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PARTICIPATORY EDUCATION AND YOUTH DFVELOPMENT
IN SECCNDARY SCHOOLS* :

The pdast 10 to 15 yedrs have seen renewed attention to the second

decdde of life i all disciplines and domains of service and research thint heas

dpon, health, ecducation, welfare, arnd citizenship: At the core «f these

coritempgrary efforts to reassess adolescence is "the extent to which we

t

permit entry into the institutions of society for woung people for purposcs of

their sociilization” (Hili & Monks, 1977, p. 2). T}iis paper considers the

Hoatire, clrgumstances, and cansequcnccs of p’tr‘hmpator‘y educational C‘{pel -

N

. o o N\
cnees for young people: ‘%uch ¢onsideration 1s warrzmted as part of the
e s .

gcner:ﬂ fcnssgssméﬁf of what makes for effective secondary schools in light of

"

- budgets: Many youth pnfiiéiiiéxiiéﬁ efforts were 1&6&65&58 in times that wo:re

both more expuansive and more fti,i:f)ti}éﬁf thhan the present: Some iﬁfééféﬁis

were trulx, innovative and set standards for teaching and learning that would
. : )
be admired by virtually éfﬁi educator. Otﬁé? programs were tiék*iséd in

response  to immecliate social and political ‘pressures--sometimes with more
enthusiasm than could be matched with quality ;control. Those times have
passed.  There now is some research and reflective opinion abotit partici-
patory education. It is timely to reconsider the issues outside the context of

.«

vrotest; panic; and panacea with the results of over a decade of e:\por‘encr
and schowarship in mind.

o A position paper:prepared for Research for Better Schools, ..c.,
198%. 1 am grateful for the helpful assistance given me by Thomas V.
McGovern, Judith Erickson, Didane Hedin, Joan Scheff Lipstiz, and Stephen
F. Hamilton in its preparation. The present effort would have been much
more -difficult were it not for excellent reviews by Conrad and Hedin

{1982) and Hamilton (1980).

(op}



Overview

Hamilton (1980) offered o.e of the most serviceable definitions nf parti-

cipatorv education, althouph he oreferred oo call it experiential learning:
T "experiential iearning® will refer to educational programs functioning
ovutside of conventional school classrooms that place\—parhmpqnt in -
respnonsible roles and engage them in .cooperative goal-directed activities
with other youth, with adults, or both: Tt is synonymous or closcly
related to such -terms as 'action learning' [National Association of
ALCMszhmMJ‘lmipals Bulletin; -1972 ] frouth part1c1pahon
[T1¢yrieman & Thomas, 1977], youth involvement [Weber & Custer, 1970],
amd work experience [Searcy, 1973} (p. 180).

The diversity ot participatory education programs is immense and the

‘ T ”.7;.’ - R Ly - T T T - 1y r 131 .. . N - . Ty .
activities within them ¢ven more so. The following list descrlbes this N

- diversity :

o us part of a qorwce -unit in a biology- class, students work in u
food co-op serving a low-income area (CIted in Agnew, 1982);

o in an Aierican government courke, students conduct opinicir polls

- of citizens on issues before city government (cited in Agnew,
')8-‘)1
: “ 0 clraftmg and journalism studgpﬁisi produce Jser gmde;sﬁfpr jliu-ri'ii}'
park system,; emphasizing facilities for the handicapped- (cited in
_ Agnew; 1982); i . ) ~
<

videotapes dealing with youth and youth-related issues and leuad
- ([lel_lSSlOﬂS about them in commumty groups (cited in Tyler; 198>);

o alternative school students develop; produce; and distribute

6 male hlgh Sthbbl students prov1de health screemng and health

information_ to thelr peers and other communlty members, Includm'Y
screening . for venereal diseases; dental screening,; testing for bloo_d ‘
pressure and the like (cited in Tyléi'; 1982); .

. o alternative school studentq run a consumer action service which
involves them in day to-day consumer advocacy interactions with
m(]ustrlal and service organizations and public and private agonmeq

(citéed .h Brannan & Nathan, 1982): and : ey
N
o young people volunteer in rhlld caré centers and in nursing homes
i tcited in Shoup. 1982). N
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Youth participatior programs have gernerally been classifiad according
{o student activities and roles. Conrad and Hedin (1977), for example,

identified five forms of school-sponsores citizen participation program.:

by
~

voluntary seérvice in social agencies, community projects, social-political

action, community study, and internships. In its New Roles for Youth,

the National Commission on Reésources for Youth (1974) described programs

in which young people acted as curriculum builders, teachers, community

workers, entrepreneurs, Cbmmuﬁity problem -olvers, communicators, or

_resource people for other youths. Such categories are useful in descri-:

tend to overemphasize--if taken as the sole basis for categorization--the
activities or roles themselves rather. than hiéhiight dimensions that make
the actix’;ifrfi.es and roles educationally meaningful. : '
Hamilton (1980) identified six characteristics according to. which
participatory education programs can be sorted, all of which define

participation as not merely "doing things" but doing them where certain

2

activity, sponsorship, corntrol, papticipation, leadership, and purpose:

Activity classifications have already been illustrated above:. Sponsorship

T L7 L : : . e i1 i1 : 3 s p
highlights the notion that organizations other than schools sponsor youth
pafficip?tion; According to Hamilton, the most important aspect of
sponsorship is "the extent to which experiential learning is articulated with

-~

classroom” learning, whether sponsored by a school or by another youth -

— . .
organization; or even an adult organization (1980, p: 192): Control

’

speaks directly to the opportunitics the program provides for young

e il
p--ople to exercise initiative and control: Participation generzlly but not



always means voluntary participation, with less emphasis on whethier the
'p"ré'grﬁm was started by youth or adults and more on the bpphftuhitiéé
given Students to enter into decision making: Teadership, or staffing,
obviously is tied to control but refers to the character of adult lsaders,
above and beyond the power they exercise. Indeed, Hamilton ébg‘iSiaérs it
the most critical of all of the dimensions in determining the quality 'o'i
programs. A dimencion useful in characterizing programs, participation,
is, as will be seen below, often ignored by planners and policy-setters
when discussing youir participation: Oftan programs are planned with the
sbjective of fostering interaction among youths of diverse backgrounds and

experiences. Sometimes programs are tar{eted toward specified groups.
Very often, it appears to be assumed; implicitly, that what might be.

S e o S - . o 7;”7”77””7 - f,,
"good" for middle-class males is standsard for the program. Aht?h’ér
dimension, purpose, requires more lengthy . treatment.  Because

participatory programs can serve many objectives; program planners need

.c;,n



Delow is 1 list of some commonty voiced objectives of participatory

Drograms . Noboal o of ther will appeal to any one practitioner or
- eduweationnd poB v meker: nov do all of thew apply to a given activity

within' the program: Neverthieless, they do ilusirate the arrnv of

objoctives that are jmsséiiilé; These objectives are:

Bt LC)IH])h‘lﬂ(‘I“t conventional elnasrcom opportunities for exploration of
inferests and abitties;

i

0 i£5 <'iﬂ'l(ii;<'é motwmidh i"év‘ 1ékii;iiiiig in more conventionally structured

o to increase un«lor‘;tzmdmg of the” world of work and; thereéby; to
incranse appreciation of the matcn between vocational possibilitics
(md m(hvuhml ﬂttrlbuteq ‘

o to fostor the development ot personal 1mtmt1v0 and® re‘;ponmblllty

o to nurture cognitive devclopment . (c. o. in the samo sense  as
laboratories are presumed to do in the phy<:. cal scwnce‘;)

o to cultivate the cabpacity to enjoy 1ifé (e.¢g., to hbuild an
appreciation for the rewarding use of leisure trnc L)'éy'n'h'd watehing
television); T : B

