
reading and composing, the leachers typically
built them into their programs. Moreover, they
tended to coordinate their work with that of the
regular classroom teachers and their aides.

The teachers noted that parents are increas-
ingly involved in advisory and aide functions and
in helping their children at home in reading and
arithmetic. They reported that their schools are
sending appropriate materials home and instruct-
ing parents in their use.

Inferences from Conferee Statements for
Improvement of Reading Programs

Four main inferences can be drawn from the
above observations of the conferees for improving
the planning, organization, 'and management of
school reading programs.

First, the district rnanagement scheme should
not be limited to abstract goals and/or to stating
expected scores on tests. It should articulate the
insights and practices of teacheis who provide
children with a balance of prodtictive holistic
reading/language arts experiences involving oral
literature, self-selected reading, and oral and
written composition as well as systematic skill
sequence

..
Second, the district manageMent scheme for

monitoring stery of basic decoding/compre-
hension skills should be 'simplified, making use of
more holistic r functional measures of reading
competence, t cutting down the seemingly
endless and unp eductive paperwork and record-
keeping of typic management plans. It should

'assert the signifi e of responsive/diagnostic
teaching as the Irwin evaluative approach to
meeting children's learning needs. This is in fact
what good teachers ado, but it is given littl
credibility in district plans.

Third, the principal should be a strong manager \
of the,school reading prOgram by articulating the \
structure and management of the program as
indicated above and by providing for dialogue with'
and aniong the staff and panints.

Finally; 'parents should be encouraged to be- \
come partners with teachers in'the direct educa-
tion of their\ children in the basic skills, and
schools should help them find the Means fax doing
so. -

Support for Theseinferences from Research

This section ofAthe report will examine the
research support for 'the inferences deilyed from
conferee observations. It will suggest\ that a

I

balanced Program of reading/language arts in-
volves providing students with four critical exper-
iences, rather than a particular best method, that
competency testing should be more holistic rather
than atomistic, that principal leadership can have
a strong influence on reading instruction, and that
a literate environment at home is a powerful
variable in developing a competent reader.

.

A More Functional (Holistic) Approach to Teach-
ing: A Balancing of Reading/Language Arts
Sczriences

The conferees agreed that it would be helpful
if the district goals and means delineated and
supported a balance of all of the critical
reading/language arts experiences, rather than-
concentrating only an' those that related to
specific subskill sequences in decoding and com-
prehension. In addition to working with structured
sequences or skills, the conferees generally pro-
vided regular times for children to hear stories
and poems, -to have them respond in ways that
stimulated oral and written language and imagina-
tion. They also provided time for their children to
choose books and read them silently. They
regularly enabled children to dictate and write
narratives and poems. i It ii\ important to
remember that they did so in ttr absence of
districtwide policy encouraging -these practices.
Many colleagues of the conferees may be influ-
enced by the lock of stated district pOicy to think
that experiences other Ilan bawls \ and other
hierarchically organized ograms are purely for
enrichment) and are theref e not "basic ", skills.

The evidence indicates otherwise. Each of the
above experiences is critical to success in, reading
because each contributes to ievecchrnent in read-
ing as well as to the fo motion of positive
attitudes, according to a reMiew of the research
by Botel (1977), who defined firm as follows:

11

Critical Experience I: sReAponding to Litera-
ture. Students experience literature by hearing it,
rearming it, or viewing it and are encouraged to
respond to it through dialogue,\ writing, simula-
tions, and the other expressive arts.

Critical EXperience 2: Sustained Silent Read-
inq of Self-Selected Books. Students choose

periodicals, etc., from a wide selection and
read them without interruption at 'their own pace

\and in their own way.

Critical Experience 3: Composing, Oral and
itten. Students, dictate or write something of

IR177wn each day.

Critical Experience 4: Investigating and Mas-
tering Language Patterns. Students study system-



. atic sequences of decoding/comprehension activi-
ties at their instructional levels through both
problem solving and practice and (kill approaches.

1.,ach-AMore Functional (Holistic) to Testing
a tR-1Tdc eep ng

Half or more of the conferees found. the
Jesting and recordketeping in their schools to be
cumbrous and Without exception,
however,. they re;:.ertea that they relied mainly on
their own. observation and judgment to provide for j
the special needs of each child. An increasing
number of schools have recently adopted testing,
management, and recordkeeping systems that
focus almost 'exclusively on subskills. In such'
schools, reading is analyzed into subskills ,.,of.;
sound, structure, and;. meaning, each of these;..",
:isolated fragments having a test and learning'-;
routine associated with it. Some management ...
schemes identify hundreds of these subskills.

The negative effects orgOdit'sysTems are
many. The schemes define a reading curriculum
as the sum of these pieces; they demand an
inordinate amount of time for testing and record-
ing children's performance; they distract teachers
from the balance children need of the critical
reading/language arts experiences.

In the past few months, the National Council
Teachers of English (NCTE) and International

i-Z....ding Association (IRA) haw: spoken out itrong-
ly against such excessive focus. on testing and
subskills. From the perspective of these two
professional organizations, the effects have been
to diminish the student's comprehensive ability to
read and write to narrow and to dehumanize the
curriculum, and to dictate teacher style. These
groups urge teachers to ,teach from a variety of
perspectives and to use a variety of learning
routines. What they disapprove of is trying to
measure formally, using either standardized or
criterion-referenced tests, the innumerable per-
spectives of meaning as though they had strong
diagnostic value. In short, there seems to be a
.different conceptual framework for instruction
and for formal testing.

Now, to the issue of schookride testing on
standardized and criterion-referenced measures.
Which of the many perspectives suggested by this
taxonomy can be monitored by district- or school-
wide tests?

Before dealing with this issue, it ought to be
made clear that the responsive teacher, who is
aware of the perspectives of 'meaning and struc-
ture and who knows routines for engaging students
in thinking about them, is also constantly evaluat-
ing informally how well students are dealing with
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-these ideas. In this sense teaching and evaluating
are two sides of the same coin.

Should standardized and criterion-referenced
tests try to evaluate each of the perspectives of
meacing and structure suggested by the dimen-,
sions and aspects of a comprehensive curriculum
such as the one appended? The answer must be !lo
for several reasons: cost effectiver.,e-:-% tr$A,.rnen-
teflon of the' curriculum, and unreli,.;:ziWy. Admin-
istering tests that are extensive erit,..;gh to deal
separately with all the important aspects of
meaning and structure would be prohibitively
expensive and time consuming. On the other
hand, if we simply choose the aspects we like or
select them randomly, we run the usual risk that
the curriculum itself will folloW from the selec-
tion and a comprehensive program will have to
shrink.

In terms of fragmentation, the natureof tests
is such that it suggetts to' some that a curriculum
is the sum of its elements. In fact, learning is a
function of understanding relationships and inter-
actions, of analyzing and reorganizing content,
not of compiling and mastering a series of
discrete elements. Therefore, even if it were
pOssible and cost effective to test everything that .

a curriculum embraces, we might be misled into
thinking that performance on separate items
represented high-level thinking skills rather the
memory.

In terms of reliability, all the evidence on
comprehension subskills indicates that our present
measurement of them with standardized or crite-
rion-referenced tests is not reliable enough for
individual or group diagnosis. There are two
general conclusions from all correlational studies
(there are no experimental studies of this ques-
tion) of the distinctiveness and hierarchical nature
of measurable comprehension subskills of reading.

First, there are between one and four signifi-
cant factors in comprehension, according to sev-
eral reanalyses of Davis's (1969) data (Thorndike,
1973; Spearitt, 1972). According to Thorndike,
80-90% of the variance in the Davis studies of
components of comprehension is accounted for by
vocabulary and the remainder by two or possibly
three factors. According to Spearitt, "... present
types of reading comprehension tests, as distinct
from word knowledge tests, largely measure one
basic ability corresponding to the label of reason-
ing in reading" ( Spearitt,. 1972, p. 110).

Second, there is no statistical evidence sup-
porting a hierarchical order for sequencing com-
prehension instruction (Damis, 1972, p. 172).

The logical and comprehensive (taxonomic)
analysis of perspectives of readiny, then, yields



many, dozens of perspectives. The statistical
analysis renders one major factor and between one
and three others. The inferences_ of these foots
for the /aloof formal "tests of comprehension are
clear. The skhness and diversity of comprehen-
sion cannot be described by subtexts. Tests can
provide a global estimate of general convrehen-
siori, but responsive imaginative teaching is the
only productive way ,,,to know how students are
thinking.-

Following the suggestioni mode above for
districtwide- testing would be cost effective
reducing the time and money for testing and
recordkeeping to less than 5% of what many
school systems are presently using. At the same
time the results would be more reliable and
therefore more informative. Educators could then
emphasize the continuous process Of developing a
comprehensive instructional program with its
many instructional perspectives and its countless
opportunities for responsive/diagnostic teaching.

The Principal as Loader

The conferees, whether they regarded their
principals as effective leaders or not, agreed that
o strong principal could be most influential in
helping develop a strong reading program.

Two U.S. Office of Education studies yielded
support of the conferees' observations (Dykstra,
1968; Abt Associates, Inc., 1977). These studies

'analyzed the effectiveness of various combina-
tions of published primary reading curricula. In
both studies the major, finding was that local
schools make a differencethat labels of method
or model mdse small contributions to achievement
compared with the uniqueness of individual
schools, neighborhoods, and families.

In commenting on the 1968 report, Carroll and
Chall (1975) emphasize the principal's imipgrtance.

One of the more interesting and illuminating
findings in the U.S. Office of Education
(USO) Cooperative Reading Studies was that
some schools . and school systems had
consistently _better results than others, even
when the types of commUnities_were similar,
and when similar methods and Materials were
used The chief factor t got seemed to be
responsible far, the superior results in these
Ichoolewas the amount of interest and atten-
tion given to the organization of the reading
program by the school administrator. Teach-
ers of reading. need understanding and encour-
agement frOm their superiorssupervisors,
principals, .school superintendents,, and school
board members. They need to work in a
climate that supports and rewards their
efforts, gives them help 'when they falter, and
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allows them freedom to, try out new
approaches that seem reasonable to them.
(P. 23

Parent Involvement

Conferees space of the growing involvement of
parents in helping their children learn how to
read. They reported a recent increase in the
number of workshops for parents and in
number of helpful materials that are routi
sent home.

Considerable research hai shown that one of
.the main variables in reading achievement is the
"literate environment" at home. Children who
come from an environment in which they are read
to and in which they are encouraged to read on
their own become more school-wise, book-wise,
and test-wise (Thorndike, 1973). Several studies
have verified the signifiCance of parent involve-
ment in reading at the preschool and later stages
(Levenstein, 1975; Scicamoto, 1975; Sprigle, 1972;
Chomsky, 1971, 1974 Durkin, 1974).

Carroll and Chall (1975) strongly urge that
parents play a stronger role in helping their
children learn to read:

.. we feel that parents should be encouraged
to give their children help in reading before,
(and after) they enter schoolby reading to
them, by teaching them such things as the
names of. the letters of the alphabet and the
sounds of the letters; and by helping them
learn to recognize a small vocabulary of
words. Parents should give it. only if a child
seems to show an interest in letters and words,
and in reading generallyinterest that parents
can promote by showing that reading is a
pleasurable and meaningful activity. We are
aware that, on the basis of Widely held but
poorly supported views in the reading profess
sion, reading teachers have frequently discour-
aged parimts from giving help in reading on the
grounds that it would "confuse" the child and
produce conflict with touching in school. We
believe this is unlikely to happen. (p. 19)

Summary

In short, the Instructional Dimensions Study
conferees' perceptions of what is productive for
children's reading competence corresponds to
inferences from research.

