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\\ | | o ’ - Abstract

This report details the f1nd1ngs of a studj designed to determlne
the impact of school authority systems on student dlsengagement from
high schocl. The study, guided by Dormbusch and Scott's theory of
evaluation and authorxty, examined the impact of four .types of -
1ncompat1b111t1es in the system for the evaluation of student

performance on three forms of student disengagement: low level
engagement, engagement in negatxve act1V1t1es, and w1thdrawa1 from -
school tasks.

Data for the study come from 80 teachers and admlnlstrators and
293 students in four high schools in.a suburban mid-western school
district. Teachers and administrators were interviewed to determine

“the practices used in the four schools for the évaluq;ion of student
academic’ performance, social behav1or, and extracurrlcular '
performance. ‘The students completed. a survey de31gned to collect
information on the levels of incompatibilities they experxenced in the
evaluatlon systems for these three areas. In addition, students -
- provided information on the levels of the three forms of
disengagement.

We predlcted that those students who experienced higher 1evels of
incompatibilj he evaluation system would also report higher
levels of di engageme t from school. ‘Restults of the student survey
confirmed our imitial prediction. Results of the teacher and
administrator intervigws were used to understand the probleus
confront1ng educators as they attempt to evaluate. student performance
in school. The final chapter of the report presents the policy
implications of the study developed at a conference attended by
admlnlstrators from the four high schools. - 4 ‘
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Chapter 1 -

-

¢ "Student Disengagement: Forms and Sources

The research reported here examined two phenomena of pressing
" ~ concern to educators' evaluation and d1sengagement. By focusing on
the impact of problems in the evaluation of - student -performance on
student d1sengagement from school, the study hlghllghted these two
&? features of l}fe in American secondary schools that must;be attended
to by teachers and admznistrators on a daily basis. The study'focused
on three forms of student d1sengagement - low levels of effort on
schoal ‘tasks, student delnnquency in school, and student absenteeism.
These very d1fferent problems may all be viewed as’ forms.of student
d1sengagement because all arise when students are not act1vely engaged
in school tasks. In the first part of.thisichapter the discussion
focuses on these forms of student: d1sengagement as- they are
exper1enced by - educators. | :
Soc1al sc1ent1sts and educators. have.examlned a var1ety of

Y #

factors that might lead to student d1sengagement This study was
concerned with only omne such factor, the evaluatlon of student
\ .

;performance. Evaluatlon prov1des a useful focus because it is a topic

1
that ‘'lies at the very heart of the educator's role. Teachers and

administrators must constantly confront the task of evaluat1ng student

1.

fperformance whether 1t be academ1c ach1evement in the classroom,

behavior in the hallway, or moregspeclallzed performance on the

|

A _ - ,
playing field., Providing feedback to students is a crucial aspect of
the, educative process. » - ﬁ T s ’ %

However, it id important to§rea1ize that problems of student

TS -
e

‘k



disengagement arise even when there are few problems in the system for

evaluating student performance. Other sources of qtﬁdent

disengagment , many of them beyond the control of educators, may

operate on the students in any school. In the second part of this
. ‘ -

chapter the discussion concentrates on the full range of factors which

/..Mx

v

ﬁight lead to disengagement.
i.'From Alienation to»Disengagement
- Social scientists have had a long and enduring interest in
concepts describi;g the estrangéﬁeﬁtJof ipdividuals from collecﬁive or
organizational forms. As Seemag\(1959) observes,vthe/;oqpept of
_alienation is a central theme in the c1assic§ of Marx, Féber,~and
Durkheim. Seeman begins his discussion of alienation by quoting
\gigbet':/(1953; passage on the role of alienation in the social
sciences: )
At the present time, in all the social sciences, the
various synonyms of alienation; have a foremost placé
in stqdies”of human_relations, Investigations of the
"unattacﬁed,“ the "marginal," the "obsessive," the
"normless," and #he "isolated" individuai all testify
to, the central place occupied by the hypofhesis of
alien#tion in contemporary social science:

What Nisbet said nearly thirty iears ago is sti

1 true today.
'mContemporary social Bcientists remain interested in alienation in a

~ variety of settings.

Although the concept of disengagement as used in this study is




Student.Disengagement; Forms and Sources

derivative from the more general eoncern of social science with
estrangement phenomena, it differe in several important respects from
concepts such ae alienation and anomie. First, disengagement ds mére
closely related to behavior than other terms which seem more relafed
to attitudes and the consequent behaviors. Disengagement is easily
contraeted with "engagement". Engagement exists nhenAstudents are
partlcipating in the tasks and activities offered as part of theT
"school program. A second distinguishing feature of disengagement as
used in this study is that it is meant to be task specific. ThaL‘is,
while terms like alienation refer to ap estrangement from a sociLl
collective:or organization, disengagement refers to an estrangement"
from or lack of participation iu certain tasks‘associnted withvnl
gocial collective or oxganlzatlon such as the school. Thus, a student
may be dlsengaged from some tasks associated w1th the school buﬁ not
be disengaged from other tasks. For example,/a student may be enga;ed
in the éxtracurricular activities otfered as %art of the schooln
program, and not be engaged in the academic activities offered as| part
of that same prograr. In the present study/fschooi activities are
"divided into thrze types: 1) tnose activitées'associated‘with %
1
academic work where the enphasié‘is on the/student as a scholar; ﬁ)
those essociated with the smootﬁ\running f the school where the i
emphasfs is on the stndent as a good.citizen; and 3) those associated

with the extracurriculum where theAemphasis“is on the student in the

[

performance of some more speclallzed role such as athlete, 1eader,
dramatic performer, etc. Dlsengagement occurs when student actlve

engagement from any pf these ‘roles is lpw. Thus .student dlsengangent




' Evaluation and Student Disengagement “a

may is.defined as:’
Student Disengagement: The extent to which students refrain
pa:ticipating in the activities offered as part of the schcol
program, activities associated with the common tasks of
scholarship and citizenship, and the more specialized tasks
inherent in extracurricular activities.
7
The interest of social 8018Lt18t8 in the estrangement of
individuals from social or oganizational forms hag led to the.
development df typolcgies of both the forms and the sources of such
estrangement phenomena. A review of the forms cf estrangeaeht or
alienation identified by ocial.scieatists is instructive in the
development of a typology for forms of disengagement. Merton, .
Hirschman, and Spady have each proposed schemes for classifying the
forms cf alienation or estrangement behavior. /
Merton (1957) saggests that a condition of anomie will arise iﬁ
situations such as'contempcrary America where the goals prescribed by
the culture are not consistent with the means available to individuals
who wish to attain such goals. Merton noted four forms of adaptation
to this means-goals incongruency in modern societies: ‘
Innovation - Innovation is the result of an indiVidual'
acceptance of the cultural goals but a reJection of the
institutionalized means for reaching those goals. Here
individuals adopt unorthodox or illegal means to reach -
comaonly valued ends. | ' ’

Ritualism - Ritualism is the result of an indiVidual'

rejection of the cultural goals but an acceptance of the a

b S
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institg;ionalized means. Here individuals lower their
expectations for_reaching cultural goals, but continue

to abide by the institutional norms.

Retreatism —_Retreatisﬁ is the result of an individual's
rejection of both the cultural goéls and the institutionalized
means for reaching those goals. Here individuals attempt

to escape from the requirements of the soéiety.

Rebellion - Rebellion is the result of an individual's
W . B

rejection of current cultural goals and institutionalized

) ;

means along with an acceptance qf a new set of cultural .
goals and meéns. Here individuals attempt to bring about
a greatly_modified sdcial structure. ' . y
Hirschman (1970) poses a system for discussing the estrangement
of an individual from a declining organizatioﬁ consisting of two
_responses:'exit and voice. Exit refers to the départure of membérs'or
customers from an organization in respdnse to some decline in
performance, while voice refers to the express%gn of dissatisfaction
4by members or customers to those who direct the organizationm.
Spadyl(lé74) éevelops a typology for disc;SBing student
adaptation to alienation from school which incliudes four forms:
Rebellion - “Rebe;iion...invplves actions that violate
the lgga} bases of schoolblife without providing a means
for cLanging them or an alternative tolthem. Acts of
“'vand lisﬁ, physical assauits onlothef;, and flagrant- .
violj;ion of bchool rules |are examples. (p. 73)

Protest - "Protest...involves a formal challenge to the
!

Y

4
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legitimacy of the school with change and reform as its
goals...Rather than being nihilistic, As rebellion can
be, protest is inherently optimistic since it seeks‘to
change existing organizations precisely because their
roles and functions are recognized as important in
fulfillment of people's lives. (pp. 73-74)
Apathy - “apathy.refers essentially to the passive
“resignatian of the individual tobliving with the
constraints imposed by his presumably ﬁowerless
gituation. He chooses neither to strike out against
the perceive& sources of his fr étration nor to ob ject
openly to his éubordinute status., His typical mode
of involvemenﬁ consists of continued but unmotivated
participation thhln the dominant social structure,
often because of the fear he has of its poteﬁtlal

sanctioning power.((p. 74) .
. . I ]

Withdrawal.— "Withdrawal is a reéponse to alienation that

\ involves not only the physicgl or ésychological retreat
from the bnerOus conditions that precipitate one's aliemnation,
but also from the establishment of some alternative form or
engagemspt';itﬁ his socigtf. In pther wJ}ds, ig choosing
to block out the alienating circumstances that surround him,
the withdrawer seeks to create a set of conditions and
'experlencés that are more 1ntr1n81ca11y meanxngful and

rewarding. (p. 74)

These typologies suggest the range of forms that alienation, or

1y \
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anomie may take. They suggest ways in which typical discussions of
studeut behavior problems in schools may combine and confuse quite
different student requnsés to problems in their relatiomship to the
school. Hitéthman's distinction between exit and voice suggests that
it is important to take into consideration the difference between what
might be called 'loud’ forms-of Jisengagement.and "soft" forms of
disengagement. Thus altﬁough vandalism and truancy are often lumped
together in discussions of student behavior problems, they represent
very different adaptation strateéies. Vandalism/;::Eidés a louder
indication of a problem than truancy, and both vaﬁdalism'and truancy
provide a "louder" indication that apathetic behavior among those who
ritualistically attend school. Méftonfs discussion of ritualism
suggests that' educators and social\scientists should be particulary
sensitivé to thesé/very "goft" formg of disenéagement. )

In thi; study attention is directed to only three forms of
sttdent dlsengagement -= low level\student participation, ﬂtudent

participation in. negatlve act1v1t1es, and student non-part1c1pat10n.

These forms of disengagement ‘are descr&bed-in terms of the degree of
4 |

i

student part1c1pat10n 1n task act1v1t1es since dlsengagement is used
to indicate a task-specific type of estrangement. Each of these forms
’ !
of student disengggement seriously interferes with attempts to educate
American youth. Each presents challenges to the authority and
effectiveness of teachers and administrators, who tty to engzze
: \ : ,

.
students fully in the activities offered as part of the school

program.
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Apathy: Low Level Student Participation

\ B} !

Perhaps the least understood form of student disengagement is the
problem of low level student participatidn in aschool. deCharms and
his colleagues (1976) have demonstrated that student, K motivation is
much lower than it need be in schools. Dormbusch (1974) found that
student effort in school can be a central variablé in explaining
student perfo#ﬁance, that is, the extent to which students try in
school hasia ;ubstantial impact on their level of success. Further,
Massey, Scoﬁt, and Dornbusch (1975) compared levels of effort put
forth by sthdents from different ethmic groﬁps and found that White
and Asian students répoited putting forth more effort than Black and
Spanish Surname students.. Fernandez, Espinosa, gﬁh Dornbusch (1975)
discussed the low levels of effort put forth by épanish Surname
students and cited it as a cause .0of poor performance.

Although there are few std&ies of student effort in school, those
that have been done suggest that the problem of low-level student
partléipation is widespread. For example, in the study reported by
Massey, Scott, and Dornbusch (1975) fewer tham 457 of the White
students in the study reported.a high level of effort in‘sqhool, and

.

White students reported higher levels of.effort than Black afyspaniuh
. \

‘Surname studentsf Further research needs to be doﬁ? on the problem ~f

low level student participation, but existing research demonstrates

that it ‘is not a rare phenomenon.

/ .
Violence and Vandalism: Student Participation in Negative Activities

The most visible problem associated with student disengagement is

-

8
Q ) ‘ . - '~l£E
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- L

' the problem-of student participation in negative activities, typically - . ;
4 .

referred to as de11nquency or violénce and vanda11sm in school. In . *35

e [ -
e e v

) recent years educators, 1eg1s1atorsu and the Amerlcan publlc have

yd

bécome,rncreaslngly concerned ‘with: the hlgh 1eve1s of crime and -

" +delinquency associated with studentg ic American public schools.

Associations*of'professiongl educators“have issued statements ef
- .concern about'the prohlemL“/(See the statements co11ected in'the 1977

//volume by McPartland hnd McD111 ) The Senate Subcommxttee to - - o

\_.3 n

B 1
/ N

Investlgate Juven11e De11nquency has conducted extenslve hear1ngs on

I3
2

Publlc oplnlon as ev1denced in a ser1es of .
g s 3

'y-~;' 'p0118 (E1am, 1973; Gallup, 1974 1975 ﬂarrls, 1969) has reflected a

[ ST

: —the matter (Bayh 1975Y

o o9
‘ grov1ng concern w1th negatlve student behav1or.
. ) |

. : "'l
. The problem, f1rst noted am1dst*the student d1srupt10ns of the

P51xt1es, has been most c1ear1y documented in nat10nw1de stud1es hy the

Nat10na1 Instltute of Educatxon. The NIE Safe School Study (Nat10na1
: AN : _

Inatltute of Educatxon, 1978) found that:< . . i
By

_Twenty-two percent of all secondary students reported

\

av01d1ng restrooms at school@hecause of fear. i.\

Slxteen percent reported avpxdlng three or more p1aces‘

at school for the same reason. - _ .. ) E . : e
ﬁﬁdﬁ -'Three percent reported tha\\they are afra1d most of

N 'the t1me, represent1ng around’60 ,000 secondary students.

/i, .- Four. percent, or around 800, 000 stayed home from school

Twelve-percent of the secondary school teacher ,/

representing some 120,000,:said-thevaere threatened o




R w1th 1n3ur{ by students at school.
/ ,

“\\L\ \ ) .‘_p

. Twelve percent of the teachers sa1d they hes1tated to e

:confront m1sbehav1ng students because of fear..

Almost half (482) of the teachers reported that some

.F student had 1nsulted them or. made obscene gestures at -
s / a " . v i
them in the 1last monthy/(p. 5) | T

The ‘authors c?ncluded that. "lhe statistics on incidence,
' i
frequency, and serrousness of the problem are suff1c1ently compelllng

g -\Wo
. to make ‘clear the dimensions of the problem and the need for concerted

i

actlon to remedy it." Although there is some ev1dence that school
v101ence is levellng off, the overall 1nc1dence remains h1gh (Cr1me

Control Dlgest, 1978) ‘, . " I . Rh\ v,

Absenteeism: Student Non-Participation

Although the problem of student nonfparticipation or absenteeism .
. o - ) )
has been with us as long as ve have had compulsory schoollng

-

: _(Everhart 1977; Tyack 1976), the s1tuatlon seems to have grown worse

in recent years. Rates of absentee1sm are reach1ng e‘%demlc .

proportlons in many high schoolsjacross the nation- (Blrman and
\

Natrlello, 1980). Absenteelsm is seen by school admlnzatrators as

their maJor d1sc1p11ne problem (erght, 1978, Duke, 1978, Meyer,

xe

Chase-Dunn and/Invarlty, 1971).. Even /in suburban high schools, .
/ M N .

absence from school 1s a cause of great concern (Txme, 1977)

- Rece publlc?attentlon to problems of absentee1sm in hlgh

\
g

schools has arisen in the context of what many see as high schools!'.

failure to provide many students with even the most rudimentary skills
.10
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-

to face the respon31b111t1es of adulthood This failure shas been at . i

|
\ov e
he

the root of m1n1mum competency test1ng programs which have “‘been - S

o |
1n1t1ated in more than 40}states. ngh rates of absenteelsm have been R

& / /
cited as oue cause of the perslstent decline in SAT scores (Wirtz,

1977) Absenteelsm is also linked to school violence and vandallsm.

Students who.are 1nvo1ved in delinquent behavior are those most 11ke1y

to be frequently'aheent from'achoof((Rubel,~1977) .:, L -
Although high ahsenﬂeeism rates have been a source of widespread

concern among educators;fparents,”and_the general public, accurate

stat18t1cs on the d1menslons of h1gh school absenteelsm are difficult o S
to f1nd Accord1ng to Meyer Chase—Dunn, ‘and Invarity (1971), school_ﬁ//////f//f/
-_‘( attendance recorda -are often 1nf1ated for at 1east two/rea;ons.

L L /',’,_

. /.
v -

F1rst, teachers and students themselves tend to protect students from

_the negative consequences*of being listed as absent. Students might
\ .
(attend their “homeroom“ classes in order to be marked present even if

I

they do .not attend any classes, and teachers may not follow up . on o

students who cut a few classes, but are present for part of the day.

-

Second, schoocl records may syatematlcally exaggerate attendance in

order to protect the school's resources, which are based on measures

of average da11y attendance. As a result of these two“factors; "Many

~

~ students who make only an occaslonal or br1ef entry into the school

-
- -

may be cont1nuously listed "as present..." (Meyer Chase-Dunn, and

Invarxty, 1971, p.-131) . - .

.\‘\
1

-

In spite of the probable overestlmates of school attendance

f;gures, it is_clear that rates of absenteeism are on the rise. For -

example, in comprehensive.high schools in San Francisco, absenteeism

11
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almost doubled_between 1966 and 1968. In 1966, mean unexcused j

/

absences ranged from 5.5 to’ 18 4 per student. In 1968, the flgures
4

'_ranged from 10. 6 to B6. 5 per student (Meyer, Chase-Dunn, and Invarity,

1971). More recent figures ind1cate'that thewhlgh rates of
- /\ ’
absentee1sm in these same San,Franclsco schools have cont1nued A

1974 study found that 222 of all high school students in the c1ty had -

accumulated 10 or more unexcused absences in a slngle year (Dornbusch,

1974) Other cities also report high rates of absenteeism. For

e

,//////' 1nstance, recent f1gures 1nd1cate that of the 67 comprehenslve hlgh

~

S schools in New York Clty, none report average da11y attendance rates

v -,

of more than 84% (Garner, 1978, Brodow, in progress). Close to

one-ha1f of the schools in the c1ty reported ADA's between 502 and
. ,/
702. In Boston high schools, the rate of absentee1sm has doub1ed ‘

!

since 1974 to 25%, while it runs about 152 in St. Louis and

Ph11ade1ph1a (Newsweek, 1979)

The 1ncrease11n absenteeism is not limited to a few urban areas,

i

it is a nation-wide phenomenon. In 1965 122 of the 517 hxgh school f
pr1nc1pa1s in the Equa11ty of Educational Opportunlty Survey reported/
‘ average attendance flgures of 90Z or less. In rep1y to a s1m11ar !

s i
. L/questz.on on a 1970 ‘survey, 36Z of the pr1nc1pa1s reported- average /

\\

attendance f1gures of 89% or or below (c1ted 1n Meyer, Chase-Dunn,\£nd

\
\

Invarity, 1971). At 1east two . m11110n students regularly cut scho?l

" without an excuse (Newsweek 1979). ' L !
Thus student d1sengagement from school manlfests itself in JLree

' ways:'through student non-part1c1pat10n, through. low-level student
/

1

.

participation, and through student ‘participation in negatlve

. o
12

L
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‘ °
activities. We be11eve that each can be better understood by studylng

the more general phenomenon of student disengagement. E

II. Sources of Student D1sengagement

,,—/ '

While, ﬂ& s the behav1ora1 consequences of dlsengasement that are

).,
the most not1ced and most press1ng probleme for educators, soc1a1

'sc1ent18ts ‘have- been more concernedAw1th the sources of such

d1sengagem\nt both in terms of the soc1a1—psychology of the 1nd1v1dua1 .
and in terms of the soc1a1 condxtlons that produce drsengagement .
. '—d /
behav1ors. " The present study examlnes the effects of one narrow

aspect of the social cond1t10ns in schools that lead to. -

‘,’

soc1a1—psy[holog1ca1 effects 1n 1nd1v1dua1 ‘students and’ then to the

three ford

of d1sengagement behav1ors.l However before deta111ng

\\\\\ th1s spec1f1c approach, it 1s 1mportant to briefly cons1der the range

of soc1a1 cond1t10ns,andisoc1a1-psycholog1ca1 modes, one of wh1ch is
the fOcus of the present‘effort. ' ~ |

A review of the work. of Seeman (1959) on modes of a11enat10n
"followed by a review of the social sources of a11enat10n and
dlsengagement perm1ts cons1deration 3f the range of phemonema related
to our: present effort. Concentratlng'on a11enat10n from what he terms

LIS

the "persona1 standpoxnt of the actor", Seeman (1959, P- 784)

1dent1f1es five "sources" of a11enat10n:

Powerlessness - ...the expectancy or probability he1d

by the individual that h1s own behav1or cann/t
ERY

determlne the occurrence of the outcomes, or

4

reinforcements, he seeks. -

13
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’

Meaninglessness — ...the individual is unclear as to

what he ought to belieVem-when”the individualfa' o

o

minimal standards for clarity in decision-making - - S~

'are/noﬁ met;.
Normlessness ~ a high.expectancy that sncially
_ unanproved_behaviors are recuired to achieve
xhﬁ\en goals. | ST _’ L ' .-. v
Isolation - assign(ment of) low reward value to gfals K
or be11efs that are typ1ca11y highly valued in the
glven soclety._ j - L - : B
Self-Estrangement - the degree of dependence of the -
g1ven behavior upon ant1c1pated future rewards, that
is, upon rewards that 11e ouLsxde the act1v1ty 1tse1f.'
~A1though Seeman proposed these modes of alienation from the vrewp01nt
ofkthe individual actor, they can also be used to order dlscusslons of
:*the;effects of social cond1t19ns. For example Anderson (1973)
.uéﬁﬁlnied Seeman’s.categoriea tn_descrlbe_the relationship of students.
to the scnooi.oréanizauion. He developed nore’context'specific forms
of thc f1ve modes of allenatlon. o | |
Powerlessnees - A low expectancy of ability to determlne -
or-control outcomes or reinforcements sought in school
Meanxnglessness‘— A low expectancy of. ability to make
satlsfactony pred1ct10ns about future outcomes of behav1or
- in the school.

\ —

Misfeasance - (Cf. Seeman's normlessness) an expectation

that the use of means whzch are proh1b1ted by school
author1t1es is necessary in order to attaln goals by the
14
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- v

sfudenﬁ.. .
Eutility - (Cf Seenanis isolation) Assignment of low
‘reward value to goals and beliefs that are h1gh1y
valued by school author1t1es.

Self-estrangement - \Participation in'scnool and
school-related activities is based 1argely\upon -
snticipation of fuuureirewsrds ra;her than upon. o \
rewards inherent to parfieipation such as pleasure

ler 0 op satisfaction;

Anderson uses Seeman's modes of a11enat10n scheme to. further spec1fy

.,.(A

_the. effects of ome set of soc1a1 condltlons 11ke1y to 1ead to

— '

i a11enat10n, namely the bureaucratxc nature of schools. HlS analysxs !
i . o

suggests the ut111ty of e#am1n1ng tﬁe socxal—pychologxcal d1men81onsA

in the context of soc1a1/cond1t10ns to develop an understandxng of the

/

'forces which produce the behav1oraldconsequences d1scussedjear11er in
this chapéer.. To do this five broad themes in the literature on:the

o 4 - .
sources of student behavior problems in school can be examined. These - ..

L4

themes are depicted below:

: " ) A .
‘ x(, R ! P
. LN - -

2. School P011c1es v

‘and Procedures

’

1. Student ‘3. School Environment. 5. Anticipated|
Origins .' ‘ _ ' : " Student f
' N R

Futures ' !

4. Community Environment

15 . ﬂblij"h




Evaluation and Student Disengagement, .

The themes are arrayed from left t0'right.according.to the
movement of 1nd1v1dua1 students through*tlme. Student or1g1ns, events
which occured in the student 8 life prior to entering school, appear :

~ on the left. %he contemporaneous themes — school p011c1es, schoel
environment , and community environment -— appear in “the center. fhe

4{effects of post-school ekperiences; anticipated student futures,
appear on the right. Each of these themes has beenhapplied;in

' attempts to explain student behavior problems in schools.

i. 3tudeant Orlgxns

In the1r d1scuss10n of v101ence in schools McPartland and Mchrl

-

(1975) 1dent1fy "damaged personalltles“ as one explanatlon offered for
’ the most serious. cases of repeated ant1soc1a1 behavlor in schools. As
they note,.proponents of such explanations typ1ca11y point to.
7 ‘/epéerlences in the fam11y in early ch11dhood as causes of such
| behavlor. Most 1nvest1gators examlnlng the effects of student or1g1ns
} ' on student “crime have found that th1s explanatlon can be used to /

account for only/avsmall fractlon of de11nquent acts. Since our

notion of disengagement 1is broader than the category of behaviors .

ically defined as _delinquency, we would expect student origins to
hdave a negligible impact omn disengagement.

chool Policies and Procedures . - /

- \The impact of school p011c1es and procedures on student
d1sengagement has been d1scussed from several perspect1ves. Polk and ~

Schafer (1972).have pointed to the relationship between school

16
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-~

tracking Procedurés and student absenteeism;lthe dropout rate, student
part1c1pat10n in extracurricular act1v1t1es, ‘and student de11nquency.
They found that compared w1th college prep students, non—college prep
students ev1dence less part1c1pat1on 1n extracurrlcular act1v1t1es, a

‘* 'greater tendency to drop out, more_mrsbehavxor in school, more
delinquency, and‘lower achievement.,:The§ propose a'number_of
explanations in dlscussing how scnool tracEing contributes to these
problems of non—college prep students.

. McPartland and McDill. (1977) d1scuss school p011c1es and
'procedures in terms of the school' "respons1veness" to student
behavior. They argue that schools that are most responslve by
dlstributing rewards for des1red behaviors, placing costs on
misbehavior, and.providlng acceés.for students in scnool
decision—maklng procedures willtbe most successfulwin.reducing
de11nquency. n

Spady (1974) poxnts to the importance of the 1nst1tut10na1

¥

arrangements qof schools and in particular to the perceived
dllegitimacy of the évaluation and  reward structure of the school in -
any explanation of student disruption. For example,,he“cites the
'"premium_placed on the student's ability either‘to.acnieve fixed
standards,of performance'under tlme constraints or to meet and surpass_
*standards determined by the ﬁerformance level of others" as aspects o£
the illegitimacy of the school evaluation system. Referring to
Merton' s (1957) analysxs of the ways in which individuals adapt ‘to

a11enat10n from a given ‘social structure, Spady notes that students in

such s1tuatlons in schools may respond with rebellion, protest,

17 <i
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a

;apathy,'or withdrawal, Evidence in support of his interpretation
.comes frdm éhe Safe School Study. Analysis of the data from a.
nationallsampye of schqol§ revealed thaé‘both ﬁhe extent to which
school personnel devote gffort to governing stﬁd%ntélaﬁd enforcing
school rules and regulations and the dégfee of fairness in school |
/rulgs and in the adﬁinistration'oflthe rules are negativély related to
theilevél of‘Giolence_in the school (Natiénai Institutg of éducation,
1978). | |
| $tud%es of school policies and‘procedures may help to explain
student disengagement. Such stﬁdies-typically suggest changes in
school policiés to alleviate.school proBlemé. ‘Pblk and Schafer (19715
call for new experimental enviromments of téaching—learniﬁg-living |
outside of public schools. HcPértla#d and McDill (1977) advocate ' - ]
_ §choolé that are more respomsive to sthdent behavior. Results of the L)
Safe School Study (Gottfredson and Daiger,,l979){suggest ﬁhat'some
elements of schools be reorganized and that schools be run in clear

explicit ways. o » . ‘ ]

. . ‘ ,. | ' \ . ‘/

Ve 3. School Environment : | g
'/*;Bifschool environment we mghn those aspects of life witpin ,‘/.
schoq};hthatvare not directly'hqﬁgrolled by school policiea‘an& /
procédﬁres. The most prominént f6fce within schools that falls in // .

this category is the adolescent peer group. Early studies by Coleman /
(1961) and by Becker, Geer, Hughes and ‘Strauss (1962) have

demonstrated the impact of a student's peers on student behavior in

school. o | : : .

18
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The discuss}on of peer groupe has neen supp lemented with a
groving bony of hktefature on the effect of school context on students
(DaVie: 1966 ; Werts. and Watley, 1969; Sti Joﬁn,‘1971). 'This.
literature proposes that a School—related‘phenonenon such as average
aehievement nffects the perfofmance of a given'étnoently independent
of his or her individual channcteristics (Meyer, Chase-Dunm, and
Invarlty, 1971) Although studies of echool environment and,itsl
.effects on student disengagement show that sucn env1ronmenta1 factors
do influence student behavior, they typically don't-offer much in the
 way of suggestions for school officials confronting ptoblemq of
etudent diseng'gement. | SN |

[N

A.cCommunity Environment

By commun1t§ env1ronment we mean condltlons (1nc1ud1ng the
family) w1thin the communlty that the school serves (Natlonal
Institnte of Education, 1978). The argument here is that
between-school variation in delinquencylrates is inlnarf a reflection
of-tonditions in the larger community. McPartland and McDill (1977)
note two vetsions of such aréuments, both of whigh rely on the notion
.of.subcultural diffetences. Tne first version assumes{thnt'some
groups do not nspire to the‘ﬁeer goals of the American or
‘middle-class dream; the second emphasxzes not dlfferences in goals and
asplratlone, but differences in attltudes about violence and some
crimes. Both argue that the difference between the normative order of

the community and that of the school will lead to student

disengagement. Unfortunately this literature offers few suggestions

. o3
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" that are amenable to policy controi (National.Institute owaducation,“"//
1978).° - | S
‘5.‘Anticipated Student Futures

Polk and Schafer (1971) review several theories of delinquency

that argue that delinquencyvredults from bloﬁkagea iﬁ the.att#inment
of highly valued success goals. McPartla;d and McDill (1977) review
similar studies which suggestL}hat delinquency is the reéult of |
restricted opportunities. They point out‘that one general empirical
problem with this thesry'is that pnly a small fraction of inqividuals
who have festricted opbortunities actually take out their frustrations
iﬁ a violent or illegitimafe way; This problem is dealt with to some
extent in the wo;k of Stinchcémb (1964) and Farman, Natriello, and
Dornbusch, 1978) which suggests that student perceptioms of the
artleulation between school work and aspeéts of their future adult
livés can be used to predict student_effort on school tasks. Those

students who perceive school work as instrumental to achieving desired

future rewards tend to be less disengaged.

. Although the design of the p:esenﬁ study reflects an awareﬁess of
and an attempt to coﬁtrol for the effects of.all five broad classes of
featurég that are ligély to affeét”é}ﬁdeﬁf"disengagement, we will

’focus our attention on the relatioyéhiﬁlbetween ceftain selected
aséects of gchool éolicies and p;gcedures and theif éffects on student
¢ :

diséngagement. Specifically, we will examine the effects of features

of the system for the evaluation of students on student disengagement.

L4
\
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Our inquiry will be guided by the theofy of evaluation and authority
in organizations developed by Dornbubch and Scott (1975). It is to a

discussion of this theory that we now turn.



: l / ) “"‘ . - 3
\ A Theory of Evaluation in Organizatiou.

A\

\
. ) .
\ : ' ’ Chapter 2

A Theory of Evaluation in Organizations

In the first thapter the discussion tentered on the practical
problems encountered by educators and the variety of explanationa for
those problems proposed by social scientists. In this chapter a
-singIé;theoty/will be presented to permit a more circumscribed and a
more detailed understanding of the problems that might be encountered
by students as they comé into‘contact with the school authorit&
system. Aithough this cnapter focuaes'on a’thedrj, it should become

. obvious by the end of this discussion that the. is nothing more
-practicai than a gnod theory. A good theory ts the attention of
practitioners to critical elaments in a system unu suggasts methods of
dealing with those factors. .

The theoryrupon which the present'study is based was developed by
S.M. Dotnbusch and W:R. Scott and is presented in detail in their .
book, Evaluation and the Exercise of Authority,(Dornbuach and Scott,
1975). The discussion here concentrates on those aspects of the

/tsinry most relevant to our immediate concerns.

Sevetal features of Dornbusch-and Scott's theory make it
parti larly appealing for use in the,stndy ofﬁavaluation systems and .
~student disengagenént.b First, as will necome apparent, the tneory
addresses quite specifically the type of reiationship between-
evaluation frocesses and individual disengagement that forms the heart
of the present study. Seaond, the theory has been developed as a
general formulatinn to explain the-processes by which evaluation and

» L)
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) T =

LA author1ty operate in various k1ndskof organlzatlons. Thus'findings

t

from stud1es in other k1nds of organ1zat10ns can be used to gu1de our

'anulry into evaluatlon in schools, and the f1nd1ngs from the present

study'caﬁ’be/related to evaluatxon processes,{n other organxzatlons or
f-._ " at other levels 1n school organlaatlons. For example many of the.
problems we wlll d1scuss in, regard to the evaluatzon of students also
apply to the evaluatlon of adm1n1strators and: teachers. Many of the

problems dealt'with in the present study should be fam111ar to anyone -

who works in an organ1zat10n. A third attractive feature of the

/,'
/

" theory is that 1t has been’ developed over a long perlod of time -

through.a series of stud1es des1gned to bu11d cumulatlve knowledge

about the topic. ,Dornbusch and Scott have worked back -and forth ~;;

'y

between theoret1ca1 development and pract1cal appl;catlon of the

n

e theory in a var1ety of sett1ngs.. The theory has. been communlcated tqﬁmmmw-~~

a wide var1ety ‘of organlzatlonal part1c1pants who have found that it

.-‘»

'is'useful'in_helpxng them to 1dent1fy problems in evaluatlon

R

processes. v . -"fwf'a
l , - '

Scope Cond1t10ns - . -
o S ' s NS

Although the theory has been deve10ped id the course‘of studies

of many organ1zat10ns, there are 11m1ts to the s1tuat10ns to wh1ch it
H '//
_has been applied. - Dornbusch and Scott spec1fy these limits as/flve

-scope conditions which def1ne the cond1t10n8 under vh1ch the theory

will apply. N . A -

-4

Scope Condltlon 1 The dlstrxbutxon of organ1zat10nal

sanctlons to part1c1pants depends on evaluatlons made ' .




e Theory of Evaluatlon in: Organlzatlons

\

- . - i

[}

of participants.

Scope.Condition 2. Evaluators\who influence.the distrihutionf
. of organizational,sanctions attempt‘to'hase their evaluations

on thefperfornance oY-organiiational tasks by‘participants.

Scope Condltion 3 Evaluators who 1nfluence the di txlbutlon

£

of organlzatlonal sanctions to part1c1pants are themselves'
ivevaluated on-their'performance\of the control task.
Scope Condition 4. The set of particinants attempting to
control the evaluator'differslfrom the set of participants
| whon the-eualuator is attempting to control.
Scope Condition. 5. Part1c1pants cons1der 1mportant those
\“ organlzatxonal sanctions whose d1str1butlon depends on-

\

' ‘evaluations of their performance. '
Each of these conditions can be considered in terms of the
organlzatlon of Amerlcan high schoolse. ' co

" The fxrst scope cond1t10n excludes organlzatlone uhgre—:hgpe are

no sanctlons or where sanctlons are not related to evaluatlons of

B
‘performance.  Clearly, students in Amerlcan hlgh schools are.subJect

to'a variety of sanctions based on their performance in.school.

\;?he second_scope condition emphasizes the task-specific:approach
of the theory. ﬁnaluations must be based on the nerformancn'of
organxzatxonal ‘tasks rather than on bases unrelated to performance.vﬂ:
Students are evaluated on spec1f1c tasks as they pass through hxgh ‘
schools. These tasks are more or less clearly spec1f1ed. The |
clearest expresslon of hese tasks dppears on renorts of student

t

progress where students are graded on academic performance and soc1al

= . - K : -
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behavior in each of their classes. Further, in extracurricular

activities students receive a variety of evaluatLons based’on
" performance and behav1or. Both in-class and extracurrlcular
evaluations carry sanctions. g o ~
The th1rd scope Londltlon limits the theory to those
~ organizations ‘where evaluators themselves are subJect to evaluatlon on

their performance as evaluators. In the case of schools,,thls

cond1t10n is fulfllled vhen administrators and teachers are evalua

- @ \

on the1r performsnce as supervisors and evaluators of students. There

.is abundant ev1dence to 1nd1cate that teachers and adm1n1strators are

~

a

1ncreas1ngly evaluated on the1r performance as supervlsors of

students. (Natr1ello, et al.;. 1977) ‘ - o . f' “f .
The fourth scope condztlon excludes organlzatlons where

evaluators are evaluated and controlled by those whom they are trying

to control. Thus .if students in. schools were the'maJor evaluators of

teachers and adm1n1strators, schools would fall outslde the scope of

-

.the theory. As it 1s, teachers and adm1n1strators recexve their maJor

evaluations from admlnlstratlve superlors, not from the students they

a

“are trying to. superv1se. ‘

Y

~The fifth scope condltlon conta1ns the motivational basis’ for the

)

theory. Part1c1pants must p1ace at least’ some 1mportance on

. - s - .
‘ . . .

evaluations made of the1r performance. Dornbusch and Scott suggest

that th1s occurs when part1c1pants place some value on’ organlzatlonal
rewards and penalt1es.l Further, they argue that over. a perlod of
'txme, 1f evaluations are seen to be regularly 11nked te valued
sanctions, then.evaluatlons themselves become_valued symbols and im
' ‘26 _
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»

3

.sources of gratification or deprivation. High schools would seem to
£ill this condition. since students place at least some value on the
evaluations and sanctions offered by the school. Even those students

most disconnected from the school ﬁouid'generally admit wanting the.

Co.
P
—

rewards offered by the school:" ‘ ’ : . -

. School organizations conform to all five scope conditions of the ,

°

tbeory. Although the position occupied by students in schools is .
unique in .several respects, we will defer discussion of features of _

the student role that make it uniqué until the end of this chapter and

°

proceed to discuss the Eheory.

4

- Model of the Evaluation Process

To clarify the_gvaluation process Dornbuécb aﬁd Sc6fE/ngcify'a

[}

four stage model of evaluation in organizations. In a latgﬁ/{

\“ . @ . = .
formulation (Roper, et al., 1976.) a six stage model is presented.

- .
i . i

The model simply presents the var?ous'phases\of the‘evéluafion system

' for analysisé Siﬁce this model guides ougbanalyaiﬁ of‘teacher;?nd

- administfatof strgtegie; for ev#iuating’stu&ent peffo:manzk, it'ig{
important to understandishe various'pomppﬁegzb:;nd how ;hey may be

agsembled to produce a wéll articulated system.

The diagram below &epiéts the six stageé of the model.

el : | .
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A Model of the Evaluation Process

/Each of these stages 1n the. model w111 be dxscussed in turn.v A
discussion of these stages as they operate concretely when student
performance is evaluated w111 await the next chapter where we present

/// the results of 1nterv1ews with adm1n1strators .and teachers asked to

describe their approach to evaluatlng student performance.

Allocatlng
Allocat1ng s1mp1y refers to the‘process of assxgnxng ‘a task to an-
ind1v1dualnperformer. Before ‘a task performance can be appra1sed, it
_must “have been asslgned If no one is given the charge to comp1ete
. the task, there- w111 be nc cne and no performance to evaluate.“ For -

©

- example, 1f a superv1sor wants a c1assroom to be kept c1ean and neat,_

28
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then the teachers and students who use the room must be notified that‘

/

'they are expected to perform the task of keeping the room tidy. The
supervisor“csn't expect the teachers andlstudents tofperform the task
unless they know that it has been assigned to them at least
implicitly; : : | Co ,— K
- . . .
Criteria_Setting

Once-a task]has been allocated performers know that they are
supposed to perform the task, butlthey:may not know what dimensions of
‘the task are important; Most often supervisors are interested in more
dimensions"of’a task than just whether an attempt was made to perform
it. In our example, the superv1sor might want to make sure that the
room is clean and neat in regard to certain aspects such as paper on
'the floor, or books put away in order, etc. In order to make
assessments of task performance along desired dimensions, evaluators
'must specify criteria against which the performance of the task is
assessed. The evaluator has to have gome idea of what a desirable
performance would look like. The setting of criteria is the second
..stage in the-Dornbnsch and Scott model of .the evaluation'process.
Criteria setting involves first, determining which properties of the
task should be considered in the’ assessment of the performance,
second, deciding’the relative weight of each property in the overall
evalnation; and third, setting a atandard for performance along each
dimension. Each of these procedures can be 111ustrated in “terms of
~our example.

f * t

For the task of keeping a classroom neat and c1ean, suppose that
¢ - A .

[
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—~

the evaluator dec1des that only two properties are 1mportant -
" keeping the floor free of paper and other debrie and see1ng to it that
all movable furnlture such as desks and chairs is in the appioprlate
place. The two criteria in this very.slmple example" mlght be called
cleanliness of the floor and order11ness of the furnlture.-
Once these criteria are ident1f1ed ‘the supervisor must decide
" whether one is more important than tbe other in terms of the‘overall
“—evaluation of the task performance. Is the cleanliness of the.floor
more 1mportant than the placement of the furnxture? Suppose that the
’evaluator decides that it 1is more important for teachers and students
to have the furniture in'the appropriate place than to have the floor
clean. It might, for instance, be tw1ce as’ lmportant for the
furniture to be in place. In that case the evaluator.mlght welght"
the placement of the furniture twice as much in the onerall task
N evaluation as the cleanliness of the floor; -Failure to keep the .

-/ o

firniture in place would result in a negat1ve evaluatlon twice as

severe as fallure to keep the floor clean.

Even with task d1men81ons 1dent1f1ed and weighted in terms of
importance, it is not possible to know what performance 1a desired
since it is not yet determined:what_;alue of performance along‘each
d1menslon is acceptable or preferable. In terms of the example, how
will performers and evaluators know when the floor is as clean as
deslred or the furnlture is placed appropr1ately enough? Thls can

.onlyﬂpe-détermined when the performance value is compared to some
”etandard for each dlmension of task performance. The evaluator-may

- determine that. the floor is clean when there are no large pieces of
" . C e .
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paper on it and that the furniture is in place when the desks and

chairs are in five/rows of six each. These performance values would
. be tne standards against uhich performance will_be judged. They .

define acceptable and unacceptable performance"of the task along the

two dimensions. The determination of standards is théifinal step in

‘the criteria setting stage of the evaluation model.

Sampling
Sampling is tne'third stage of the evaluation model. ‘Sampling

refers to'the process of.collecting information on the performance'of

the allocated task according to ‘the criteria for performance that have

been set. Sampling involves.two separate decisions about what'

information to: collect on task performanCe. The first decision is

over the choice of indicators/for determining the performance. The

second,decision is the selection of the sampling technique for'

'gatheriné\the information; N

ﬁhe first decision is to determine uhich indicators will provide
~the most accurate 1nformation on the performance in terms of a

1% o part1cular property. - In the example’ a decision would have to be made
on an innicator of performance for the cleanliness'of.the floor |
dimension. One'indicator-might be the number of pieces of paper;that
fall upon the floor. Another. 1ndicator might be the number of pieces
of paper that remain on the floor at the end of the day. The

.. evaluator would have to decide which of these prov1des the most.

accurate information about teacher and student performance in terms of

" the cleanliness of the floor dimension. Let' s suppose that the

| - | ‘. 31 » | '
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decision is ‘made that the indicator will be the number of pieces of
paper on the floor.at the end ofkthe day.

o Once aﬁ indicator has been selected, # décision must éﬁill be

\ - : ’ .

o made as to what sampling technique will be used to gatﬁgi the necesary

inform;tion., An evalﬁator may not have the time or the desire to

inspect every classroom floor everyday. The decisioﬂ may be to

,iane;t the fléor of any one classroom once a week or once a month.or

perhaps to not inspect at all unless a complaint 'is made by members of

the cleaning crew. For a task dimension as straightforward and
obvious as cleanlipess of the flésr elaborate samﬁling procedures may

be pnnecéssary. i

Apprai;ing

{ The fourth sﬁage-in the evaluation model is appraisal. Appraisal
isgsimply the act of assigning an evaluation to a performance.. The
aépraiéal stage involves bringing togéther the criter;; set fqr.the
task pérformance with the sample of 'information collected on that
performaﬁ%é to arrive at an evaluation. ‘To.the extent that_thé"

- procedures for the criteria setting éhd saﬁpling stageé of the process
have been spelled out, thé appraisal stage will be-more\:
straightforward.  Neverthe1gss, there are alwgys decisions which must
be made By evaluators at this stage. Evaluators mu;t méke_infergnces
from the samplexof {nformétion collected on performance to the full
éerform;nce. Ofteﬁ the'supervisorlmust rely on past egperienée and
rules of thumb to make such decisions./SEQaluators.must'also decide

’ . / . e ¢
how the standards set for the performance are to be applied to a

;

/ L
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specific performance. This involves a fair amount of evaluator
, ., =

discretion. Evaluators must judge how comparable the specific

| 3 bl ,
- performance situation is to the situations for which the standards .
were developed. Evaluators must be aware of extenuating

circumstances.

