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Abstract

In this study, we documented elementary teachers' reported practices in
Six subject areas--mathematics, science, social studies, literature, art, and music.
We were particularly interested in identifying the extent to which teachers
espoused instructional goals and practices associated with teaching for
understanding compared with more "basic skills" approaches. To document
teachers' instructional goals and practices, we developed and administered a
survey to teachers in three states. To explore possible context effects, we chose
our sample of teachers to vary systematically not only by state, but also by other
important dimensions of the educational context, ‘ncluding size of district and
socioeconomic status of students in the school. By the end of November 1988,
we had received signed consent forms and surveys from 678 teachers in 35
elementary schools in six districts in California, Florida, and Michigan.

One striking pattern that emerged across all six subjects was that the least
common practice reported by teachers was to have students write text more than
a paragraph long. The median proportion of time that teachers had students
spend in writing was only 1 to 5%. This is particularly interesting because both
students’ spoken discourse and students’ written discourse are central to
teaching and learning for understanding

A second pattern that emerged across all subjects except literature was
that teachers tended to focus on practices that were associated with basic skills
instruction rather than practices associated with teaching for understanding. We
found teachers' relative emphases on basic skills activities particularly puzzling
given that these teachers taught in schools that had been nominated by district
administrators as "particularly effective in helping students develop conceptual
understanding, problem solving, and higher level thinking."

We searched for and expected to find differences among teachers in their
self-reported knowledge, goals and practices depending on the state and local
contexts. In particular, we thought that teachers' reported goals and practices
might reflect emphases of state policymakers in the three states. Despite these
differences between California and Florida in their published policies, our survey
of teachers showed few consistent differences between California teachers'
reported instructional goals and practices in elementary subjects and those
reported by teachers in Michigan and Florida.

Woe leamed more about the vast distance between the rhetoric of the
policymakers and the realities of classroom practice when we conducted case
studies of mathematics teaching in some of the survey teachers' classrooms
during the 1989-80 school year. After conducting our case studies, we found that
we understood much more about how teachers created their practice within the
contexts in which they work. We concluded that more than surveys will be
necessary to get beneath the rhetoric and to measure and understand the
practices of teaching and learning in context.

(W3]




ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' REPORTS OF THEIR GOALS AND
INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES IN SIX SCHOOL SUBJECTS

Penelope L. Peterson, Ralph T. Putnam,
Jan Vredevoogd, and James Reineke!

Introduction

Throughout the 1980s, various groups called for reform in the teaching and
learning that is occurring in American schools (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson,
1984, Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983; National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1989). In
any such reform, teachers will play important roles, for it is teachers who must enact
and make real in their classrooms the goals and visions set forth by policymakers
(Cohen, 1988; Eimore & McL.aughlin, 1988). In spite of the central role teachers play in
reform efforts, few researchers have attempted to document systematically the actual
goals and instructional practices reported by elementary school teachers as they teach
various subject matters. Developing methods for documentation has become
particularly salient as policymakers have demanded measures of the reform as it
progressas. Some educational researchers and policymakers have suggested that
such measures might serve as "indicators" of the condition of education in our country
just as economic indicators serve as measures of the condition of our economy
(Murnane & Raizen, 1988; Porter, 1991; Shavelson, McDonnell, Oakas, & Carey, 1987).

A Study of Elementary Teachers' Reported Goals and Practices

In this study, we attempted to document elementary teachers’ reported practices
in six subject areas--mathematics, science, social studies, literature, art, and misic. We

were particularly interested in identifying the extent to which teachers espoused

1Penelope Peterson is University Distinguished Professor and Co-Director,
Center for the Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects, Michigan State University
(MSU). Ralph T. Putnam, an associate professor at MSU, is a senior researcher with
the Center. Jan Vredevoogd and James Reineke are doctoral candidates in the College
of Education at MSU and served as research assistants with the Center during the time
this study was conducted.
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instructional goals and practices associated with teaching for understanding, thinking,
problem solving and thoughtful use of knowledge in contrast to more "basic skills"
approaches. We aiso wanted to examine possible influences of the context on teachers’
reported goals and practices. To document teachers' instructional goals and practices,
we developed and administered a survey to teachers in three states. We viewed this
survey as a pilot for the kind of measure that might be developed as a indicator of
teachers' instructional goais and practices.

We conducted the survey during 1988-89 as part of the research of the Center
for the Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects at Michigan State University, a
national research center funded by the United States Department of Education's Office
of Educational Research and Improvement to study elementary teaching and learning in
mathematics, science, social studies, literature, and the arts. We developed the survey
as part of our ongoing work in which we were defining what good teaching might look
like that goes beyond basic skills and focuses on thinking, understanding and use of
knowledge. In this phase of our work, we devoted extensive time to analyses and
review of existing theories and research and to surveys of expert opinion, including
interviewing outstanding elementary teachers and university professors in each of the
subject disciplines and in education. (See for example, Brophy, 1988; Cianciolo, 1988;
May, 1989; Prawat, 1993; Putnam, Lampert, & Peterson, 1990; Roth, 1990).

Defining | . | Teaching B | the "Basics”

We began by defining learning beyond the basics as "higher order thinking," but
then searched for another ter— because this term itself assumes a "basic skills"
framework. Researchers in leaming have cast doubt on the hierarchical assumptions of
leaming that pervade much of traditional school practice--that students can engage in
critical thinking, probiem solving, applications, and other “higher order” thinking only
after they have mastered "basic” facts and skills. Rather, all learners are capable of

engaging in what have been called "high-level” activities. Contemporary researchers



contend that for meaningful and useful learning to take place, learners need to develop
their knowledge within the contexts in which they will use it. After considering these
ideas and many others gleaned through analyses of the literature and expert opinion,
we revised our thinking and found the term "“learning and teaching for understanding
and use of knowledge" to be more descriptive and useful. We developed a number of
working ideas of what learning and teaching for understanding might look like, both
within and across subjects. Some ideas were identified as specific to subject areas, but
the following ideas about instructional goals and practices were viewed as common

across content domains (Center for the Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects,
1993):

° Instructional goals emphasize the development of student understandings
within contexts where students use the knowledge they are developing.

° The teacher’s role is to actively assess different students' understandings
in varied ways and to support students' learning.

® The teacher creates a learning community with opportunities for extensive

discourse about shared issues and tasks and possibilities for multiple
ways of participating.

° Activities and projects engage learners in problem solving, creating,
thinking, inquiry and reflection, not just memory or reproduction.

® Thinking is leamed within each subject (such as mathematics or science)
in contexts that call for students to think creatively, solve problems,
inquire, and reflect as they learn.