»°to indnce pride in, ‘loyalty, and commitment to a school (and,

therefore, perhaps to reduce absentoelsm,,ahenatlon and anonymityv;

destruction or dcf'lcmgr of propeirty; budymg, theft, and violence);

anmd . . . )

o to rospond, institiitionally, *o. the' «wwast, and rormél "‘i‘z,ihgé, of
"niological  and socio-psychologieal ,grow‘—th differerices  in the.
adolescént population in_ ways that grade- and .cge-determined,
lock-step practices cnrnot easﬂy upoommodate

-

In t.mm% of more spcc1f1c learninig ob]“ctlvec, Hamilton's (1980)

SUmMMmMAry '(i‘f purposes is W'ell—worth r’ep’cn’ti’ng:_

‘

tho'purposg of experlen 181 lenrmng should be to fo<:.tc youth

.(Iovelopment in ways tha: classroom - learring is not  well: sui*:

for:. Fxperlentml‘lc'lrmng should be vidwed as complementary td

classroom loarmng Its Qb]ectlve§ @hould be to increase the

mmpetcncn ol youth in such grenas as plannmg, \fundmg, nnd makmg

use of 1ppr0prmtc rjcsources,, persistence at a task; coping with noew

ideas, : conflicting opinions, amd: podph who are dlfferent takmg
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responsibility  for others' Weltare; and carryiiig out colemiitmients to
others (po 191,
The perspective that guides the consideration of participation o s

paper is. o oat its most general level, that of o developmentad socine
psvcholosist with a principal interest in adolescent social development (0l

R0 ancd o secondary interest in the roles schools play in facilitating suc)

Jdoevelopment (1101, 1980b). Research on adolesceénce has increasced in i
dieciplines over the past decade «itlill;, 1982a) and the cumulative result his
been 4 consensus that acdolescence is not universally a period of storm and

“tidbs. Mordover, it is now commonly accepted that the development of
intensificd relationships with peers does not normally mean that affectiona
tics with parents break down, that adolescents' values on import.dnt
mattees differ much from those of their parents, or that adolescents coase
{ t6 seck advice and appreciaté the standards of parents and other adults.

Rebeélliousness is not normal in Western societies.  There is no universal

"identity crisis." In fact, the evidence strongly siiggests that weo coitid
all "do with a dedramatization of adolescénce (Hill & Monks, 197/). This

perspective is important in understanding "participation” bocause a view ~f

ddolescen:. as stressed, wvolatile, and oppositional directly affects thd

. willingness of educators and others to place initiative and responsibility in
. the hinds of teendgers.
PR : Background -
o ) Dackground

- .

The reassessment of the state of our knowledge about adoles it

development that began to occur in the research commuunity i the early .

1708 (H], 19735 Lipsitz, 1979: Dragastin & Elder, 1975; Hill & Monks,

1i
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Doeas paradleled by oaoseries of reports on the state of American higlo

Schioons THrown, o0 ;) Coleman, 974 Martin, 1974). Fach of the "bilue
mhbion pancis”  responsible for o thise reports  preseuted  sumilar

vocommendations bused upon s similar assumptions. These  assumption

forsed on the presumed consequences of a nearly universal sccondary

K

v ation. Panelists arpaed that universial sccondary cducation s

t

cccorntaniced by an increascd segregati n of adolescents from adults:  Their
seports implied that the peer group has gained in its power to socialize uat

the expense of both the faniily aini<d the effactiveness of secondary schools.

ver etfects on social development were assumed to be negative with

Larger and more bureaucratic secondary schools were seen as increasing
voung people's alienation from the mainstream cultural tradition {a decline

i

i the work ethic, for exaniple). The reports assumed other effects as

well, among thém a massive generation gap and an increasing incapacitv on

the part of youag people to assume adult roles as a result of the passive
riles they dre calléd upon to assume in most secondary schools. Suffice it
booGay that edch of those Assumptions, with the exception of the advent of
universal sccondary educations, is questionable.

lt is interesting to note that the educational policy and planning
reesmmendations that emerged from these aggumﬁtibhg bore heavily upon
the question of participation. Aside from curricular change, panélists
offered three kinds of recommendations: dispersion of educational efforts
individualization and diversification of instruction; and greater

participation of students and families in secondary school governance. At

<9
Fd,
)

L4




the most geneéral level, the concern was that schools do ot eduocate for
chotce taking in g pluralistic society because they do not permit students
to ke Tredl” thotces danid experieiice the conisecuences:  Bducation gor
t

,  reqiuinm

decision making in oo diverse societv, so the conclusions wen
cunosure to diversity aind o oenvironments that permitted honest choice,

Cirtioers HAasIrous vonseguences, bt counseqgienices noretheless.

Che poinelst recomimendations  reflected  the experietices Of puoriel

5oLith programs dlveady in plice. Whether ot not their rieports
fooccie irodd suabstantial onew aetivity s difficult too teli It appeidrs moro

clvothois thie panels' Investigations and the new level of interest oo vouth

St cuers otk Grrermined by othe social and aoliticnd forces oo ploe
e time. Sl dn thie fhce of charighig demographic trends ol oo

irinution in ihe delcondary school population, the absence of a youth

ivement pressing for o institutional  elganpge,  and  faltering ccononioe

crditions and Tno feillsT attitudes, the imprasgsion is that there has beon

¢oslcking oot of niterest, althoughn this hoes not been documented:

o4 aiso histewortht o thidt there is o dittle documentation or o thie

proportion of the sdolesecent populationn that has had access to innovative
participation programs; et alome where thuat populiation is distribuated -ith
respect to urbian and suburban residence and associated social  arnd
‘

cootiomic wvartables: It is my impression that participatory opportunitices

increasced substantially for suburban and middle-class students in the 19005
and 1970s and that these opportunities have not accelerated; although thev
1y be holding; at lower levels. It also appears that the more coinr eous

"dramatic programs anitiated in oinner-city schools were mmplemented in

s, bt that they, too, have slacked-off.

"1



Sewveral colicagues with whom I have consulted in the proeparation of
this paper, suggest that "stacking-off" 15 too weak a stitement to be

agontied to oparticipation, Some think that there is, in fact, a concoer’«

crfore 1o reduce participatory opportunities because 4 substantidal rnumboer
ot Lecondary oducators believe that participatory activities may have

. . - o R P Y .
sorved 0 rele G lowering acnievement test scores.  Underlying this atti-
snhe oy boe oan oassumption that participatory activities do not contribute

"o caunitive development, an assumption that will be addressed in the

a=eorcture survey to follow,

Literature Survey

Sieveril kinds of literdture discuss issues in youth pa'x-ti'ci'patfo'n:
rouram descriptions, ineluding their rationdle and informal analyses and
cualilitions theoreticil bases; dnidlySes dnd empiricdl research on partici-
prtory processes; and ritF}L~;1t‘Ch on ottcomes B(_E_r §_(E

Ui':iti‘ipﬁ\'c Research

Mariy ot the fruits of desceriptive reseirchh on parvticipition hive
Alriidy beern shiared varlier in this paper and will not be repeated here.

