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- . The Dynamics of Effective and Inefﬁective Scheoling:
.Preliminary Report »f- a System Dynamics Policy ‘Study

. ) - - ; by Karl H, Clanseni Jr.
R . - : and Alan K. Gayner .
* Boston Univgféity

g o . . _PACKGROU.N,D ) w,p R
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e ‘It has been more than a depahe since Cal?han, et al.,
found -that "schools bfingﬂlit;lé"influence to bear:ion a
-child’s achievement that is independent. of his background

-“.and general cantext." (Coleman, et al:, 1966). Since then,

.-

* there ‘'have  'been numerous’ methodological critiques’ of °
- Coleman’s work -and, mQre recently, -a growing body ‘of
empirical work which.,suggests'.that_ schools do make a
difference. Bpth\typés' of work have been. comprehensgively
‘‘reviewed. (e.g., _Averch, et al., 197%;  Barr and Drégben,
19774 Edmonds, _1979; Fowler, 1980; .Ruttér, et al., 1979)
Sci;i}fﬂeffegtivgness has been studied , from two different
perspectives. The first approach addresses the issue of the
exigtence of effective schools. An - eff@ctive school 1is'.
generally perceived as one- in which typical low-achieving
students .approach ~or exceed -average middle-class norms of,
achievement in the basic skills, of reading and mathematicsn
Very often, this approaéh;'inv lves ase studies®of small
samples of schools (Benjamin, 1980;" Brundage, 1980; Phi
..Delta ~Kapfa, . 19803 Salganik,. 1980; Weber; 1971).
Brookovery et al. (1980) - used case studies to . verify and
elabora®e on the conclusions of their study of 68 Michigan’
public,eleméntary schools. In the Phi  Delta Kabpqﬁ study
"(1979), research data from, large-scale studies by - other
.. researchers was used tor- colMborate evidence collected in
.the case studies. ‘ ' : *

N Even ‘though current research is based ,(upon data

it suggests the existence of a relatively ;mai number of(
"lighthouse" schools spread.throughout the ,country. These
"are Schools . in which students, often minority and/or poor
students, achieve 'far better . than home apd 'SES variables
would predict. - Whether or: not such schools - exist as
credible, stable"éntities_ in ‘the long run is  an issue that
requires further longitudinal 'research.

ive dimensions of effective schooling. This research,
~itself, .has . taken two directions.  Most of. the extaht
research, some of it - experimental in design, has studled
teaching processes -and their effects wupon: basic --skills
~achievement. This body of work, characterized for example,

, i!e ‘'second . research ' perspective focuses- ' upon the
oper

it

representing no more than a few years in afschool's history, . -
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~Wiley, 1976; Thomas, 1};77).
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by the Beginning Teacher. Evaluati

especially for traditionally lowsachkeving students (cf.
Berliner,” 1979; Bloom, 1976; H/dleyx 1979; Rosenshine,
1979). Of the varidus'® processes. stydied,. it is the
management and .use of time that seems mgst important. This
importance , is underscored by - the of educational
researchers . and economists on rggource ' 1location to and
within schools (Dreeben & Thom;g}[ 1980;-Harnischfeger &

A smaller body of research 1is beginning %o emerge which

focuses upon - the organizational context. \of effective
instruction. This .research attempts to. Yescribe the

organizational properties of the effective \chool. (cf.
Brookover, 1979; .Edmoands, 1979; Rutter et al.} 1979) The:
literature suggests that effective schools, In ontrast to

~ineffective schools, " are characterized by the\\following.

attitudes and properties ‘

P

1. A ﬁconcern about /fhe achievement gap forWhlow-SES
children and a cémmitment to either erase
/. or to keep it from spreading;

-~ / w3 4
2., This concern‘)and comf@gtment 1s sharkd
- teachers and administrators;
3. There a stroug and consistent instructiongl
leadership--usually the role of the prineipal;
4. The principal and staff manage the resources they

have (time and people) efficiently;

5. Th re is an academic focus and a strbﬂg/émphasis
. the acquisition of basic skills. Efforts ‘are
made to vmaximize the amount of academic learning

time,

6. - The school environment is orderly and quiet{

» ; ,
7. Both the teachers ,and the principal have high

expectations of succe /s for 'all childrepn. Staff

]

members feel that they are in control and have the

power to help every student achieve;
b . f

8. There is aIcareful monitoring of student academic
achievement and this information is used to modify
and improve the existing programs,

b . : .
. 9. There is no oneyﬂiganizational‘ or instructional
: pattern that ensu es success, ) ; .

10, _Students spend less time in small group work,

N .
. N v . Al

' yn  Study in California
(Fisher et al,, 1978), 'has identifiad a number of process' '
.variables which are associated with bgsic skills learning,
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independegt dctivities; and unsupervised seatwork.
Three : aSpects of research on effective schooﬂ have been-
under-represented in the work done to date. The\éirst is a
focus on the interaction effects of variables.\At a 1980
symposium of the American Educational Research §sociation
titled, "Toward More Promising Paradigms for Understanding
Schooling," a common call was sounded which, emphésized the
need to pursue the interaction of variables as they relate
to effective schools. This-call echoes that of Rutter, et
al. (1979), who suggested that the “"eumulative effect of . .
. .various social factors was considerably greater than the
effect of any of the individual factors on their own."
(emphasis in ‘the original) Second, there is at this point in
time no body of research which describes the process by
which and the conditions under which schools -move over time .

to levels of greater ot lesser effectiveness. © Third,

perhaps more crucially,Jthere is no <clear body of theory
which distinguishes at' the level of deep structure between
schools which are effective and inéf fective for
traditionally 1low-achieving students. Neither 1is there
theory to account for changes in school effectiveness over
time. The school effectiveness models that have appeared in
the literature (cf. Bloom, 1976; Centra & Potter, 1980;

Fisher et gl;,'1978; Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1976; Leinhardt,

--1980) "are, by and large, static linear models which minimize'

the importance of feedbeck effects.

The purpose of the current work has been to respond at
the level of syntWesis and theory-building to the need for a
systematic conceptualization of (1) - the -dynamic differences
between schools which are effectivé and ineffective for
initially low~achieving childred; (2) the feedback structure
which governs the transitional path from one to the other;
and (3) the interaction effects ameong key variables. ~ In
addition, we have translated the emerging theory inte two
computer simulation ‘models. one to focus simply -upon the
dynamic differences ' between ‘effective . and ineffective
schools; the second to provide a basis  for examining
alternative policies for transforming ineffective schools
into effective ones. The simulation models help. to assess
the theory’s consistency ~with extant knowledge, - 1its

. recognizability to experienced observers, ‘and its utility in

examining policies to increase school effectiveness.

