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by themselves and for which current policies do not provide a suff{-
»

AN

Abstract . .

. ?
This raper provides a framerrk for analyzing‘téachers' content

LS
N

aecisions‘and for determining the extent to whicﬁ‘they are influenced.
. ' .

’

by state and district policies. Examples of research based on this
‘ ' . .
framgwork are presented,in the area of.elementary, school mathematics.

‘ - ‘
Content decisions are defined as decisions of how much time will be .

.
' .

devoted to asubject, what topics will be taught, to whom these topics

will be haught, when and how long each topic will be'taught,‘and how

’
~ .

well topic§ are to be learned. In the past, contept has redeived,

relatively little attention in empirical studies of what teachers do
. ! » . o>

and how scho&ls are governed. Yet, everr in a highly developed and

logically organized field sﬁch/as mathematics, there.arq issues of -

content selection and ¥mphasis that téachers cannot easily resolve
} . . 4 .

¥

cient answex. To understand more precisely thé effect of external
policies on teaéhers,.a bottom~up approach is advocated. This

approach starts with an analysis of what teachers do and treats . -

. . e . } i
extérnal policies as but: one of many factors influencfng, teachers.t . ¥

. -

In one such study, selected teachers from three districts were studied-

. - P ’—\
intensively during the course of a year. The districts were chosen

for variation in Eenqralization of curriculum policy. Selected . o

findings from fhis study are presented, including, for example, the

»
response of teachers to a new district textbook, district testing

' LN
_progrdms, and a district-management-by-objectives system. These case .
‘ v L]
studies indicaté that external policies,‘evep when Qéak, do influence
teachers' content decisions. In effect, the té&chers studied acted )

as political brokers,’arbitrating between their own prdo}ities and

.

o

the implied priorities of exﬁernal policies.
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TEACHERS AS POLICY BROKERS IN, THE CONTENT |,
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MATHEMATICS!

.

.

. John Schwille, Andrew Porter, Gabriella

Belli, Robert Floden, Donald Freeman, : -
Lucy Knappen, Therese Kuhs, . )
and William Schmidt2 ° o

L]
.

No one has ever said to me, "Why aren't you teaching
this?" or "Why are you teaching this?" I like the

* flexibility. I guess if I didn't have that, I would
probaply be upset. But yet . . . I think it is im- .
portant that you 'do have some kind of a guide, with. .’
some flexibility wjithin it. I wouldn't mind some-
body sayiug, "Why are you teaching this?" It would '
make me stop and think, !'Why am I?"

Jacqueline, June 18, 1980

@

Jacqueline3 is one of seven teachers (grades 3~5 in six schools

and three districts) Whom we studied throughout the school year

1979-80 td find out exagtly'what mathematics rﬁey covered, why they ,

- ~a

taught the tqpics they did, and why they did not teach’other topics.

Jacqueline, we found, was, with fey exceptions, an assiduous follower

- '

of the textbook “»>r fourth-grade mathematics, ¢ s e

L

4 -

IThis is a tevision of a paper prepared for an NIE conference on
teaching and educational policy, Washington, D.C., Febrdary 26-28,
1981. Preparation of the paper was funded by the Program on Educa-
tional Policy gnd Organization, NIE (contract nc._ NIE-P-80-0127) .
However, the opinions-expressed do not necessari reflect’ the views
of that agency. - ] \

-In revising this paper, the authors received helpful comments
. and criticism from Marianne Amarel, Katherine Boles, Margret Buckmann,
Richard Elmore, Michael Kirst, and Michael Rutter. -

0y

2John Schwille is a senior researcher with IRT's Content Deter-~
mifiants Project. Andrew Porter is the project® coordinator. Also pro-
jzg; memberss Gabriella Belli is a research intern, Luey Knappen is a
teacher'collaborator, and Robert Floden, Donald Freeman, gnd William
Schmidt are senior researchers. Therese Kuhs, formerly 4 research
intern, ‘now teaches at the University of South. Carolina.

3A11 teachers' names in this report are pseudonyms.
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In Jecqueline's case, our stereotypes might have led‘us to pre-
(dict less edherence to the textbook, for she repérted having had good
mathematics teachers throughoutlher own, schooling and liked to teach
mathematics’very_much. In faqt, at one time.she~hed developed her ’
own\unit(te teach geometry, a topic that many elemerrdary school
. teachers skip. ' Even with thid experience, .Jacqueline genehﬁ%ly' ‘
advocated following the textbook. She said that if she were to pick
and choose what she would like to teach in mathematlcs, she might
end up teaehlng ‘things that would be fun for her and her students,
but that might not have imme&iate value for the students. -

N

As researchers; we wanted to know what part school and.district

policies played in Jacqueline"s decisions to follow the textbook.

.
» .

How did these policies interact with Jacqueline's own.beliefs and ) !

other possible influences 1n making the textbook almost her sole

1.“
sy

source of content9 “Although the cases we studled may be exceptional-- ¥ _

-
-

‘ ' a‘'possibility to be addressed in further research--our studies thus .

H -

" . far have led us to reexdmine.various myths about-teachers as well

.- as certdin assamptions about educational policies. For example, how
. » > P . ’

o
- ~ L d

. , ‘much truth is there to the notion that teachers resist outside gui-

& . : ~ * . < a o .

(]
dance in curriculum matters? "Under what conditions does textbook

' . following reflect commitment, not lack of commitment, to- the subject- .
+
[y . s R ’ . . . ,
matter or content of instruction? '
- Y

' " "Given our interests, we could define content all inclusively

as theecognitive, social, psychomotor and affective outcomes of

- ! > .
. education, but we have limited ourselves, for the purposes of this
\ ) * t O
. paper; to the-cognitive content of elementaRy school mathématics.
. » . Iy
Within that domain we are concerned with different views qf what t
Qo - ) . ’
ERIC . : 7 e ~

-
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. o .« 9 ,




ERIC

QAo Provided by R

e

might/le‘éaught in eleméntery school and the means available to .

resolve these differences. Our argument cannot be applied indis-

criminately to either secondary school mathematics or other subject-
a7 .

~
‘.
v

matters.

. \

Taﬁing\Content for Granted?

.

Bronfenbrepner (1970) has suggésted that there has been too much
preoccupatjion in the Unlted States with the seacher as purveyor of
subJect—matter Yet if we look at mathematics, a subject critical
to many high statl?s occupations, we find that it.s treated as less
important in elementa}y school than one m1ght expect. Why: we wonder,
is: far ‘less time devoted to mathematics than to reading and language
arts, and why does lack of competence in mathematics cqptinue to be
more socially eccepéable Ehan jlliteracy?

Paradowxdcally, while Bronfenbrenner fears a preoccupation with
» L !

- content, researchers and educators have ﬁrequently taken content,

for granted. For example, among the decisions studied by specialists

)

in the politics of education, c0qteni decisions do not loom large

KSchwille, Porter, & Gant, 1980). Content is less salient in the

literature than such matters as collective bargafhing, school

finance, school desegregatipn, and changes in enrollment. School

. N * L]
finance studies use as measures of output not learning outcomes,

but expenditures that give llttle 1ndication of what is being pur-
chased for this money. In education,” the same level of resources

can serve many different purposes (e.g., teaching of subject matter,

~

. . ,
socialization, custodial care). ‘' The analysis of content addresses

»

A . ~

%We follow the “"new" British sociology of education in calling
for analysis of what educators take for granted. Similarities and
differences between their work and ours are discussed in Schwille,
Porter, and Gant (Note 1)




: ’ ’ ) .
. this ambiguity by categoriziﬁg the outputs of.sr 100ling in 4 way

that reflects what people think ébgut the purposes of schooling and -
‘ the demands they make upon schools. A

For a long time, contént‘(in the sense of acquisition of know-

-

"ledge)-was not of much interest to éociologists either. They were

N

.more concerned about the control of studeq@s and the learning of
vélués. Spady and Mitchell (Note 2) c@ts,lo works, including those
of such well-kfiown sociologists as Becker, ?arso&g; Stinchcombe,

and Waller in support of the contention that "control of students
¢

. (]

for the sociology of education, published in 1978 by a section of the

. t
American Sociological Association, .gives no emphasi$ to the cognitive

!

» ., content of instruction (Pefsell,.Hammack, & Thielens, 1978).