'tois descriptive rvesearch that permitted the isolation of six charicteristics

Gt prirticipatory programs and the erumerdtion of somic program abjectives.,

Lheoretical Bases

Although not a great many participatory programs are directly
prounded in basic developmental theory; applicable theoretical formulations
not only exist but have grown, in scope cduring roughly the same *ue
preriod as have participatorv programs.  These formulations emphasize the
Qi clopment of role=taking (voming to take the pirspectives of others into

] - ;
I
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©tiicenction and the impact of changes in role-taking

R < . N ‘ . B o L.

Shits o A { LT . ,
v R " -
|

Althoiies oo oocguments vary in detail and conrext; they mav oe

acconnt

chavactorizedt. e erial. as follows:. Roles that have demonstrable conse
Grences to fee isadividua! and which expose the individual o, milly or
. S

Slcitelc o4 i w boiats of view, norms, or expectations facilitate the
: .
fondiionr of oo sophisticated social understanding:  First; they;

Footitate e differentiation of one's perspective from that of others; thus

Corbating sdorescent egocentrism:  Second,; they promote the consideration

o

Ceobleea. hica, insofar as alternative perspectives cannot easily be acted
;

“on withennt ccie eace 1o some overreaching principle or value, respon-

dible participatioos provides practice in balancing one's own perspective and
Uhiode of oiiioo o ith the claims of applicable principles or ideologics.
Fioirtls, cioaandi ating such diverse perspectives develops a generalized

sovictal perspeciive: As adolescents come to realize that their perspectives

The tosi infiueniial of such formulations is that of Piaget. Piaget

of formal operations is the capacity to take a variety of perspective into

sceount in solving a problem and to do so systematically, treating what is

GV as oiie uf o nuniber of possible instances but reusoning on the basis

b

10



. .
ot absent sinstances or "possibilities’ as well (Inhelder & Piagat, 1958).
When gur reasoning invplves abstract beliefs, principles, or hHvpothueses,
P . - - l‘ - -
we are reasoning on the basis of possibilities.

Piagdt is 1ot verv specific about which aspects of dadult rolre
moderate this. transition--responsibility and commitment, complexity, or
diversity of environmental demands: Coscr (1975) has argied that

. 2

involving genuine responsibility and important consequences increases the
nced to deal with multiple perspectives: The prodess through wliich the

“autonomy. FEffective feas%%ing requires evaluating different perspectives,
seiting prioritics, and making decisions based upon knowledge of
expectations:  As Coser comments, "The attempt to integrate pi"e;k'ei-'eri'c'eé,
Tinnovations; and compromises with what is socially legitimate is "o'h"_'e of
i‘éfléittiohﬁ and self-direction” (p. 246):
Thére is virtually no empirical research on adolescents that 'b'e_;q'rs;
directly on these theoretical claims although they are consonant with
Fesearch on moral @é&;éldpiﬁéﬁt“(mhlﬁé’r’gi 1973); vocational choice (Borow,

1976), intimacy (Sharabany, Gershoni, & Hofman; 1981), ang parent

versus peer cross-pressures. What is more; "mature" outtomes for
virtually all of the psychosocial tasks considered to be importznt during
idolescerice dppear to require levels of cognitive sophistication of t'.. sort

sketehed here:

rﬂw
)
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"Process” Research

A full account of thé rescarch literaturé on how young people learn
concepts, information, and skills in participatory. programs would amount to.
« review of what we know about intellectual functioning and learning inside
and oittsidé of classrooms during thé second decade of life--a task )
obviously well beyond the scope of the present paper. By including this
catveory, | hope to indérscore the poirit that the differences between
teaching” und lgarning in conventional classrooms and participatosy
programs have nothing to do with these programs' affective and moti-
viationa! propertieés, their social properties, nor their cognitive properties.
All conditions of tcaching and learning are a mix of these three sets of
dttribiites, whether.the context is the conventional classroom or a "field"
site.  About the most egregious error made i the throes of advocating or
denigrating participatory education efforts has been to deny their cognitive
nroperties while, at the same time, declaiming their virtues or flaws in

(
reldtionn to :uffective motivational and social development. Effective youth

Sarticipdtion programs imply not merely activities that provide a "high" nor

main:ained (even at a lower level); they imply intellectual effort and
learning as well: It will suffice here to capsulize a few of the most
thoughtful process-oriented contributions.

Coleman (1977) argues that learning in participatory programs may be
contrasted with the "information assimilation" “characteristic of conventional
classroom programs on specific cognitive-process grounds: The firs. step
1s action; or the observation of action. The next step is derivation of a

principle from the actior.. And; fin lly; the principle is applied to another

-

,._.
N
Pk |
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situation {generalization). While many programs probably do follow sugh a

srucess, Hamilton (1980) pointed out, that other participatory progr.ams f{or
adolescents often begin with symbolic representations of c¢vents rather than
action. It is only when participatory learning is contrasted with clissioon
learning, in geneval, that the relative balance tilts toward instrumental
activity as {he cognitivé point of departure. !

Newmann (1075) has also contributed to an increasingly sophisticated

Vo

appreciotion of the role of activity in participatory learning. He argues
i
that it i casier to apply what participatory programs teach outside the

classroom rather than inside. This is because application is part of the

teaching and learning process. Ottside the classroom, the objective is

_niore often the olitcome or, at least, the gap is less wide. Ilis analogy is

that of learning how to swim by swimming. The acquisition and the

ipplication are not so far apart.
Hamilton's (1980) review makes some important integrative
conitribitions to questions of process. Beginning with the premise that all

kindsg of cognitive Processes are involved in participatory learning

programs, he asks "whether an experiential lezarning program is a more
efficient and effective setting than’ a classroom for achieving certain
educational objectives” (p~ 194). He argues that three aspects of

experiential tearning may fit this bill: the substantiation of éEélffééE

of powers and then seeing a mayor and city council argue); immediacy of
application (e.g., learning how to swim); and exploitation of intr..sic
motivation (e.g., personal engagement instead of externally imposed

réwards or sanctions). To this list of three, I would add a fourth

bk
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charucteristic. Formal operdtion thinking across a number of domains is
* - .
not characteristic of .even a majority of sccondary school students.

Conseduently, when'a new -domain and sct of concepts are to be explored;

participatory learning programs may well be more efficient and effective

than conventional classroom programs.
Coleman (1977) points out two aspects of information processing where
A\

clissroom learning is likely to be superior. Efficiency is one. As
Hamilton points owut, "It is difficult to conceive "';man experiential learning

program that would do a better job than most elementary school teachers

another aspect of learning that may be more ennanced by classroom

experienice.  The point is that. symbolic learning predominates in the
classroom and symbols are, by definition, general. Siinilarly, guided

discussion and reflection appear to be csseiitial to enhance generalization

(and other cognitive and social benefits) and this is found more often in

classroom programs (Coleman; 1977; Conrad & Hedin, 1982):

Outcome Reésearch v —

This review of participatory education ocutcomes is illustrative and not
comprehensive. It is designed to cover effects of several different kinds
of programs. (Effects of non-schpol-connected work experience are

P

school-related programs.) In addition, most of the literature on these

cxterds beyond such efforts is stressed.