N +

In this paper, which constitutes a preliminary report of
work still in .progress, we will describe (1) the essential
theoretical perspective which has emerged from reviewing
available research findings, (2) the results .of our work
with a simple, first-stage model to represent and test that

perspective, and (3) our current conceptualization of a more -

detailed 'model whose - purpose 1is to facilitate the
examination of trade-offs. among alternative policies to move

.schools towqu conditions of greater effectiveness.
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N THEORﬁTICAL pERSPECTIVE ON THE DIFFERENCE L
hE‘TWEEN FFEgpryE AND INEFFECTIVE SCHOOLING
‘ \ . . . »
1 < ; | _ L«
Apnqmborcan‘ ®pigramol%8ical assumption undeflying this * "

wo {n System pynamics [1] s that theory
description, no matter how richly tgxtured 4
be. - .THeorles are second-order

work ’en 11
a
tr&ngéqug gimpl

desct describe nor what is, but how what is
comes$ g be - ri are explanatory, Theories represent
eE£0L on Lo des’ ibe che developmental dynamics by which
phend changé —Yer time ‘ T :
om® - . -

F; E this Perspoceives theofetical explanations i
Systegohbnam1cs d3re grpyctural 1in nature: That is, they
seek patﬁkpfain € causal dynamics of problems in terms of .
the dpﬂbnﬂnce——and Shifting dOminanCe——over time of feedback .:
sgtruc BQQS; ] Oor the *P5 ten dynamicist, the most highly

oatioh of the caysal dynamics of a problem is
the njonamic hypothesis." /In the following |
define ghe "effeqtive schooling Pfoblem" é

aggreleq S oxplad
. refef gy .ty as
| . -parag voowe

l "
B [111&§ystem Dynamicﬁ is a partiCular form .of 'byStems Loy
. a - o M. duri e 1 :
analy ich $* JevelOPed a%_ M.I.T. during ate
14,2y wh be n
19507 hq M has en refifed jn a Vvariety; of app ications .
,over "o last q“arter century, ItinC1u¢?é a Set,og tools :
and pp‘pith‘iquegﬁhand an Over—ar'ching perspec Ye——for
develpmbﬁg ComPUter 'Simulation models of dynamic causal )
struc 8 QQ. The OVer—afching perspective 13 the Tinward
parad’c " - peTspe.pive emphasizing the . importance of
Lopck a np
feedb ag the Ceénty_.; dy"amic of Pfoblem systems.

r
Fp FQ more deFailed iﬂtrdduct/io-n to System Dynami'cs see

v Jayw’ Qbr'est-ef%'Pri‘nci_ 1es E §_}'_§__t_(1“ﬁ, (Cambridge, MA: MIT .
. PresgédQISGB) of* evan better,  George P. Richardson and
* oy fv8h 177, Introduction to System. D namics

e § - na M == : ' c
:Model¢]~ &iﬁh Qﬁgfﬂg{:(cam ridge,‘MA. MI[ Press, in p ess):

E}lQ Feedbacti Stpyctufes are Of -two general types. .
. 80—9340 upogi vem" gee baqk StrUCture§ include causal '
“relacfeighips among variagples which are mutually

self- eghforcing- The rel@tionship between wages and_prices

operd ro Wyghin’ e dynamics of 4inflation and_depres ion to
‘.111lusg the the concept of EgilEllE SEEQRQSE' "Negative"
-tgeed” op &tructﬂres are characterized by their goal-séeking
.'ehaf ck T A thefmostat, qygtem, for example, is a negative

fégdbvle sysxem' " Ip such a system, the effect of- one

vaxis eq -y anocﬁﬂr.is the oOpposite of the CQQntereffegt of
the Sng vari?ble upo® Ehe Eifst, -In tWe gheriddstat |
‘SYSte Gthe heacer 8oes 22 as? the témperatﬁge ﬂoﬁs dOWnJand v \
. off. 2 s 0° pemp®Fature go&s up., Whereas positive feefback *
cla Are ¢harabterized by runaway _behavior such as

infls n hegativen feedback systems tend to stabilize

N ] valué tgﬁnd a zoal, such as the thermostat settinge.

.

B
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. which we are addressing and our dynamic hypotheéis about it.

. . .
1

The Effective Schooling Problem

The first task for the system dynamicist inv;ives
defining the problem as.precisely as possible. Problems are
defined in terms of discrepardcies over time between existing
and desired <conditions. This implies the specification of
indicators of the problem, preferably in quantitative foxm,

and the dep??ﬁion'of the problem discrepancy as a phenomenon
which persists over time. - :

For many educators (anl others concerned with education)
the continued failure of most schools to.educate ef fectively
;nitially low-achieving students (mainly students of
minority and low SES status) constitutes a significant
educational - problem  (cf. Edmonds, ' 1979;° Kozol, 1967;
Silberman, 1930). The assertion of such a problem implies
the existence of a perceived discrepancy between the
historical level of achievement (in reading, - fortexample)
and some "desired" level of achievement. Thas/, it is cwemmon

¥ \in -the literature on effective ~schooling™o Aind references

to the persistent, and widening gap in reading achieveﬁgpt
between poor and middle-class children. .o :

N

*This oft-cited "gap" is typl€al of al set of
discrepancies between observed and ~desired indicator trends

by * which K system dynamicists///define’ pro lem's . This
discrepancy can be displayed 4ifn the form of _graphs. One
could plot over time, for ex le, the growing discrepancy

in reading scores of ,initially poor readers from'grade )éyel
) {

1 .
E3y

4
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norms as they proceed througﬂ school (see Fig. 1).
. rossn sehoot (acp Tie- D

"“ . . \\\ '(‘
o o | .
. . - .
o /
» .\/ -'« - 5 -
. « 4 -
. . AVERAGE
----- - GRADE' LEVEL “
\.v . v e OF 3 - .
. " ACHIEVEMENT ' '
2 -
.1 9
. ‘ . K ]
\ R Re
) e “
K )
). . g . A ) ’ '
: . . - COHORT GRADE LEVEL _
» . - . o, . - ,
. # o N Fig. l. }RE'FER NCE BEHAVIOR'MO'D-E FOR THE
. ) - ‘ " PIRST-STAGE MODEL. . !
b . \ i : o .
)1 . . . . -..I"
.The problem could also be . displayed graphically ’agﬁ.the N

lpontinueJ‘discren ncy over many years in the average 'sixth -
' grade reagéng(sc res of cohort groups'whose initial reading .
ror reading readiness scorﬁf were. high, average and ,Jow at '

v ] . . . : .
‘ : . . -

;
R ‘ .
' . B s . L .
" ——
! \ N ~—
+ . . : .
e N | L 2
¢ ~ . , ,
S A

R . )
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7 ,
the time they first entered school (see Eig.‘-ZA). k
. |-
) . ,/(/ T AN -
8 INITIALLY HIGH ACHIEVERS .
| : e
Al . !
: Ty ;E 3 .
GRADE 6. InjtiaLLy AUERAG ACHH:/VE‘RS
LEVEL QR _— )
, OF . ;4,’\\-\0/
{ ACHIEVEMENT 5 A | 1&“-/5(,\'\00\.’ i
i o ' -— . ‘ _ @
4 . : S -
INTIALLY LOoWw ACHIEVERS
3 INEFRECTINE SCHooL
. ~ - . 3 . .
. A - .