'

. 3 . !
In our example, tie evaluator would have to decide when the -

/

number of pieces of paper on the floor really indicatﬁd litter above

an acceptable level and what conditions represented éitenuating
) . /

/
circumstancess. For instance, the amount of litter /on the floor

dﬁring homecoming week might exceed that during regular weeks, and it

might be unfair to negatively appraise the teachers and students under

"f
such conditions.

Communicating the Results of the Evaluation
'Appraisal is an activity that takes plage,in the mind of the

evaluator. Obviously, if evaluators expect those they are evaluating
. T

to react to their evaluatignms, he evaluations must be communicated.

_ The. fifth stage of the evaluation odgl involvés ‘the coumunication of °

the results of the evalu#tion by the'evaiuatbrwto the subordinate. ‘In
our‘examplé; if the evaluator detErmiqéd that the performance of the

teachers and students on the task qf keeping the clasérooms neat and -
clean was either satisfactory or not,satisfactory, then the results of

the evaluation should be communicated to the-teachers and students.

unlikely that they w111 change thelr unsatlsfactory performance or

indefinitely maintain their satlsfactory performance.
. . ’ . ’ 4
t

!
. {

oL 33 -

36

- [

\
N
B

o

o
3 D

If the teachers and students do not recelve thls lnformatlon, it is 1



Evaluation and Student Disengagement

Planning for Improvement

‘Most evaluations turm'up at least omne erea where performance is
not as good as might be d%sirable. In such cases when unsatisfactory,
evaluations are communicated to those being evaluated, it is often the
case that simply communieating dissatisfaction to those being/
evaluefed will not result in the desired improvement. Performers may
not know how to ‘improve performance‘or they ma& lack the resources to
do so. Thus it is important for eveluators and performers to develop

plans for improvement together. These plans may involve changes in-

performer behavior as well as changes in the arrangements set up by

.the evaluator for the performers.

In our example, suppose: that the teachera and’ students are found
to be deficient on the task of keeping the elassrooms neat and clean.
Once this evaluation is communicated to thebperformers it may be
useful for the evaluator to work with the performers to plan ways to
improve performance of thls task. 'Performersgmay be encouraged to -
redouble . the1r efforts‘at keeplng the ‘classrooms neat and clean.

Evaluatora may be asked to prov1de time or tools to permlt performers

- to accompllsh the task at the de81red 1eve1.

The Model

This six stage model of the evaluation process is obviously
arbitrary in its division of actfvities.‘ Neverthelesb; it repreeents
fairly well the ec;ivitiea.involveﬂ in the evaioetion of performance
in organizations. Many of ‘these activities are not performed

explicitly. 'In fact for many of the tasks expected of performers in

34
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\
organizations, these stages are never recognized as part of the formal
system for performanee evaluation. However, observational.and survey
studies.of individuals in a variety of orgamnizations, including
schoqls,Ademonstrate that the elements of this model are reasonable
means to characterize evaluation processes. Moreover, these same
studies reveal that the process of evaluation is intimately conneeted
to the authority system in formal organizations. It is to a

discussion of organizational authority that we next turn our

attention.

Evaluation and Authority .9

The evaluation system of an organiZation is intimately related to

the authorlty system of that organization. In the case of schools,

) Spady's (1974) discussion of the authorlty system revolves around the

evaluation of studept performance. The definition of authorxty in
formal organizations provided by Dornbusch and Scott reflects the’
close relationship Between'evsluation and authority. Theyigrite that:
Authority in fsrmal organizations is to be defined in terms |
5of attempts by one set of participants (B) to control the
‘performancerf srganizational tasks by‘shother set of
participants (C), the control attempts.tonsisting of
evaluations whieh affect the‘distributibn to C of
'organlzatlonal sanctions. Further, participants engaged
in control attempts (B) are’themselves regulated in

their exercise of power by yet gfgiird set of participants

é

(A),Athe regulation consisting of evaluations which
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\
affect the distribution of organizational sanctions to B.

|

Aufhority systems.are thus defined as sets of control attempts. .
Following the model of evaluation processes, Dornbusch and Scott !
identify four types of control attempts or control tasks:
1) the attempt to allocate a task to a participant;

2) the attempt to set the criteria by which a task

|
performance is to be evaluated;

7.\\ \
3) the attempt to determine the sample which is to be

drawn of task performances or the results

asgsociated with them; and

4) the attempt to appraise a task performance. (p. 194)

These four control tasks together make up the control system. But

control tasks or control attempts can be exercised by any number of

individuals in aﬁ organization; only some of these attemﬁts will be
authorized, only some of them will be comsistent with the formal _
system of authofity within the organization. Dornbusch and Scott note
that: ~I.'A.n authorit&.system~may be viewed as a dévice by which the v
organization #ttempts to determine for participants whose evaldatiohs
are to be taken into account.” (p. 197) They make a distincﬁion_

between power or controi and authority or authorized power. They:safz
' .Q.by definition that B has power over C with |
respect to C's performance of a given org;nizational
task to that extent that B's control attempts'help to

determine the organizational sanctions received by

C. This power is authorized to the extent that:

36 ’
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1) B's organizational evaluators, A, if aware that

B was attempting to exchise control over C with

respecf\to a given task, would not negatively

evaluate B for making the attempt; and 2) the

organizatidngl evaluators of C and of all other

particip&nts\yhose compliance is necessary to

support B's at;empt to control C's performance of

the task would, if aware of noncompliance, négafively

evaluate those not complying. (pp. 197-198)
These conditiqns stigulate that for a control attempt to be authoriz%d
those who e;aluate the evaluator (B) would not negatively evaluate hﬂF
or her for exercising the control attempt over C and that others
involved in the evaluation of é would agr;e with B's control attempt
and be negatively evaluated by their own supervisors if they did not.
More plainly, the control attempts of a given evgluator are authorized
to the extent that his or her supervisors and his or her peers would
not negativély evaluate him for exercising such an attempt.‘ When this
is the case Dornbusch and Scott say that this evaluator B has an
authorlty rlght. Agaln f0110w1ng the model of evaluation they define
‘four types of authority rights:

1) the right to allocate a task ;

2) the right to . set ériteiia by_which-the task

will be evaluated; - )
3) the right to select the sample of work to be
evaluated; and ,

4) the right to appraise the work By éomﬁaring

a
4

37 | . 4u’




fk

the sampled work with the criteria in. order to .. %

arive at a performance evaluation. (p. 198)
This discussion of control tasks and author ty rights leadsf
Dornbusch and . Scott to their definition of an authority system.

We define an authority system as a set of relationships
in vhich'all pover regularly exercised over -and by a

performer (c) relevant to the evaluation of C's

performance of a given organizational‘task is authorized

-

(p+ 208) o o oy

As they note, there are three 1mportant characteristics of this

,.

definition. First, the autﬁority system is identified as 1t impinges

.on a given organizational participant for example, a student in a
',school. Second the definition\holds that the authority’system is
task specific. For example, the authority system/for the task of
-academic achievement is different from the auth;rity system for the .

task of»social behav1or.( Finally,‘the/system 1ncludes only those
) : : Ll . 4 :

B . . - //- —'._, . ' . . .

rights*vhich_are éegularly'exercised’oyer the participant.

With- the notion of an authority system established ve can turn to.

the 1mportant question of the propriety of authority systems.

IS

.~

' e , - o '
Proper Authority Systems and Soundly Based Evaluations

of great concern;to our analysis of-the disengagement of students

. .

-as a result of their confronting the authority system of the school,
is the attitude of students tovard that authority system. Dornbusch
_and Scott use the term propriety¢.to'refer to participant attitudes

tovard an authority system. ihey.write:
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 An authorzty system is cons1dered proper to the

extent that participants approve of -the system,

believing it appropriate.4(p. 347) .
sThns.anthority systems deemed more proper byfparticipants»Vill receive \ | l,i,
" more participant approval than'those deemed‘less'proper. Dornbus h o
and Scott examine a range of factors which affect the extent to whiich
.participants consider authority system prOper. Chief among such
'faetors is the soundness of‘the evaluation system.' Dornbusch and
Scott‘argue.that: | | o

Performers consider authority systems more proper if |

they consider evaluations of their performances more

"soundly based. (p. 346) | “

The quality of the evaluation system will thus have an impact on’ the

' extent to which participants believe the authority system to be proper

and appropriate. Dornbusch and Scott\develop the concept of soundly
based evaluations to describe the quality of the evaluation system, 'y
Specifically, they:define_"soundly based",as follows:
A participant considers eyaluations "soundly~based"‘
to(the extent.that he or she belieyes'that:
a) the quality of_performances or outcomes as - Coe
judged by'the‘participant is affectedﬁhy

. . . = 4 "

" the performer's effort, and ' i \

. . B \ .
b) performances or outcomes considered better

by the participant receive higher evaluations.
A

(p.. 343) . ' - T SN
. \ <
“There are a number of problems that might develop in evaluation \
. \
o » ‘ R \'~\ 3 ‘ .‘A
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~

systems to produce eva1uatlons of 1nd1v1dual performance that areﬂnot

' sound1y based and whlch, 1n turn, result 1n author1ty systems thought o

to be 1mproper by part1c1pants._ Dornbusch anq Scott refer to these

’problems as 1ncompat1b111t1es in. the authorxty system.] Thxs study

- t

; . ] [ -
focuses on such 1ncompat1b111t1es in school author1ty systems.

’ . “t

‘Incompat1b111t1es and Instab111ty ’ _
Dornbusch and Scott argue that the 1ncompat1b111tyvof authorxty
.systems is a suff1c1ent condxtxon for system 1nstab111ty. (p. 243)
'Although both the concept of 1ncompat1b111ty "and that of 1nstab111ty .
are concepts at the ‘structural level, i. e. both: refer to
characteristxcs of organxzatlonalﬁ uthor1ty systems, they 1nvo1ve some
. basic social’ psycholog1ca1 assumptlons. |
The first assumptxon 1nvolved is Scope Cond1tlon 5. It holds
that the organlzatxonal partyhlpants be1ng evaluated place some' value
on the performance evaluations they recexve.. A second assumptxon
asserts further that part1c1pants establxsh an "acceptance 1eve1" for
:_these evaluations. The concept of acceptancellevel is defxned as:
" Acceptance level is the minimum 1eve1 of a performance
evaluatlon ‘that is sat1sfactory to the performer. (p. 351)
Dornbusch and Scott assume. that part1c1pants will attempt to marntaln /
’evaluatlons of their performance at a 1eve1 that 18 acceptable to
them.' Further, they note that acceptance 1eve1 is a concept which
.app11es\to present.evaluatxons and future evaluatxons. Partlcipants

‘will thus attempt to maintain current evaluations at acceptance lével .

and to ensure that future evaluations are held at thls level. The

’ . -
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T ﬁ - '}/
reference to both present ‘and future eva1uatlons suggestsé;héi/a

participant mlght receive an 1mmed1ate evaluatlon above

/
7
s

ceptance

.

1eve1 and,st111 be d1ssat1sf1ed w;th the evaluations regceived in light"

of a longer term trend

F1na11y, Dornbusch and Scott‘Lote that organ1zat10na1 evaluators .
r

v111 try to 1nf1uence the acceptance 1eve1 of performers. Standards

e;t;ng are examples of

attempts to exert such 1nf1uence on the acceptance 1evels of

estab11shed by the process 9f cr1ter1a 8

performers. However, they point out that wh11e ord1nar11y it mlght be

~

expected that the standards set by/the organ1zat10na1 evaluators would

be highly correlated with the acceptance 1eve1 of performers,‘the ol
. : . . v //' ‘ ) . - . ]
1eve1 of performance which satisfies the ‘supervisor need not be the
/ . . ) . ‘
same. level which sat1sf1es the subord1nate., Therefore, acceptance

1eve1 the m1n1mal 1eve1 acceptab1e to the performer must be

“dlstlngulshed from standard the level acceptable to the evaluator.

The concept of acceptance 1eve1 plays a centra1 role in .the
development of the ‘concept of authority system 1ncompat1b111ty.

Dornbusch and Scott def1ne 1ncompat1b111ty as:

A}

' An author1ty system exh1b1ts 1ncompat1b111ty to the

eextent that it prevents performers from/malntalnxng
"/evaluations of.their performances at or above their \ N

acceptance 1eveli:(p. 351) ‘o 7 S 2 b
They note further tha » o ' ' o
If a part1cu1ar aspect of an- author1ty system acts to ' ]
B |
prevent C from maintaining evaluat1ons of performances ' \
. :

v of the specified task at or above C's acceptance level, . ' \
| 41 - 5
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then by def1n1t10n,'an 1ncompat1b111ty is -said to exist

w1th1n the system. (p. 247)

Thus author1ty system 1ncompat1b111ty .involves 1) the rece1pt of

-eva1uat10ns by the performer below the acceptance level, and 2) -the )

perceptlon that 1t is the author1ty system that keeps the performer

‘ from atta1n1ng eva1uatlons at or ‘above acceptance 1eve1. i
Incompat1b111ty is a prOperty of the author1ty system, it 1s not

a characterlstxc of the performer. Incompat1b111ty entails problems

. in.the'authority system that~wou1d affect any 1nd1v1dua1_performer who

“had at least the same acceptance 1eve1. "

' Another way to understand the concept of 1ncompat1b1e author1ty '

systems is through a revxew of the requ1rements of a compat1b1e

author1ty system. To paraphrqse Dornbusch and Scott (p. 248), in the -

a compat1b1e author1ty system would

‘s1mp1est case, the performer
. [

recexve an unamblguous—allbcgtl n wh1ch did not conf11ct with other'

" allocations rece1ved for the same or-other tasks., The performer would
\ e ;

have available the necessary resourCes'and facilities. ' The.

performer 8 act1v1t1es vould affect the values of the relevant.

fpropert1es for performances and outcomes on whlch the performer would"~

be evaluated. The sample taken of the performer_s work would prov1de
valid fnformation as to the‘values actually achieved in the fu11
'performance. Finally, the standards for evaluationAofnthe‘taskvwould
f‘be set appropr1ate1y so that the performer could expect to receiyve
;evaluatxons at the acceptance level by adjusting the 1eve1 of effort;
This portrait of a compatible authorxty(system suggests that there are

.
i

four major types of incompatibility.‘ Dornbusch and Scott identify

42
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these types as: contrad1ctory evaluatlons, uncontrollable

evaluatlons, unpredictable evaluatxons, and unattalnable evaluatlons.

We will discuss each of these and thexr more spec1f1c forms. .

74
/
~ B -

Type I: Contradictury Evaluations

\ -
Dornbusch and Scott 1dent1fy contrad1ctory evaluatlons as, one

type of 1ncompat1b111ty. COntradlctory evaluatlons occur when

"~ (Contradictory Evaluat1ons) - performers are placed in a

: sltuatlon in which the receipt of nne_performance

: e#aluatdon'at or abd&e;acceptance level neceesarriy
entails receiving another evaluation beiow acceptance

level (p%‘351);

In such situatione'performers are both rewarded and punished for:the

o~

‘same behavior.

g
kY

'3

Contradictory evaluations may arise from three_eources:
conflicting cr1terra}‘conf11ct1ng samples, and conf11ct1ng
allocatiOns. conflxctxng criteria may involve e1ther conf11ct1ng

standards or_ conf11ct1ng propert1es or both. Conf11ct1ng standards

- often arise when one performer is evaluated by two d1fferent

superv1sors who represent different areas of spec1a1ty or expertlse.

~ A classic example of the cawgiofvconf11ct1ng_cr1ter1a'1s the case

of speed and accuracy. For example, in schools students are often
'

expected to perform under t1me constra1nts. Yet ‘the time limitations
on tests and other exercises may prevent students from d01ng their
work carefully'and accurately. A student may thus either work qu1ck1y

and make mistakes or take his or her t1me and fail to complete the.

43
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work. ‘In elther_case'the student will‘fail to receipe~evaluationslat
or_4hove_acceptancefleveh o o ; = : :
1 .
Contrad1ctory evalui:iﬁns may.alsoloccurﬂin'the case where
.\:lconfllctlng samples of a performer 8 work are taken. uThis)most often
_occurs when performers are told how to accomp11sh a task and then
.samples are taken of both the1r performance and the results of the1r
lperformance. In’ such cases the prescrlbed way of accomplrshlng a task
- -may‘not lead to satxsfactory outcomes. The performer may thus e1ther

perform as d1rected and faxl to ach1eve ‘the desired outcomes’ or

~

-\"\':
deviate from the prescr1bed procedures to achieve the outcomes. In.

either'case the performer‘wlll receive eva1uat10ns below the-

acceptance level. ]

In schools this mlght occur when students are told.to get to
classes on tnne ‘but not’ to run-in the halls. In certain schools the
N phys1cal layout and the schedule of classes may make it necessary for_

students to run 1n the halls in order to arrive at the1r next class on
xtime. In such.casesvthe students mayhelther walk to class acd be late
or run to_class and arrfve on time._;In either case, they are likely to
receive an evaluatfon-below their?acceptance level.

Flnally) contrad1ctory evaluatlons may arise from conf11ct1ng

allocations ghen other tasks allocated to the performer conflict with
%

the task in questlon. Qulte often the tasks must compete for the time
of the performer. The performer may be able to do one or the other

. / / .
task but nof both;“_Asra consequence, the performer_wlll receive an
evaluation below acceptance level for at'least.one of the tasks.
.. ’/ . . . ! . - .

In secondary schools this may happen to students quite often

.S o A

; | ' . S .} 4'7

.. . ’ /

X



-
-
v

since they typically receive assignments from a large number of

superVisors. A student may receive ma jor homework assignments on the//

<

oad

same day from four or five teachers. Qr several tests may-be

'scheduled for -the same day. Oor perhaps, a test w111 be scheduled on

the day follow1ng the evening during which the student must be

" involved in some athletic competition. In each of these Situations,'

~ the student may have several tasks, all of which compete for a limited.’

amount of time. As a result, the student may receive evaluations
below acceptance level on omne or more tasks.

Performers may thus be subJect to contradictory evaluations which
arise from conflicting criteria, conflicting samples, or conflicting’
allocations.,'Although contradictory“evaluations often ariae when a
performer is evaluated by more than one superVisor, "they may also

arise when only one evaluator is involved.

Type 'IIL: Uncontrollable Evaluations
Uncontrollable evaluations are a aecond source of authority.
aystem incompatibility. Uncontrollable'evaluations occur when:
(Uncontrollable Evaluations) 7”performers receive
evaluations below acceptance level forlperformances .

-

or outcomes they do mot control. (p. 351)

-In a compatible authority system the values associated w1th an

indiVidual's performance and outcome would be a regular function of
the quality of the performance. Dornbusch and Scott identify three

situations where this is not the case: coordination failure in the
control system, interdependence of performers, and those situations
e o : 45 v
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- performer. This might occur when an unsatisfactory performance or

supervisor authority systems.

N,

~

where the ta hs belng performed are active.

A coordlnatlon fallure in the control system can arise and lead

“a,

‘to the,incorrect attribution of a performance evaluatlon to a

outcome is noted and the evaluation is incorrectly assigned to a
‘participant_vhose performance did not contributepto the“outcome.
Dornbusch and Scott suggest that this is most llkely to happen in
c0mplex author1ty systems where the control tasks are distributed
among several superv1sorsq However, there‘are some obvious s1tuations.

-

of coordination failure in schools involving very simple single

For~examp1e, a teacher may hear talking in the back of a
classroom and 1ncorrectly 1dent1fy the offend1ng student. Students

w1th h18tor1es of behav10r problems may be particularly llkely to

N
P

'greceive such incorrect attributions. The student, of course, may have

o done noth1ng to contxlbute to’ the negat1vely evaluated performance,

but receives an’ evaluatlon below acceptance level nonetheless.

\The interdependence of performers.may also glve rise to a

situation of anontrollable evaluations. Interdependence occurs when
more than one person contr1butes to a task outcome which is used as

the basis’ for evaluation. It is very difficult to assess the

'contributions of individuals to a group product. Participants’

evaluated on the basis of such group products may not have_control of

their evaluations. Dornmbusch and Scott observe that this may arjise

When one 1nd1v1dual 1s respons1ble for maklng a declslon and other

individuals are respons1ble for 1mplement1ng those declslons. It may
e

46
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also arise when two individuals are responsible for implenentation.
The difficulties of assessing individual performance based on.a
group product often'lead teachers to avoid groyp projects in schools.
o ~ Students also sometimeségeek to avoid such situa ions, and when‘they'
can't avoid them they often seek to control the me bership of the B \

group. Those students 1nterested in a good evaluat1 w111 ‘seek to

minimize the risk of a negative evaluation by selectin other students R
whom_they can count on to be in their group. ,Teachers-t‘pically find

students requesting to select their own groups for group‘projects.

This representsha desire on the.part‘of students to control their

evaluations on the group tasks. Thislorocess is perhaps nowhere more
~visible than in the selection oi teams in physical education. There

members of the teams'are selected hy'tean‘captains who.attempt tol

maximize the team's chances of winning by gelecting indivduals who

Extracurricular actiﬁities often=involve students in situations
where they.cannot controlithe groun performance and outcome. This may
occur because some students are charged with mhking:decisions and
others with implementing them or'it may occur when more than one .
student is involved in implentation. The evaluation of a student'v
council leader responsible for‘seeing'to it that other students carry (/ff““ﬁq@L
. out a,progran involves interdependence of the first sort; while the ‘
performance of members of an athletic team involves interdependence of
: the latter sort. ' .
A less obvious case of interdependence of‘performers occurs in

situations- where work done'individually by students is graded on a
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-curve, In snch'céses'thevévaluation of stﬁdéﬁf perfdfmance depends
upon the perfofmances of other'stu&ents,"performances beyond fhe
direct control of the student in qgestionT Iﬁbthié instance a student

" will receive a higher.evaluation to the extent that oiher studgnts

perform poorly.. If other students performxextremely we11,~the'foca1\'

student may receive evaluations be}&v"his acceptance level. This is

’

because when gra&ing is done on a éﬁrve, "there are always winners aﬁd
loseis, regardless of the objective sténdards of performance
attained." (Spady, 1975, p. 54) Thus in contrast to those situations
where group products are evaluated 5nd it-ié in the interesté of.a
student to insure the good pe¥formance of his or her peers, in the
situation where individual pre¢':. . - are evaluated in lighﬁ of group
-”norms, it is in ﬁhe_interésts‘of a student to insure the poor
performange of his or.he;;?eers. Such conditions in ; mild form are
likély to discourage studenés from hélping one another on dlgss work,
and iﬁ a severe form may lead students to sabatogg the work pf their
peers. Tﬁéée-acts represent attempts by students tdrthe control the

evaluations. of their own work..

—

{Z; case of what Dornbusch and Scott call "active" tasks presents‘

N

a third source of uncontrollable evaluations. Dornbusch and Scott
E

define active tasks as omes that are low in clarity, predictability,
. > -

and efficacy. Thus a great deal of uncertainty surrounds the

. o ’ ™~
" performance of active tasks. This makes it particularly difficult to
infer individual performance based, on-inspection of the outcomes of
. N . . - S L .

e ) 7 )
the task. In the case of active tasks competgﬁt\performances do not
always lead to sucéQ;;ful outcomes. ° S N
A L . :
2 :
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.To oBtain accurate information oﬁ the performance of sﬁéhlactiVe -
tasksiit is often necessary tb'dfrectly observe performance. Of
( course, v%;h many tﬁsks it is quite"difficu}t to make éhch 
observatioﬁs due to resistance ffom pefformers, prohibitive costs, or .
thé imﬁossibiliﬁy of inépecting certaiﬁ types of pérférmancg. .Thus
the chances of uﬁc;ntrollable,evaluations increase to the extent that
; pefformers are evaiuéted on the outcomes of their actiye tasks.

The academic work of students in schools is pa;ticularly
susceptible to the problems assoéi#ted'with activeltasks.r
Intellectﬁal tasks, particulariy those inQolving.high 1e§gls éf
creativity, are often low in clarity, predictability, and efficacy.
This makes it difficult for feacﬁers to infer perférménce from the
inspegtion of'oﬁtcomes. Moreover, mosfiintellegtual taéks are
performed in the Qinds of the students, mgking them iqussible to
observe. The'ci#ssic teagher's injunction "show your wdrkf is an
attempt by teachers to make .the performance of‘sucﬁ inQisible ﬁgsks"
more accessiblg to ﬁﬁem for evaluation purposes. A pre#ailing problem
forvteachers who wish to assign active tasks to students is the
problem of assessing étudenﬁ perfpimance or effort on tasks where
pro&ucts or outcomes may not necessarily be a good reflection of such
effort. This, of course, ﬁakes it difficult for ;eachers to encduragé
student effort in‘school.

Teachers have often been charged with assigning routinized,
boring:tasks to théir sfudents. What such critici;m of teachers fails
to take into account-is the very real problems for the evaluation of

. students that confront teachers who assign active or creative tasks a

~
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.//-

~\\\la—rf/e:/portion of the tine."ln these circuﬁstances'teachers are seldom
certain about the perfornancefor effort put forthlby their»students.
Some students nay work very hard and seldon if‘ever produce a
sat1sfactory product. I1f teachers never assign routine tasks whete
the relat10nsh1p between effort and outcome is more stra1ghtforward
these studenés may never be encouraged to continue to put forth
effort. Thus the asslgnment of what to the outslder appear to be
rather dull, often mlndless tasks may serve the 1mportant functlon of
demonstrating the comnnection between‘student.effort and student |
evaluations. Of course,-ﬁhen such tasks conpletely dominate'the worh
of a class, they may signal a retreat by the.teacher from anyuattenpt
to inyolve the students in the most creative aspects of the learnrhg
process. . |

While coordination failures in the control systen, performer

\

~

‘1nterdependence, and act1ve tasks are qu1te d1fferent in nature, ‘they

all lead to the type of 1ncompat1b111ty Dornbusch and Scott have

/ .

1dent1f1ed as uncontrollable evaluations.. In each s1tuat10n/

performers receive evaluations below their acceptance level for

’

performances or outcomes they do not control.

N~

N Type II1: Unpredictable Evaluations
A third type of incompatibility, unpredictable evaluations, occur
when:

(Unpred1ctab1e Evaluatxons) - performers receive/

/

/

evaluations below acceptance level because they are

-

unable to predict accurately the relationshxp/betveen

o
!
/

/
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attributes of their péffbrmAnces and the lével of

evaldatioﬁs‘théy receive. (p. 351)

For performers to understand the relationship betwee?“their
‘performances and the evaluations they receive they must know what
level of performance is associated with what level of performa&ce
evdluation. When performerd cannot predict what evaluation they will
receive from the qualitf of their performance, a situation of
unpredictablé evaluations exists. Dornbusch #nd Scott»id?ntify three
cases of unpredicféﬁle evélhat%ons: misuqdersfandings:of allocations,
misunderstandings'of criteria, and nonrépresentatiVe samples of
performancé or outcomes.

Migunderstandings of allocations may“occur wheh.pérformera are
not . avare ﬁhat a task has been allocated, or when thg for; of thé4
ailocation is ;nélear. When allocations are ndt clear then the
performer may receive evaluations that were not expected and thus

\ could noﬁ be predisted.

Dornbusch and Scdtt”note-tHat,misunderstéﬁdings of gilocations
may result when an allécatb; forgets to communicate the allocatiom or
communicates it in an ambiguous way. This is iikely;fo occur in
schoqlsfwhén teachers are assigning particular tasks to atudenﬁs for
the first time. To the extent that te#chérs assign new and diffe;ent“
taskgfto étudents from year to year, to, that exteﬁt théi reallf lack

. _ ° b . .
experiéncg in the allocation of such tasks. “Thelassignment of even
the 3imp1est_tasks.ﬁay lead to misunder?tandings on ﬁhe part of

students th%t cannot be anticipated by the teacher. This‘pioblem is

likely to be particularly acute at the beginning of the term when

51
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teachers and students have no exper1ence dea11ng with each other over '
matters of work asslgnment and evaluatlon. Students may.make

assumptions about the nature of a-task allocation based on previous _
- . S

exper1ence w1th other teachers only to di scover the the present<

/'/
T

o e

.

teacher operates qu1te d1fferent1y. R -

: M1sunderstand1ngs of cr1ter1a used to evaluate an 1nd1v1dua1'

_/

performance may result from 1nsuff1c1ent1y spec1f1c criteria or from

//

fﬁhe faxlure of evaluatorgfto communicate the set critria. In either

L
i

- d e Ses s L . Col.
case-performers lack the spec1£1c criteria according to which they

.

might shape the1r behav1or in performance of the task. At times

performers may even have 1ncorrect\1nformatlon about the cr1ter1a
"employed in eva1uat1ng the1r performance.

Student requests to teachers to know "What counts?" or "What are

s

you look1ng for?" represent attempts to reduce m1sunderstand1ngs of
criteria. Given the complex nature‘of some academ1c tasks, great
effcrt and care must be‘taken by-teachers to-speclfy and communicate

the criteria used for “evaluation of student vork. When teachers

assume that students should "know" what "good work" is and refuse to
-specify what they will be lookingyfor when evaluatrng student work,
they often create s1tuat1ons that" for many students lead to

m1sunderstand1ngs of criteria. Of course, some students are much
Rl " "

better than others at "reading teachers" and giving them what they;

want , but other students'wili simply be unable to predict the .

¢

relationship between their performance and the evaluations they can

\‘{M expect tO receive.

Even when task allocations and criteria are clearly communxcated ‘
: | A

. . ‘\

/f-,:"vf
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performance, then such samples are less likely to be an accurate

A Theory“of Evaluation in Organizations

a condition of unpredictable evaluations may arise if the samples of
an individual's performance are not representat1ve of true

performance. '1f a performer is aware of- the task allocatlons and

]

criteria, it is still not possible to predict the evaluations’that .

will be received for a given level of performance when the sample of

information on performance used for the evaluation is not .an accurate

i

/ : M '.. -. »
reflection of true performance. As a result, the individual may not
be ‘able to modify performance to receive enaluationa at or.above
_Ideally, teachers should collect samples of student performance
whlch reflect their true performance in class. ~$estsuand exercises
should be frequent enough and broad enough to accurately reflect total

student performance and students should clearly perceive the

k7]

connection between the total performance in a class and their

performance on tests and exercises which are only samplea of their

‘performance. However, when the samples of student performance used in

evaluation are very infrequent or very narrow in relatxon to the total

F

reflection of total performance, and students may come to perceive

little relationship between their total performance and the

evaluations ‘they receive. In such cases, students cannot pred1ct

°

the1r evaluat\bns from knowledge of the level of their performances.‘
Problems in any of the first three‘stages of the evaluation’

process, mieunderstandings of allocations, misunderstandings of

t /

criteria, or nonrepresentative samples, can lead to a condition of

unpredictable evaluations. In this condit}on, performers cannot see

-

!

i
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&

the connection between what they do and the evaluations they receive.

. \\‘

Type IV - Unattainable Evaluations

A condition of unattainable evaluations, the fourto type of
incompatibiiity, ariees-vﬁen:

(Unattaioable Evaluations) - the standards used to .

eraluate performers are 8o high that they cannot

achieve evaluations at or above acceptance level. (p. 351)
Unattainable evaluations occur when the standards used to assess
performance are set 80 high that it is imposeible for participaots to
_attain evaluations at their acceptance level under the conditions in
which they must work. Dormbusch and Scott identify three cases of

'unattalnable evaluatxons. inappropriately high standards, active

B
\

tasks, and lack of fac111ties.‘\\ )

. Inappropriately high standaros may be employed_in the'assess%ent

\\'of pe§formaoce when performers or task;\;re'oew and when there are no
applxcable standards based on previous experlence. For example, when
new employees attempt to perform tasks for the f1r8t t1me, it is |

. usually inappropriate to/employ the same atandards used to assess the
performance of experlenced workers. When.a task is a831gned for the
f1rat time, a superv1sor may not know what standards to expect for
performance and may set them too high. -Inapproprlately‘hlgh standards
may also occur in hlghly compet1t1ve situations ?ﬁ\whlch superv1sors
seek'pergectlon_ggg~subordxnates keep trying to perge\t their

performances. Competent, but less able subordinates m§ not be able

to attain the standards set by the most able.
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Inappropriateiy high standards may easily arise in school
situations. Students are often in a position wherebthey are
performing a task for the first- time.. Teachers must eonstantly take
into account the lack of experienee\of_students in performing many of
~ their assigned tasks."Moreover, to the extent that teachers

incorporate new material and_tasks into their teaching, they must also
‘deal with the problem of setting appropriate standards with no
previous experienee of student performance on‘the tasks. Finally,
given the range of abilities in'any group of students teachers must
attempt to chailenge students without raising the standards to the
| point,,whe,re,,_n;any ,/s,tuden!;s“__gaqng.t;,_,_agh_i.éle. _a.ccept_:able- evaluat'ion_s-.', a

The nature of act1ve tasks may also lead to problems of
unatta1nab1e evaluatlons. Since the reslstance to the performance of
active tasks is unpredlctable, it is d1ff1cu1t to set, standards at an
appropriate 1eve;\ Standards may easily be set at a 1eve1 that- 1s'
unatta1nab1e for most performers. '

_Teachers from time to t1me f1nd themselves in the poslt10n of
having assigned tasks to students only to find that~perform1ng the
task was much more difficult than the teacher orlglnally ant1c1pated.
At times none of the students v111 be able to perform the task
suetessfully, at other times one or two students willlsuceeed, but the
. majority of the studentsvsiil fall far below the previously defined
level of acceptable performance. In either case the'teachers“must
decide whether and how to adjust the evalnations of student

performance. One way of handling these situations is to grade omn a

curve so that the maximum evaluations go to the students with the best
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performance while the minimum evaluations go to those wiﬁh the worst
performance. Of cLurse, as we eaflier'pointed odt, if teachers
':egularly grade on a curve so that those students with the worst
performance always receive the minimum'efaluations, those students
- will.expgrience a situation of uncontfollable evalﬁations due to
interdeéendeﬁcé of performers. Our point_here i; that grading on a
curve solves the problem of éettiné standdrds for active tasks by
allowing the curreat group'norﬁ to determine the standard.
Lack of facilities may also léad to a condition of unattainable
"evaluations. Facilities may refef to physical equipment or to
organiz#fidﬁpl rights such as rights to authority pvef'others. No

matter how hard they try, performers without the necessary facilities

may not be able to attain evaluations at or above their acceptance

H
/
!
i -

. level,.
'Teachers know that they must plan lessons and assignments so as
not to require access to equipment or resources not readily available

)

to all their students. Still, there are timeé when it is pof possible
z*. to foresee all such needs. For example, an assigument to trace one's
genéology may be impossible for ‘a studeﬁt withouf access to faﬁfly ;
records or older relatives. Access to equipment gnd resqurcés are
often problematic as students seek to improve - their peerrgance in
extracurricular activities. Students may.not.have as much acceﬁs to

practice rooms and equipment as may be necessary for them to improve -

their performance to attain evaluations at or above their acceptance

2

¢

.level.

Inappropriately high standards, active tasks, and lack of
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facilities all present problems for the evaluation of performance. .In
.each case a sltuatlon may be created where it is lmposslble for

1

performers to attain evaluations at or sbove their acceptancellevel.'
Instability /

Dornbusch and Scott suggest that, in addition tonincompatibiliti,
aneeher characteristic .by which an authority system may be described
is instability. They present a formal deflnltlon of 1nstab111ty. 3

Definition of Imstability - An authorlty system is

unstable to the extent that_lt contains internal

pressures for change. (p. 350)
fhey note further that the pressures for change are internal in.thatl
they are geserated by the eﬁeration of the authority‘system itself
rathef thsn from a source external to the authority system.

Dornbusch and Scott argue that incompatibility is a sufficient
:endition‘for instability of auﬁhority systems . Wheneve;M"
inpompat?bilities are present, then ssthorityleystems will be
unstable; Since other factors may also produce sys;em instsbility,;i
just because incompatibilities are,sot preserit does not mean that the
‘ systeﬁs will be stasle.' | |
Whefi participants are susjected to‘incompatibili;ies in authority

systems they are likeiy to be frustrated and under tension. To cope
lwith such tension they hay’adopt one or more "coping requnses" in an

attempt to reselve the incompatibility. Each of these "coping -

responses" is considered by Dornmbusch and Scott to e an indicator of

the presence of instability.

27
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Dornbusch and Scott nmote three general ways in which part1c1pants
// attempt to cope with 1ncompat1b;11ty in an authority system. Flrst,
particip ta may loyer their acceptance-level. That is, performers
may decide that they are satisfied with a lower level of evaluations
for part1c1pat1ng in the authority system than they were previously
willing to accept. Repeated failures to attain evaluatlons at
acceptance level will lead individuals to lower that acceptance level

. . to one they can attain.

.——""Students in schood may lower their acceptance level in bcth a
general and a more specific sense. First;_some students whc have~
experlenced repeated fallure to attain eva1uat1ons at or above their
acceptance 1eve1 may lower their overall acceptance level for
evaluations of any type connected with scgool. Such students may be
content to pass from grade tofgrade however they can. Second, other

students may:lowef;their acceptance level for particular tasks or fot'
evaiaations t;om patticular.supervisora. Such students may.pe quite
happy with a D in math or a C from Mrs. Smith. These students have
adapted to fa1r1y localized incompatibilities for evaluatlons for
partlcular courses oOr from particular superV1sors.. In e1ther case,
the students-decide to be‘satisfied.vith less than they were - _
previOusly willing to accept. i -

A second general method of attempting:to resolvelincompatibility
. in the authority system involves the:cteation of preesures for change
in the authority system itself. bornbusca and'Scott>specify four

reactions which create pressures for change in the authority system:

dissatisfaction, communication of dissatisfaction to others in the

-y,
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organization, suggesting changes to others in,theﬁorganizatjon as a
result of dissatifaction with the system, an9 noﬁéoﬁpliance with the
exercise of an authofity right as a result of diééatisfactiop with thé
sygteﬁ.‘ | | |
Students in schools may exhibit gll“four reactions. First, they
may simply feel .dissatisfied with the éfétem or somecaspect of the
\ authority system. ,Secoﬁd; they may cqmmﬁpicate,their'dissatisfaction

///'GitE"the'school autho;ity gzétem’tp other studengs:‘ Third, they may
sugéest'éhangés-inAthélﬁ;gtéﬁftévothers:ih the school. Fourth, they
may fail-tb comply with assignments. Dornbusch an&.Scott suggest that
to fail to complybié to notify others that ﬁhe present system is
intolerable. (p. 270) “

Wh;le many forms of what'we.have earlier referred to as studgnt
involvement in negative éctivities would fall undég,Dornbusch and -
Scoﬁi‘; notion of noncompliance, it is importaﬁq to note that their
formulation specific;lly limits attention to sucﬁ Behavior that
rgsuits from dissatisfaction with the authority system aﬁd that they

* view the” nonconformist as ome Qho is more likely to make his or her
Adissent-pubiic and to attempt ﬁo‘replace existing poiiciés éhd
-pfoced&ré; with altérnative policies and brocedures. Thus the ﬁore
specifically ﬁe fﬁcus on student engagement in negati;e behaviors such
as these, the stronéer should be the relaﬁionship,to incompatibilities
in the aﬁthority system.

A third genefal way in which participants attempt ﬁo resolve

incompatibility in the huﬁﬁbrity system is simply to leave the system, .

Dornbusch and Scott note that an individual may &o this either by

» g2
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moving to amother position within the same organization or by leaving

\,
\

‘the organization altogether,

It is quite obvious that students may leave the school |

organization by just dropping out. What is”@omewhat less> obvious iﬁ

\ B !

_that students have considerable latitude in moving from one bosition\\
to another within the school. To the extent thaf\gtudents can congtof\
and modify their own schedules, to that extent‘cap\ihey move one from \
position to another, at least in terms of their supervisors. Two
"juniors" may in a sense occupy diffe:ené positions if they have
different teachers shpervising thei; work. Not on1§ may gtudents move
from one supervisor to another, but they even have some diécretion to .
move from oﬁe‘subject or sat of tasks to another.. Thus students may
*"dropout" of some subjects and sﬁpervisors to avoid incompatibilities
in the evaluation system. |

Dofnbusch and Scott identify three indicators bf-instability,
loweriné acceptance levels, dissatisfaction gnd noncompliance, and
leaving the system. These correspond to the three student behavior
prdblems identified in Chapter 1: low level studenﬁ participation,

‘participation in negative activities, and non-participation.

Dornbusch And{Scott?é theory provides us wiéh'a syétémaﬁic approach to
examining:the effects of iﬁcompgtibilities in the ;chool evaluation

and- authority system on these student problems.

Considerations When Applying the Theory to Students
Dornbuéch and Scott argue that student status has an affect on ~

the level of imstability likely to arise as a result -of

~ 60 i
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incompatibilities in the authorxty system of a school organlzatxon.
They note that despite high levels of 1ncompi@1b111ty, students should
be less 11ke1y to display 1nstab111ty behavior than non-students
exposed to comparable levels of incompatibility. (p. 275) They cite
three reasons for this prediction/. First, individuals occupy the

student role for only a limited period of time and therefore feel less

i
!

of a necessity’ts adapt to the ipcompatibility of the authority
system. They know that eventually they will not have to deal with it.
Seeond, students occupy a role in which they are not expected to be
fully competent and ome in which evaluations of their performance are
seen as a major part of their training. Third, students exhibit less
instability in the face of a certain level of'incompatibility because
the relationship betweeh their evaluations and immediate
;ofgahizational ganctions is less clear than for individuals in
" non-student pssitiqps. .
Dornbusch and“Scott sum up these pointstby stating that slthough
students do fall within the scspe of_their theory, they
..;apply a somewhat different calculus in linking
evaluations with sanctisns, ... they place less
emphasis on particular performance evaluations and
as a consequence are less likely to react to
_incompatibiiities with_}nstabiiity behaVior;v(p.-276)
~ Although their identification\of differences between the student
-role and non-student role with'regard to reactions to

incompatibilities seems sound, we would question whether the total

,lesel of instability behavior would be lower among students than among
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nonstudents faced with comparablé levels of incompatibilities.
Instead, we would suggest that instability behavior may be distributed
differéntly over the three general identified forms, Specifically,
given the transcience of the individuals in the studént role, we would
expect less disgatiafaction and noncdméliance behavior and more
loﬁeringﬂof acceptance levels among students than among nén students.
Moreover, given that leaving school to take & job provides what is
sometimes pérceived as a more attractive alternative to s%udents, we
'w0ﬁld expect leés dissatisfaction and noncompliance behav%or_and
higher levels of withdrawal from the organization wheneve; possible.
Thus when faced with incompatibilities, students may exhibit

instability more through means which do not challenge the authority

system openly than do non-students.

The theory of evaluatioﬁ and authority provides a useful
framework within which to examine the relatioﬁéhip ﬁéi;;en.school‘
authority systems aﬁd student disengagement. Moreover; it permits the
relativgly Precise examination of features of the school Tuthority
system that are likely to be problematic for students. It ﬁay serve
to guide not omnly oufks;udy, but also the formulation of policy
recommendgtions‘for ed&\~tors. School policies seﬁ the parameteés for
the authofity syétéﬁs under\yhich stu@ents must function. In the next

chapter we examine the pqliciés‘related to the evaluation of students

established at each of the four high schools in our stﬁdy.

)

62 N



School Policies for the Evaluation of Students

Chapter 3

School Policies for the Evaluation of Students

Rushton Schools

The four high schools included in our study are all part of the

-

Rushton School Distriét. The Rushton District serves a sprawling

series of suburban communities located approximately 12 miles from the

center of a major mid-western city. The population of the Rushton
District numbers around 140,000 residents, most of whom have ski11ed,
business, or professional jObs. The district-serves one of the more
affluent communities in the metropolitan area.

Since the Rushton District was forged in 1954 through the
cor .. idation of a number of elementary districts it has become ome of
the iastest growing suburban districts in the country. Between 1960
and 1978, the peak enrollment year, 20,000 students were added to the
system. With nearly 24,000 students enrolled, the district ranks
third in enrollment in the state; Enrollment remains high im the
secondary grades in the district, but it is declining in the
elementary gradeé. District projections anticipate a reduction in
enrollment oé over 4000 students between 1980 and 1984.
- The Rushton District contains 68.5 square miles, making it ome of
the larger districts in the metrOpblitan area. The district
transports about 70Z of'its total enrollment. With only a small
number of minority students, the district has.no desegregation plan,
though it is currently being asked to participate in an intgrdist;ict

desegregation plan along with other districts in the metropolitan
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area.

The schools in the Rushﬁoﬁ District are generally considered
among the best in the'metropoiitan area., The district spent $2052.92
per pupil dpring the 1979—80/6ch001 fegr. With the recent period of
rapid growzi, most of the fécilities in the district are quite new and
;everal 04 them have wonﬁawards for architectural distinction.
Overall, the schools of/Rushton would be ranked highlyﬂin comparison
with public schools p;tionwide.

'OQur study was éonducted in the four senior high schools in the
district. The district and the schools were selected because thef
represent genefally successful American high schools. The goal of the
stddy was not to éxpose flagran; problems in troubled schoolé, but to
reveal more subtle trends and potential problems in the organiiacional

arrangements of typically effective schools. These schools were also

selected because we wanted to work with administrators and teachers

who were not so under the gun that they couldn't participate in the

study with us. ' We wanted to be able to rely on their help and
expertise as we conducted our work. This report reflects the support
and guidancevthey'gave‘us at various stages of the study.