The Survey

We intended the survey to provide a picture of the extent to which teachers
espoused instructional goals and practices associated with teaching for understanding
ir contrast to more "basic skills" approaches. Accordingly, most of the survey (ltems 7-
30) focused on teachers' instructional goals and practices in six subjects--mathematics,

social studies, science, art, music, and literature. (See Appendix for copy of compiete
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survey.) The items were grouped Uy subject, so teachers answered questions only for
the subjects they taught.

To assess teachers’ goals, we asked them to indicate their agreement (on a
scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree) with a number of statements about
instructional goals. These items were intended to assess teachers' overall goals for
students, especially their emphases on developing students' understanding, thinking,
and problem solving versus an emphasis on basic skills and factual knowledge. In each
subject one goal emphasized mastering basic skills and factual knowledge; a second
goal focused on developing understanding. Teacher were to indicate their agreement
with each of these as their primary goals. For visual arts and music, the goals consisted
of three statements rather than two--one emphasized the acquisition of basic techniques
of production and performance; one emphasized self-expression; and one emphasized
understanding and critical thinking about art and music.

The final two goal items in each subject area focused on the role of basic skills,
facts, and techniques in learning in ways that promote understanding, thinking, and
problem solving. In our earlier analyses we had found that current views of teaching for
understanding emphasized the importance of understanding and thoughtfulness
pervading all instruction, in contrast to the view that students are capable of "higher
order” thinking and problem solving only after they have mastered more "basic" or "low-
level” skills and knowledge. In each of the content areas, we wrote staiements to
capture these two perspectives. One item in each content area stated that students
needed to learn basic skills, facts, vocabulary, or tachniques before they were capable
of understanding, critical thinking, and problem solving. A second item stated that the
leaming of skills, facts, techniques, and vocabulary should take place within the context
of problem solving or thinking.

A list of instructional practices or activities followed the goals statements in each

subjeci. We asked teachers to indicate cn a 7-point scale the approximate percent cf
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time (from "none" to over "75%") that students in their classrooms spent in each
practice. In listing practices, we included practices that we thought would indicate a
"basic skills" or "traditional® orientation and practices that we thought would indicate an
emphasis on understanding, problem solving, and thinking. In doing so, we realized
that no single practice is associated with a particular emphasis and that a particular set
of practices does not necessarily define an understanding orientation or a basic skills
orientation. Yet we thought that, across a range of practices, teachers' responses might
reflect patterns associated with these differing instructional orientations and goals. For
example, in mathematics, we expected that teachers oriented toward understanding and
problem solving would report spending more time on having "students solve story
problems" and "use manipulative materials or drawings to solve problems” and less time
on having "students practice or drill on computational skills.” In addition, because
discussion, writing, and assessment emerged in our previous analyses as important
features of teaching for understanding across content areas, we included an item
focused on each of these in the list of practices for each subject.

In addition to the items on instructional goals and practices, we asked teachers to
rate how effective and knowledgeable they were in various subject areas compared to
other elementary teachers (Items 5 and 6). We also asked teachers to indicate their
current teaching assignments and years of teaching e;(peﬁence at various grade levels.
Ihe Respondents

Wae chose to survey elementary teachers in three states--California (CA),
Michigan (M), and Florida (FL)--because these states reprasent distinctly different
policy contexts, and in 1988, they differed significantly both substantively and
procedurally in their approaches to subject area curriculum guidelines and policies at
the state level (Freeman , 1989). To explore possible context effects, we chose our
sample to vary systematically not only by state but also by other important dimensions

e
of the educational context, including size of district and socioeconomic status of
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students in the school. Within each state we selected one large urban district and one

moderate-sized district. Within each district we asked administrators to nominate four
schools in their district that were recognized as particularly effective in helping students
develop conceptual understanding, problem solving, and higher tevel thinking--iwo
schools that served students of relatively high socioceconomic status (SES) (15% or less
of the students qualified for free or reduced lunch) and two schools that served students
of relatively low socioeconomic status (50-80% of the students qualified for free or
reduced lunch). With the help of the state-level directors of either the Catholic schools
or the nonpublic sck 2ls in each state, we aiso obtained nominations of two private
Catholic elementary schools in each district. We then contacted the principals of these
six schools in each district and confirmed their willingness to participate in the survey
study.

We asked the principal of each of the 36 selected schools to request that each
elementary teacher in the school complete the survey. In a cover letter to the teacher,
we indicated that the survey was part of research being conducted by the Center for the
Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects at Michigan State University, and that
we would use what we leamed from the study to help improve education in our nation's
schools. We stated that the survey was being administered to teachers in several
states and that it was important to get information from a large number of teachers on
“their goals and classroom practices in teaching ele’aentary subjects. Packets of
surveys were sent to principals at each school during August or September, 1988. We
indicated that teachers' participation was voluntary and that we would guarantee
confidentiality of their survey responses. Teachers signed the informed consent form on
the bottom of the front page indicating their understanding of the purposes of the study,
the guarantee of confidentiality of their responses, and their willingness to participate.

Although the principal distributed the surveys to the teachers and returned the packet of




surveys in a self-addressed express mail envelope, the principal did not see the
completed surveys of individual teachers.

To ensure confidentiality, each teacher placed the completed survey in a sealed
envelope before returning it to the principal. By the end of November, we received
signed consent forms and surveys from 678 teachers in 35 of the 36 elementary schools
we had selected. The 36th elementary school (a low SES school in the large urban
district in California) eventualily declined to participate due to unforeseen difficulties that
arose during the fall of the school year. Because we were interested in teachers'
reported instructional goals and practices by subject, the data set for the analysis of
each subject differed slightly, including only the responses of teachers who reported
teaching that subject and responded to all the questions for that subject. For example,
of the 678 teachers who responded to the survey, 493 teachers reported teaching
mathematics and-answered all twelve mathematics questions.

Analyses

Because we were more interested in the relative emphases that teachers gave to
each of the practices listed than in the absolute proportion of time ey spent in each
practice, we constructed deviation scores from the mean score for each teacher. We
subtracted the teacher's own average response for the eight oractices from his or her
response for each practice. This resuited in eight deviated practice scores for each
teacher. Similarly, we were also interested in teachers' relative emphases on pairs of
goals in addition to being interested in teachers' endorsements of the basic skills goal
(goél 1) and the understanding goal (goal 2), respectively. Thus, we examined scores
for teachers' responses to each goal statement, but we also created two difference
scores for teachers' responses to pairs of goals for each teacher. In science,
mathematics, social studies and literature by subtracting a teacher's response to goal 1

from his or her response to goal 2 and his or her response to goal 3 from goal 4. In art

[
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and music, a teacher's response to goal 1 was subtracted from the response to goal 3
and the response to goal 4 was subtracted from the response to goal 5.