.Even among educationists, content has often been takern for

granted.

A dominant schecol of research on teaching concentrated :

for years on generic skills of téaching and negletted subject-matter
differenges (e.g., Rosenshine, 1971). Similarly, among teacher

’

" educators and practicing tgachers, questions of content have often

‘ \
" been eclipsed by questions of instructional‘%Frategy or method (cf:

Buchmann, Note 3). .
\'
As ofie explanation for this state of atfairs, Apple (1978)

€

parapMrases recent comments of Stanwood Cobb, one of the early

organizers of the Progressive Education Association: ""Many progfés—
' -

{ .
s.ve educators throughout the early decades of this century wére

quite cautious about even raising the question of what actual con- .

~ .

tent should be_tgught and ‘evaluated in schools. They often preférred

to concern themselves priqarily with teaching methods, in part

2 .
because the determination of curriculum was perceived as inherently
. ., . A

. - [ 4

. is at the center of school system concerns.' .A colléction of syllabi -

n




|
|
|
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a political issue which could split the‘movemeﬁt.vs-./ . )
. . .. . ¢
Whatever the reason, the taking of content for granted continues.

Elmore (1980), for exampdle, appears.to’subsume the selection of
‘content under problems of choosing an appropriate instruétibnal
strategy. He treats poo;‘performanég on standardized tests in , '
matﬁematics and reading as a.péohigm Fo‘be resolved by éhe geacher;s

chotce of‘strategy (with support from the school ‘system and other

authorities). +We would ask if the content of these tests is appro-

priate. Thegh in the paragraph quoted below, he assumes that

4 . s
teachers are able and willing to turn utoplan content demands into

»
.t

a "well-organized strategy of instruction:"

Teachers receive a variety of signals about what to do
in the classroom. 1In addition to the signal they receive
from the 320(d) program about reading and math skills,
they hear about their responsibility for teaching demo-
cratic values, discipline, che,free'enterprise'system, .
health and nutrition, career choice, and the history of
western civilization, to mention but a few topics. ™ It,
is the teachers' responsibilityoto turn these signals
into a well brganized strategy of instruction that re-:
sponds to the range of skills and abilities they find

' among students in the classroom. (p. 24) .

Ate would ask whether it is justifiable to ask ceachérs to make the
difficult content choices that this example implies.

In the last'decade a new school of sociongy has developed in
Britain to challenge the taking of content for granted., I¢ has
popularized the view that beliefs ab;ut what knohledgq_ié worth -
knowing and teaching uhave reinforced~focial inequality and posed
an obstacle to Social justice. Members-of this school of thought
follow Pierre Bourdieu, a French~soc;ologist who sees Echoo@s as

helping privifleged families pass on their cultural capital and legiti-

mating this inheritance under the guise of meritocracy.

5Apple cautions that, Cobb's recent recollection of what happened
many ‘years ago may not be accurate. l_U

.




» 4 .
i

Pri6r acquisition of cultural capital through osmosis
in" the fam{lx environment creates the impression of
ease and brilliance in school whereas having to make 'up ’
ground through methodical effort is seen as laborious

striving that _indicates lack -of ability. .,
. ‘By treating socially conditjoned capacities as if they
' . were differences in native ability, the school legiti-
- mates -ascribed‘inequalities and masks the differential
' + . transmissior of cultural heritage. It serves to convince
. the lower sqcialsblaéses that they owe their destiny to
) . their lack of %ndividual ability and that they have chosen

. their fate. (Bourdieu's' position as summarized in Murphy,
T 1979) :

) .
, According to an exponent of the "new"’sociglogy of education, the -

. &, .
experience of mathematics is an example in point: .

N . Pupils have the chance to see that there is a high status
grouyp of those who can "do" mathematics and another,
often .larger group of lower status people who, though
they appear to have had the chance to join the high
. status group, have failed to make it. Differentiation .. .
) in such circumstances appears to be not only fair but

. also objective. [(Eggleston, 1977) ‘ ' ,

Our "OWn approach to this issue does not presume that variation

?

in content coverage always reinforces social stratification.
Variation in content and its implications_are matters for empirical i
investigation. We are therefore committed-to measyuring content

.  coverage and to investigating the causes and consequences of teachers'

~

- content decisions.
& ’ -

Puzzles of Content Coverage in Elementary
School Mathematics )

Content coverage in American schools is a bit like a jigsaw ‘

-

puzzle. It is easy to put together a few pieces, based on personal

knowledge and experience, but a national scene of content variation,
- in all its detail, is a-challenge to assemble. -

For many, to be‘sure, the content of elementary school mathematics °
[ 3 . N '

is cut and dried. It is almost entirely computational skills with

~ a L d
whole nuntbers and fractions. This poimt of view,-however, is but

14

- ld




- .‘ -
one of several in a history of disagre&ment over what to teach

»

(NCTM Yearbook, 1970). éy'che early part of this centdrylthere‘wefe

I . -

frequent demands for the reduction of "time on elementary school mathe-
matics and the elimination of topics (Metter, 1934). Guy Wilson

a : . , o
(1926) carried out surveys of how adults use mathematics and drew on
s \
the results to justify ¢onfining the mathematjics curriculum to the

most commonly used computational skills as follows:

Ninety percent of adult figuring is covered by the four
fundamental processes: addition, subtraction, multipli-
cation, and division [of whole numbers}. Simple frac-
tions, percentage, and interest, if added to the four
fundamertal procegses, will raise the percentage to over
ninety-five percent. Mastery of these essentials
. becoqes the drill load in arithmetic for the grades. r
. . " Beyond that, the work is informational problem work ad-
' justed to child interests (Wiison, Stone, & Dalrymple,
1939; also quoted in NCTM Yearbooky 1970, p. 122).

Although Wilson (1@36) proposed to supplement drill with "meaning

and understanding,” his main concern was with computational skill.
’

He“decrared that VoA

o

. * " the emphasis on one hundred percent accuracy is an im-
. poftant emphasis ‘and should not require explanation....
Letter perfect results are the only results that are
wanted .in-the business world. )

~

A sharply contrasting point of view is represented by a_group

of university mathematicians and scientists who met in Cambridge,
A N

Massachusetts in 1963. They attempted to 8ive direction'to the

school mathematics reform movement then gaining momentum. Thig group

justified "its recommendations through reference to the discipline

. . 1o
of mathematics: A . .
. ‘x

We want to make students familiar with part of the glopal
structure of mathematics. ‘This*we hope to accomplish
by the "spital” curriculum which repeatedly returns to

each topic, always expanding it and showing more connec-
tions with other topics. .

O

r Qo ' )
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- Mathematics is a growing subject and all students <
should be aware of this fact . . . . The knowledge that
. there are unsolved problems and that they are gradually
being solved puts mathematics in a new light, strips
away some of its mystique, and serves to Unidermine” the
authoritarianism which has long dominated elementary -
‘teaching in the area. ' (Cambridgé Conference Report,
1963, pp. 8-9): )

According-to recent reports on U.S. schools (NACOME, Note Z;
Suygam & Osborne, Note 5): this history of compecingzpoints of
view has led co\consensus on 'the teaching of whole number computa- .
tional skiils, but consiaerable variation in the coverage of sucﬂ
peripheral topics as metric measurement, geometry, graphs, scaciscicsk
probabilicy, re%gcions, and functions.

In the future, even the core whole-number skills may come under
increasing attack. Already, the availability of calculators léads

Wheatley (1980) to propose that schools discontinue the teaching

of long division with two-digit divisors.

A National Curriculum That Vanishes Upon Examingtion

To find out whether the consensus in elementary schook mathema- 3

. .
tics justifies speaking of an implicit national curriculuq and to
provide an‘ outcome measure for the study of:ceacher decisions
about what to teach, we have developed.a three-dimensional classifi-
cation of élemencary school mathematics (Kuhs, Schmidt, Porter,
Floden, Freeman, & Schwille, Note 6). The three dimensions a-e
(1) general inca&c éi.e., conceptual understanding, computational

| -

skills, applicacﬁons), (2) nature of the material (e.g., whole num- .