The four senior high schools .in the Rushton District are -
Jefferson High, Lincoln High, Rqosevel; High, and Washington High.
Although the administrators of the schoo;s all report to the same
central office superiors, they have comsiderable autonomy in
organizing and managing their buildings. Table 3-1 below presents

basic data on the student and staff populations of the four schools.
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Table 3-1

Faculty and Student Populations of the Four Rushton High Schools

. ‘Schools Jefferson Lincoln Roosevelt Washington
Y

Faculty
Bachelors Degrees 37 - 16 23 19
Masters Degrees 46 54 85 74
Doctoral Degrees 3 ' 3 7 8

" Total 86 73 115 . 105

,Students ' ' | ‘ }
Number 1,300 = 1,500 1,149 1,870
Mean SAT Verbal 457 471 7 470 475
Mean SAT Math 511 534 508 517

Percentage Who

Continue Education . 88% 77% ‘ 68% ‘ 91%

The cable reveals that the facuity and students at each of the four

schools éompare favorably to those of most public schoqis. The

\

students of the Rushton high schools perfofm.abOVe‘the nétional means
in both the verbal and math sections of the Scholastic Aptitude Test.
Over two~thirds of the students at each of the schools have’made plans’
to continue with their educaéion bejond high pchSOIJ

¢ .

Thus far we have discussed the common features of the Rushton

high schools, the features that place them among the better American

| . .
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- public high schoois. ‘In the-secétions that follow we will examine, each
: SN - . o - i } &
school in greater.detafl and discuss some of the features that

distinguish the schools from each other. Particular.attention will be

devoted to the p011c1es and procedures employed at the” schools “for the

evaluation of student performance.w Data for these sections comes from

o . N . .
two major sources. In the course of our two years of workxng with the

1

-faculty and students of the Rushton hlgh ‘schools we collec*ed varlous

documents whlch describe the admxnlstratlve p011c1es of the schools.

Documents such as teacher handbooks and student handbooks are

collectlons of the formal rules .and regulatlons of the four
. \
organizationsQ

Y

\ .
In addition to consulting these formal documents, we conducted

in-depth interviews with'each member of the administrative staff, at
. /} )
least one member of the cou eling staff and at least 12 teachers at

each school. The teachers/were selected to'repreaent the various

? :
departments and extracurrlcular act1v1ty groups in the school. These

interviews provxde 1nformat10n on less formallzed/procedures and

methods of o;;ratlon and perm1t us to 1nqu1re ‘mor e d1rect1y about the

p011c1es for the evaluation of student performance.

"

Assembllng thls data on the procedures for the evaluaﬁrﬁ. of
/

7/

student, performance in the four schools permltted us to more Larefully

. tailor our general questions on the student survey to thw partxcular

school environment. In add1t10n, the data prOV1de a partrait of the
waye in whlch four schools go about the process of evaluatlng student
performance, In no ‘sense can these documents and 1nterv1ews be
thought of as measures of our independent variab}e, the evaluation and

\ : o ,66.. | '6‘9
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authorigy sysﬁem of the school. = Such measures muat\ﬁomglfrqm'the
.student self-reports since it' is the interac;ion of ihdividuai
efformance w1th the authority system of theborganlzat;on that leads

. to 1nstab111ty accordxng to the theory of! evaluatlon an;\authorlty;

The formgt of‘the'intgrvxews'wag open—ended.’(SeedApp ndi# A.)
e Each'administratof or teacher }nt;rviewed was -asked to disd éé his 6r
‘her own,roie in.éach of. the six stages of the evaiuation,pr‘cess‘ﬁs
spécified by the theory: al}ocation, critefia~éet;ing,‘samp ing .
performance, assesément, providing feé@back, anﬁiplaﬁnihg vorv
impro?ement. In addition, for each btage.of the evaluation process,
respondents “were asked to talk about any pdlicies that aré set down By
the school as an 6rg§nizatioﬁ. These questions were asked for the
three student tgsks or areas of';eéponsibility: academic work, social
behavibr, and excurricular qctivities. Responses of dmi;istrators
and counselors to all interview questions gnd'tegch;; responses to the
qgestions regarding schdol policy were usedfté #és: ble the pgf;raiks
of thé school\evéluatibn pélicies‘feﬁqrted here.

As noted earlier, tﬁe.Ruahﬁon‘high schools are fairly autonomous
when it comes ;o'develbping procedures for the supervision and
gvéluation of/ satudent performaﬁce. For eﬁample, the Administrative
Guide for the ¥, cfessional Staff of the district étipulafes that each
sch061 shall develop a program of'plan fqrngaling with éﬁudeﬁt
disciéiine. i The centrgl'district adwinigtration seté no rules but v'
rather dele%ates this requnéibility to the indivianl buildings. \<Vﬂ?.
‘Only bfoa@ guidelines are noted in the district wide gui&gﬁ
Adminisfrafﬁ:s at the four buildings reported that they had wide

\
\
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1at1tude 1n developlng the1r school. program and p011c1es. Moreover,

rather than m1n1m121ng d1fferences between the schools; admlnlstrators‘
Jand teachers seemed to emphasize the ways in which the adm1n1strators
at each school ran‘a‘distinctive program. '

t

Jefferson High School ‘

\

The Evaluation of Academic Work . ‘ : °

Revieving the comments of administrators and teachers in.terms of
s
the six stages of the evaluatlon process, the greatest emphasls at
Jefferson seems to be on prov1d1ng feedback to the students on the1r

performance. The, admlnlstrators stressed that there'.sh

be no

=

surpriges for either‘students'or parents. They noted hat teache 8

were urged to keep parents informed of any problems with student

- academic performance and that thep were also encouraged to send
letters home when students improved their,performance.{ These
,procedures.at Jefferson supplement,the district—wide policies
regardlng reports of- student progress. Teachers echoed the reports of
the administrators. A number of teachers mentloned the importance of
. ) -
communicating evaluations and ome teacher stressed the need for quick
feedback, citing automated test scoring machines as a tool often used
to alloulspeedy feedback to students. | |
The assessment stage dlsowreceived a great deal“of»attention in
the interviews“with adminlstrators and teachers.. Several of'the

adminigtrators emphaslzed the benef1ts of using a p01nt system in

_ complllng student grades, noting that when the point system is used,

) _ - 68 \ .
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“peOple will not question your professional judgement." 'Eleve_ of
fifteen teachers 1nterViewed described specific pOint sca1e used in
the evaiuation of student academic work Neither~the administrators
nor the teachers counetted the use of a point system t9rthe setting of -
‘ criteriavand_standards. -Thus the point system seeme? to,bela device
advocated and used to justify a final evaluation of/student
1performance rather than as way of repesenting the;importance of

v

certain characteristics of task performance, as/our model suggests%,,nf/’”t////
| | i

-,

The emphasis on the use of a point system for’cﬁﬁsiiihg“stﬁdent\\ﬁ,
grades as opposed to its use to -make students aware of the weight
given to various aspects_of their academic tasks‘is/consistent with
the absence of administrator and teacher commentsicn policies for
setting criteria and standards. All fifteen teachers were unable to
think of a sinéle schcol policy-regarding theﬁsetting of standards for
student ac7hemic serformance.';One.teacher‘poted\that this matter was
sometimes!discussed at the department level, but not on a:school—wiae
‘basis. For the related stage ofetask allocation,bone thiré'of the
teachers noted that district—wide goals and objectives and curriculum
guides were available, but most suggestea,that teachers had wide
latitude in'interpreting such guidelines once'certain core areas were”

’

- covered.
. Similarly, the teachers were unable to think of any school policy
regarding the saﬁpling of student academic work for the purposes of

evaluation. The administrators mentioned several ways in which they

sampled student performance such as standardized tésts and the "junior

&

. . i i
essay" required of all students. Moreover, they noted informal ways

.69
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in which they took‘samples of student work such as asking for samples.
of student uriting and talking to teachers about_student performances
.Nonetheless, onehadministrator'felt that not enough emphasis was
placed on the day-~to-day work of the students in their classes because
_ of the emphasis on standardized testst- Another administrator
expressed concern that grades were based on too limited a sample of
student performance.
Finalli, the intervieas‘with administrators and teachers

reflected very 1itt1e emphasis on the process of working with students
to help them plan to improve their performance.. IndiVidual teachers‘ )
varied great]; in this respect, and no school policy was mentioned.
Much more emphasis was placed on communicating eva1uations to students
to let them know where they stood. One - counselor described this |
approach as providing,students with a sense of where they could stood
so they help themselves. This approach seems to be consistent with
the nature of the student body as described by the administrators and
Lteachers. They viewed their students as very'competent individuals
from high SES backgrounds who were quite capable of addressing their |
own deficiencies. In no interview did we get the sense that staff
nembers:would leave students high and drp to fend for themselves.
Rather, there seemed to be great confidence in the.capacity of their’
students to handle their learning problems.
The Evaluation of Behavior -

Teachers and principals alike reported that the major effort to

“allocate responsibility for student behavior came at the beginning of
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the school year. At that time adm1n1strators hold a meet1ng w1th each
class to out11ne the expectations regard1ng student behavxor at . _'

Jefferson for the year. Teachers also make a point of discussing ' '\

]

K

|
J ‘their expectatlons for behav1or in each of their classes at the start ﬁ
of the term. )
6ur questions about setting eriteria and standards for student

behavior brought an interesting-pattern of responses. A few of theb
teachers_and administrtors mentioned school policies regarding

attendanEe, parking regulations, anditardiness. For example; five

absences from class result in a note being sent to the student's

parents. Teachers also mentloned that the- schbol makes use of a

citizenship grade fQ\ student behavior in each class. However most

of the teachers inditated that there reaI}y weren t any spec1f1c '

policies or standards for student behauior. One of the teachers said
‘that the administrators let the,teachers run things as long as there
isn't total chaos in“their classes. Administrators explained their

strategy as~one'of avoiding rules\and the setting of specdfic . ) o
standards. For exanple, the school has mno fnrnal student handbook.

Instead,'all student hehavior rules are listed on aztwo.bage handout

distrdbuted at the start of the year. One administrator e plained

that they asoided setting rules because "if standards are sEt; kids

will live dnwn to them." Adm;nistrators:desCEibed their strategy as
) one of using oniy a suall set of rules and rely;ngmnn role models o%

'apprnpriate behavior whenever possible.. Although-expectations for

student behavior seemed to be high, they were seldom communicated in

specific detail.
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Little attempt is made to systematically sample student behavior
at Jefferson High. The'one.exception'is the requirement that teachers
stand out in the hall dur1ng passlng times to monitor student hall -
behav10r. Some teachers.seemed to have nonroblems gettlng sufficient
samples of'student behavior for purposes of evaluation; On the |

contrary, as one*teacher put it, "it ‘is difficult to evaluate - itﬂs
. sort of a stream that flows past.constantly and things get by.' ~0n
-the other hand, severa] administrators voiced concern about: only being
expdaed to negatlve student behav10r. One administrator portrayed his
role as "fighting brushfires". To counteract this tendency,
‘administrators have/urged teachers to include then whenever they can
show off the students in a positive light, ’

fhe processes of asaeeement and feedback areffacilitated through
'the uaevof the citizenship grade; .However, seueral teachers.
’complained.that:they verevvery unsure of what the grade was based
upon. Another teacheL obserﬁed that there was no c0nsistency'among
teacher expectations: One admlnlstrator reported that. the cltlzenshlpn
grade was based on student promptness to class, but teachers reported
various other criteria for determlnxng the grade. The cltlzenshlp
‘grade is ueed so that student“behavior is not included in the aeademic;p'

grade, and the citizenship/grade is not included on the student's

academic transcript. One teacher found it problematic not to include
student behavior as. part of the overall evaluation of student N
‘performance. The cltlzenshlp grade is included in the perlodlc

progress reports sent to parents, and parents are notified wheneyer

v

there is a behavior problem.
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No formal procedures Were reported for.heiping studentsfimprove
their behavior, altnOugn.a number of teachers and administrators
mentioned Vorking with students individunlly on an informal basis.
For example, one administrator reported holding conferences with
§tudents.with behavipr problems t yget them to set goals and
: .Objectives fo_r, improving their belavior. Another administrator

reported that there is a policy which forbine students sent out of
class with behayior‘proplems from making up work.‘ Howeyer, the same

administrator noted that the policy was usnaliy disregarded in working

with students with behavior problems. - ’ 'A R

»The Evaluation of Extracurricular Activities
i B

In general there is much less attention paid to setting school
policy for the evaluation of student performance in extracurricular
activities than in the other two areas of student performance at }\
Jefferson High. The SChOOI—Vlde'p01161€8_that do exist cover
eligibility for embersnip in the various activity groups;
Administrators noteéd that the groups set their own standards with the
exceptionLof chapters of'nationai organizations such as the National

N .
Honor‘Society where ‘national .standards apply.:

TheilaCk of policy for the evaluation’of student performance
should not bewtakeB/to indicate a lack of interest on the part of
nnministratorg in these nctivities. “On the contrary, they are deemed
very important to the.total program of the school. At least ome

_administrator is present at every major activity so they have ample

access to student performance. Although ind%Vidunl groups set their
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own performance standsrds, administrators indicated that the standards
for behavior were higher for students participating in\extracurricular
activities than for students in general. Standards are higher "for
those in uniform" because they represent the school.

Teachers and:administrators stressed two aspects of.student_
involvement in extracurricuilar activities as being particulariy

important. First, they pointed out that such activities gave students

good experience in learming to set standards and expectations for

themselves. Thus there appears to be considerable emphasis on having
students become skilled in self-evaluation. Second, the teachers
reported that they spent a great deal of time workinngith-stndents to

help them 1mprove their performance. This appears to be in contrast

with the evaluation of academic performance and social behav10r where

less\attention was devoted to helping students improve.
, s L

Lincoln High School .

The Evaluation of Academic Work

Two features characterize the responses of the administrators and

;teachers at Lincoln High School to -our questions about a school-wide

approach to the eValuation;of academic work. First, the great

‘majority of the respondents indicated that the school had no policies

regarding the various stages in the evaluation process. For example,
none of the teachers reported a policy regarding either task
assignment or sampling of student work. Administrators noted only the

policy for dealing with cheating_Outlined in the student handbook and
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.

the monitoring of mld—quarter reports by the guidance counselors. One

‘administrator used a "watch list" of students with academic problems

who received more careful monitoring. They did, however, comment on

the'use-of statiatical-compilations,of student grades.by teacher as a.
way to monitor the overali school program. One teacher reported that
the administration expected that ''low kidsbshould be rewarded for
their efforts, though minimal," Other teachers, mentioned the use of
mid—term progress reports and report cards for feedback.to g}hdents

and parents, Neither administratcrs nor teachers mentioned any

policies that might be established in particular departments,, though

some teachers commented on general informal consistencies they had

notlced with one or more other teachers.

The .general absence of pollcy regarding evaluatlon of academic
work was accompanled by a fex\complalnts.' One administrator, when-
asked what aspects of the evaluation of student academic work were
probiematic,:reported-being bothered by teachers who play the game:

"Can ydu»goess what I'm going to put on the test?" A teacher was

concerned about the subjectivity of the grading process and another

teacher saw as a weakness in the system the fact that so many things
were left up to the individual teacher. Teachers also noted -
inconsistencies among teachers in evaluation practices. "Living with
teachers who -emphasize trivial racts" was cited as a problem by ome of
the teachers ihtervieﬁed, while;yet another teacher saw a need for
more standards for grading,/. ' ‘ .

Despite the lack of:formal policies regarding eyaluation of

academic work, there was considerable emphasis on setting standards.

i

L4
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One administrator reported that the administration set '"no policy but
a level of expectation". A number of teachers reported a similar

emphasis on setting expectations in their work with students.

ThelEvgluatioh of Behavior

~ Administrators and, teachers at Lincoln High reported using
several methods for assigning expectations for behavior to students.
They pointed ta the student handbook, to the sophbmore orientation
sessions; and to class meetings held at the beginning of the year as
regular strategies for allocating the task ofvbehavié?. A principal's
newsletter an& individﬁallletters home to parents.communicaki the;e
expectations to parents. The handbook deals specifically with the
issuesJof cheating, attendance, and parking reéLJatiaus, and the use
of unassigned time. The school operateé on a collegiate model with
students responsible for the apprpriate_use of their unassigned time.
The handbook states that "A misuse of this privilege noimally results
in a loss of unassigﬁed study tiﬁe.“

Despite thesé few specific rules, a number of respondents noted
that rules were not a major feature of the school. One administrator
repofted that '"We are not a rule book school." The strategy adoptéd
by the administrators for dealing with student behavior was described
as a combination of setting high expectations and reinforcing positive
behavior. A teacher degéribed the school as relying on "more a spirit
of community" as opposed to written rules.

When asked about ﬁhe process of setting criteria and s;andards,

an administrator explained that the procedures might differ dependiqg

\
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upon the extent of any particular problem. When problems are confined
e
to a small number of 1nd1v1duals, the strategy ig to deal w1th them on
an individual basis without formulating specific criteria and
sfandérds. Fighting was mentioned as an eXamble of this kind éf
problem. However, when a problem is more widespread, involving a
group of students, then rules are devgloped which have specific
criteria‘and.standards.. The rhle against smoking pot was éited as an
example of how a more pervasive problem would be handled.

The éervasivenegé of the problem alsovaffects the method employed
for communicating the criteria and standards. For many problems
standards are set and communicated to the entire student population by
the manner in which particular individual students' cases are handled
by the,administrators; On the other hand, with more extensive
problems, the qdmiﬁist:ators sometimes discuss the matter with the
student government. fhe problem of littering was cited as an exémple
of an area discussed with the student government .

vFinally, criteria and standards are set in some more positive
ﬁajs. One administrétor.cited the institution of_a'“Dress—Up Day" on
the day prior to the Christmas recess. Students dressed up and'their
pictures were taken. As the administrator put it, "It turned a
typically horrible day into a real plus.”

The sampling process appeared to receive muéh less attention from
adminisérators and teachers. Administfatorsxpointed to the daily
print-out on attendance and to the use of te;cher feedbéck forms as.
w;ys they collected!iﬁformation on gtudent behavior. Teachers

reported no school policies for the systematic sampling of student

’
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)
| I
behavior. One of the counselors noted that she "would like to feel
that I had a more systematic system for observing behavior."
Comments on the“assessmeﬁt process centered around the use ofvthe
citizenship grade which ranges from odtstaqding (0) to satisfactory
(s), to needs improvement (I), to umsatisfactory (U). Teachers
differed, however, in their-intetpretation of these grades and no
school policy was evident in the responses t§ our questions.‘
Only a few of the administ;ators and teachers/mentioned

proceduies for providing feedback to students to eip them to'improve

their performance. _ Attendance reports, progress reports, and report

cards were mentioned ‘as devices that provided students with feedback.
One of the guidance‘couhselors explained théﬁ sometimes wgekly
,piogress checks were used to report on the academic and béhaviorgl
progress of students identified as being in diffidulty. |
| Despite the efforts made to assign expectationé and set criteria ,

and standards, there were a nuﬁbgr of complaints about inconsistencies
in ;eacher standards.: One teacher provided a graphic example of this
problem of inconsistgnt standards. She reported the case of the a
physical educat ion téécher whé called,“dewn a kid to take his hat off
;as.he is walking through the gym to getﬂto driveré.education."
Because of conficting standards, the ntudent was nof‘reqqired to keep
his hat off once he was in class. The teacher attributed this |
conflict in standards to éimple differences in opinion among teachers

and guggested that schqol‘guidelines be developed.

@\ b
x‘\\ v;"\
\ . ;
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N

The Evaluation of Extracurricqlar Performance

N -

Administrators and teachers at Lincoln High School. reported very

few instances of policies for the evaluation of student ‘performance in

extracurricular activities. Administrators noted that they set an
_ : !

overall philosophy, but little else regarding task assignment and |
criteria setting for extracurricular activities. They also reported
little involvement in the other phases of the evaluation process,

instead describing their role in such activities in terms of -

recruiting spomsors and serving as resource persons when‘questions’/////////

-

"¢

arose. In most cases, they portrayed the administration as_giviﬁg

-

//

advice when called upon. The school did seem to take/a/gomehyat more

e
-

active role in providing feédback through afnewéiétter to:péEents, \
releases to newspapers and informél comment s convéyé& to sFu?ents._
Lincoln High School's approach to thg supervision and evaluétion of
student performance in'extracurricular activities is captured nicely

in the words of ome of the interviewed teachers who ended our

interview by saying "the fewer policies, the better.”

Roosevelt High School

)

»

The Evaluation of Academic Work &
In general the administrétors interviewed at Rqosevelt High
School wére less reluctant thaﬁ‘administratprs at other schoqls to
discuss the setting of rﬁles for the.copduct of w;rk in the 'school.
Responses indicated that administrators felt a good case could be made
for the use of rdles.and‘structure at Roosevelt High.
7§
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e - _
Consistent with this approach is the school policy that teecbers

- should make their assignments to students very ui:2cific te provide

T

them with the necessary structure. The schooil aleo inakes use of
district-wide procedures such as the course fuides, the junior essay

!
i

requirement, and board of edué¢ation policies on homework. %
: : : | .
Nonetheless, over half of the teachers faiizd to mentionm any)schcol

policies and procedures for  the assignment of academic work when asked

during the interviews.

3

Standards and criteria for academic performance seem to be left
up to the individnal departments. Ome administrator reported thar it
is the department's responsibility to establish criteria for

. 2 N .

evaluation and that some departments are betrer chan others at .
b o ) -~ . ‘

actually setting such criteria.

Teachers and administrators reported no policies and procedures

x

regarding the process of sampling student work for purposes of
evaination. Administrators did report making use of indicators such
ag atudent‘g;p.a., class rank, and standardized test scores to keep

" informed as to the overall performance of the ‘students in the school.,
) Similarly,‘there appear to be no written policies regarding the
! M \‘. l:
assessment of student performance. Several teachers did use a SR
= : i ) : _ A

prepared "grade chart”

xgﬁdes. Another teacherxr reported that his department (science) used a

| B 3 \
'to arrive at semester grades based on quarter

curve when assessing student performance and arr1v1ng at grades.

Flnally, one admlnlstrator mentloned that attendance affected academic
. ' / '
grades at Roosevelt. ' \

‘COnsiderable'emphasis ig ‘placed on providing students with = °
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\ i

feedback on their performance. An administrator told us that it was

‘'school policy that "studeu.s should know their standing at all times.”

Teachers are encodraged to use thg district progress reports and are
réquired_fo do so if a studentlwii}‘drop two grade leve;s on the next.
report card or if the stuéent is expected'to.fail; A feacher reported
that the administrators.urge& teacﬁers-tb téil studénts 7heir report
card grades early so that there will be no su;prises.
© The improvement stage has also received policyaattentioﬁ'a;
\ . . .

Roosevélt, A teacher quoted the administrators as saying that "There

L .
"has to be a way for a student not to get an "F" after the progress

report is sent.” 'Thus the emphasis on providing students with
constant feedback on whqfé they stand is coupled with the requirement .
that students be given the opportunity to improve their performance.

Moreover, the school "Rules and Procedures' manual contains a section

on student help sessions with teachers:

Conferences with Teachers: . It is right anﬁ proper for
students who feel the"need Ao do so to aSkRa teacher for -
a conferencg abouf'grades, class atmosphere, homework, - \
make-~up work, or éhything which will aid a student in his {
asquisition of the required course material. However,
fhere is a proper and an improper manner of requesting a
conference. Thusly:
. A |

It is proper to ask a teacher to talk with you before
é&hool, affer:school,‘duriﬁg a teacher's conference period,
lor (for short conferences) bétween éeriods.

It is improper to interrupt a class lessom, call a’

81 B
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feacher at home (unléss instructea Fo dé 80), o to accost
a teacher without making an appointment so that thé tgaqher
can adequately prepare for the conference? ' P
An administrator summed up Roosevelt High's approach to this matter by

stating "that "The basic policy is that we can never give up on a
\ . .

student. We must provide an alternative."

Administrators and teachers‘discussed‘problemh with the
i .

evaluaticn proéess for studen£ academic work.' One administrator
reported being bothexed ;hen teachers don't have objectives. Another
administrator, howeVgr, expressed'concern about the gttempt to
standardize academic work. A third administrator noted’ the problem of
"grade inflation" which he attributed to tbé "behavioral 6$jqptives

approach" where "awareness of what's important is dramaticaly improved

in students" and "valuable information is given“." He added that

teachers uddn't.féally teach to.the test, but the highlights are '
. y .
_there." '

v
, .

Teachers expressed concern over the subjectivity of evaluations

and several of them moted that it is hard to be fair in evaluating

‘N ' . ro.
student creativity. Ome teacher noted that some teachers simply give

students'grades without comnecting the grades to evaluations of

N

S~
student work.

The Evaluation of Student Behavior
Teachers and administrators pointed to the student and teacher
handbooks when asked to discuss the assignment of -expectations for

student behavior and.the criteria and standards used to evaluate

Y
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_, -

student behavior, One administrator deséribed the treatment of

student behavior in the school handbooks as}"much more of a
ﬁraditional approach” than at the other higﬁ schools. This

‘ traditional approach is evident in the fact Fhét,students at Rooéevelt
have no unaésigned study time. Students are\?lways assignedlto a

“class and must be sccounted for.

The following excerpts from a section of the teacher hani?ook
titled "Dis?ipliﬂe: Clasa?oom” illustrate the school policy:;n;
student behavior: ‘ |

A. Student responsibilities irclude reguler school
attendance,_cénacientioug etfort in classroom wor%,

and conformance to school rules and regulationsj/

. ,/ N

. Most of all, students share with the‘administﬁﬁgion
- ) i

_and faculty a responsibility to develop a climate
. 3 . /

within the school that is conducive to wholesome

¢

"

learning and wholasome liviq l
B. No student h;a the right,tg/interfere with the

education of his.fello;’students. It is the

respoqaibilify of é%ch student to respect the

rights of teachers, students, administrators, and

all othérgfwﬂ; are involved in the educational

procesg:‘
C. Students should express their ideas and opinions in

a téspectfui manner so as not to offend or slander oﬁhers.
D. It is the responsibility of all stﬁdents to do the followiné;

and the responsibility of the -teacher to inform students
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about the following:

1. Be aware of all rules and regulations for student
behnv;pr and to conduct themselves‘in accord with them.
N 2. Dress and groom themselVes‘td,méet fair standardg of
\ safety and héalth; personal appearance must not cause

substantial disruption to the education processes.

3. Assume.that a rule, until waived, altered, or repealed,

is in full efféct.
' .

4, Assist the school staff inm operating a safe school for all

! .
students enrolled therein.

'5.. Be ‘aware_of and comply with national, state, and local

. laws, T
6. Exercise proper care when using.public facilities and
. x .

. " o
H yiod
] /

7. Artend arzool daily, except when excused, and be/on time

equipment, -

;oo

to all classes and other school functions. ) /'
. ~——— //———— {
8. Make all necessary arrangements for maklng up wbrk when

absent. from school.
9..Pursue and attempt to complete satisfa;tofiiy‘tﬁe wourses
of study prescribed by state and local school aﬁ}horities.
10. ‘Avoid inaccuraciés in student newspaﬁers or publications
and 1ndecency or obscenity in spcken and written language.
Teachers and/admlnlstratora also p01nted to the drug and
attandance policies set by the Bchool. The ;ttendan(e policy is qulte
detailed, filling an entire page of the teachers’ handboqk. ' The

policy defines truancy and specifies the procedures to be follpwed in

¢ . -~
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\ . . ' —.
responding to student truancy.

Truancy was prominently mentioned in administrator and ﬁeacher
comments on the process of sampling student behavior for purposes of
evaluation. Administrators said the& made frequent use of the daily
printouts on student attendance.T.One administrator pointed out that
by watching attendance patterns very dlosgly it was possible to ~
identify precblems. o \

The attendance issue was also mentione& when we asked about the
_ appraiéal proc;ss. Several respondents referred ﬁslto the polic&_in
tge ha#&book which states that "Not receiyiﬁg instruction and
non—pafticipation in classroom activities as a result of absences may
be reflected in the academic g;ade." Thus iﬁ coﬁtras% Fo the «*her
schoolsgbehavior seem; ﬁo play more of_a!xolé'in ucadu#ic’gfédes at
qusevelt.. |

| Teachers also mentioned Lhr ube € ¢he citizenship grade in the

appraiadl pfocégs for studran bahévior al Roosevelt. The Bandbook
egplains the éitizénship gfadé as follows: |
iThe citizenship gradé’reflecfﬁ a student's behavior in

ciass as zbserved by his teacher. The citizenship_grade should

reflect p;oﬁptness to qlasg, c0moperation,:gpoéimanners,

responsibility to the clasﬁ, wiliingness to assist teachers,

i#subordination, and other svert behavior.

Citizenship grades are O, S; U, and I..

0O -~ Outstanding Citizenship'

S ~ Satisfactory Citizemnship

U - Unstatisfactory Citizenship
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\ 4
I - Improvement needed in c1t1zenah1p

Several teachers noted that in practjce 0, §, I, and U had no
.school-wide.meaning, and that individual teachers used the scales as
they saw fit. ; q
In commenting on. the feedback and improvement stages of the
evaluation process‘teachers,and administrators mentioned the use of
progress reports, and the citizenship giades on the report caéiﬁg
Theyealso discusseq procedures for referral of students.to A
administratefe. The teacher's handbook sets down procedures for
: cbmmunicating to students the problems with their behavior and the
steps to be taken to bring.aboutximp;ovement in that behavior. In the
handbopk, Feachers are told:
Now -~ suppose you are havipg a problem with a student in @
'ydur class. The follpwing procedure =nuild Skgvide you with -
a guideline of steps to fake,in solvi- ; the problem of
the disruptive student :
1. Contact the student et an incdesgieuous time during your
class or between bells, and make errangeﬁente to visit
 with him duringvyourvconference period. Keep an |
-anecdotal recore_on this conference oﬁ»e card or in your
anecdotal recore. .
' . \
2. If the problem continves, contact the cOuneelbr. The -
counselor can make arrangements toO visit witﬁeqpe student

N

in a 2-way communication or in a 3-way communication with
. . . P \\\

the teacher present. Keep an anecdotal record of this

codference.

86 N
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3. The next step would be to keep the counselor informed of
-the progreés and contact the father or?mother at work or
at home. Please make this a verbal phone communication -
{ not é'wiitten note to the home.. Arrange'for a co;ferenge
with you, the student, the counselor{ and the parent.
Keep an anecdotal record of the phéne'call and the
conference.
4. At the conclusion of this conference contact the
appropriate assistant princip%%/and discuss with him
the information on the Anecdoéal record, and future
measures if the student's progress is not satisfactory.
It maykbe necessary to leave your written anecdotal
record with the principal so he can refer to it when
speaking to the parents'in thé future.
5. Studentsiﬁith a behavioral disorder may be referred to
the Special School District. . Teacher recordé would
be used as a reference.
6.:A teacher is nharged with the responsibility of sup~rvision.
| and the correction of improper student behavior during the
school day, at schoﬁlﬂaétivities, and at any plaée in the
building or on campus. Due process procedures must be followed
by teachers and admigisfratprs in correcting or suspending a student.
in interviews admini;trafopfradded that they occasionally referred
students to outside agenciés for'help. For example, sthdents with

alcohol.problems‘have been referred to AA. Administrétors also

mentioned the use of in-school suspension and after-scrool suspension
Lo 87
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- : ) -~ ¥ . .
‘as procedures used to help students improve theié behavior.

Neither teachels nor adminiq;ratbrs complained about the reliance
on rules at Roosevelt. There were, however, complaig;s about the
enforcement of rules. Onme administrator noted tha;vghe "place was a

/
zoo" when it opened in 1976 and that it has taken five years to create
enough student loyalty to make it manageable. One administrator noted
the difficulty of enforcing the rules set down in tﬁe handbook . ‘Still
another administrator felt the need for a stronger attendance policy.

Teachers too reported a problem with the enforcement of the

policies. One teacher complainéd of not being backed up. Another

_teacher felt that the detentions were a waste of time since they were

run in a lax ranner. A third teacher, whem commenting on school
procedures, expressed dismay at the fact that "some faculty follow

procedures, some do not."

Thé Evaluation of Extracurricular Performance

The extracurricular érogram at Roosevelt apéears to be subject to
almost no school policies. Mewbership in these activities is en;irely
open except for requiremgnts set by the individual groups and

sponsors. While scme schools have g.p.a. requirements for

- participation, at Roosevelt there are no such requirements, Moreover,

Al
students have considerable opportunity to form their own activity
groups. The student handbook informs students that:
There are many school-sponsored clubs to join and all

interested students are encouraged to participate. A

group of ten or more interested students may form a

;/.
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&

club by contacting’ﬁr. . He will provide the

necessary organizational materials. /

A teacher commented tha; the school wanted groups *> be self~-rum.
An administrator reported that he occasionally assigned fund raising
activities to various groups. Another administrator noted that he
worked with the groups to make sure their books balanced. In general,
the school takes an opén approach to extraCUiriCular groups and

specifies few policies and procedures for the evaluation of student

progiess.,

Washington High School

The Evaluation of Academic Work
While not always describing it in terms of school "poiicies and
procedures", the teachers and administrators at Washington High School

expressed greater shared understanding about the evaluation of student

.academic work than respondents at the other three schools.. This was

s

not reported as a reliance upon many rules. Rather the emphgsis was r?x\‘
on a model of.the teacher as a proféssional. One administrator

reported being bqéhered by "teachers who addtup a total number of

points a student has gotten and ass%gn a grade on that basis. It

takes the onus off the teachers. The teacher should be able ﬁo’

intellectually di§criminate between 3tqdents." One of the te%chers

spokeiof guidelines and the primcipal’s expectatioﬁs and explained

that "You're hired cuuse you're good, the best, a professional"” and

you receive "professiomal respect.” idministrators did mention some

89
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specific policies regarding task assignment such as asking teachers
noﬁ to give homework at certain crucial times during the/year guch as
holidays.

The model of the teachér as professional is also exemplified ia
the school's approach to setting criteria and standards.
Administrators and teachers alike reported that this function was very
actively performed by the various departments under the»direction of
department chairpersons. An administrator reported that setting
criteria and standards was delegated to departmenté, commenting that
"] don't want an Army manual." Teachers and administrators reported
congiderable activity in severalfdépartments to deal with the setting
of criteria and standards. An administrator told us that '"Departments
work hard\aeveloping intc-cal consistency." For example, in English,
this involved.what to -look for in themes. In other departments this

might involve team teaching and developir- and using similar tests.

One English teacher reported '"meeting with other English teachers with

the same class to make sure we have consistent p¢ Lioe " A

teacher in the science department noted that the "five teachers in my

department have the same daiiy objectives, same materials and give the

same éests for the same classes.” Several teachers in the English

department mentioned using the "General Rubric" a grading standard for

themes. The Rubric specifies the level .of student perfﬁrmancg along

five dimensions required for each type of letter grade. For exémple,
(A) Highly Competent Level .

a. Grasp of Subject: Recognizes and deals ncr. only with

the fact of the question or assignment bvt al:.s zc
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some degree with the implications and nuances involved.
b. Thesis: Is clear and explicit and reveals more than
average insight and complexity.
‘c. Paragraphing: Has topic sentences which further the
[
thesis and offers persuasive specifics.
d. Explanation and Justification of Specifics: Explains
and justifies the specifies with some depth in al: -t
all instances.
e. Style: Contains effective and appropriate transitionms.
The language is clear and reflects thoughtful use of
diction.
f. Mechanics: Is generally correct in use of punctuation
and capitalization and spelling, with no major errors in
gsentence structure.
Devices like this serve to reinforce shared conceptions about the
evaluation of student work. Teachers also mentionmed the discussion of
standards and crit ia for student work that takes place during summer
workshops. -

. There are few shared understandings regarding the sampling of
student wofk for purposes of evaluation. A general guideline seeﬁs to
be the principal's injunction to always have emough documentation on
student performance to justify o grads. This is emphasized in
workshops for new teacherz. The achcol also made use of a sophomore
diagnostic test for writing.

In terms of the appra%sal process three school policies were

mentioned. First, administrators and teachers mentioned the

|
i
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requirement that the semester grade be the average of tlin t° quarter
grades and noted the chart for such grade averaging. Secoud, teachers
merit .oned the school policy limiting the weight of the final exam to

257 of the final grade. Teachers also antioned the use of a curve in

lower level classes and noted the policy&that students who get

h classes be transferred to

consistently high grades (above C) in su

more difficult courses of study. \
In response to questions about communicating the results of
- \

evaluations to students teachers usually referred to the progress

reports sent to the homes of students. An‘administratofmnotéd that
\\ o

the administration stressed that evaluation¥ of student performance’
. \ :

should never come as a éurprise. \

Little formal attention appears to be d voted to the process of
working with students to help them imprové.t\eir performance, but many
of the teachers interviewed stressed thé importance of working with
students in this way. One teacher noted that \this is why the students

¥

were in scho.l — to improve. i

\

i
Finally, administrators expressed concern over two problems 1in

evaluating student academic wo:rk. One adminisArator comp lained that

: i - :
that community was too grade-oriented. Another\adminietrator reported
that some departments graded highly in electives as an inducement to

. i
entice students to take the courses. !

The Evaluation of Student Benavior
Washington High policies for the allocatiom of the .task of

student behavior comsist of the specific policies set down by the
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[

district regarding drug use, parking régulations, and a buiiding
policy regarding attendagce and smoking. However, beyond these very
specific written rﬁles and regulations, teachers and administrators
spoke of a process which they call "setting expectations." This
process seems to cover both the task allocation and the criteria und
standards setting phaseg of our model.
. i

"Setting expectations' was mentioned by most administrators and
teachers. It is viewed as distinctly different from establishing
rules and regulations. One administrator told us: "A big mistake is‘
defining behavior. People tend to gravitate toward a minimal

acceptable behavior. 1It's important for us to use nebulous

7

expectations; to deal in generalities." Another administrator

described this as a process of not defining minimum behavior and just
N
setting high standards. This ig further illustrated by the comments
of a teacher who gave aﬁ example >f a student misbehaving in the hall.
She téld us that there was '"No written policy. If a student is not
doing what's exbectedkin the hall, the student is told, 'tha;'s not
expected.'"
| An’important feature,of the strategy of "setting expectations' is
emphasis on .iscussing expectaticns without mentioning éonsequences.
This is in contrasﬁ to the form of most rules which specify the:
consequences of student misbehavior. One teacher told us that the
policy was to emphasize expectations and a positive attitude in the
entire shool. Another teacher comment;d that the "administration A

accents the positiVe to the point where the kids don't believe it, but

try to live uvp to"it just to hear it."
. toon -
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Ty

, 93 - . B Y

——



" Evaluation and Student Disengagement

The standards for behavior appear to be quite high. In =~ °
~discussing standards, one teacher noted that "the administration does.
‘not like to set rules but they want it understood." Still another

teacher spoke of a "hidden message" \from:the admihistration: "don't

take any crap, don't tolerate it." An administrtor reported that the

4 S

administration ‘communicates to teachers "what's unacceptable.”

The, strategy of setting expectations appeared\qxfi\:nd.over;again

~

in our interviews at Washington High. This strategy is ngiii:n.

There is no student handbook. But a variety of activities serv \;g\

-

convey it. For example, administrators pointed to class meetings at
. . /- . . L )
the start of the.year .and school wide meetings with students. They
N . .
also discussed the annual review of the approach to handling student

‘-wbehaylér conducted by the administrators in August. They noted that .
T S B

faculty input was encouraged in this process. One administrator

L3 \ - -

observed that it is importﬁntltb note that this approach has evolved

. ) A . ~ . .' .
after 13 years since the opening of the school. Teachers mentioned
» . { I i - . " -
the weekly faculty meetings whérejsuch an approach is also
: ' . | ! _ :
communicated. An administ:ato#,no;ed that at one point in the_ year,

. . : N f A S '
following a problem in an .assembly, the principal asked teachers to

{ \ T

discuss attitudes in their_nextwflass and how visitors should be

treated. = . T PR - ' o Lo

The process of setting expectations used by the administrators is

i l N . 3 3
usually quite subtle but understood. The various characteristics of

the Washipgton High approach arée illustrated in an, announcement read

\,

on 18, December i§80 by the principal to the studenfa of Washington

~ High:
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This evening and tomorrow evening...Washington High B
. PN - - g
will present its Thirtesnth Annual Christmas Choral

~

__Conéert.f.All of you are invited to attend.
-Thib program is always a higﬁlight...Firsf;
\
 because of the its quality -- and second, because of the o o
° : spécial audience'phaé dtténds. - o
| ' More Washington graduates come back for the Christmas - - o ”:'f;
'Prdérém than almost any othef eve;f...S;me graduates,
And somé pqreﬁts, who wili be here have seen a11.of the .
p;évious'tﬁirteenbconcerts. (No other activi;y has this

holding power yearlaftef year.).

o

Because of the nature of the choral presentations ~—

S

and because of the make-up of'ﬁhe audience.-.a spgfial e
atmqsphereJis needed. ‘ ' |

\Wi;h that‘in mind - and so Washington students whé.gre;
performing will be aSle to do their véry best work —-

I'd like to ask_for-yohr help;

If you gtténdvthé'Chtistmas Choral Concert —- and afe
sitting in therbleachers next'fo ...'Qf close by ...
sthdeﬁts;f:om-the 5unior high schools or .elementary

schools —- please take it .upon yourself to ask them

to remain absolutely quiet — and to - not leave and - - ‘ L -

&ET,\\ " return during the program. ' -
. Ask them to meet the Washington standard of‘digpity:that

‘you pave'established so well.

Teachers and adﬁiﬁistrato:s mentioned-few policies regarding. the
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sempling and appraisal stages of the evaluatién process.

Administrators noted that they were out from behind their desks during

. moon to, observe student behavior and that they checked the rest rooms

—

for cigarettes._ Teaehers mentioned that the appraisal process was
guided,by the citizenship grading scales -0, S, I, U. One of the

teachers a1so noted that the adm1n1stratore c1rcu1ated a 11st of how

. /

many students rece1ved O's 8o that teachena would be aware of it.

/ B
Th1s @eems to: be an indirect way to communxcate the standards for the

~

d1str1butlon of these grades. . -/411//6.
The feedback andmimprovement phases of the evalnation process

vere guj by the setting of'ekpectations approach, Teacners“end

stratgrs noted an emphasis iF positiVe feedback. One.teacher
reported that adm1n1strators requlre teachers to send at least 10%

pos1t1ve Progress Reports. Both teachers and aiy'nzstrators linked

~ the lmprovement process w1th'the sett1ng of expectations for- desirable

pertormance. The expectations become a guide for student efforts to

.

~ improve.
The Evaluation. of Extracurniculer Performance -QH“\;\\
N : Washxngton High School teachers and adn;nxstrators mentioned no

: p011c1es regard1ng extracurrlcular act1v1t1es. Administrators

,however, d1d note the meortance of such activities, and the

,

opportgnlty they prov1ded for teach1ng students values. Thus the,'

) absence of policies does not represent lack of 1nterest in these

activities. \One_admxnxstrator noted that 80% of the students are

N
- ) - X - - .’
involved in one or iore activities,
' ‘
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Common Trends ‘ N _ e i ' .

There are three trends or sets of features.that are somewhat
common to all'four schools in the study. First}~three_gf_£he\four
schools employ strategies which implicitly or explicitly avoid.the -

setting of rules and formal policy. Second each of the schools

ad0pts quite different approaches when dealing with student _ -

performance in the three designated task areas - academic work, social

behaVior, and extracurricular activities. Third, in. each of the four ", ' S *£

- schools there are sources of ruleséand policy in addition to the

- \

administrative staff We will discuss each of these three trends.
Washington High School most clearly illustrates the theme of the

avoidance of formal policies and rules. .Washington has no student \4\ :

=

‘hanabook listing the rights and responsibilities of students in
writing. Administrators at Washington talked of the Virtues of
;keeping things nebulous and simply setting expectations without
specif;:>g.consequences. Jefferson High also deliberately avoided the
.use of a student handbook~ limiting written rules and- policies to two |
pages. Administrators and teachers at both schools described.the

understandings and the sense of“community that had arisen to keep the

schools orderly. ' ' ) - \

. Lincoln High School while pursuing a somewhat less explicitg
policy of av0iding rules, similarly had few of them. Despite the use
,.of a student handbook containing basic rules, administrators tbld us

that it was “not a rulebook school." Even at Roosevelt High where

14
administrators took a more rule oriented approach to the superVision

“t

and evaluation of students, those interviewed spoke of "creating
T . 97
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enough student loyalty to make it manageable." ,

The entire question of rules and procedures is quite interesting C

* r

. “as it affects student behavlor. A recent reanalysis-of'data from the

NIE Safe’ School Study (Gottfredson and Da1ger, 1979) suggested that

-

those schools w1th clearly def1ned systems of rules aud proceﬂures had

the least difficulty thh student behavlor problems. Thls apparently

)‘

arose from students fee11ng that the school was an organlzatxon where

ijpstice could be had. Ihe»analysls of the’schools in our present

study suggests that the relationship between rules.and procedures»and . ,
student behavior and performance.is more complex.' | ‘

There- may ‘be a relation between rulés and procedures and student

"

perceptions of- Justlce in some schools but not others. For example,

it fmay be that in scheols such as Washington ngh where there is a ' ' .i
strong sense of shared expectations and community that explicit rules

and poliéies are unnecessary. It is interesting to note that the two

schools in our study where rules were least in ev1dence Jefferson and ¢

Washlngton, were the oldest schools in the district. . Lincoln had a
p
much shorter h1story than Jefferson and Washlngton. Roosevelt, where

formal rules and procedures were most prom1nent, was the newest of the
\ \

.4'(-vschools. Thus the schools that were more settled had the least need

_for formal rules and procedures,. operat1ng 1nstead on shared,, . '\vﬁ
understandlngs. As Galbraith (1973) observes, rules and prbcedures |
are developed when lack of agreement among organrzatlonal part1c1pants

creates.too many "exceptlons" wh1ch overrun’ the capacity of the

hierarchy to manage.