In the conferees' view, it was important in
their programs to have regular periods of reading
to pupils, to provide time for self-selected reading
and self-selected writings as well as for the study



of specific decoding and comprehension skills.
They believed that there was too much testing and
unproductive recordkeeping in most, districtwide
management systems, and they relied mainly on
their own judgment in meeting the needs of pupils.
They thought that strong supportive _principals
-made an- important difference in the morale and
quality of the program. They generally urged
parent involvement in helping their children learn
to read.

With respect to these same variables, the
research literature suggests thot:.

a

(1.) Children would benefit from a system--
atic yet-balanced program-of four criti-
cal experiences in reading/language arts.
They are

a. daily opportunity to hear and to
respond to a variety of imaginative
prose and poetry selections;

b. daily opportunities to select books
and read silently at their own pace;

c. daily opportunities to dictate and
write their own thoughts and feel-
ings; and

d. daily opportunities to investigate
and master the functional skills of
decoding in the search for meaning.

(2) The- management and monitoring pro-
gram needs to rely on more simple,

et,
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reliable, and cost-effective functional
reading tests, and on informed teacher
judgment. Such management would min-
imize the excessive focus on -subskills
and its concomitant time-consuming
'recordkeeping, and would provide more
time for direct instruction.

(3) Strong principal leadership is associated
with high achievement in reading. Major
studies to date do not support one meth-
od over another as a 'major variable in
achievement. On the other hand, differ-
ences among schools that use the same
method are profoundly significant. The
well-organized, knowledgeable, suppo.-t-
lye, and enthusiastic principal seems 13
make the difference.

(4) Informed parent involvement results in
higher, reading achievement. No variable
is more consistently associated with
achievement than the quality of the
literate environment at home. Experi-
ments have validated this regularly
observed relationship. Where parents
have been helped to establish a more
literate environment, their children's
reading achievement has been enhanced.

Clearly, teachers- perceptions correspond to
the findings of research in the matter of
improving thp reading achievement of children..
What is missing very often is the understanding of
and commitment to these ideas by the leadership
of our schools.
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REPORT AND COMMENTS ON ME TEACHER WORKSHOPS,
INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS STUDY

David Hawkins
University of Colorado

Boulder, Colorado

I would like in this paper to turn attention to
the substantive aspects of the NIE instructional
Dimensions Studyin the very incomplete form so
far known to meand to my personal recOrds.and
impressions of the panels I participated in,
entitled "Planning, Organization, and Management
of Compensatory Education," during the April 27-:
28 conference.

General Context

Ours is a field in which the main problem is
not to seek more information, but rather to know
how to redesign the channels of information
flowby successive approximationso as increas-
ingly to admit what is more essential for practical
or theoretical purposes and to filter out what is
inessential.

MY concern in this paper is not the study
itselfwhich I hardly as yet knownor the
teachers' conference itselffrom which I have a
crowd<of somewhat contradictory and in any case
very interesting impressions--but the developMent
of some possible and plausible relations between
the two which might both benefit the
interpretation of data from the former and make
possible some reconstruction of the channels
through which other -relevant information might
be obtained.

The general impression I gathered from the
teochers I observed is that the dimensions of
teacher concern with the study were in general
only loosely related to those evolved for purposes
of research and sometimes were almost
orthogonal to the latter. This applies particularly
to the teochers' discussion of planning. We
learned from all that the assumption of stability
was largely justified; there were indeed program
changes over the past 2 years in some_ cases, but
the changes were not of a kind to perturb the
teachers' sense of confidence or to be beyond the
ingenious remedies they in some cases invented.
The essential stability was that of the teachers
themselves, on the whole an experienced group.
This impression was sustained in all the later
group discussions.
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Some New Variables

In the first of the four groups, we experienced
a change of style in the latter part of the
discussion, one that suggested the order that we
followed in later groups. The pivotal questions
hod to do with planning. There, were preliminary
comments that made evident a diversity of
planning histories with respect to the kinds of
programs and the kind and degree of district and
teacher involvement; what brought the meeting to
a distinctly higher level of liveliness was the
opportunity to focus on teachers' own perceptions
of their essential role, as teachers, in planning for
the children they taught.

The teachers spoke enthusiastically of their
real jobmaking children comfortable; making
item want to come to school; taking time from a
prescribed lesson to discOss a recent hurricane in
the neighborhood and find out" more about such
things; replacing a narrow "diagnostic-
prescriptive" impasse with specific children by
materials improvised by the teacher herself in the
light of a quite personal diagnosis. A general
summaryconfirmed when it was mentioned in
later groupswas that where teachers were
committed to following the pattern of some
specifically adopted' curricular "pockoge," they
exercised substantial freedom and judgment in
interpolating materials from other sources,
including those they made themselves or asked
parent groups' help in manufacturing.

The same sense of independent mind and
judgment was apparent when we touched on the
matter of assignment of children to the Title I
category. Teochers started with the test, but
they felt fully confident in their ability to modify
the indication of test scores in the light of
personal judgment about individual children- -
whether or to what .extent they carried this
through being only a matter 'of the degree of
flexibility accorded them. They got more
relevant information from observing children take
the test, in some cases, than from the score itself.
Some children are conspicuously test-shy, others
are test-wise without the abilities their scores



implyientering Ist graders have often not learned
the game.

I should not like these observations to be
interpreted as evidence that our teachers .

belonged to a class of rebels, as advocffles or
practitioners of radically nonstandard teaching
modes such as "open education," etc. With two-or

- 'three exceptions, they did not seem to be. They
were mostly stayers who accepted their present-
day school world as given; within it, in one way or
another, they functioned with considerable com-
petence.

A significant turnaround in the later discus-
sions came with a question asked by my co-
reporter, Morton Botel. This concerned teachers'
actual and preferred priorities with respect to
their allocation of children's time between various
possible oses of the total allotted to reading
instructic His report discusses_ the specific
responses we received. Generally speaking, the
teachers in the three groups were strongly' in
favor of giving top priority to free reading and
related activities calculated to involve children in
reading as a personal interest and commitment,
along with decoding practice. On the other hand,
some confessed they did not follow this belief in
practice, primarily because of time pressuresin
effect, the routines of decoding instruction had a
higher priority. In the discussion, Morton hotel
asked whether this kind of activity was in their
district plans, and typically it was not.

Unfortunately, time pressures were such that I
was able in only .one group to ask the some sort of
question about time spent in classroom math or
"math labs." I received a similar reply. From
observation elsewhere, I would conjecture that top
official priority is typically given to work with
narrow skills in the written, workbook mode, and
that a more investigative style of work, for
instance witb "three-dimensional materials"geo-
boards, cuisenaire rods, poker chips, geometrical
tiles, cubes and multibose blocks, and balances, to
name only the most stylized-1s relatively
unknown or unused. Even less likely is the use of
practical arithmetic and geometry in measuring,
mapping, model building, or recordkeeping. I.
would conjecture that any teachers' tendencies
toward exploration and use of such materials may
be inhibited by unfamiliarity or by the absence in
district or school plans of any recognition of their
value, either for children as a whole or for those
in the Title I category.

I should like to propose here a rather general
hypothesis about teaching and planning in gener-
al, and Title I in particular. I shall not limit the
hypothesis to planning for Title I children; I regard
most elementary school teaching of reading and
math as essentially in the same category.
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Hypothesis: In stating this hypothesis, I shall
use an analogy that I owe to Frances' Hawkins, an
experienced therapeutic teacher of young chil-
dren, taken from her book" The Logic of Action
(New York: Pantheon-Random House, 1974, pp.
viii-x). The analogy: Oxygen given to save the
lives of premature infants was for long being
given in what turned out to be excessive amounts.
The excess caused blindness and other brain
damage. Such results, however, are characteristic
products of lack of oxygen, of anoxia, and this
fact seemed c71irst to indicate a need for more
oxygen rather than less. After several years of
hospital research it was finally discovered that a
high oxygen pressure damaged the delicate lung
tissues and thus, after a time, decieased their
absorptive capacity for oxygen, causing retrolen-
tal fibroplasia, damage to the late-stage embry
ology of the brain, notably that of its optic nerve.
I quote Frances Hawkins' use of the analogy:

Faced with the failure of children in our
schools, their failure to learn well along the
track which school has paved for them, where
are the school doctors (not from the outside)
who will say, with such informed and per-
sistent conviction, "It is something we are
doing to them, our schools are doing to Them?"
Instead of seeing a child's failure as a response
to our doing, to our failure, it becomes a
"teaming disability," a "behavior problem," and
we are exonerated.

Very much of what children need for their
learning must come directly and indirectly
from adults. As oxygen to the lungs, it must
be readied for them and transmitted to them.
Fac-d with failure in the process we respond
too easily by increasing the intensity of the
efforts which have already failed, and in doing
so we may block the very channels through
which children gain knowledge - and
understanding... .The ;nput we offer is
needed, yet not assimilated.

Title I children are predictably (for whatever
reason) not likely to assimilate well the standard
fare of early schooling. Under these conditions
increased drill, increased emphasis on decoding
and competency skills, as distinguished from the
contextual aspects which make these skills
desirable and desired by children themselves, can
be. like excessive oxygen' to the lungs, a therapeu-
tic agent transformed into a poison, the unwitting
cause of that which it is aimed to cure.

T refer to this general statement as a hypoth-
esis, which from the NIE research perspective it
must be--although I believe its correctness is a
guiding commitment among the most successful of
our teachers. It runs counter to many present-day
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tentienCies toward commercial "packaging" of
detailed curricula and 4..implies instead that

teachers are or should be able to adapt and to
create an ambience in which children's curiosities
are aroused and supported. This implies no lock of
attention to the mechanics of "skill," but rather a
context in which children are motivated to prac-
tice these skills and to learn them along with
things of greater intrinsic value.

In both reading and mathematics these consid-
erations of background and ambience are of vital
importance. Since .my own work has been
primarily in the latter domain, let me indicate in
more detail what I see as being involved. Even
before starting school, almost all children have a
wide range of mathematical competencies and
understanding related to their preschool and out-
of-school lives; in contexts that invite their close
attention, they can communicate verbally their
awareness and grasp of a wide range of basic ideas.
of number, form, and order. But this body of
fluent enderstanding is not where we typically
start in school "mathematics." School mathe-
matics is focused on the mastery of a code, itself
an incornplete and abbreviated written language,
often bewilderingly detached fr-or7ilcontext in
which children acquire fluency of early mathe-
matical understanding. Reliance on prepackcged
"curricula," even more than the less detailed
textbook approach of the past, necessarily ignI.,.es
all elements of context which establish continuity
with earlier or concorrantinformal learning. The
little- step -by -step approach of the workbook, the
diagnostic test, and the prescriptive loop back
through exercises constitute an unwitting
conspiracy to cause the very failure they purport
to cure,

I say all of this with full appreciation of the
ultimate importance of the step-by-step charoc.:er
of formalized mother-notice itself. Even in its
most elementary branches, mathematics is.knitred
together into an intelli.e;:!!,:e system by ramponents
of a detailed logic which is the end touchstone.
But no one grows in fluency and mastery by poring
attention oDIK to those components. The more
long-rangeelementsthose of practical experi-
ence, imagery, of analogy. of .ntuition are eauar-
ly vital to children's learning.