, N
¢ r\TheZDynamic Hy

ST A ! : ' N N
e R L=
T a . : . Lo

{ 1‘-‘
‘-‘ A L) 4
: g Y T T
/ N | ,~ ~
T, . $ [ o U
K4 . - . \ TIM? .
'\a. A. . " ‘.\ . . —
Fig. 2, Average SixtlherGrade Reading Achieve-
A . ment Scores Over Time of Initially
High, Average-, and Low-Achieving - .
Cohort Sub-Groups in. Ineffective and A
o Transitional Schoo{P. ) -
¢ ) . -
\
- \
7 ' ) 14 < ‘ ’ 8‘
Graphs of this kind- are wusually callled "reference.- ;
behavior" graphs. They depict the problem graphically in: ‘ &\
%ays. which can be referred to later in .analyzing the
causes of ,the problem and, eventually, 1in

perceived ]
assesseing the degree to which the model 1s able to 5e¢roduce - 8

the problem itxwas constructed to address. YZ . : :
, , » . _ [

its related. reference ' *

to have a broad zénse of the
system. One

ust imagiﬁe,' \ '1
hasic elements which are’

*

othesis
i . . f

problem and

? ' After: defining the
behaviors, it 1is necessary
essential dynamics of the problem

> without a 1lot of detail,-. the’

' .
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\ L

causing the problem and the fundamental causal feedback

relationships among them which can be hypothesiped as
producing the problem over time. This {1s ‘the ynamic
hypothes\s . N N .

4

. ' In the problem of the widening regding achievement gap

, described above, we argue that the fundamental difference

i ’ betyeen schools which are, effeCtive and ineffective for
initially low=-achieving chAldren lies 1in the relationship

between Observed Achl&vement and the /Intensity and

Appropriatencss of Instructfon which the school delivers to
different achievement groups. JBased upon considerable
research on "Direct Instruction, [3] 1t 1s assumed that in
all schools, effective and ingffective, there 18 a direct

. causal | relationéhi?/ between the intensity fand
< appropriateness of nstruction and the rate at which
children, especially poor ehildren, learn to read (Benjamin,

1980; Medley, .1979; Rosenshfne, :1979; Salganik, 1980). We
hypothesize that effective schools provide instruction to
low achieving students whic¢ch 1is appropriate and more.intense
in -- order to bring their reading achievement up to grade

Nlevel (see Fig. 3%5’/»'In these schools, grade level

performance 18 the orm~for all' but clearly -.exceptional
children. [4¥% ' ' . 1

" ks
b

‘ ’ —\

* J

) . .
)
/
‘& & » * ) ”\
. , / r Ps
\ . ‘ .
i [ ./ .
- ~ ~ '

) - / Coy ot

LN L

.. R = .o /7

4 = I : - '. - L . A
. / / | ‘ ' - : .
éfijv Direct ) instruction .has  been defined (c.f.,
Rosénshine (1979)): as being (1) tcademically focused, (2

A teacher directed instruction using’\ sequenced and structur e
materials, (3) grouping students fox-learning (where appro-

‘N

AN

. priate and whete close monjitoring aRd “supervision can qb

\ provided), (4) emphasis on factual qyestions d, controlled
practic@, and (5) careful managemendt of-8tydents during.
B ’ seat-work. . < \ q '

’
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INTENSITY OF
INSTRUCTION

—

STUDENT MOTIVATION
TO LEARN +

Fig. 3. The Dynamic Structure of the Effective School
for Low Aﬁ&ieving Students. . o~ AN

PN . T ; p Y
In the 1ineffective school, in :uction 1s "most intenfe .
and appropriate for children wissehfgghievement is already at
grade -level or above and . incre¥®%ngly less 1intense and
appropriate for children who read further and further behind
grade level (see Figl 4). The expectations for low achieving
students are below g ade level. Teachers assume they carinotM
overcome the famil and environmental conditions that.
contribuged to the) imitially 1low achievementT \ Schools.
dﬁﬂk feredce and . the low achievers .are "written

cannot paked. a dif
of £". ,\Q : N |
S Y

’ \ . T | ) . . \

S | | | .
(=S, ‘--—._ 4 —jx . : . -.::, \

[5] The plus agd minus signg 1ih thebgifhre indicatezghe

éolaritx of the relationship between two variables. For

example, a plus sigﬁ between motivation and. achievement

means that as motivation -increasei, achievement will also
rise and as motivation decreased achievement decreases.

The minus sign ;megen achievement and instruction -meags

that as k£ achiev hent falls, instruction becomes - more
ntense, and wice versa. 3

(0 N - : S -

11\ o o

o

appropriate a

L~

APPROPRIATENESS AND'%

oy

vEsE

e
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)instruction)r
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STUDENI.MOT[VATION
~ TO LEARN
. ~ + . - e _— .
- { -
Fig. 4. The Dynamic Structure of the Iné?fective School
for I%}c}ally Low Aghieving Students. - ‘

-

.
- " ’
‘. . - . .
< . . .
T .
~N . . > .
. - [} . . , -

Thus, the "dynamic hypd&hesis is that effectdve schools_

are charactexized by '"negative feedbaok" betygqm Observed
Achievement and Appropriateness and TIntensity of Anstructjon
(where 1lower achievers get more intense instruption) " and

dtheffective schools are characterized -by '"positive feedback"”
i

n which lower ‘Echievers get ligi appropriate . and intense

havi%or. Grade level stlandards constitute the performal

i‘/Jgoals for, 'initfally ldw-achieving students. Inefﬁective

schools, in comtrast, ate characterized by self- reinforcing
atterns of sugcess (for igiti&liy high-achieving students)

“"and failume (for initia}ly -low- aEﬂieving sghden;s)o (See
) -‘

footnote [2], Supra, PP 4 ) v B e
v e — . - v ] o, ,
The: First-Stage Model r S, _

A model - was codgiiuétedzf to represﬁnt {hq .dynamic

/ hypothesis 1ina™ “its simplest form (as indicated in Ffg. 3 &,
J/ 0

4). Thisy 'was the fifst- ~stage’ model. The ~purpose of:

formulating this model was to examine the extent " to which a

the dynamic "hypothesis, with all  its sipplifying
assumptfons,- could accoynt for ’‘the’ achievement patteras
observed histotically in effect;ve and ineffectiva sch 1s.

'

- Specifically, we weke 1interested in secing .dh her " the

run on the computer, wdul biot owut

firgt-stage model, whe
achEevement scores fo initially ‘high-, average-, ﬂg
loq‘achieving students wRhich were consistent, over sih&y“
of é}ementary‘schooling, ith ) Cl ‘
.~ ' oA :‘ : v \\\9; e ”A
L . Jio-. e
. - . “ ‘ e ..