éuf.' There appear to be several reasons why school administrators
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mlght shy away from employlng spec1f1c sets of formal rules. First,

adm1n1ster1ng formal rules and p011c1es qu1ck1y becomes a compllcated.

'bus1ness ‘and takes are great deal of adm1n13trator time. Of course,

., it the time it takes to hand1e every problem on an exceptlon basis is

)
great, then instituting formal rules and p011c1es may result in a

»

‘savings of administrator time. If an organization can maintain a

community~of'66nsensus"among participants and keep the number of

exceptions low, it is likely to be less time consuming to deal with
> R . . ,
specific incidents one by one than to administor an elaborate set of

.

rules and procedures.; of course, adﬁinistrators are also affected hy
developments in the Enuironment; and adminfstrators at the Rushtbn
schools were aware of the dangersfdf departinédfrom prevailing scheol
. . -5 . :.
practices. As.one'school principal put it, "If we ever hadito go to
court, we would -lose.” Thus there must be other'factors which |

encouragE the school-administrators"to avoid explicit rules.

A second factor whlch appears.to play a role in the avoidance of

rules is the nature of\pany school and student tasks. Un11ke tasks 1n'

——

product1on organlzatlons, many school tasks are not completely

visible,: Th1s is part1cu1ar1y true for academ1c tasks where student

. work often takes place in the minds of students (Natrdello and

Dornbusch, 1980). “But it'is a1so—true for student behavidr where f

administrators and teachers often have incomplete information,on the

- "flow of behavior" ' As Ga1bra1th (1973) notea rules are useful where

Kl

activities are repet1t1ve and pred1ctab1e, standard They are less

= isetul where activities are more complex and_subJect‘to change. 1In-

’

“such cases rules may inhibit the necessary re-planning in reaction to
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changinglconditions. This need is'often expressed by educators as a

" need to give students personal and indiv1dual attention and treatment.

Non-educators sometimes view thiis approach as emotional or

K

soft—headed. However, the approach may stem more,from the nature of

school and student tasks than from any~sense of emotional attachment

4 - : o : ‘
to individual students. Learning tasks are often simply too complex
, .

to be handled with great dispatch As industry moves from production
' tasks to less. v1slble and more complex tasks, it may»discover a model

for administration in schools, organizations that' have a lbng history

of de&ling with nearly inv1sible and complex tasks. , -

The visibility and complexity of tasks may also contribute to a
second trend noted in the four high schools.. Despite the general lack

) . . ”

of rules and policies, there was considerable variation in the_degree"
‘to which each of the schools spec1f1ed rules in. the three areas of

’student pertormance.. At each school administrators were more llkely
- to have developed rules for the superv1sion and evaluatzon of student

behavior than for either academic work or extracurricular activ1ties.

‘At’ each school\the supevision and evaluation of student academic work

seems to be delegated to teachers, while the superViSion and

y

evaluation of student performance in extracurricular actiVities is -

delegated to students under the guidance of sponsors and coaches.'
Meyen and Rowan’ (1978) have suggested why schools av01d coupling their

primary activ1ty (academic 1nstruction) to their administrative /
,\‘ :
structure. Lortie's (1969) discussion of "variable zoning" prov1des

-

/

us with another approach to understanding why administrators choose ‘to
—

. AR . .
-retain supervigory rights in certain areas‘and to delegate them in

e 1000 . R
R fl(lui_,
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other sreas. ,
A-clear understanding of the evaluative consequences of the three

kinds of . tasks mny provide us with still another perspective on.this

Administrators are more likely to retain supervisory and

question. i
evaluative rights over student behavior than over student academic
* N . k &‘ R
. ' a /‘/ i
) AL

.“.

. ir . - :
pertormance because behavior is at once more. visible anddiess comp lex
Because of these two featuree of academic tasks,
' ) WA

than academic work.
it becomes much more difficult to qﬁntnalize and standardizé their
These rights are thus delegated to :

/

a sunetvxsinn and evaluatlon.
professlonal teachers even ‘though faxlure to coordxn;te among teachers
who supervxse and evaluate student academlc work may 1ead to problems

as we shall see 1n‘1ater chapters.
The case of extracurricular activities is more complex to
dmitt A to

- c
explain. / Administrators in all four schools readily admitte

|
having, few if any policies and rules governing the supervigion and

7
/

evaluation of étudent performance.in'extracurrlcular acthltleB.

/

Slnce extracurrxcular act1v1t1es really fa11 outside the central

mission of the $chool and since they are dependent upon the voluntary

participation of the students, Lortie' s-varlable zoning’ argument is an

appealing explanation of the lack of centralized management of such

. ‘4

- (

- student tasks.
However, it may also be possible to eonslder the almost total \
. 3 i . . / ‘.5

v
/

It is dangerous to generalxze

¢de]egat10n for the superVleon of extracurrlcular act1v1t1es as e/
/
hféchogl, ’ ,

|
'functlon of the nature of these" tasks.
3 .
across the varlety of such activities in a comprehensxve hni//
First _uch -
- R

|
H
i

‘ but certaln task characterlstlcs'seem quite common.

o101
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. . " ' . .
' A}

"activities involve highly.wisible-student performance. Consider, for

. example, chorus, footba11 debate, and drama. Second,_such activities

o

involve almost constant evaluatlon from one or more pub11cs whether 1t
be the student group or the communlty aud1ence. 'Many extracurricular

activities 1nvolve formal evaluatxon mechanisms in the form of

competltlons of one sort or another — seasons, tournaments, etc.

F1na11y, the student groups, because they are voluntary and because of i
- ' the constant social eva1uat10n, genera11y adopt the standards and \k

criteria agreed'upon in the larger community. ;These 1ast two ‘ .

characteristics distinguish extracurricular performance from student

behavior. ' ' 3 .

‘.‘/ . . : i ' / \'o

,\ , Student behav10r 1s not subject to the formal evaluation -

mechanlsms 1nherent in many extracurr1cu1ar activ1t1ea/*nor is it ' /
/ .

likely to be the case that a11 students adopt the standards and

" criteria of the larger communlty. For one th1ng, conformlng to tye . Y
. \ ¢
standards of the larger communlty brings d1st1nct10n in the realm of
/
extracurr1cu1ar act1v1t1es, while such conform1ty makes a student one

Py
of the maJorlty in the realm of student behav1or. There d18t1nct10n
]

. comes from ignoring the standards vf the Jarger communxty. There are

f\ " no awards for "best-behaved." Of course,gwhen students in

L)

extracurrlcular act1v1t1es depart from communlty standards school .

i adm1n1strators may qulckly take back thezrlght to supervxse and
\ .
\\» evaluate student performance. For example, the Roosevelt ngh School. :; .

5\

\_ student handbook spec1f1ca11y requ1res students to keep school ,
\‘ {

pub11cat10ns within the bounds of decency and gcod taste. Sxm11ar1y,

, the Pr1nceton Un1vers1ty Band, a student organlzatlon noted for 1ts'
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/ o School Pplicies for the Evaluation of Students
VoS . .

\

0ff‘¢°1°r half-t:.me shows, was recently reigned in by University

- administrators follow1ng ‘complaints from alumni (Ponesbshek 1981).

ot

The general point is that when students voluntarily take on ;|
A .

tasks, where-ftandards and criteria are clear and.generally agreed

upon, . and when tasks are so generally v1sible that sampling of

A}

performance is not problematic, it may be possible to delegate . , : .

evaluation to performers themselves. The major role for sponsors and -
e : . o Voo .
-coaches may be in helping students plan how to improve their

performance.‘ Planning for improvement was moet.often mentioned by '
teachers and administrators as the most important-stage in the." o e
‘evaluation.of ektracurric lar,actieries}. This may be.because.the [
other stages happen by v1 ture of the nature of the tasks. \ '
A final trend in the four high schools concerns the sources of
-policymmentioned in addit on to the school administration. Earlier we
.discussed the policies set down by the school district through the\

board of education and'the*central administrators. In additiom,
B
indiViduals at all four schools mentioned the work of coordinators in

- the vatious_subJect‘fields. Coordinating the curriculum involves some

stagaardization of the tasks allocated to students and the standards
' L LT s ' N

set as students move'from’one'phase of the curricular to -the next.

—

\ curriculum.coorhinators'as providing guidelines for teachers.

Departments within-individuai schools are another source of

polic1es for the superVision and evaluation of student performance. -

Some departments in some 'schools adopt rather explicit sets”of /'

X,

.. -7 .policies and rules regarding the evaluation-of student academic _ ﬂ.' -
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Y,
pertormance. These cover not only the tesks allocated to" students ‘in

courses in the department but also methods for settxng standards and

L

criteria for performance as well as for sampling that performance
tnnnngh/tests ;nd ether exercxses.*

Finally, we have seen that a grean deal of‘pqiicy'for ;he
supervision and eveiuhtionhof student quk is set by.individual‘
teachers. Following our.discussion,nf the :elationehip between school

authority systems and etudent‘dieengagementﬂin_Chapter 4, we will

_consider these teacher policies inlcnfﬁbef'S,
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Incompatihility and Disengagement at: the 8chool:Level.

~ ' / ' Chapter 4

-

)

~ compat1b111ty and Disengagement ‘at the School Level

‘\—n -ty

i
| I

In this Chapter we present reaulta ef our efforta to assess the~

! AW
extent to ‘which students experzence 1ncompat1b111tiea in school in

general and tre re1at10n between such 1ncompat1b111ties in school
I

R author1ty systems and various. forms of atudent.dxsengagement. To do‘
' /thxs we asked tudents questxons about three areas of student i
\responaibillty inkschool or three student tasks: academlc work,

,social behawror and extracurricular activities. Data for this ]
: \ Le8 .
\ . - t

section are take f&om a survey of students in the four high schoolh,

/i . |
.//

. The Student Survey

To assess the ‘extent to which students experienced

1ncompat1b111t1es in the authority system of the school and the

k]

' re1atxonsh1p between such 1ncompat1b111t1es and student d1sengagement

we developed a systematxc student\eurvey. In the survey«we attempted - »
to measure the various forms of 1ncompat1b111ty spec1f1ed by the
theory of evaluatxon and authorxty. ‘Since tbe e 11er work of
;dDornbusch and Scott involved the use of structured 1nterv1ews
adm1n1stered .to adult workers, we were concerned about the problems of
collecting analogous data from a large number‘of students using |
surveys.: he-approached this problen by developing a structured
interview dealing w1th the 1ncomp1t1b111t1es likely to ar1se‘1n school

authority systems. This 1nterv1ew form was pllot tested using sixty

? - -——

|
|
|
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students from two of the four Rushton h1gh schools in the Spr1ng of
I
A
__1980~—'The ‘resu lts of the pllot test were encourag1ng (Natr1ello and )

\

Scott,-1981) and led to.the development of a pre11m1nary student

‘survey wh1ch after further pllot test1ng was ref1ned to the form used -

for th1s study. (See Appendlx B.) Lo e - ? | N

The survey was adm1n1stered to 5% of the students at each of the
0! ' "/ ' / <
four/Ruston;gigh Schools. Students were selected at random from
"school rosters provided by administrators.at each:school. “We began
o / ~

/the adm1n1strat10n of the student surveys in the four hxgh schools

SJdeurlng March of 1981.v Arrangements for adm1n1ster1ng the surveys were
’¥§ worked out_wlth adm1n1strators and app01nted contact persons at each ’\f\

'séhool. In three of the four schools we were._ allowed to conduct an .

1n1t1al group adm1n1stratlon dur1ng the school day. In the fourth.
PR - ‘: / .
"h1gh school .we began by asklng students to\come in after school. Each
-~ \“\'

»student selected for.the sample recelved an~1nv1tat10n to part1c1pate

N -\
in the study and each yas offgred-$10”yorthA$f gift cert1f1cates for

) completing the survey.. . = . \l _ »
L S~ ‘ “ e ' .
. The survey took approx1mately 45 minutes' to complete though .
2, / \ °
‘students who did not partzclpate 1n-extracurr1cular act1v1t1es were

~ P

0 able to om1t two sectlons and generally finished much\sooner. During

.group adm1n1stratlons members of the. study team were avallable to
\“ ~N

answer questlons that,arose about the interpretation of certain 1tems.

Since the 8t survey had been\EXtens1velylpretested and re—worded us1ng . .o
re were few questlons.

language famlllar to the students,\th

_As might be-amaglned 'we ‘were not successf in securlng the

- s . Ll

<

N e 106 . -
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N e - | L -

adninistration of the survey. In each school we had to schedule oW
/ ] . ' . . .

seneral group adﬁfnistrations both'during nnd after'school. In

—

additlon members of the research team kept returning to'the schools

~

to adm1n1ster the surveys ‘to- small groups of students and then to

T

1nd1v1dual students unt11 we reached .all of thecstudents in the B //
N or1g1na1 sample who agreed to part1c1pate. Table 4—1 below shows the ;
) d1str1but10n of completed surveys among the four Rushton ngh Schools. !
/ ’,v"" _- 1 . .
s . : e
,/ \l s ‘ ) - A v U Q
4 / .. Table 4-1
//Completed Student Surveys from the Four Rushton H1gh Schools
School ) Number of Students Number of Students Total Students i
in"Original Sample > from Alternate Sample Participating
Jefferson 80 | S B . 81
oo L . ) R .
Lincoln . 63 _ 1 : - 64
. Roosevelt ' 457 - 0 . ST
‘Washington - 91 ) : 0 B V 91
e . ' ) -
Totals - 291 L. 2 293
’ o . . \\ ¢ .
Only two students out of_the original sample of 293 students”
absolutely refused to complete the survey. We selected two alternates k
from lists of students agsin,randomly drawn from each school.
g
Incompat1b111t1es
;/))/9"‘ In attemptlng to assess the extent to wh1ch students 1n h1gh
schools experlence 1ncompat1b111t1es in the author1ty system ve are '/
V//,</’confroﬁted with the fsct_that'hlgh school students, in contrast to o o=
. individuals in most organizational positions, have a large number of
potential supervisors and evaluators. The typical student in the - . ' /

: . 1”107 T oo .
L | liv . 3
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P
Rushton ngh Schools bas at 1east six dtfferent teachers who may o ' \f-
L TN
evaluate academxc work and s0c1a1 behavior in class. In add1t10n, - o

\ .
: >

“high school students are superv1sed by school adm1n1strators and other

staff members, 1nc1ud1ng teacherb from whom they are ‘not currently

/ ’

taklng courses. Students who participate in extracurricular 3 S ,

activities have additional supervisors who evaluate their performance -

-

and behavior in these activities.

We adopted twomstfategies to dealeith this extreme case of : oL,

-

muitiple evaluators. One strategy was to ask students to assess their‘ BTt T

experience with evaluations overall in school for ‘each of three areas _ SN

of student pertormance: academic work, behavior or conduct,'and . /////Ti

. e -4 - k. - Zz /’

/ A
extracurrlcular activities. A second strategy was to asE/students to . \

S

/
comment\on the1r experlence w1th eva1uat10ns 1n spec1f1c classes and

f NI S . : )

- v’

act1v1t1es. In th1s Chapter we discuss the results of our 1nqu1ry

into student experlence w1th eva1uat10ns overa11 in school. In

i

Chagter 6 we discuss the results of our inquiry 1nto student
~ experlences with evaluatlons from teachers in spec1f1c classes, and in.

Chapter 8 we focus on student responses to our questions regarding Co

" evaluation in specific extracurricular activities. T -
In our questions regarding incompatibilities overall in the
' -~ B :

school authority, system we asked students to comment separately for e ‘
y three areas of student responsibility or student tasks. The:general o . 5;

V?questlons in Section 1 of the survey direct student at%pntion to one

/ : . .,

. \ s : ;
- of these three areas as follows: . !

’

{

t . ¢

"1, In general when your academic work is evaluated in

B - Q

108 S - ’ ’

@  | a .'11
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~
-

~
H . \\ ]
‘school certain problems may arise to cause yougto

receive evaluatzons low enough to make you

'indlssatisfled. For each of the followlng problems,

1ease note how often thls sort of things happens-”

to.you:” (Check/one for»each problem )

2. In general, when your behavior or conduct is eialuated in}..

LI
IS
.

i
-

activities  is evaluated in..

© . Parallel descriptions of'lncompatibilities were oeveloped to permit us

'—/:, . Y 6\\ K
.. to compare levels of 1ncompat1b111t1es across. the three task areas. o

Items were deve10ped for each of the four type of 1ncompat1h111t1es ‘ ' ,;a

1dent1f1ed by the theory. We wlll consider each type of !

J‘\

1ncompat1b111ty and the survey 1tems for each student task area in

tura. ) B C

'.l. : /

Type I: Contradictory Evaluations . St _ {
Contrad1ctory evaluatlons occur when students are pul in a

,81tuat10n where rece1v1ng one performance evaluatxon -at" or above
, A

acceptance level necessarxly means that they will recei%% another

evaluatlon below acceptance level. Four items were-used to assess the

\ .
extent to whrch students experience contradictory evaluations.

"One case of contradictory evaluations arises when students

Iv:‘ N . B . - - I. / " - - N )
-confront conflicting criteria, either in the form of/conflicting
- % ~

7

- . ‘. . .> 1099 . B ."
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. -

i

standards or conflxctxng propertles. We asked”tﬁo'questions'involving

conf11ct1ng standards and one questlon 1nvolv1ng confllctlng

prOpertles. For each of the three ‘task areas students were asked to
. : /o ‘ ) v
report how frequently they had to displease one supervisor in order to

I

/fp“éﬁsefenother sunervisor. v7 o 1
'_" ' ‘ . . | ! \\ .
For academic work: - - . )
5 - : = » v
“{QLC'Vyou are . eénluated by more than one supervxsor and
d. You find that in order to please one supervxsor you - .- g
' have to d:.splease the other~ S a . - .
« ! - 4
For eociei'behsvior; \
YOur behavior is evalnﬁted by more than one supervisor
(teae;er; edministretor) and'you find that in order
-~ to please ome supervisor you have to displease the other IR
' For extracurricular activities: . f
3 you are evaluated b&tmore than one coeeh;fsponsor, or - ’ ;
. - ] 2
. student leader and:find that in order to please one . . i o g
:person yén have to’diséiease'the otner . _ - x o o .

e

Student leaders were 1nc1uded as supervxsors for extracurrlcular

act1v1t1es, since 1n many extracurrlcular act1v1t1es student 1eaders

play an active\roleiin supervising a d'evaluatlng the~performance of /
other students. , o ‘ L

A second question omn conflicting standards also referred to e

.

110
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—

_‘multlple Buperv1sors, but th1s t1me the emphasls was on the conf11ct

s ‘between evaluatlons by school staff (members of . the school h1erarchy),

and student peers. For each of the - three task areas students were

s

‘asked how_frequently-they had to d1sp1ease one_evaluator 1n»order_to

- . - . . . . » : . - \

displease anmother.

5\\\ For academic work:

your academic work is evaluated by both school off&clals- '

e (teachers, adm1n1strators) and other studente and. you
N f1nd that 1n order to please one you have to d1sp1ease'

'ﬁ\\‘the other
. = S
For social behavior:

Jjjdun'beh£VIof is enaluated\hy both school officials

(teachers, administrators) and other students and you

.l'

find that in order to piease one you have to displease
the other - c : o IR | f,l
o o . O o o

13

For extracurricular activities:

you are evalugted by both sponsors or coaches and///
other students.and find that in order to please omne

you have to displease the other

. . a . R . ) AR

A third-item dealt with/conflicting criteria in the form: of
conflicting‘propefties; Students weredasked hdw'frequentiy.they had -

. to perform in. a limited amount of time.

i 111 - C l.lni.
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v

.For .academic work:
N ' . .
: ; _ , : : o
you are given only a limited amount of time to comp lete
. ' y o : - C - ] 1
an asgignment and 80 you'receive evaluations low enough

to makémyou dissatiafied . PR 4

' For social behavior: . .

you are given only'a limited amount of time to do |

. \ E . ' v"
somethlng and so you receive evaluatlons of your . N\ '

r

.behav10r low enough to make you dlssatlafxed

.o
"

) <

/

For extracurrlcular act1v1t1es. I o

you are glven only a - 11m1ted amount of t1me to ,;' R S j*_fi/
- do somethlng and 80 you recelve evaluatlons low B

. enough to/make you dlBBatlfled -

which students must respond.- Students were asked how frequently they

g SRR A

" For academic work:

receive
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For social behavior: RO Mﬁ
you are asked to obey 80, msny rules at the same t1me that

‘it isn't poselble to observe them all and so you recezve

l

‘evaluatxons low enough to make you d1ssat15f1ed

.t

For extracurricular activities:
: A ¢ L . ‘ -

you are expected to do eo many'things in extracurricular-.-
act1v1r1es that it 1sn 't pos81b1e to do a good JOb and

- complete them all and so you rece1ve evaluatlons low

enough to make you dissatisfied

‘No questrons were asked regard1ng conf11ct1ng samples, a th1rd case of

/the theory.

' contrad1ctory evaluatlons spec1f1ed Ain
| Fove _ s e

'Type II: ’Uncontrollahle Evaluationsfl?'
Uncontrollable evaluatlons occur when students rece1ve
evaluatzons below their acceptance level for performances or outcomes
'they-do n%t controlf We asked two questlons‘about uncontrollable
'evaluatidgs.
//////. ' dne case of'uncontrollable evaluatlons occurs when there as a
—*—“‘““—coordlnatlo fa11ure in the control system and a performance or
outZome 1s ing orrectly attr1buted to a student._ In such cases

students really have no control over the1r evaluaz}on._ Once again, ve .

asked the queetzon for each of the thiee student: fask areas. ‘Students

‘., L -

were asked to report the;frequency'of such m1sattributions:'

\ , , o S _
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“For academxc work: 7 ) B :
you are.eveluated .on academic work ygc hadlpothiné'tc“ v "‘R:
a T do ;itn and eo'?ou recelve,evalqatlcre lowxenough‘tc. ’ t  ;. i  ;1\
" make yoc disset;sfied," //. ) I , | L K ' .':;v; t
For behavior:
you arelevaluated.on behavior ‘you heefhcthing to do
S T, . . ‘
witﬁ and so you reeeive evaluaticns tcﬁ enough to make I
//Wyou dissatisfiéd)/ S B ‘ : : |
For extrécurricufhr-ectivitiee:i 7 - 7_"Ll . .2 , R _ Aj,i;{f
yoﬁ are evaiuated,cn eqmeth{ng you had nothing to 66.'. E - t{fg% _ '

‘with and ?d you receive evaluations low enough to

make you dissatisfied S S o o R )
: ‘A secohd'cese of uncentrollable evaluatioﬁs occcrszrhen.there is
-1nteréependence of student performers, that is, when more than one' ‘
. etudent contrxbutes to the outcome of a task which is used as tEe ’
bgsxs for evaluatlon. Thls typxcally happens in group or-team f-“
. // sltuatlons 80 our questlons spec1f1ed group work arrangements..
// o . . Y * . T
//‘ . .For academic tasks: e * | '
// ‘ |  when eorklng in a group you fxnd that although foc are . .-;
& T

doing a good JOb, others 1n ‘the group are not and 80

 you receive evaluatibne low epough\to make you
dissatisfied

e £ 7 S
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For soc1a1 behav1or'
when 1n a group you f1nd that a1though you are behav1ng
. well, others‘ln the group are not and 80-you receive .
‘eyalnatione'lowjennugh to make ydu{diesatiefiedu»\ A
| . . I o
' For extracurricular activities::
whef working in a group or team you find that although
° » t ) ¢ ey . . . T
you are performing well, others in the group are not and °
’4 . . » PRCI
g i QF‘ 1 - f . - : hed .:. v " ! ’
‘80""you receivé evaluations low enoigh. to make. you :
dissatisfied Y
¢ ) .- " o & . o
kX y - .
: . i 5 :
o ¢ o :;\ = co

. We asked no: questlons for the case of ‘active tasks, a third 1nstance'ff
iy

. ﬁfa «of uncontrol}able eva1uat10ns 1dent1f1ed by the theory; ,})';nd o
. “ c - ‘} g K ’ ) .

Type III: Unpredictable-Eva;natione.

K

: & L L S
-Unpredictable Evaluations occur when studentsﬁare .unable to

L )
e pred1ct the re1at10nsh1p between attr1butes of the1r performances and
ceg 4%y

., the 1eve1 of the evaluatxons they 'receive and so they recelre e ;
e 1 . . \
. “eyaluatlons below their acceptance 1eve1. "We asked three questiqhs,x e o

.. regarding the three cases of unpredictable evaluations identified by oo

" the theory. o o & O
Unpredlctable eva1uat10ns arlse when there are mlsunderstandlngs ?ﬁﬁﬁ’{

° 0 .

© " of task allocatxons. Students may not know that a task has been . . .

’ % .o R

assigned. Students were asked to report hov»frequently thesé

. \f‘ - v ' . S0

misnnderstandlngs led, them to rece1ve eva1uat10ns below thefr
. _ , /

] S

acceptance level. -h"; S e

_ a\\\
[
.

i
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For academlc taska.‘

you don t know that an ass1gnment has been made or a

1

'test scheduled unt11 too 1ate and so you rece1ve ‘ \\\ .

A |
: evaluationsﬁlov enough to make,you d1ssat13f1ed

. ] '
n
- For social behavior:

"
\

you don t f1nd out about a school ru1e unt11 too late |

vand 80 rece1ve evaluat1ons low enough to make you

disaatrpfxed ,QV" L o -

- B - o L \#’/

FOI‘ extracurr:.cular act1v1t1es.

N . - &

you don't knov about someth1ng that you are expected to-

do until too 1ate and 80 ‘'you rece1ve evaluatlons low - :

' —r.}‘; enough to make you dlssatrafled

.

In add1t1on to m1sunderstand1ng task allocatLons, students may

A

‘.also mxsunderstand the cr1ter1a by wh1ch their performance is to be-
,"evaluated. Another set of quest1ons asked about th1s second type of
misunderstandlng.-

o

l\—\

.
I -
T .
e

For academlc wor . e

\

you don t know how you are expected to- perform on. an5

\\"

asslgnment,ltest, etc. and so;you rece1ve evaluatxon'.
[ i : :
~ - ° 1
R _ low enough to make you d1ssat1sf1ed ‘
" | } ooy . ; .‘\

.

S § 2 | N .
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v o u

For social behévior'. _ N

you don t know how you are expected to behave and so

\ 5 e i i

you receive evaluatlons low enough to make you ) S i
|- . .- . ) . P : c et

dlssathfled

For ektracurriculai'activitiesi1'

e LT
.

you’don t know how you are expected to perform 1n

actLV1t1es and 8o you receive evaluatlons low enough
to,make you dissatisfied " R o
Our th1rd questlon on unpred1ctab1e eva1uat10ns concerned what

:Dornbusch and Scott term nonrepresentatlve samples, that is an.

eva1uat1on is made of a student 8 performance based on .an unre11ab1e

sample of their performance. Since this was a d1ff1cu1t notlon to

~ convey in a question, we provided students with an example of; \ .
. ' e . : S ! o

nonrepresentative sampling in each form of the question. vdu" : "\\,f&

’

For academic work: : /

‘you are evaluated based on wgrk different from your usual
"work and so you receiye evaluations low enough to make

"you diseatisfied; For ex ple, a quiz may be given on . o o

“the one day you weren't prepared. -

. For social behavior:
.) - )

you are evaluated ased‘on'behgvior‘different"fiom the
. \ " : :
way you usually ehave and 80 you rece1ve eva1uatlons

o n7."f “ 120




S I A I R L L R B T e Y T e T N e
Evaluation and Student. Disengagement - LT T o '

low enough to make you dissatisfied. ;Fox”éxample, you

may get'caught the one time you do something wrong.

> : ‘ N
VA For‘ extracurricular act1V1t1es. =

you are evaluated baeed on. performances dszerent from the '
way you usualfy perform and 80 you recezve eva1uat1ons low

-.ﬁnough to make youedlssatlef%eds For example, a tryout
o ' / ’ I‘
may be held on”the one day when" you aren\t “feeling well.
. » t . ~ | : - N \\ . “)’)D :
P \ : ,\' v
Type 1iv: Unatta1nab1e Evaluatlons

e

Unattaznable eva1uat10ns occur: when the standardg used to-
evaluate students are 80 hlgh that they cannot achieve evaluatzons at

orfabove their acceptance level. . We asked two questions about v

® k . , b :
unattainable evaluations. o . :
B o, , |
Our first\question involved the case where standards were set \
o : - ‘ : : \
inappropriately high. . R ‘ i - N
i

. - For academlc\york .\v C . : T E;)'

\
standards used\to evaluated your academ1c work are much

too hlgh and 8o_ you'rece1ve evaluatlons low enough to make

you.dissatiefied T | | a

. .

For social behavior:
4

atandards used to evaluate ‘you behavior are"mueh too -
‘ ﬁigh and so. you receive evaluations low enough to make - ) - - Lo Tk

dfyou:dissatisﬁied

- . — : . . . Lol
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§

o . N
L 'For-extracurricular activities: - )
standards used to,evaluate your performance are much too

. hd ': ) ) v .. . P l‘\ )

high and so you receive evalvations low enough to make

)
[

/* you dissatisfied ‘ . R R

- ‘ ’ Co ’ . \\\

A second case’ of unattaxnable evaluatlons 1nv01ves actlve task&

”for'the outcomes‘of*the tasks. This ‘'is partlcularly problematlc when

'evaluators only take 1nto account task outcomes in arr1v1ng at an

3

qgevaluatxon...ln‘these cases,studenps receive no cgedlt forithe effort

they putifqrth tdfacco ‘1ish what::turned out to;:be a much more

»

difficulg'teek tﬁep;g, eacher,initially imagined. Our questions -

- stressed student effort on a task, that contained greater resistance to
i

A

successful performance.

For academic work: ::

- : you work hard on an assignment but are still not able 'to

: . Vv
@ . . N

do as well as yqﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁld like and so you receive

P
[

evaluatiens low endugh to qake‘you dissatisfied

. For.social behaV1or-
_you try hard'to behave but are. st111 not able’'to behave \
/‘ -as well as you would like and so you rece1ve evaluatlons 4\\:@

. .1ow enough to make;you dissatisfied...
o R A ) .,..,

//
et
0o

‘o
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" For extracurricular activities:
L you work hard on something but are still mot able to do b

as well as.you would like and so you receive evaluations

__low-enough to make you dissatisfied

.

No questlons were asked regardlng lack of- fac111t1es, a th1rd case of

unatta1nab1e evaluatlons identified in the theory.

N\
Levels of Incompatibilities Repnrted by Students
| " Qur first task 1n ‘examining student responses was’ to determlne
Just how prevalent‘1ncompat1b111t1es were 1n the authorlty systems for
’the three“student tasks. In responding to the’eleven items deallng
witn general 1ncompat1b111t1es in the school authorxty system students
«\ were allowed to indicate how frequently they experlenced each . |
1ncompat1b111ty. Response categorxes were “Always " “Almost Always,
“Usually,“ "Fairly Often,' "Sometlmes,“ "Seldom," “Almost Never,'" and
"Never". Table: 4-2 presents the percentages of students report1ng
that.thé& experienced the 1nconpat1b1l1t1es'"Sometlmes or more

- frequently.

. 120
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Table 4-2

~

Percentages of Students Reporting that they Experlenced
Incompatibilities at Least '"Sometimes" in School

Incompatibilities

Academic
N
Type I: Contradictory Evyluations
'A:_Conflicting Criteria
Student has to displease onme 21.4%
supervisor in order to please 627290

~ another supervisor . -
Student has to displease either 22.3%
school officials or peers to 65/291
please the other

B. Conflicting Properties
Student is given a limited . 4 73.92

_ amount of time to complete 215/291

an assignment '

C. Confiicting Allccations
Student is assigned 8o many 73.42

. things that it is impossible - 212/289
to do‘well and complete them all

Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluationsl

" A, -Coordination Failure in the Control Sys
! -

Student is evaluated on something - 31.4%

which s/he had nothing to. do 88/289

with

B. Interdependence of Performers

Student is working in a group - 67.0%

and doing well, but has no . 195/291

" control over performance of others
Type III: Unpredictable Evaluations

A. Misunderstandings of Allocations

Student -is unaware of assignment 55.32
or test until 1t is too 161/291
late

i o1:

Student Taeks
Behavior

15.12
44/291

30.6%
89/291

43.62
127/291

29.27.
- 85/291 -

tem

42,12
122/290

61.5Z
179/291 -

Extracurricular

31.0%
40/129

"30.27
39/129

. 38.3%
- 49/129

28.7%
37/129

. 21.7%2

28/129 -

44 .27
57/129
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B. Mieunderstandings of Criteria

Student doesn't knOVZhow . - 53.3% 21.2% 205@2
s/he is expected to ' 155/291 62/291 - 27/129 -
perform ' o :

, a

C. Nonrepresentative Sampies_

Student is evaluated based . x77.b2 53.6% 44,22

on a performance which is , 224/291 - 156/291 - '57/129
atypical : ‘ - : '

- Type IV: Unattainable Evaluations

’ . - .
A. Inappropriately High Standards

-Standards used to evaluateb_ 62.9% 35.72 - 31 82 B
student's performance are ©o-. 7 183/y 104/291 41/129
much too high . ' T
B. Active Tasks ;at“ -

i .. | | '
Student is not able to do as . 72.92 - 23.02 .« 47.32
well as s/he would Like .t 212/291 © 67/291 61/129

» despite hard work

For academic tasks, over 70%Z of the students reported that the&
received evaiuationé low enough to makefthem dissatisfied due to

conflicting properties, conflicting allocations, nonrepresentative

samples, and active tasks. Our .example of conflicting properties.

dealt with the time limitations that students often have to work'under

_ in school. Spady (1974) has noted the problems such arrangements .

[(d

9]

cause. Conf11ct1ng allocations .are a prevalent problem most: 11ke1y

| -
T

because of’ the multiple supervxsors involved in the eva1uat10n of
_academxc work. The high rate of problems due to nonrepresentatlve
sampling of student work suggests that students percelve that teachers
do not take samples'of the1r vork 80 as to ‘get an accurate ref1ect10n )
of their true performance. F1na11y, the hlgh rate of students '

receiving evaluations low enough to make them dlBBatleled despxte

. L " , /
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-

hard wvork suggests that academic tasks are highly active, that is, the
connection between effort and ‘outcome 18 not pred1ctab1e. Students
who fee1 that. they work hard are qu1te 11ke1y to receive dlssatlsfylng
evaluations. Of course, such students may not have an. accurate
perspectlve on how hard they are really worklngmggornbusch 1974)

. 0ver‘6OZ of the students'reported receiving evaluations that made
then diasatiefied dne to-interdependence of performers_and to 4

“

inappropriately high standards. Thus group work appears to present

problems for the evaluation’of studenta as does thelsetting of
iappropriate standards for acadenic tasks. 4 | ' N
Two other incompatibilities were reported to lead to.
.dissatiefying evaluations by overVSOZ oflthecstudentskl

"Misnnderstandings of aliocations and of critefda seem to be fairly

— — '

common exper1ences for students. Over ha1f of the students T 'orted

be1ng unaware of an asslgnment or test and over ha1f reported not
know1ng how they were expected to perform at least so et1mes.

The remaining three 1ncompat1b111t1es were reporte ﬁl leading to

( d133at1sfy1ng evaluations by fewer than one-th1rd of the students.
. t
Instances of conf11ct1ng criteria, e1ther between school staff members‘

l g
or between.school staff members andiptudent peers were reported to
. . v . . "\/ . 2 . ‘

—

lead to diseatisfying evaluationa.byfabout one-fifth of the students.
Nearly oneQEhird oflthe,students.said4that_being evaluated on . o l//
'something they had nothing»to do with led to dissatiefying‘%

"evaluations.
N :

Y

If we compare the incompatibilities'reported'for academic tafks
to those reported- for the task of social behayior we find that in

. ' - . . K : ' o ' /
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general there are far fewer reports‘of 1ncompat1b111t1es for the
evaluatzon of student behaVLor; The most dramatic d1fference in the
level of reported 1ncompat1b111t1es occurs for the case of act1ve
tasks. While nearly-three-fourths of the students find the connection
between effort and evaination uncertain'for{academic/tasks,‘only: ? | L Lk
- elightly less than one-fourth find it'uncertain for behavioral tasks];“
‘Clearly, soc1a1 behavior 'is- leas’actzve (i.e. the re31stance to o
successful performance 13 less unpred1ctab1e) than academzc work. o -\
| Ma jor dlfferences are also apparent if we compare the levels of,
reported 1ncompat1b111t1es in the case of mlsunderstandzngs of
allocatzon and crlterla, nonrepresentatlve samples, and |
.1nappropr1ate1y hlgh standards. In each case the 1ncompat1b111ty 1;
more 11ke1y to arise in the evaluation of academlc tasks than in the_
ri_evaluatzon of soc1a1 behavior tasks. o ' : '?/f
The remalnxng 1ncompat1b111b1es are also-more 11ke1y to arise in
connectzon with academic work than in connectlon with the evaluatlon
of social behavior encept”for conflicta'between staff members;and-
student peers andtfor coordination-failnrea in the control syotem.,
Students;report that'they are morexlikely to'experience.aiéonflict S ;,

- between statf membera and student peers in the case of social behavior

AN

than 1n the case of academic work. This may be becaneethudent peers

N

have stronger feelzngs about behavior and because behaVLor 13 read11y

visible to peers, more v131b1e than academ1c performance. Students

also report_that they are more likely to be evaluated on something
which thej'had'nothing to do withbin'the case of social behavior than

in_the case of academic‘work. This may be due to the measures taken

¢

-
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by teachers to maintain a close connection between an individual-.
student ‘and his or, her academic products. The flow of soc1a1 behav1or

' may proh1b1t school off1c1als from malnta1n1ng such a close connectlon

between student behavxor and evaluatlons of that behav1or.'

-

Exam1n1ng Just the. student reponses to- 1nfompat1b111t1es A
'connected w1th the eva1uat10n of soc1a1 behav1or ‘we f1nd that the

most prevalent 1ncompat1b111ty mentloned by students as 1ead1ng to

'dlssatlsfactory eva1uat10ns is 1nterdependence of’ performers. Once

-
N \3»

again,.the constant flow of.social behavior may prevent school staff

from accurately attributing behavioral performances to individual

students in group situations. ' ‘
Over half of the students reported that they at least sometimes

experienced a situation where an'evaluation of their social behavior

N

" was based on atypical behavior. Over forty percent of the students
reported exper1enc1ng conf11ct1ng propert1es,‘and over forty percent

reported exper1enc1ng a coordination failure in the controI systemvat'

N S :
1east sometlmes. S s T

On the other hand, on1y 152 of the students sometimes . exper1enced'
~N

v P . /

a sltuatlon where they had to d18p1ease one superv1sor in order ‘to
p1ease another. Thls suggests that the staff members are in agreement
‘a8 to the criteria for behav1or. Ihls 1s supported by the fact that.

on1y 21% of the students reported a mlsunderstandlng of the cr1ter1a

’

' sometimes 1ead1ng to an evaluation wh1ch made them dlBBatLBfléd.

Criteria for soc1a1 behav1or thus appear\to be more conslstant and

y

c1earer than those for academ1c work
' ' S .
JWhen,we attempt=to compare the levels of reported

@ Sl ’ o jvr P
B 1) o R
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1ncompat1b111t1es for soc1a1 behav1or and academlc work to those for

a

extracurrlcular act1v1t1es, we must conslder that out of our tota1
sample of 291 students, on1y 129 or -less than 452 part1c1pate in
extracurrlcular activities. Thls makes any comparlsons between

s - [

academ1c or behav1ora1 tasks and extracurrlcular tasks 1nvolv1ng the

entire sample open to the charge that the d1fferehces for

'

1ncompat1b111t1es in the evaluation of extracurrlcular taska result

from the d1fferent samples of students who part1c1pate 1n those

activities. To deal with this problem we analyzed the responees for
thedintompatibilltles ueing only those 129 students vho»partlclpated' B

in extracurricular activities. Table 4-3 presents the results for

v -
- .

" this subgtoup.

- T
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T

- = . Table 43 ' T
Percentages ‘of Students with Extracurrlcular Involvement CoLoL o,
Reportlng that' they Experienced Incompat1b111t1es at Least _ ‘ P
‘ "Sometimes" in School o S BN
[ ./,' ‘ ' T .. .. ’ ‘ ’ ’ N /(‘I |
Incompatibilities . .\ L Student Tasgks ‘ e
‘ . . . : Academic . Behavior . Extracurricular_ /
“Type-L: Contfadictbry.Evnlnatinné : ».Qi@ - o - / e
A Conflicting Criteria '.' t'j : . _.' - o 1/‘"'
Student has to dlsplease one ©19.5% . 14.7% 31.02 '
supervisor in order to please . 25/128 . -19/129 40/129
" another superv1sor P ‘ S
. . . . . ‘(' . :
Student has to displease either =~ 20.92 29,53 ¢ 30 27
school officials or peers to - 27/129: 38/129 - 39/129 . ]
please the other ‘ - AR . ' - -
B Conflicting Propérties ¢
Student is given a limited 69.02 . 36.4% 8.3
'.amount of: time to .complete: | 89/129 ' 47/129 49/129
an a331gnment : o < .
C. Conf11ct1ng”Aiincntioné ' : _ yﬁﬂ ‘
Student is asslgned 80 man;\ . 71.92 24.8% : 23.72_
things that it is impossible 93/128 32/129 - 37/129

to do well and,cpmpletq them all:
Type II: Uncontrollable Eialuations ,
A. Coordination Failure in‘the,Control System

Student is evaiuntéd on’ something 28,12 . 36.7%

2
which s/he had noth1ng to do  36/128 47/128 3/129
’ with . -/ : S .
T : / :
B. Interdependence of Performers
; . / . . / .
. Student is.working in a group 71.3%2 62.0% 44,27
. and doing well, but has no '~ .. - '92/129 - 80/129 =~ - 57/129 >

‘control over performance of others

Type III' ﬁnptedictable'Evdluations

‘A, Mlsunderstandlngs of Allocatlons ?if -
.. Student is unaware of assignment - 45.7%2 - . 2§.52 0 33.3% -
or test until it is too .+ -59/129 38/129 43/129 .
late g & S - e, o
‘ . Yo ‘ d 3 Q~/{¢;j - .
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\ . / > i
B. Misundenstandings of Criteria L T | . , »: - ;1
Student doesn't know how _ . 50.4% 17 8% 20.9%2
s/he is expected to’ . - 65/129 23/129 27/129
‘pertorm T ‘ ‘ .
. i . '
C Nonrepresentative Samples . ‘

1 . . . . X . . C ‘ ”.;
Student is evaluated based - 72.92. 51.2% 44 .22 o R T
on a pertormance which is . 94/129 66/129 57/129 '
atypical . o ' Co
Type IV. Unattalnable Evaluatlons ° ;

T A, Inapproprxately ngh Standards E'
Standards used to evaluate 62.0i - 35.7% . 31.8%
student's performance are © 80/129  46/129° v 41/129
much too hxgh . . e "
-B. Active Taska, o _ ' J[
_Student is not able to do as '66.7% 17.82 4132 Lol

-

well -as s/he would like - 86/129 23/129 61/129
despite hard work ‘ o S .

In comparlslon ‘to . Table- 4-2, the prOportlons of students , -
reportlng 1ncompat1b111t1es in the authorlty systems fnr the academlc
and behav10ra1 tasks in/Table 4-3 are sllghtly lower for 10 out of
e1even 1ncompat1b111t1ea~¥or academic tasks and for 9 out of e1even
1ncompat1b111t1ea for behavior tasks. The’ proportxons are equa1 for
1nappropr1ate1y hlgh standards for behav1ora1 tasks. In moat cases f : -“iﬂ
the d1fferences between the proportlons for the tota1 sample and those |
bfor the subsample of students 1nvn1ved 1n-extracutr1cu1ar act1v1t1es
hare_snail . . S .
For‘all but two 1nenmpat1b111t1es the evaluatzon of acaﬂemlc.;:
tasks involves: hlgher 1evels of reported 1ncompat1b111t1es than the

evaluatxon of extracurrxcular tasks. Extracurrlcular act1v1t1es seem

‘to have assoczated w1th them hlgher 1evels of conflzctlng crzterla.-
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~ ’ -
‘ - Lo . .

' For.extracurricular activities students’ report more conflicts in

criteria between staff members and.between staff members and student.

“ -

peers than is the case for academic work.