To explore possible relationships of context to teachers' reported goals and
instructional practices, we computed four-way analyses of variance with state (CA, M,
FL), SES of school (low vs. high), grade (kindergarten through sixth), size of district
(large vs. moderate) as independent variables and teachers' scores on each of the
goals and practices in each subject as dependent variables. We aiso computed four-
way anralyses of variance with state (CA, MI, FL), SES of school {low vs. high), grade
(kindsrgarten through sixth), and type of teacher (regular vs. specia'ist) as independent
variables and teachers' ratings of their knowledge and effectiveness in each subject as
dependent variables

Besuits
! jonal jcas.

To examine profiles of teachers’ reported instructional practices and goals in
each subject area, we created "box and whisker” plots (Tukey, 1977) to get a picture of
the relative emphases that teachers gave to respective instructional practices and goals
within each subject area as well as to compare teachers' reported use of practices that
were common across subjects areas. The box in the plot includes 50% of the teachers
with scores ranging from the 25th percentile to the 75th percentile. The median is
designated by M. The "inner fence,” indicated by dashes, represents 1.5 times the
range or spread of scores within the box. Starred scores (*) are observed scores that
fall beyond the box and inner fence.

Mathamatics. Figure 1 shows the box and whisker plot for teachers' reported
instructional practices in mathematics. Teachers reported spending the most time on
explaining computational procedures or concepts and on having students practice or

drill on computational skills--practices clearly associated with the teaching of basic skills.
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Yet teachers aiso emphasized having students use manipulative materials or drawings
to solve problems. When we initially designed the survey, we intended "students use
manipulatives” to be a practice associated with teaching for understanding. We now
realize that having students use manipulatives might be carried out in either a direct-
instruction manner associated with basic skills teaching or in an manner aimed at
constructing students' understanding. (Compare, for example, cases of teachers
described by Cohen, 1990; Franke, Carpenter, & Carey, in press; Peterson, 1990; &
Fennema). Teachers reported spending less time having students solve problems or
discuss problem solving, and they spent the least time having students write text more
than a paragraph long. Although teachers agreed with the goal of helping students
master basic computational skills, they overwhelmingly endorsed the goal of helping
students to solve problems and think mathematically with a median response of 6 on a
6-point scale.

Science. The medians and distribution of teachers' deviated scores for their
instructional practices in science are shown in Figure 2. As was the case in social
studies, teachers reported spending the least proportion of time on having students
write text more than a paragraph long, and little variation existed among teachers in
their reports of having students write text in science. Teachers reported spending the
most time in discussions of facts and ideas presented in the text or in class; reading and
lecture on the text; watching demonstrations by the teacher or doing "hands-on"
activities; and in teacher-led critical thinking activities. They spent less time on having
students create models, maps or diagrams. We intended the practices associated with
teaching for basic skills to be 1, 2, 3, and 8, and practices most associated with
teaching for understanding to be 4, 5, 6, and 7. However, as is the case for
manipulative use in mathematics, we realize that watching demonstrations by the
teacher, hands-on activities, and teacher-led critical thinking activities might be carried

out either in a direct-instruction manner associated with basic skills teaching or in an
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manner aimed at constructing students' understanding. This ambiguity makes teachers’
responses to these two activities difficult to place as either basic skills teaching or
teaching for understanding. Interestingly, teachers gave equal endorsement to the goal
of basic skills learning and the goal of understanding and using concepts and processes
in science.

Social studies. Figure 3 shows the box and whisker plot for teachers' reported
instructional practices in social studies. When we designed the survey we intended
practices 1, 2, 5, and 8 to be most associated with teaching for basic skilis and
practices 3, 4, 6, and 7 to be most associated with teaching for understanding.
Teachers reported spending the greatest proportion of time on teacher-led discussions
of content, teacher-led critical thinking activities, and textbook reading and recitation
activities aimed at acquiring facts. Teachers varied the most in the extent to which they
emphasized reading and recitation of facts, with some teachers spending more than
75% of their time in this practice and others spending no time in it. Teachers reported
spending the least proportion of time on having students write text more than a
paragraph long, and little variation existed among teachers in their reports of having
students write text in social studies. Teachers agreed most strongly with the goal of
helping students develop understanding and the ability to think critically about social
studies, giving it a median of 5 on a 6-point scale, with 50% of the teachers giving it a
rating between 4.5 and 6.0. But teachers also agreed with the goal of helping students
master basic facts and concepts, giving it a median rating of 4 on a 6-point scale.”

Literature. The medians and box plots of scores on teachers' reported
instructional practices in literature are shown in Figure 4. Teachers least frequently
emphasized students taking written tests in literature. They also placed considerably
less emphasis on having students write text more than a paragraph long than they

placed on having students read books of their own choice or on having students discuss
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literature. Teachers gave equal endorsement to the goal of helping students learn
about spacific literary elements and types of literature and to the goal of helping
students leamn to analyze and critically evaluate literature.

Ar. Figure § shows the box and whisker plot for teachers’ reported instructional
practices in social studies. In art, the least frequently reported practices were having
students write text more than a paragraph long, having students take tests, and having
students view, discuss, and judge art created by themselves. In contrast, elementary
teachers reported that they most frequently had students make individual art objects as
a whole-class activity. The next most frequent practice was for the teacher to

demonstrate or answer questions about how to make an art object or to use media and

tools. Consistent with these two practices most frequently used by teachers, the
teachers endorsed the goal of having students acquire basic techniques and learn about -
art media and tools considerably more than they endorsed the goal of helping students
understand and think critically about art and how art is created, viewed, and interpreted.
Music. The medians and distribution of teachers’ deviated scores for their
instructional practices in mathematics are shown in Figure 6. As was the case in ar,
the three least frequently reported practices in music were having students write text
more than a paragraph long, having students take tests, and having students view,
discuss, and judge music performed by themselves. In music, the two most frequently
reported practices were to have students perform music directed by the teacher and to
have students engage in creative movement activities to explore concepts such as

pitch, rhythm, style, or form. In keeping with these practices that they engaged in most

frequently, teachers of music endorsed the goals of helping students acquire basic
techniques of singing and playing music and helping student learn to enjoy music and
express themselves They endorsed both these goals considerably more than the goal
of helping students understand and think critically about musical forms and how they are

created and interpreted, and they actually disagreed with this latter goal.