Effective schools . exhibit® goal- -see g ..

¢

APPROPRIATENESS AND
INTENSITY OF
INSTRUCTION
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eference\Behavior Graph

e
[5] .' ‘ ’ N . ( v

[N

oM §_théu patterns fllustrated
" +*; shown im Fig. 1 (Supra, p-.

{ First-Stage Results ™ __, , P
o ) g . . ) ; - \ Y B '
N Three test runs were made with the first-stage model. ~
- 1The fivst of these, the Base Run, was designed totest the
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[5] At this point, it may be useful:for the. reader to
take particular note of the two Reference thavior'Graphs
® . (Figs.. "1-2; Supra, pp. 6-7) ° They répresent two related
views Of effective schooling. The first graph (Fig. 1)
displays the typical patEerus of progress through elementary
schoo? of a single peer cohort, broken out into three
sub-groups based . upon initial'. achievement. The dynamic
hypothesié speaks essentially to this reference ' behavior. *
It suggests a structure which can account fo;'tbeée patterns
of differential achievement ~ in effective .and ineffective
schools. However, implicit in this structure and 'in these

patterns of differential achievement of -a single age-cohort
is another set of patterns which describes the achievement

of successive age—-cohorts in the school over léng periods of ..
time. The longitudinal ~effectiveness of the school Ain
teabhing..ini;idlly high-, _average-, = and’ low—achieving
students can be represented, for example, by "depicting the
average 6th-grade .achievément of . each sub-group - each year

for ﬁpltiﬁle years. Tﬁe.second Reference Behavijt Graph
(Eig. 2) addresses this 1igsue. Whereas- the first-stage
model is directed toward examining the dynamics of single
cohort progressfion, the second-stage model, to be described
Tater im the paper, 1is 'directed toward examining the

dynamics of changing school effectiveness over time.
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Fig. 5. FIRST STAGE MODEL' BASE RUN
: taii=.85,?9,.95 1,1. 05 1,.95

u = upper cohort achievément
a = average cohort achievement
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It can be-seen that the base:’run/ gf the first-stage

model closely approximates ‘the behavior. ., ‘'The

initially average acngevers proCeedinormally from grades one
to "six. "Average achievenfent 1's’ gh# ‘on grade lewel.
Initially-high achievers, over the six tyears -of elementary
schooling, wideng their: achievemép ‘a;vantage ‘over ‘the
initfally-average achievers . : whil ~.the pitially;low
achievers fall further behind.;,Ihisw is the classic picture

.of cohort progression in a traditional (i e.,_ineffectiye)

school. ~ R 75:;';;;_¢_; N

: : ‘ : e ,
The next two model rurs represent fforts to alter the
relation‘Pip between achievement’ and t appropriateness and
intensity of instruction for?q’stud ts achieving below
grade-level staﬁdafdsl[ “The

11,

rst.three numbers in the -

"table ' function" (shownm in the. figure heading) affect

instruemion for low-achi@ving studem ‘s, . Initially, in the

"Base.Run (Fig. 5), the, table-values}for low~achievers are

less than one, representing the_ diminished appropriateness
and intensity of instruction™ (e.g.,}actual engaged time).

"Research shows this ‘is typicalt of+ low-achievers in

ineffective schools (Brookover, et~ al., 1979; »Rist, .1970;
Stallings, 1980). . Bidwell .and Kasa?da argue, far, example,
that there are forces operaﬁing 'within the instructional
units that cause stratification,:of T:esources among students
in different achievement groupém(;980 p. 413). In Policy
Test No. 1 (Fig. 6), the’ results _,are shown of a moderate

shift in these cable vdiues to vwlges above one.
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Fig.36. First-Stage Modef?" Policy Test No. 1 ]
Creating Negative Feedback for Low Acjieving Students
and No. peedback for Wigh Achievifig Students ' '
' Between Achievement and Instruction =
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This structural change produces ohly the most modest of

“learning of

hardly
reach
schoo

thes
suggests an alter
the’ table values

results,
tempted to
little the

effort by the school to

for low-achieving

~r

might be" f -
there 'is
the poor .

discernible on the graph. One
;he’ndtl»unusual conclusion that,
1 ¢an do . to significantly affect
e students. However, “tle . next policy run ‘
native  hypothesis. In this run "(Fig. 7, D e
- are quengthened; representing a stronger = -
Yntensify instruction systematically
,students. N B -
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o



Z. . Between Achievement and Instruction
G -~ t tafi=2,1.7,1.4,1,1,1,1
Lo ' R : ) I -
u = upper cohort achieﬁement . Ce , L
a = ayerage cohort achievement )
1 = lower cohort achievement .
e . ®  ACHIEVEMENT o ' v
_ “l. 7 2, 5. 8. _ . "11l. ual
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Y ' . a u . . al =

" the model dynalge

. (Bloom, 1976, pp-. 215~217).

" itself an effect of previous low achievement.
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Fig. 7. First-Stage Model: Policy-Test No. 2

.|Strefigthening Négative Feedback for Low Achieving Students_'

and M;intagning‘No Feedback for High Achiéving Students

w v ., 4._ x ) . . ,
e consistent with ‘a detailed.-examination of

An explanay

children are i'c{wpble.of'réarnihg but rather that, as ‘Bloom
suggests, initial low achievément leverages against.furthgr

learning. Equality of learning outcomes may tequire

inequality of treatment at certain stages of the learning
process 1if <children —are .to: attain -equality 'qf outcome

.

What .the model suggests is that deliberate
countermeasures on the part of the school must be ef fective
enough to overcome the aversive effects of: lﬁg motivation,

igs~ "3 -and 4
display ‘the presumed wunalterable reality of the mutual

reinforcement of achievement and motivation. The reciprocal’

relationship between achievement .and motivation is taken
theoretically to be part of what can be called the "physics
of reality." The . school can’t change the- relationship,
itself-, but to the extent that it can improve dchievement by
improviﬁg instruction, it can also, over. time, improve

student mosivation (Atkinson et al., 1976; ‘Kolesnik, 1978;
Russell, 1971; Watson, 1963). Thus the rewards of skillful
.#nd the penalties of incompetent instruction would seem to

be visited exponentially upon the students, especially the
low~achieving students. -

Flsuggests not.that inirially low-achieving

.-
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. 4A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE ON !HE TRANSITION .
FROM INEFFECTIVE 'TQ EFFECTIVE SCHQOLING

bl
.