The above hypothesis is not in "testable" form.
It is a ccuiditioning hypothesis, a directive frame-
work for more detailed formulation. I hove no
adequate mason to beljeve that the participants in
the 'conference would go all the way it agreeing
with my faenulation. 1 would surmise that a good
many of them hove not hod the opportunity to
sample across a range of learning situations much
wider than the ee that schools normally provide- -
which is rat very great, Nevertheless, 1 belieee
they would go part way. M.J.1 would move beyond
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the dominant views expressed in state and district
policy and planning. Their stability as profeSsion- ---
als who 'do experience the constraints I have
objected to creates a research opportunity.

Possible Research Opportunities

The opportunity for research exists in the
rather wide gap between standard demographic
research and that, based on attempts to create
learning environments that are demographically
too rare to be available for formal investigation.
Attempts to bridge this gap by experimental
designs of the kind recently popular are signifi-
cantly unimpressive. I need not refer to recent
controversy over the comparison-of "Models." The
essential point is that the time scalereguired for
the appearance of any kind of program worth
studying is long compared to what most research
designs allow. Interesting school situations are
the product of institutional cnd personal history,
not of short-term engineering.

"Stability," one of the IDS criteria, can help
create interesting school situations. There has
been time allowed for teachers to settle in, to
invent ways of working with children, to bring
their background expertise to bear, to cerve out
for themselves some domain in which they have
relative freedom in their planning and day-to-day
decisionmaking.

Suppose one chose the top I0% and the '..sottorre
10% of classes, measured by average gains in the
study's test scores. One would then look for
contrasting charocteristics of the two groups of
programs thus selected, pnrticularly with respect
to more detailed definition of those characteris-
tics mentione- abovenotably the CiN"OCteristics
of teachers' participation in planning at various
levels and on various time scales, the constraints
they experience, and their perception Of the
relative importance of various aspects of their
program.

As I have already stated, I would be surprised
if schools and teachers selected by such a 10%
criterion would differ radically from the majorite
in most surface aspects. Even with due regard for
regression and for the narrow sampling zrf educa-
tionally significant learning represented by
standardized tests, I would, however, expect that
some valuable results could come frxn such a
second round.

Most large-scale educational. research that I

am foreCliar with starts- with the attempt to
meolere and relate predefined and inexpensively
sampled variables that are suspected or claimed
to have reeevance, and the typical outcome is one
of relatively minor differences in average
outcomes. It seems to me that such investigations



can be significant only as leading to a second or
third cycle in which the primary value accorded to
earlier results is the redefinition of what is looked
for in the following cycle.

Let me illustrate this possible redefinition by
an example of one of the matters discussed in the
cchference and highlighted in its preliminary
report, the lock of conspicuous difference
between "mainstream" and "pullout" patterns of
association between classroom teachers and
specialist teachers. There appears to be a wide
variety within each of these patterns, and this has
a great deeal To do with the degree and content of
communication between the teachers in.:Tma: It
is possible to have a "pullout" pattern in which
classroom and specialist teachers supplement each
others' perceptions of the needs of individual
children, having seen them in different environ-
ments. On the other hand, it is possible to
envision a "mainstream" pattern in which there is
little or no such communication, where the
visiting specialist is in effect a total "pullout."

Rather plausibly, there is a definition of
alternative patterns in such cases that should take
a bigger bite of the variance in outcome measures
than the one initially adopted. The information is
likely to be more expensive per unit to obtain,
which argues for a reduction in the scale of
researchbut the information does not seem to be
inherently difficult to quantify through a com-
bined use of interviews, questionnaires, and
directed observations.

What I am proposing. is a shift from evaluative
research to elucidative research. The 'one looks
for associatiorWen input and output variables
already defined and makes comparisons between
two or more alternative patterns of schooling.
The other starts with significant differences in

ational outcomes and tries to define essential
diff ences in treatment. This means that the
empi teal investigation is relatively open, guided
by hunches, by analogies, by extrapolation of
theory, as well as by known and obvious require-
ments.

But the contrast between evaluative and
elucidative should be for interaction, not for
separation. To define new variables of input and
outcome that ore more strongly related to ea-ER
other and can be understood within a conceptual
organization is also to learn to define better:
channels for -evaluating by this new evidence, for
further elucidation, etc.

Having suggested one example, I would like to
make a series of suggestions. Since I have by no
means fully grasped the framework or content of
the study, I must apologize for what will undoubt-
edly be seen as a lack of contact with the kinds of
information it already contains.
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Let me first make a specific suggestion con-
cerning future outcome measures. In any
subsamples selected for. further empirical study,
one should somehow obtain "mini-longitudinal"
data children's later ,,ixtrformance in schoOl
test data, teachers', judgments on individual
children's general welfare and promise in school,
absenteeism, .etc. Locking a 20-year longitudinal
study of eduCational outcomes, we could very well
use a second year, and a third, especially when
test measures can be qualified by teacher
judgments, etc. There may well be other input-
outcome measures to be used,. Indirectly but
perhaps partially relatedsuch as, for example,
evidence concerning continuing stability, teachers'

.;norale, etc. All the new measures would seem to
me to be relevant as followi:

I. Opportunity. As I understand this composite
measure, it is lacking in any qualitative dimen-
sions. "Overlap" relies exclusively on tests as
outcome measures. If other outcome measures
are added, the educationally spurious value of.
"overlap" would presumably be reduced, as it
would on tests explicitly designed to avoid
thoughtless literal repetition of content taught.

2. Individualization. This term has come to be
used, in the curriculum-package industry, for what
is generally its opposite, namely the so-called
diagnostic /prescriptive. Clearly, _ in the IDS
individualization measures, an effort has been
made to ivoid this sloganized meaning of the
term; the attempts to gather data about
assignments and grouping, alternative learning
routes, and sequencing would, I hope, provide a
basis for further scrutiny of opportunity actually
afforded children for learning in ways adapted to
individual talents.

The teachers' own observational skill and
inventiveness with respect to supporting children's
already achieved strengths is, I believe, the best
clue I can suggest for analytical guidance. This,
however, is not easy information to come by in
any crisp form, and the role of theory can only be
to suggest what kinds of information to seek. IDS
researchers' attempts to discover the degree to
which teachers create unique assignments for
individual students and the extent to which teach-
ers try to improve the sequence throUgh use of
supplemental materials are steps toward obtaining
this information.

In the whole long tradition of "remedial
teaching," the anoxia analogy gains in plausibility
from the fact that prescriptions and provisionings
are almost universally thought of as based on the
diagnosis of weaknesses, not on the use of
children's attained strengths and coupling with the
motivations which undergird those strengths. For
example: a 2d-grode teacher with seven children



held back for a year from .0 previous teacher
decided to take them entirely off of the standard
reading fare -for most of the. term. Instead she
substituted for them a science corner to which
they contributed, with much ado about labels;
treasure hunt games with written instructions; .
favorite story books read to. them and then read--
by them, etc. Two weeks before test time she
"put- them to the book" again, for test-taking

'proCtice. They all passed. This is only a surface
description of a teacher's art in the weaving
together of reading with other interests found in
these specific children, but it makes the essential
point?

3. Instructional Events. I do not have sufficient
information to comment intelligently about spe-
cific variables under these headings or to know
where to focus. The overwhelming majority of
them seem to leave out one obvious dimension:
conversation among children and adults who share
in work significant to them jointly. Informal
conversation can of course be idlebut in the
presence of worthy and absorbing materials and
task, it is probably the chief instrument of
educational rapport.

4. Motivational Processes. In the context of the
sort of variablei I would seek to define, this
category is not as a whole distinguishable from
the previous one. One could find ways of
assessing the classroom climate in terms of use of
children's versus teachers' wall displays, the
presence of three-dimensional materials available
for use, the degree of simultaneous diversity. of
activities (and ' passivities) and day-to-day
maintenance or change of pace, and the quality of
classroom sound and motion. The most important
new variable might be a teacher's capacity to
orchestrate ground rules, freedoms, and choices
mode available.

5. Teacher Background. In addition to the kinds
of information already categorized, it would be
important to know from teachers themselves what
factors or episodes or histories in their own
background they consider to be most relevant to
their -current philosophy and practice. In
particular, it would seem important to direct. their
attention, in this matter of background, (a) to the
presence or absence of serious work in (normal)
child development, and to their judgment about
the value of such study; and (b) to the nature of
their own subject matter education.

Summary

The nature of the IDS and the use of teacher
consultants in it may, provide a basis for further
analysis of existing data and for added empirical
research.

From the point of view of the school careers
of children and of elucidative research, the
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crucial 'variables are very partially reflected in
the study's major input and outcome variables.
"Overlap" is of some importance, but it needs
disentangling as to whether it means something
like instructionalized coaching "for the test" or
wider significant learning that a test can reliably
sample..

The responses of teacher conferees strongly
suggest that there be a specific further focus on
matters directly affecting children's response in
schoolon classroom ambience, on teachers'
abilities to see needs in relation to learning
strengths, and on their repertoires for meeting
these needs when so seen.

I have suggested that one should look at
reasonably small samples at the extremes of what
are, admittedly, educationally unreliable outcome
measures in order to find patternscomplexions
of recorded or still-needed variablesthat seem
to be more essential than those one has, perforce,
started with. The aim of this research should be
explicitly .exploratorynot to prove anything, but
to suggest desirable redefinitions of information -
gathering categories.

The plasticity of children's learning potentials
is far greater than the evidence from demographic
or 1.0. data usually indicates. The reason is
obviously that situation sampling--sampling of the
kind that emphasizes the importance of context
and situation in giving children access to their
own resources for learningis as difficult as the
really interesting situations are rare.

The moral is that one /should, for scientific
value, throw out large-group averages -for the
time being and concentrate on the relatively rare
extreme cases. Reading and math tests are
geared to prevailing averages and distributions,
and when read as meaning more, expose us to
what should be called the demographic fallacy.
When teachers really tap children's curiosities and
help them become seriously involved in learning
over a substantial period, they can show 2- or 3-
year gains in the narrow skills. According to the
demographic fallacy, such gains are several stan-
dard deviations from the average, and thus to be
discounted. But in our field, pay dirt is alsd by
definition rare.

Such small-sample exploratory research-can
only, at first, provide existence theorems--not
causal relations, and certainly not uniqueness
theorems, if there are any: But by closer
observation we may learn to develop some useful
theorybetter operational definition, more care-
fully constructed information channelsand thus
hope finally, from the study of larger samples, to
create public credibility arid understanding for
major, directions of improvement.



Chapter VI. Individualization of Instruction

IS IT TRUE WHAT THEY 5AY ABOUT
INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION?

Marianne Amarel
Educational Testing Service

Princeton, New Jersey

In troduct ion

In the spring of 1975 the National Institute of
Education (ME) embarked on a comprehensive
evaluation of compensatory education programs
supported by Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) and state
funding. CoMpensatory programs encompass a
wide variety of services intended to reduce or
overcome the differences in educational attain-
ment commonly found among children with
differinsocioeconomic backgrounds. The evalua-
tion- was undertaken in response to a Con-
gressional mandate directing NIE, to conduct a
study q purposes and effectiveness ,of compen-
satory education programs so as to provide
information relevant to future legislative
decisions regarding primary and secondary. educa-
tion.