Q ‘ 2“




SIs9,
MeL
UET TN

ydeSereg e
uey], AOW
X9,

AW
suspmg

parear)) ey
Ay uy
ssnosi/e8png
suIpug

9

sdnoiny
ul IO\
sjuapnig

S

sseD
SOy Se
uy e
SIUIpIIg

14

SNAIDY
Supyury
feouu) w
98e3uy
SsuIpg

t

"Uy Ul Sadloeld [euoonisu| pepodey UO S8100S pejeiae( ,S1eUdEe| 10} 10|d SIeNSIUM pue xog ‘Gemmbly . O

UOTPULIOJU]
SIUISALJ  SITRNSUOUI(]
1yoed],

(4

ot

O
—

0¢Z-

00

0¢

ov




V)
&
]

"2ISNP Ul SOIN0BI [euononsu| peuodey UO S8100G paleIne(] SI0Uoee | 10} 10|d SIBNSIUM Pue xog 9 einbi4

yder3ereq oIsnpy SAMNABOY
BURY]  SONIATDOY wx { 4q SSROSKY  I9YOedL 4q Sunpury), asny
SISV QO  JUNUIAOW pouLIoj9d ‘uojIdd pawang reonu) 30 UL
UMM XL JAnRa)  oIsny 2Bpnr ‘arear) sy UoISSNOSY]  uoneuLIojul 01 AOH
ML AU ur 98eSuy ‘ssnostg Apeanesadoo) uoydg ut 98eBug SIUISAL]  SSTENSUOWA]
swWPIS  syuepmag suapag sudpmIg sluopmig SWIPS siupIg yoed], yoed]
6 8 L 9 S L4 € [4 1
0'S-
~
-
_ A
W
N N N
‘ W _ I 00
| | | s
" |
I s
0'S




Teachers' Self-Ratings of Knowledge and Effectiveness

Regular elementary classrcom rated themselves as quite effective in teaching
reading, literature, writing, mathematics, science and social studies. They gave
themselves a median rating of 4 on a 5-point scale or "considerably more effective than
most elementary teachers” in each of these subjects. However, they felt less effective
in teaching art and music, giving themselveé median ratings of only 3 and rating
themselves as "about equal to most teachers.” Teachers' self-ratings of their knowledge
were similar to their ratings of effectiveness. They rated themselves as only about
equal to most teachers in their knowledge in art and music (median of 3), but they rated
themselves as considerably more knowledgeable than most other teachers in other
subjects (median of 4). The only exception was science where the median seli-rating by
teachers was a 3 in knowledge and a 4 in effectiveness.

The analyses of variance revealed influences of type of teacher, grade level, and
state on teachers’ self-reports of their iinowledge and effectiveness. In art, music, and
science, specialists in each of these respective areas rated themselves as significantly
more knowledgeable and effective in teaching these subjects than did regular
eleraentary teachers. In reading, primary grade teachers (K-2nd) rated themselves as
significantly more knowledgeable and effective at teaching reading t»-  did upper grade
(4th-6th) teachers. In writing, elementary teachers in California rated themseives as
significantly more knowledgeable and effective in teaching writing than did elementary
teachers in Florida or Michigan.

. ts of Teachers' R (| ional Goal | Pract

Out of the four-way analyses of variance on teachers' reported instructional goals
and practices came few significant main effects of state, SES, grade and size of district,
but many higher order interactions. We graphed these main effects and higher-order

interactions in an attempt to interpret them in light of possible contextual influences on
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teacher's' practices. In doing so, we found we gained little understanding, and many of
them made little obvious sense.

For example, we found main effects of grade and state and a significan* state x
grade x size of district interaction on teachers’ reported time spent having students
discuss mathematical ideas as a class or in small groups. In examining these effects,
we found that in all schools, teachers of kindergarten and first grade reported spending
relatively more time having students discuss mathematical ideas than did teachers of

other grades with the exception of kindergarten and first-grade teachers in the large

Michigan district who reported spending significantly less time in this practice than at the
higher grade levels. They also reported spending relatively iess time in this practice
than did any of the teachers at any grade level in any of the other districts. Among
sacond through sixth grade teachers in the large districts, there was no difference
between states in their reported frequency of time teachers devoted to having students
discuss mathematical ideas. However, among the three moderate sized districts,
teachers in California consistently renorted having students discuss mathematical ideas
more than did teachers in either Michigan or Florida.

Another example was a significant state x district size effect that we found for
teachers' reported use of having students create models, diagrams, or concept maps in
science. California teachers in large districts reported spending slightly less time having
students create these representations in science than did teachers in large districts in
Florida or Michigan. But among teachers in moderate-sized districts, California
teachers reported spending the greatest amount of time in this practice, and Michigan
teachers reported spending the least amount of time with Florida teachers falling in
between.

Woe offer a final example to illustrate how complex higher order interaction eftects
also appeared for teachers' reported goals. We found a significant SES x state x size of

district x grade interaction on the difference score for teachers' endorsement of social
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studies goal 2 (aimed at students' understanding) over goal 1 (aimed at students
acquiring basic skills). In moderate-sized districts, there was no significant difference
between schools at different SES levels in their relative ratings of goal 2 over goal 1 for
teachers at grades two through six. However, there was a significant difference for
kindergarten and first-grade teachers. In the large districts, teachers at different grade
levels reported varying degrees of discrimination between these two goais depending
on the SES level of their school. Teachers in the moderate-sized district in California
reported the greatest difference in their agreement with social studies goal 2 over goal 1
with teachers in Florida and Michigan making less of a distinction. Teachers from the

moderate sized district in Michigan made the smallest distinction in their ratings on
these two goals.

Discussion

Instructional Practices Emphasized by Elementary Teact

Orie striking pattern that emerged across all subjects--literature, mathematics,
science, social studies, art and music--was that the least common practice reported by
teachers was to have students write text more than a paragraph long. Indeed, in every
one of the six elementary subjects including literature, the mediarn proportion of time that
teachers had students spend in writing was only 1-5%. Furthermore, teachers were
remarkably consistent in their reports of not having students write text more than a
paragraph long. Remarkable consistency existed across teachers as well as consistent
across subject mattars. This is particularly interesting because both students' spoken
discourse and students' written discourse are central to teaching for understanding
(Center for the Leaming and Teaching of Eiementary Subjects, 1993). Such teaching
seeks to elicit students’ understandings through discourse and then to work with these
understandings in the instructional context. Teaching for understanding would have
students creating the learning "text" in other ways, such as through students working on

their own projects' creating models, diagrams, maps or other representations; inventing
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and debating new ideas or ways to solve problems through classroom discourse;
creating and critiquing their own art, music, drama, or writings.

A second pattern that emerged across all subjects except literature was that
teachers tended to focus on practices that were associated with basic skills instruction
rather than practices associated with teaching for understanding. We found teachers'
relative emphases on basic skills activities particularly puzzling given that these
teachers taught in schools that had been nominated by district administrators as
"particularly effective in helping students develop conceptual understanding, problem
solving, an/d higher level thinking." For example, in mathematics teachers reported
giving the least emphasis to students' solving problems, students' discussions of
problem solving, students’ discussions of ideas, and students’ writing text more than a
paragraph long. Thay gave greatest emphasis to students' practicing or drilling on
computational skilis arnd teachers explaining concepts or computational procedures. In
social studies, teachers emphasized reading and recitation of facts and teacher-led
discussions the most, while they empiasized students' research projects and students’
writing text the least. Similarly, in science teachers stressed reading and lecture on the
text and discussions of facts or ideas from the text although they also stressed feacher-
led critical thinking activities and watching demonstrations by the teacher. They placed
considerably less stress on students' creating models, maps, or diagrams, and they
placed the least emphasis on having students write text more than a paragraph long. In
art and music, teachers placed greatest emphasis on students' making art objects as a
whole-class activity and performing music directed by the teacher. In contrast, teachers
placed considerably less emphasis on students' working in self-directed groups or
cooperatively to create or discuss art or music and on students’ discussing or judging art
or music created by themselves.