. Vo,

.Having examified and'tésted . our dynamic~hypothesis about
the primary stfuctural differences between effective and
ineffective scflooling, our next tasks "were (1) to elaborate
in sufficient /detail the nature of the interactions around
expectations that ‘produce: different instructional responsgs
to low—-achievement -in effective .and ineffective schools ahd

(2) to represent enough - structural elements--e.g.,”™ ‘ofj

‘teaching, lealrning,- ‘and .leadership--to permit the andlysis

*of different .strategies 'for producing more- effegtive

"schools. We have been particularly interested in analyzing
the  stratefic tradeoffs under conditions of limited

’ resources. - 7
: - .

. . : ) v' . '-‘P ‘ ~ . - - LT
- Resources are importdnt (as Policy Test No. 2 (Fig. 7)

shows).:- If enough reéou?ces,can be channeled to initially
low achieving students,: their performance can be raised to
grade level standards. But from what xsource do these
resources come? How should they be ﬁllocated? We wanted® to

"formulate a model which would facilitate consideration of,
the effects on the transition-rate ¢ alternative "decision.

rules™~about the allocation of staff and administrative’ time
(1) between iﬁstructional anhd non-instrucfional activities,

(2) between reading and other subjects, and (3) , damong the"

high-, average~, and low-achieving groups, of students. What

_‘are the relative .'trade-=offs, for example, of allocating.
additional time ™ to dealing directly with student behavior -

vs. putting more tfhe into instruction or staff development?

What are the likely effects, short- and 1long-term, of,

shifting instructional time from ' other subjects to reading?

. Is it more effective id the 1long run for'the principal to-

ht

invest time . jn ingstructional 1eadership or in  seeking ’W

external resources for the school, etc. ?
N .
LT
BN . . -

.'To address-.these kinds of policy issues, we formulated ‘a

second-stage f{nodel. This model had - to incorporate
considerably ‘more structural. detail than the first-stage
model. The k?nds of policy questions listed. above guided
our decisions about the level of detail and the inc¢lusion or.
exclusion of variables in the model. In the néxt section of

the paper, ; we describe the major charaoterist%ps and

assumptions of the second-stage model.

General Structure . - ' . ,/

Schooie'exiet to orovide idstruction,' This process is
illustrated -'in Fig. 8. Teachers have expectations for

’ /

.
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student achievement. :
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AR '-) , v . 1 . PRINCIPAL
o . . EXPE®TATIONS
o SN : " FOR ACHIEVEMENT
STUDENT, v —
e ACHIEVEMENT - . ,
S ' . TEACHER :
EXPECTATIONS FOR :
ACHIEVEMENT - PRINCIPAL
, o } ACHIEVEMENT
. : 'DISCREPANCY
. _ ‘ - s
: ‘ "N TEACHER
s/ STUDENT , - /) ACHIEVEMENT ,
-+ MOTIVATION - \? DISCREPANCY ,
/- \ o\ W b
; N « _APPROPRIATENESS .
- ¢ .- AND INTENSITY : \
. : KR QF INSTRUCTION - TEACHER,TIME FOR
’ L, A A AND SKPLLS'FOR ﬁ# ,
R v L o . T - INSTRUCTION . )
. A ’ C oo L o
P S : | S
- Fig. 8. Aehievement aﬁd‘InsEr&et . The Basic
i ) Feedback Structure of Sch ols. -
- ' o : “‘ .

If there is a g!p between present student achievement
" and’ the expectations for achievement, teachers w{ll modify
‘the appropriateness d intensity of: insfructipn  they
deliver to the s deé s. Changes in\instru%tion will affect
student_motivat’gzu d achievement. The, quality and amount
of 1instruction # fgtydent receivesg: over =~ time wi 1 be
sufficient to képp | student. achievemengdfy the 1levedl of
teacher ‘expectatipns’ Principals also} Enl?;
achievement. They work to modify teacher gg"ills and' the
e ‘amount ‘of time that teachers ~spend .on instyiction which
influences: the appr?priateness and intensity of" fnstruction,
and; therefore, stpdent achievement. Fig. 8 also_iﬁﬂicates
‘the important rble of student motivation in the
instructional proeess. Student motivation bgqgth affects and
' is affected by the instructional process. t affécts the
rate of learning.for: students and is, itself, . affected by

p | o ry

... 18

the level of j}NQE{t achievement. RS : . : BN
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These feedback loops exist in all schools. The.pfimary
difference between .effective and ineffective schools lies in

the nature of the expectdtions —that teachers ‘and principals
have for .students. This difference 1is found [repeatedly in’

the literature (Benjamin, 1980; Brookover Eﬁ al., 1979;
Edmonds, - 1979; . Phi Delta Kappa, 19388 Salganik, 1980;
Silberman, 1970; Weber, 1971). In an™ effective school,
teachers and the principal 'maintaim high expectations for
the achieyvement of all students except those who are clearly
exceptional. They assume ~ that regardless - of family
background or social class charact®ristics all children can

.learn-at a normal rate and can achieve standard 1levels of

performance during .,  their years of . schooling. In an
ineffective school, "expectations for achievement are neither

high nor Fixed. Children who enter school with'a lower -

level of reading readiness: or who are from lower
socio-economic classes (Rist) 1970) are cgfegorized as low
achievers. It 1is assumed that thére is 1&ff§e the.school cin
do the offset -~ ‘the impact of ‘preschool, Af?mily, and-

[y

"A crucial difference between effective and ineffgcfivg
schools’, ‘lies in their expectations for initially gow,
achieving students (see Fig. 9). . : ‘ -
5 t R l l "
Fig. 9. The Relationship between §Fﬁaent
: Achievement and Expectations in

© * « .  Effective and Ineffective Schools,
.  EXPECTATIONS .
\ . S | - . A
A o ' o ' A :

, A B " . o .
- . . oo .

. "ACHIEVEMENT - - - o
T IME SN ‘
8 . ° ‘r . - B
. ’ .\N . - . . A . ’-; .
o N . "Fig. 9ATK\The Effective Schoo}: ' No Effect
. ; N of Declining Stude Achievement

‘on Teacher-Principal Expectations

' 7 for Student Achievement.

'
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(F1gur? "Sugjpued) :
. A /
ACHIEVE MENT
v o © TIME
‘ , Fig. 9s: The Ineffective
. T her-Principa tions for~—"
: s Stugents Follow D ining Student
} . _ ' Achjevement, '
: R '
. R giu i ‘Iwh ) . o . .
'Nlmﬂme ¢ pat F €re ygs @ ingtantaneous drop ig student
. ac‘hiev@ th‘ .Ihis . might chUI‘ if’ for examplé, the 'en.ti,re
_studen? b ,yt10" Of ppe school - were replaced from one day

to the ,h Xy, yith Studges Whose achievement level was far

dover. tn thé ﬁthdents they replaced. ~ In-an q&fectiyé_
schoalsyn Yper expeptatioﬂs for the Students dﬂ not change.
“In an a%fgectivc SChool, teacher eXpectations gradually
declinfy, téachefs Fegiize that they ‘are dealing with a new
, 8TouP' Y. 3¢ gent?h Who" pave a 1gwer level of achievément.
Teachef¢r~ﬁadjugt th?if gxpectationB to the new -level.. The
“impliaﬁ'.sm& of this.iiffefence are ilmportant.