The stipulation for evaluation has been built
into federally funded' compensatory programs
since their inception in the mid-1960's. The 1974
Amendment to ESEA authorizing NIE to examine
the programs serving compensatory education
students reiterated Congiessional expectations
that evaluations be used to inform policy
decisions. Mandated areas of study ranged from
an examination of ways used to identify children
needing compensatory programs to an assessment
of lid* effectively the children's needs have been

I met. These directives defined the boundaries of
the study in general terms-only; they spoke to the
means and strategies of implementing it not at
all. The challenge. of formulating the: study
questions about the critical and discriminating
dimensiOns of a multipurpose and widely spread
program was quite properly left for NIE to meet.

A Short History of Large-Scale Evaluations

During the past several years, numerous
evaluations of educational programs, varied in
scope and aims, were undertaken. The results of
large-scale evaluations proved to be-disheartening
on at least two counts: they failed to demon-
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strate measurable, consistent, or notable effects
on student attainments that could be linked to
educational, particularly compensatory, programs;
they were equally unsuccessful in relating specific
features of educational contexts to measures of
effectiveness. The first study to attract national
attention, _.the Westinghouse/Ohio evaluation of
Head Start, now oppenrs methodologically naive,
yet the application of increasingly sophisticated
tools h s not yieIded more definitive or less
controv rsial results (White et al., 1973; SRI,
1971; argo et al., 1972; Dyer, 1978).

Att ibuting differences in the outcomes of
school to the influence of measurable dimen-
sions school settings has proved to be equally
elusiv In an analytic review of studies of the
im of school resources on students, Spady
(1976 inds only equivocal results. Drawing a
disci ion between tangible resources and "value
cli ," he directs attention to an aspect of
sc that has resisted measurement and has
thus absent from most impact studies, much
to r detriment. Evaluations in search of
.grog. -related effects have not fared any
bett r The national evaluation of Follow Through
Plann Variation (Stebbins et al., 1977), which
did rt some sponsor-related outcomes, is
curr tly under challenge (House et al., 1978).
Scoi-es of other studies could be cited that failed
to identify dimensions of schooling consistently
associated with students' educational attainment.

The history of Title I evaluations, thoroughly
documented by McLaughlin (1975), adds .up to a
chronicle of unproductive and, in retrospect,'of ten
misguided_activity. When the assumptions of the.
input/output model that guided these evaluations
are closely examined, the model emerges . with
damaged credibility. The suitability of on essen-
tially technological model for evaluating diverse
decentralized programs has recently been ques-
tioned on multiple grounds (Berryman and
Glennan, 1978; House, 1978).,...13ut, in fact, its
feasibility has been doubtful for some time, given
our limited capacity to conceptualize and measure

6 .i



educational input and output. Instructional pro-
,grams, labeled but largely unexamined, have been
typically designated as the input, or as independ-
ent variables, and standardized test scores have`
served almost exclusively as the indicator's of
effectiveness, or output. Evaluations unable to
detect program differences hove thin been open
to 'criticism, for the crudity of their measured,
while studies that did report differential effects
locked the finer descriptors needed for relating
differences to program characteristics.

Not only the critics but also' the designers of
impact studies have pointed out methodological,
conceptual, and political problems frustrating
their efforts. Campbell (1975) listed a few under
the general heading of "meta-scientific issues,"
indicating the variety of problems constr
program evaluation:

. . . there is a precarious rigidity in the
measurement system, limiting recorded out-
comes to - those dimensions anticipated in
advance; process is often neglected in ar
experimental program focussed on the overall
effect of a complex treatment, and thus
knowing such effects has only equivocal impli-
cations for prograT replication of improve-
rnentf- ',broad-gauge programs are often
hopelessly ambiguous as to goals and relevant

/indicators; changes of treatment program
_ during the course of an ameliorative experi-

ment, while practically essential, make input-
output experimental comparisons uninterpret-
able; social programs are often implemented in
ways that are poor from an experimental
design point of view; even under well
controlled situations, experimentation is a
profoundly tedious and equivocal
process ... (pp. 8, 9)

On the whole, then, the yield of summary
evaluations bas been thin. In the absence of a
suitable theoretical and methodological base for
identifying and measuring critical dimensions of
schooling and their effects with any confidence,
the studies did not provide information useful for
policy decisions. Their utility for educational
practice was equally meager, so little relation did
they bear to the reality of schooling.

The studies, however, did bring about a better
grasp of the problems inherent in assessing the
impact of social programs. Even Campbell's
broadside, properly regarded as cr,more differen-
tiated conception of the evaluation process, draws
on lessons culled from the earlier investigations.

The Instructional Dimensions Study

The Compensatory Education Study derived
from this legacy a clearer awareness of factors
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impeding the assessment of multiform social
programs. The study staff recognized the delinea-
tion of appropriate and feasible foci as a crucial
step in framing the inquiry. The areas of Title I
impact selected for examination were broadened
at the some time that' the questions addressed
within the areas were sharpened more Than had
been the case in past evaluations.

Four major areas ..vere selected: (I) funds
allocation, (2) service -delivery, (3) student
'development, and (4) program administration.
The present paper deals with 'just one of the 35
separate studies that mode up the total effort,
namely, the Instructional Dimensions Study (IDS).
The major research effort in the area of student
development, the IDS was designed to evaluate
the effectiveness of instruction provided to com-
pensatory education students. Its scope was
limited to reading and mathematics instruction at
1st- and 3d-grade levels. More specifically, the
study examined the relationship hetween selected
characteristics of instruction and student develop-
ment. Four dimensions of instructional settings
were chosen for close scrutiny: (a) pullout and
mainstream instruction, (b) intensity of instruc-
tion; (c) content of instruction; and (d) individu-
alized instruction. The summary of findings
reported in the Effects of Services on Student
Development (Nie, 1977) reveals that overall, the
students in the sample registered high rates of
achievement. Five sets of classroom processes
(opportunity, individualization, instructional
events, motivational processes, teacher back-
ground) were found to be strongly related to
achievement, when taken in combination. By
itself, the effect of individualization was not
found to bear a significant relationship to student
achievement. compared with other modes of
instruction.

The present paper concerns the classroom
processes subsumed under the dimension of in-
dividualization. It grew out of the author's par-
ticipation in a 2-day meeting arranged by NIE,
when 40 of the study teachers were convened to
discuss and reflect on the findings in light of their
knowledge and experience.

For purposes of the IDS, individualized 'instruc-
tion has been defined to conform with the intent
of the legislative mandate, as interpreted by the
NIE study staff. By singling out the "use of
individualized written educational plans for child-
ren," Congress was indicating special interest in
the performance of programs using this practice.
The definition ultimately used was more inclusive,
encompassing a set of strategies believed descrip-
tive of individualized instruction as it is' typically
implemented in schools.
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Clossrooms were rated on the degree of
individualization by the use of a combined assess-
ment of selected classroom processes, primarily:

(I) The assignment of specific learning
objectives or activities to individual
children

(2) The use of diagnostic and prescriptive
activities

(3) The existence of alternative learning paths
and sequencing for individUal children

(4) The use of individual or small-group pacing

In this interpretation, the use of tests become
the sine qua non of individualization. The overall
classroom score was heavily weighted -toward
individualization when tests were used for setting
objectives, placing students, assessing progress,
and confirming mastery.

T strategy of using features of the instruc-
tional process or the classroom setting as
predi or variables represented a step forward

> from evaluations based on global program com-ipari . The latter approach almost invariably
four' I within-program differences equal to or
grea er than between-program differences in out
corn ; owing in part to program variations across
local lies, schools, and classrooms.

Considerable and creditable work went into
specifying the instructional process character-
istics that would signify individualization (Cooley
and Leinharelt, I979. The instructional tech-

, niques selected fell under the general rubric of
diagnostic/prescriptive instruction, a model now
receiving a good deal of attention,. Individualized

:117 instruction was defined to represent this general
model, in the expectation that the claims and
counterclaims made in its behalf would be adjudi-
cated by sound evidence.

A Short History of Individualized Instruction

Although differences in learners had been
recognized before the advent of mental measure-
ment, the greatly increased use of intelligeAce
and achievement tests after World. War I, which
formally documented diversity among students,
confronted the schools with an open challenge to
acknowledge and respond to the heterogeneity of
their population. As early as 53 years ago, the
National Society for the Study of Education
devoted its yearbook to the topic of "Adapting the
Schools to Individual Differences." In the intro-
duction to the volume, Washburne (1925) reported:

It has become palpably absurd to, expect to
achieve uniform results from uniform assign-
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merits made to a class of widely differing
individuals. Throughout the educational world
there has therefore awakened a desire to find
some way of adapting schools to the c ,fering
individuals who attend them. This desire has
resulted in a variety of experiments. (p. I)

Individual differences in learning, in fact, had
been noted long before the' advent of \public
schooling. An early example. of individualized
instruction, dating from the first century, can be
found in the Jewish Passover service, which .
commeinorates the exodus of the Hebrews from
Egypt.- In the ritual of retelling the story- Or
oppression resistance, and rescue through the
'parted Red Sea into the Sinai Desert, the leader
of the service is instructed to suit the telling of
the story to the children who are listening. Four
kinds of children are identified: the wise child,
the irreverent child, the simple child, and- the
child who does not know how to ask any questions.
The prescription of how to vary the telling of the
story is thus based on' a diagnostic process that
analyzes-the nature of questions children ask.

More recently, the prevalence of learner
,differences was again noted by Gage (1967), who
raised some discomfiting questions:

... Learners do differ in ways rele\vont to
their ability to profit froM different kinds of
instruction, content, incentives, and the like:
Almost by definition, instruction adopted to
these individual differences should be more,
effective.

If so, why has not the evidence from
attempts to individualize instruction yielded
more dramatic results? Why are not the mean
scores on achievement measures of pupils
taught with due respect to their individual
needs and abilities substantially higher, in
unmistakable ways, than those of students
taught in the conventional classroom, where
everyone reads the some book, listens to the
same lecture, participates in the some class-,
room discussion, moves at the same pace, and
works at the same problems?

Reflecting on the same questions, Giaser
suggests that the effects of individualization are
masked by the lock of detailed information about
the relationships between instructional methods
and individual learning capabilities. He identifies
a set of necessary conditions for the implementa-
tion of individualized instruction (Glaser, 1967):

The conventional boundaries of grade levels
and arbitrary time units for subject-matter
coveroge need to be redesigned to permit



each student to work at his 0dt/0i level of
accomplishment in a subject-matter area,
and to permit him to move ahead as soon as
.he masters the prerequisites for the next
level of advancement.

2. Well-defined _sequences of progressive,.
behaviorally 'defined objectives in various
subject areas need to be established as
guidelines for setting up a student's pro-
grarn of study. The student's achievement
is defined by his position along this pro-
gression of .achnincernent.

3. A student's progress through a curriculum
sequence must be monitored by adequate
methods and instruments for assessing his
abilities" and accomplishments so that a
teaching program can be adapted to his
requirements.