Interestingly, reported practices for literature did not seem to fit the pattern in

other subjects of relative imbalance weighted toward basic skills instruction and away
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from teaching for understanding. In literature, teachers' most fraquently reported
practices included a balance of basic skills instruction and teaching for understandi ng.
Their most frequently reported practice was having students read books of their choice.
Teachers' next most frequently reported practice was having students analyze,
evaluate, and discuss literary selections, but teachers gave equal emphasis to lecture-
recitation on specific literary elements and different types of literature. In addition, they
reported emphasizing students' participation in readers’ theater, drama, and writing in
different literary genres.

It seems likely that teachers' reported practices in literature teaching overiapped
substantially with their teaching of reading and other language arts even though the
directions on the survey stated that "literature refers to reading literature and learning
about iiterary forms, appreciation, analysis, etc.; it may or may not overiap with the
teaching of reading and other language arts.” Yet because the survey included pages
on every subject taught in elementary school but did not included specific items on
goals and practices in reading, many teachers probably interpreted the literature items
in such a way so as to include their goals and practices teaching of reading and other
language arts as well.

Why might reported teachers' practices in literature reflect a greater orientation
toward teaching for understanding than their reported practices in the other subject
areas? (ne possibility is that because elementary teachers have greater subject matter
knowledge in literature and reading than in the other elementary subjects, they fee!
more comfortable in this subject in attempting to move away from basic skills instruction
toward the kinds of understanding-oriented instruction being emphasized in the current
reform. Indeed, this hypothesis was supported by teachers’ self-ratings of their own
subject-matter knowledge. Regular classroom teachers self-ratings of their subject
matter knowledge showed that teachers had the highest median ratings for reading

followed by literature and the lowest median ratings for music and visual arts. Similarly,
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regular classroom teachers rated themselves as most effective in teaching reading and
literature and least effective in teaching music, visual arts, and science. A second
possibility is inat the reforms oriented toward understanding and away from basic skills
actually had gotten a good start in literature and reading, associated with the movement
away from use of basal readers toward comprehension-oriented instruction or "whole
language" and the use of "real books" or trade books to teach reading and literature in
the elementary school. Certainly, at the national level reforms in reading and literature
might traced to the publication of Becoming a Nation of Readers (Anderson, Hiebert,
Scott, & Wilkinson, 1984).)--a document that predated by several years similar national
reform documents in other areas such as mathematics (National Council of Teachers of
mathematics, 1989, 1991) and science (Rutherford & Ahigren, 1990). |
Elementary Teachers' Reporied Goals

Consistent with their reported practices in literature that incorporated both
teaching literature for understanding as well as for basic skills, elementary teachers
weighted equally the goals of helping students learn about specific literary elements and
helping students leamn to analyze and critically evaluate literature. Also consistent with
their basic skills practices in art and music, teachers espoused the goal of helping
students acquire basic techniques over the goal of helping students understand and
think critically about art concepts or musical forms.

In mathematics and science, teachers also endorsed equally these twin goals of
learning basic skills and developing understanding even though their reported practices
in these subject areas seemed to reflect a greater weighting toward basic skills
instruction than toward teaching for understanding. Moreover, in social studies teachers
actually gave greater endorsement to the goal of helping students develop
understanding and think critically in social studies than to the goal of helping students

master basic skills and concept definitions, even though their reported practices seemed

not to refiect such an emnhasis.
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We found it difficult to makes sense of teachers' practices in light of their
espoused goals. Possibly, teachers had begun to change their goals to move beyond
basic skills because they had internalized some of the "rhetoric” of the goals of tha
current reform aithough they had not yet changed their practices. Alternatively, perhaps
teachers themselves actually saw their espoused goals as consistent with their reported
practices even though we did not. A third possibility is that words such as, "critical
thinking® and "understanding” might have meant very different things to teachers (and
readers) who read and responded to the survey than they meant to us, as researchers
(and authors), when we developed and wrote the survey items. Any or all of these
factors might have influenced teachers' responses, in interactive and dynamic ways.

With greater resources, we might have been able to sort our these aiternative
explanations. For example, we might have conducted follow-up interviews with the
teachers, and through these we might have been able to develop a greater
understanding of teachers' thinking about their practices and to probe further what
seemed to us to be puzzling inconsistencies between teachers' reported goals and
practices. (See Knapp & Peterson, 1991, for a description of such an inquiry that was
successful.) Such interviews might have also have helped us understand what certain
words and statements on the survey meant to teachers. We did deepen our
understanding of teachers’ perspectives a year later when we conducted case studies of
mathematics teaching in several of the California teachers' classrooms. When we
interviewed and observed these teachers, they expressed their convictions that they
wefe teaching mathematics for understanding. Yet researchers' and reformers’
readings of these same teachers' practices saw them as aimed more at teaching basic
skills than at teaching for understanding (Ball, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Sykes,
1990; Peterson, 1990; Wilson, 1990).
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We searched for and expected to find differences among teachers in their self-
reported knowledge, goals and practices depending on the state and local contexts. In
particular, we thought that teachers' reported goals and practices might reflect
emphases of state policymakers in the three states. in 1988, 43 cut of 50 states
reported having policies and practices aimed at encouraging elementary teachers to
teach subjects for understanding and thinking. The state of California was especially
advanced in developing educational policies beyond the basic skills. By 1988,
California had published extensive curriculum frameworks aimed at understanding in
sach subject and had adopted textbooks and developed state achievement tests
aligned with the curriculum frameworks. In contrast, Florida in 1988 had policies still
aimed mainly at supporting learning of the basic skills. Despite these differences
between California and Florida in their published policies, our survey of teachers
showed few consistent differences between California teachers' reported instructional
goals and practices in elementary subjects and those reported by teachers in Michigan
and Florida.

One of the few clear main effects of state appeared for teachers' ratings of their
knowledge and effectiveness in teaching writing; California teachers rated themseives
significantly more knowledgeable and effective in teaching writing than Florida and
Michigan teachers. This may reflect the influence of the California Writing Project that
has been operating as a statewide professional development network for a number of
years. However, the influence did not extend to teachers’ reports of the frequency with
which they had students write text more than a paragraph long in each subject.
Teachers reported a median frequency for writing of less than 5% in every subject, and
in this respect, teachers in California did not differ significantly from teachers in
Michigan or Florida. Also, we found no consistent ditferences by state in teachers'’

reported emphasis on writing text more than a paragraph long.