. :
bers, common fractions, decimals), and (3) mathematical operations ‘

A

the student must perform (e.g., ﬁulciplicacion, estimation, ordering).
To date, we have classified five of ;he standardized tests and :
three of the textbooks most widely used in U.S. elementary schools ,

&

Is




. .
) : A
. [

in the fourth grade. Figure 1, a content analysis of the Stanford

Achievement Test- (SAT), sﬁbws how our classification procedures have
1y - ¢ . .
been used to represent content at different levels of detail.

Specific topics are rerveéented by the cells of the ?lassification ’ . .

matrix (e.g.{ 3 of the 112 SAT. items are devoted t; skill in multi-

plying a multiple-digit numSer B;,a single digit number). Mode general

topics can be addressed by summing across cells to dbtain marginal <

totals (e.g., 17 items on the SAT deal with multiplication).
Somg have claimed that, in elementary séhool mathematics, there

is' a national curriculum defined by textbooks and tests. This claim

appears to be true, but only at a ‘fairly high level of generality.

All the textbooks and tests we analyzed contained material on addi-

' ’
tion, subtraction, multiplication, division, and geometry. Beyond .
these general areas of agreemenf, hpwever, there was liRtle evidenge - : .
b0 support the’ concept of g.national curriculum. Outside whole

number computati%a, we found substantial variation even-at the mar-

« ginal level of ‘the élassification'(e.g., variation of emplrasis on .
* -

fractibns, number sentences, estimation, and metric meadurement).

L3

Still more variation could be sqen at the specific or cell level. 1Inp
N ' h -
Ehe'three_textbooks; for example, over half the 290 cell-level

.

topics covered (by dne or more items in one or more books) were !

—

unique to a single book. Only 28% of these topics’ugre covered in

all threé books. ) A

.

‘In examining the éonsisténcy between tests and textbooks, we
found that only six cell-level topics were emphasized in all three
books and fiwe tests (Freeman, Kuhs, Porter, Knappen, Floden, Schmidt, .

“
& Schwille, Note 7)* The match in content .covered was better for

some textbook-test péirs than others. However, even for the best

: e e
Ly '
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Conceptual Understanding . Skills . Applications
Operations 123145678 91011121314 1 2 3 4 5678 9]011121314 1 234567 891011121314
10 Equiy. , N W ,
Order
' E
Ad¢ /o Carrying ! [ A\ \ 1
Add Carrying {
Add Columns ‘\ 1 \ 2 1
Sub.¥/o Borrowing ] 1 2\J1
Sub. "/ Borrowing \ ,‘ 1 ‘
Hultiply \ \ \ ML ) ! )\
Divide W/o Pem [\ ' \ 1 L
Divide v/ Rem. \ 1 . &
!
| Combination \1 \ NAN 2 \ \ \ L
Concepts (terms) | \ N2 ) . L
Properties 3 )
Place Value [‘l \ A .
Estimate N ‘ \j
+ S ' ':
“ N Y
. . Wiout E with pictures
Nature of Material % . ’ e’ 4 '
1. s1ng. dig./basirc facts 4. no. sen./phrase 7. unlike frac. 10. percents 13., geometry
2. s1ng & mult. digit 5 alg. sen./phrase 8. mixed no. 11. measurement 14, other
3. multiple digit 6. s1ng./like frac 9 @ecimals 12. essn. units of measurement
%
o .
Figure 1. Content analysis of Stanford Achievement Test (Intermediate
Level/Grades 4.5 -.5.6), 1973. :
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matched+pair, no more than 50% of the topics on the test were covered

R N

by the equivalent of one lessdn or more in the textbook.
E-)

-

In another study, we again fourd core consensus and peripheral

. a0
variatiqn in mathematics content, this time as described by 19

1

teachers of grades three to five in a sihgle district (Kuhs, Note 8).

Wh%p asked to divide all the mathematics they taught into a few

. . 1

categories, all ‘the teachers mentiéngd the four arithmetic Opefations

of addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division. But other

. .

areas (e.g., geometry, measurement, place value) were singled out by
only a few teachers. The 19 teachers also interpreted student
understand}ng of mathematics in different ways. . Some teachers

described undérstanding as the learning of concepts, others equated -

-

understanding with getting correct answers, and stil]l others stressed
&

t .
the ability to use mathematics in given situations.

. -

In our research ye are seeking explanations for these differences
and similarities. What explains these teacher points of viet? Who  «—r

selects the content that is ultimately taught?

The Resolution of Content Dilemmas:
Teacher Policies Versus External Policies

Teachers Make Policy

Teachers often face incompatible demands. They "are subject to
conflicting pressures from administrators, parents, and intefest
groups. In mathematics, for‘example, parents may want more emphasis
on long division while mathematics educators want less.

In principle, the policies adopted gy boards and legislatures might
resolve many of the conflicts and inconsistencies that teachgrs face.“

Teachers would have only to implement these policies. But in practice

the educational policies of districts, states, and federal governments
a




are often ambiguous or weak. Even where clear and stromg, Such pol}—

cies may promote the interests of particular groups,.often for good

.

‘ ~
reasons (e.g., in the case of the handicapped, low-income ‘children,

>

the gifted), yet leave teachers and local administrators to drbitrate

-

C among cofipeting interests.

h In this semi-qptonomous role, teachers are better understood as ’

politiéal~b}okers\than as implementors. They enjoy considerable

t

s .
discretion, belng influenced by their own ideas of what schooling . .
ought togbe as well as pe’!uaded Sy external pressures. This

. Vview represenfs a middle ground in the classic sociological qonfrast

LY

between profegsional autonomy and bureaucratic subordination. It

. -

pictures teachers as more or less rational decision-makers who take

high-level policies and other pressures into consideration in their

calculation of benefits and costs. .. .

We‘therefore consider ‘two types of policy: teacher policy as
p . - ‘ . T
the definitive allocation of public resources b§ working-level

Y

peréonnel in" education (Schwillé, Porter, & Gant, 1980; cf LlpSky,

3

1980; and Elmore (1980);" external policy as' policy in the usual sense--
. the laws, regula%&ons,and other directives ©f boards, legislatures,

and executive departments responsible for whole school systems.

™
<

A Framework for Teacher Policies ‘About Content

v

s . . . N
-Teachers ultimately decide what is covered in the clasgsroom.
. A

That is, they specify how much time will 'be devéted to a subjeét,
& . what topics wiff be taught, to whom these topics will be taught,
. when and how long e#ich topic will be ‘taught, and how well topics

are to be learngd.‘ In principle, it is possible for all these de-
5 4

cisions to be made autonbmously by the teacher, but in practice

17
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there is usually leverage exercised by external poiicies (formal or - & ‘
informal) at the school or district.level.® 1In addition, teachers .
are exposed to a variety of external influences which, have nothing .

to do with external policies (e g., another teacher, ‘parent requests.
L 5 ‘

- newspaper articles). To understand teachers' content decisions, one
must take into account an array of influences, which encompass’ the

teacher's qwn beligfs and chaﬁééteristics of the teacher's students
N ) .
as well\@s external pollcies. 2 .

Teacher repert01re as a starting point.., In the absence of ex- - .

ternal policies and other pressures, teachers are likely tqieelect .
o . P .

tqpiés from their repertoire, that is, ‘the topics they have taught
in the past. Within this repertoire, we expect ‘that the more a .
teacher regards a topic as appropriate for students and one that

‘ s/he is ready to teach, the more likely it is to be taught. By
apprbpriaté, we mean judging not only that students Wwould benefit
o 4 L
from the ’)pic, but also that they would learn the topic without *

undue difficulty and find it interestingf_ Similérly, the teacher's. T ,
? ) ’
judgment of readiness to teach a.topic involves such considerations

as how well the teacher understands the topic and how enjoyable it

v

is to teach. We antielpate using these content judgments to predict

. ~ .
»

how a teacher would respond to new topics. ' . ,

* These beliefs about appropriateness and teacher readiness may

¥

be influenced by external policies, but the “manner and extent of this
influence is not” well understfod. It is commonly thought that external .

policies‘do not have much influence on teachers' beliefs about content,

presumably because in the short run policies that fﬁ; contrary to

”

6For illuminating examples of a high degree of curriculum ~ -
autonomy among teachers at the high school level, see Cusick (Note 9)*
and McNeil (Note 10). . . '

- . . .