- In,@e:h effeFtive school the discrepancy between
Iy achievﬁoﬁ t ad XPeqration is - large. Consequently '~ the/
'3baff,¢ﬂ£‘&‘_g§rder tQVtry :to provide mote appropriate and
‘more -} .EQQ;' -1088rugpion to close the gap. In an-/
‘ ineffeﬁé}}ﬁ gchoo” the gap 1S smaller because expectations °
‘ Staff 18 '"willing away" the problem. .

. are / ¢ Np “Theé :
. Becaﬁeefo N 1% Rarp,uings there 18 no need to provide as

ot
. a :
~much e St 875 175trucrion @S in the case of thé effective

. 0

Ech041t9 ibTéeqdeﬂtly the sfUYdents receive less appropriate

and 1e95tt“tense instr“ction in ‘the Ineffective school. In
v begin to raise

. an effeﬂe“VQ schoﬂt’ WVhe eXlfra effort would
achieyi e‘t\ Iﬁ‘heie ineffecCtive 'schgol, achievement tends
.to fal N 4uftf . - L : ) ' ) .

8 . : ’ '
- It %t “*hys aifferﬁnce i? expectations that produces.the
dfffereﬁt\&tructutes depict®d in Fig. 3 & 4. and tested in
'3

. tage ®@ .
detailed B ie28”, of the feedback structure of an effective
schobl, iQh}wag depj.tred An Figure 3. 1If ~one traces the

. 20

- . G

l. pigur® 8 depicts, in essence, 2 more

1
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. },.. - ] o 1} . , . . .
1 % . molarity of the li&kages in:g%th figures, a4s achievement:
(alls, the appropriageness and intensity of instruction

Vo ificreases. Expectations are independent of achievement. ~
‘ Y = >3 ° ;4/2
4 o ' <o .; ~ . .
. . . -, R T N
3 : s
b PRINCIPAL .
—J.  EXPECTATIONS
.. _ FOR ACHIEVEMENT
. ' . ' . 3 &
STUDE&T v + a
ACHIEVEMENT NS !~J : '
bt TEACHER . :
EXPECTATIONS FOR | *
ACHIEVEMENT o PRINCIPAL
, t . . ACHIEVEMENT
b B . ' D{SCREPANGY '
(. P {
: R "“PEACHER ' _ S ey
N STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
S MOTIVATION p¥scrREPANCY N .t
e ’ \ ’_Q .
R ‘ APPROPRIATENESS . -

‘AND INTENSITY

" %QF INSTRUCTION © . TEACHER TIME FOR,
‘!'f ‘ - . S O N . INSTRUCTION \
e o el

- : . ‘ ‘ : o
%ig. 10. Achievement and Instruction: The Feedback

N - Structure of Ineffective Schools.

‘ Figure ;10 représents the feedback' ' strucure of
ineffetttve school. Expectations depend - on achievement ./ As
;achievement falls, 'so do expectations--precisely e

behavior desgribed in Figure 9. Because of the addition ¢f
this positive 1link between achievement and expectations,.4s
achievement falls, instruction becomes less appropriate -an
less intense. This 1is the same feedback structurge as that

in Figure 4. . o ) . o : s
. s, ' . e , 2
As the discussion above suggests, we view expectations
‘as a crucial difference between effective and ineffective
Lo : sohools. We tested the importance of this. difference Dby
. adding a formulation for teacher expectations to the
fa* first-stage model. We -found that the different sets sof
‘expectations for effective and = ineffective schools produced
the same achievement patterns as those shown in the origitnal
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. "first-stage\ model output (sew Figs. 3 and K,' Supra, pp. 12 ¥

e e arfllo).' . o \3 2" . s A

3 The basic inseryctional pfocess in schqgols is not as
‘ simple as Figure 8 ;?uld sugge'st. From Figufel 8 one could

PN conclude that the,way- to bring about a more ef ectivesschool:
. dw to increase the time the'tea@hfgs spend : on instructiopn -
and to increase thelir 3k11\§ through staff develompment. Yet

requiring more staff development and instructional time -

: without’ dEcreﬁsing other ‘duties such, as  maintaining
e discipline awd clerical/administrative tasks { megns
* increasing tgdchers’ workload: ¢{One demands more work in jfthe

‘ same amou

of time. A heavy workload over a prolofiged
period ofy {P

time iIncreases the likelihood = of edcher
-~ "purn-outf®, With "burn-out", teathers don’t vwork a)s -hard,
. they "go bhrough the motions"” and, as a consequence, teacher
cffectivenass and_ the appropriateness and intensjity of
= instruction fall (Bardo, 1979 & Walsh,. 1979). “@As
* appropriateness and/ intensity of instructiqz falls
ugchievement ill fall. This will result in more'preSSuré on
‘teachers tq put more time into instruction, again increasing
the pressures on workload. [6] ‘
] . A 4
There is an additional effect of less appropriate and:
less intense instgyction. As motivation fa the numbher of
behavior problems in the school starts to. rise. Teachers
hawe to spend more time on discipline which alsg ncreases:*

’

«~ workload pressures. Qd*%equently, {teacher e fectiveness
falls  and instruction becomes even ,less apptopridte and
L intense. Declining school-wide beh br- befgins to reduce

‘or instruction,

structure as
ard spiral of
vement, increasing

‘directly the amount of time teacherf have
_— The result . of.- this' additional eedback’

» suggested in Figure 11 iss tq set o - a y
falling motivation,  falling a

.
~

L

[6] The scenario described hgpé presumes that 'workload"

incorporates two operative dimensions: (1) actualiwork done

and time spgnt doing it and (2) the Rilﬁhgkqgiﬁi press of
_expectations for doing work, whether such expect tions are

self- or other-impoged and whcther_ahc work is actually done

) or not. Thus, even when, as a conscquence of burn-out,’
[ teachers mnay do leess vork, they still may experience ™A
higher - workload f'rom the psychological pres® of growing
expectations to meet the' needs ofy students ‘who'are not
learning as  the teachers perceive that they should be
lcarning. Teachers 1in schools- with high ‘expectations for

all students are especially vulnerable to this psychological

.press. (Teachers 1in schools with low expectations for

< low-achievers are more -protected from this forp of burn-out.