4. Students must be taught and provided with
qppropriate instructional materials so that
they acquire increasing competence in self-
directed learning. to accomplish this, they:
teacher must provide the student with
standards of performance so that he can
evaluate his own attainment, and teaching
activities .must be directed by individual
learner accomplishment.

5. Special professional training must be
provided to school personnel so that they
can accomplish the evaluation, diagnosis;
and guidance of student performance that
is required to organize instruction for
individualized learning --as contrasted to
the total-class management of learning.

.6. The individualization of instruction
requires that the teacher attend to and
utilize detained information about each
student in order to design appropriate
instructional programs. To assist the
teacher in, processing this information, it
seems likely that schools will take
advantage of efficient data processing
systems. (p. 3)

The origins of the definition of individualize-
ran used by NIE are clearly discernible in this
utline. In fact, the index devised to rate the
egtee of individualization in classrooms incor-
'rated its.essential features. In the classrooms
ited high on individualization, then, the requiie-
ents posited by Glaser can be assumed to have
.ten met, at least to a practicable degree. Yet,
dividuolization was not found to benefit corn-
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pensatory education students more than other
types, of instruction. Apparently, not even under
the:- conditions is the expected superiority of
individualization. readily demonstrable.

In an effort to gain a better understanding of
the IDS results, NIE convened 40 teacher; to
review:. discuss, and help interpret the major
findings of the study. The teachers' perspectives
are highlighted in the next section.

The Teachers' Views

The assembled teachers reflected the spread
of practices in the total study sample which was
considerable. The ratings-of:the teachers' rooms
on the index of individualization were not known
to the conference participants, nor were the
teachers aware of their own rating. The corn-
ments and judgments about the proffered model
thus could not be related to the teachers' ratings,
although they could be linked to specifiC practices
described.

The discussions testified to the difficulty of
isolating an instructional dimension for analytic
focus. Although individualization was the topic
for the sessions on which these comments rest,
other dimensions, such as setting, content, oppor-
tunity, etc., regularly entered the discussions.

The exchange of views was hindered by a
problem of verbal labels. Individualization, o
term lacking a commonly agreed-on referent,
nonetheless had positive connotations for the
teachers. All believed they practiced it, even! if
through different approaches and to varying
degrees. For the teachers, individualization was a
label to which a meat deal of personal and
experiential meaning' accrued. When confronted
with NE's definition asked, in fact, to reOleee,
their own definition with NE's, elements oft ,hick
did not overlap, or even fat counter to it own
practices-- considerable confusion ensued. While
talking about the benefits, drawbacks, class-
room practices related to individualize ion, the
teachers inevitably lost grip on the newly acquired
definition and responded in terms of t ear own,
longer held understanding of the terrn This
confusion of tongues,notwithstanding, he discus-
sions clarified some of the issues rai by study.

- A most important contribution was the
teochers' evident immersion in the unadulterated

I
The index was derived from several difftlentially
weighted variables yielding a single number that

.allowed the ordering of classroom on a linear
scale. The teachers were aware of the compo-
nent variable, but not of how they were com-
bined.



reality` of classroom life, which contrasted
markedly with the schematized representations to
which evaluation studies necessarily reduce-it.
The teachers' talk, brimming with particularistic
details rooted in da -by-day experience, was a
sharp reminder of the risks of nongrounded
theorizing and of the premature imposition of
conceptual schemata on events and settings whose
salient dimensions are only partially understood.
The discrepancy between the teachers' reality and
the desiccated variables used in most studies that
aim for generalizable outcomes across a wide
range of settings and farflung populations was
apparent throughout the meeting.

Accounts of quotidian routines and activities
anchored much of the discussion. Although time
limitsjcept teachers from describing .programs in
depth- and fine detail, the diversity of their
practices was notable. The specifics of the NIE
definition were played off their variegated
approaches. Bare bones of variables such as
packaging, sequencing, etc., were fleshed out by
classroom vignettes. Cutting through the surface
diversity- of the practices described, one could
infer some commonalities ill the way teachers
construed the dimensions of, individualization:
teachers found the diagnostic/prescriptive model
most easily, if not exclusively, applicable to the
use of certain types of instructional materials,
specifically those with objectives organized into
hierarchies. The model was also seen as more
suited to the attainment of concrete, discrete,
short-term instructional goals thani to long-term,
integrative, developmental aims stated in holistic
terms.

As the structure of classroom organization was
not a pivotal aspect of the NIE definition, it was
surprising to realize that, in many of the teachers'
judgments, the only organizational arrangements
that fitted comfortably NA,'1 the requirements of
individualization were on^-to- one tutorials, or
situations in which the child worked alone with
self-paced materials. Apparently, the other com-
ponents of individualization so constrained the
possible arrangements as to ,rule out a common
form of classroom organization--small groups.
This perception had important consequences for
the way teachers judged the assets and liabilities
of individualization.

Major Themes

The teachers' comments did not fold into neat
classifications. Recurrent concerns emerged
more as leitmotifs that were threaded through the
discussions. Two of these will be briefly elabo-
rated. Both relate to the generic issue of the
teacher role: one concerns goal setting, and the
other speaks to the place of teacher judgment in
the pedagogical process.
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Teaching Goals. The breadth and complexity
of teaching goals subsumed by the definition of
individualization proved to be a thematic.concern.
As mentioned before, the diagnostic/prescriptive
model was seen by most teachers to apply to the
teaching of academic subjects, if these were
divisible into specifiable units that could be
learned in the short term, and their mastery could
be confirmed by an available test. Some of the

,teachers seemed to construe their role as
consonant with these goals; i.e., they saw their
primary -task as helping children acquire the
component skills that are assumed to cumulate
into higher level abilities. Not surprisingly, more
teachers who were not in charge of classrooms
held this view, namely, the compensatorj, teachers
who worked with children for limited time periods
on a specific subject that was jtidged in need of
remediation. The majority of teachers, however,
had a different conception of their role. They
regarded the aims and purposes of elementary
school teaching as more comprehensive longer
range, and, above all, more interrelated. Many
found it difficult, if not unproductive, to isolate
academic learning. from the broader develop-
mental and social goals they held for the chil-
drengoals that guided their instructional.
decisions and practices in large measure.

One teacher spoke for many of her colleagues
when she enumerated some qualities of the
learning environment she intended to create:

I am concerned that children have time to
express their opinions, their feelings, that they
be listened to, have the opportunity to deal
with disagreement, with each others' ideas.
Time is also needed for the development of
critical skills, for comprehension.

The development of a sound and seriiceable
self-concept also loomed large in most teachers'
agenda. "Self-concept" seemed to be the
teachers' shorthand for expressing their concern
for the student as a person, for placing the more
academic objectives in relation to the learner.
Supporting positive self-regard was seen as
cutting across all of teaching and, for many
teachers, as one of their most important tasks.

Perhaps the most troubling feature of the
diagnostic/prescriptive model for the teachers
stemmed from their perception that it precluded
small learning groups. Teachers were forceful in
their arguments that children need to work
together. They tended to see their classroom as
an organic social unit, not as a loose aggregate of
individual children. The development of inter-
personal codes, social rules, and reciprocal

(exchanges was not only valued for itself but was
regarded as the necessary context kir optimal



cognitive development. To help children achieve'
a modicurn.of acceptance and respect from-their
peers, to enable. them to secure a place in the
class community was .a highly valued, if not
always fully realized, priority. . Encouraging
mutual aid, providing opportunities for children to
listen to each other, comparing ideas, and
resolving or accepting differences were all sub-
sumed under this general goal and linked to the
development of self-esteem. Most teachers were
mindful of the relationship between the students"
self-concept and their 'capacity to learn. These
c tory education teachers, who by virtue
of eir role did not see children in their clasi=
room habitat, dealt With' similar concerns as they
talked of 'the efforts they mode ,to present
participation in the program as a privilege and the
pains they took to protect children from the
stigma of being singled out for remediation.

The effects of children working on their own
were not seen in negative terms only. A few
teachers looked on solitary 'work as :a way to
protect children from failure in public and from
excessive competition with peers. Others saw
opportunities for the development of self-
direction,-and autonomy. The purpose and extent
of'working alone finally determined teachers' view
of the practice; they recognized the need for
children to do so, but became concerned when the
line between working independently and working
in isolation became blurred.

The holistic goals that many teachers shared
were not easily absorbed by the
diagnostic /prescriptive model; they are not
readily segmented into stepped learning
objectives, nor is their mastery measurable by
standardized instruments. Yet such goals have
great salience for' teachers, with significant
influence on their teaching practice. In part to
accommodate these aims, most teachers modified
the programs they. were' implementing. It is
important to recall here that the teachers all had
hod a minimum of .1 year's experience with
whatever program 'they were using. and thus a
chance to put their own- stamp on it. The
adaptations ranged widely, most falling short of
the teacher whose response to how she shaped the
program') was "Actually, .1 modified it by mostly
throwing. it out." Other teachers described
limiting prescriptive/diagnostic teaching to
portions of the schoolday and supplementing the
prescribed materials and activities.

Teachers adapted the programs in response to
individual differences--to take account of chit,
dren's interests, learning styles, or motivational
factors, based on their awn judgment as to what
would work best.
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Teacher Judgment. The topic of teacher
judgment was perhaps the dominant theme of the
meeting. Teacher. judgment is required to trans-
form general aspirations for a class into differen-
tiated goals for individual children. Professional
judgment is even more deeply 'implicated in the
Way teachers seek to realize their pedagogical
aims. This, of course, is the heart of teaching--
selecting and prOviding.the means to best support
the development of-. each child. The
diagnostic/prescriptive p ..rams, when followed
to the letter, do not I Az4 much room for the
exercise of teacher ju. nt. The what of
teaching is determined by prescribed objeclives,
children's needs are determined by diagnostic
measures, and the how of teaching is supplied by
prescribed materials and activities. The tightness
of the prescriptions varied across programs, from
the specification of exact steps to be followed and
of skill drills and techniques for reinforcing the
skills, to programs that provided alternative
materials and paths that teachers and students
could choose to follow. Again, the teachers whose
role was limited to compensatory instruction
tended to have fewer options in what and how
they taught. One teacher remarked that she
sometimes felt like an automaton, so restricted
was her teaching domain.

The sound exercise of teacher judgment,
however, exacts its own imperatives. The oppor-
tunity to observe and interact with students, to
"study", them, in effect, is indispensable for
acquiring the information needed to respond to
children differentially. The diagnostic and
mastery tests built into the individualized pro-
grams provided an abundance of information about
student performance on the skill objectives.
Teachers used these to sequence the next objec-
tive and to assess the pace of students' progress.
The tests, however, did not speak to other
prominent teacher concerns. The results did not
inform teachers about the nature of the 'children's
interests, their preferred modes of work, what
motivated them, what aroused their anxiety, or
how they felt about themselves. Several teachers
shared the conviction 'that elementary school
instruction requires this comprehensive view of
the learner. One of the teachers enumerated part
of what she attends to when working with
children:

. . I observe children to fiat out how do they
learn best, how do they function in a group, do
they pay attention all the time or some of the
time ... how are they cared for, how are they
dressed .. . to find the way to assure them, do
they like to be hugged, or be praised ....
Forming such judgments was seen as pivotal to

the 'teaching function. Teachers did not expect
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assessment instruments to do it for. them, but they
did need the opportunity to observe students'
working with others, to see them function in a
variety of settings, as well as to interact with
them one-on-one. A close adherence to the
routines of a diagnostic/prescriptive program
closed off some of these opportunities: it
curtailed group activity, the prescribed objectives
limited the variety of learning goals, and the
segmentation of the curriculum content was not
conducive to revealing the students', under-
standings and thought processes in much depth or
scope.