S
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teacher beliefs engemder considerable resistance (e.g., Oldham{ Note 11).:

.' . . s

If the proposed content. is not too esoteric, however, it may cause less .
. v

%esistance than probosed changes in instructional strategy. It is

important to remember that,instructional strategies are the focus of

. mugh of the innovations literature tHat has led people to expect teacher
s N

. - registance (e.g., the Rand change agent study as reported in Berman &
» ‘ 4 .
McLaughlin, 1978). In the long run, we expect that exEérnal‘policies do .
 -% ¢ P ot 1

gradually change teacher beliefs about content as these policies gradually
gain more and more acceptance. -° ! °

A
~ . )

Students and their effect on teacher policies. Students, ‘we <y

-

k]

believe, have a continual,’ though perhaps small e¥fect on teachers' | < 4

content decisions. For example, although teachers select instructional -

B -

. materials without beiné acquainted with the particular students who will
. s . .
be using the materials, ‘teachers can evaluate the materials in terms
. - . ~
! - . . . .
of both ‘students they have had 4in the past and students they expect
& : ° ‘ )

to have in the future. Then, when important decisions aboyt grouping a

L

“

- and classroom agsignment are made at the beginning of the year, .

.
o
-

. actual student charaétéristics can inform teacher decisions about who

‘N, .
gets what content. - : i

* L3 L] v - »

' During the course of the year, teachers monitor student responses-
ﬁand may modify content decisions as a result. Lundgren (1972) por-.

trays whole class instruction as a tradeoff between the amount of ° '

content covered and the number of students allewed to lag behind.

-

That is, the teacher who speeds up to cover more topics risg§'increasing

* the number of students who have insufficient time to learn the content.

/ - : ;s B &

The Dahllof-Lundgren steering group hypothesisdsuggests that teachers

[
. pick out particular students to pace the class, students at the border-

. L “~/
. _ e
4 » %
0 | 1 |
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» [y

line geﬁween those who are expected to learn the content covered and _,

[}
3 . ‘ .

~~those who are not. LY M.
\ : ° . i l »
Students mdy also actively influence the content of instruction
4 .

7 .

. ) .

‘ by making suggestions or requests.

x * o

queline,

\

such requests occasionally came to cur attention (e.g., stude
.l . . -

In our case study of Jac
, o

nts asking

for things they could do for extra credit, students asking to-repeat

* a mathematical game). Jacqueline also changed several students' place-

ment after such a quuesf. +sShe put together one remedial'student she
" . \1' . '.
was tutoring with two students from another teacher's class because, in
¢ .

part, the first studégt wanted to be part of a group.
s External policies give the teacher mbre or less leeway to respond
to student differences. On the one hand,.adbption of a district wide

textbook puts little constraint upon teachers. They can delete topics

. [y

that they congider inappropriate for students. On the other hand, a

() 4
requirement to track students on a set of district objectiVes dis-
4 »

. N

R 10
L]
courages teachers from skipping topics.

- 2

individualized instruction can take much of the control over pacing

-

decisions away from the teacher and give it to students. Such_ a mandate

)

. 2
allows highly motivated students to move ahead quickly, but it also

. » 7

permits unmotivated students to lag behind more than they might with

group teaching.

A Parallel Framework for External Policies

. e *

- ’

b

External policies that are likély to affect teachers' content

decisions can be sorted into categories which, for the tost part,

parallel the teacher decisions discussed above (how much time, what

.
v

topics, to whom, etc.).

. 0y
. v -~

* Mandated or recommended time allocations. chording to a national
& AN

-

K -~

survey sponsoreg by the National Science Foundation (Weiss, Note.12),

’

Q ' . T
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An external policy that mandates
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46% of the school districts sampled had guidelines for ‘the minimum

t

. number of minutes to be spent per day on fourth-grade mathematics
-

(average 38 minutes recommended or required). ‘ . .'
) y
Press for specific topics: Written objectives, tehtbook adop-

tions,.and testing programs make it possible fcr schools or districts
. . \

to influence, intentionally or unintentionally, the choice of
¢

topies to be taught. For example, according to Weiss (Note 12),. 93%

of U.S. school districts use standardized tests in K-6 mathematics. .

o

Of thede districts, 54% repoft making moderate or great use of these

tests in revising the cufriculum, while 30% report small use and 10%

N )

L}

¥ no use (6% no response).

-

Ty

Préss for differentiatindg content among students.

Grouping

policies (including assignments to classrooms), pull-out programs

- ~

with either a compensatory or.gifted focus, and district adoption
N ] .

)

of individualized systems of instruction can affect the extent to

which students of the same age are taught different_cnntent.

>

. N °
Press for standards, Tests requiied for- graduation, tests

.

for mastery of objectives, policies on retegtion in grade, and
4

- mandated remediation all set standards for student learning and thereby

foster persistent coverage of certaif toplcs.

Giving Weféht to External, Policies

In addition :o the four' categories jyst listed, external policies

R

have other attributes that may have an efféct on content coverage. For

o

example, some content-relevant policies reflect an intent to prescribe

. content, some .do not. A district textbook adoption may or may not be

[y

idtended as a prescription for content. Some teachers, especially

\ 3
those who are aware of a prescriptive intent, may perceive the text

as a yeak press for specific topics. Others may see the mandated text



as nothing more’than a pool of topics that they draw upon to fit their

’oén repertoire or the content others (e.g., upper grade teachers, ﬁ .

'parents) want them to teach. In contrast, a test to certify high

school graduating can be expected to have a stronger, more uniform

‘ »

. effect inasmuch as there is a prescriptive intent to identify which

©
g

topics (ata minimum) Ehs( be taught to whom (all students), when, S '

. (at least by graduation), and ‘to what standard (cut-off level on
- v I &
test).

S a s

The consistency of pressures on any given teacher is also im-

portant. In schools with heterogeneous clientele, ambiguities and
inconsistencies in content messages are likely to be common (Lortie,
» .

- >

'1969). To. the extent thit pressures are consistent, their impact '

will be enhanced (Floden, Porter, Schmidt, Freeman, & Schwille, 1981).°

Where'coﬁsié%ency_is lacking, teacher autonomy may be increased.

Still another means of giving an external policy more.weight is

\

to see that it has oneé or more of the following attributes of authority:

. .

the invoking of law or law-like rules, legitimation by a body of

teachers, endorsement by experts or charismatic individuals, and con-

sistency with.social norms (e.g., belief that a topic should always

bé‘%aught at %\certain grade level). Likewise, the power of a policy

N

can be increased through use of rewards and sancticns.’ One particular
N 1}

category of rewards that the Rand chahée agent study has shown to

o .

be important is support to teachers for implementation of a policy

] , (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978). For content-relevant policies such

support might include teacher training on unfamiliar subject-matter,

. ‘e -

provision of para-professional aides, and automated record keeping.

. Presumably, comprehensive sexternal content policfes could be
N . 3 '
. .

.

TThese definitions of power and authority are adapted from the

Qo Spady-Mitchell revisioh of Weber's classic formulation (Spady & . .
EMC Mitchell, 1979).
rorecrosieio enc *
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o~

%iven great weight if all the above attributes ‘were present and taken

s »

.

into account by teachers. Policies of this ngture probably do not .

’ .

exist in the United States. Cleser approximations can be found in

other countries (e.g., France) where hierarchical control of’ content

is accepted and teacher autonomy is, for the most part, limited ‘to »
. \ N "

instructional strategy. - '

-

~ Impiementation, a word made fashionable by policy analysts

(e.g., Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1980), can be misle%aing if it leads
peopie to 1ook.at'external éolicies solely in the.hay suggested by

Edwards and Sharkansky (1978): - !
. N . . . . .

. Top officials must take several steps to assure proper .
implemeﬁtation. They must issue policy directives .that
are clear and consistent; hire adequate staff and pro- "
vide them with the information and authority necessary )
to carry out theilt orders; offer incentives for sthff to
execute policy as decision=makers Lntended and effectively -

follow up on the* 1mplemental actions of subordinates.
(p. 321)

»

. . N .
Top-Down.Versus Bottom-Up Studies of Content Policies . l

A study of implementation relying on these notions would start with
policy directives, derive intended outputs from these directiveé, . '

"and then assess the extent to which the directives are carried out . N Y

. & .
and the intended outputs’realized.

The difficulties with,this top-down approach, especially when *
3
;pplied to education, are now widely discussed in the literature.