National Leadership Conference (NLC). This summer residential-camp
/ .3

program involves students in basic seminars, skilt exploration; and an

11
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intense immersion in 24- to 48~hour experiences 'ar'o'tln'd the camp and

currounding aren: At the end of the program, there are two days for

“discussion and =yinthesis. Pre-post comparisons on a number of nieasures

determine wl éihc1— the objectives have been achieved: Over two years of
cviluation (Conrad, 1983), students rated the program highly. NLC

purticipants have indicated that they can have an impact on critical social
problems znd that they are confident of the powcr of gr'ou'ps; to achieve

important social ends: Gains for social as opposed to personal efficacy

were the more impressive: Gains were reported on a Social .and Personal

Responsibility Scale involving five sub-scales: social welfare (e.g:;

helping others without getting paid for it); duty (e.g., worrying about
finishing jobs); competence to be responsible (e.g., being good at helping

people): sense of efficacy (e:g:; having something to say about what

happens to you); performance (e.g., being an active participant in the

self-esteem in social situations. Additionally,; students showed consistent

- changes in preferring democratic to authoritarian leadership and, at the

end of the program; more often believed that they would be more active in

patirig in tie program. Tiese resuits lack the benefit of a comparison
two different sites.

The Evaluation of the Experiential Learning ii'r'ojé;:/t. Conrad and

Hedin (1962) studied 30 participatory education programs which h.. a
reputation for excellerice. The authors explained that "It Secmed prucent

to study only the most well-conceptualized and established programs to




.
- i~ - L _
53

discover the éft:ééts; if any,; of the practice of experiential education" (j
'S59).  Programs were of four major types: volunteer ;'community service;
career internship; Ebiﬁﬁmﬁii’yf study/political action; and adventeie
¢ducation (jj;;ttéi;iiéti after Outward Bound). What all the programs »~ in

real consequences; and where the emphasis is on learning. by doing with

Associated reflection"  (p. 58). Of all evaluation studies discussed Here,

.

this onc is perhaps the richest since it focused not only upon outcomes
it ai%o’;ijﬁh practice; and upon the characteristics of the experience s
percéived by participants. Experiential learning (EL) groups were

} _ g

¢

;é‘t,snfi'éétéd with C'o)&/éritibhal classroom (CE) groups (although not at cich

site) and evaluation instruments were administered in a pre-post design.
- - .

EL groups registered greater increases in global self-esteem than did

CC groups but thérc were no significant differences on self-confidence in

social situations. The most consistent” gains were found among students in
outdoor/adventure programs. The study suggested that this effect vccurred
because achievement was immediately obvious and reinforced: Gther findings
were:

o El. groups registered greater increasés in moral reasonirg than did
CC groups (using the Defining Issues Test as the means of
assessing Kohlberg's "stages"). ,

o EL students showed gieater increases in social and personal

responsibility; with the strongest gains recorded in sense of
competence and performance, followed by social efficacy and scnse
of duty. 5 5

o EL students showed greater gains in positive attitudes  toward
adults than did CC students (who, in fact, showed decreases),

along with _gains on attitudes toward people in the community with

which the EL groups had been interacting.

/
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o EL "proups increased in‘their perception of being active in the
community and in expression of the'> intent to remain s¢ more than
did CC groups. '

o EL groups showed gredter increaSes in participating in carecr
ex')loratxon activities and. having information: about career f{ic.is
than did the CC groups, With studenits in- programs of’ering carJeér
_mtmnsh1ps show1ng the greatest galns although other proguma

‘

xxphCIt focus on (_areers)

o Subjectitv~ reports of "amount learned". were greater for EL -than
students, - - -

o On a ”Prob]em Solvmg Inventory, Wthh in part; ass;sqed the
aolhty and/or inclination of respondents to empathize with a target
other in a story, FL groups showed greater géins than d1d CC

the greatest galn.

An examination of particular progr.m prictices revealed that no one
practice or set of practices was effective for all students. However,
effects wore dempnstrated. The most powecrful predictors of pre-post

gains proved to be the specific characteristics of an individual's cxpériénce

i » program: Among the more important, in order, were: the student's
discussing experienges with teachers; doing things oneself instead of

cbserving; working with adults who did not criticize either the student or
having adult responsibilities; developing personal .
%’ -

the student's work;
relations with someone on site; having freedom to explore own interests;
discussing experiences with family and friends; a sense of having made a
Contribiition; carrying out a i/"ariet?'of tasks; and freedom to develep/use

own idcas. As Conrad and Hedin point out it is useful to note the
characteristics that did not account for gaiﬁ as b'v'éH; Aﬁiéiig thesec werc:

Apparently, traditionally-strictured adult;adoleseent téa;c'h'i’rig relations _are

N
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not productive ii participatory education Situations. In relation to specific

"sets of outcomes, chiridcteristics suggesting autoriomy were more important

in determining gains in personal than social domains. Social growth, on

the other hand, was most influenced by interaction with adults (but not in
a dependent student role). , )
4 :

Far less important than charact-~ristics of the experience werc studcent
characteristics (age, grade point average, and socioeconomic status) and

program features:. Among the set of student chaFacteristics, only age
: , |
made a difference: . older students benéfited more than younger oiies.
; A

Among program features, the single most important in explainfng change

was having an organized weekly seniinar: Le s important were length of

the cxperience (semester better than a chorter time) and intensity (twu ore-
more hours, four or five days a week resulted iii -miore positive effects

The Better Education Through Application (BETA) Project. BETA

was designed to develop standard high school courses that would allow

students to apply their academic-skills and knowledge in community service

(Agnew,; 1982). "Service-learning units" were incorporated into regulsr
e e oo P e = R ,,,,,l [ R - - - - - 1]

courses to occupy at least 10 percent of student time in a given couise.
An overall model was designed and implemented in service-learniiig units

‘ S - Se--- ¢ --- i - - N- §-s- 4" - ———— - — - - ——- g == - Q- - -,
involving 18 courses. In a biology course; students in one section

expefienced service-ledrning; students in another section did not. Both

sections took a multiple-choice examinatior on material covered in the

nutrition unit. Students in the service-lea ning group scored signilicantly

higher than the control group. Moreover, students' average final grades

did not differ significantly, "indicating that overall achievement. was not

18 <o
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affected by students' absences from the clessroom” (Agnew,; 1932, v. 407

1! percent indicating- that given a choice; they would .enroll in classes

AY !
so about half @ the tuse; and tt percent indicating that they would rarely

vriroll it suclia course Simiiar resuits were reported fer a

service-learning  experience in oa course in fmericum Government anca °

Current Issues; . T

Experienced-Based Career [Education (EBCE) Progra-s.. EBCE is a

secondary school carcer ‘education program intended to arhieve both

hcademic and vocational outcomes by using public and privare employers as
teachers.  The emphasis is upon career expleration; with students expected

s. Career education; under

to spend school time in a series of workpla:
the E3CE model; is to effdct basic skills; entry-level nccupational skills;
and career decision-making skills. Good work habits; the desire to work;

and the integration of work into personal values are 1lso to be irfluenced.