Few teachers, judging h/ their own reports,
implemented the individualized 'programs by the
book. When their .situation permitted it, they
exercised their judgment and acted .an their
priorities. Progroms were adapted to suit tfke
children, as well as to harmonize with the
teaebers' preferences, values, and skills. Perhaps
the most paradoxical aspect of many indivi-
dualized programs ,is the failure to acknowledge
that teachers too have interests, preferred
approaChes, and yak P perspectives. The dis-
cussions provided ample evidence that teachers
differ in ,the ways they constrt,e their role and in
the organizing priorities that guide their practice.
11, was this diversity of perceptions that resulted
in the scrupulous implementation of programs by
some teochets and their partial or extensive
modification by others. Teachers, however, are
not always free to determine the course of their
own instruction, which leads to varying degrees of
overlap bete een what they feel comfortable and
competent to do and what they in fact do. A
misalignment between overt teaching practices
and the teacher's underlying pedagogical belief
system can have unwelcome effects (Bussis et al.,
1976).

ontextual Factor In the foregoing sections,
dif e es in assumptions about 01... otionol goals
and . . tices held b eachers . . those
underlyi . the IDS re pointed out io an attenipt
to begin. t. stand why individualization did
not relate to stUdent gains. In the next section,
features of the brood school setting, which
emerged dicing the discussions os likely to affect
istudent achievement, will be described briefly.
Although these situational factors were not con-
sidered inthe IDS, 4iey have plausibility as
influential )variables and serve to point out once
again that similorly labeled teaching practices
may mask vital differences.

Typically, c tory education was
"delivered" to the sffulents by someone other than
the classroom teoc`her. Art the case of "pullout
programs, a special Title I teacher, often o
rending or moth speCiolist, was responsible. In

programs that were mainstreamed, it was a
special teacher coming in the room or an aide who
was identified as the compensatory education
teacher. The teachers attributed considerable
importance to the relationship between the child's
classroom teacher and the teacher responsible for
the compensatory instruction. In schools where
students were pulled out from their classrooms,
this relationship was especially important, as the
classroom teacher was not present during these
instructional episodes. The nature of coordination
ranged from close collaboration between th
teachers, involving joint goal setting and frequent

hanca'information exc about the students' pro-
gress, to virtually contact between the two
teachers, and therefore no coordination of the
children's experience in the two settings. In
rooms that mainstreamed the compensatory edu-
cation program, coordination was less of a
problem. When compensatory education funds
supported a classroom aide, it was virtually
ensured. In cases where special compensatory
edkation personnel visited the classroom to work
with selected children, the program tended to he
more independent of classroom instruction.

- Another source of variation was reported in
the way schools scheduled the compensatory
education program. In some situations students
received compensatory instruction while their

,classmates had music, art, or physical education,
, watched films, or participated in other, not

strictly ocademjc activities. In other schools,
every effort was made to see that the children
were not deprived of common class experiences in
favor of compensatory education.

Yet another variable mentioned was the
degree of parent involvement. Examples were
cited of extensive training programs offered to
parents in the principles of diagnostic /prescriptive

iinstruction, along with materials and guidesfurging
parents to continue the instruction at home. More
comp-only, parents were occasional visitors to the
school, maintaining differing degrees of contact.

The training of the staff administering com-
pensatory education was another factor men-
tkmed. In schools where special, or auxiliary,
stoff member; were responsible, not only their
training, but the status they hold in t school
community, and even the location e they
carry out their work may be i f I factors.
As was the case with every othe vat- e notable
differences were reported. Insane schools Title I
staff were highly trained professiono!s; in some
other schools, they were highly trained nonpro-
fessionals. In some instc.F:es, preparation seemed
modest. The place of --aIruction, in the case of
pullout programs, aried, most likely in concert
with the status of the position. Special rooms,



well-equipped "labs," were the scene of
instruction in some schools, while the hallway
served the purpose in others.

Schools also differed in the proportion of
.students receiving compensatory education, which
almost certainly reflected the socioeconomic
background of the student body--a variable often
found correlated with scholastic achievement.
The teachers also mentioned curriculum and pro-
gram relation differences. The approach to
instructing Title I students was generally consist-
ent in some schools, while in others more than one
approach or program was being implemented.

The quality and substance of collegiality avail-
able to teachers was reported to be an important
determinant of the teachers' perceptions of their
work environment, as was the role of administra-
tive support in maintaining a favordole school
climate. As might be expected, the schools
differed on these dimensions as welt.

Most if not all of these varia'ions in school
settings and routines can be assumed to be
orthogonal to the degree of individualization, yet
their relationship to achievement scores cannot be
ruled out.

Coda

Only magical thinking would lead anyone to
expect that 2 cir.ys of freewheeling discussion with
40 teachers would make the findings of an
intricate and ambitious study, fully compre-
hensible, yet the teachers' cornents provide
interpretive guides not present in the other data.r

The IDS speaks to two questions that hove
preoccupied educational research and evaluation;
it focuses on one directly, on the other more
obliquely. T ,he relationship beween selected
instructional droctices and student development
was the central study question. The selection of
an appropriate strategy for uncovering such links
was addressed less directly. These seemingly
separate issues ultimately converge, for the
assumptions underlying one invariably shape the
approach to the other.

First, a comment an evaluation strategy. The
conceptualization of individualization c-. an
instructional techniquea sum of a set of h- .tc-
tional practices that could be measure.: ass
settingslargely excluded contextual and ;1t-
or teacher-related factors from consideration as
variables affecting learning outcomes. Such an
assumption is only justified if instructional tech-
niques do not interact with qualities of teachers
or students, but instead tinfailingly'produce their

effects across settings. The teachers' accounts,
which suggest that similar practices are perceived
and valued differently by different teachers and in
different school environments, cost considerable
doubt on this premise.

The design of the IDS was also shaped by the
expectation of additive linear relationships
between the indicators of individualization, such
as pacing and sequencing, and student attainment.
The presumption of a simple, regular form of "the
more the better" has been challenged repeatedly
for psychosocial variables, where curvilinear rela-
tions are often found.

Finally, there is the insistent theme of the
nature of diagnostic/prescriptive instruction itself
and the relationship it bears to student learning.
Diagnostic/prescriptive programs consist pri-
marily of a sequential ordering of subject matter,
with instructional suggestions on how to deploy
the accompanying diagnostic instruments and
teaching materials. Such programs may be laoked
upon as resources and tools provided for- the
teacher 1- :.'se at her discreti9n, or, in contrast, as
directive, on what and how to instruct students.
These polar views, and the gradations between
them, were represented in the group of teachers
'convened, with the majority advocating using the
principles and material of the individualized pro-
grams as teaching aides in .a brooder context of
pedagogical priorities and practices. Teachers
generally assumed responsibility for a far more
comprehensive domain than the one typically
encompassed by the skill objectives of
diagnostic/prescriptiVe programs. More impor-
tant, the processes of acquiring such skills were
seen as related to qualities of learners and their
interactions with modes of instruction-- factors
that teachers wished to take into account as they
mapped out paths to learning for the students.
Teachers, in essence, aspired to personalize
instructional encounters, not only to individualize
them..

The IDS findings indicate that students con
attain high test score gains in individualized
programs implemented by experienced teachers,
but that comparable gains are achieved by
students in less individualized programs. The
teachers' comments also suggest that the issue
goes beyond the question of what works,' in
achieveMent test-terms, centering finally on the
value-laden question of what it is that we want to
workwhat image of the educational process,
what roles for teachers and learners are envi-
sioned and desired. One image of the learning
child is of an active, purposeful being who
interacts, rather than simply responds to the
opportunities and constraints present in any edu-
cational setting. The learning process, in short, is



seen as embedded in the person. The parallel to
this conception of the learner is found in the
perception of the teacher as an active, purposeful
decisionmaker who uses the instructional
resources :Iyailable to best realize differentiated
goals formulated for the students. There are
other visions, of course, that grant less autonomy
to both the teoCher and the learner. The model of
individualized learning used in the IDS is more
consonant with the latter perspective.

It, is instructive to return to Glaser once more,
a full decade after his conceptualization of
individualized instruction. In the intervening
years the model has evolved and transformed to
become adaptive education. Glaser (1977) briefly
describes the essential elements of an educational
system that is adaptive to the individual:

It provides a variety of alternatives for
learning and many goals from which to choose.
It attempts to utilize and develop the capabili-
ties that on individual brings to these alterna-
tives and to adjust to the learner's particular
talents, strengths, and weaknesses. Also, a-
adaptive educational environment attempts to

strengthen an individual's ability to meet the
demands of available educational opportunities
and develop the skills necessary for success in
the complefx world.

The implications of this vision are far-reach-
ing. : It grants the learner active participation in
instructional decisions while implying the sus-
tained presence of a teacher who observes,
evaluates, and provisions. Such an environment
will not result from the implementation of pre-
ordained learning objectives and instructional
activities designed in the absence of particular
learners. The image of adaptive education calls
for on investment in professional development
rather than prepackaged curriculum plans and
materials. It also suggests the legitimization of
evaluative judgments about a brood array of
learning priorities and outcomes by more
informal, teacher - centered procedures than those
embedded in standardized assessment techniques.

It is to be hoped that the findings of the IDS
will result in the pursuit of these bolder
aspirations for schooling.
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WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT
INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION?

Jane A. Stallings
SRI International

Menlo Park, California

Introduction

The intent of this paper is to describe the
origin of compensatory education programs and to
show how individualized instruction (or education
for individuals) evolved from compensatory educa-
tion programs. The paper was prompted by the
author's participation in a 2-day conference ar-
ranged by the Notional Institute of Education
(NIE) to consider the findings from the
Instructional Dimensions StudY (IDS). This is one
of 35 studies undertaken by NIE to evaluate the
effectiveness of compensatory education. Also
attending the conference were 40 teachers who
hod participated in the IDS. my particular charge
was to report the teachers' responses to the
findings regarding individualized instruction. The
study showed that students in programs rated high
on individualization did not have more progress
than ones in programs rated. lower. I have
attempted to contrast the IDS definition of
individualized instruction with the definitions of-
fered by teachers and the definitions used in other
research. Findings from other research on indi-
vidualized instruction ore compared with the IDS
findings,

Compensatory Education

In response to public demands, Congress has
allocated vast suns of money to improve the life
chances of minority groups. It was not difficult to
see that -failure began for minority people in the
first grades of school. Notional standardized
testing programs showed that the disadvantaged
populations scored well below national norms. In
an effort to reduce educational inequities,
Congress distributed funds through the states in
the form of Title I - Title VII programs. Much of
this funding has been directed toward the educa-
tion of the economically disadvantaged, and has
taken account of the best professional advice
educators could offer.

Because minority children hod so often scored
below the norm on standardized tests, educators
and Congressmen alike agreed on one point:
traditional curricula, materials, and methods did
not meet the needs of minority populations. No

one really knew under what conditions the
economically and educationally disadvantaged
would prosper, so that the education programs
finally funded represented a wide range of edu-
cational approaches. Each approach was some
educational theorist's answer to meeting the needs
of the educationally and economically
disadvantaged. This method of funding was not
free of problems, since some experiments were
not as effective as others, but it has had the great
advantage that, over more than a dozen years of
Congressional support, these experimental educa-
tion programs have produced' a large body of
information and studies on ; the effects of
compensatory education.