A top-down approach emphasizes hierarchical control, but hierarchical
M~

v

control plays 3 limited role in the loosely coupled world of schools
administrators have enough discretion to be able to adapt external

(Bidwell, 1965; Weick, 1976; March, 1978). Teachers and building i
. |
policies to their own priorities as well as to pressures from their '
|
|




/

.clients (Lipsky, 1980). Weatherley'é\(l999) study of the Massachu- .
- . '

- ’

setts mandatory special education law illustrates both the impact
,and the limits of hierarchical cént;ol. This law and its regulations,
+ strictly interpreted, required the’immediate evaluation of many more

children than could be handled. - The lack of priorities in the law

¢ ‘ . . . * s
forced aéministrators.and teachers. to set their own prjorities, to
. . ’ 3

develop unoffic{al rationing fechniques, and to dse their own criteria

for weighing‘the.costs and benefits of making a referral.
Teachets may n9t°even have views of schooling that are compatible

with the views implicit in externallpoiicies. For example, Darling-

]

Hammond and Wise (1981) diécuss views of teach'ing that are obposed

to the "rationalistic" ‘views of teaching assumed by external policy- 3
v :

makers. The rationalistic view, as. they define it, assumes that

sthools can be assigned clear—gut goals and that teacher activities

-

can be prescribed, evaluated, and ultimately controlled in terms of .
those goals. Such a view is still very much a’ pamt of top-down studies .
of iﬁplementation even whenlmény variables that interfere with imple-,

mentation are taken into account (Mafmanian & Sabatier, 1980).

The top-down approach is particularly problematic for the study

[y

of content decisions. In this case, even external policies are not,

especially "rationalistic," at least in the United States where there

L

1s a reluctance to be clearly and specifically prescriptive about what

teachers teach. For example, in developing cyrricula for naturdl and

’

social science, the Nagional Science Foundation was criticized for -
infringing on local autonomy and in 1976 was forced by Congréss‘to

sﬁoﬁ.funding implementation of its projects (Nelkin, 1978; Welch, 1979).

As a result of this ambivalenee at district, state, and national

.

levels, existing extermal, policies are often unclear or weak as far as .

R |

R4
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"as content 1is concerned Nevertheless, such policies can still’
have an effect on teachers' content decisiOns, an effect which . -

’

may or may not reflect the policymeker's intent. To" understand this

effect, the bottom--up approach exemplified by our case studies of e \
seven teachers is useful. This approach starts with an.analysds Sf

what happens_ih classrooms ahc worhs back to see to what extent these
happeniﬁgs are'influenceq by externalqpolicies; together with other : -4
factors; ‘Such-an analysis will turn up anticipated and unanticipated
effects of hieragchical pressures, longstanding ways of ‘doing things - ,
that are not'subject to scrutiny by higher authority, and varipus |
nonhierarchical influences (e?g.; student pressures, pressures -
attributable t6 school norms, and the tedcher's éwn‘vieWS of what

) .

is desirable and feasible)

. P

» Illustrations from Studdes of Teachers' o x
Content Decision-Making :

“

.

Teacher Policies, Given Six Simulated Pressures i .

In one of our earlier studies (Floden et al., 1981), 66 teachers
’ < . . '

from five areas in Michigan indicated how they would resbond to

various combinations of'pressures to change the. content of, fourth-

grade mathematics. The six pressures came from parents, upper-grade
teachers, the school principal, district instructional objectivejt
textbooks supplied to the teacher’, and standardiied,test results

reported in the local newspapet.
° . . '

. ‘The fgllowing example of these hypothetical situations is a

M »

mix of pressures from objectives, tests, and other teachersg

/In Wakita the, central administration has published for .
fourth-grade mathematics, a set of obJectives which all .
teachers have beer directed to- follow. At the end of the

.
! . o, . . ’

* v e " .
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-

year, a standardized test in mathematics is administered . .

in each grade. The test results for each school are_ )

published, by grade level, in the local newspaper. !
)Sho;tly after your arrival, you study the set of objec-

tives and the test which is used. You realize that :
these materials do:not deal with-five topics you have
been- accustomed to teaching in fourth grade. You also
note that they do include material on flve topics you
have never taught to fourth graders.

Also imagine that the teachers in your school express
a particular interest in mathematics at staff meetings
and.in conversations in the teachers' room. During
these discussions you find that the fifth and sixth

" grade-teathers feel you should teach five topics you .
have not taught to fourth graders in the past. They
also question _he value for fourth graders of five
todpics you have been used to teaching.’ The topics men-
.tioned in each case are the same as thdse ‘you noted In
your examination of the test and the objectives.

Ln all hypotheticél situations,vthe pressures were limited to
coqtent decisions about specific topics. While the pressures were
akﬂé§$ consisten@,‘tﬁéy were not always clearly prescriptive in
intent, nor was|there mucﬁ/p;tgmpt to give them ;ﬁthority. No
explicic refgrence was made to reﬁards for compliance or sanctions

for noﬁcompliaﬁce. In particular, no help was promised for putting

into practice the changes in instrudétion that wouid be required.
In short, when the hypothetical situations referred to external
policiég, these policies were not given much weight.

Nevertheless, the most striking asbect of .the teachers' responses
to the pressures was their reported willingness to add topics to

their instructional content, whatever the source of pressure for

change. In other words, teachers presented themselves more as poten-

> ‘ . - -
tial implementors than as autonomous decision-makers. The teachers

seemed less willing to give up topics currently taught and did not

seem to consider the new topics as necessarily §upplanting the old
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. . "Objectives and putlished; test results stood out as - the most ’ =

powerfal Pressures to affect teacher content decisions. Textbooks -
e .-

;' wérg the least powerful pressure for adding content, but ranked about )

the same& as other pressures in decisions to omit content.

‘Our Design for Seven Bottom-Up Studies \ -

In our case studies of seven teachers, the outcome of primary ‘
. interest was the mathematics covered in each of the classrcoms, as
recorded in daily logs kept by each teacher. 1In weekly interviews,
we discussed the dogs; the use of textbooks, tests, objectives, or,
other 'materials; and any eonversations or newly received docu&ents .

relating to'mathematics. In addition, we interviewed each teacher *

at the beginning of the year to ascertain his/her intentions and

priorities and at the end of the year to probe his/her reaction to
¥ ’
possible curriculum influences.- A limited amount of classroom observa-

tion was also.scheduled. Independent information on content-relevant
policies and other attempts to influence content were obtained through
interviews with prindipals and other_ district personnel as well as
through observation of meetings (e.g., bullding staff meetings, in- .
. service workshops to explain test scoves, and open'h0uses for parents).
The six schools and three districts -in wﬁich these teachers taught
wére selected foF differences ;n (af external policies for the control

of mathematics content (centralized vs.‘aqcentralized), (b) town type . '

. i (urban vs. small), and (c) extent of teacher isolation within schools
-~

- (e.g., self-contained classrooms vs. open schools). The host cen-

8The same sert of accretion without deletion has been documented
y . in a content analysis of geometry in German mathematics textbooks
(Damerdw, Note 13).
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tralized district (which we call Knoxport) was an urban district with

. @ management by objectives system, district-wide standardized testing,

- o

¢ “and guidelines for time spent én mathematics (45 minutes per day in
fourtﬁcgiade). Finn,.the.least centralized district, was a small~town
. ¢
district with a strict pqlicy of building dutonomy in curriculum matters.

The only breach in this autonomy was district-wide standardized testing,

’

initiated one year before our study began. Sawyer, the third district,

was also a small town d1str1ct but with somewhat less building au-

tonomy. Following appointment of the district's first curriculum

director one year before our study, a district-wide mathematics
textbook was adopted and a district-wide standardized testing program
“initiated.

~

To get, some sense far variation in centent decision-making

. within the districts, two schools were'sélected in each ‘district. '

The two schools varled in thé extent to wh1ch the classrooms were self—

-

contained. Ellzabeth Cohen (Note 14) suggested to us that suscep—

-

tibility to external pressures would be partially determined’ by the
)

nature of collegial relationships within each school (assessed at

<

the point of selection by the use vs. non-use of teaming, resource
t ) .

teachers, instructional aides, and open-space buildin&).
, .

Two Teacher Policies.in the Aftermath
of- a District Textbook Adoption

.