Cwens (1982) has summarized scéveral evaluations of EBCE Programs.
v

from porticipation in ENCE; EBCE students knew more about ilid were

interesteu in a4 greater numbier of cdreer dreas than Were coritrol stdderits;

AN

EBCE students knew niore about personal and academic abilities nieg, isary
5

for carser-entry than did control students; EBCE students ;IWn’c'l stronger

feeling: of dontrol over career choices than did control Students: ERGH
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R <tuderits! responses to interviewers' questions were briefc and rore to the
Doint hin were Vt}’i(ii;-\\;jf E.iiijizfﬂ ~tudents; EBEE students were not more
corn.ster 7o than control students in choosing carcars that were compatible
v their self-knowlecge:

[ é:ii‘é étiiéii} el 1600 students in 14 EBCE pilot sitecs were
‘.jm-'a,--;ywl Juring the 1976-77 school -\5655; Whiie the nature of the

evaliation des.gus varied from Site to site, these general trends werc

apparent hero: .
S
s BFF students either mr{mt"ﬂred or showed improyement in basic
dCd.d("{"’\lC skills andi..they did as well as their Counterparts in the
regilar clussroom (Ow-ns; 1982; p: 85); : i
o EsCL. students demonstrated positive changes in their attitudes
toward school. Favcrable increases m attitude toward self and
others were found less often.
o Students of EBCE prograius cngaged in more career-related .
activitics than did non-EBCE- students. Significant growth in
. carecr attituces aivd career knowledge was detected at some ERCE

sites.,

Still othér wucies of EBCE outcomes address tho issue of partici-

given ¢ one-scncster bﬁpbi‘ttihity tc explore careers in the community;

difterences favor. ng part1c1pants over control students were reported in
knosledge of community i‘é'siju',i'té's.i;bi' problem solving; ability to generate
‘Wlternative solutions to problems, and ability to describe occupational
plitis.  On self-repor: measures, significant differences in the éxpéaca
dircction were reported in how values, government, and étbht;iﬁy affect the

world of ;work; b’as'i'c skills riecessary for vocations of interest: knowledg,e

4V}
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puated inoan EBCE-like program. While out of classrooms for as miich

o~ i
buasic skills tests as did others. THey gained in grade point averuzes us
; \ ¢ ,

/

weil:
chotce; higher motivationi, and more responsibility in EBCE than in regular
schiool programs. .

In a study of 100 CETA-eligibleé 11th and 12th graders enrolied in an

EBCE-like program, 56 percent reported 'rétu'r'n'i'rig to their employer sites

after regular school hours to help out either with or without pay; to
continue work on their projects, or to seek advice from employers:-
Students in the progran: scored slightly higher than comparison group

students on applied mathematics and ié'ngu'agé skills tests even though

‘
comparicon group:. No significant differeiices were found on measures of
Studend participants themselves telt that program partitiiiatibﬁ helped them
most in:

o getiing things, done and working smoothly with others;

o learning about a variety of careers;

o becoming aware of éérﬁrﬁﬁnify resources;

o accepting consequences of their own actions;

¢ becoming Sclf=motivated fo learn;

o becoming responsible for their own lives; and

G impi‘r)'virig communication skills (Owens,; 1982, pp. 87-88).

21
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Gl participants were dasked aboit the mitare of worksioe Lt

RO
Sy

cundity tearning. According to the students, worksites tna

Peh learning oxperichiees luive opportuniiies to dearn Job-specitie

wiplul ol riendiv cosworkers: opportunities to torai at least one

psoitnd relationship with 4 co-worker by working closely with o

Goperhon: fdshes judged by otitside consultdants ws having bl or

cvicls of responsibility and elidlletige.

rocont review of o.e literature on ERBCE, Steinbery (in press)

I
it that consistent positive effects in obtaining informution about
i of work sind in valuing work tend to be short-lived; partici-

hhospecial cdareer cddestion programs does not appear to have
dnpiact on emploviient; and "EBCE has no significant impact; either

Grooneeative, o voungsters' school performance; self-esteem,
;-

opt, interpersonal skills, or attitudes toward responsibility”™ (p:

“eeins Highly likely tivit many of the latter outeomes did not arise
ndatire of the work experience itselt.  Rather; they ocourred
ERCH work placements involved little in the way of skill or

dbiiity.  Digging holes., mopping, xeroxing: and the lHke--o»

o adults do their jobs--were not atypical (Farrar, DeSanctis «

i, 1910 .

e Greenberger and Steinberg Study of Work in "Maturally-Occurring’

ime Jobs:

0s; work for American high school students has been commonplace
ong while: The bulk of these ijobs are of (he same scrt as in
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oteor edueation prosgiams sand ol chiiiranice pironrdnse

! cperr iAo Ten g

L e qood Servied tndustey. O sdite ohiservatione i

G hinientn oonad v o ndicate that "most o part-tinie jobis entidl
Sl e cinesed. repetitive work with o few opportunities tor o decision

(Ureenberger, Steinberg, & Rupgpiero, FOs1) . Agdin,

L. . ! . o
B [EAVR SR SR ERNLY

e Chlue vibbon" panel reports, it scems unlikely  that o

S are any more autonomy-granting than dare most school settings.

the following outcomes of part-time work:

nili;i;it'.%i:l
wlovment of 15 or more. hours weekly during the school year
forrdds to declines in school atteéendance, time spent on homeworlk,
dctivities, dnd reported school

involvement in extracurricular

cnjoviment: -

o cemployment of more than 15-to-20 hours a week ledads, additionally,
to lesder involvement in the family and in the peer group;

L lowered school performance appears to be dssociated with  the
lcascned involvement in school, particularly for students with

marainal crades prior to employment;

L Work is associated with greater knowledge of the world of work but
worving longer hours does not lead to greater knowledge;

votloa endls for oa lot »f nonrcoldtined socidl interaction with
pers may enhance social cognitive development;

wovkine scems to influence audtononiy and self-direction for girls but
Sat tor boys but it may also lead to cynicism about the intrinsic
Ve of hard work and to increased tolerance for illegal and

m-thicad usindss practices; and
;o s iets on social responsibility,
Ggtaited accoiints of findings froni this project appear in

P1ONY and Steinberg, Greenberger, Gardugue, Rtiggiéfé; and
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Youth facentive Futitlement Pilot Project (YIEPP):  YIEPP's principal

Shivetive wis to ex-imine the effect of assured work on attendance in

Sehiools noorder to obtain and maintain & government-assurced job, VIEPD

Stidents hid either to stay in school or to return to school: Steinberg's
(198) review of literature on YIEPP 'p?ég%&ﬁié suggests the following
Cconclusions:  work experience through such assured arrangements doces not
substantially  arfect attitudes, values, or psychosocial develop; YIEPP
citorts are more successful in getting young people to return to school
ttian in preventing them from dropping-out; and for people under the age

of 21; such programs have no significant impact on subsequent employment

or earnings (whereas they can be quite successful for older youth and

ecvien Thigh risk" older youth).

Author's _Commentary on Literature

Recoarch evaluating offective practices and outcomes of participatory
cducation programs has increased markedly over the past decade with much
of the best only recenily finding its way into publication. [amilton (1980)
s provided fav and away the best description of the state of the art of
cuch evaluations. tHe proposes that four levels of measurement are
cntiilod in answering the question, "How can the effects of experiential
learaing be measured?’  These levels are:

external evidence of effects? (3) Is there evidence that the program
was responsible for the effects? (4) What about the program was

responsible for the effects; that is; (a) was it the type of program
lactivity, sponsorship;, control;, leadership; purposes; particip.nts)
and/or (b) other program characteristics (duration, perceptions of

participants, c¢tc.) (Hamilton, 1980, p. 195)?

Ny
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Participant Reports
Students tend to be positive and enthusiastic, especially when
mensured  directly  as ()plsoééd to r'ep'o’rf’ed by prograrm desig'n'ers.
However; while important, these positive sentiments are not suafficiernt
imdicators of program effectiveness. First, it is not always the case that
show the more interesting or impressive effects of participation when these
feclings are measured by other means (Riecken, 1952 & Dentler, 1959).