The lack of clear main effects main effects of state on teachers' reported
instructional goals and practices led us to suspect that the gap between state
policymakers' visions and teachers' instructional practices is greater than most
policymakers assume. We learned more about the vast distance between the rhetoric
of the policymakers and the realities of classroom practice when we conducted case
studies of mathematics teaching in some of the survey teachers' classrooms during the
1989-90 school year. Of the 23 elementary teachers we observed and interviewed, we
found that only two teachers had actually seen copies of the state's curriculum
framework in mathematics. In one large California district, district-level policies
continued to support mastery learning, testing and retesting, pacing charts, and direct
instruction in the core elementary subjects. It was not surprising then that a second-
grade case study teacher in that district expressed her feeling of distress at being
pressed to teach mathematics for understanding while at the same time receiving
messages to continue to use mastery learning and direct instruction to teach basic skills
to her class of low socioeconomic students (Peterson, 1990). The same teacher also
confessed that she felt that she had inadequate knowledge of mathematics to teach in
this new way. Like the other teachers in our case studies, this teacher had been
provided with few professional development opportunities at the state or local levels.

We concluded from our case studies of California teachers as well as from our
anaiyses of variance on teachers’ survey responses that contexts (including the school,
state, and local policy contexts) do make a difference. However, we do not see
influences of context as simple, main effects, that can be pulled apar, but rather as
effects that are multiple, interwoven, and dynamic. We found it impossible to interpret
the analyses of variance resuiis which showed muitiple significant higher leve!
interaction effects of contexts on teachers' reported goals and practices. We found it
much easier to interpret such interaction effects through our case studies of teachers.

For example, the case study teacher described above helped us understand how
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policies at the state and district and school come together and influence a teacher's
thinking about her practice of teaching mathematics to low-income children (Peterson,
1990). In exploring possible contextual influences on teachers' practice, we came to
agree with Cronbach (1975) when he pointed to the pervasiveness of higher order
interaction effects and argued for the use of case studies or narrative forms to describe
and interpret them.
Conclusions and Implications
in the end, we questioned what useful knowledge we gained from our survey.

On the one hand, the survey allowed us to get a broad sweep of the views of hundreds
of teachers in a number of schools and districts in California, Michigan, and Florida.
Certainly, considerably more resources would have been required to interview or visit
such a large number of teachers. On the other hand, we puzzied about the patterns we
saw in mathematics, science, and social studies where teachers' endorsed
understanding-oriented goals yet reported a prevalence of what seemed to us as basic
skills practices. This apparent discrepancy made us wonder about the meanings that
teachers brought with them in responding to the questions on our survey about their
goals and practices. To understand these meanings we needed to interview teachers
and probe the assumptions they were making and the meanings of the words they used
to describe their teaching practice. When we did this with a group of California teachers
whom we had surveyed, we found that we understood much more about how teachers
created their practice within the contexts in which they work (Cohen & Bali, 1990).

| I teachers are key to educational reform, then reformers and policymakers will
need to understand how and why teachers teach the way they do and how they are
interpreting the new goals and visions of practice which they are being pressed to enact.
What will be needed are in-depth, contextualized understandings of teachers' goals and

practices that reveal the assumptions and meanings that teachers bring to their work.
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More than surveys will be necessary to get beneath the rhetoric and to measure and
understand the progress of the current reform.
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Michigan State University

Center for the Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects Institute for Research on Teaching
College of Education, Erickson Hall (517) 353-6415
East Lansing, Michigan 48824-1034

Dear Colleague,

This questionnaire is part of research being conducted by the Center for the Learning and Teaching of Elementary

Subjects, Michigan State University. Our mission is to study the elementary school teaching of mathematics,

science, social studies, literature, and the arts, using what we leam to make recommendations for improving the
“education of our nation’s students.

The questionnaire, which is being administared to teachers in several states, addresses teachers' goals and
classroom practices in teaching elementary subjects. The questionnaire is important for helping us get information
about these issues from a large number of teachers. The questionnaire appears to be lengthy, but many of the
questions can be answered quite quickly. We have tried hard to keep the questionnaire as brief as possible. Most
teachers have been able to complete it in 20-30 minytes.

As researchers, we are not connected with your school district, nor are we evaluating your teaching, your school, or
your school district. We will not use data that we collect in any way that would reflect on you personally. Your
responses to the questionnaire will be held in confidence. You will be identified only by number in analysis and
reporting of the research. Your participation is voluntary, and you may decide to have your responses deleted
from our data at a later time without penalty. Your responses, however, are important to providing an accurate
picture of your school and its teachers. We will be happy to provide you with results of the study.

We hope that you will take the time to answer our questions for this important research. If you need further
information or have questions, please feel free to call one of us collect.

Dr. Raiph Putnam, Study Coordinator (517) 353-0637

Dr. Donaid Freeman, Study Coordinator (517 ) 353-0628
Dr. Penelope Peterson, Center Co-Director (517) 355-1737
Dr. Jere Brophy, Center Co-Director (517) 353-647C

Questionnaire Instructions

Please sign the informed consent statement below before completing the questionnaire. Because the
questionnaire will be optically scanned, it is very important that you:

fill in circles completely using a No. 2 pencil

leave booklet intact (Do not detach pages.)

erase completely ¥ you change a response

avoid folding, bending, or stapling pages

write only in spaces provided (Feel free to make additional comments on the separate sheet provided.)

Many of the tems deal with specific subject matter areas. Note that Literatire refers to reading literature and
learning about literary forms, appreciation, analysis, etc.; it may or may not overiap with the teaching of reading and
other language arts.

When you have compieted the questionnaire, place it in the envelope provided, seal the enveiope, and return it to
your principal, who will forward the sealed enveiopes tc us.

cocap

informed Consent

| agree to participate in this study by completing this auestionnaire. | have read about the purposes of the study
and understand that my name will not appear in any reporting of the resuits of the study.

Full name Date

Signature Teacher ID number
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1.

Please indicate your five digit

1D NUMBER from the cover page:

Fi
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Sixth

2. What grade(s) are you teaching
IHIS YEAR (indicate ail that apply)

Kindergarten
Fi
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Third

Fourth
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This grade level Grades K-6 This school
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4. On average, how many MINUTES PER WEEK do yéu spend teaching each of the following subjects. If you do not
teach a subject, please indicate with "000":
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§. For each of the following subjects, please rate how
EFFECTIVE you are as a teacher compared to other
(Not just teachers at this school)

elementary teachers.
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6. For each of the following subjects, please rate how
KNOWLEDGEABLE you are as a teacher compared to
other elementary teachers. (Not just teachers at this school)ﬂ
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g 3
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§$
Reading o
Literature @
Writing )
Mathematics @
Science 0]
Social Studies @
Visual Arts @
Music )]

£Y 77 §¢ 59 2%

[ ) [ 7] w-:.'