Our casesstudies have Qﬁgood deal to say about whe&her‘and why.
the. seven teaghers followed their textbooks. For illustration, we
can take two Sawyer t?achers, Jvaueling and Wilma, énd their responde
" to the district textbook adoption. The district began to use a new
mathematics textbook series in all 1ts elementary schools the year of

-

i our study. This series was chosen a year earlier by a committee of
-

teachers together with the curriculum director.

2

3
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During the study Jacqueline attended meetings of the district
N ¢
mathematics curriculum committee, at which members discussed.three

possible sources of guidancé_for what to teach: a district sc¢ope~-

and-sequence chart adopted in a previou$ year, .the new textbook series,

[}
.

S

and the Michigan Assessment tests. After much discussion ‘the commit-
+ tee decided in favor of the “textbook as the primary authority and
abolished the scope-and-sequence chart, but it never resolved the

.

question of how much of the textbook teachers should cover. 1In f?cf,
at the very last meeting of the year, one of Jacqueline's colléagues'
again asked whether the committee was going to decide what was impor-
tant in the textbook. She declared that the teachers did not all

know what they were supposed to be teaching.

The Sawyer .textbook policy should be viewed as a weak policy

-

for influencing teacher content decisions. Actording’ to Jacqueline,

'

?
her principal, and the district curriculum director, it was recom-

3

mended 'that teachers follow the textbook. But nore of these respondents
\
recalled specific examples of this recommendation being communicated
) to teachers.‘ Rewards for following and sanctions for not following
the textbook were little in evidence. - One of the two principals we,
. studied did use rewards and sanctions to influence the curriculﬁm,

y but in the year of our study he concentrgted‘oﬁ reading, not mehe—
mati;s. For most teachers, ing}uding the two we gtudied, in-service
assistance on the new textbook wag very limited, in part, because

. teachers did not expresé much need for this assistance. Hence, it
v ' -t

1s, not surprising to find that the two teacHers in our study relied

principal1y.on‘cheir own judgment in deciding how much to use the

textbook.

Determinants of Jacqueline's use of Textbook. For most of the

’ . ¢

year Jacqueline taught fwo groups in mathematics., With only minor
" * i. ’
ERIC “ 3 .' : C
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deviations, she led one gfoup consecutively through 9 of the 13
chapters in’ the fouréh—grade mathematics text. This group Jacqueline
perceived as high-ability (relative both to another groub taught by

her team and to a group she had taught the &éér before). When

Jacqueline spoke of the changes in content she made between the year

.

of our study and the year before, she attributed these changes more
<«
to differences in students than to differences in textbooks.

N

We also studied Jacqueline's work with a remed%sl group of
three students who were using the third-grade textbook. Here‘again
Jacqueline foliowed the text closely, though not as closely as
with the higher group. 1In so doing, she taught content tﬂat other
téachers might well have skipped in a remedial group (e.g., writing
nuﬁber sentences fo; word problems; roundin; to nearest ten and
nearest hundred, using estimation in word problems). -

Our interviews throughout the year‘dealt frequently with
Jacqueline's reasons for following these textpooks S0 closely.9
These reasons, which we describe bei;w, suggest that-any new
textbook is likely to have a considerable initial effect on th;
content that &acqueline co;ers. Her reasons élso indicate,powever,
that i; subsequent years she may use the te#tbook less.

Jacqueline saw important ben;f;ts for students in following

, the textblok. She held that the text ensures continuity in subject-

matter. Teacﬁérs who follow the tegtﬁook do not skip important’
topics; they do‘not teach« topics out of ‘appropriate sequence.

According to Jacqueline, teachers who did not like the old text-

book did pick and chooge.” They 1éft out important chapters (e.g.,

13

9However, to avoid influencing the teachers unduly, we were

¢ careful about haw we .probed into such issues before the end of the
. year since content decisions were still being made.

3y ,

. PAruntext provia c 0—} . N .
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number theory). In contrast, Jacqueline maintained that other teachers
in her school and district liked the new textbook. ‘She therefore
predicted that they would follow it more closely than they had the
old book? thereby increasing continuity across grades.

Following the textbook was seen not only as beneficial to the
students, it-4lso benefieted the teacher by saving planning time.
Time was important to Jacqueline, a 'very busy member of a team of
four teachers. The team held planning meetings, but they were
devoted 1& large part to science and social studies, the two sub&ecte
that were taught in tightest coordination among the four teachers.

.

Outside these meetings, Jacqueline was a demanding teacher who spent

-

much time working with students. She was also an active ‘participant

in the local teacher organization and in university courses.
In spite of these advantagee of following the textbook, Jac-

queline's commitment to the new book was provisional. During a

district curriculum committee‘meeting: Jacquelide told the committee

that after using a textbook for the first time, a teacher may find

parts iPappropriate. For herself, Jacqueline told us in an interview, *
she would not wanl to judge a textbook without a trial.

In September and October Jacqueline showed how seriously she

was going to consider what the book had to offer. She reported pa&ing

w »

careful attention.to terms that were given more importance in the new
book than in books she had used previously (e.g., equation,
inequality, and open sentence). Later‘Jacqueline did object to parte
of the text and even deviated to some extent. Most of these objec-
tions were not so much a matter of content as of strategy, that is,

the method of teaching a topic. On rare occasiongféhe did skip

some peripheral content (e.g., use of flow charts). At times she

v ‘ 31
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‘also Bupplemented the text to put more emphasis on conceptua} under-

standing.

Her criticisms were usually based on the observed or inferred

response of students.’ For example, the text did not break the

P

" various multiplication facts inéo separate lessons as much as she -
had in the past. Although this lack of separation posed.no problem
for her current high-ability class, she repeatedly criticized this

part of. the text as unsuitable for students of lower ability. Sae

' . ~

was alsoc seen advising a student teacher, who worked with a lower

¥

ability group, to combife two chaBters in order to break up the facts.
Likewise, Jacqueline did not consider skipping geometry with her
* high-abiliey groug. But, although she was distressed that teacgers
might skip‘éeometry without good reason, she did conside; geomekry

expendable for any class that was well below average in achievement.

[y

ﬁacqueliﬂe's evaliation of textbooks ultimately le?ds:to varying
degrees of use. 'In science, she conjectured that if a new textbook
did not compare favorably with units already developed by her team,

. A
the team would probably continue to usé their own-units. Jacqueline

-

also reported that she did not use ‘the district textbook in language

“

‘arts. She.and other teacheri regarded thid textbook as deficient in
h Y
both content and strategy.

-

In shatt, Jacqueline considers many factors in her decisions

of how much to follow the text: benefits bf continuity to students,
F AN

the opinions o{ other teachers, the characqefistics of the text once
she has tried ity and the time'she has available. 1In the year of our
N h 1]

study, these consideratioas led the district textbook to figure very

prominently in Jacqueline's content decisions. However, this effect S

of the district adoption Wwas so bound up in Jacqueline's' personal

.

3
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policy that other teachers might respond to the same external policy

in very different ways. N
. ) ¢
Determinants of Wilma's use of textbook. During our study Wilma
=
taught fourth grade in the same district as Jacqueline, but in.another

. building. Her conveption of what was basic and what was peripheral
. N N N
to fourth~grade mathematics was neatly packaged in what she termed a ’

- <

Jsubject ‘clock." The subject clock was limited to basic content:

addition, subtraction, multipli%ation, division, and fractions. She

“

considered topics such as geometry, measurement, and estimation g
k] '

¢

"frills." Wilma strongly believed that the five subject~clock.topics

should help children deal with real life activities, such as collecting . <o

R @ a - »

a pay check, purchasing things in a store, and determining what ar item |

costs when it has been marked off a certain~percent. : '

4

" Wilma ‘also had a personal view of 1earning that she called her '

"iéternal clock.” According to this point of view, there are optimal

periods during the;year for 1earning new content, periods that are

least disrupted by long breaks 6x 2y children's apticipation of some

o >

upcoming:e%ent. Wilma asserted that the greate%t learning occurs .

in the.period from January to spring break. Before January, the year

is increasiﬂgly disrupted, by Christmas. «After spring break the

students thoughts turn more and more to summer, play, and getting

7

*outside. ®
Hence, according to. Wilma, September through mid-November should
be chieﬁly devoted to review of. addition and subtraction. ‘From mid- ¢ '
NoVember“through January the main topic to be covered is multiplica-
tion,“and then from February to Easter students should concenttate

=

on division. Kfter Eagter the important topic is fractions. Once h

L3
fractions have been adequately taught, peripheral topics can be,
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ears
- . ‘ ' :)
thought about teaching averages.