If we compare the 1eve13 of 1ncompat1b111t1es reported for
L 3
extracurricular activities with those reporte for soc1a1 behav1or, we
:find that in seven out of e1even cases studZFts report higher levels \

D of 1ncompat1bilities for_ the evaluation of extracurricular activ1ties. e

Hdwever, the connection

— . . ! '

In most cases, the differences are small.
. ’l 4

between effort and evaluation of outcomes is cOnsiderably more

‘problematic for’ extracurricular tasks than for aocial behavior tasks. .-

This suggests that extracurricular tasks are more active than'EociaI

;o v e
behavior tasks. g :
~N T Conflicting criteria between more than one staff member"alsof
appears to be more of a problém for,éxtracurrcular tasks than for

4

ehav1or. This may be becanse extracurricular tasks often

RS

soc1a1

involve more than one auperVisor for the same’ activity and because

=,therewisj1ess consenaus than-for'social behavior.
Extracurricular tasks. alsq/appear to differ from social behavior
. tasks in regard to the chancea for coordination failures.

/ -

Extracurricular activities 1nv01ve considerably fewer such. failures

tnan social behavior. . Thiefmay reflect the systematic.observation of
student.performance in extracurricular activities_and'the keeping of

indiv1dua1 records in very systematic ways. . LT

.

Examining the 1eve13 of incompatibilities reported for
‘\

extracurricular act1v1t1es alone, we find that over 4OZ of the

K

'students.reported that~they at 1east-sometimes»experienced-the

. x 3 . .

S

. O

BN oL
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incompatibilities'asgociated with active tasks, nonrepresentative

samples, and interdependence of'performers. Given'the»competitive
ature of manylextracurrlcular act1vxt1es and the differences in.

levels of innate skill and ab111ty among students, it is- not

surprising b @t students who workphard are often stxllfnot,able‘to do

-
. as well as t ey would llke. The limited opportunities'for actual
competition where performance really "eounts" may expla1n the

relat1vely high levels of reports of evaluatlon based on atypical

~

\ N L

behavlor. For example, a football player may perform well in pract1ce
for five days omnly to perform less well when it “counts“ in the game

v on the sixth day. Fxnally, in v1ew of the many team sxtuatrons
S 5
1nvolved in extracurrlcular act1v1t1es, it 1s not hard to expla1n why

I

over 40% of the students reported that lack of control of the f, v».
performance of others 1n the1r group led to d1ssat1sfy1ng evaluatlons.
Perhaps more . 1nterest1ng than the relat1ve prevalence of these

three 1ncompat1b111t1es in relation to other 1ncompat1b111t1es ..

J : -
assoc1ated v1th extracurrlcular tasks,lls that they are mentioned - | C
relat1vely 1nfrequently in comparrslon to the same 1ncompat1b111t1es‘
assoc1ated v1th academxc tasks. Thus for ac?demlc tasks the l

b:\ .

connectlon between effort and evaluatlon -of outcomes is more S S

- LA
W

problematlc, the chances of be1ng evaluated based on an’ atyplcal

performance are greater, as are the chances of rece1v1ng d1ssat1sfy1ng N -fat_;
evaluatlons due to]&acg\of control over the performance of others 1n a
vork gronp *'tenm. ftf' N R ?’< T |

Y

! ' ’ :
The g:tater VLs1b111ty of performance 1n many extracurrlcurar -

~

7” <act:.v:.t:Les may be one reason why ‘these 1ncompat1b111t1es are less
/) 3

|
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- . . ” \ »

prevalent for such tasks. Fer exampie,deffort may be more visible on
many extracurricuiar tasks resulting in.a cioser correspondence |
between student effort and final evaluations. Such visibiIit§ may
~a1so mitigate the ;roblems with nonresresentative samp}ingband
interdepeadence.bf performers. There.méy be qf%er’reasons for the
less extensive problems with incempatiﬁilties in evaluations of ' o
extracﬁrricuiar activities.. For example, maay actdvities involve ‘
group eork‘where roles of.iadividuAI perfermers are clearly: |
.artdepiated. Cohen (1980) notes that such role specification da oae'
ke§ to suCcessfuivgreup work. Mpre-generally; the levels of,: E -
, incehpatibildties reported for extracurricular activities are .lower |
overall than the 1eve1s for atademic work. Tﬁis suggestsathat .,4. “ﬁ;
teachersﬂmay emp loy strategxes in their roles as sponsors and &oachgs x

that mlght be prof1tab1y app11ed in their roles as classroom teachers.;

We w111 pay partlcular attention to the evaluatlon technlques)of the g

9§

'/ & : : -

8ponsors- of extracurrlcular act1v1t1es in Chaptef 7.

Summary Measures of Incompatibility

S o

-Using the eleven questions on incompatibilities in -the scﬁool_
authority system, we created summary measures, of incompatibility for
each student task: academic work, .social behavior;-extracurricular

~pertormance. Three measures were created for 1ncompat1b111ty in the

[

.”autngrxty systems for each task

The first summary measure was' desxgned to 1nd1cate whether any v RN

incompatibility was mentloned'by students as occurlng at least fa1r1y

often. If no 1ncompat1b111ty was reported by students as occurlng at
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Aeast fairly often, the summ r§ measure was coded as 0 to indicate no
1ncompat1b111ty present. 1 any of the eleven 1ncompat1b111t1es ‘was
reported as occur1ng fa1r1y often or more frequently by students, the
summary measure was coded s 1 to indicate the presence of an
incompatibility. - Since we/ asked about 1ncompat1b111t1es ueparate%y

for the three student tasks, we have measures of the presence of

incompatibility for the tasks of academic work, social behavior, and

often. If a student eported no 1ncompat1b111ty as occurrxng at least
- \\
fairly often, this spmmary measure was coded as. 0 to indicate no -

incompatibilities. /If a student reported‘that one or two .
incompatibilities' ccurred at least fairly often, this measure was

coded as 1. If .student reported that three or more

1ncompat1b111t1 8 occurred at least fa1r1y often, th1s measure ‘was

coded as 2. tudents'were thus divided into three groups.: ‘Once

- again, we comnstructed this measure for incompatibilities”éssociated
with each gé.the three student tasks.

" Our third'summary measure of incompatibility is a measure of the
. . N | o R
. frequency of 1ncompat1b111t1es.;'To construct.tﬁis measure'we first

\§ . developed two submeasures. . The f1rst submeasure was a sxmple add1t1ve

1ndex of ‘the student scores on the ‘eleven 1tems.' Ihe second
,,submeasure was a measure of the hzghest\frequency.of any of the eleyena
AN . ‘ . . . . /

. - N e . o ) ’ " D A
;ncompatlbzlztxes. Responses to each of these submeasures were

‘divided at the quartiles to produce fourjgroupe on"eacﬁﬁﬁubmensure.

K .;‘:,%}_t“: L




\

‘{gur final grouna. This gave us a meaaure ‘of the frequency of ‘_ “

- and discussed in Chapter 27" “lowered acceptance-level, A

'_diaaatibfaction, and withra§a1 from the organization.

-
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<o

Our third summary measure was prodiiced by including those students

whose responses fell into the oame quartiles on the two submeasures in °

¢
»

in ompat1b111t1ea for each of the three student taaka.

\y Measures of Inatability : : ‘ @

e indicators of authorlty system 1nstab111ty fe11 i three

areas correapondzng to the three forms of atudent dzaengag ment

‘dzacuased 1n Chapter 1: low 1eve1 engagement or apathy, p‘rt1c1pat10n

in negatzve act1v1t1es, and. non-part1c1pat10n or absenteeism. Thede

\ e

 correspond to the three forms of 1n8tab111ty hlghllghted the theory

P
'

- . !
Apathy or: lcwered acceptance level is the first form of
Lewer : :

. S : S , i ,
disengagément or inatability we investigated. Qur meabure’of apathy

was baaed on four 1tem8 on the - student questzonnalre. ‘Two itema asked

students to report what they would consider a aatlsfactory report

card. On the f1r8t item atudenta were aaked to note what they would

» ‘

consxder a satlafactory grade for the1r academxc work;: reaponaea vere

"Mostly A" "Mostly A and B" "Mostly B", "Moatly B and C" "Mostly C" )

"Mostly C and D", and-"Mostly D and F". The second item asked

students to noteiwha -hey would consider a aatiafactory,grade for -
. a ety : |

their citlzenshfb; r panae categories were "Hostly o", "Moetly'o and ,
S",g"Moatly s" ‘"Mnatly S and‘I"“”"Hostly ", "Mcstly I-ande" and

"Mostly U" . The laat two items asked students to comment on how

likely theg would be to "pzck ea8y couraea" and how 11ke1y they would

v

~ - ) t
s g
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N
./ . o T ¢ ) . «

. be to "av01d teachers with a tough reputatlon.“ Responseucategories -

wvere "extremely unlikely", very un11ke1y “unlxkely", it depends

"11kely", "very likely", and "extremely 11ke1y A a . :

<7

Three measures of apathy or lowered acceptance 1eve1 were created
from responses- to these 1tems. The first measure ‘was deslgned to
1nd1cate the presence of apathy. If the student‘reported that he or

'she would be sat1sf1ed with "Mostly B and C" or lower for. academ1c'

£’

grade, "Mostly S and I" or lower for. cltlzenshlp grade: .or 1f the

’ 11ke11hood of the1r p1ck1ng easy courses_ OT av01d1ng tough teachers

was rated as "it depends" or more 11ke1y, then they were given an

apathy score of 1 1nd1cat1ng aklowerlng of 'the acceptance level.,
B . - a , ,

Otlerwise, they were given a score of 0 indicating no lowering of the.
acceptance ievei. , | . | : . s |
‘The second measure of apathy or lowered acceptance level was a
" measure of the number of 1nd1cat10ns of lowered acceptance 1eve1.

hose students c1ass1f1ed as- not lower1ng the1r acceptance level

\\\accordrng to the f1rst summary measurée of apathy were s1m11ar1y -
classifiEd’on’th:sfmeasure. Those students who reported\Towérxng

‘their acceptance level according to one of the four items were ‘coded

. - \ ,
as 1, representing 1 1nd1cator of apathy. Those students who reported
e lowerlng their’ acceptance level accord1ng to two or more of the four

1tems were coded as’ 2, represent1ng 2 or more 1nd1cators of apathy.

e T
.

A th1rd summary measure of apathy was a measure of the degree of

3\,

apathy. This measure Vas an additive index of student responses on

’
N

the four items. Response totals were them trichotomized to produce' ¢

low, interme“{ate,'and high apathy groups. .

S gl o BY 13y B




. theory identifies as individual reactions which create pressures for °

Incbmﬁatibiiity and‘DiSengagement'gt the School Leveli

v

b

Simi'lar summary measures were constructed for the other two. forms

of disengagement or instability. Five itermis were used in the summary

~ measures of stﬁ&ént’eﬂgagement in negative activities or vhat the’

chaﬁge“iﬂ>the éuthbrity system. Students were asked how }ikgly‘they

would be-to engage-in each of the folldwing'aétivities f they knéw -

-—

they could get away with it:
~cheat on a test . =~ - . .
~damage school prdperty_

. -steal - - - : o ' ,

-yell at a teacher

-pull a'fige alarm

Response categofieé were "extremely unlikely", “very;unlikely"; T '

"unlikely", "it depénds", "likely", "very likely", and "extrgme1y>
likely". If a student answered "it depends" or mofe,likely on any of
the five items, a score.of 1 indicating the presence of negative

activities was assigned. Otherwise, a_ score of. 0 was assigned to

indicate the absence of negative activities. This produced our
summary measure for the presence of negative activities.

The second summary measure was an indicator of the number of

‘negative activities for which students responded "it depends" or more

.ot LN
likely. Students were divided intb\thféefgroupq, thpae\;épéfting,no
neéafi;e activities, those rgporting}oné negative activiéy, and those
reporting two or m&re negative activikies. A ﬁhird summafy measufe of
SR, : : \ e
Qtudenﬁ fendency to engage in negativel$cfivitie§ was a-méééure of

i\

degree of engagement in such activities produced by summing ?tudent

. - |
v ow1s o 138 |
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into low, intermediate, and high groups. . . .

likely". ! ' . ' S St 4

' Evaiuation and'Student’Disengagement f. . PR “?o.' . B

~responses across the five items and trichotomizing the summary scores

i

. Four items Qefé used;to produce the:summaryfmeasure of student
witndrawal from the school organlzatlon.. The first item ;as'derived

Tom two questxons on the student survey. Students were first asked

ow many days of school they m1ssed in the 1ast four weeks.i Follow1ng

th1s students were asked to indicate on how many of the days they

m1ssed they were actua11y too sick to come to school Student

responses to the second 1tem were subtracted from" the f1rst iten to

produce an 1nd1cator of unexcused ‘absences. Another questlon asked -
' + .
students to 1nd1cate how often they‘were 1ateffor school.“ Response

categories were "Never", "Few Times a Year", "Once a Month", "Few

S ) ’ ‘ o . ' e . - :

Times a Month", "Once a Week", "Few Times a Week", "Almost Everyday",
: : ) [ ) . . . ) . L P .

and "Everyday". ‘In thé final two items students were asked to

indicate how likelywthey would be to "sKip'schoolp_and to "take fewer
coufses" if they:knew they could get auay.uith it. Response

N v e ) . ‘ . . .
categories again ranged from "extremely unlikely" to "extremely

. ' . : s : R

Once again, the~first summary measure of withdrawal was an
indicator of‘the presence of withdrawal. If a student had any
unexcused absences, or if a student was late for school once a month
or more frequently, or if a‘student reported that ‘the chances of
skipping school or taking fewer courses could be rated as "it denends"
or more likely, then the student was coded as show1ng the presence of
wztndrawal 0therw1se students were coded as show1ng no evidence of

|
withdrawal.,

y >
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. measure were again code
measure. Studensgnshqvln ev1dence of

J1nd1cators were coded as 1, 1nd1cat1ng low wlthdrayal. “Students

'wexghted for the varxous numbers of response categorles wa

g'witndrawal; intetmediate wlthdrawal, and high withdraval grpups.

“ this by examining'the relationship-between various summary measures of

'author1ty systenm 1ncompat1b111ty and var10us summary measures of

between the presence of 1ncompat1b111ty in the author1ty systems and

: e e
Incompatibility and Disengagement at‘the/Schqél Level ~ -
\. . . L v . : - ) // - . c o

i

as showing no'Zyidence of"withdrava ‘on this

ithdrawal on cne¢of5the,f5ur,“'f5 sy
w; o EENS

showing ev1denceypf w1thdrawa1 0 two or more of the four indicators
. - v ‘ - . . , B .

. 7

were coded as %A, . , C

. - . - T W l

Theifinal summary.measure of withdrawal was a measuré:of‘the T{W

/

degree of withdrawal. To construct th1s measure an add1t1ve 1ndex,f
/

Pooan

/

construeted. Summary scores were then tr1chotom1zed to produce low
/

The,Relationshipretween'Incompatibility?and Disengagement

| o
W1th the summary measures of’ 1ncompat1b111ty and - d1sengagement we

T

are prepared to test the hypothesls that 1ncompat1b111ty 1n the

authorlty system of the school leads to student drsengagement.‘ We do

d1sengﬁgement. In each case we con81der these re1at10nsh1ps for the

SN

E
three student tasks and examlne-the:effect on the three fotms of

instabiiltY‘or disengagement. Table 4~4 presentstthe relatﬁons

the presence of 1nstab111ty or dlsengagement. Table 4-5 presents the

.....

re1at10nsh1p between the preafnce of 1ncompat1b111t1es and the number
|8

R S (TR




of 1nstab111ty behav1ors. Tahie’466 presents-the.relationship'between

the presence of 1ncompat1b111t1es and the degree of d1sengagment.

i »

e e e i - P S IR

: These three tables reveal a general pattern of a. pos1t1ve
re1at1onsh1p between 1ncompat1b111t1es 'in the author1ty system for
each. of the three tasks and the three forms of d1sengagement. The

gammas are pos1t1ve for each of the re1at10nsh1ps w1th the except1on

of the re1at1onsh1p between the presence of 1ncompat1b111ty 1n the

' authorlty system for extracurr1cu1ar act1V1t1es and the presence of

evidence of student w1thdrawa1. Of course the only students who . '!-

- - -

responded to the questxons regardlng extracurr1cu1ar act1v1t1es were

Le

— . K -
. . . 3 )

those 1nv01ved in such act1v1t1es and thus those 1east 11ke1y to

exh1b1t evidence of w1thdrawa1 from the school. However,

|
1ncompat1b111ty 1n the author1ty system ‘for student tasks seems to ‘be

- a. veaker'pred1ctJ; of w1thdrawa1 than of the other two forms of ~ o . : TH

student d1sengageme t - apathy and negatlve acts. The gammas re1at1ng

the presence of 1ncompat1b111ty to the varlous measures ' of apathy in

\

the three tables 1nd1cate a proport1onate reductlon in error ranglng ' L
DN .

from .25 to .59, wh11e those relat1ng the presence of 1ncompat1b111ty

to negatxve acts 1nd1cate a proportxonate reduct1on of error rang1ng

‘from .33 to .57.

,‘1€11~
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* 'Incompatibility and 'Disengagement at'the School Level -

Table 4—4

Relatxon of -the Presence of Incompatlblllty in- the Authorlty

Forms of Student Dlsengagement

- Proportlon of"'
Incompatible

Systems for Three Student Tasks to the Presence of Three

;{ Pféﬁoftibn of
.. .Compatible
" Authority Systems”

o : . T - Authority . Syetems;
" . . Student Form of :: . Showing . . .. ‘‘Showing = : o
-+ Tasks - Disengagement = Gamma Disengagement ...  ~ Disengagement
. v oL ‘ TN TR .
A Academie‘ ‘ — - )  v.:' ’
Work. R
" Apathy .55 .87 - 67
. . ) ’ . /
' -0 . v - . ,/
“ Negative Acts, .44 74 . .52
. . Withdrawal - 14 .87 .84
Behavior N
" Apathy .59 .91 .73 N
» . . . . A ‘
Withdrawal 40 ' .91 .81
C. Extra- ‘
Curricular
Performance - .
= ‘ L . .
" Apathy . . - .51 .91 .76
. Negative Acts .33 - .80 ;67;?
bwithdrawal - ~.03 .85 _ .84
R
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Lo : Table 4—5-"""':: A

o ‘ Relatlon of the Presence of Incompatxbxlxty 1n the Anthorlty

'/' . 8 © . Systems. for -Three: Student Tasks to the Number of -
- — Reports of.Student Dlsengaggmg_ i

. '“;! Hevxng 2 or Mpre'a
Student - 1Form of IR - eports of '
‘Tasks . Dlsengagement ‘uGamme';“ |

A. Academic | ) v
Work R b
Apathy .33
* -~ Negative Acts .39
- % " _Withdrawal .07
B. Social
. Behaviot B
Apathy . 25
Negatlve Acts _ '45y/ 
Wxthdrawal l.36i
-t €. Extra- o ./
' . Curricular ' a
Pertormance - - /
b // =
“Apathy | P
Negative Aets . .28
Voo . Withdrawal .07
s
i / N
|
)
: /
e
/..
. »"‘T:,ﬂ_ . ’
ST e




: Relatlon of the Presence of: Incompatlbllxty 1n the Authorlty
Syatema for Three Student Tasks' to the- Degree 0

‘ Table 4-6

Forms of Student stengagement

‘Form of
Disengagement

iStudent
Tasks .

A. Academic
- York

.Apathy

'i)“ Negative Acts

7

'B. Social
Behavior

‘ﬁithdtawal‘r'

' Apathy>
-e.Negatine'Aete
‘Withdraval
E'C Extra-/by,ul:' B
Currxcular-

Performance - ;.A'A

prathy

Negatxve Acta'

—_—

 vW1thdrawa1

.16

b :

~Probab111ty of

. High stengagement

- for. Incompatlble

’«jAuthorlty Systems

052’ ’
40

Insufficient Data for Anaijsieﬂl7'

34 .35

34

T34

e .35

,:25

£/Tiree Co
///-&?\ g ///Z'

Probabxllty of "
ngh stengagement
;Jfor Compatxble_‘
Authorxty Syatem,

e
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'Evaluation and St

‘1ntompat1b111t1es in the author1ty systems for the three teshs to‘the

presence of - the three forms of student d1sengagement.- Table 4—8\\:ows the
reiat;onshxp of th1s same summary.measure.of 1ncompat1b111ty to the number

pfof reports of student d1sengagement, and Table 4—9 shows the re1at10nsh1p

» of th1s same measure to the degree ‘of student dlsengagement.' The gammas

.for the re1at10nsh1ps in the three tables :re”azi pos1t1ve, though those’

for the relatlonshlp of the number of 1ncompat1b111t1es to the various

summary measuree of w1thdrawa1 are quite low.l The gammas for the t.' ‘- }'~?".
re1at10nsh1ps between the number of reported 1ncompat1b111t1es and the'

various, measures of withdrawal in the three tables 1nd1cate a proportlonate

reduetion in error ranging from .02 to 19. ,The correspond;ng range for

;

apathy runsffrme.ZB to ,55, while that_for negative acts.runs from ;14.to_\

.0530 . Lt . ’ ..":‘ ‘ . .> -




Forms of St dent Dlsengagement ;'.j,,.,,

B 4

StLdenf

".Form-df
Tasks Diseggagement
v o /{v
_ A Academlc—‘
:._ Work '
B xi.ﬁApatﬂy
et Negatlve Acts
W1thdrawa1
B. Social
-‘Behavior
N Apathy
. Negative Acts
Withdrgwal
- C.'E$tré?
-~ Curricular

Performance
Aphthy
Negative Acts

. Withdrawal

.55
<53

.23

Table. 4-7 R Co
Incompat1b111t1es in the Authorlty

LA o
'robabllxty of ’ »
1sengagement for i

Probab111ty of
1sengagement for

Gammé"

.21

02 .

146

143




Table 4—8*

Relatlon of the Number of Incompatlbllztzes in the Authqr;ty R

Systems for 'Three.'Student: ‘Tasks to. the Number. of
| Reportsxof Student Dleengagement

|
|
|

L
|

i

\
\
)

Probabxlxty of
+.2-or More: Reports

' ._uof Dlsengagement
- for- Systems w1th

| Probablllty of G
4;2 or More . Reporte;;JV

:for Compatxble

- of: Dlsengagementij~”

" 2-or. More ;,~~

v jForm of - e v cL
Incompatxbllztlee

ffnxsengagement Gamma

o » , L L L , , E

A. Academic » ' S T B e e
Work | S - o . - -

/ . ’ I B . ’

| . . . . - e | .;A»:

- Student

“’Systems S
Tasks L .

' |Negative Acts .30 . 40 - .19
’ ] S ) . . H—?

fwithdrawel

.09 .0 .66
B. Social f'
Behavxor

hgethy .23 BN 3 | 49

. Negative Acts - .22
: S T~
w . | Withdrawal
: b e
C. Extra- | ~
Currxcular ST _ .
Pertormance A _ o e

44

~

32

. v‘"x‘ 024 " . 053 ' ’ o 040

;.T: Negative Acts ‘;22f 42 i

| .Withdrawal .12 71 .59
! P ; ‘

ERE - ”*lk§:7f"“
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Incomp a t:.b:.l:.ty 8ndD:|.8 i .. , i

» ' _Table 4-9 .
Relatlon of the Number. of Reports of Incompat1b111t1es in~
the Authorltj Systems for Three Student Tasks to-the’ Degree of
Three Forms of Student Dlsengagement - o
Proportlon of "Prop0rtion of
, Authorlty Systems Compatible. .
" ~With 2 or- More .*v;Authorlty :
; - - e Incompat1b111t1es ‘Systems.
Student Form of . : Showing ngh _;_Showxng ngh o
Tasks" Disengagement. Gamma Dleengagement ;,,Jﬂblsengagement EEESTEERE
A. Academic . - f) ' o S Lo e ey
\.Work »\‘ . R . - . . . . .

Apathy .’ - .39 .38 . .08
 Negative Acts .36 - .37 p.l0
. Withdrawal . .11 - .27 . .21

B. Social - S *
~ Behavior o .

a7 apathy  © .31 7
Negat1ve Acts'" 48 L .51, oW1 L fku' Ry
Lo fwlthdrawal .48 38 17
- C. Extra- - . L SRR
Curricular - - . . : o ‘
Performance , =~ " ‘
K Apathy 29 W29 A&
- o Negetive Acts .33 S 34 e~fﬁ',';~¢13 o\

Withdrawal . .19-. - .32 o .23




" Evaluation and Student Disengagement:' ' -

. . l . - . .
'j;h'Thb1e74-10 eports the reIEt;onshxps between the frequency of
in

v

4

1ncompat1b111ty the author1ty systems for the three tasks to the ™

E ?t

'presence of student dxsengagement._ Due to 1nsuff1c1ent data we were not

,able to examxne the relatxonshxp between frequency of 1ncompat1b111ty and

’ e

‘fj_ . ‘the otner summary measures of dxsengagement.’ In Table 4—10, the gammas for

the relatxonshxps are 811 posxtxve. In each case. the probabxlxty of

\

dxsengagement is hxgher 1n ‘the hxgh 1ncompat1b111ty systems than 1n the low

1ncompat;brl1ty systems. '




: ' .. Table 4—10 '
' Relatxon of the Frequency of Incompatlbllxty in’ the Author1ty
. o Systems for Three Student Tasks to the Presence of Three
- ' ‘ \ L Forms of ‘Student D1sengagement'
s o - ' o Prbﬁhbilify of - - Probabll;ty\of’
S = .. . . Disengagement Dlsengagement
Student ' Formof_ . ° ' for High .~ . for-Low ~ . .
+ Tasks ~ Disengagement. Gamma Incompatibility _'-Incompat1b111ty

A.-Academic - = e, e e
~ Work . . . K . B

- ~\\“" ‘ Apatﬁj ) 3 _-63.‘ .

Negative Acts .33 C. . ,543*
Withdraval © .3 .95  ° . .81

B. Social !

Behavior ‘ _ '
: Aﬂ\ath}} 59 94 © .59
. ,.\\ . . . . . ’ i .
‘Negative Acts .50 .85 .38
} ’ Withdfayal '~ Insufficient Data for Analysis
| ' : ‘
C. Extra- - | e . _
Curricular | . ‘ R R
- Pertqrmance o . . , o

Apathy © Insufficient Data for Analysis .

- Negative Acts~. ‘InSufficiéﬁflnata foraAi#iysis
Withdrawal ' S Insuffggipnt Data for Analysis

) Ce N
/ .

!




Evaluation and Student Disengagement

Conclusions

The data presented clearly demonstrate the positive relationship
between 1ncompat1b111ty in the authorxty systems for the three tasks and

N the three forms of student dlsengagement. The re1at10nsh1ps reported above

.. o

are somewhat weaker than those reported by Dornbusch and Scott. These

[

re1at1ve1y weaker re1at10nsh1ps are n@t surprlslng ngen the greater

complexxty of the evaluatlon and authority system of the high -school and

LY
the greater generality of our measures of disengagement or instagbility.’
pur
. High.schoo( students function under multiple authority systems. Authority
' ) o : . ' . -

- gystems not only differ by task or area of student activity as our amalysis
suggests, but also byzsupervisor in the multi-supervisor situations.of most
high schools. To capture a broad picture of the problems in’evaluation in

school in general ‘and the re1at10naa1p to general forms of dxsengagement we

-

fiad' to ask questxons and conduct our analysis of data in a way that stra1ns

&
the tjék—speCIflc approach developed by Dornbusch and Scott. For example,.

in the case of h1gh school students any. \‘f thfeﬂthree tasks nu.ght be
4

supervised by many evaluators. Yet we asked students to report on the
. \ievelsoof incompatibilities and the levels of their disengagemeht without

reference to a specific'superord{hate—shbordinate situation. InfChapter 6

. ¥

‘ ' o ; -
we present the results of this type of more focused inquiry when we examine

incompatibil1ty'and disengagement in specific classes. Using a similar
. plan of analysis, we take a close look at evaluation and disengagement in
. N - Y

extracurricular activities in Chapter 8.




‘Rushton High Schools. The purpose of this gnaiysis is no

‘rather unconscious of their own gvaluative practices.

N . .

Teacher Practices for the Evaluation |of Students

Chapter 5
Teacher Practices for the Evaluation of Students : .
Intfoduction
In this chapter we discuss the practices employed by,teachérs to

-

evaluate student academic performance and social behavior. Data for this

analysis comeé frém interviews with 57 classroom teachers jn the fou;
. é7to suggest an§
causal linkages between teachef behavior and the student responsés
described in Chapter 6, but rather to begin to develop an qp&erstanding of
the éréblemslponfronting teachers as th;y attéméé to evaluate students.
Tﬁé;e have been few émpiricql examinatiﬁnsvof the pattg?ns of teacher
Behav1or reiated to the evaluation of students.. (Sée.Natriello, et al.,
1977).» Since the evaluation of §tudeﬁts is a central aépect of‘teaching,
the col}ection.ind‘analysié of this type of data seems long overdue. “
The 57 tea@hérs from the four hiéh schools were each‘interviewe& by a
member of the research team. The interviews generallyllastéd about an houﬁ

4

though some fook as long as two hours to compiete.“ Teachers varied .
dramétlcally in tﬁeir capacity to present a ;§stem for the evaluation of
student pertormance and béhayior; While'manf teachers were quite detailed
and articulate in providing a desppipﬁiﬁﬁ'of their éractiées, others seemed

The iﬁterviev (See Appeﬁdix A.) followe&';he six stages of the

. evaluation model presented in Chapter 2.. Teachers were asked to comment on

N\ ‘ o :
their practices at each stage of the model for the evaluation of both

student academic perform%ngeiand student social behavior. Responses were

i
L7

!
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\, Evaluation and Student Disengagement

-

open-ended'to permit us to zssemble a full portrait of the complexities

reported by the teachers.

\\\

o

1. Evaluation of Academic Performance

Task Allocation: "At the Start" o ) L T

_ Although more than a few ;eachers were unable to;ﬁoint to anything
specific that they did in the way of allgcating tasks, the majority of
teachers described a variety of ;eéhniqﬁés that they employed to see to it
that students clgarlyzunderstood the assignment of éca?emic work. A number
of teachers pointed to the first day qf the quarger as the time when they
make a major effort at task allocation.‘ At this time they often
commpnicate the_objectives of the course and make~maj6rvassiénments. They
spoﬂe of Qistriﬁuting syllabiuér schedules of gourse.ac;ivities including a

list of important deadiing?. The following handout“from an industrial arts

S

~.

.

class illustrates the use of ‘these initial schedules.

Ve

|
e
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. g _ Teacher Practices for, the Evaluation of Students

..

Power Mechanics

Lab Unit Time . Testbook
Introduction - 2 days ' Power
Unit 1, pg. 1
. Unit 2, pg. 5
Safetyiagd Power~Technologj x 2 days Power Tech.
. ‘ ; .' Unit 11, pg. 97
Tool Use and Identific#tion; 2 days. Unit 11, pg. 97
~Internal Combustion Engines . | ”
a. 4 Stroke and 2 stroke cycle _ 4 days  Power Tech.
| - “Unit 3 pgs. 1723 "
 29-54 N.B. '
b. Systems - |
1 Const;uction'df small gasoline
ﬂ’ﬁ'ﬁ\ engines ) ' _ 10 days Power Tech.
- ) ' .
’ S\ 2T o - Unit 3, pg. 9-17,
R - | A ' 29-54 NB.
‘ E ‘ | Lab Book 1,2
' "RM. Sec. 1
. This type of schedule allowed students to see the entire 'quarter's 7

. work at the beginning of the course: -

..
N\ -

Ih addition to the presentatioﬁ of expeétatiéns and an overview -
of the work of the course at the first méeting;_tegchets talked about
. h , _ . , \
their techniques for making désigﬁments throughout thg course. Most °
of the teachers ﬁentioned one o;'mbré'ofvthree'ways to mqké

151
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Bvalustion and-Student'Disengagement

assignments: orally,'on the blackboard and in a handout. .Oue teacher
noted %hat students often had to receive the same assignment three
ways to make_sure they got it.

Teachers also mentioned the assignments given . through textbooks;
isb'books, and worksheets. One teacher.followed the poliey of'uaking
each student wtite ‘each assignment in A notebook which was checked.
periodicaliy for tompleteness."Another teacher kept a notebook of
handouts for.asslgnmeuts that students could consult when they lost
their copy or were absent."Teachers also spoke of having students
'practzce assignments in class before going on with them at home and of
R trylng,to get students to_respond to,the“aaslgnment with questions to

clarify their tasks. |
' When we asked about the allocation of tasks, severai teschers
descrlbed practices to 1nvolve students in seiting their own tasks. A
music teacher spoke of “stress(lng) anLVLdual respon81b111ty for what"
a student wants out of musle; -In physical education, a teacher
explained that students seiecteu what they uished to do within a
framework of activities. In'a cteative sewiug class, the teacher
reported that "each one does what they want," and added that there
were no rsquirements as to media, time limits, or the number_ofA |

projects per quarter.

Criteria Setting: "Spelling it Out"
As we noted in Chapter 2, criteria setting involves three -
activities: determining which properties of the task should be

considered ir the assessment of the performance; deciding the relatise
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weight of each property in the overall evaluation, and setting a

standard for performance along each dimension. During the interviews

: . . et . \ : x
teachers discussed each of these activities., L

.
ra

‘The actual properties of task performance were alﬁbst as numerous

as /the number of teachers interviewed. For example, a music teacher

" stressed "quality, attitude, attendance, and promptness to rehearsals"

as properties important in the evaluation of members of the choral

class. A physical education teacher noted the importance of "gkill,

time limits, technique, attendance, .and participation” férlstudent\\ ' ‘(\
. . /

performance. ‘A Spanish teacher emphasized "fluency, phonetics,

intonation, prqnunciaﬁion,jand comprehension” for students of Spanish.

= 3

Other teachers shared ﬁith us handouts used in their classes to:

communicate the criteria for performance to students. An art teacher

_ . used_the_following criteria to-evaluate art projects:

Work Habits _ . T -

effort, amount of work and time spent omn art
: . !

planning time wisely

clean-up

care and maintenance of materias, tools, and equipment
Creative Thinking .
- originality, ideas used are unique

- fresh, uncopied

- new approach for solution

Craftsmanship - | : o : I

- gkill at using'matefials, tools, techﬁiqued
153 156
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- neatness of presentation
Organization
’

- unit of composition through variety v

- how well elements are arranged

[

L
While the systeém developed by this teacher provides a more detailed

set bf criteria than thqse of the first group of téachers; there is
st1ll no motion pf‘ihe relative importancé or ﬁeigﬁt of the
properties. ‘For'example;iit.ié not clear whether "wérk-habi;p" is
weighted équally with "orggnizétion.f " They might b; treated equally
or work habits mayAbe twicéAas impoétant since it céntainé four more
_specific»ifemé while the organization category contaiqs.onli two;

An English teacher developed the!folloqing handout describing a
set of criteria for evaluatinga;ssays-and gi#ing weights-to the

' different criteria in terms of points added or subtracted from a

student's score:

'Essay Evaluation

I._Introauétlon

Good opener : o | B 2 | 0 »J \
Clearly states topic and thesis o 7“5,‘“6 o
Previews subtopics- N ‘. .20
States title aﬁd gutﬁonl(if litegapure) 2 0
1I. Body Pgragraﬁhs \\f\'.;‘ | - 1st - 2nd 3r& .
Good topic sentence "4 0. 40 4
" Developmeat wich specifics | 120 12 o‘ 12
o 154
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Unity on bhg topic" . | 4 0 .4‘ 0. 4 0

lLogical Organization g 5 -0 3 0 3 0

Clearly written _ . | 4 0 vﬂ 0 4 .0

g . Clincher . 3.0 3 0 3.0

III. Conclusion

_Restates Thesis _ ’ ‘ 5 0
Ties’upfsubtopiés ' o - é 0
Changeé wording of'intioduction 3 O

Errors to Eiiminafe .
-2 for runFon'df fragment sentences 3
-2 fof 1st of Zﬁd person pronouns (I; me, my, mine, we, us; our, you
- your, etc.) “
-1 for careless gﬁeiling of common words (to-tyo-too; there-~their~
they're, a lot, ete.)
-1 for uﬁclga:.pronoun (Mary told Sue "ghe" was sick, his father_forgott
bimﬁaqd "it" hurt his feelings; etc.)
-1 for incorrect verb or pronbun-t6 agr;é with sentence (there "are"
three- rules, a person'nee&s “ﬂis" chance)
-1 for use of ;iéng or ?ﬁr chgpgé in vefb tensea_* |
C -1/2 for errors in use of hpoptrophes, capitaliéation,_orwpunctudéion’”
It is clear that "Development with_specifiés“ is three timeé as
_imfo:tant.as “Good.fdpic senﬁence“ because the fofmer'is worth.three
times as many ﬁoints as the latter. Althoughvthis-sygtem specifies

‘dimensions of performance and assigns relative weights to them, it

st1il does not provide any standar&s: It is not clear whaf.the
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/

vdlue, the

various point values mean though the higher -the poinﬁh

\

‘better the performance. . - ' |
\k: * .

The system used by an industrial arts teacher to‘¥va1uate an !

elevation sketch moves a stép élpser to specifying meaningful ratings

. ) \\ .
of pertormance along set dimensions: _ e
. _ \ .
.\\ el
\\
'\
\._.
T
\
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3

Elevation Sketch Evaluatioﬁ

Items : . Good Fair Poor

'
v

Materials;‘
Compatibility
Practicality ' /
Féagiblé'Number |
.. Symbois-
Roof
Appearance
Ovéfhang
Correctly Drawn
ilding'?easibility
Pitch Given |
‘Materials
.;Chimqéy
Propg;ly Located
Materials ' K
Appearanée
- Building Feasibility
Windows
_beperly Located
Consistency of typeé

/

A and styles : Co- ’

qurs o ' s& X
-Propefly.Located | '
Consisgenc;fof types

" and styles

Comments

Q ‘". | . . T . ;,- : _ |
EEE
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L This system still does'nof link levels of eva}eetion with specific

levels of performance.

The “General Rubric" mentioned in Chapter 3 makes' this

performance relevant to a dimension for each

General Rubric

(A) 5. Highly Competent Level .

a. Grasp of Subject: Recognizes and dea

' fact of the question or assignment bu

explicit, ]The Rubric, a syetem‘for gradlng t

!

_with_ the_iniplications and nuances invblﬁed.

|

hemes, describes

of the possibl

/

?inkage

ngadee:“

ls not only/with the
/

t also to/eome degree

b. Thesis: 1Is clear and expiicit_andvre?eals'more than '

average insight and complegity.

and‘offefe persuasive specifics.

d. Explanatlon and Just1f1cat10n of Spec1f1cs'

‘ .

B . - ) . | -
, Paragraphing: Has topic sentences which further the thesis

Explains and

Just1f1es the spec1f1cs w1th some depth in almost all

1nstances .

. . .
Pl . -

e. Style: Contalns effective and app rlate tran31t10ns. The

\

1
P

language is clear and reflects thoughtful use of dlctlon.'

 f. Mechanics: 1Is generally correct in uee‘of punctuation and

- - capitel<\;
© structure\,
N\

" (B) 4. Competent Level

!
J.

jzation and.spelling, with nq major errors in sentence

'orl 'a..Grasp of=Squect: vRecognizee the basic intent of the
(c) question or assignment and.is able to understand. the
g RTINS - .
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fundamentﬁl_data or issues‘asséciated with it.

e b. Thesis: Should be élear and expl%fitly writtén,
controlling the essay from thé béginning to. the end.

c. Parégraphing: fnas topiczsentencég th&g relafé/fé the

thesis and sum up the specifiés in each pafégfaph. Most

Ban

sentences within the paragraph ‘relate to the tOpi%'

sentence..

rd

- . . d. Explanation and Justification of Speéifiés: ﬁxplainé'and

justifies the majority of the specifics, extending the

meaning beyond mere listing.
v @+ Style: ‘Contains some appropriate and effective
e X . - - -

transitions. . -

Language is clear and matter-of—fact. )
f. Mechanics: 1Is generally correct in use.of punctuation and
capitalization and spelling, with few major errors in

sentence structure.

(D) 3. Minimélly Competent Level ”3 '
a. Grasp of Subject: Understands partially the issues or -

i
data of tﬁg question or assignment. ) | ' o
b. Thesis; Is shallow and.somewhaﬁ unclear but pe?ﬁaps
. {oose;y controls thé'esgay. ‘
'c.IParagfaphing: Has topic sentences'that.arefvague ané
& ' inéffective.‘ Specifics.aré'present; Sut somegiﬁesl
-ﬁpoorly;chogeﬁ and scaﬁty. |
d.'Eﬁplaﬁation and Justification of Specifics:\ Has minimal
eyidence qf_a;tempted explanation and justifiéation.

7
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, |
e. Style: Uses transitions rarely and ineffqétively

i

f£. Mechanics: Is generally correct in use of puncthétion
and capitalization and sﬁelling, with spmg major errors in
sentence strucfure. o |
(F) 1. Subs;andard Level : ’
"a. Grasp of Sﬁbject: Has inadequate ﬁnderstaﬁding of the

question or assignment.
1}

b. Thesis: 1Is either absent, extremely sh@llov, or exerts

~

little, if any, control over the essay{

c. Paragraphing: Has inadequate or no tq%ic sentences. 7
Specifics are absent or poorly chosen.
d. Exﬁlanatipn and 5ustificatioq of Speéifics: Has
unsuppofted generélizations.
e. Style: Contains no transitions and hasrpdéy use Jf
language. | )
‘£, Mechanics: 1Is n@;é}x cdrrect)in uée of'puﬁctuatibn-and

!‘}I .
capitalization,,seﬁtence structure, and spelling.
i o | . ) '

«

/
(F) 0. Unacceptable Level
a. Makes no seriéps atteﬁpt to cooperate with the absignment.

" . ¢ a :

I

e ' -
The ruﬁ?ic séecifies aflgtter'gradeaand an’overall point' value for
student performancgwalong‘six‘dimensions:l grasp of sﬁbject, thesis,
paragraphing, expi;;ation and justifiéation of specifiés,Jstyle,-and
mechanics, It addresses the quesfiqns of selecting relevant
dimenéions and setting standards for perfoimance aloﬁg tﬁgse‘

dimensions. It does notiexplicitly weight the dimensions .though one

/ | : 160




TeachéT'Practices for'the Evaluation of Students

‘might aesume that theytare weighted equally or that any weighting is'
left to the discretion'of individual teechers.
" An even more preclse technlque mentioned by several teachers is
the use of demonatratlons or-samples of desired performance. ‘Most of
the demonstrations mentloned by teachers were deslgned to prov1de
students with an overv1ew of the cr1t1cal dimensions of the1r tasks.
_Honever, some teachers have worKed toward relatlng spec1f1c aspects of
'the sample or demonstratlons to partlcular cr1terla for performance.
‘ For example, an English teacher developed a student gulde for wrltlng
essays about literature. ‘The gulde 1dent1f1ed cr1t1cnl aspects of the . .t”‘

essay and provided examples of parts of an essay that respond to these

aspecte; The guide begins with the problem ofwdeveloplng a thesls:'

I. Formilate a Thesis !
'A. Answer the question asked.
Ex. How does Golding's use of symtolism in Lord of the Flies .
support hlsﬂtneme? g | |
Thesis: Wllllem Goldlng s use of symbollsm reveals civilized
man's h:dden capeclty for cruelty. A
‘B. Select and_anqwer one‘of the genernlly npplicable questions
below. . N\ -~ \\\w;j o o - s

[ ] : . \

1. How does setting influence the story?

Ex. The isolated igland on-which William Golding's

characters find themselveb in Lord of the Flies freeeé
them from social restraint, relensing the-savagery
- whertoal \

which exists in every human personality.

| 16l L -
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What;sharacter typeq/a e represented and whit similarities
or contrasts become e7ident? ﬂ e T ~,m\

. ) \ ‘
Ex: Raiph the leader, Pigg?ﬁthe.intelleetual, Jack |
the fighter, andiSiqsn,the mystic:represent,thewuﬂma

contrasting personalities found in the island
. ) : 9

aicroéosm created by William Golding in Lord of the

CFlies.

What is the fdhda#entai conflict in the -story?
The underlying conflict in Golding 8 Lord of the

Flies is a struggle between the forces of rationality

_and'the forces of emotion:

What is the theme of the stsry?'

S

Ex: In Loxd of the Flies William Golding suggests that

-

even civilized ‘man possesses a terrifying capaCity for

. ‘cruelty. -

-

. What irony is used and how does it add to the meaniag?

" Ex: 1In Lord of the Flies William Golding portrays /even

. 3 - -
thosé characters who criticize others' uncivilized behavior
as participants in brutality.

How does symbolism add to the meaning of the story?

Ex: The-destructibn or miﬁnyﬁ of ssmbdis of order and
o

authority in Lord of the Flies ‘emphasizes the decline
. l

of rationality and the rise of barbarism which~Wi11iam
Golding believes occur naturally im the absence of

social controls.
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The guide goes on to present examples.of\essay writing under major

_headings such as "Decide on an Interesting Opening or"GraBber',ﬂ

i

"Bridge from the Grabber'to the Thesis Statement," “Add‘a Summarizipg

' and "Writing the Conclusion."
: ‘ R
' Finally, the guide provides the following cle i directions for

. Comment or Preview,”" "Writing the Body,'

L]

"Getting. at Least One Grade Higher on the Paper!: o /"

1. Rewrite. Read your paper aloud. Parts that are ﬁot

clear or do not re;§ ;ell will stick out., Work on
them until they fxbw sﬁoothly.
Change order of s;ﬁtences, paragraphs, /or éiamples wherg
needed to establish a semnsible and eﬁ y-to-follow
pattern of'orgaﬁization. .
Correct errors in spelling, grammar, and ;enténcé
Btructure.
Beef-up weak spots. Go back to fhe text. Add a duote,

\ exzuple, etc.

e . “

. 2. Try to get ,someone else to read your paper to spot what you
have missed. An objective evaluationiéap pinpoint errors

/ or weaknesses.