Second, global enthusiasm is more supportive of morale than of making
hard decisions between alternative practices or competing programs
(Hamilton, 1980).

fvidence from External Sources

Most program evaluations use pencil and paper instruments to assess
changes in porsonal characteristics, attitudes; ;ﬁa kﬁowledg/g; Conrad's
cvaluation of the National Leadership Conference program is 4 good
examplé. The central questions in these evaluations have to do with the
i'L?ii;iBliitf/ and validity of the measures employed: Current published

reports at this level of moasurement do not often attend to the properties

orily stiiderts but other participants as well. However well evaluators do
in meeting these criteria, the second-level evaluations arc relatively weak

to involvement in the participatory education prograii. To warran: such

coriclusions, comp=rison groups are required--groups matched on initial

characteristics but participatinig in another, usually conventional, classroom

program.
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The central feature of level-three evaluations is the inclusion of
comparison groups. The impertant methodological iss’t;i'es' her’e‘ have to do
with the comparability of the two groups at the onset of the program.
Comparability rests; in part; on selection bias; that is, if students choose
to participate in a participatory education program rather than
participating beczuse they are assigned to it; they differ from the
comparison group before the program begins: This is why Agnew's report
on the BETA E%éjééi is of special interest. In this project; sections of

regularly constituted courses included special learning units; stuffents had
no option but to participate: That the results of such a study are
an important step forward in the evaluation of participatory education
programs. Of equal importance is the random selection of comparison

groups, a point made by Steinberg ‘. evaluating the work of Conrad and

met, the problem remains that particular effects cannot be related to
particular properties of the program: Simply comparing participants with
nonparticipants--even with selection biases eliminated=-will not provide
program "work" and for what students, and with what outcomes:
Hamilton's fourth level speaks to this issue.

Attributing Particular Effects to Particular Properties of Programs

As Hamilton notes, this level of evaluation "is both the most wseful

and the most difficult to achieve" (p. 197). It is necessary not only to

26
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kinds of participation. Here, the Conrad and Hedin work is of special

intcrest.  That differential gains are associated with the presenice of
ST T
opportunities for analysis and reflection suggests thé importance of this

property in designing programs: That attitudes about social and peraonal

responsibility and efficacy differ as a result of the opportunities provided

for decision making and social interaction speaks to the need for- clarifying

objectives. Furthermore; that; overall; four different types of programs

suggests that given exemplary programs in thefirst place and given the

outcomes of interest, content is not so crucial as the conditions of teaching

and 1’ea'rni"ng.

Hamilton's conclusion is that "level' three is as high as almost any
evaliiations havé aimed and most fall even lower: The resuit is that there
is little that can bé said with assurance about the effects of experieritial
learning" (p 198). What we 1_<_no_w, then; in any sense that is
scientifically convincing about participatory education is slim. What we are
beginning to know is encouraging and the recent attention in published
works to the kinds of issues that Hamilton raises is even more so. What

of the other lnit'er'ary works that bear upon participatory learning?
Social- and cognitive-developmental theoretical efforts that link

participatory learning have only become available in the last 15 years.

Most of the empirical research, and especially that of high scientific

learning; has focused on the first decade of life and, particularly, on the
first five yir. Yet the up-shot of thiat reseéarch is quite -favorable to

b)Y

)
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the gerieral point of view espoused by advocates of participatory learning
for secondary-school students for two rcasons. First, effects of learning

in carly childhood are reversible; and, second, development throughout

life is a matter of interactions between what a person brings to 4

situation (geretically and in terms of past experience) and the demands of

climate of belief in/thé primacy of early experience. It is now being
re-evaluated in a less-doctrinaire climate with reference to the issues of
the primacy of early learning and the interaction of person and
environment in shaping development. In short, secondary educators
interested in participatory programs now operate in a far more favorable

intellectual, if not social and political, climate than they did 15 vears ago.
A}

Issues

With respect to participatory education, three issues appear to b"e’\
paramount:  What is it? Should secondary schools be doing it? How can
it be done well?

Clarification of the Concept of Participatory Education

From this brief survey of the state of the art; I conclude that the

-

most fundamental issue facing practitioners is clarification of the concept of
youth participation. This is important; not only for educators;, but for
communities, parents, and adolescents themselves: The absence of such
clarification has led, in many instances, to a variety of sentiments that

compel comment.

28 33
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s we have seen, this is marifestly not the case, either in conceptiial
foundation or practice. The most basic aims of most programs are

profound cognitive changes: The processes by which these aims are
achieved are obviously,; in part, cognitive, just ds the processes irnivolved
in ordinary classroom. learning are, in part, cognitive. Analysis and
reflection are nearly everywhere seen as critical, perhaps the most critical
b' - -

components of effective programs. Unfortunately, program evaluators have
not concentrated upon the kinds of cognitive outcomes expected--for
example; changes in the quality of self and social understanding. At the

appear to be adversely artected; in fact, some studies show positive

Y

changes:

to Experience the "Real Wortd"

Effective youih participation programs amount to much more than
that. They are programs that are planned and structured, usually with a
blend of purposes in mind. Students' participation s guided by

responsible teachers who do not only facilitate activities but carefully

define and imnicment opportunities for stepping back, analyzing, and

reflzcting upor: what fhas occurred. As we have seen in studies of

29 34
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ediication programs.

y}'_gv'(;ﬁnit Do Outward DBound_in Kansas Because There Are No Mounhms

tlere

As Gager (1982) has pointed out,; inspiring descrlptlors of well~known
progirims sometimes lead those inexperienced in participatory education to

{ocus upon externals rather than underlying purposes:

Assumptions about odventure education...lead people to associate

“doing adventure edacation" with chmbmg gear, mountain peaks,” or’

islands off the coast of Maine. "Why, you can't do Outward Botind in
Kansas; can you?" Maybe not; but you can do adventure education

there; and cverywhere else for that matter...If you understand the

basic components of the experiential 1earmng process. (p. 32)

Cizifif§516é the concept of youth p'ai"ti'c;lp'ati'o'h to all concerned
well as to its superiicial ones: The issue is not the replication of the latter
but the application of the former. Bringing New Math to Kansas
clussrooms % different from bringing in programs like Outward Bound.
Youth participation progrems; to be effective, invite and demand lucal
adapiation rather than mere fépiitétibri (Cager, 1982). One of the

their pé.i‘titiiiaritz. They 'ré'qu'i'ré substantial i’o"c'ai (building-level)
C'o'rit’r'oi'——yét syétém—iévei éup;ﬁ'o”rt——t'o' be effective and to endure: In

\

to dedl with the adoptlon or nonadoption of the relatlvely universal (e.g.,
4 New Math curriculum and a set of .accompanying textbooks and other
materials) than with the particular (e.g., the "infusion model developed in

the PRETA programs, which involves the following steps: generating

O
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service-learning ideas; contacting appropriate community service people,
finding out where authority rests, constructing the learning experirnces

for students; developimrg working agreements with community agencies,

o3

a

must be accomplished to ensure effectiveness).

Efféctive participatory efforts are cognitive, as well as social and

dliays that the most central feature--provision for individual student
initiative and responsibility=-is present.