5'3 ?m -ig “F 2
B8g ~2 83 g3 &2

- g S - :s % S
g - Al
@ &) ®@ ® 0
@ @ ®@ ® O
L+ @ @ ® 06
¢ @ ®@ ® 0
@ @ ®@ ® 0o
¢ @ ®@ ® 0
Qo @ ®@ & 0
@ & ®@ ® 0

7e 3
<




On the next six pages, the questions address spec
will estimate the proportion of time spent in some

occur at the same tims, the percentages may sum to more or luss than 109%.

7. Do you teach MATHEMATICS:  yes O

if yes, please answer questions 8, 9 and 10.

ific content areas. In items 10, 14, 18, 22, 26 and 30 you
possible activities. Because two or more of these activities may

no @) if no, please skip to question number 11 on the next page.
8. Do you ever integrate MATHEMATICS with instruction or activities in other subject(s)? yes O no O
If yes, which subject(s)?
9. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the Strongty Strongty
following statements about mathematics: Disagree Agree
a) in teaching mathematics, my primary goal is to help students master ® @ ® @ ® ®
basic computational skills.
b) In teaching mathematics, rmy primary goal is to help students develop O ® @@ @ ® ®
the ability to solve probiems and think mathematically.
c) Students need to master basic romputational facts and skills before they ® @ @@ @ ® ®
can engage effectively in mathamatical problem solving. i
d) Students should learn computaticnsi skills within the context of solving ® @ @ ® ® ®
probiems.
10. Estimate the PROPORTION OF MATH time that is spent in the
following activities:
-t N n Q
. @ = @ = 3
g 3 32 3 3
g & & & %
a) S.udents practice or drill on computational skills. ® ® ® ® ® ® Q@
b) Students solve story problems or other probiems that dont have obvious @ ®© ® ® ® ©@ O
solutions.
¢) Students discuss different ways that they soive particular problems. @ ® @ ® ® ® @
d) You explain concepts or computational procedures. ® ® ® ® ® ® @
e) Students use manipulative materials or drawings to soive problems. @ ® ® @ ® ® @
f) Students discuss mathematical ideas, as a class or in small groupe. @ ® @ ® ®© ® Q@
g) Students respond to questions or assignments that require themtowits @ @ @ @ ® ® @
toxt at least a paragraph long.
h) Students take written tests. ®© ® ® ®© ® ® @
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11. Do you teach SOCIAL STUDIES: yes O If yes, please answer questions 12, 13 and 14.
nn O If no, please skip to question number 15 on the next page.

12. Do you ever integrate SQCIAL STUDIES with instruction or activities in other subject(s)? yes O no O

if yes, which subject(s)?

13. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the Strongly Strongly
following statements about social studies: Disagree Agree
a) In teaching social studies, my primary goal is to help students master ® @ @ ® ® ®

basic facts and concept definitions.

b) In teaching social studies, my primary goal is to help students develop @ @ @ ® ® ®
understanding and the ability to think critically about sociai studies
expianations and issues.

¢} Students need to master basic social studies facts and skills before they ® @ @ © ® ®
can engage effectively in critical thinking or decision making activities.

d) Students should leam basic social studies facts and skills within ©® @ @ ® ® ®
the context of critical thinking or decision making activities.

14. Estimate the PROPORTION OF SOCIAL STUDIES time that is spent in the

following activities:

L ez 2y

' - N u: \1 ::

e 3% 833

) You lead the class in textbook reading and recitation activities focusedon @ @ @ @ ® ©® O

acquiring basic facts and concept definitions.

e
©
®
S
©
S

b) You lead the class in discussions designed to expand students’ understanding @
of the content.

¢) You lead the class through activities calling for critical thinking or decision @ @ @ @ ® @ O
making about the content or its implications.

d) Students role play or debate events or issues they have been reading O @ @ & ® ® O
about.
@) Students write vocabulary definitions or answer questions about ® @ O ® ® ® O

information presented in the textbook or in class.

f) Students conduct and report social studies research projects, ® @ @ ® ® ® O
individually or in groups.

g) Students respond to questions or assignments that require them to O @ @ ®© ® ® @
write text at least a paragraph long.

h) Students take written tests. O @ @ ® ® ® O




15. Do you teach SCIENCE: yes @) if yes, pieass answer questions 16, 17 and 18.
no O If no, please skip to question number 19 on the next page.

16. Do you ever integrate SCIENCE with instruction or activities in other subject(s)? ye¢ O no O

If yes, which subject(s)?

17. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the Strongly Strongly
following statements about science: Disagree Agree

a) In teaching science, my primary goal is to help students acquire knowledge ® @ @ @ ® ®
and vocabulary about a wide variety of topics in science (such as plants,
animals, light, magnets, weather).

b) In teaching science, my primary goal is to help students understand and use @O @ @@ @ ® ®
important science processes and scientific concepts (such as energy,
interactions, cycles). )

¢) Elementary students are typicaliy not ready to understand abstract O @ @ ® ® ®
scientific concepts and theories; it is best to focus instead on leaming
basic science skills, facts, and vocabulary.

d) Students, even very young students, should learn about scientific. ® @ @ ® ® ®
processes and skills (e.g., observation, classification, prediction)
while learning science concepts and theories.

8. Estimate the PROPORTION OF SCIENCE time that is spent in the

following activities:

e 2 N9 ;%;

! - N NN
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a) Students write vocabulary definitions or short answers to questions ® ® ® © ® ® @

about information presented in the textbook or class.

©
e
©
®
e
o

b) Students listen to teacher explanations or read from the text.

e
e
S
e
©
S

c) Students participate in discussions to clarify or review facts, ()
vocabulary, and ideas presented in the text or in class.

d) Students conduct hands-on activities or watch demonstrations by the O 2 ® &4 ® ® O
teacher.

e) You lead the class in discussions involving thinking critically or O @ ® @ ® ® O
constructing explanations of phenomena.

©
e
e
®
o
e
o

f) Students create models, diagrams, or concept maps.

g) Students respond to questions or assignments that require them to ® @ ® @ 5 ® Q@
write text at least a paragraph long.

h) Students take written tests. @ ® @ @ ® ® @
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19. Do you teach ART: yes O If yes, please answer questions 20, 21 and 22.
no ®) It no, please skip to question number 23 on the next page.

20. Do you ever integrate ART with instruction or activities in other subject(s)? yes O no O

If yes, which subject(s)?

21. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the Strongly Strongly
following statements abcut art: Disagree Agree
a) In teaching visual arts, my primary goal is to help students acquire ® @ @ ® 6 ®

basic techniques and to learn about a variety of art media, tools, and
elements of design.

b) In teaching visual arts, my primary goal is to help students learn to ® @ ® ® ® B
enjoy art or to express themselves through art

¢) In teaching visual arts, my primary goal is to help students understand ® @ @ ® & ®
and think critically about art concepts and how art is created, viewed,
and interpreted.

d) Students need to learn about basic art concepts, elements, and techniques @ @ @ @ ®
before they can engage effectively in critical thinking, analysis, and i
evaluation of art.

©) Students should leam basic art concepts and skills within the context of ® @ @ @ ® ®
critical thinking, problem solving, or examining the aesthetic, social, and
historical dimensions of art.

22. Estimate the PROPORTION OF ART time that is spent in the

following activities:

e = S 4 g

) - N A N~

3] (=] n o [4,] 15,3

g B SN SN P

) You demonstrate or answer questions about how to make an artobjector @ @ @ @® ® ® @

how to use madia and toois.

o
e
®
e
@
S

D) You present information about art concepts, such as elements of design, @
style, subject matter of art works, or artists’ lives.

©
©
©
®
e
©
S

¢) Students engage in diecussior: or other activities that require critical
thinking about art elemants, sty/es, and forms.

d) Students make individual art objects as a whole-class activity.
6) Students work in groups or cooperatively to make or discuss art.

f) Students view, discuss, ard judge art created by themseives or others.

© © 6 o
© © © €
© & © ©
® ©® & ®
®© 6 6 O

© © © ©
& 08 8 8

g) Students respond to questions or assignments that require them to write
fext at isast a paragraph long.

h) Students take written tests.
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Do you teach'mj_s_lg_: yes O if yes, please answer questions 24, 25 and 26.

23.
no @) If no, please skip to question number 27 on the next page. .
24. Do you ever integrate MUSIC with instruction or activities in-other subject(s)? yos O no O
If yes, which subject(s)?
25 Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the Strongly Strongly
following statements about music: Disagree Agree
a) In teaching music, my primary goal is to help students acquire basic ® @ ® ® ® ®
techniques of singing of playing music and to learn about a variety of
musical forms and elements.
b) In teaching music, my primary goal is 10 help students learmn to enjoy ® @ ® ® ©® ®
music or to express themselves through music.
¢) In teaching music, my primary goal is to help students understand and ® @ ® ® ® ®
think critically about musical forms and how they are created,
performed, listened to, and interpreted.
d) Students need to learn about basic musical concepts, elements, and ® ® ® ® ® ®
techniques before they can engage effectively in critical thinking,
analysis, and evaluation of music.
e) Students should learn basic music concepts and skills within the context D @ @ ® ® ®
of critical thinking, problem solving, or examining the aesthetic, social,
and historical dimensions of music.
26. Estimate the ng time that is spent in the = o o o
following activities L, @ - o = 5
' O . I
§ ¢ 3388 8
a) You demonstrate how to perform music (vocally or instrumentally) ® ® ® ®© © ® @
or answer questions about technical use of instruments.
b) You present information about musical concepts such as pitch, rhythm, ®O @ ® ®© & © @
style, or about the subject, composer, or performer.
¢) Students engage in discussion or other activities that require critical ©O ® @ @ ® ® 0O
thinking about musical elements, styles, and forms.
d) Students perform music directed by the teacher. O ® ®@ ® ® ® 0
e) Students work in seif-directed groups of cooperatively to create, O @ ® ® ® ® @
perform, or discuss music.
f) Students discuss, and judge music performed by themsaelves or others. QO ® ® @ ® ® @
g) Students engage in creative movement activities to explore corncepts O ® @ ®© ® ® @
such as pitch, rhythm, style, or form.
h) Students respond to questions of assignments that require them to O ® ® ® ®© ©® ¢
write text at least a paragraph long.

i) Students take written tests. O ®@ ® @ ® ® ¢
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27. Do you teach LITERATURE: ys O

If yes, pleass answer questions 28, 29 and 30.

no ®) If no, please skip to question number 31 on the next page.

if yes, which subject(s)?

28. Do you ever integrate LITERATURE with instruction or activities in other subject(s)?

yes O

no O

29.

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements about literature:

a) In teaching literature, my primary goal is to help students learn about

b)

¢)

d)

specific literary elements (e.g., plot, characterization, theme) or different
types of literature (e.g., historical fiction, folk literature, fantasy).

In teaching literature, my primary goal is 10 help students learn to analyze
and critically evaluate literature.

Students need to know about literary elements and the characteristics of

various types of literature before they can critically analyze and evaluate
literature.

Students should learn about specific literary elements and the
characteristics of various types of literature within the context of
analyzing and evaluating literary selections.

Strongly
Disagres

®

@

Q@

@

@

Strongly
Agree

®

®

®

®

®

30.

Estimate the PROPORTION OF LITERATURE time that is spent in the
following activities:

a)

b)

¢)

d)

o)

f)

9)

You present information or ask students questions about specific literary
elements or different types of literature.

Students read trade or library books of their own choice.

Students write vocabulary definitions or short answers to questions
about literary selections.

Students analyze, evaluate, and discuss literary selections.
Students participate in activities such as reader's theater,
improvisational drama, or rewriting selections into different literary
styles.

Students respond to questions or assignments that require them to
write text at least a paragraph long.

Students take writ'en tests.
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31. Have you ever used any of the foilowing instructional programs (or set of materiais) or any other materials which
were specifically designed to promote greater student understanding, problem solving or thinking?

If using this year and have used before,
indicate both.

if used, would
you use it again?

1BOA
siyy Buisn

elojeg
posn OABH

SeA

oN

it NQ, why not?
Mathematics Their Way

Real Math

CSMP (Comgrehensive School Mathematics Program)

SCIS (Science Curriculum Improvement Project)

DBAE (Discipline Based Ar Education)

SWRL (Southwestern Regional Laboratory-
Elementary At Project)
Discover Art Series

CEMREL (Aesthetic Education Program,

Manhattanville Music Project

Kodaly

Junior Great Books

MACOS (Msn: A Course of Study)

Mini-Society

Philosophy for Children

CoRT (Cognitive Research Trust)

Imagination Express

O 00O O0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0O O O O

OO0 00OO0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0 OO O O O

OO0 O0OO0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O O O  pesp eneN
3 0O 00 0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0 o O

O 00O 0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0 OO O O O  eqheny
O OO0 0O00OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0 O O O

Instrumental Enrichment

Locally developed program (Specify)

O
O
O
O
O
O

Omer (Specty O O Oj0O0O

32. For each of the following subjects, pieass indicate what IEXTROQK (if any) you are using this year.

Literature: Mathematics:

Science: . Social Studies:

Visual Arts: Music:
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