3. Recopy in ink. Then proofread your final copy and make

neat corrections.

Although some teachers developed clearly articulated systems of
criteria such as those above, other teachers Eﬁpear-to have more

~/intuitive and less systematic sets of criteria. Many of the latter
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. : .
3
n i

reported usiﬂg vhoiistic “£ﬁ1es of:thu’ " instead of specific \\
‘criteria. One drama. teacher, eescribing his use of criteria and
stanaares for evaluation, said that:
No points are given. Rather notes are written ebout the .
pe:fqrmance. ,There are no standard ferms = I expect ie
V‘te be better. tudents must improve Eb get the same.grade...
It's fuzzy, I have nightmafes about it; - A point gystémhedn't
work for me;A The kide'get caughe in what{s the difference
between 18 and 20 points;. I'm a mood pereOn.:'There is no
right.or wrong wa&,,jusfwmqre or.less éffective.
A bqeiness'edqeatioﬁ teacher, commenting on e;t§piﬁg class, simply
noted that "the typing has to be mailable."

In addition 'to differences in the specificity with which a set of
criteria is defined, there are differeeces in‘the kinde of critefia
used. The ma jor difference is the extent to which aspects of student
behavior not directly related to subject matter performance are
included~inﬁthe~cfiteria for eValuation. .Seme,teacﬁers appear to pay‘
a great’dealqulatteﬁtion to aﬁtepdance-and,attitude. Othere use such
criteria only to make close grading decisions. Still others seem not
to fgclude tﬁem at all in the sub ject matter evaluatien.

A mere related question is the extent to which teachers take
student effort into account as a criﬁeria for evaluation. One teacher
reported that effort counts 50% in her evaluation of student

) \
pertormance, while other teachers failed to mention effort at all.

For some teabhers'the criterion of effort was connected to the way

they apoftloned'credit for student performance. Two math teachers

'

o . : ' 14l NN
ERIC .. ~ - RN
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explained that they gave partial credit to stude;/ "who showed their

work as a way to recognize student effort and tlfe processual nature of

! the assignments. For other teachers, results/seemed to determine the
evaluation of the work. This is comsistent/with the results of the
student survey where students report being evaluated totally om ' .

results in some classes and nearly totally on effort 'in others.v;

,Sampling involves the collectlon~or”s€le§tionfof\pregugably

Sampling: "What Counts" B

' representatxve port1cns of student performance ‘for the purposes of
evaluation, Teachers mentioned a wide range of techniques for taking ~

,'sanples of student performance. Among’those most often mentioned were’
such traditional methods as tests and duizzes both announced and
unannounced or "pop". Teachers also frequently referred to the

"examlnatxon of homework, 1n-class wor&sheets, es:ays,

/

ab reports in.
f : ] ;
~science, and notebooks as ways to collect 1nformat10n on student o

pertormance. Discussions, observations, and special projjects were
somewhat .less often mentioned.. One drama teacher ug

student performances and then reviewed the tapes as

videotapes of .

evaluation process.

These various techn1ques were employed to collect 1nformat10n on

_student pertormance, The process of select1ng what information should

¢

be included in the hvaluation followed one of three patterns. Most of

the teachers reported that they graded those assignments deslgnated as

- I -
tests, quizes, and other specxal written work turned in to be revxewed

by the teacher. In such cases only a portion of the work assxgned to

i
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") N
students was designated as work to be included in the evaluation.

These samples were selected by the teacher’as the basis for evaluation

of student performance prior to being asssigned. .

One teacher reported that he would fusually chn(o)se those'that

meet the standards best.chhThls strategy st111 involves teacher -

~ ‘gselection but the se1ect10n is adjusted after exam1n1ng student

) pertormance. We suspect that many teachers adJust the1r samp11ng

/

procedure .to take”into account student-performance, perhaps excludlngd
assignments where the majority of students perform very poorly, but
only one of the teachers interviewed discussed this procedure.

A second major strategy for selection reported by teachers was to

“include all assigned tasks. A drama teacher noted’ that he "graded

everythxng welghted accord1ng to 1mportance. " A home economics
teacher explained that "everythlng I asss1gn I collect and give them
some recogn1t10n and feedback.”" An English teacher reported adopting

d1fferent se1ect10n strategies for c1asses at d1fferent levels.

_ Observ1ng that in honors classes there were fewer ass1gnments, the

teacher sa1d that "gtudents know that 1 grade everythlng," while in
lower 1eve1 c1asses where there are da11y ass1gnments "students don't
know if they w111 be graded "

A. third stragsgy for se1ect1nn of semplns of student performance
is to allow students to participate in the se1ect10n process, Th1s
strategy is 111ustrated by ‘the system used by an art teacher who
reported that "Students generally decide which pro;ects to hand 1n; I

will simply say 'Givé me one or more projects.'’

A
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Appraisal:-“Gétting thefPoints“ ' _ o ', -
Two mﬁjor themes éppegr in the teacﬁer responses to thé'questions
about the apprai;al stage of the process for evaluaﬁing'academic
1'pertbrmaﬁce, "Both ;hemeé parallel the discuésion by Dornbusch and '

¥

_ o
' Dornbusch and Scott note that appraisal involves systematically

Scott.
comparing student performance examined'through the‘saﬁpling p;oceqé
with fpe criteria and sﬁandards established‘during the criteria |
setting.pééééss. The most_préminenﬁ strategy‘used by teachérs to mgke
this sysﬁematlc cqmpdrison[ié the “point system" for computing spgdent
gradés. The point systems used b& teacherswinvolve assigning.#'ﬁbint
value to ;11 evaiuated assignments during the é;ading period. At the
end ;f the g;ading period teachers. add up the points from all of these
géhignments and establish a scale whichllinks certain fanggs 6f points
to éert#in letter grades. - For e#am?lg, a music teacher re;orted using
the.folldving poihg.gééle for a quarter grading peri;d:
| f 235‘§oints_§ A ’
210 points = B
“i85‘points = ¢
160 points = D

135 points = F
or below

Most teachers reported ﬁsing a' scalé -in which students were required
to obtain 90% of the pésﬁible_points to receive an "A", 80% of the

possible points to receive a "B", 70Z of the possible points to

o

"~ receive a "C", and 60Z of the possible pointé to receive a "D".
Different assignments Qfe given different point values depending

B 167
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‘upon their importance as determined by the teacher. For_ example, an
" . English teacher noted that "My assignments are given the mumber of

: polnts'i want the task to be weighted:
'notehook‘ﬂ 50 pbints. )
guizies and vocabulary tests = 15 points each
major'papers = 100 pointsveach o . /t
major tests ; ‘100 points each . S T
" more spontaneous papers = 100 poxnts each"

/ S Teachers appeared to adopt point systems to/make their gradlng

/
practices as'guantitative as possible. One teaeher reported that he
///made the assignment'of the formal grade "as/quantifiable as possible"”

/

and that he would "cover the gradlng sheet and ignore the student
names“ in comput1ng the grades. Thus/teachers use polnt systems to
hdve more "objective" and formula;ejprocedures for appralslng-student

pertormance. “Nﬂwg"‘

POY AP RITARNS

. straightforward. Howeve they also point out that supervisor

d1scret10n rem815s ‘an mportant e1ement 1n appra1sa1 even in the most
fully developed ystems. A second theme in the teacher interviews

appears t support this observatlon. Most of the teachers, 1nc1ud1ng,
1 . \ ~
th who” rely heavily on e1aborated point systems, réported us1ng

teqha}ques which ca11 for the1r more subJectlve judgement Ln“arr1v1ng

s

atyfinal appraisals of studenthperformance. L
.S : ' : _ :
s The most systematic application of individuak/teacher judgement

. . ' ’ ‘ 4 5
Y . . . . . poard
L B s . o
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R

in the appraisal process is the use of_grading curves. Several

ateachere.disenseed'ehiftingfthe'grading scale to take intd account the

R

pertormance of the class as a whole. One social studies teacher spoke

- of using a "class standard” in arriving at grades. A math teacher

reported that'he "look(s) to see how gradee‘cluster to find natural

kbreaklng p01nts.' A social studies teacheriwho-normally used the’90%

/

802 702, and 602 1evels as cut p01nts explalned that whenever the t0p-

'grade in the class fell below 90%Z, then “952‘of the top grade = 'A'}

1

852'of“tne top grade ="B' 7SZ of ‘the top grade = 'C', and 50% of the

" top grade ="iprn, Such curv1ng schemes allow the teacher—to take into

- , S
account thefperformance range of particular groups in arriving at
final grades.- :

) . ‘ .
Dornbusch and ‘Scott note that supervisors often must exercise

judgement .to take in account particular circumstances under which work
is pertormed. Omne of the teachers interviewed explained\how such

circumstances affected his appraisal of student performanee‘in auto

shop. He noted "y take -into conslderatlon class SLze, time devoted to

Tteachlng the skill, budgetlng...How do you reconcile d01ng more and
*. more with less and less?" lee supervisors in other contexts, thls.

teacher took into account the constraints under which his students had

»

to work.
" Other teachers exercised discretion in other ways. Several
! R _ _ ’ _ C
teathers pointed to class participation or homework as factors that

might influence their final appraisal. A business teacher noted that

"class partieipation gives the final edge.” Aelanguage teacher

.reported that after all points areftallied and a grade is assigned,.

i
i
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"homework can raise or lower a grade." A home economics teacher

explained'that class discussion might change a grade from a B+ to a B~
. \ - ]

-or the reverse. Another business teacher,,noting that class

v

part1c1patlon was hard to grade, sa1d that when students 'were on a

N

border11ne-between two grades, partlclpatlon might be the final
S S iade e i

determinant.

C S N ' , S
A number of‘teachers mentidned even mofe subjective approaches to.

'3

.appralsal. An Eng11sh teacher gaid that every grade conta1ned isome
,usubJectlve element about the kid." A drama teacher spoke of a‘gr;de

“based on thegtotal picture“, and an-art teacher,ﬁentioned_theflmpact“l

of his "'mental image' of-the student." A foreign.language teacher'

told of us1ng a "fudge factor“ based on participation and added that
- th1s is a "part 1 wish I could be more sc1ent1f1c on." Clearly, the
~ teachers interviews found themselves'caught between wanting to

‘: appraise'objectively and still exercising their own diScretion. o
Feedback' “Beyond‘Grades" ’ ' h
Most teachers reported the trad1t10na1 methods of grvlng students
feedback, wrlttpn comments on assignments and conferences w1th
students. Written comments were reported most frequently; 'Several
. teachers reported try1ng to prov1de at least a half page of comments
’ on a major asslgnment. ‘Teachers moved to verbal feedback in
conferences when the feedback had to be more complex. An Eng11sh
-teacher noted that sometimes a student's work was 80 confus1ng that it -
was necessary to sit’ down and try to unravel what the student thought

he was doing and also to try to eetab11sh a personal rapport with the
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student. \

*“///}g(Anbther Engiish teacher comﬁined the ad;anéeges of the written
. gdyments and verbal intetaétioP through the use_%f-audio caséite tapes
'of_che comﬁents._ Thé tapes were g;&én t§ the stqdents for them to
listen to the ;eaCher's cdmmegts on iheir papers. .The-tegcher. i
o explaiﬁed that when he Qrote out éommépté'the:e-;as "too'ﬁuch‘wriﬁingﬁ
and he\béd "started to leave.thiqggﬁout." He also.notéd that ;hrdugh
' hisvfone of voice on the gaﬁe he could "téke:theéthreat oﬁt"”of_his
" comments and demonstrate that he was."Critidﬁeinglghe worﬁ, not’tbe
person." :. | 1 x
Teac?grs also mentioned giﬁing féédback‘to; arents on the
perrormance of their chiidren. in diécussiné.feedback to parents,
téachers s;reségd the need to provide both positive and negative
feedback. One'é acher spéke of Jéccaéionally éepding a_'gbed.news

2 : - N .
note' to parents"'and of "trying to make a positive remark out of a

.

negative."

Teachers noted the importance of keeping students informed of

]
P

thexr stanqing'as the grading period progressed. A language teacher
stressed the need  to taliy student averages halfway through the
_grading perio&, A home economics teacher kept a running count on the
. v /l 2\ .

students' pqint standings in her classes. A physical education

' feacher/goted_that she kept an "open grade book" where students were

/

welcome to loo&/at their grades at any time. ‘This same.teacher used
posters to cha:;fpoints so students could'monitor their prbgress
throughout the grading period.

Several teachers .reported on techniques for having students chart
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l

. RN

\}, ) 8

their own standxng on a regular bas1s. A\math teacher asked students
i ‘
" to keep a runn1ng total of the1r p01nts. 'Anbther math teacher made

/,/ 4
O

"students ;?¥P a chart in- the1r notebook of the “number of problems they .
"got right"” so "they know where they stand all the time." An_Engllsh'

teacher had students "keep in a folder every test and quiz they get

I

back" so “they keep the1r own poxnts from day 1."

A major concern of the teachers vas prov1d1ng.fast'feedback,to

’

students. Several teachers had a policy"of handing back tests the.
next day. A sc1ence teacher reported -that lab reports were returned
witnin a week. A drama teacher prov1ded a cr1t1que of student
pertormances xmmedlately after the performance. A fore1gn language
t acher noted that students could f1nd out the evaluatlon of a |
e ((J %

dialogue "right after class." .
™~

 Teachers also used in-class techniques to provide speedy

feedback. A science teacher had students put their homework answers

on the blackboard during class. A foreign language teacher had

<

students exchange qu1z papers and correct them so that there would be
1mmedlate feedback Finally, several teachers noted that machlne

scor1ng of tests helped them prov1de fast feedback.

Planning for Improvement: "On the Side"
Teachers discussed‘a;variéty»of_techniques for working with

students to help them improve their academic performance.“One popular
4

technique is allowxng students to do extra work to’ 1mprove their 1\

pertormance and earn. extra credit. ‘A music. teacher spoke of prov1dang

[

"extra point opportunities” and a home econ0m1cs.teacher allowed
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N .

: fgtpdgnts té do work,£or “extra credit if.(they) are really concernéd
about a gréde or have been sick.“ " This typically t;kgs the form of
stqdenfé doing research on a subject they missed. AniEnglish_teacher
gave students éxtrg points‘for “re—doingia'p;oﬁlem papér“.and spoke. of
. Mextra cre&it enricﬁmént type activities (fead another bbok by same
author, w&ﬁéhing'a relev;nt TV program; research,:etc;“) Aﬁothér home
economics teacher;gave students the “opfionito rédo:pssignﬁehfs‘er
pick additiénal assignmeﬁtg if they had a bad test." This policy was
ﬁét éharedlbiaéll teachefq;:howévef; An industrial arﬁs teachéd noted
that "I'm a stickler for mot letting them do.exﬁra:work to létfthem
make up for what they éhb#id have done.iﬁ the first place." - |

A second strategy‘ﬁsed by teachers to help students imprové theirﬁ'
pertormén;e'was to:ﬁork with them to improve their gfudyfskills; A

v i

business teacher repqrted,wgkking with sthdents to "show them how to

butiihé/the reading." A méth te#chervtold pf'working with studé;ts’by

uhélping them build a useful n¢tebook bf tqols:to study by"jand-of

working to "téa;h theh_ﬁbw-to.listen."f | : o "r \*;_;“::
A ngﬁﬁér of teacﬁefs.had arrangeménts for students to work with

. other stﬁdents on improving performance. A-math feacher reported that

shé;éould "have hi-level kids help 6fhers“ in the'claqs. A foreign

language teacher "tried to get seniors and homor stpdents to futof

lower level ones."

A science teacher had a slightly more’complex'
arfangement. He "let the.'swift' kids help the 'middle' groups' while
he would "work with the slower kids." A cadette teacher system was

used by an industrial arts teacher. The class would be broken into

'-bméll groups with a cadette teacher working with each group.
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A few teachers used other resources to work with students to help
- | . ~

them improve'their'performAnce. A physical education teacher~repor ed

\/

: .o
‘ occaslonally coordinating efforts with guldance counselors and i\

assistant principals to work‘on a performance problem. A math teacher
spoke of referring students to special math tutors,.high school - "u\

teachers and college students in the area willing to prov1de specxal \

help, A mus1c teacher mentioned recommendlng that certain students
/ N \ s "‘\

.-

_seek private instructions or attend sun

'improving,v
‘Teachers reported setting up "_elprsessions" where they would

-

S

~ work with the;class. An English acher reported that 'such sessions

were held "from time to time" as’/needed . A~science teache; scheduled

~

such sessions "after.school the day before major unit tests.", A o .
soc1a1 studies teacher reported follow1ng the same pract1ce. A '
8 '_- phys1ca1 ‘education teacher noted that he. had "Open gym" on Saturday

- mornlngs for students to come in and work omn sk111s. An art teacher

i . kept the art room "open one night or afternoon" a week and "at lunch" .
"so students cou1d come in and complete their prOJects.
- o - The most prevalent pract1ce reported by the teachers for he1p1ng
students 1mprove was that of’ worklng with. individual students either

o

before or after school. A soc1a1 studies teacher spoke of "making
- >

myself ava11ah1e" and "encourage(lng) students to comeé and talk." A
science teacher was available for 1nd1v1dua1 conferences starting at .- :
7:15 A. H., and a foreign 1anguage ‘teacher arrived at. 6:30 A M7 to work

with students.“— Another sc1ence teacher had students call her at home

if they had’prohlemst'/ \ . e




- Teacher Practices for, the Evaluation of Students

/

This pattern of much of teachers' work with students on S

-

-~

',1mprovement—tak1ng\p1ace outsidé of regular classroom hours is

congistent Wlth the obsevatlons made by a number of teachers that = \'
'there was not suff1c1ent t1me to really work w1th students on. - Y
. improving their performance.. A music teacher told us that it was hard

to work with a large number of students.~ A social studies teacher T

notéd}the-"want of‘time for individual conferences." Finally, an | \ .
?

-

English'teacher’with 156 students in five classesfsaid-th:tﬁft;y.s

S / . ‘ 4
J"unreallsticfto teach wrxtlng to 80 many."” In gen:ril/te ¢hers seemedk _

' very avare of the time constraints that affected,t elr ab111ty to work\\

with 1nd1v1dua1 students to he1p them impr ve the1r performance on ¢ J
RS

academic tasks. . . //ff/ _ {/ Vk% o " \

_."/ . . v
-7 / o

o iI. Evaluation/of”éocial Behavior

- . ) 3

Task AIlOcation: "Startxng out Right!"

A

As w1th academlc performance, teachers reported hand11ng the task

]

allocatlon in the ‘area of soc1a1 behav10r at the start of the year or

quarter;. ?eachers‘descrlbed’two-nagorfstrategzes for dea11ngfy1th& L
this proces;;.{ | ~ ) : : . ‘5\
One straéggy 1nv01ves a dramatlc dlsplay of the teacher / demands\\\\:\

"

. . Eeszrdlng student behavior in the class. When asked how he let — |
students know what kind of behavior was expected of them, one teacher g

s

rep11ed: "The all time 'bad ass' f1rst day 1ecture. I do it early

and try to watch absences,.tardles,'etc._ In answerlng the same ‘\,
question another teacher spoke of his "'Machiavellian® technique" and \
o R S L B o 178 . A
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. ) I o ‘\'
) ' - -
; e

wvent on to explain: "I dct like a horse’s ess for the first few
wéeks."- . - ) t

Oéhér teachers‘uSeﬁ othar tecbniques to formalize this process.
An industrial ar:s tescher had students sizgn sheéts that listed thg

rules of behavior required for safe operation injthe shop. An art

teacher described & list of things that students, had to do to keep the

‘art room clean and safe. All of these teachers placed congiderable

) . l
emphasis on the process of task allocatiun.

Annther straisgy used by a number of the teachers interviewed is
to deliberately avcid emphasizing this priocess. When asked how she

let students know what behavior was sxpected of them, a business

|
teacher noted that "Five minutes are taken at the beginning and thats

.it." An art teacher}tnld us that "I tell them what I expect at the

] 14

beginning but keep it fo a minimum." Another business teacher

commented : ﬁ?he less ¥ an, the betéar...just aséume they're going to
behsve...d
| The ‘thinking behind thié‘minimalist strategy was explained by'a
math teacher who argued  that formgl discussions of expectation§ for
behavior are a reflectiop of the énticipated behavior ofﬁthe students.
He noted tbat'“Some classes haye very few rules becausg_s;udehts are

good. There are more rules in classroomg when stuucuts &An't know
1 ;

proper behavior."

[
H

Criteria Setting: '"Keeping it Simple"

Overal,l teahhersidescriQed‘the.criteria setting process as much

"less precise for evaluation of social behavior than for evaluation of

.« 176 /.
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\

academic pertormance. When asked about the criteria and standards for

soc” . behavior, one business teacher noted that they were "not as
N .

definite as for academics." An art teacher explained that criteria
and stanaards for behavior were "set informally."

-

'Teacher; méntioned severalviﬁfo:mal processes By which criter:a
and standards were éonveyed. An industrial ag?e teacher reported
that: "I tell fableé regarding my past experiences with students." A
home ecomomics teacher explained ﬁh;t criteria were "communicated by

the way the teacher acts, dresses, talks, and demands Behavior in

- return." Modeling was also mentioned by a science teacher who pointed

out that "Seniors already know, and the others learn from them."
. SN . . L
Several teachers described strategies for communicating criteria
based on organizing images of proper behavior. Some of these images

are general, while others are specific to a particular class. A
business teacher spoke of a standard of "common courtesy" among
teachers and students. An English te?chei reported using "the

criteria and sﬁandards‘my mother gave'me as a little boys" A music
’teacheiltalke& of setting standards of "moral behévior," \

A -more specializead imagé of proper behavior was meﬁtioned by an
art téacher who'said that "I relate standards to being able tb

function as ap-artist in this environment. A drama teacher used the

image of/yéing a "good audience" to orient the behavior of students in
her classes. ;
Those teachers with the most systematic approach to criteria

setting dischssed\short lists of rules for student behavior in their

classes. A science teacher listed the following:
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on task 857 of the time
ask relevant quéstions
busy

quiet

right materials

A éroma teacher included "no chgating, no coming in during a
pertormance" and "be attentive &uring a performance" in his list of
c;iteria for behavior. Another sciEBeé';eache; listed the following:
quiet (during lééture can sleep as long as they don't snore)
if bored, don't bother others |
ralse handh
no tardiness
These short lists seemed to highlight the teachers' main concerns
regarding criterié.and standards for behavior. .
% n | - N
| Saﬁ;ling:. "Selecting frém the Flow of Behavior"

When asked aBout their ptocedureé for taking samples'of student
behqylor fot the purposes of evaluation, many teache%p replied that
they :§llected:information on student behavior in an.informal and |
on»gqi&g maﬁner. A business teacher noted that you "jusf observe it
all the time." A science teacher described the process as "on-going,
constant." A math teacher explaiﬁed that Qhé tried to deﬁelop a
"fotal impreggign," Clearly these teachers had no strategy for

systematically sampling‘studénﬁ-behavior. Instead, they worked und=r

the assumption that they would use all information on student behavior
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i
in the evaluation process. » k
Another group of teachers d%d speak of using selected informetiqn
on student behavior. In general\these teachers noted behavior that
was not approbriate. A foreign lenguage teacher explained that he

v ;
would "look at disruptive behavior|and if its to an excessive degree,.

I note this..."

A physical education teacher explained that "1mproper
dress is reeorded." An. English teachcr selected both negat;ve and

{
positive behavior, "behavior that‘infringes on the/fearnigg process or

my own decorum, or (behavior that) is helpful." /

j : . . / .
Some teaclers limited the selection of information on social

/

behav1§r tr student behavior in their classroom. An'art teacher
P - ' T

I : H v

responded tu our question about sampling student behavior by noting

that "It is totally witbin my classroom.v It doesn t matter what
o i\ )
happens outside of it.” A social studies teacher agreed saying that
o . I ; \
B / X .
YPrirarily behavior im class is eyaluated{ Students see that as being

. /7 : ] -
'tehavior.'". A music teaiger also limited his sampl?ﬁg to behaLior in

the classroom but edded/that he would "sey something/if (student is)
; Ve ;’
nisbehaving in the hall, but it doesn't influence the class grade."
: P . A '
Other teachers were inclined to include behamior outside of. class

l

.

in tkeir ejéluatiohs. An 1ndustr1a1 urts teacher noted that he \

sometimes received information from other,teachers on student
. -, / ’ .
.beheylor: "We talk about students and share concerms...Background of *

\
A

the student is important." Another industr;él arts teacher spoke of
monitoring student behavior in the halls dpring passing. A science

teacher reported that "When we recommend /students for National Homor

Society we get feedback from all teachers plus the students

182-
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themselves.”" So tr ~* '« differed in terms of the scope of behavior
v K ' .
that might be incluaed in the evaluation process.

One practice that was fairly uniform among the teachers was that

. of.noting absences and tardies as mandated by school policy. In these

instances teachers kept records of student behavior on a regular .

basls, though there was more individual var1at10n in the case of

Y ~

tardies where teachers mlght differ in their laterpretatlon of what

represented a tardie.

.

7
Appraisal: '"What does it mean?" S | .

There seems to be considerable variation in the approaches

N

adopted\by-the teachers to appralse student social behavior. These -

¢
.-
’

- differences involve the extent to Whlch the process is considered
_ , \

subjectiﬁe, tae conpection between the aﬁpraisal of‘80cia1 behavior
and the appralsal of academlc performancé and.the/actual meanings of
" the c1t1zensh1p grades establlshed by the school Bystem. |

Some teachers use systems—whtch’aﬁieg;—to make the appraisal
prdcess falrLy objective.  Most of thesejapproaches entail point
'syatems. A ptysical education teacher described'her system by noting
that. "I have deducted points as I've gone aloné for prowizm areas." \
The points are then related to the c1tlzensh1p grades as follows: "o -
no deductions, I - eome expected problems, U - most areas not
resolveg.ﬁv A social studies teacher reported asiag a siightly
dlfferenL polnt system: “Everybody starts with 75 points ("C") and

either goes up or down, whether you add or detract .from the

discussion.”
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In contrast with these few teachers who used point systems in the
_appraisal process, other teachers took a more subjective approach. An
English Qeacﬁer described his appraisal of studert behavior as
fsubjective - an overéll impression of the student." A foreign
language teacher described “her approach in similar térms "overall
general impression - (gﬁére is) ho written record of béhgviorxe;ery
&dy." A.éhysical education teaéher.explained chat her apprdgch'was
"striptly subjective; an individuhl thing." “
) ‘A second area in which we founq variation in’té;chersl,approgches
to appraisal was the'connection‘between the apprﬁisal ofhbehavioi and |
the appraisal of academic work.  Some teacyeré definitely separated
the ﬁwo realms of student yerfozmnnce.;"A/sdience teaCHer reported
that behavior was refleczed in't%g citizenship grade and that he would

"never take off a studeat's acadmmic.grade foir behavior." The

1
1

separz..iom is_reflected.in/;de remark c¢f an English teacher as he
charaetarized - ;tuden;fgho would receive an “0" for cifi;enship as .~
one .k ié "always,cﬁltimé and really'tries_—- doesn't have to be /
smact -- (it is)vrare (foé) "A'g" and "0's" ta gd together." A music
. g 4

- teacher triéd but reported that it was "hard to separate citizenship

.(from) academics."

6ther teschers éeemed more inclined to combine information on

/ﬁstudent behavior in the academic grade.  "Another music teacher

reportecd that evaiuations of student behavior "usually reflected

almost the same as the grade. .ﬁehavidr is an iﬁtegral part of

rehearsal technique and performance." A math tggcher\notéd that

' .

citisenship was "closely correlated with academics.”" A few ﬁeaChers

. 181
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even reported expl#cit connections between behavior and student

“academic grades. An English teacher followed .the ﬁracﬁice of
. ] ‘ \

\

recording a "U" in his grade book whenever a student presented a ‘
behavior problem. Five "y's" resulted in a "U" on the student's

. * L ‘ .
report card. After the first five "U's" the teacher would "take off

points on‘ﬁne (academic) grade score."” A drama teacher required that

b o .
-a student have "total command of subject area field" in order to

recéive an "0" as a citizenship grade.

} Thére was also considerable variation iﬁ teacher intérpretations.
of thevéitlzeqship grades. Most of this Qariation involved the
meanlné of an "O" citizenship gfade. Some teéchers awarded "0" to
students who habe no neghtive behavidr. An‘induétrial arts teaqhex
described an "O"‘student as one who is "punctual, goond attender, hands
in all work; and éoes about worQSthetly." 4 social studies teacher
gave "0's to sﬁudem{h'who were in class ever&day or had an excuse for |

being absent and w'~ made attempts to participate and had a positive

atictude. An art teachef\described an "O" student as one who was

. "always on task, responsible, had good manners, and no detentioms."

Other teachers only gaveu"h's“ to students who went beyond the

requirements of good behavior. A home economics teacher described "O"

\

students as those who "do the extras, produce more," A business '

1
i

teacher would only give an "O" to a student who "puts.in outside
! AN

time."” A math teacher portrayed an "O" épudent as one who was "bota

'
i

academically stroﬁg and an outstanding participant.”
. B B _ N

Still other teachers refused to even award "0's" A science
N , '

teacher said of the "O" rade, "I don't consider\fhat'l‘have any of
. g 3 ;
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these." A foréign lénguage.téacher flatly stated th;t "I don't‘giVe
them.". A‘businesé teacher, noting thag she didn}t giVel"O's“, ;dded:
"What is it? - An apple polisher? - The best students?".

Some of the teachers expfeshed a general distaste‘for}having to
give citizenship gradeé; A math tgacher.ﬁold us, "I don't{really care
to evalugté citizenship.. It's difficult to evaluate.” ‘Twolotﬁer
teachers expla@neq tﬁat they simply don;t'assign citizenship gfades.
One of these added: "If it's not marked, the compufer gives an "S."

There: is trémendOus viriation in teacher approaches to appraisal.
Practices range all fhe w y'from those teachers who have pointwsystems
to recvrd aﬁa télly student behavior to those teachers who completely
.reruse to appraise béhavior. ' |

S

Feedback:- "Good and Bad"

+ Many of the teachers repbrted that they gave students feedback on
their behavior whenever it presented a problem. A math teacher told

. ' Ve

us that "When behavior occurs that I think is inappropriate, I come

down on it;" A music teacher.reportedlthat he.told students "on the
spot" when there was a problem. ééme teachers wﬁited until tﬁey_could
talk to studenth.pfivately; A fo;eign language teacheé folloved the
practice of "talking after class...if behavior is not app;opriate;" A
social sthdies.téacher commented that she usually hand%ed'ﬁhings
"privately if behavior.is a problem" with "infrequent public
'n§1+1ng.'" 3 |

Another group of teachers emphasizZed the need to comment on

behavior when it was good as well as taking note of problems. A

183
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business teacher stressed the importance of "positive feedback." An
Englisnhteacher took'tim; to:"complinent tnem on their behavior."
Another business teacher relied on smiles and "pat(s) on the back"'to
convey, positive sentiments on student behavior.

‘Some teachers used various.non-verbal methods df giving feedback.

An English teacher used "a look or a body move" to alert students to

problems with their behavior. A science teacher told us "l give them

'the ev11 eye' or a hand on the shoulder." Another Engllsh teacher‘

" followed a sequence of activities: "1) Jdook flrst, 2) stand by desk

3) Whispgt to them..." Non—verbal technlques also included more
formal mechanisms such as a comment on a paper or on a Progress Report

form;,

Plann1ng for Improvement : "Ta1k1ng First"

The most frequently mentloned strategy for helping students to
-
lmprove their behav10r is s1mp1y talking with them 1nd1v1dua11y.

_Teachers indicated that th1s approach generally worked with mnst

students. A science teacher,explalned that "a personal d1scuss10n is
usually sufficient." Teachers attempted to handle these problems
sitnout involving others. An industrial arts teacher said he met with
atudents.one to one and that he would "try to do this myseif, try to

- amth S

do it without anOIVLnf parents.' A math teacher employed this

<

strategy more generally by keeg;ng in contact with students e;zn/when
o

there was no immediate problem. She noted that she would'"Ta

students on the side. Sometimes students idenf:’® - iib me. I make
- myself available."  An industrial arts teacher ¢ .. - - "1al and
’.!\r. ' o .
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group discussions as a way of keeping in touch with students. These
sesslons were held after schoo], "sometimes one to one, sometimes
’ i

small groups" and included "talk about careers, problems, planning for

life and 'bull' sessions."

. A number of teachers reported that these conferences with 1,

~

students were designed to reveal the causes of student behavior
problems. A home economics teacher noted that "You can't sit down and
tutor ‘a child on behavior...(you must)...get down to the 'why' of

" ‘A social studies teacher had students "do a.

behavior.
self—aéséssment/analysis to try to find out when and why they. show

this non-acceptable behavior..."

~

Teachers also attempted to shoé students the connecti;o1 between:
their unaccaptable behavior -and the likely c¢onsequences. An Emgiish
teacher spoke of making sure that the consequences of misbehavior were
clear to students. A math teacher tried to "point out why a student's
behavior is hurtiné him and the group." Some teachérs move beyond |
pointing out the naﬁural cbnsequencgsldf poor Behévior and impose
punlshmént; in direct response to the problem. Several teaéhe;s

relied on detention as a punishment for poor behavior. An English
‘teacher explained that he remindéd the students "that ;ertain actions

are atfecting their grade..." gnd-addéd:"Most of our students
- . - ".l' . /

4 ‘

respond," A drama teacher told hg.that:gisbehaving students risked

“10981ng the privilege of performing.f | | - o
- ' A Teachexé u#lso repor;gd involving others in dealiné with student

Abehav1or problems. A number of teachers mentioned involviné pa;ents

‘in resolving problemﬁ. This was usually done only after.initial

- . \-"’l
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efforts failed to lead to a satisfactory solution. A drama teacher

noted that he would "talk with parents as a last resort." A language

teacher called parents only if talking with the student failed to have

the desired-effect.

If thefbehavior problems were chronje or severe teachers referred
|

them to an assistant principal. A math teacher involved the asgistant
‘principal only when student behavior was “tota11y inappropriate.“

The language teacher mentioned above referred students,to an assistant

/
1

principal- only 1f her efforts to solve the problem failed and if
parental involvement was ineffective.

A few teachers tried to mobilize peer influence to resolve a

’

behavior problem. Changing a student's geat was a typical strategy
used to remove a student from others who might enCourage his .
miivehavior. A science teacher spoke of "put(ting students) with
otner students" and,giving them extra attention. Teachers reported

that this was often an effective strategy. -

III. Patterns in the Evaluo oo ¢ Students by Teachers
Two genmeral themes appear in the teacher respomnses to the
;C interview questions on the evaluation of aoademic work and social

behavior. First, there is considerable variation among teachers in

their approaches to the evaluation of students. Some teachers have
/ -

very we11 articulated systems for assigning and evaluating student

\tasks. Other teachers have v1rtua11y no system at all. TFor these

'

latter teachers the superv1sion and efaluation of students seems to be

,‘/ Q17
/ " 81!

R ‘ lieh

’ R /

conducted in a very casual msnner . This si:ggests that students/might
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easily enc0qnter eValuétion:and authority systems with considerably
higher levels of incompatibilities in some c}gsses than in others.

A second general pattern in the interviews.is suggested by the
inventory of,techniqngs uses to address various aspects of the
evaluation process.- A number of teachers seem to hare spent
considerable time ﬁorking out procedures for dealing with the
‘evaluation prociess. These geacﬁefs tended to f6cus on omne or two
elements identified in our model of the evaluation process. Few
teachers approached the evélu;tion process in a comprehensive way,
paying attentian to all six stages. From this we conclude that the
pioceases highllghted by the model are; indeed,.;elevant to the
concerns of practicing ed;cators an& that teachers might improve their
approach to evaluation by considering the full perspeétévg presenteq
in the total model. feaqhers might reduce the levels of
incompatlbiiities i; their classrqom.evaluation and authority systems.

Data on the current levels of those incompatibilities in the

classrooms of the.four high schools are presented in Chapter 6.

187 .
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Chapter 6 '

Incompatibility and Disengage'nt ot the Classroom Level

In this chapter we presgnt'the results of the analyses 'of student

’ -+ y ] // ’ .y
responses to questions regarding particular clapses. For each of
- /

their current classes, students were asked to indicate how frequently
N t / . .

they experienced various incom atibilities. In addition, they were

|

asked to comment’ on the likelihpod that they would eny:.7e ‘in various

kinds of behavior indicative of |disengagement or in::4 ..ility, Data

for these analyses come from the student surveys.
\ . -

) !

- Incompatibilities

Students were asked to repor ﬁsgﬁfrequently they ekperienced‘
various instancgs of:incompatibili y in eaéh of ‘their classes., We
included 11 items reihted to ﬁﬁe e.aluationjof academic perfdrmnﬁce
and seven items related to the evaluation of social behavior.
Students indicated how often ;hey experienced these incompatibilities
in each of their six gurrentpglasses These.items covered the fouri
tyées of incompatibilities. We will |\consider each type of

R .

incowp&tnbillty and the related surve items,\\
D
Type I: Contradictory Evaluations
Contradictory evaluations occur wPen students are.put in a
situatlonAwhere/receiving one'pgrformA?ce evaluation at or above

acceptance level necessarilykmeagg tha? they will receive another

S | 189
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‘ / .
evalvation below acceptance level. Four items were used to assess the

extent to which students experienced contradictory evaluations.

“'Contradictdry evaluations; may occur when students confront

\

o~ N,
conflicting criteria, elther in the form of confllctlng standards or

conﬁ}lctlng properties, We asked two quest&ons 1nvolv1ng conflicting
standards set by multiple evaluators. The flrst question involved a

conflict between th- siaudards of staff-@eﬁbers. For each of their

classes, students were asked:

How often do you find that you are supervised by more than
one person in a class and in order to please one supervisor
you have to displease .the other?

A second questlon referred to multlple supervisors and

: cqnfllctlng.standards but this time the empha81s was on the conflict ~
between evaluations by school silaff and student peers. Fo; each»class
. &\\ students were asked: >
Your course work (behavior in class) may be evaluated

' by both teachers and other students. " How 6ftgn do you
< / ' find that in order to please ome you have to :
% displeaseithe othezr? —

A,Zilrd 1tem on the student survey dealt with conflicting -

o

criteria lnf;he form of confllctlng task prOpertles. Students were
: s //
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[2]

‘asked about those instances-where an assignment had to be dome in a

limited period of time. For each class students were asked:

'
N 1

. L oo S .
How often do you receive an assignment that has to be done 1in

such a short period of time that you can't do a good job and

80 you receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied?
v . . <

A ﬁourth item dealt with conflicting allocations within a singie

_¢lass. For each task, students were asked: : _ ‘
N # . . .

< .,
;o Folin

. . . Lo
How often do you receiye 8o many assilgnments 1n-a class that you

can't do_a good job and complete them all and so you receive
evaluations low enough to . make you dissatisfied?
* \ . :
We asked no questions regarding conflicting samples, a third case

of contradictory evaluations.

f i : ) . -
I , |

Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluations
. P ],'

Uncontrollable evgluaﬁion# occur when students receive

.

evaluations below their acceptance level for performances or outcomes
. 7. o
they do not control. Two questions were désigned to determine the

“frequency of uncontrollable evaluations. . “

- r
’

DUncontrollable evaluations ¢an occur when there is a coordination.- -

A3t
{

faiture in the control system and a performance or\outcohe is

incorrectly .attributed to a student. When students are evaluated on

*

(I
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things they had nbthiﬁg to- do with, they -have no control over their

-

evaluations. For each class students were asked:

How often do you find that you are evaluated on work (behavior)

P \

you had nothing to do with, and so you receive evaluapions

low enough to make you dissatisfied?

"The interdependence of performers may akfo lead to. uncontrollable
evaluations. When more than one student contributes to the outqomés

" of ‘a task that is used as the basis for evaluation, it may be t

difficult to identify the contributions of individual students. This

o

typically happens in group work situations in classrooms. - For each

class students were asked: . \\

-

-

When you are working in groups in class how often do you -
- . r
find that although you are doing  a good job (behaving &eix),

others in the group are not and so you receive evaluations

iow enough to make you'dissatisﬁied?

?

No questioms were'asked\for the case of active'ﬁasks, a third
instance of uncontrollable evaluations.
i
Type IIX: Unpredictable Evaluations
Unpredictable evsluations occur when students receive evaluations

belowf;hexf.acceptance level because they cannot predict the

192
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n

.

relationship between attributes of their performances and the level of
evaluations they will receive. : Three questions were asked about the

three cases of unpredictable evaluations identified in the theory.

s

-Misuﬂnerstandipgsrof task alldcagions are one instance of
' unéredictable evaluations. Sﬁudeﬂts may simply oot know that a task
has been assigned. For each class students were.asked:'
. . ?
' How éften.do you find that you didn"t know abouf‘an asignment
or a test until it is too lgﬁe\abd 80 you receive evgldatiohs
iow enough to make you dissatisfied? /é**f’”
ﬁéyond misunderstanding; ofjtask alloggtions, students may also
misu;aers;and fhé criteria by which theif performancé is to be
evglgated. A second question was used to det§§riqe the frequéncy of

misunderstandings of criteria. For each class students were asked:

“ Sometimes students don't know what a teacher considers important 4

., *

on an assignment or a test and so they receive evaluations low
enough to make them diqpatibfied. How often does this sort of

thing happen to you? - _ j”
The form of the\question fgr the task of social behavior was:

How often do you not know what kind of conduct or behavior

a teache%‘expects of you in a class and so you %? something to
Dk . - B} . .
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cause you to receive an evaluation low enough to make you

dissatisfied?

Nohrepresen;ative sampling is a third source' of unpredictable
evaluations. When student performance is.evaluated on the basis of an
unreliable sample of their total work, ttudents will be umnable to

predict the relationship betgsgn their performance and their
evaluations. The syrvey question focused on the tests and agsignments”

4

used by teachers tolsample student perfprmance. For each class

N

students were asked:
How often do you find that theutest;*and assignments a teacher

gives really don't measure_the'things jou"have learhed and

AQj;ou receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied?

¢

‘A parallel question was developed for social behavior:
How often do you find that teachers catch you behaving in
ways that you don't usuaély behave and so ybu recéive
evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied? For

example, you may get caught on one of”thehfew times you
- : ’ - : N /'

-do something wrong?
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@

Type IV: JUnattainable Evaluations
Unattainable evaluations arise when the standards used to

evaluate students are so high that they cannot achieve evaluatious at
S el

or above their acceptance level. Two questiomns were asked regarding

such unattainable evaluations. .
The first question concerned the situation where standards were
set at an inappropriately high-level. ' For each class students were

agked:

How often do you find that the course work assigned to you

'

in your classes is just too difficult for you to do and

80 you receive evaluations low éegggh/to"make you dissatisfied?

-
-

For social behavior we asked:

How qften/do you find that the standards for good.behaviot "

\

in a class .are just too pigh and s9 yoﬁ receive evalugtions/
low enough to make you dissat;sfied?

\ N . .

Unattainable evaluations may also grise when students éfe asked

to complete,;ctive taské,‘tasks where the resistance to ;uéééggful -

:peitormahce cannot be predicted by the teacher. In such cases

students may work hard but still fail to perform at a level which

o

results in the receipt of evaluations at or above their acceptance
level. The second question regarding unattainable evaluations

i

/

195 .
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concerned the performance of active tasks. For each class students

A

were asked:

How often do yoﬁ find yourself working h%{g in a class but
st11l not able. to do as well as you would like and so-you

receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied?

: . L
For behavior we asked:
- : a , ' ’ ]

How often do you find that you are trying hard to behave well
~ ' - . .

in 2 class but are not able to behave as well as you would

like and so you receive evaluations low enough‘to~make you

dissatisfied?
\

No questions wére asked iega;ding lack of facilities, a third

case of unattainable evaluations identified in the theory.

Ed
- : p

-

Levgls of Incompatibilities Reported by Students
‘Table 6-2 s@ows the average levels of incompatib}lities repo;ted
by tﬁe students in the four high‘schools;_In responding to the‘elevep
" items related.;o academic work.and the seven items related to.gocial
behavior students were allowed to ipdicafe how freqﬁently they
experienced each incompgtibility. ‘Résponsé categories vere “Always,“
. "Almdst Always,d "Usualiy,f "Fairly Often," “SOmetiﬁés,"'“Seidom,“

Y

"Almost Never," and "Never". Table 6~1 presents the average

196

o - o oo 198

v




Incompatibility and Disengagement in the Classroom

percentages of students réporting that they experienced the

incompatibilities "Sometimes" or more frequently in each of their six

—_—

classes.