.

Ll

' ™ .
how they would use the, district-adopted text.

commitment to her repertoing resulted in a continuation of earlier
? - «

.

included in whatever time remains.

\ o '

-

edicted earlier in the year.

Since dll widely used fourth-grade textbooks cover the five

topics in Wilma's subject clock, she could.make extensive use of

any textbook. However, if a textbovk were to follow the supgestion
“to delete tHe teaching.oh long division with two-digit divisors (see,

. . “ A
e.g., Wheatley, 1980), we would predict that Wilma would follow her

2
clock rather than the text. In severa! ‘converzationg, Wilda indicated

W

.

her thinking, SQQ’woﬁid igqgre it. In fact, Wilma omitted the geometry
Fd

Ehapter, saying thatlit was not rart of her subject clock- Uniike

Jacqueline, #fi1lma digfnot fsilow che pages or rect:i'ons of the new

. v

textbook in the order giVén. She rearranged the sequence to fit her

internal clocka "Even within topics, such as addition, she did not
follow tﬁe textbook sequence.

.
~— 4
.

»

‘s
Wilma was reédy.to consider topics in the textbook that she had

not taught ptevioﬁst, but that fit her subject clock, For example,
. - ‘

the ngw‘textbook included averaging, which Wilma had not taught, before.
~

»

She~taﬂght this toﬁic bécause it fit well,under givision, oné of her
y .
corg topics. She admitted thgt in earlie: y

» she had never

)
L}
AN

L
. In short, unlike J

*

acqueline, Wflma was from the beginning con-
vinced that following her own'repértoir% and priqrities was better

than sticking closely to the text. Both teachers ultimately decided

B IN . ’
But Wilma's strong

L

cases, actual instruction on topics began no more than a week later
{
than pr

_0‘
Wilma(s conception was carried out %n practice, In almost all

that if the approach suggestgd B} J\e textbook were not consistent with

L N
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v d
'practices whereas Jacqueline was mbre willing to give\the text a try

to see what agdvantages it offered. : .

-~ .

A Teacher Policy in the Context ’ ‘
of State and District Testing Programs

& ?
In the Finn district, where byildings-have enjoyed almost com-

o

plete curriculum autonomy, the use of standardized tésts was one

possiEle exception to this lack of external control. In the fall of
. ¢ - " . ,

our study, °the Michigan Assessmént (MEAP) was administered to all

2 <

fourEh'gfad?rs; here.as elsewhere in the state. In addition, a widely-
used staAdardized test--let us call ig the WUST--was given iﬂ each

. grade. This e§teéha1 Poliéy for the use of the WUST was adopted by
the district one year before our study ofi the initiative of the cur-
riculum director, who had beeﬁ impseszi;\with the test. while taking

© a céugse from an author of ‘the WUST. However, in confdfmi;vaith the
diétrict Phiiosdph& of building aufonomy, the Boli;y was not in;giL | ' '

H
ated,until key building principals had also a;%ended this course and

! been similarly convinced.
-~ ! . . . .
. The curriculum director viewed the WUST as the district prescrip- /
. " tion for what to teach. However, as far as we could tell, there were .

° no rewards or sanctions to be given teachers for performance on this
'Y
test. ' Nor was the content message of the WUST entirely consistent

" with the message .communicated by the.MEAPé the 'state mandated test.
- v

* Donna, ont of the teachers we studied in Finn, paid little atten- .

.

. 4 - )
. 7 tion to the MEAP résults. Thg scores in her school were so high that :
there was little indication of topics néeding'attention. Donna also ~
considered the reporting format|uninformative. Her principal like-

. )
>

" wise expressed a preference for the WUST: .

.

-
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For this particular.school in mathematics...fithe MEAP]
goals are worthless because our students furiction at a

much higher rate than what they want as minimal objec-
tives....It 1is _utterly ridiculous, 93 to 97% attainment

...[and] doesn't tell me my real needs for this building
as far as individual kids are concerned.

In contrast, the WUST results were carefully reviewed in.a

-
!

meeting of school principals, which was followed by staff meeﬁings
in each build}ng. Before the meeting in Donna's school, thé‘priﬁ-
cipal circled all items on the WUST where, the proportion of correct

o

answers was not as migh as distr{ct or national norms. But at the
meéting he%deferred to the‘zeachergjas authorities, asking them‘to
determine whether the topic coveréd by each of these items represen-
ted something they should be teaching.

Teachers did this exercise in small groups. In Donna's group,
topics such as "place value" and "measuréments arranged from small
to large" were cited as strengths; "&sing the symbols For greater

“than, less than, or equal," "two-part story problems," "using the '

symbol : for division," and "roman numerals" were identified as

° <

weaknesses. .

Aé,far as we could ascertain from our close monitoring through-
out the year, Donna did not igcrease her emphasis on any of these
areas of‘reiatively low student achievement. -When asked if the

staff meeting on WUST results had been valuablg, Donna made no

reference to the analysis of strengths and weaknesses. Instead she
suggested tH;t the\discussion was help}ul in communicé%ing what
the other teachers were.doing in grades one to five.

Although the specific feedback from the WUST did not apbear
_to affect Donn%'s teaching, she gnd other teachers ;n her school

repeatedly expressed concern for why the.WUST scores %n reading

were so much higher than in mathematics. According to Donna,

36 .
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the other teachers_ attributed the lower scores in mathematics'to“
3 a . P

earlier use of an individualized program. Donna disagreed, be-

O lieving that ‘this difference was the result of.(a) the fact. that the

*

teachers had placed so much emﬁhasis on reading in recent years, (b) .

the use of different textbooks in mathematics in different grades,

and '(c) the lack of communication agross grades.’ In Donna's wosz,

teachers should "know exactly what [other teachers], have covered

[ . w .

' &
and are covering." Thus, the effect of the WUST was not to cause
- .

. . Donna to give more emphasis to specific topics, but rather to

-

raise teacher ‘concern for overall mathematics performance and to

-

give Donna an occasion for discussing the lack of éfticulation N

across grades. ’ ) -
1 s
A Teacher Policy Within a District - . ‘

)

Management-by~Objectives System - . -

. In Knoxporf, a district with more than 30,000 students, all -

s

teachers in grades one through six'ware‘required to follow a
management-by-objectives (MBO) syqﬁem. In mathematics, the system

included over_lOb objectives, which were to be mastered in a preé-

_scribed order. The objectives were narrow in definition and focused
on computational skills. For example, there was one objective for

two-digit by two-digit multiplication and another for two-digit by

three-digit. There was a district goal that each student master

at least lé objectives each year, and dAstrict level records of
>

student progress were kept on all compensatory education students. 6

‘

However, we found no evidence of sanctions.for not reaching 16 ob-

jectives, ' -

To facilitate use of the MBO system, there were tests for stu-

dent placement at the beginning of the year, mastery tests for eacg

33 .
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objective, review tests for'subsets of objectives, end of }ear tests
for grades four through six, and forms for recording student'ﬂchieve—
ment. In addition and of key importance were the assignment sheets, . )
which tied each objective to relev%nt pages from each of several
textbooks-in use within the district.

The MBO system began to take shaﬁe eight years before our study.
At, the beginning it was a pilot project to evaluate federal and state

compensatory education programs. It was formally adopted and re-

quired of all teachers three‘yeats later. The number of objectives

Tachieved by students in the MBO system continued to serve as the

basis for evaluating nearly all categorical programs in the Knoxport
districe. By viitue of the MBO system and without direct intent
to‘prescribe content, federal and/qtate categorical programs* have
" had an important effect on choice of mathematics COntent‘in this
district. ’

At the.time of adoption, the MBO system was strongly opbosed
by many teachers despite its having been created by a committee
nith substantial teacher representation. , However, And) (our case
study teacher) started using the system before it was mandated by ‘ N
the district.‘ He was the first in his bollding to do g0, and one oq
the first in the district although he had no involvement in the

development-or revision of the system. ‘WRen he began using the

system, he was a member of the district mathematics committee.