In such schooXMs, responsibility for 1low achievement is

displaced onto the students, their families, and their

cultural environments.)
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' -presSUres on the'féacherS, tncreasing teacher burn-out and
. »greater_and greater difficulty in providing appropriate and
- : intense instruction (Duke &gMeckel, 1980) : /,
j:— ' R : ' . oo -
. . I ) ;’l \ - ) - ./ - )
' < ~ S 'PRINCIPAL AND g
Y ‘ o TEACHER EXPECTATIONS
- ’ - N . ¢ \j ’
: sTupen® - ;
ACHIEYEMENT = :
) R -
~ 7 PRINCIPAL
] AND TYEACHER
v ACHIEVEMENT
% DISCREPANCY
A ) -
- APPROPRIATENESS ;
' ‘ AND INTENSIEY . . .
‘ . , OF LNSTRUCTION
' STUDENT RN Y ‘
L 'MOTIVATION : : -
. : .
) . )
+ -~ TEACHER
, Ur . JMHORKLOAD
L Y4+ S - + ¥
» . . N .
. X STUDENT 2 N N
. . . . Simrs
BEHAVIOR . * \\ , TEACHER{TIME : AND
_ . . — —P- SK ’iﬁ FOR
IR : B - . INs&x%CT;ON
P 2 v i e

Fig. 11. The Impact of Teacher Workload

< .
l‘ L4

This diagram points up the fact that there are very real
"constraints op the "ability of a.gchool staff to provide
appropriate and intense instruction for - those groups of
students in the school who are in the greatest need. A
similar set of constraintsg operate “on the principal as Fig.
12 illustrates. (Burruss, 1978)

L
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- v . B e E "PRINCIPAL
STUDENT ‘ N ", EXPECTATIONS -
> . ACHIEVEMENT . .
-~ \ Y. -
v J
\ , :
\ _PRINCIPAL
‘ . . : . . ACHIEVEMENT
A ~ STUDENT ¢ R DISCREPANCY, - .
1% MOTIVATION INSTRUCTION C
\ \\ Y . o/ '
\\ T + Iy
o B - TEACHER TIME AND ' ) «
« . SKILLS FOR INSTRUCTION -

STUDENT }
BEHAVIOR PRINCIPAL TIME
AND SKILLS FOR

,INSTRUCTIONAL\LEADERSHIP‘

s _ . ]
' . PRINCIPA}
. INSTRUCTIONAL .
' LEADERSHIP i
’ ) s
: PRINCIPAL S L
: WORKLOAD PRINCIPAL
‘ LT INSTRUCTIONAL
// LEADERSHIP SKILLS
4 L4
-Fig. 12. Impact of Principal Worklogd.
» o _ o
. . 'ﬁ‘ ' ‘ . (’

The cdustraints imposed on the instructioﬁgl process by
teacher work load and student behavor,syfgest that in
schools where thege is a desire |, for ihchedased, effort tand
instruction (%or‘\gxample in a{school(vq ere a significant
portion of the student population is chieving pt levels
Qelow normal) the staff cannot meet th challenge for more
appropriate and more intense instruction without additi®nal
’ resources. The avadilability of additional resources a
X function of the leadership of a princippl and the reputation

that the school hag as an effective §5E°°1" If a school is Ty

perceived as being 1ineffective and” -as having a weak

,’? \\ .’ A_’ B
o DL
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e principal, #t J!ll be . extremely dgfflgult to agcquire ¢
additiongal relpﬁrces. On the other ‘hand, tf:the school has a
commitment-  tof befng effectix¥e, if it has strong leadership
and 1if it has demonsprat , success Jn improving student
achievementy then t schpgol - would be more likely to acquire.

> the kinds of __resource it needs..(Burtuss, 19738) These
additi%nal dynam illustrated ig Fig. 13. 4

k]
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EXPE%%ATIONS
FOR ACHIEVEMENT

L/

7 . STUDENT
' » ACHIEVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT.
DISCREPANCY -
2/

~® STUDENT =

., MOTIVATION
. /}ﬁi

APPROPRIATENESS AND
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> INSTRUCTION
. 'y N
TEACHER » N
WORKLOAD
o X A |
- X STUDENT. .
‘ . BEHAVIOR =~ g TEACHER TIME
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The final element in our model of\ effective "“schooling .

concerns the transition from an 1neff£th4velto an effectivd ;

kS chool ..The pekgeived effecttiveness Wf the schﬂol depends \ :
in conditions -with{a ‘the 'scwbol. 'Coqsistent with our
definition of an effective school, eftecfiveness depends ‘on
the. ability of the *school to, close the *gap in reading
_achievemént between fpitially low~achievers?” and ."initially
average- achieveic . chdel effectiveness, as perceived by
« the stdff and the comfpuirkty. fnot only depends on success in .
closingL the achievem ﬂfT gap but a@so 1s affected by the

S . ; : .
v ‘strengt of principa ieaﬁership and ‘the quality.of the *

organizatibnal climate ag captured for example, by workload. o

- pressures. . - L L _r e . A

< . . #J . l . ' .'y v Co '

;A school that 1is, moving toward effectiveness 1is one in 2 S

’ - \\which °rea¢ing_achievement for initi;l&y low achievers, .1is
9) 0! ‘\rising. It is attracting new staff who -are committed td an
. k{gectiVe school philosophy and who have the necessary
"ski1lls ‘to accomplish those goalg. It has sn(ong‘ieadership.
It has a reasonable workljoad so dthat teachers$ and <the,
. principal'are n&} "burned. .out”". It, has an orderly, quiet
atmosphere where . discipline\is epforced. And, finally, it .
has rising teacher’ expectdtions fer 1low "achievers (cf.
Edmonds, + 1979 & Phi Delta Kappa, 1980).:,These changes

trig&;: an. upward . spiral where success’ leads to more °
succ¥ss. This feedback strug¢ture can also operate in "4
" downward -spiral.. Declining SsStudent achjevement leads' ta.-

declining school effectiveness which leads to ., ‘lower-
~w expectations and a further decline in achievement. (Duke ‘&
Meckel, 1980) . The yardables involved  in the transition of

, the schéol are illusfifated in Fig. l4.s - - e
.. i . oy - : . ¢ _ /
iy The relationship between changes . in perceived D
1 effectiveness and changes in teacher . expectations is one we f
feel 1s crucial to the wunderstanding of he transition

process andp at the same time, one which-#s not very well
understood.. Movin& a school toward ePfectiveness is a
,«l_ "\ significant change: effort. XYet the history of educational -.
change suggests that far more efforts fail than succeed. .We ~
.are currently’in the process of seeking to understand and to
1 capture more acourately in%he model the major dynamics of .
Stability and chanEe whieh‘opera;e in a school %ﬁthin which
leaders are attem}p to bring about'mére effectdive ways of )
dealing educationa h low-achieving children. 1TIt- is -
important ' to unde he contrasting conditions which
/ (facilitaée different evels -of staff cgopefation and staff

By

resistance., Toward this _.end, we .are curre tly' ‘arranging a
series of interview h researchers and practitioners who

»

)ave obeerved or exXperjlenced 'these dynamics.

Sy

A
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. Fig. .14, Impact of Perceived-Schooi Effectiveness.

.