The Role of Participatory ‘Education in Secondary Schools

Should there be attempts to! continue to integrate participatory
\

cducation efforts into Secondary school curricula (and into the programs of

nonschool organizations)? Research alone cannot answer this question but
it can contribute valuable information. Frequently, the underlying issucs

in answering this question in a given local situation are really a fear that
participation will lead to the deterioration of basic language and numcric

skills:  However, availabie information suggests that-steW deterioration

does not occur: If the underlying issues bear upon acquisition of ..cts,

skills; and concepts within the domain covered by participatory learning,

’

then it might be answered that--in the domains studied--participatory
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¢ ‘ucation is sometimes morc, sometimes equally, but rarely if ever, luss
sfféctive.  If the underlying issucs. in arriving at an answer to the

(ueStionl hear upon motivation to achieve in a more conventional léarning
situation, the éffeécts appear to be eéquivocal. (There are not enouih
vell-désigned, follow-up studies but those that do exist at lcast suggcst

no rediction in such motivation.) If the underlying issues bear upon more
dctivi and widé-ranging and "matiire" career-exploration, it appears that
propoiients of participatory éducation programs have a good case. If they
Ledar tipon overall increases in self-esteem, the results are uncquivocal; if
they Lear upon increases in self-efficacy--in the fecling that the student

can get things done--the results seem to be positive. If decisions bear

upen the imp’brt:mée of dcquiring Some Sense that groups can be effective
in getting things done in our sSociety, then the results appear to bé even
more positive.

While rescarch can provide information of ever and ever better quality
ri-lated to these "underlying issues," it cannot supply an Answer to tho
Guestion of whether personal and social development i5 a legitimate
cducational objective. If the answer to that question is not affirmative,
then perhaps the only useful information above is that good participatorvy
cducation programs are not harmful when judged in terms orf“conventicwal,

symbolic outputs: If the answer to that question is affirmative, the

participatory education can impact on important aspects of personal and

social development--including cognitive development--in ways thii

conventional classroom programs do not:
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Recommendations
H"l;, e

There dre 4 dozen of them, directed
- - »

gquality of participatory education.
ilways by the existing literature (but only rarely supported By resvarch

thiat directly links particular outcomies with particular practices).

Munetheless these recomnienic. . tions do reflect presernt knowledge and thiis

virrant attention.
1. During the planning, implementation, and evaluation of
participatory education programs, it is important to clarify and prioritize
Conventional programs of classroom-based learning do not

oftenr have the multiple objectives of participatory education; nor are they
- - !
Because participatory education programs are not

as subject to fate:
totally based in the school, there is less direct control over the conditions

suddenly and unexpectedly happens "out here:"
-~

Participatory education programs may also have objectives that

There should be general objectives and

task and

of teaching and learning: Either may be enhanced or constrained by what

complement conventional programs:
individual objectives for participants. Often, there are
project-related objectives as well. Owing fo this mix and to changes in
program activities in light of changes ‘n opportunities; it is often difficuit

Especially important here are

this goal, the program may not bé very effective or, at least; perceived .

50.
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1. Communicate priorities among obisctives. It is important that all

constitiencies be reminded of the priorities among objectives. In most

cdses, such priorities will center on what the cetfort will do for students.

Programs have been lost in communities where communications about them

‘ciiiphasize fun activities or surface outcomes rather than what ddolescent

participants are learning and how thc are learning it. The legitimacy of
. ) \ o
cven solid programs can be undermined when opinion leaders believe that

do somethning good for the community.

3. Localize, the plan. By gow there are literally thousands of

examples of available programs. There are also program models such as

“

Fxperienced-Based Career Education, National Leadership Conference,
Outward Bound; Fox Fire, and so forth. However, as Tyler (1982) has

noted: :

I'ffective programs must be workod out at the local school level--
where the students are;, the teachers are, the parents dare, and the
out-of-school experiences will rieed to be. District administrators can
encourage projects and. furnish technical assistance where needed,; but
the local schools and their communities vary, so that a simple plan is

not likely to work. (p. 27) ‘7\
A program is not nested in thé community, in general, but in a
particular community. The best assurance that participatory cducation will
worl in a given community is the involvemeit of teachers and community
memb~rs in the planning process (Cowersy 1982). Gager (1982) noted that
1
the issue is :"o'rié of adaptation rather than replication: A truly adaptive
match or fit is one that not only uses local 'c'o'm;nliiiiiji resources bnt is

baséd upon specific, localized understandings about how the effort

- complements conventional programs within the same school:

(&R
i)
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Provide adequate plogaing times  Aygnew (1982) has suggested

Citinadeguate planning time s oone of tho o major ohstaclés to effcctive
progrimning:  When participatory programs are nicw  tooa school,
Smali-gcale pilot efforts are well worth the investoont us they provide,
slong with existing written materials and other rescurces, a laboratory for
Foviging initial plans and activities (Tyler; 19825 "After experimenting
with the pilot projects, the large-scale efforts p%d&ut%ﬁbj fower failures"
(Tyler, 1082, p: 28): Planning time must be scheduled carefully because
of the multiple objectives of usual programs; the interdependericies among
tiichers and cooperating community members, and the newness: of the
¢ffort for all the many constituencies involved. A lengthy plainning and
pilot period is also useful because it can providé an bppbi~fuh;ty to
interpet and reinterpet objectives to all the intercsted parties as they arc
clarified in the planning process.

5. Provide resources for teaching skills and knowledge to teachers.

Inadequate resources for training teachers Has been identified as another
mujor obsiacle to cffective participatory cducation prograns (Agnew, 1982;
Owens; 1982). The teacher isep facilitator and.coordinator in participatory
programs. Ilowever; the skills that the teacher reeds overiap only partly
with these of conventional subject-matter instriction. While much of the
content obviously involves subject-matter knowledge (as when the

participatory expérience serves as a laboratory adjunct to classroom

Activity), other equally im’p'ortar{t "content" comes from what is happening
in the course of the program @_q from how the student is processin, what
is happening. Teachers are not all equally adept at integrating activities

and the #tudents' perceptions of their activities with the facts and
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sject matter involved. This is especiallv so wher:

i
J

ples or the sul

nity members have 2 share in the process.  Assuring that teachers
' R

R

cicauinte gkills hecomes especially important in .at part of

i that calls for providing carefuliy structured opportunitis - {ov

tior and dnaivsis of the experier be criticual
seetive prograns.  Agoin, small-scale pilot efforts can be userul in
oo laboratory tor tcacher training, buc only if appropriate

real assistunce and consultation are provided as well.
Fhee remaining recommendations have to do with effective attributes of

ipitory educdtion programs as they bear on participants.

Participatory cducation programs ought to require opportunities

by
ceision making, initiative, and respansibility.  The theoretical and

teal basis for this assertion should by now be clear. Effective

ams of pirticipiation i-volive ii17;1vii'ig'ﬁ and not just 'ibi*éb21i;ati6ii for
I'hey involve chillenge, risk, and béi'stihai and social responsibility
outcomes and their conscqueiices. There are two levels of concorn
cer o ) student participation in tibt'ermiiiing the conditions of teaching
nd learning--that is, in

f'}'icfriéé;i;ﬂéé;_f)i-évide the requisite opportiini
responsibility.  If the program is in a planning/pilot phase, student
involvement in decision making usefully and effectively may begin theie
[f the model is relatively set, student involvement in decision making may

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



N mean to the individual and to the group are built into progranis.