‘ Dissatisfied with his approach to mathematics at the time, he

accepted the district mathematics specialist's request to give
the system a try. ' In general, our evidence suggests that this
specialist.had a major influence ‘on the mathematics Andy taught.

Later, Andy tried to persuade other teachers to use the system.

I




Ve

x

His. recollection is’thag,eight\or s0 teachers in his building were

-

using the system by the time it was mandated b} the district. Even

so, according to And&, it was never followed closely by all teachers,
~<

i

even at his school. 0
Andy himself ‘allowed almost no exceptions to the system. ‘Only . v -
4 . two students in his class were dllowed to skip any opjéctives during

our studx. When asked if he would like‘tgssee any changes in the

~- ¢

~

content of the objectives, Andy responded, "No addtions, no deletions,

[only] the reordering of fobjective] numbers 57 and 58." s @
] -’ ‘ \
Given Andy's policy, deliyery of content was. almost entirely

. - -

\ in the hands ‘of the mate}ials, not the teacher. In contrast, another

~

"teacher we studied in the same district gave two periods of mathematics

for he;‘students, one for working individually on the MBO system and '

| -

one for whole ‘group instruction on a textbook. We were also aware »

\ Y

ofeteachers who*made little use of the system. "
In short, Andy was a voluniéry implémenCOr who u;ed the ﬁBQ

system in"much the way it was designed. Nevertheless, his own de-

cisions partially determ{ned the content covered by students in his
classroom. For examplg, he decided not to let students do as many
objectives as they could without inf;rruption. Instead, once ghey

had pfggressed to a poiqf in the objectives that he had selected, . ;
éhey were given enrichment assignments in the fourth-grade Cextbook.’

‘Andy recrganized this textbook material and had ail enrichment ;

students proceed through in fixed order. Students who complegted T .

. this textbook enrichment were returned to the objectives. In

addition, the quickest to finish the complete textbook were given .

~ a unit on metric measurement. ’ . \

4




. [} -

Andy chose assignments from the assignment sheets that tied

*

texgﬁooys to obJeééives. He rarely used knowledge of students in
‘making these assignments. As far as we could tell, the primary
Eonsiaeration was whether the old or new textbook was on the shélf

at the.moment the ass}gnmenﬁ was made. |

étill other teaeher decisions influenced ghe pace at which stu- ~
deAts'compleﬁed~steps in the system. The system itself provided . .
no advice on when-a student shodid be per;itted to take the mastery
. test. At the beginning of the year, Andy let students decide when:
°
they were ready. -Diésatisfied with this aspect- of his poligy, Andy

later tried other procedurgs‘(limiting testing te certain days, - ' -

malzing the decisipn himself, setting goal dates for mastery). But

v )

when none of these procedures resulted in a better tradeoff between
péce and content learmed, they were progressively abandoned. )

District pblicies had a major impacg on the mathematics con- o
tént Andy covered in his class. Ih scheduling méthematics, Andy was
influenced by the district\guidelines that advised 4% minutes per

day for mathematics. Within this period he, operated according to a

district MBO system that specified what topics were to be taught

(at a minimum), in what order, and to what level. However, factors
. ., other than district policy were also important in shaping the content

-i . covered 1in Andy's classroom. For example, the enrichment instruc-

-

tion received by most of the students in the class was outside the
. * L4
: ' control of the system. Alsg, the prescribed use of mastery tests

left room for Andy to experiment with the pace of instruction.

Finally, it is important to note that Andy was no passive implemen—

tor, but rather a volunteer, a booster, and a broker for the system.
. \

. ~




Missing Pjieces

N\ .
= The history of elementary school mathematics in the United

'Sta}es, together with our content analyses of present day instruc-
fioﬁél matgrialf, indicate that even ir this traditiaenal subject'
there‘are'imporbant differences of opinion gboug‘wﬂat should be

‘ tquht and tested. These differences surface from time to time in

public dei te, but they are rqre%y resolved in a way that provides -

clear guiéance to teachers. Teachers are expected to deal with
N .
differences that makers 6f extermal policy are’unable to resolve.
Despite the lack of strong external pqlicies, our initial
studies suggest that external policies do influencé.teachers' content

decisions. The 66 Michigan teachers in our simulation study hypo-

thetically abdicated their role of autonomous decision-maker, even

when confronted with whagdye would judge as weak attempzs to influence

. them. 1In each of the three districts covered by our case studies,
external pol1cles had some 1nt1uence over the teachers' content
delfberatlons. But the seven Feachers also exercised much dis--

cretion, particulariy since the external pqgicies were neither
S
comprehen31ve nor st- ong In other *words, teachers‘did operate

as political brokers, arbitrating betweén their own priorities and

the implied‘priorities of -external policies. Should we continue to

find that external policies have an importdnt (though not necessarily
L deci¥Tve) in;ﬂuence on teachers' content decisions, we would conclude

that the ffakers of external pc.icies ought to face more squarely T

than in the\past the difficult questions of what should ‘be taught
-

N
and who should decide.

. <

.

If schooling were confined to a single year, it could be con-

~

sidered reasonable to rely completely on professional Judgment as =, .

ks
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‘embodied in autonomous teacher policies. However, ;s studenés advance
from &ear to year, from class to class, theymare under the control
of first one teacher and then another. Hence, even if each teacher

.. policy is, in itself judged apprbpriate, there is no assuranceé that

+ teacher policies w?thin 4 school, district, or state are é%mplemen—
tgr; and consistent, one with another. The more we reix’on autono-
%gus teacher policies, the more we may have unnecessary redundancy
and gaps in the content that students experiénce in_gofng from one -
grade to another. $6m& teachers, such ds Jacqueline and Donna, may
be sensitive tg:this pfobleﬁ; others may not be.’ Unfortunately,

. P

educational research has doneclittle-to highlight this problem singe

studies rarely follow students through more than one year of

.\ -

schooling. . : )
-« In our judgment, teachers can be persuaded to change content
- : N
. ' morg readily than one might think in the wake of federal curriculum

development that did not live up to expectations (Welch, 19i9).\ We
recognize that teachers have resisted and no doubt will contihue to
resist proposais for contént that they have not been given the appor-
tunity to learn ;horoughly themselves or that they find too difficult

" to teach. But virtually a11°§eachers do teach difficult coﬂtent (e.g.,

long division) and many teach peripheral content that was once un-
~ . (o

familiar in elementary school‘(e.g., geometry, metric measurement,

inequalities). A; a result of our own gesearch and literature gevieW3
. we believe that a Iarge‘préportion of Eeacheré would readily make
. . . ¢ - N
changes in’ the content of the;r.instruction when such changes are' .
consistent with their repertoire. Our conceptual framework leads
) - ]

: us to predict that a great many teachers would even make changes

that are inconsistent with their repertoire if tley perceive these

. { . .
¢ ! 4
’ \)‘ . ’ ' v 4 C . . -
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€ha2g&s comiﬁg from perSons with legal and expert authogity and

if they receive ample tréining.and other help in making these changes.
In short, the "new" mathematics refor;: in our opinion, fell short
not because of irreducible teacher resistance; but rather because of
inadequéte external policies in general and inadequate support

for teaching in particular.

-
%

_ It is not our purpose to advocate a highly centralized policy

’

for control of mathematics content in elementary schools”, though it

is possible to make plausiblé arguments (for-or agaihst control) that
might be illuminated'by further research. One couih say that cen-
tralized control, such as exists in many countries, promotes couiinuity

from grade to grade and from.school to schoola It therefore guards

against students missing content that could be important to their

-
DS

future (e.g., fundamentals of mathematics). But it could also be
pointed out that such a policy has its dangers as well. ‘Fof‘example,

it might fail to,inspire i.terest on the part of teachers or students,

" thereby decreasing the motivation for learning that many regardvas

a highly important outcome ot schooling. Moreover, if control were

implemented through detailed objectives, a single series of.syllabi

~

" or textbooks, or sténdardized tests sugch as currently exist, then

L
this policy might give students a view of knowledge that is dogmatic,

static, and errly atomistic.

However well founded these particular~points, they illustrate

the importance of uﬁderstanding content polictes and their conse=-

. ~
quences. - Weak policies as well as strong policies can have undesira-

ble and unanticipated effects. Neither can be taken for granted as

B

the best way to address our country's deep-seated differences and

ambivalenée about what to ‘teach.

15
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