Table 6~1

Average Percentages of Students Reporting that they Experienced
Incompatibilities at Least "Sometimes" in Class
Incompatibilities : *  Student Tasks °
¢ _ . Academic Behavior

Type I: Contradictory Evaluations

A. Conflicting Criteria

Student has to displease one 3.4% . No Question
supervisor in order to please :
another supervisor

Student has to displeaseaeiﬁﬁer 9.5% 12.2%
. school officials or peers t
.please the other '

B. Conflicting Properties

Student is given a limited 29.5% No Question
amount of time to complete .
an assignment

C. Conflicting Allpcations

Student is assigned so many ~24f82 No Question.
things in a class that it is

impossible to do well and
complete them all

-~

Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluations

A. Coordination Failure in the Control System

" Student is evaluated on something K
which s/he had nothing to do with 10.6% - 13.3%

AN

197



- others

- more modest. St111, an average of over 407 of the students reported

- that they received evaluations of academie work low enough to make

Evaluation and Student Disengagement

-

B. Interdependehce of Performers

Student is working in a group 16 .8% 17 .72
and doing well, but has no '
control over performance of

»

Type I1I:. Unpredictable Evaluations '

A. Misunuerstahdings of Allocations : . o

‘Student is uanawaré of assignment 18.7Z - No Question
- or test until it is too late - ‘

B. Misunderstandings of Criteria ™

Student.doenn't know what a 31.5% 15.42

teacher considers important
C. Nonrepresentative Samples
Tests and assignmentsjdonft 24 .47 20.9%2

measure what student has
- learned//Atypical behavior

Type IV. Unattainable Evaluations /

A. Inapproprlately High Standards ' - | , /

/

Standards used to evaluate 34.2% 12.8%
‘student 's pertormance are much '

too high . ' : : .
B. Active Tasks ‘\

Student is not able to do - 41.1% 14.0%
as well as s/he would like L s
despite hard work - T . e

In comparison with the percentages reported forgincompatibilities

in the overall school experlence, the percentages in Table 6-1 are\

h I
}

\
P

.

them dissatisfied due fo active tasks in a class. Over 30% were

dissatisfied, on average, with evaluations due to inappropriately high
R . /

“
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stanaards and misunderstandinésIOf criteria in a class.

The high proportion of students feportihg inapp;Apriately high
stanaardg or problems with the.e%alyation of active tasks sugéesté
that téaéhers are not entirely'successﬁul‘in teéching.at a leveliof.
diffiig}ty appropriate for students of,differing'abilities} The
probiem with misu;derstgndings of critéria‘suggests.that for some: |

students teachers do not make it sufficiently clear exactly what is .

»,
: %
important in a class,. :

Nearly thirtx percent of the students, on the aVerage, reported
‘ . . .

that they'received\gvaluations low enough to make them dissatisfied
because of being given a limited ‘Gmount of time to complete an
. ) .. ,/

assignment (confiicting properties). The fact that,vig/any given

class, nearly onme-third,of the étudents experience this problem,
speaks to the prevalence of problems linked to time limits on
.a;81gnﬁents and tests. ,

Almost one;fo;ith of the étudents reporLed prdblems'with

' conflicting allocations. Even in individual classes, students
LY - ' L] - o
] *
reported receiving so many assignments that they found it impossible
. : | '
to do well and complete them all.

Nearly one-fourth of the students reported that the tests and

.

assignmenté given in a class didn't measure what they had learmed.

These non;representative samples léd to students receiving evaluations
below their acceptance level.

On average, about one-sixth of the students received evaluations

below their acceptance level due to misunderstandings of allocatioms.

) ‘ - 199 .
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l
‘These students were unaware of assignments or tests until it was too

late. " ‘This seems to confiim the observatiou of ome teacher reported

in Chapter 7 that it ie'ﬁeCessary_to give assignments seyveral wqys‘and
8 ‘

- - '

several times. . T - _ ' ‘ ‘

Nearly one-sixth of the students reported that working in a group- ..

\

. ' . .. 0 . :
in a class led to the receipt of evaluations low enough_to make them
s .

.
dissatisfied despite the fact that their own performance was
: \

v

acceptable. In view of the relatively limited use of groupﬁwork in

)

most classrooms, this figure suggests that a sound system for o

evaluating student performance is one of the problems to be addressed

| . A .
by a teacher wishing to increase tﬂe amount of group work in a plan of
P
instruction. : g

An average of 107 of the students reported experiencing an
evaluation below their acceptance level due to a coordination failure
in the control system. These st?ﬁents found themselvVes being

evaluated on academic work that thkey had nothlng to do with. A
*

gimilar proportlon of students reported conflict between the criteria

for evaluation used by school staff and the criteria used by their
: peers. Only slightly more than 3% of the students found themselves in

a situation where they had to displease ome school supervisor in order

— LN ] . et eaeas
to please another school supervisor. These th:ee'lncompatlbllltles\

were also rep&rted least frequently in the questions regarding overall

2
evaluations. \ .
’ ”, ) ) . 3 3
Student responses to the items related to social behavior reveal

that there are less likely to be incompatibilitiee associated with the
-
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» A
evaluation df behavior than with the evaluation of academic work.
Noarepresentative samples of behavior are most frequently mentioned by
) : . .
students as léading to evaluationa of their behavior below their

- + ) s ' .
acceptance level. Over 20%Z of the students reported being evaluated

on samples of behavior which are atypical for them. t

Interdependence of performers led}to the second highest level of

reports of evaluations below acceptar . level. Over one-sixth of the
v | ~ _
students rﬁported problems related to their lack of control over the

beggk;or of other ;:;ggﬁ;s when in a/g::Lp.'

Fifteen percent of the students reported receiving evaluations

below their acceptance level because they didn't understand the
\ ,\ g : ] :
criteria for good behaYior used by a teacher, and 14% found themselves

: \
unable to behave as well as they would like despite trying hard.

f ~

Coordination failures in}the.control system, inappropriately high

¢ . ' '\'
stanaards, and a conflict in the criteria used.by school officials and
\ i
peers each led to eval%ations below acceptance }evel for over 12%Z of

1
i

‘ .
the students. ‘ ]

When we compare the average levels of incqbpatibilities reported .

{
|

for the' evaluation of social behavior with theiaverage levels of

incompatibilities reported for the evaluation of academic work, some
' o ! T z

not slprising patterns emerge. The evaluation of academic work seems

to lead to more problems with misunderstandings of criteria,
~
nonrepresentative samples, inappropriately high:standards, and active

€

tasks. 'On the other hand, the evaludtion of social behavior seems to

lead to slightly higher levels of grobléms due to the interdependence

X
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of pertormers in a group, coordination failures in the control system,
/
and confllcps between the criteria used by staff and the criteria used

by peers.

Il

Summary Measures of Incompatibility

' '/ .
. The eleven questions on incompatibilities in the school authority

gystem for academic tasks and the seven questions on incompatibilities
I

/ - \‘. ' .
i in the authority system for behavilor tasks were used to create summary

" measures of incompatibility for academic and behavior tasks

i

\ respectiﬁely. Three measures vere created for incompatibilities i#
,‘\the authorx;y system for each task. B /,

The first summary measure was deslgned to indicate whether aqy
!

incompatibility was mentioned by students as occuring at least

"Sometimes.” If no incompatibility was reported by students as ;

occuring at 1east'“Sometimes,“ the summary measure was coded as 0 to
indicate no incompatibjlity present. If any of the eleven

'

incompatlbillties for academic tasks was reported as occuring
sometimes Or more frequently, the summary measure for 1ncompat1b111ty .
in the authorlty System for academlc tasks was coded as 1 to indicate /

\ .
the presence of an incompatibillty. The same procedure was followed

~

in constructing a summary meeSure from\the seven incompatibilitiee in
_the‘authority system for social behavior,

A second summary measur; was construcﬁed to indicate the number
of incomﬁatibilities reported by students as occuring at least

gometimes. If a student reported no incompatibility as occuring at
' . ’ N )
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<

. o ‘ L -

least eometnmes; this summary measure was. coded as 0 to indicate no
incompatibilities. _If a student reported that one 1ncompat1b111ty

- ﬂ,_,.,..‘v -

occured at 1east sometlmes, thxs measure. was coded as 1. If a student _

reported that two or’ more rncompat1b111t1es occured -at 1east

sometimes, thls measure was coded as 2. In this way students were

: : , : : Y
divided into t?ree groups.
. " % .

fhe frequency of incoﬁpatibilities was tapped in a third summary
measure of 1ncompat1b111ty. Two-submedsures were first constructed

The fert submeasure was,_a slmple add1t1ve 1nde of the student scores
on‘the relevantwitems.” The second submeasure was.a measure of ‘the

) . ’ . . 1

Y y .

highest frequency of any, of'the eleven incompatibilities. Responses W
B . ) a . e . . , . . Tar 3 - . L. - i
to each of the submeasures were divided at the quartiles to produce LY

- " ey A
four groups on each submeasure. The third summary measure was
- ‘.' i .

o,

produced by?including those students ﬁhosexreepopees fell into the
. - I -. . .\\\ | B " ’
same quartiles on theftuo°submea£ures in four .final groups.
- N , . ‘ . \ . \l, B

. J ‘

Summary Measures of Instab111ty N - \ .

-

The 1nd1cators of author1ty system rhstablllty ‘covered the three

areas correspouding to the three forms of student dxsengagement

discussed in Chapter'lz low level engagement or apathy, participation

. L A e e s . :
‘in negative act1v1tres, and non-participation or absenteeism. These

. - . ) N .
also correspond.to the“three forms of instability specified by the
theory and,dxscussed 1n Chapter 2: lowered acceptance level,

dissatisfaction, and w1thdrawal from tPe organlzatlon.

Apathy or lowered acceptance leve

<

1 was assess d through three’
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-sets of items. The first items focused directly on lowered acceptance. ‘&j
//' . n'w\\‘?\\ \ * . . E ’ . . . 9

level. . Two -items asked students to report what, they would consider a-

3

&

satisfactory report card. On one item students we}é asked to‘indicate‘

what they would con81der a satlsfactory academ1c grade An each of

g
.

the1r'c1asses. On a Second item students were asked to 1nd1cate what //
-they would con81der k! satlsfactory c1tlzensh1p grade in each of their /-

classes. fResponsea to‘the questions were the grades used‘by the

v . ) : : ' .
school‘district: "A", "B", "c", "D", and "F" for academic grades and
nQy;."s",”?I", and "U" for citizenahip grades.

¢ )
Three measures of lowered acceptance level were created from

o

‘responses to‘these,items. The first measure was designed to- indicate

= . . E - -

the' presence of lowered expectations.' If the student'reported that he

‘or she would be satisfied with a "C" or lower for an academic grade in
. . i :

~ ’ ! . N - - . - : ’ o
a class or an "S" or lower'for a citizenship grade in a class, they

were given a score of 1 to 1nd1cate[the lowering of the acceptance

1eve1 Otherwise they were glven a score of 0 indicating no lowerlng

of acceptance 1eve1. . Q

-

The second measure of lowered expectations was a measure of the

number of indicatioms of ‘lowered expectations. Those students
classified as not lowering their acceptance level according to the'_\

'first summary measure of lowered expectations were similarly classfied
”on'this measure. Those students who reported lowering the1r
acceptance level on one of the two items were coded as 1, and- those

~ students who reportedilowering the1r acceptance level on both~1temsv

4

were coded as 2. . \ , : ‘

Vet ) 204

ERIC - | CRUG




. . Incompatibility and Disengagement in the'CLaserOm ‘ /

rd A . . ' . -

-

A third sumnary measure of lowered expectations was a measure of

degree. Thls measure was an addltlve index of. student responses to

4

" the two 1tems,_ Response totals were then divided at the quartiles to

produce four‘groups of students. L
In addition to lowered expectations, we created three parallel ?
"summary measures for each of two types of lowered student effort:
g: ldwered effort engagenent'and lowered:self-assessment of-effort.
'These effort measures are similar but not identical to those developed -~
by Mpssey;‘Dornbusch,_and §cott.(1975) for their study of urban high'-\
school students._ ' | - ‘ _ - o , )l -
o : X

Three 1tems were used for thepmeasures of lowered engagement.
T - T

L P

Each: 1tem asked students to report on- the frequency with whlch they

S ¥

engaged 1n re1a;1ve1y concrete behav1ors re1ated to effort in a class.
&N

Students yere asked hqw often they came to class unprepared, how often

their mind wandered in class, and how often they actively participated

in class.

The items used for the measures of lowered self-assessment of

effort required students to make more‘subjective~reports of their

)

efforts in each c1ass.'_Students_Were asked to report on hnw_hard they

onrked‘in each of their classes, on how hard they try to get a better

grade when they get a poor grade, and on how hard they try to do

-

better when they find they aren't learning a*subject;J/Response_-

categories for each of these questions were' "Extremely Hard," "Very

Hard," "Moderateiy Hard," "Slightly Hard," and "Not at all Hard."
1 - .
| v

For both lowered effort engagenent and lowered self-assessment of

t

5".3’* AJ - A'
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effort we created three summary measures foilqwing the procedures used

for creatlng&the measures of lowered expectations. Thus for lowered

effort-engagement and lowered‘seifeassessmeat of effdrt we had

measures of the presence, number of 1nd1cat10ns, and’ degree of each of

. /
tnese~pheﬁomena. \

Four items on the student survey were used to-construct summary

measures of student participation in negative activities. - Students

" were asked to repor;,how often ﬁhey a) disturbed the teacher and

disrupued the class, b) complained to the teacher about an assignment

in class, c) complainedfabqu;r;herclass'to other students,iagd d)

refused to do work in class. Response categories incluiéd?ﬁ"Every

o

Day," "Almost Every Day," "Few Times a Week," "Once a Week," "Few

Times.a Munth,“ "Once a Month," "Few Times a.Year,“ and "Never."
Three summary measures of presence, number of.iudications;\and_degree
were comstructed followingwthe procedurés. outlined for the\suumary
measures of lowered expectatlons,,_

To construct the summary measures of non—partlclpatlon or
witndrawal from classes, we used flve 1tems-from the stuaent survey.

s
i

Students were asked to indicate how often they: a) cut each of their

" classes, b) would "llﬁé" to cut each of their c1asses, c) wished they

’ \
could drop each of thelr c1asse3, d) would schedule a doctor 8

-

app01ntment during. each of their c1asses, and e) wouiﬁ come to. class.

-

late on purpose. " Once again summary measures of presence, number of

e ey ~\\ - - p
indications, and degree were constructed.

. i
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Incompatibility and Disengagement in the Classroom
¢ . ' L ' ' 3
The Relatlonshlp Between Incompatlbllltles and
Disengagement from Classges

In Tables 6-2A through 6~8B we present the results of analyses of .
the relationship between the summary measures of.incdmpatibility.and

. s y ) :
_the-summary measures of disengagément from classes. Tables designated

‘witn the "A" suffix céntain analyses for academic.work, while tables
with the "B" suffix present analyses for social behavior. 1In view of
" the consisféncy of the results of these analyses, we first'ﬁresent all

" of. the tables and then the discussion of the results.

4
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¢

“

5 “Table 6-2A : '
Relation of the Presence of- Dncompatlbllxty in the Classroom Authority
System for Academic Work to\the Presence of - Student Disengagement
T, . “~
' Proportion of Proportion of
Incompatlble Compatible

. - Authority Authority
, ' : Systems .Authority"
Form of Class . Showing "~ Showing

Disengagement Period N Gamma Disengagement Disengagement

Lowered
Acceptance e B _ SR
" Leyel . 1 270 - .36 +80 _ .65
p 2 279 44 ¢ .80 7 ' el
3 270 .19 J8 . .1
4 1266 .26 L .84 .75
5 257 .54 - .84 .60
6 242 .36 . +83 . . .69
\Lowered
Effort : ‘ o . e ,
Engagement 1 278 .62 .80 . W48
- 27 283 .50 g0 , .58 |
3 278 .34 “Th .59 -
4 270 .50 .79 ©.56 -
5 258 .63 .85 .56
- 6 243 .40 .78 .60
Lowered - T - '
Self-Assess- e : ‘
ment of Effort .1 274 -.38 .32 ’ © .52
2. 281 -.22 .39 ' .50
-3 270 -.38 .34 , 53 L,
4 270 -.46 . W31 .55 0
5 255 .00 .43 . .43
[ 239 -.27 .37 .50
Negative Acts 1 278 .57 - .61 .29
27 283 - .49 .67 .41
3 ;277 .51 .64 Y
4 270 .56 - J1 .40
5 261 .73 .73 .29
6 242 .61 .69 .35
Withdrawal 1- 279 .03 ¢ A2 40
2 7. 282 7 .36 49 31
3- 277 .26 .46 .30
g 4 270. .34 .46 .30
5 261 .44 .53 ¢ .31
6 245 .29 .58 A
b ' . ~2-1 U
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v

. Table 6-2B 4
Relation-of the Presence of Igcompatibility in the Classroom Authority
System for: Social Behavior to the Presence of Student Disengagement
"_ o Propoxtion of Proportion of

Incompatible Compatible

\ o ' Authority Authority
; \ Systems Authority
Form of | Class Showing _Showing -

Disengagement\ Period N Gamma Disengagement Disengagement

«

Lowered ,
Acceptance } ; ) ' .
Level ' 1 271" .20 79 71
2 277 .41 .82 .65
3 271 .01 .75 75y
4 268 .13 - .83 . 79 %
5 258 .36 .82 | 68 N\
6 = 242 .36 .. .85 . . .73 \\\ .
Lowered . o . . ’
‘Effort | ~ e o :
Engagement 1 © 279 .48 .81 .59
. - 2 282, .38 .81 65 7
'3 - 280%7-013 0 12 - . 67 »
. o 4 213 21 78 v 6T
/. 5 260 .33 .81 - .68
/6 264 42 .82 © .65
Lowered /
Self-Assess~/ N\ . )
ment of Effort 1 275 .13 - 43 ) .37
2 280 .21 48 .38
3 272 .03 .43 YA
4 273  -.01 .37 | .38
» 5 256 .18 .47 : .38
6 241 .34 S .34
! -
Negative Acts 1 279" - .66 R ¥/ : 34
L = 2 282 .53 .72 © 45
3 280 .52 |\ .69 . L 42
4 273 .59 g7 a7
5 263 .62 - « .75 A0
6 - 243 .65 .76 ‘ f4o
Withdrawal 1 280 .43 .55 .33
- 2 280 .26 .50 .36 o
3 279 .22 47 .36 EA
4 274 .18 45 .37
5 263 .53 - - .61 .32
6

246 .57 - .70 1,39

; é 209 S
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' Evaluﬁtloh gﬂd'Student.Disengagemeht

¢

’ Table- 6—3A : :
Relatlon of the Presence of, Incompatibility in the Classroom Authorlty
System for Acadzmic Work to the Number of Reports of of Student Dlé“ngggement

Proportlon of Proportlon of
Incompatible Compatible

Authority Authority
Systems Systems
, Having 2 or Having 2 or
‘Form of Class More Reports of More Reports of

Disengagement . Period N Gamma Disengagement Disengagement

. Lowered
dccentance . ‘
Level 1 270 .40 .19 .06
2 279 .54 .23 - : .02
3 270 .34 .25 .07
4 266 .36 .25 - .09 o
. 5 257 .45 .25 .12
6. 262 .40 - Tl29 - Ll
Lowered - , A : i _ ,
. Effort ' i ' S R
. Engagement = 1 © 278 \ .61 44 S S R I
o -2 - 283 \.53° .46 15 . o en
, 3 278 /.37 W39 T, 117 T
4 2700 /.44 .39 S T: R e
5 258 ./ .60 .41 Jd2 7
6 243 .41 .38 A ¥
" Lowered :
Self~Assess- . )
. ment of Effort 1 274 <=.40 ' 14 .35
; i 2. 281 -.15 .26 .28
s 3 270 -.36 .16 .33
4 270 -.41 ;15 .29 .
5 255 -.03 .20 . .25 :
6 239 ~-.27 .16 o .30 ‘
Negative Acts 1 278 .51 .21 S b
2 283 .43 .34 -, .17
3 277 .50 .36 : .12
, 4 - 2707 .52 .38 .14
' 5 261 .69 42 .10
6 242 .51 .37 / 18
Withdrawal 1 279 .07 .24 / .18
- 2 282 .29 .22 . 17 =k
3 277 .24 .26 : .16
i 4 270 .33 .27 S 14 )
5 261 .48 .33 .06
6 245 .34 .33 12
: [y
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" Incompatibility and Disengagement in the Classroom
) A - . :

: . Table 6-3B
Kelation of the Presence of Incompatibility in the Classroom Authority -
System for Social Behavior to the Number of Reports of Student Disengagement

-

o . Proportion of Proportion of |
T : Incompatible Compatible ‘
. Authority Authority N
Systems Systems
: - ¢ Having 2 or Having 2 or _
Form of Class = . More Reports of More Reports of .

Disengagement Period N . Gamma Disengagement Disengagement

Lo

Lowered
Acceptance C ' L
Level 1 271 .22 19 T 11
4 2 277 .45 26 - .07 -
3 271 -.09. . .21 15
4 268 .19 .26 .15
5/ 258 .22 . .21 T .18
6 242 .26 - .26 o a9
Lowered o ) N . @
Effort o _ R
Engagement 1 279 .46 RNy .22
' 2 282 .30 42 .29
3 280 .18 .38 . .26
4 - 273 .26 . %..40..% n .26
5 260 .40 - 45+ 77 .20 o
6 244 b4 VA .19 !
Sefll ssess- _ : ~ ' ' \
ment. of Effort 1 275 .09¢ JrW21 . .21 \
L 2 280 .24 35 . .. .20
3 272 . .01 .22 .26
4 273 -.03 .17 .20
5 256 .15 .25 .19
\ 6 241 .31 . .28 \ .17
Negative Acts 1 28 - «59 .35 \ .12
2 82 .49 410 .16
3 280 .46 39 L. .8
& 213 .53 43 .17
%5, 263 .60 48 .15
6 243 .60 W47 .16
Withdrawal 1 280 .38 . .29 © .16 - \‘
2 280 .25 .15 . 15 : ‘
3 © 279 .24 .30 - ‘ 179 B
4 276 .29 ".31 ST I \
5 263 .50 .36 - A4 . \
6 246 .58 44 - 12 : o
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: : Table 6- _ ‘ .
Relation of the Presence of Incompatibility in th% Classroom Authority
System for Academic Work to the Degree of Student Disengagement

Probability of| Probability of

High| . High !
Disengagement | Disengagement
for | for
: Incompatible Compatible
Form of ~ Class ' Authority - Authority
Disengagement Period N Gamma Systems’ . |Systems
. ., o
Lowered ' : ] .
Acceptance ; {
Level 1 280 .37 .22 . ﬁ .10
2 284 .52 J+26 : . - .03
3 279 .32 4627 b W12
4 273 .36 .28 .13 .
5 - 263 .39 .27 ' .17
6 250 . .35 .30 L %18
Lowered - \ /
Effort i N /
Engagement 1 - 280 .52 .38 [ - /
2 . 284 .56 .36 .12 ‘ It
3 7279 .45 .32 .15 /
4 273 42 . .30 © 17 o
5 263 .52 .36 .15 i
6 250 .36 _ .31 T .18 . i
Lowered /
Self-Assess—~ : ’ o ' {
fient of Effort 1 280 -.27 Jd4 0 - .38 o
2 284 -.04 .25 , .29 if
3 279 -.27 .18 T38 /
4 273 =.31 .15 . 30 -
- [ 5 255 .03 .30 35,/
6 250 . -.31 %18 o e34
Negative Acts 1 280 <52 30 7 T .12
- 2 284 .43 .30 . .16
) 3 279 - .49 31 .12,
4 273 .57 .30 .08,
5 263 .70 38 .- .06/
"6 250 .49 .28 - : .17 .
Withdrawal -1 . 280 .16 . . <24 .20 T
- 2 284 .31 26 17
3 279 .26 .29 . .16
4 273 .35 ¢ .29 .16
5 263 49 .32 .07
6 250 .37 .30 - .15

214
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‘ Table 6-4B .
Relation of the Presence of Incompatibility in the Classroom Authority"
System for Social Behavior to the Degree of Student Disengagement

Probability of Probability of

High _ High
Disengagement Disengagement
for . for .
L : Incompatible Compatible
Form'of Class . Authority - . Authority
Disengagement Period N Gamma Systems Systems
Lowered ’
Acceptance E : .
Level I 282 .21 .20 , .16 ,
‘ 2 283 .32 .25 SHRS § 5
-3 282 .02 : 260 7.9
4 276 .14 .27 ‘ .18
5 265 .24 +25 . .21
6 252 .15 .28 - .24 |
Lowered
Effort ‘ - :
Engagement 1 282 .41 40 .21
‘ 2 - 283 .31 327 .23
3 282 .16 - .32 .22
4 276 . .27 .31 .22
5 265 ' =35 .39 .20
6 252 .45 . /3 15
Lowered
Self-Agsess~ v ' o :
.ment of Effort 1 2712 .14 T .22 .24
-2 283 .20 .32 .22
3 282 -~-.07 . .24 .28,
4 276 -~.06 .18 .20 , ,/S
5 - 256 .23 .35 .28 .
6 252 .14 .27 .23
Negative Acts 1 | 282 .51 .37 .15
: 2 | 283  .48° .36 ; .16
3 282 .42 .33 .17
4 276 .52 .33 , .14
-5 265 .62 .43 s <
6 252 .53 : .38 _ .13
Withdrawal 1 282 .34 .32 .17
oL P2 283 .34 . .27 : .19
3 282 .22 . .32 .19
4 276 .29 W31 .16
5 265 - .51 .36 - .13
6 252 .50 .38 . .15
213 R15
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‘ Table 6-5A ' I
Relation of the Number of Incompat1b111t1es in the Classroom Authority
System for Academlc Work to the Presence of Student stengagement
Probablllty«of- . Probability of
Disengagement for Disengagement
Authority Systems for Compatible

Form of Class with 2 or More Authority
Systems Peried - N Gamma Incompatibilities Systems
Lowered , , .
Acceptance : ' ‘ ' =
Level 1 270 .29 .80 - 65
2 279 .37 .81 . . .61
3 270 .23 .81 , .71
4 266 .17 " .83 . .75
-5 257" .47 . 85 .60
6 242 .36 .85 .69
Lowered
Effort ) -
Engagement 1 278 .63 .88 . .48
2 283 .48 . .84 ' .58
3 278 .30 b .59
4 270 .44 .81 " .56
5 258 .56 .87 .56 .
6 243 43 - .82 < .60
Lowered
Self-Assess- v ) : :
ment of Effort 1 274 -.30 .32 o .52
' 2 281 -.19 .37 .50
3 ©270 -.37- - .30 .53
4 .28 ‘ : .55
5 .4l o .43 _
6 34 .50 '
Negative Acts 1 .68 - .29
. : 2 .76 : 41
3 .69 .37
4 W75 .40
) 5 & A .29
6 .73 . 35
Withdrawal 1 /”27 .40
: 2 / / .53 31
3 / .50 W34 )
4/ /// 46 ' .30 e
5 / (/ 55 - .31
6 ‘ .59 .43
A
Q ' L 214 \
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Table 6~5B
Relat1on of the Number of Incompat1b111t1es in the Classroom Authority
System for Social Behav1or to the Presence of Student Disengagement

Probability of Probability of
Disengagement for Disengagement
Authority Systems for Compatible

Form of Class o " with 2 or More Authority-
-Systems Period = N Gamma Incompatibilities Systems
Lowered : ‘
Acceptance. N . ;
LeWel. | % © 271 A9 . 7 .80 : .71
N ~2 277 .43 .89 : .65
3 271 .05 - .80 . : «75
4 268 .08 .81 .79
5 258 . .35 .86 .68
6 242>\ .30 84 .73
Lowered:
Effort C L ,
Engagement 1 279 A4 .82 T W59
2 282 .38 85 .65
3 280 .12 J4 . .67
4 273 .28 .83 ‘ .67 .
5 260 .32 .85 l .68
~{_ 6 244 .36 ;81 ; .65
Lowered
Self-Assess- o
ment of Effort 1 275 .10 N\ 42 : .37
2 280 .17 W47 ‘ .38
3 272 .00 .38 41
. 4 273 -.06 J31 .38
5 \256 .15 , 48 .38
6 241 .22 JAb .34
Negative Acts 1 279 .60 J4 .34 .
2. "282 .53 .83 : .45
3 280 .49 .76 . ' .42
4 273 .58 .86 47
5 263 .63 .87 .40
6+ 243 .62 .82, .40
Withdrawal 1 280 .41 .62 ‘ .33
2 280 .23 .51 .36
.3 279 .24 | .55 .36
T 4 274 .17 .48 .37
5 263 .46 - .63 .32
6

246 .55 ) .77 .39
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‘ Table 6- 6A
Relation of the Number of Incompatxbxlxtles in the Classroom Authorxty
System for Academic Work to the Number of Reports of Student Dlsengagement

{ 'n Probab111ty of . Probablllty of
. = 2 or More "2 or More
Reports .of Reports of.

Disengagement for . Dlsengagement
Authority Systems -for’ Compatlble

Form of  Class with 2 or More Authorxty
Systems. Period N Gamma Incompatibilities Systems
Lowered
Acceptance '
‘Level 1 270 .38 .22 ' .06
2 279 .49 .27 . .02
3 270 .34 27 . .07
4 266 - 29 28 .09
5 257 @ .43 ' .30 - - W12
6 242 41 .32 ‘ Tl
Lowered
Effort. - .
Engagement 1 278 - .60 RS §
-2 283 .50 e - W15
3 278 34 C W42 J7
4 270 .39 * Al .18
5 258 .53 45 .12
-6 243 45 YA ' .17
.Lowered ' .
Self-Assess- ' S
ment of Effort 1 o274 =.31 L., .14 : .35.
2 281 -.13 .26 : .28
3 270 =-.36 .13 .33 .
4 270 -.38 .13 .29
3 255 =.04 .21 . .25
6 239 )--27 .16 - ) .30
Negative Acts 1 278 .53 34 11
2 283 .48 42 N ¥
3 277 Ny .41 : .12
4 270 .48 42 . .14
5 261 .62 - .46 , .10
6 242 .51 42 .18
Withdrawal 1 279 .14 27 ‘tis
2 282 .31 .27 : .17 N
3 277 .26 .29 .16
4 270 .24 .28 .14 \
, 5 261 42 .37 ' .06
' 6 . 245 32 .37 .12 :

ERIC L 26 21 )




Incompatibility and Disengagement in the Classroom’

~

. » . Table 6-6B
Relation of the Number of Incompatibilities in the Classroom Authority
System .for Social Behavior to the Number of Reports of Student Disengagemgnt

Probability of = Probability of
. : : 2ior More 2 or More
I . . Reports of Reports of -
- - - .. Disengagement for Disengagement ’
) : "7 Authority Systems for Compatible
. Form of " Class . with 2 or More Authority
Systems ‘Period N Gamma Incompatibilities Systems
Lowered
Acceptance
Level 1 - 271. .22 L W24 Y ¥ ! .
‘ 28 . 277 .43 .27 : 07 . -
) 3 271 .10 - .23 .15 '
' 4 268 .12 .20 .. .15
5. . 268 .22 - .23 . .18
6 . 262 .20 .25. N .19
'Loﬁéred - - . . .
Effort’ ' o ' ) .
Engagement 1 279 .43 .54 ‘ C .22
2 282 .29 7 .48 .29
3 - 280 .16 .38 - «26
4 273 .22 .38 «26
5 260 . .37 . .51 . 20
) 244 41 " .54 ' .19
Lowered _
Self-Assess~ : . . ‘
ment of Effort 1 275 .08 "23 . .21
2 - 280 .19 W35 . .- .20
3 272 -.02 .21 R W24
4 273 -.07 14 : . .20
5 256 .15 .30 .19
6 241 .21 .29 ) ’ A7
Negative Acts- " 1 279 ° .54 . T4l .12 oo
: 2 282 .48 .51 C , w16
3 280 A5 . +50 .18
4 . 273 .48 45 L W17
5 263. .60 - .63 ' .15
6. 243 .53 . .49 . .16
Withdrawal -1 280 .37 .36 . .16
B 2 280 .22 .27 : .15 _ .
3 279 .25 .31 17 /
4 274 .20 ¢ .32 .15
5 - 263 (46 46 , 14
6 246 . .55 .53 .12 ‘
. ‘ : . “\.‘.";:’.v . . N
o | -u. . ) bl own ‘217 A . 219
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«\%&
Table 6-7A

Relation of the Number of Incompatibilities in the Classroom Authority
System for Academic Work to the Degree of Student Disengagement

Proportion of ., Proportion of
Authority " Compatible
_ Systems with Authority
2 or More ~ Systems
‘ ’ Incompatibilities Showing
Form of Class - Showing High High
Disengagement Period N = Gamma Disengagement Diseng&gement :
Lowered - ‘ 4
Acceptance - : :
Level . 1 280 .33 .24 ) - .10
2 284 .46 . 30 o .03
3 279 .32 .30 e W12
4 273 .26 .30 : .13
5 263 . .37 TW32 WA
6 ~250 .36 .34 .18
Lowered
Effort , .
" Engagement 1. 280 .52 b T .15
o 2 284  .52. .42 : .12
3 279 .39 .34 .15
4 273 397 . .33 , - .17
5 263 <45 .39 ) .15
6 250 .38 34 .18
Lowered ‘ : : A
Self-Assess~ B : B
of Effort 1 280 -.17 Jd4 . .38
' 2 284 -.03 : .22 . ' 29
'3 279 =-.25 215 .38
4 273 -.30 C 13 .30
5 255 -.00 .30. _ .35 :
6 250" -.26 .17 - .3{ '
Negative Acts 1 280 .54 - .38 ‘ 12
e 2 284 .45 : .37 - .16
3 279 .46 - .35 ' .12
4 273 - .51 .32 . . .08
5 . 263 .63 43 _.06
: 6 250 .49 32 - W17
Withdrawal 1 280 .20 W27 .20
2 284 .34 31 . .17
3 279 .25 .33 - .16
4 273 .25 .30 .16
5 263 - ..43 3% - .07
6 . 250 .33 . .34 .15 ‘
o ’ L 218 221 /




Incompatibility and Disengagement in the Classroom

Table 6-7B

Relation of the Number of Incompatibilities in the Classroom Authority
' System ‘for Social Behavior to the Degree of Student Disengagement

| ,

Proportion of Proportion of
! Authority Compatible
Systems with Authority
2 or More 4 Systems
B - Incompatibilities Showing
Form of . Class Showing High ~High =
Disengagement Period 'N Gamma Disengagement Disengagement
Lowered : : )
Acceptance ¥ e ) .
Level 1 282 .21 ¢ .26 .16 °
. 2 283 .31 .29 - - W11 )
‘ 3 282 .04 < W24 - .19
4 276 - .08 .21 .18
5 265 .23 : .28 YA |
6 252 .12 .27 . W24
Lowered
Effort - : . :
Engagement 1 282 ...39 -~ «53 ' .21.‘
: ' 2 283 .30 .37 _ .23 !
'3 282 .15 35 - .22
4 ~ 276 .25 30 ~ S .22
5 265 .34 JA47 ’ " «20
6 1252 .42 .49 - .15
Lowered ,
Self-Assess- ... . - . : .
ment of Effort 1 282 .13 .23 _ W24
- ' ' 2 283 .18 .33 S .22
3 - 282 -.07 .23 T .28
4 276 -.06 .18 ‘ - .20
.5 256. .19 39 . o .28
6 252 .09 <24 oL 023
Negative Acts 1 . 282 .46 A4 : .15
[ ' 2 283 .48 JA4 , 216
3 282 .40 .38 ‘ .17
4 276 .49 .37 . - W14
5 265 - .61 .58 .13
6 252 .47 . W40 .o .13
Withdrawal 1 .282 .33 .38 .17
2 283 .31 .29 ' .19
3 . 282 .22 .36 .19
4 276  .27. 34 .16 » :
. 5¢ . 265 - .46 . .40 P 5 B S,
' 6 - 252 - .47 43 .15.
O . ' ' . Lh',\ 219
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Evaluation and Student Disengagément'

Relation of the Frequency of Incompatibility in the Classroom Authority

Table 6-8A

System for Academic Work“to the Presence of Student Disengagement

Form of
Disengagement

Lowered
Acceptance
. Level ‘

Lowered
Effort
Engagement

Lowered
Self-Assess~—

AN

Class
Period

oL

- RTINS

Probability of
Disengagement
for Systems o

. Showing High -
N ~“Gamma Incompatibility
185 Jb .89 o

Insufficient Data for Analysiéz

183 .24 .81
Insufficient Data for Analysis

" Insufficient Data for Analysis

Insufficient Data for Analysis

Probability of .
Disengagement
for Systems
Showing Low
Incompatibility

.58
.61

ment of Effort

h
|

‘Negative Acts

Withdrawal

|

1}
oy DN

161 -

220

190 .56 .89
: Insufficient Data for Analysis :
191 .49 .85 i .50
Insufficient Data for .Analysis
Insufficient Data for‘Analysis
Insufficient Data for An}lysis
186 =.35 .33 .60 /
185 -.35 l ——a33 - 03 -
184 =~.21 -~ - .45 " .58, !
166 —.44 vLo.28 .59 /
172 -.13 A4 .52 |
156 . -.19 .37 .55 ;
' e - N ) i
190 . .78 .89 14 /
186 .63 . .87 .33 i
189 - .62 .93 .30
166 .70 .89 .36
178 . .74 .93 .21
160 .68 .38 .26
191 ..33 .64 .34
. 186 .34 .64 .35
89 37 .58 .33
166 .26 .57 .35
179 .31 .63 .33
.29 71 .48
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(

Table 6-8B .
Relation of the Frequency of Incompatibility im the Classroom Authority

System for Social Behavior.to the Presence of Student Disengagement ,

- Probability of -  Probability of
' Disengagement Disengagement
- for Systems for Systems
Form of Class S _ Showing High Showing Low
Disengagement Period. N Gamma Incompatibility Incompatibility
Lowered
Acceptance . \ - _ . :
Level 1. 216 .34 91 ' .64
2 199 .50 .92 ' +59
3 220 .27 e84 : .65
4 Insufficient Data for Analysis
5 193 .29 . .81 . .64
6 Insufficient Data for Analysis .
Lowered
Effort ‘
. Engagement 1 224 .50 - .88 : . A
’ 2 202 .43 , .85 . .55
3 228 .27 JI5 ¢ .58
4 4 187 .14 .83 - .70
5 186 .36 . .83 57
6 Insufficient Data for Analysis -7
Lowered 0 » ’ e o
Self-Assess-— S - ) ‘
ment of Effort -1 - - -220---.01 3339
i o Bis 20199 i o OF e 40 B 46
3 221 -.04 _ .33 , : .37
T4 187 -.20 .32 3 .. .48 '
‘ 5 191 .12 | - .45 - 7. W34
6 174 .04 40 T .40
Negative Acts 1 224 .58 .85 .25 .
2 201 - .63 . .89 - . ' .32
L3y 229 .48 _ .82 . 236 -
4 189 .56 .88 . . .38
5 5 198 .63 .89 : .32
6 i76 .65 : .90 - .33
Withdrawal 1 - 225 .32 .. «65 .33
- 2 201 .34 .60 - : .32
3 227 .29 .61 . ' .33
4 188 .28 .54 . C W27,
5 199 .48 .69 ' .27
6 - 179 - .48 - W14 .33
¢

-

921 223




Evaluation and Student Disengagement’

-~ , )
The analyses for academic work reveal an interesting pattern of

findings related to student apathy or lowered acceptance level.

" First, in all analfses there is‘aipnsitiVe relationship between
incompatibilities in the authority‘and evaluation system and lowered
student aCCe}tance 1eVeis. Students who report experiencing the

incompatibilities are’ more likely to also report being satisfied with

a less than optimum grade.

o Second, there is a strong positive reiatinnship between
incompabillties”in the authority system for academic tasks and lnwered
student effort engagement in class. Stu@ents who experience the
incompatibilities are more lihely to describe thenseiVes as putting:
fortn fess etfortﬂin class when effort is assessed by this less
subjective measure. "

Third, there is a negative relationship betwéen incompatibilities
~in the authority system for academ1c tasks and lowered student
self-assessments of effort. Put more d1rect1y, students who
exnerience incompabiiities are more likely to describe themselves as
putting fortn more effort in class when effort is assessedbby this
norersubjectiVe measure.

- These three'finnings produce an interesting pattern and one which

.Vsuggests a powerful explaination fOr“stndent'apathy. Students who
experiénce high levels of incompatibilities in the authority'and
eValuatlon systems for academic work 1n‘the1r classes not only set

their s1ghts lower and engage in fewer behav1ors 1nd1catLVe of effort,

they a1so feel as if they are worklng harder and putting forth more

- - | L m 22,
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effort.' These students are working less and feeiing it more!

With this pattern in mind, it is easy to see how such students
may, become caught in a downward splral. Confronted ﬁith evaluhtiqn‘
systems that are not soundly based, these students lower the1r
expectations and find themselves striving for much 1ess des1rab1e
outcomes. Unable to see alclear and powerful re1at10nsh1p between
thelr efforts and the evaluations of those efforts, they reduce their
efforts and appear to be unphased by the evaluations they'reeeive.
Finally, because very little of their work is connected to amy valued
outcome, the small bit of effort they do putlfotth assumes great
proportions in their thinkimg.

The‘telationship between{ihcompatibilities in the authority
system for/dcademic work and student engagement in negative actiyities
is stronély positive. Students wﬁo experience incdmpatibilities im

the authority and evaluation system for academic work.in_their'élasses

are more likely to engage in negative activities in those classesy " """

Finally, there is s'posit;ye'relationship between
incompatibilities and student nqh;participation or'withdrswal.
Students who eiperience incompstibilities in classfoom autﬁtrity'
systems for aesdemic tssks are more likely to withdraw from
participation in their classes.

Overall,- there is strbhg evidence that incompatibilities'in the
autnority system fqr.student academiclﬁork lead to studeptr )

~disengagement from class. vThst disengagement'takes the three forms

outlined in Chapter 1. Students who perceive the systems for the

e
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evaluation of their academic work as having high levels of

incompatibilities are likely to lower their acceptance level, devote
e ‘\“ ‘

\ ' . . e e e,
legs etfort to class.tasks, engage in negative activities, and

o

withdraw from participation in class activities. Moreover, thesesame-

.

atudentsvare more iikely.to feel;that"they are working harder than
students whoxperceive the systems for the ovaluation of their academic
work as hav;ngvlow levels of incompétibilitigs.

Reviewing»parofiol‘analyses for the task of social.behavior; we
fina maﬁy of the same general tr?nds, but they tend to be somewhat
weaker ana less COosistenta The relationsﬁip‘between.
incompatlbilltles and lowered otudent accéptancexleveia'is'positive
but not as strong as 1t wao in the.case of academic work. Students
wholpercelve 1ncompat1b111t1es in the authority ‘system for Lhe
evaluatlon of~so21a1 behavior are more 11ke1y to report that théy are
witling to settle for a less than optimal grade. |

The relatlonshlp between 1ncompat1b111t1es and lowered student

e . > RO
. effort engagement is posltxve. Students who perceive =~

1ncompat1b111t1es in the classroom authorlty system for soc1a1
behav1or are more 11ke1y to report lower 1evels of effort engagemént.
!Ihis is consistent Vlth the findings for academic work.

Unlike tho ahalysis'for.the academic tasks, when we examine the
felationship between incompatibilities and iowéred studeot
self—assessmeot of effort, we do not find strong and consistent

evidence that students who experience incompatibilities feel that they

_are working harder. Although some of the gaimas are slightly
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1y o -
negative, overall there appears to be a very slight positive )
reiationﬂhip between inéompatibilities and lower self-assessment of
effort. |

Spu@ents who gxperience incompatibilifies in the authority system
for soéia11behav;or do lower thei} acceptance level an& do engage in
less effort, but they don't begin to feel'that they are Qorking
harder. This may be because students don't typlcall%_concelve of.
soc1a1 behav1or as a task at which they work. ,

While 1ncompat1b111tlea in the authority system for social
behavior in classrooms do not appear to have as powerful effects on

student apathy as do incompatibilities in the authority éystem for

academic work, they do have as powerful an effect on student

engagement in negative activities and studenit withdrawal. There is a

strong ‘positive relationship between incompatibilities in the
authority_system'fpr social behavior and student engagement in
\ ‘ ok

negat1vé’activit1e€; Students who experience ipcdmpa;ibiLities in the

authority system for social behavior are much more likely to engage in

negative activities than those who do not experience such

~incompatibilities.

\,

There is also a consistent positive relationship between \%7
incompatibilities in the E%assroom authority systems for social. f
behavior and student non—paiticipation or:withdrawal from class.

. S N . .
Students who experience incompatibilities are more likely to withdraw

.than students who _do not experience incompatibilities.

While incompatibilities in the authority systems for both
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2

‘
aéédemic work and social,be?avior are related to disengagement,
problems in.;hé authority system for academic work appear to havé a
greate; etfect on student apathy and prpblemsﬁin the authority system
for soqiai behavlof appear to have a‘greater effect on student
withdrawal and participation in negative,activities. Further amnalyses

utilizing multivariate techniques should pe?mit us to more precisely

define the complete pattern of relationshiés.
/
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Evaluation in Extracurricular Activities

Chapter 7
Teacher Practices for the Evaluation of Students

I

_in Extracurricular Activities
= \
. Introauction .
In this chapter we diééusé the practices employedvby teachers to
. evaluate studént.pe;formanée.in.extrécurricuiar activities. Data for
this analysis comes from inﬁerviews with 27.ﬁeachers in the four

Rushton High Schools. Table 7~1 shows the activities in which these

teachers served as coaches or sponsors.