¢

Fig. 15 illustrates the model 1in 1its entirety. The
"basic instructional process loop 1s surrounded by the
additional. ‘feedback loops- that shape the 1instructional
. process andywhich have already.been discussed. i

‘

e
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group of ‘students in “the school., We feel that it 1is
important to distinguish among the different achievement
groups that are, .in’ realityya part of every school.,
Consequently, the basic structure for instruction involving
student achievenment, motivation, the appropfiateﬁgSS- and
intensity of isrsstruction, teacher expectations, principal
expectations, and teacher time and skills' for instruction
are all replicated for each of the three .different
achievement groups. The purpose of this is to allow us to
analyze the impact of different expectations for different
achievement groups and the allocation of différent amounts

of instruction to these groups within the school. As
prev#ously mentioned, a number of researchers stress the
importance of this "microlevel” perspective on. résource

allocation (cf. Brown & Saks, 1980; Harnischfeger & Wiley,
1976; Thomas, 1977). The model 1s also constructed to

encompass interaction effects among the different
achievement groups which represent peer influences of
students on other students = and -the competition among

achievement groups for -teacher time, teacher skills and

principal support.

. ' R *

‘The model makes some simplifying assumptions about
schools and the instructional process. The first assumption
{s that the focus of the model is on the management of human
resources within the school -environment. We have not

focused on Jtﬁé”role' of instructional materials. We have

assumed. thatthere are sufficient instructional materials to
support whatever level of ﬁnstruction is required for a’
particular achievement group. It i¢ our contention that
schools have-differential impacts on studehts even with this

simplyfying assumption.

Second, we have made no distinction between teaching

"staff and professional . support personnel or

para-professionals. . We have viewed staff as having a
variety of duties to perform and have assumed that all staff

. perform these duties.

Third, we have focused on the school as an essentially
i{solated unit. We assume that the school, whether we model

it as an effective or ineffective school, receives the same

per pupil . expenditures and has the same initial

student/staff ratio. Efforts on the part of the principal to

acquire additional staff represent  the utilization of
alternative channels for funding (for exaunple, federal-
grants, community and business support, parent volunteers,
special school district funds, etc.). '

 Fourth, the model is concerned with the behavior of the .
school as a whole and does mnot focus on individual students
or cohorts of students as they move through the school. The
—efianea ~ hahawinr nf the second-stageamodel {8 shown 1in



‘achievement groups.
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sixth grade readihg scores for the different initial

»

Fifth, the model does .not attempt .to portray the
instructional process with the kind of detail represented in
the research on teacher effectiveness. We have not tried to
model expiicitly individual teachers or differences among

cjassrooms. We have viewed teachers and instruction at a

more aggregate level. Our model of effective teaching- of
basic reading skills is that of :"direct instruction'.\(see

 footnote [3], Supra., p. 8) The skills that are referred to

in this model are the skills necessary. to provide direct
instruction. in basic reading competencies.

- Sixth, Wwe assume that there are no necessary - ‘differences
among the three achievement groups with regard to 1innate
ability, sex, race, or socioeconomic ‘status. We believe that
the feedback structures we describe will generate the

~diverging",achievement patterns without positing differences

of these , kinds ‘among .the groups and without* assuming any
effects of such differences except as they may be reflected
in the- initial achievement differences, themselves

~

(Salganik, 1980). '

Seventh, we have focused on student academic motivation
rather <than on general motivation and have not included
effects of parents other than assuming that family
background may ‘have contributed. to the 1initial differences

'in reading readiness. Thfs 1s not to say that parents are -

unimportant. Rather, we believe that the responsibility for
making schools effective lies with the educgtors, not the
parents. The assumption is that parents are not crucial in
making an effective schoolj;- owever, this assumption does
not seek to deny that parents can contribute,’ positively or

‘adversely, to, the efforts.pf the school staff.

Eighth, we have 1imited ourselves to cognitive outcomes
(in reading basic skills) measured' by standardized reading
tests because most of the research has been done 1in this
area and . because we believe in the primary importance of
mastery in reading for all school work.- Research suggests
that other methods of instruction besides direct instruction
may be  -more. appropriate at higher grade levels or for
different outcomes (Gower & Saphier, 1980; Peterson, 1979)

Finally, the model also tracks, in a simplified way, rhe
effects of reading and of alternative policies of resource

‘allocation on achievement in other instructional areas.
Thig .dimension of the model tracks (1) the short-term

negative impact on achievement in other subjects of policy

‘decisions to reallocate Yfnstructional time to reading and
(2) -the - long—term positive impact of rising reading

“ o oo 2 am mtwdant mnavrfarmances in nthar content areas.
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Either : through’ experimental designs or statistical
techniques, educgtional researchers .examine problems by
gontrolling -+ all. 'but a few variables. This pattern of
ﬁespatch crosely_fresembles that of the physical scientist.
"Similarly,. the gimplifying assumption§ described above imply

“_'thé control of potentially confounding variables that we are
. controlling in order to concentrate on what the literature
“suggédsts are. those 'variables which are both «critical

A
Y

Ty

w

i

“‘ciontributors toy;the dynamics of effectiveness in scthools and

potentially alterable (Bloom, 1980) by those charged with

Smanaging SChO@lS. Casting the theory as a computér
ﬂfimulation.modél allows us to vary and isolate components of
"“the . feedback structure systgmmatically, in the manner -of
sdontrolled ,laboratory experiments.

o> RE TP

The work is as yet incomplete. The secqnd-stage-mgdel

has been programmed, but séme techpical and some conceptual
issues remain as yet unresolved. The major thrust of the
second-stage effort is wupqQn policy analysls, which must
await the completion of model testing. 1t is anticipated

that this 5work will be completed~\ﬁiz; and reported 1in the

‘near future.

¥

’ , : SUMMARY

The focus of the current work has been upon the dynamics
of effective schooling. The theory described suggests that

schools'reéides in their <contrasting responses to declining
‘student achievement. ;

the essential difference between effective and ineffgctiv7

ffective schools are‘characterized by persistently high
tions for all, except clearly exceptional, children.

Ineffectve schools are characterized by teacher and .
principa expectations which drift downward for
low—achieying students. The result is that effective schools
tend to \provide instruction - which 1is appropriate and

increasinglly intense for.low=achieving students, whereas

ineffective schools are characterized by increasingly less

intense and less appropriate instruction for these students.

The Xheory also suggests that there are important
organizational properties which distinguish effective from
ineffective - schools. These include differences in the

strength of the principal’s leadership, the allocation of
staff time, staff development, staff turnover, and the
ability of the school .to attract quality - staff and
additional resources. ' :

b Further efforts in this projeect will focus on analyzing
"alternative ©policies of transition from ‘ineffective . to
affantiva ecrhnnlino. Our aim is to add incrementally, along

,o
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t&is transition:. Such knowledge'seems:'espeqfally critical
at-a* time of growing. crisis—~-economic and pedagogic--in the
schools. o ' : '
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