e, the andividudl is challenged and applauded for individual effert.) In
Jenieral, individualizinig learning objectives and subsegiient dssessment of
“turlent progress should be seriously considered in structuring most partici-

patory learning programs.  Student participation in assessing pregress and
»

in esalunting the program ought to be guaranteed. . o

: : - - i

B I’:n‘ti'cipatbrl" =ducation programs 'o'ugh't to require the involvemént
— - ‘-\7
N

ot voung people in serious working relationships with acdults and peers. \w

\ -
N

Oni of the roots of the participatory edication imovement is the widespread ..
perceptionn that adolescents are removed from side-by-side, meaningful
mentor/apprenticeship relationshipe with adults. Less often remarked, but
»qually important, is the relative absence of opportunities to work (as
opposed to play) with peers toward a hieving scme meariingful social end.
Cotiventional classroom practices often discourage these outcomes while
effective programs of participatory education are likely to encosurage them.
Theoretically, it appears that moderate discrepancies between the expec-
tations and views of important others facilitate cognitive development,

especially with respect to the rophistication of perapectives on inter-

personal and intergroup relations; moral judgment and social convention.
Empirically; catcome resear~': suggests that a closc working relationship
Y
with at least one adult produces not only maore posiiive testimonials but
higher gain sqores on most crviteria of interest thus far measured:

Unfortunately; there has been little in the way of measuring the effects o

working with peers at responsible tasks.

o
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8. Participatory education programs should be designed to responii

to some..genuine need: This recommendation is directed toward those

programs which involve community service. In commenting upon the BETA
Project, Agrew {(1982) notes that in order for service-learning experiences
to be worthwhile for students and others, it is critical that the service "be
A genuine one that students cun recognize as meeting an importarit human
need:"  Pot simply; the point is that cosmetic, make-shift, or otherwisc
cooked-up activitics provided neither the challenge that drives ledrning
nor the opportunity to take pride in mastery and accomplishinent. Some of
the nil or counter-productive effects of work experience identified by
Steinberg (in press) may well be related to the ubsence in most adolescent
work situations of the challenges and rewards involved in identifying one's
self with a pressing human problem and its solution:

. Participatory education programs should be designed to have

visible results. When examined in the context of what has been stated

ibove; this recommendation may seem surprising and even paradoxical;

can have negative results (as; for example, when visible outcomes detract
from scrious consideration of objectives for the learner): Here the point
15 a different onc. When results of students' work are tangible and visible

mastery and accomplishment is intrinsic to the activity itself and to the
student's participation in it. The rewards are not so likely to be-

experienced as remote benefacvions of an impartial judge or arbiter ! ut as

a direct part of the process.

Sy
G
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It is not alwavs casy to identify activitics that have promise of

fangible and visible outcomes within one semester or school year.
Nevertheless; it is important that tangible results occur before the tern
6nds <o that eviluatisn of what brought tliem about can bé part of the
process;  Clarifying the positive and negative outcomes produced and how

birticipatory learning process. lere is another instance where small-scale
pilot work can be uscful. Highly motivated people often design efforts
that nre overly ambitious; pilot work can yield more realistic expectations

component. The importance of including opportunities for reflection and
Gritical analysis of participatory education programs has been noted several
timics. This point is iinderscored in the testimony of experienced
practitioniers 8 well as substantiated by outcome research: "The need to
siipplement dctivity with reflection in order to enharnce its educational

vilia ig peirhaps the most firmly grounded assertion that can be made
ibolit experiential learning” (Hamilton, 1980, p. 184). Why is reflection
so important? Tyler (1982) answers this question in several ways. First,

"experience in the 'real world' can be chaotic and confusing because

events often occur rapidly and follow each other in an apparently

disorganized fashion” (p:. 26):. Reflection provides an opportunity to put

the pieces together; to discern patterns in what is happening, and,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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guing beyond dramatic events to dig into "the system." Tyler (1982)

o What is the function of the organization with which you worked?

o What were the rrles. and the tasks of the different people in the
organization?

o liow were these tasks viewed by those who carried them out?
o What scemed to be the motives; attitudes; and social skills of the

. different persons you worked with and of the persons you served?

o How were the persons treated who worked in the organization; and

how were the clients treated? (p. 26)

1. Participatory education programs ought tc involve "hands-on"

experiénce or skill training. Evaluations of effective practices in ECBE

and in other programs suggest thiat hands-on experience is part of

effective | programs. In settings that provide. little or no learning,
|

tasks; the are irrelevant. By itself, observiig a work-site does not
constitute a participatory education experienicé. Successful participatory
education also involves explicit idertification of skills that are involved in

the tasks at hand although work on those skills may take place either

on-site or off-site as is appropri’aié (eig., "listening skills" in a human
services situation). Systematic counseling about boring and repetitive
tasks may be useful and even necessary (Owens, 1982). Learters erter
participatory education sites with individual differences in skills and

effective facilitation of their experiences involves recognition of such

e
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différences. Formulating individualized learning objectives after the
student's initial im’m'éréi'c;'n' in a setting would appear to be an effective
stratégy. Initial immersion in a responsible role provides not only an
incentive to learn the skills necessary to get the job done but also the
opportunity for the teacher and the studernt to assess, jointly, what skills
are necessary to effcctive performance and what the student needs to do
to improve his or her skills, and in what areas.

12. Planning thé azsessment of individual progress in participatory

¢dication programs should involve exploring the full range of assessment

options. When the interest is in seeing whether students have mastered
facts and concepts about tlie domain in question; assessing student

questions (e.g., as in a local government intern setting in which one of
the learning objectives of interest is in learning "how the system works"):
Such means may be particularly useful when the participatory education
program is designed as a laboratory to supplement a more conventional.

course. Asking students to keep journals is a useful device In most

these depend more upon subjective impressions than do written records.
The use of probing questions on tests or examinations--questions involving -
application; transfer, and generalization--may alsc be especially helpful.

In working with college-student research interns, 1 have found ..l
examinations to be more helpful in most cases than writtén ones. Such
examinations can be more flexibly tailored to an individual's own experience

in the field-site and to individual learning objectives. Moreover, Since
13
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oral examninations do not involve writing time; they can cover more ground.

interview questions better than control students casts an interesting
perspective on thé desirability of including oral examination components.
As Hamilton (1980) points out, determining whether such skills hold up
when the basis for discussion is somewhat removed from the actual
situation in which the student has participated provides a means of
isscssing transfer. Finally, competence in some actual &r simulated task
related to but at least superficially different from the participatory
situation could provideé for behavioral observation as a basis for assessment
for learning and its transfer.

Participatory programs have miltiple objectives and students enter them

with different needs and skills. It i5 unlikely that assessment will be an

v L

effective aid to growth or learning unless both these characteristics zre
tiken into account: Some degrev of individualizing learning objectives

and, therefore, assessment would appear to be necessary for effective
practice. ‘ :
Summary
Lffective participatory education programs are planned efforts
desigried to effect cognitive, social, and affective change: They are not

authorized hookey and raridom walks through the "real world." While the
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stite of outcome research is not yet such as to permit unequivocal

especially when compared with research on effects of work experience per
se. Positive effects include student, teacher, and commuhity superviscr

enthusiasm, feelings of self-efficacy and social efficacy, and increused
know{ledge about the 'd'om'ai"n in which the experience occcurs. At the least,
given sound programming, participatory education efforts do not undermine
learning when judged in ierlms of conventional, symbolic outputs:

Assuring effective programs appears to depend most upon: clarifying
constituencics concerned; adapting and localizing successful efforts of
oiners raiher (han atfempiing to replicaie them exactly; providing adequate

time for planning and for pilot efforts; providing resources to impart
knowledge and skills to school and community-based facilitators; providing
opportunities for student decision making, initiative; and responsibility for

needs; mounting efforts that have visible results; including opportunities
for serious analysis and reflection; providing "hands-on" experience and
skil'-training keyed-to thé needs and abilities of the group of students

in relaticii tc multiple objectives ind individual differetices that students

bring to the effort.
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