Individual_Abilitiei and Education

Work by Guilford (1967) on individual abilities
released educators from thinking in the single
dimension of intelligence quotients and spurred
interest in the conditions that would promote
learning for students with differing abilities. In
the 1960's and 1970's a considerable number of
studies were conducted to see whether students
with particular aptitudes or abilities prospered in
particular learning environments. For example,
how did students varying froM. low to high visual
sequencing ability prosper in learning environ-
ments using phonic or whole-word reading meth-
ods? This type of study was called Aptitude
Treatment Interactions (ATI). Cronboch and Snow
(1977) have summarized the findings from a
sizable body of the research.

It was this thinking about individual abilities
and treatments that prompted educational theor-
ists and practitioners to vary from the traditional
methods of lecture, drill, review, and test. In the
1960's, English Infant Schools in Leicestershire
County, U.K., were experimenting with open
cloisrooms where children selected their learning
tasks for the day from a variety of learning
centers. Children were believed to be innately
curious and, given a wide selection it was
believed that every child would choose What he or
she needed for a sound educational diet. Many
American schools subsequently foillowed some
variation of this pattern, and many schools in the



late 1960's end 1970's followed the open-classroom
approach. . How the 'curriculum was managed
within the open classroom varied considerably.

With the vast sums available from the Govern-
ment for research in education, many ideas about
what would work best with low-income, educa-
tionally disadvantaged children could be tried.
Because reading was considered the springboard to
other knowledge, the teaching of reading becatne
he focal point of much experimentation. New

methodologies based upon guesses and experience
of researchers and practitioners were set into
practice. These included color-coded readini,
behavior modification, experience charts, task
analysis, phonetic analysis, the Slingerland
method, the Fernald method, the Sullivan method,
student contracts, and many combinai ions of the
above. Book companies' explorations seemed
limitless. Many new phonetic analysis series and
programed materials hit the market. The old
"Dick and Jane" books were replaced by books
showing children with darker skins and showing
more pictures of inner-city living and less subur-
ban and viral living. There was enough money to
try everything, and it seems as though everything
was tried.

Evaluation

Having (funded educational reform, Congress
then sought to learn whether or not the additional
dollars were improving the education and thus the
life chances of economically disadvantaged
children. To answer this question, several large
evaluations were mounted. For, the most part, the
findings from the first studies conducted in the
late 1960's and early 1970's were disappointing.
The Westinghouse Ohio report of Head Start found
that gains students made in preschool were no
longer evident at the end of 1st grade. Coleman
and the many others who reanalyzed his data
(Mosteller and Moynihan, 1972; Jencks, 1972)
found no relationships between progress students
made and what the schools provided in terms of
services and programs. In a more extensive
review, Spody (1973) also reports mixed results
from studies focusing on the relationship between
measurable school resources and student learning.
However, all of these studies measured differ-
ences between schools, not the variation of
treatment within classrooms within schools.
(Recent studies by Stallings et al. 5977, 197E0
have found ns much variance within schools as
among schools, whether on reading 0..'n scores or
on pretest and posttest scores.)

Researchers and practitioners close to the
educational innovations being implemented were
convinced that these large-scale evaluations were
overlooking the most important variablesthat is,

what was occurring In indivleAkal caskirOoms. In
the early 1970's, Brophy and f,',,,ertson, Brophy and
Good, Soar, and Stallings sharpened *heir focus
and began to .turfy specific elements of education
programs as .they were carried cut in classroc-ns
Such classroom research required new methods
and ner-: statistical techniques. Variation in
closs.:!trom environments and instructional prxess-
es Km to be docJmented Lc quantitative forms
'.)at could be used in statistical analysis.

Several systematic observati7,-n systems were
developed. Considerable effort was expended
toward reliably recording the materials being
used, the grouping arrangements in classrooms,
the instructional patterns of teachers, and the
behavior of children. With this documentation in
hand, it was then of interest to see how children
prospered in the various environments. Previous
studies of schools had ,considered student scores
on standardized ochievement tests only. While
success in reading and math remains of primary
interest, measures of social, emotional, and other
cognitive development were used in some studies
to provide a more holistic estimate of student
growth.

Several such observational studies relating the
components of educational progrcrns to student
outcomes were conducted (Soar, 1973; Stallings,
1973; and Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974) in the
evaluation of the U.S. Office of Education's
National Follow Through Planned Variation pro-
gram. The Follow Through program funded the
implementation of 22 models of education, based
upon a wide spectrum of psychological and educa-
tional theories and practices. The questions of
interest to the government were: (I) Were the
programs as specified actually implemented in the
classrooms? (2) If so, how did the students prosper
in the programs?

A study (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974) of
seven Follow Through models in 1st and 3d grades
indicates that the model programs were being
implemented in many of the classrooms.
However, of even more importance was the
finding that particular components of programs
were significantly related to specific types of
student growth. Many children seemed to prosper
in reading and math in classrooms where teachers
were very directive, used sequenced, self-pacing
programed materials, provided extensive drill and
practice during reading and math periods, provid-
ed immediate feedback for right or wrong
answers, and allocated approximately 50% of the
schoolday to these academic activities. These
particular components were used in models based
upon the theory of behavior modification. Three
models based upon this theorythe University of
Pittsburgh's Individualized Early Learning Pro-



gram, the University of Kansas's Behavior Analy-
sis Approach, and the .University of Oregon's
Engelmann/Becker Model for Direct Instruction
used a variety of organization plans. In one case
teachers worked with one child at a time, in the
other two they worked with small groups. Two of
these models provided verbal feedback;, the other
model included tokens with the feedback. One
model had group choral response; the other two
had individual response. The study identified the
more global organization and manogement vari-
ables. Each of the three models specified above
also carried out very careful evaluations of their
student week-to-week and year-to-year progress
in reading and math.

Other findings (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974)
indicated that students in more open classroom
models, where students were encouraged to exper-
iment with materials and learn through inquiry,
obtained higher scores on a test of nonverbal
problem solving. These children also asked more
questions about subject matter and more often
worked together on joint projects. The school-
level evaluation of Follow Through models carried
out by Anderson et al. (1977) found no consistent
model effect, but this evaluation did not consider
classroom process data, only school-level test
scores for each grade.

Instructional Dimensions Study

A summary of Title I evaluations by
McLaughlin (1975) suggested that most of these
evaluations were unproductive and could not guide
Federal policy. Therefore, the National Institute
of Education was mandated by Congress in 1975 to
conduct a study of purposes and effectiveness of
compensatory education programs. These pro-
grams were supported by Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and state
funding.

To avoid the pitfalls of the large-scale studies,
the NIE staff selected four major areas for study:
funds allocation, service delivery, student devel-
opment, and program administration. These areas
were then sharply focused and e. total of 35
separate studies were defined.

The present paper deals with one dimension of
the student development area, the Instructional
Dimensions Study (IDS), which was designed to
evaluate the effectiveness of instruction provided
to students in compensatory education programs.
Based upon prior research, expert advice, and
judgment, four dimensions of instructional
settings were selected for study: pullout and

"mainstream-instruction, individualized instruction
content, and intensity of instruction. The
dimension this author was requested to consider is
individualized instruction.

Congress had indicated an interest in the "use
of individual written educationdl plans for
children." The NIE Study staff interpreted this as
an interest of Congress in the performance of
students in classrooms using this practice. The
long step that had to be taken by the IDS staff
was to define what would count as an
individualized program. Classrooms were to be
rated on the degree to which they practiced
individualization by the following criteria:

The assignment of specific learning
objectives or activities 'to individual
children

The use of diagnostic and prescriptive
activities

The existence of alternative learning
paths and sequencing for individual
children

The use of individual or small-grail)
pacing

This classroom-level analysis of process was a
great step forward. Most previous studies of Title

hod .nddressed student achievement only and
usually at the school level.

Once the IDS started, the definition of
individualized instruction was narrowed so that
teachers were rated on instructional techniques
found primarily in the behavior modification
models previously described in this paper. These
diagnostic/prdscriptive, direct-instruction tech-
niques have received growing acceptance recently
so that it is easy to understand why the IDS staff
altered the previously stated definition of individ-
ualized instruction to the following:

Clearly stated behavioral objectives
which take each student in small steps
through curriculum materials

Individual diagnosis and prescription

individual or small-group pacing

Structured sequential instruction

These were further reduced to four main ideas:
establishing behavioral objectives, diagnosing/pre-
scribing, individual pacing, and individual sequenc-
ing.

Thus, in the opinion of this author, the
definition of individualized instruction became
quite' limited. Diagnosing and prescribing did not
begin to encompass the abilities identified by
Guilford in studying individual abilities. Teachers



were given a rating for individualized instruction
. based on the extent to which they -provided

structured sequential materials through which
students could go at their own rate to meet the
objectives which were finally to learn to encode,
decode, and comprehend written material.

Teacher Reports

The teachers at the conference were also
troubled by the IDS operational definition of
individualized instruction. There were several
interpretations of the' terms. Most, but not all,
teachers believed that individualization required
working with one child at a time while allowing all
children to progress through the some reading
program at their own rates. Other teachers felt
they provided individualized instruction within
small griiiips. Diagnosing for some teachers
meant diagnosing learning style preferences
(auditory, visual, or kinetic), while for other
teachers it meant diagnosing encoding and de-
coding skills. Some teachers diagnosed person-
ality styles; i.e., some children prefer to work
alone, others can't work alone and need peer
support; some need considerable praise and sup-
port, ethers are intrinsically motivated; sorre
need touching and holding, others do not. Thus,
when teachers say, "Yes, of course I diagnose and
prescribe," there is a wide difference in what
actually occurs.

Teachers also varied on how much of the day
they spent in individualized instruction. Some
said they used it only for reading, for which they
allocated approximately an hour a day. Other
teachers said they worked most of the day on a
oneto-one basis with their students. Others said
the amount of time spent on a one-to-one basis
should be more for beginning 1st graders and less
for 3d graders, who do not need as much individual
help.

For some, the individualization took place only
in a pullout program, where the child is pulled out
of the classroom for instruction. In this system,
the ratio of students to adults was usually 10:1 or
lower. Pullout programs varied in their structures
frcxn formal, -well-equipped laboratories, some
with computer terminals, to one aide working with
one child in the hallway or in a closet. Also, the
amount of time children spent impullout programs
varied. Some children spent an hour 'every day in
the laboratory, for a period of 6 weeks; then a
new group would go to the laboratory. In other
cases, children would go to the laboratory for as
little as 20 minutes a day twice a week.

These kinds of variances in the implementation
of an individualized program, if not accounted for,
could introduce substantial error into the analysis
and might explain in port why no more effect
could be attributed to individualized instruction.

The teachers were frank in offering their
opinions about the usefulness of individualized
instruction. Most teachers felt it was too much
work, but if there is enough space, if good aides
are available, and if the ratio is then 10 children
to-1 adult (and if the curriculum is self-teaching),
then it Is possible to individualize for all children.
But even with those conditions, many teachers
felt that it was easy to get consumed by the
programed materials. One teacher said, "When
you have to hurry from one child to the next to be
certain that all children.get their instruction and
feedback, it is difficult to get to know the
children and see them holistically."

Some teachers felt that children learn impor-
tant things from each otherthat they need to
learn to listen to each other and this' doesn't
happen when they all work alone. When discussing
the idea of a story with a group and developing
the vocabulary in the process, all children hear
the discussion and have more opportunities to
learn. Skilled teachers can involve all of the
children in the discussion by distributing questions
appropriate to each child's level. This is another
way of individualizing, but one that leads to a
spirit of cooperation. Other teachers reported
that children working alone in workbooks at their
own pace tend to worry about who is ahead and
who is behind, and the faster children tend to brag
about what page they are working on. Although
teachers may attempt to focus each child on his
or her own progress and not on the page number,
this is hard to do.

Opinions of teachers also varied on the useful-
new of pullout programs. Some teachers felt that
sending children from the classroom for instruc-
tion was disruptive and posed problems when
trying to fit the children back into the classroom.
Scheduling these departures was difficult; some
children would then miss other activities, such as
music, art, or physical education. Some teachers
reported that the work children did in pullout
programs was not coordinated with what they did
in the classroom.

Other teachers felt the pullout programs were
a godsend. The children had fun in the laborator-
ies, where they could use new materials, ploy
games, or use computers, and have the total
attention of an adult who knew how to assist them
on their level. Meanwhile, the classroom teacher
could attend to the needs of fewer children.

The advantage most often voiced for' individu-
alization was that children do not hove to go too
fast or.too slow; they work at their own speed and
at their own level. Some teachers felt that the
very slow children do not get embarrassed publicly
when the teacher works with one child at a time,
since all of the feedback offered is private. The
frequent diagnostic tests of some curricula were



also seen as an advantage. This process allows
each child to move on to the next sequence of
material when it is clear that the present material
is mastered. The programed curriculum materials
help to take the guesswork out of their teaching.

Such materials may help provide a consistent
program much needed by a highly mobile society.
Children moving from one school to anther can
take their progr-med materials with them. They
would not hove to wait /until the . new teacher
figured out where they should start in a new
reading progrcm.

_ -

In summary, the teachers' points of view
tgarding how instruction should be individualized

were varied. No one position could claim domi-
nance.

IDS and Other Research on Individualized Instruc-
tion

Although the IDS found that overall the chil-
dren in the study gained in reading, the children in
classrooms rated high in providing individualized
instruction (objectives; pacing, sequencing, diag-
nosing/prescribing) did not gain more than did
children in classrooms rated lovi on this variable.
Individualized instruction is often organized as
individual instructionone adult works with one
child at a time. Individual instruction does not
mean that an appropriate methodology has been
selected for each child; still, it is the variable
thought to be most essential by many teachers and
program planners. Thus, several studies of ele-
mentary and secondary classrooms have looked at
this classroom management style. These findings
indicate that in classrooms where the primary
strategy is to have one adult work with one
student at a time, the gain for the total class is
less then in classrooms where adults work with
groups (small or large). In a study of 48 California
3d grades in the Early Childhood Education Pro-
gram, a subset of 12 classrooms were matched for
entry-level reading scores. Children in six of the
classrooms made significantly. more gains in read-
ing than did children in the other six classrooms.
From an analysis of variance of the two groups,
we learned that teachers and aides in the gain
classrooms were working primarily with small
groups or the total group; teachers and aides in
the no-gain classrooms were, most often, working
with Only one child at Q time. (Working with one
child at a time occurred LS times as often in the
no-gain classrooms as it did in the gain class-
rooms.) Students worked alone more than three
times as often in the no-gain-classrooms as they
did in. the gain classrooms. Also, there was three
times as much misbehavior in the no-gain class-
rooms.

This suggests that when students are left on
their men to de seat work few fanner periods of '

time, or as they wait for their turn with the
teacher, they may not get instruction and support
as often as they need it and may digress into
negative, or ai least off-task, behavior... These
findings were similar in the SRI Follow Through
observation evaluation by Stallings and Kaskowitz
(1974) and in the SRI study of teaching basic
reading skills in secondary schools by Stallings et
61. (1978).

Several classroom process studies indicate that
students spend from 40% to 70% of their time
working alone (McDonald, 1975; Good, 1977;
Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974). In classrooms
where teachers most often deal with one student
at a time, the time alone increases. It becomes of
utmost importance then, to find how to increase
the time students are actively engaged in learning
when they are left alone to do seatwork.

How classrooms are managed is a critical
problem that has not received sufficient atten-
tion. Indicators of poor management include a
high rate of student misbehavior. Studies of both
elementary schools and high schools report that
misbehavior has a strong negative correlation with
achievement. Thus, it is important for teachers
to provide adequate supervision and guidance, so
that children will stay engaged with their work,
and it seems they can manage this best when
working with the total group or small groups.

Rosenshine (1977) summarizes the findings on
grouping in the following way: .

The studies of primary grade classrooms point
to the need for adult monitoring and supervis-
ing of student activities. Stallings and
Kaskowitz Follow Through Study (1974) found
that time spent working with only one 'or two
students, was negatively related to class
achievement gain, whereas, time spent
working with small, groups (three to seven
students) or with large groups was consistently
positively rated to achievement. Likewise,

(1973) discovered that when students
in groups under adult supervision,

.,,,,qations with achievement were positive
end often significant. On the other hand, when
small groups met without an adult, correla-
tions between this grouping pattern and
achievement were negative and often signifi-
cant. A simple fact may be inferred from the
studies cited: given that many students do not
engage in on-task behavior unless a teacher or
another adult is monitoring their academic
activities, the use of large group settingS
allows for more adult supervision. Although
many educators advocate working with one or
two, such an arrangement precludes adequate
supervision for the remaining children. As a.
result, most of the children have less academic
perverted time_



It would be interesting to know whether in the
IDS there was a higher rate of off-task behavior
and less gain in classrooms where there was more
time spent with one child, as found in these other
studies.

Possible Explanations for Why the IDS Found No
bifference in Effect upon Reading Between
Classes Rated High or Low on Individualized
Instruction

The final IDS definition of individualization
used for rating teachers does not specify who the
teacher works withone child, small group, or
total group. It includes behavioral objectives,
individual pacing, individual sequencing,
diagnosing, and prescribing. Nevertheless, most
teachers interpret individualization as working
with one child at a time, and this management
system has been found (as noted in other studies)
were not. They were working with small groups or

large groups, and to my way of thinking, that is
not individualization." Therefore, they were not
fated high on individualized instruction by this
supervisor, even though they might have used
sequential materials with groups of students who
established their own pace. Another explanation
of the lack of difference in progress between the
two groups was suggested by a teacher who
thought that many teachers placed in the low
individualizing comparison group might have been
individualizing effectively in their own way but
did not meet the IDS criteria.

What Have We Learned and Where Do We Go from
Here?

This study has contributed to our
understanding that the definition the IDS offered
of individualized instruction (diagnosing encoding
and decoding skills and placing students in
sequenced programed materials, where they are
allowed to progress through the materials at their
own rate and finally meet the objectives of being
able to encode, decode, and understand written
materials) is not sufficient to explain why some
students prosper in an environment rated high on
these variables while others do not.

Although it is understandable, it is unfortunate
(in this uthor's opinion) that' the definition of
individualized instruction was limited- to the
instructional techniques used in the structured
diagnostic/prescriptive models based upon
behavior Modification theory. These received
consic erable good press for improving the reading
scoresof some children, but to call the practices
of diagnosing encoding and decoding skills and of
pacing students through the same sequence of
material "individualized instruction" is
shortsighted. This does not seem to be what was
meant by the Congressional interest in programs

that "Use individualized written educational. plans
for children."

Children in any classroom have many aptitudes
and limitations; no one method is likely to work
for all students. The National Reading Council
reports that the 20% of students with reading
problems are not aided by present classroom
methods and that the percentage of students with
reading problems who are, failing remains the
some today as 20 years ago. Clearly there is a
need for a more extensive diagnostic program so
to be ineffective in promoting academic achieve-
ment. Such a management system could wash out
the good effects of individual pacing, sequencing,
and so on.

The findings reported from the research do not
suggest that individualization, as defined in the
IDS, is ineffective; the findings do have
implications for classroom organization and
management of time.

Other portions of the IDS definition of in-
dividualized instruction are found in studies on
research in teaching by Brophy and Evertson
(1974), Good (1978), Stallings and Kaskowitz
(1974), and Stallings et al. (1977, 1978). These
studies find positive correlations between reading
achievement and specific components of directive
teaching. These components include direct ques-
tioning, answering, and feedback procedures. The
children are tested frequently and placed
accordingly in programed materials. The materi-
als are carefully sequenced, and all children either
show mastery of the materials on criteria tests or
are cycled back through the sequence. For the
most part, children are grouped by ability level,
and instruction, drill, practice, and feedback are
provided to the group. Children may move from
one group to another if their achievement surpass-
es that of the group. Findings from these studies
suggest that in classrooms where significant remis
ing gain is made, approximately 50% of the
schoolday is allocated to academic study of the
type described. Thus, if the amount of time spent
in reading is not accounted for, the value of the
direct instruction or this individualized approach
may be lost. All of these factors are undoubtedly
linked together, and when they are dissected to
consider the impact of each separate part, the
effect of the whole is lost.

in the IDS, the definition of individualization
had similar component names as those in direct
instruction, but the actual events occurring in
classrooms with those labels may be quite
different from the events identified in the
research under the same label. That is, the lack
of effect the IDS found in the classrooms reported



to be more individualized can understood in
light of the different definitions t s offered
for sequencing, pacing, diagnosing, and presca-
ing. Teachers' self-reports and rvisor's and
observers' reports were not cons tent. One
supervising teacher, said, "The t rs I supervise
said they were individualizing, but I said they
that perceptual, motivational, emotional, and
neurological problems can be identified. Many'
schools provide only reading encoding, decoding,
and comprehension diagnostic data.

Perhaps treatment for reading problems should
include eye exercises and kinesthetic activities as
well as drill and practice on short sequences of
;nformation. Given ,particular abilities, we still
know very little about what is optimal fof some
children to learn, and particularly how they learn
to read. Thus, I think we need to move down one
more level: we have moved, from the school level
to the classroom level over the past decade, and
now it is time for studies where individual
students are the level of analysis. Building upon
work described by Cronboch and Snow, well-
designed aptitude treatment interaction studies
are needed.

It would be unwise to conclude from the. IDS
that individualized instruction is not good for
students. Children who receive a few minutes of
individual instruction while the rest of the class
raises havoc relay not have the same opportunity
to progress as childrentaught in small groups, but
individualized instruction aimed at meeting the
needs of individual children whether in a group
setting or in a one-to-one setting has not been
tested in a way that would show whether it works
or not.

Approximately 80% of the students probably
did make progress under the approaches used. The
20% who did not may have had other problems
that went undiagnosed, and"thus untreated, in the
IDS. We do not yet know who thrives where
Benjamin Bloom predicts that 99% of the students
in school can learn if given appropriate
instructional opportunities. It is the job of. the
teacher and researcher to provide the appropriate
instructional opportunities for each child. This
study is a step in the right direction, but there is
still a long way to go until each child con'progress
in school and obtain his or her right to a
functional education.
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