: . Table 7-1 L
Activities Sponsored by the Teachers Interviewed
at the Four Rushton High Schools

Jefferson Lincoin Roosevelt Washingﬁon
Baseball _ Cﬁeerleaders Cheerleaders Businesé Ciub“
néﬁéé¥ié$aers Fencing | Foééﬁall e Con?ért Choir
Foogbqll  Field Hockéy Marching Band detball
Football{asst) Football Pom Poms | x‘Football(asst)
German Club  Pom Poms Theatre .  Water Polo .
Musigal Club  Theatre Track
Pepvgiub |
S%iﬁming
Theatre _ _ | ’ ¥ .
3 Tiackz : . ‘<///“\ _ -
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Evaluation and Student Disengagement

As with the questions on the evaluation of student academic
pertormance and social behayior, the questions on teacher practices
for evaluating student performance in extracurricular activities
followed the six'stages of the evaluation‘model. Since there are few
school po}icies regardingbthe supervision\:Eﬁzsvaluation of students

in extracurricular activities, we expected greater variation in

teacher approaches in this area.

Task Allocation
Four major practices appeared in teacher accounts of the task
assignment process. Auditions and try-outs were used by teachers
" sponsoring teams and clubs with a limited membership; Auditions and
try-outs allow teachers to asslgn tasks to students and to asslgn
students to tasks by appointing them to roles and positions. Each of
the drama‘teachers relied on auditions to select students!for
particular parts in dramatic presentat:Lons.° One teachervnoted‘that
with their selection for a part students are "asslgned spee1f1c
responsibilities." A baseball coach used tryOuts both to. select
students to ne members of the team and to determine whicn members of
the team would play.: ﬁe explained that of the three students'on the
team who can play a positionm, the tnne witn‘the best reenrd prays."
This selection practice inVOIVesistudents in the task a}loeation
process. Students must seiect themselves to tryout for a task, and

teachers then complete the selection process. This is unlike any

practice for task allocation in the areasﬁgf academic performanceor

' 228‘
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gocial behavior.

+ A number of teac@ers reported on several formal ways in which
they communicated task expectations to students during énd after the
selection process. One sponsor of i cheerleader group distributed a
"book of regulations and expectations...try(ing) to emphasize the time
and cost..." before students even tried out. ‘A football coach sent a
1etter to the parents of all students trying out.for the team. The
letter gmphasize&'his expéQFations. The water polo coach distributed
a letter to the teachers of all team members and asked to be notified

-of "academic or behavior problems.” A football coach noted that once
the team was éelected,‘"We assign tasks through the playbook th
repetitive drills.f All of these techniques clearly notified students
of ‘the task expectations. \ |

Task allocation was also determined by the regular schedules of
éxtracﬁrricui&r events. Scheduled concerts clearly communicated task'
expectations to members of the choir; Members of the track team were
rgiﬁén fﬁe échédule of meets at the start of ﬁhe season as were membeFS'
of otne; teams. The members of the Pep Club.organized éheir tasks
around homecoming weekend in the Fall. The German Club was
responsible for the Octoberfest in the Fall and Foreign Language Day
in the Spring. In addition, most teams had regularly scheduled
pr#qfice sessions which all meiberg were exéected to-attend.

Several teachers reported that the process of tagk allocation was

getermined by the stuquts themselves., The séonsor of the Business

Club noted that "students assume (this) responsibility.“ The sponsor

229
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\n

of the Musical Club, a'club formed to raise}money for school musicnis,
reported that "The club president is in charge of running the
‘lpperatlon...nasically, they draw on what's been done before, what the
kids' interests are, and faculty approval.”" The sponsoxr of one of the
Pom Pom groups told us that the group, lead by two‘co-captnins, set

3 .
iFs an expectations. The fencing coach repo;ted that the "Students
run ig\themselves...They,iin turn, evaluate student performance." The
variation in task alloca;¥on practices %2_§reat, running from formai
tryouts and auditions where teachers assign student candidates to

3

¥,
positions using very formaiized procedures to situations where

students Enemselves determine what tasks will be donme.
\

Criteria Setting

Many qf ;he ;eachers explained that the criteria most.emphasizqd
centered around skills. A football coach cited skill as the most
important criterion, doting that he focuses‘bn performance in a
particular position. A baseball coach mentioned the iméortance of
skills and added "those with better skills play the.most...the object
is éb'win." Another,football'coach falked“about "break(ing)'down
individual plays and put(ing) them together." A third football coach

reported that his strategy was to "teach technique by part and by

[
'

»whole’ﬁhdqualuatg it all."”

Several teachers listed the criteria actually used in evaluating

student pertormance in their ‘activity. The field hockey coach
inélﬁded‘"stlck work, endurance, and team sense" in the list of most

\ . P
. . o - .
v

R
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o

i

important criteria. The sponsor of a cheerleading group lfstea'

* .

"enthusiasm, appearance, vbice,‘éplits; 2 typésbof.jumps, and overall
R ' L

co-ordination" as criteria for a good cheerlea&er,‘ A football coach

N

explained the criteria used in the evaluation of player performance by

noting the areas covered in regular practice sessions:
o t . - R

1. agility - quickness 4%4 balance
2. fundamental skillk(in'iqdiyidual positions)
N 3. timing and'plays N

4. fundamental group work
. . .- —

He also noted the work dope with particular groups%
s. tackles | _ - .
~ 6 tackles and linem;;
7. »ki(:k.ing game
8. passing‘game. .

. Telachers seemed to have clear conceptions of_;he‘fundapental aspects.
- p N . . A TN

of student befformance in moet;extracurriéulgé?é;énts.' iihis was
‘\\far;icularly true oflfhg_coachés of campetitive teams. 'Ihis may be
tbﬁ,erfeﬁfga?’;;;;/;ubliC°pezformance. The ﬁarchiné band d}recto;
_explained that the stapdards for student performance in the.band were
"based én other;perfo:ménces outside offfhis’school...what_other.
~gchools are §oing."  A dfama coach note& the impact éf:the ballots for
foren;ics competition, ballots which list the criteria for |
pértormance,' ’
Criteria and standards for performance were also conveyed through
peers. A fdotball'coaéh explained th;t "We set up}a_firé; and second

cs
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string; and they. know who they have to oodel themselves after." A *

drama teacher noted that there was "some socialization...handing down -

1
experience from one student  to another...I put a lot on

_students...they see and know what quality is...it's’s 1f-maintaining."

'
\

. Sampling

Teachers reported several different opportunities to collect

»

samples of studentxoertormance. Perhaps the most systematic.vagﬂthex
~use of game films by the football coaches. These films are used to
record the performance.of students during toe actual games and as al
way of holding the action to isolate the performance of individual
members of the team. One footba?l coach reported that the coaches

would "...look at game films and identify good blocking and bad

(8

blocking."

Other teachers also used performance in octual-competition as a

\

.

sample of student perforﬁg;ce; A baseball coach report' pickiung a
team and then valtlng to "gsee how they react to spec1f1c game

situations.”" A drama coach- noted that performahce in front of an
. - \
-audience was the important sample of student performance.

Teachers also used the occasions of rehearsals and- practice
sessions to sample student perfofmance. A field hockey coach told us

that samples of student performance were obtained "daily at practices"
\
as part of a process of "always re—evaluatlng." A sw1mm1ng coach and
N , ~ ,
a track coach both mentioned t1me tr1als as an opportunity to collect

systematic'informat1on on student performance. A drama. coach used

\
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~ . ) - . . /
. yan

rehearsals where advanced students were pairéd.with beginners as a way

to collect information on sfudent performance.\

Spdnsoré of clubs could not re1§'on'cqmpetitidnq and practice .
seésions.to.sample étudegt pgrformghce. They‘did, howéyer, atteﬁd to
student pertormanceiat-éiub mee;ings; The sponsor o?bthe German Club-

noted étudeﬂt performance at the weekly club meetings. Thé ;ponsor of
' the Business Club paye&,attentionlto "How meetings are conducted, |
-records (kept), etc."" o |

The water polo coach méde an observation that probably hdldsitrue
for most of.the the otber spons;f;. He explained that‘a coach "Lnowé
from (the) previ&us year's teamé‘who's doing what." and added that it
is "that way on e?ery team if you know your people."‘ Since stﬁdgnts,

¢

‘are often on the same team under the same coach for several years,.

<

coaches should have ‘a longer period of time to collect.informatioﬁ on
pertormance. This is in contrast to the classroom where a.iteacher may
have the same students for only a semester. .,

Several teachers repofted4that they had no particular strategy

-

for sampling student performance. The sponsor of the fencing team ™
explained that no sampliﬁg procedures were developed.beéause the team

was "just for fumn." Mény of the teachers who had no system of

‘sampling were those who ran clubs as opposed to competitive teams.

" i »

Appraisal

A number of sponsors relied on point systems in appraising

student performance. One sponsor of a cheerleading squad rated the

P
. N
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pcheerleaders on a flve point scale in seven ca egor1es and used the
r cumulatlve .8core for purposes of appraisal. /A football coach used a
p01nt system and worked w1th the total num er. of points to’"let kids -
know what tney did" and to expla1n those 1nstances when they "felt
good but didn't do ﬁhe job." A track coach used a p01nt system and
requ1red‘members of_the team "to gét a certain number Of.p01nt8 to get
a yarsity letter."._A baseball/coach reported that "Etatistics are
kept at every/game" for each/player. - |
' JTeacheE lso relied/on moreisubjective methods of appraisal.
The baseball coa mentfoned above also relied on what hé termed a
dhwre subJectlve" method of dec1d1ng whether a student was really
putting out max imum effort. ‘A student who was "playing well" but 'not.
:hustllng" would be told to "s1t and thlnk“ about his performance. The
coach stressed the 1mportance of gettlng the "most out of everybody.
- Other sponsors also relied on their 1mpre§slons offstudent

attitudes in the appraisal process. A football coach ekplained'that
he would "...look at attitude...can tell right amay who’wants to be
."there and who doesn't." The sponsor of'theyPepdClub took intoiaccount
the "...folow through'and response of the kids." The sponmsor of the
German Club noted that the members "have'to be responsive." | B

Some teachers stressed student self-appraisal. Theisponsor/of/

\

' |
the Concert Choir arranged for students to evaluate themselves by

listening to ‘tapes" after concerts. . A track coach observed that in ..

track you "compete against yourself' and the objective Ls:to "develop

self-discipline...set a goal and work on a task and achieve the . fl

. - ’ \
’ ; )
- ' ) ; ’ ) L\
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game statistics and- films as mechanisms of feedback. Another traek

Evaluation in Extracurricular Activities

<

Feedback . ' - .

In dlscussxng the process of prov1d1ng students with feedback on

'the1r pertormance teachers p01nted to. a varlety of mechanlsms bu11t

‘.

1nto the operatlon of the sctlvxtles.- A track “coach observed_that the
measurement on a tape or the falling of a bar provided the most direct

feedback to members of the track team. The water. polo coach mentioned

i

coach told us that students learned about their Pperformance frdm_the

time trials, but that the “maln commnnlcatlon is when I make out the

meet roster.' The field hockey coach confirmed this, not1ng that "I

think it (feedback< comes from whether they're playing or not." An

|
analogous s1tuat10n the post1ng of the cast list, was mentxoned by a
drama- coach. Teache also p01nted to ‘public reactxons as a source of

feedback. One‘draﬁh coach-clslmed that'"Audlence response is the

“biggest evaluation...a se11'oht crbﬁd.ﬂ_

Beyond thesevfeedbsek mechsnisms'huifz into the nature of the
activity, teachers used s host of more direct and.personal‘means of
giving feedback. .Ohe drama coach made a point of saying that "When I
cut,.I talk with them individually and (explain) why; others put up a

list.”" 1Individual conferences and informal discussions were often

cited as means of giving feedback. A Often these discussions were held
atter an event, but one football coach explained how this was also
done during a game: "I will pull them out, give them feedback, and

~ L
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sena them back in,,.take:them out if performance continues downhi}l.n
The sponsor of the marchfné'band combined»regular verbal feedback
- with visual feedback through drawings on.the—chalkboard and the review
of a'film of the routine. A footbaii coach.a1so spoke of using’the
cha1k board to review student performance and prov1de feedback.
- Another footba11 coach used a "depth chart" wh1ch was updated da11y to'
_1et students know where they stood. He a1so reported hold1ng a
"'ceremony' for k1ds who move up » | |
Overall when compared to the feedback process for academ1c
performance, the feedback for extracurrlcular performance seemed to be °
more var1ed and more 1ntegrated 1nto the rhythm of the work. A math
teacher who was also a football coach prov1ded an 1nslghtfu1
comparison of the feedback process in the two areas:
Football - immediate, constant supervision:~constant
| feedback. "i'm with the student a11'the.tmme.
Mathl—-feedback (is given) but the student does work on
- his own out of my sﬁpervision. . -
*,The greater v1s1b111ty of performance in extracurrlcular activities

seems to permit increased opportun1t1es for more’ sens1t1ve feedback to.

studentsff

Planning for Improvement
When asked about working with students to help them plan to
improve the1r performance, teachers frequently mentioned working with

individual students to help them improve their skills; A football
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coach followed the very simply stategy of hav1ng students "re-do
(tnings) untili (they were) right " This kind of work typically was
- carried on during practice and rehearsal sessions held with the entire
team‘or club. In contrast to the improsement activities for student
academic pertormance, these practice and rehearsal. seSSions were
regularly scheduled for the entire group and were a regular part of

the teacher's work day. For example, one football coach had scheduled.

L
-

practice from-2:40 to 4:45 P.M. five days a week. Practice and

’

s

rehearsal sessions were required for all who wished to participate.
In addition to team practice and rehearsal seSSions, sponsors
also .recommended thst students\seeh opportunities to improve their
performance'in other‘organized settings; The sponsor of the Marching
_Band suggest(ed) individual practice on their own, attend camps to
improve technique, and v1ew1ng of TV or live performances." A sponsor
of a cheerleading.SQuad suggested‘thatumembers of the squad attend a .
cheerleadingicamp'or,take outside g&mnastic classes. A football coach
'recommended that students~engage in weight training or running.
Anotner football coach urged team members to attend a football camp .
\ana to use the school's weight room which was kept- open from 7-~9 P.M.

4

four nights a week. ,

/

The opportunities.for working to 'improve performance in
extracurricular actiuitiES were more varied, more Structured and more
regularly scheduled than the opportun1t1es for working on 1mprovement
in academic performance. Moreover, 1mprovement seemed to be a more

recognized part of the teachers' work day.
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Gonclusions.
The evaluatlon of student performance in extracurrlcular “ //
e
activities differs in several important ways from the evaluatlon of

in-class pertormance. Evaluation seems to,be a more 1ntegra1 part of
most “extracurricular activities. The formal selection processes that
characterize the'task allocation phase, the specification of criteria,

[

systematic samplxng—through films of performance, the feedback

.provided by competltlon, .and the formally scheduled opportun1t1es to

work on improvement all seem to be a more integral part of the‘
sponsor's role than they are of the c1assroom‘teaeher's role.

The greater integration of evaluation processes in
extraeurricular activities may be a result of the greater visibiiity
of stunent‘performance in such activities. Student performance is
more visible{not"only to sponsors; but also to other students whose -
own pertormances and evaluations are closely re1ated to the |

*
pertormance of their teammates, and to the 1arger “publics™ w1th1n the

e

school and the community who w1tness extracurrlcular competltlons.
These factors seem to make for a situation where students can
take more responsibility for their own evaluation. Students allocate

tasks to themselves when they try out for'teams’and clubs. In so

-

,dolng they come.to understand the criteria and standards expected.

- They engage in v1s1b1e performances wh1ch serve as samples. They

compete against clear standards, the1r own and others. They receive

d1rect feedback from their efforts, and they. take maJor responsibility

for 1mprovement through part1c1pat10n in pract1ce and rehearsa1
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IncompatibilityAhnd'Disengagement in Extracurricelar Activities

In this chapter we present the esults of the anélyses of student

L]

responses .to questions regarding extracyrricular activities. Stydents

were asked to indicate how frequently they experienced the varioﬁé\

incompatibilities in extracurricular activities. In addition, they °

' were asked to comment on the likelihood that hey would.engagé in

!

various kinds of behavior indicative ofxdisenéagmeht or instability.

On qhé-student survey respondents.were sked to answer fhese questions
in regar& to t§§ extracurricular activities in which they
participated.‘ Of the 291 students in the sample, 117 repofted
pértlcipating iﬁ 1 extracurricular activity; In addition, 64 reported
parthiéating‘in_a-secoﬁd‘extracurricular activity. The data repértqd .

in this chapter come from these student ‘surveys.

\ ~
! A -
\
|

IncdmpatlbilltgesJ
Studénts,;erg asked to report how frequently thgy experience@

various instances of incompatibilityvin each activity.. We included 11

items related to the evaluation of pérformapce in extracurricular 7

aqtivitles Aqd eight items related to the evaluation of social

behavior i; extracurricular activities. ' Students indicated how often
__ihgy_gng;ignged_thege.incnmpatibil;tiﬁs_in_thehmoséwimpoxtantyonefbnﬁ____~_~
two activities. As with ﬁhe earlier questions, these items coveréd

the four types-of incbmpatibilitieé. . We will consider each“type of
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. ] ‘ . . . .
.incompatlgggity and the survey items for performance and behavior.

Type I: Contrad1ctory Evaluatlons

i
Evaluatlons are contrad1ctory when students must receive one
evaluation below acceptance level: in order to receive another
- /
performance evaluation at or above acceptance level. Four items were

used to determlne the extent to which students exper1enced

_ contradictory“evaluatlons in extracurricular activities.

" Contradictory evaluations can occur when students are confronted

with conflicting criteria in the form of comflicting standards or

conf11cting propertles, 'Two questions were asked involving‘standards
~ ,‘,g,f .

set by mu1t1p1e evaluators in extracurricular act1v1t1es. One

question involved a conflict " -t =i the standards of staff members.

or each extracurricular activity, students were asked how often the

“ o

ollowfng sort of.thing happened to-them:

you -are evaluated by more than one coach, spomsor, or:
student leader and find that in order to please oOne you

have to displease the other

Student leaders were included as staff members in this question since
in many clubs students serve in leadership positions in roles

_distinctly different from those of peers. .

A second question dea1t w1th conf11ct1ng standards betﬁeen staff

members and stndent peers. For each act1v1ty students were asked how

i

T
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often the following sort of thing happened to them: ’ -

you are evaluated by both sponsors or coaches and
other students and find that in order to please one

_you have to displease the other

This question was asked in regard to evaluations of both student

+

1
'

perrormance ahd‘student‘gocial béhaGior in the attiv%}y. P

Conflicting cfiteria inxthg form of conflicting tasktéﬁéverties
was the éubject of anqther_item on tﬁeﬁsurveytv To adsess‘tﬁe e#tent
of ﬁhe conflict between the task properties of time aﬁd thoroughness

: !
students were asked to report how often the following sort of thing

i
{

happened to them:
. you are given only a limited amount of time to
do something and so you receive evaluations low
enough to make you dissatisfied

P

N

A conflict in allocations or assignments was the topic of another
item on the survey. For each activity, students were asked to
indicate how often the following happened to them:

you are expected to do so many things. in this activity

that it isn't possible to do a good job and complete

them all and so you receive evaluations low enough

243
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K

to make you dissatiéfied -
No questions were asked about conflicting samples, a third case

of contradictory evaluations.

Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluatioﬁs
i When students do ;ot contro} performances of butcomés for which
ﬁhey receive evaluations, chey are subject tc_iype II or
uncontrollable evaluations. Wé asked two questiéng to determine the
frequency of uncbntrollable“evalugtions. The first question concefned
the misattribution of performance or:behavior due to a cooﬁdination
faiiure in the control system. Iﬁ such cases;8tudents méy bé
evaluated on things in which they were not involved. For.each

-

activity, students were asked to indicate how frequently the following
k - P

: \ .
happened to them:
A
1 v 1
Ve , _ ,
you are evaluated on something/behavior you have

nothing to do with and so you receive evaluations
- ’ ’ . .

'lpw enough to make you dissatisfied

|

One form of the questioﬁ was asked for performance, the other form for

' ‘behavior.

Uncontrollable evaluations may also occur in situations where
performers are interdependent such as the team situations inherent in

extracurricular activities. It may be difficult to identify the

244
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“

contributions of individuals whén many students work together to
achieve a common outcome. For each activity, students were asked how

often this sort of thingfhappened:td them:

when working in a group or team you find that

N

N

although you'areipérforminglbehaving'well, others in
the group are nét and so you receive evaluations lov“'5 
enough to make ydﬁ dissatisfied .
\

One form of the question was asked for perforﬁance, the other form for

behav1or{

3
-

Type III: Unpredictable Evaluations

When students cannot predict the rélationsﬁip between aﬁﬁfibuteé
of theif pérformances and’the level of'evéluations they willxreceive
and so they receive evaluations below theirfacceptance level, thén a
condition‘of unéreQ}établelevalﬁations exists. We asked thfee:

questions related to unpredictable evaluations.

< A

Unpredictable evaluations can dccur when students are unaware
that an assignment or a rule has been made. Such misunderstaﬂ&ings of

allocations leave students unaware of theirelatioﬁship between their

’h'

pertormance and evaluations. For each activity, students were asked

L
9

V"to:nbte”hbw'often"the'fOllowing’port-Of“thingfhappeﬁed"touthem:wf-

ybﬁ don't know that you are expected to do something
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(you don't know about a rule for behavior) _ . [/?
and 8o you receive evalﬁ;tia;gAlow enough to makeﬂ_/;,\\\\
you dissatisfied | . : o
: ' 3 .
. . o ) : .
One form of the question dealt with performance, the othei'form dealt
with behavior. |
A second instance of unpredictable evaluations is when,studenté
miéundergtand the criteria 5y which their performance is to be jﬁdged.
This leaves studénta,'bnce again, unable to predict the rel#tionship‘
between their performh;cé ;nd their evaluations. A question was asked
to aetermine thé'frequency of misundérstandings'of'critgria. For each
activ1t§, students €eré}h;iéd how often the following héppenedito N
' them:l | |
you dén't_know how yoyAare expected ﬁo éerform/behave
in this activity and s; you receive evgluations iow
enough to make you dissatisfied - , S~

Again, one form of the question pertained to perfofmanée, ;he other
form pertained to fehavior. . B R

_ Unpredictable evaluations may also arise from nonrepreseﬁﬁat;ve
sampling of student pérformance or behavior. When sFudeﬁts aré
evaluated based on an unrepresentative sample ofvtheir'tbtal wofL,'

students will be unable to predict the relationship between their

performance and their evaluations. Students were asked about

N
(N 1
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evaluationg based on atypical performances. For each activity,
students. were asked how often the following sort of thiﬁg'happened to ~

them: *

)

. you are eviliuated based on performances different from
the way you usually perform and so you receive
evaluations low enough to make you.diésatisfied. For

example, an important event may be held on a day

when you aren't feeling well.
A parallel question was asked for student behavior:

you are caught acting . in a way that you usually
don't act and so you receive evaluations low

enough to make you dissatisfied

Type IV: Unattainable Evaluations
. ,

When students are subjected to standards so high that they cannot
achieve the;r acceptance‘1e§ei,\fﬁcoﬁdition of unattainable |
evaluations exists. We asked ‘two questions designed to determine the
extent of unattainable evaluations-iq extracurricular activities.

One question dealt with the situation where standards were set at
an'inappfopriately high leveli For each activity, students were asked

to note how often the following sort of thing happened to them:
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standards used to evaluate your performance/behavior

are much too high and so you receive evaluations
~.. .
.

low enough to make you dissatisfied

A condition of unattainable evaluations may also arise when

~

students are asked to engage in active tasks, that is, tasks in which
" the resistance to successful completion camnnot be prediéted by the
teacher. Obviously, such tasks are difficult for teachers to

supervise and evaluate since they cannot tell beforehand just how much

difficulty students will encounter. In attempting active tasks

students may work hard but still fail to perform at a level which s

results in their receiving evaluations at or above their acceptance
level. We asked a question dealing with unattainable evaluations due

to active tasks. For each activity, students were asked to report how

.

often the following sorf\of thing happened to them:

t

you work hard (on sqﬁething)(tb behave) and are still

\,

not able to do/behave‘as well as you would like

and so you receive evaluations low emough to make

\
\

you dissatisfied . \\

One form of the question was asked fqr performance, the othef,fo;m for

N,
\

béhav1or. ' . ) , \\
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o

Levels of Incompatibilities Reported by Students

e
» f,¢~

Table 8-1 shows the averageilevels of incompatibilities reported
by the students who;partiéipated in extracurricular activities in the
four high schools. In responding to the eleven items related to
pertoimance and the eight items related to social behavior students
were allowed t6 indicate ﬂ;w";reéuently they experienced each
incompatibility. Response catggories were "Always," "Almost Always,"
"Usdaliy," "Fairly“Oftgn," “Sométimes," "Seldom," "Almost Never," and-
"Ngver." Table 8-1 presents the average percentages of students

reporting that they experienced the incompatibilities "Sometimes" or

‘more frequently in the extracurricular activities.

e
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Table 8-1
Average Percentages of Students Reporting that they Experienced
Incompat1b111t1es at Least "Sometimes" in Extracurrular Activities

Incompatibilities . Student Tasks
' Performance Behavior™

Type I: Contradictory Evaluati&hs_
" A. Conflicting Criteria
Student has to displease one 22.3% No Question
coach/sponsor in order to '
pleagg another
Student has to displease .either . 19.52 . 18.2%
gctivity sponsors or student '

peers to please the other

B. Conflicting Properties

Student is given a limited 31.8z No Question (
amount of time to complete
something

C. Conflicting Allocations
Student is expected to do so 21.9% No Question
many things in an activity that
it is impossible to do well
and complete them all
Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluations

A. Coordination Failure in the Control System

Student is evaluated on performance - 24.5% 21.82
/behavior which s/he had nothing :
to do with

B. Interdependence of Performers

Student is working in a group and 39.2% 34.5%
doing/behaving well but has no '
control- over the performance/

behavior of others
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Type III: Unpredictable Evaluations
A. Misunderstandings of Ailocations

Student is unaware that s/he is 0 23.82  14.2%
expected to do something until
it is too late

BV Misunderstandings of Criteria
Student dgesn't know how s/he 16 .67 14.2%
is expectied to perform/behave '
in this agtivity

C. Nonrepresentative Samples - ’ S

Student is evaluated based on 23:9% 25.8%
atypical performance/behavior

Type IV: ,Unattainabl® Evaluations
~~~Ac Inappropriately High;Standafds
Standards used to evaluate 28.02 17.92
student's performance/behavior
are much too high

B. Active Tasks

Student is not able to do as ©35.22 14,42
well as s/he would like despite. .
hard work

ﬁxaqin#tlon of the patterﬁ of responses to incompatibilities in
, 'thé‘authority and evgluation system for performance in éxtracurricular

activities reveals that nearly forty percent of the students
expérieﬂéed difficulty duelto the interdependence of performers. In . -
view .of the many team situatioﬁs in extracurricular activities tﬁié is
not surp:iéing.

The sec&ﬁd most often mentioned incompatibiiity was the problem
of the evaluation of active tasks. *Over 357 of the students found

themselves unable to do as well as they might 1l:.:e despiée hard work;

P2
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Pertormance in extracurricular activities seems to involve -a fair
number of tasks where resistance to completion is unpredictable.

Over 30% of the students experienced‘theﬂincompatibility of
conf11cting properties. The limited amount of time available to
complete a given taak caused them to receive evaluations below their
acceptance level. Only siightly less than 30% of the students
reported that the standards used to eyaluate their performance were
. much too high.

o Nearly 25%Z of the students found themselves being evaluated on
gsomething they had nothing to do with, Over 23% of the students
reported be1ng evaluated on atyplcal performance, while a similar
percentage were unavare that they were expected to do somethlng unt11
it was,too‘late. Over 227 reported that they had to dlsplease one
coach Qr sponsor in an act1v1ty in order to p1ease another coach or
sponsor, and nearly that many found that they wvere expected to do 80
many thlngs in an activity that it was impossible to do we11 and
complete.them all.

Fewer than 20% of the students reported. a conflict between the
criteria of peers and the criteria of sponsors. Omnly 16Z of the
gstudents found that they misunderstood the criteria used to evaluate
their performance and so received evaluations below Eﬁé{f‘accepfaﬁée
1eve1. | ’

Table 8-2 presents the average percentages of students

part1cipating in extracurricular activities who reported that they

experienced incompatibilities at least "sometimes" in their classes.

’ ' . o
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Tt permits us to compare fhe levels of reported incompatibilities in
activities with those reported in classes. |
Table 8-2
Average Petcentages of Students Participatiag in Extracurricular
Activitles Who Report that they Experience Incompatibilities

at Least "Sometimes'" in their Classes

-Incompatibilities vStudent Tasks
Academic Behavior

Type I: Contradictory Evaluations

A. Conflicting Criteria
Student has to displease omne 4,02 No Question
supervisor in order to please :
another supervisor '
Student has to displease either 8.5% 15.2%
school officials or peers to
please the other ’

B. Conflicting Properties:
Student is given a limited 27.9% No Question
amount of time to complete 4 .
an assignment

C. Conflicting Allocations
Student is assigned so many 24.4% No Question
things in a class that it is
impossible to do well and
complete them all

Type II: Uncontrollable Evaluations

"A. Coordination Failure in the Control System-

Student is evaluated on something
. which s/he had nothing to do with 10.2Z7 15.8%

B. Interdependence of Performers

Student is working in a group 18.5%% 20.32
ana doing well, but has no ' o
control over performance of
others
254
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Type III: Unpredictable Evaluations
A. Misunderstandings of Allocations

Student is uanaware of assignment - 19.4% No Question
or test until it is too late L

B. Misugperstandipgs,of.Criterih

i

Student doesn't know what a - 30.6% 15.82 /-
teacher considers importa . :
c. Nonrepresentative's les

Tests and assigoments don't 125.6% 21,62'

measure what student has
learned//Atypical behavior

Type IV: Unattainable Evaluations

A. Inappropriately High Standards J
Standards used to evaluate 34.9% ¢ 11.2%
student's pertormance are much e '
too high

B. Active Tasks

Student is not able to doxb 37.42 16.3%

as well as s/he would like

despite hard work

When we compare the responses to ﬁhe questions about

incom?atibil1t1es in‘the.authority and evaluation system for
performance in extracurricular activities to those for ahade@ic work
iﬁ classes, ; rather unsurprising pattern emerges. Students were much
‘more likely to be subjected to conflicting criteria, both between
staff members and between staff members and student peers, in
extracurrlcular act1v1t1es ;han in classes.. Thls probably reflects

the fact that students are more 11ke1y to be superv1sed by multiple

staff members in activities than_in classes and the fact that peers
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are more likely to be highly inyglﬁed in aq}ivities than in classwork.

Students were also much more likely to experience uncontrollable
evalﬁatlons due to the interdependence of performers and coor&ination ,
faillures in the contr01 system in extracuriiculhr:activities than in
classes. Extrggurr%cular,activities are mofe.likely to involve
students in tasks where they must wqu interdependently. . The higher
levels of coor&inatioﬁ failures in extracurricular activities ﬁay be
because teachefs are less likely to be able to linmk performanées with
students in activities than in thelclassfobm.

Stude#ts in extracurricular activities are far less likely tﬁan
the same students in classes to reportléhat they misunderstand the
‘eriteria by which they are evalﬁated. Appaiently, the criteria for
evaluation in exﬁracurricula; activities are better understood by
students.

Less dramatic différences‘appear"when we compare the levels of
the other incowpatibilities between classes Qnd extracurricular
activities. Unattainable evaluations dﬁe»to inap::;priately high
stanaards and active tasks‘appéa; to be somewhat less likely to pe
reported by students in extracurricular activities than in thei o~
classes. On the other hand, misunderstandings of allocations were
more likely to be réported in classes than in extracurricular //
activities. v i : ~ //
Table 8~1 shows that the levels of incompatibilities id/the

evaluation system for social behavior in extracurricular activities

~ were generally lower than the levels for performance. When we compare
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o \

the levels of incompatibilities for the evaluation of performance and
:7\behav1o;‘in extracurricular activities, the mést notable differences
are tne lower reported levels of incompatibilities due to
inappropriately high standards, active ﬁasks; and misunderstandings of
aliocaflons in the evaluation of behavior.

Among the’incompatibiii;ieé in the eval&ation sfstem for behavior
in activities, the most frequently cited by ﬁhe students vas that of
uﬁcontrollablé evaluations stemming from the intergependence of
performers. Nearly 35%Z of thé students~repoqted that they received

|
evaluatiogs below their acceptance level becéuse they couldn't control
the behavior of other students in their group.

The second most frequently ﬁentioned incompatibility was due to
nonrepresentative sampliné of student .behavior. Over éS% of ;he
tstudents experienced this problem at least sometimes. Uncontrollable
eyaluatlons due to coordination failures ?p the control system were
cited as leading_to évﬁluations below acceptance level by over 20% of
the'étudents. -

Over one-sixth of‘the students reported that they sometimes
fecelved‘evaluations below acceptance level due to-conflicts between

the criteria of staff and peers, and due to inappropriately high

ST

Stanaards.\\one—seventh of the students received such evaluations

below acceptaéps level due to active tasks, misunderstandings of
\ ' . ‘ - ‘ L3 - »
allocations, and misunderstandings of criteria.

When we compare the levels of incompatibilities in the evaluation

anda authority system for social behavior in activities with those in

256
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classes, we find that the levels are soﬁewhat higher in
extracurricular activities. The most dramaEic difference occurs for
the case of interdependent performers. Students are almost twice as
likely to cite the interdependence of performers as leading to
evalu#tlons beiow their acceptance level in extracurricular activitigs
as in classes., Coordinatibn failures in the control system leading to
students being evaliated on someting they didn't do are also more
likely in extracurricular activities than in classes.

Although the differences are more modest, students are also more
likely to report inappropriately high standards, nonrepresentative
sampliﬁg, and conflicting criteria between staff and peers in

a

extFacurricular activities than in classes. .
. mary Measures of Incompatibility
The eleven questions on incompatibilities in the authority system

for pertormance in extracurricular activities and the eight questions
on incompatibilltles in the apthority system for sdciél behavior in
extracuiricular activities were used to create summary measures of
incompatlbillty. Three measures were created for incoméatibility in
the authority and evaluation system for each task. ~

- One summary measure was designed to indicate whether any
incompatlbillty‘was reported by students as occuring at least
"gsometimes." If no incompatibility was reported as occuring at least {K-

"gsometimes", the summary measure was coded as 0 to indicate no

incompatibilicy bresent. If any of the eleven incompatibilities ﬁ?r

‘
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performance in extracurricular activities was reported as occuring
sometimes Or more frequently,. the summary measure was coded as 1 to
indicate tne presence of an incompatibility. This same procedure was
¥ollowed iﬁ constructing a summary measure from the eight:
incompatibilities in the authority syétem for social Behaviof in
activities.

A second summary measure was developed to in&icgtg the number of
incompatibilities reported by students as occuring at least sometimes.
This measure was constrLcted.just as the first measure except that if
a student reported that two or more incompatibilitiés‘occured at least
sometimes, thip measure was coded as 2. In this way students were
divided into znree groups: those reporting no incompatibilities, those
reporting one incompatibility, and those reporting two or more
incompatibilities.

A third measure captured the frequency of incompatibglities. To
arrive at this measure two submeasures were first developed. Oﬁe
gubmeasure was a simple additive index of the student scores on the
relevant items. A second submeasure was a measure Of the highest
frequeﬁcy of any of the relevant items. Responses to each of the
submeasures wefe divided at the quafgiles to produce four groups on
>each gubmeasure. The third summary measure was produced by including
those students whose iesponses fell into the same quartiles in the two

7

gubmeasures in the four fina)/groups. Other cases were dropped from

the analysis.

oo
Cr
<
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Summary Measures of Instability

Like the measures of iestability in the classroom authority
systems, the indicators of instdbility in the authority systems for
extrecﬁrricula: activities covered the three areas corresponding to
the three forms of‘student disengagement: low level eﬁgagement or
apathy, participation in negative activities,fand.non-pa:ticipation or

_ebsenteeism. ‘

Apathy was assessed through two measures Of iowered student
effort, lowered effort engagement and lowered self-assessment of
effort. Effort engagement was c0mposed of'a sinéle item.  Students
were asked to note how often they show up for the activity unprepared}
Thewreeponse categories for this item and all items %ﬁ"this section
werel "Always," "Almost Always," "Usually," "Fairly 6ften,"
"Sometimes," "Seldom," "Alﬁbst.Never," and "Never.é

Two summary measures were created for effort engagement. The
first summary measure was designed to indicate the presence of lowered
effort engagement. If a student repq:ted-that s/he came to the
activity unpregared mere frequently than "Almost ‘Never" we coded
lowered effortvenghgement as a 1 indicating the presence of loweted
effoit‘engagement. If not, we coded effort engagement as 0 to
indicate no lowering of efforttengageﬂent. ’

A second summary measure Yes‘designed to tap the frequeecy of
lowered effort engagement. ReéfbnSes to the'item on Being prepared
for the activity were divided into four'cetegoriee.A,A 0 indicated mo

14 . - )
lowe;ing of effort engagement while a 3 indicated the most lowering of
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effort engagement.

'The three items used for the measure of lowered sTlanssessméﬂc
. o : \ !

PR
v

of effort required students to make more subjective reports of their:

- effort in each activity. Students were asked to report how often ‘they

" did the following things in each extracurricular activity: a) try
‘ 9 oo
hard to improve after you receive a poor evaluation, b) try hard to

improve when you are not successful, and c) work really hard at an
activity.

Three summary measures vere constfucted frqﬁlthese items{ One
measure was devéloped to indicate the presence ©f:a lowering of
sélf—assesgment of éffort. If a student indicated that he did any oé
thecthrée things indicated in the itegs lesé\frequently.thgn "Almost -
Always," the response on the summary measure wgs'codeg as i to
indicate a lowering.of self-assessment of effort. If\not, the measure

'

was coded as a 0 to indicate no lowering of self-assessment of effort.

1

A decond SUNMATy measure was a measure of the‘numbef of_"'

" indications of loﬁered expec;ations. If students reported that. they
did_the thiﬁgs‘;entioped i: the three items at least “Alﬁost Always,"
then the su-wuwiary measure was coded as 0 to indicate n6 loﬁering of
self-assessment of effort. If students reported that thev did omne of‘
the things mentioned in fﬁe items less than "Almost Alwayrv” then the
" measure was coded as 1 to indicate one instance of lowering of |
self—éasesament of effort. If studenfs teporteq that'they did two or

more of the things mentioned in the items less than “"Almost Always,"

" then the summary measure was coded as 2 to indicate two or more
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.instances of lowering of self-assessment of effort.

Four 1tem were used to construct sunmary measures of student
-pariicipation in negative actiVitiea in extracurricular actiVitiesW
. Students were Jasked to report how often they\did the following 1n an
actiVity. a) complain to the sponsor or coach about something you are
asked to do, b) complain to other students about the actiVity, c)

’

\\:efuse to do‘tﬁinge that you are asked to do, and d) disturb the : {H
et . _ -
_ teacher and disrupt the activity. - | ’
Three summary measuré@ of involvement in negative activities were
created. A measure of the’presence of involvement in negative
activities was coded as 1 whenever a_student_reported engaging in one
-or more of the four activities "gometimes” of more frequently.
Otherwise, it was coded as 0 indicating the absence of involvementmin
negative activities.

A measure of the number of instances’/ of involvement in negative
Ren . o .
activities was coded like the measure of the presence of involvement
except that it was coded as 2 whenever students reported engaging in
vtwo or more of the four activities at| least “sometimes. Finally, a
measure of the frequency of involvement in negative activities was
constructed by creating a simple additive index of the stuuent
respcnses fu the four items and dividiné the final distribution at the
quartiles . “
Qxﬁ?meeaurc of withdrswal or nouparticipation was created using

four gdditional xt@ms from the student survey. Students were asked to .

indicatz how often they did each of the following in each activity: a)

OO 261
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skif practice sessions or meetings, -b) show up late for aﬁ acti%@ty,
c) wish you could skip a practice session or a mééting, and d) |
schedule another meeting or appointment as an excuse to miss a

practice session or a meeting. Summary measures of ﬁresence, numbér,

and frequency were, constructed follﬁwing the procedures used for the

summary measures of participation in negative activities.

The Relationship Between Incompatibilities and Disengagement in
Extracurricular Activities

In'Tables 8-3 to 8-5 we present'the results of the analyses of

the relationship between the summary meagures of incompatibilify and
the summary measures of disengagement from extracurricular activities.

All three tables use the summary measure of the preéence'of : .
incompatibilities. The limited number of students participating in‘
extracurricular activities prevented us from.using the suﬁmafy

measures of number and degree of inéompatibili;ies. We were, however,

able to make use of all three summary measures of disengageﬁent,

presence, number, and degree.////.
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Table 8-3
Relation of the Presence of Incompatibility ig};he Authority System
in Extracurricular Activities to the Presence of Student Disengagement

o Proporfion of Proportion of
Incowﬁatible Compatible
Aut»ority Authority
_ Syptems Systems
Form of Actuwvity : Spowing Showing
. Disengagement Rank N Gamma Disengagement = Disengagement
Performance -
Lowered ' /W o
Effort ' P
Engagement 1 117 .60 | c 26— .08
2 ' 63 67 33— .09
Lowered
Self-Assess~ ’ .
ment of Effort 1 - 117 -.11 .51 .57
2 & .02 .58 SR
Negative Acts 1 113 .48 .69 .17
2 64 .72 .56 ' .17
Withdrawal 1 110 - .61 - .73 " .40
; 2 . 62 022 A\ : 059 048
/ _ T \. o ,
| Social Behavior '
Lowered 5
Effort o ' . : :
Engagement - 1 114 .29 .26 - W16
2 62 .80 .39 .07
Lowered
Self-Assess— . .
ment of Effort 1 - 114 .00 .52 .52
2 62 .00 .58 .58
© Negative Acts 1 110 .71 .74 .32
) 2 63 .57 .56 .26
Withdrawval 1 107 .35 71 .55
P ——. .
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Table 8-4
Relatlon of the Presence of Incompatibility im the Authorlty System
in Extracurricular Activities to the Number of Reports
of Student Disengagement

"Proportion of ?:oportion of
. Incompatible Compatible
Authority " Authority
— - "~ . Systems’ " Systems
. i Having 2 or Having 2 or
Form of  Activity More Reports of More Reports of .
Disengagement Rank " N Gamma Disengagement Disengagement '
Performance -
Lowered
Self-Assess~ " : ' R
ment of Effort 1 117 -.08 .33 " .35
o2 63 .05 .35 : .- 30
____Megative Acts 1 _ 113 76 .22 . .06
2 Insufficient Data
Withdrawal 1 ‘110 .53 . .28 .11
2 Insufficient Data ‘
Social Behavior
Lowered .
Self-Assess—~
Ment of Effort 1 114 -.01 .31 .32
' : 2 - 62 . .09 . .39 v .29
Negative A% 1 110 - .67 I . -06
2 63 .56 .25 ' .07
Withdrawal 1 107 .22 .25 , .22
2 61 .18 .28 14
l/ .
: %
N
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Table 8-5 _
Relation of the Presence of Incompatibility in the Authority System
in Extracurricular Activities to the Degree of Student Disengagement

Probability of Probability of

High High \
_ Disengagement Disengageyent
for - for . \
. “Incompatible Compatible
Form of : Activity o .~ Authority - - Authority .
Disengagement Rank - N - Gamma Systems Systems
Perforﬁance
"~ Lowered
Effort
Engagement 1 117 Insufficient Data
2 2 63 Insufficient Data
Lowered
Self-Assess— ' o .
ment of Effort 1 117 -.05 .21 .30
2 63 Insufficient Data :
Negative Acts 1 113 .77 .30 .06
2 - 64 = Insufficient Data -
Withdrawal 1 110 .33 .21 .14
2 62 . Insufficient Data
Social Behavior )
Lowered
Effort o ' .
Engagement 1 114 © .20 14 .07
' 2 62 Insufficient Data
Lowered
Self-Agsess—- o
ment of Effort 1 114 .02 . .19 .25
: ' ' 2. 62 .15 o .23 S .29
Negative Acts 1 110 .66 .33 .09
: : 2 63 ' ,055’ - 038 N £ .10
Withdraval 1 107 .20 .20 .20
’ 2

61 a4 .28 .2

i
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’

The pattern of results auggests a fairly consistent portrait of
the major relationships. Incompatibilit{eS'in the system for'the
evaluatlon of student performance in extracurricular activities are
strongly related to lowered effort engagement among students., Those
Students who report incbmpat1b11t1es in the eva1uat10n of their
performance are much moreblikely to also report reducing.the;effort
they devote to the activitp. A |

-
- No_ such positive relationship was found between'jncompatibilities
in the evaluation and authority system and lowered:self—aasessment of

. effort. Student self-assessment of effort appeare to be unaffected by

‘pﬁeﬂzevelé of.incompatibiiities in the evaluation -system.

5

o

/

The relationship between incompatibilties in the evaluation
system and student participation in negative activities is strongly
p081t1ve. Students who report experiencing 1ncompat1b111t1es 1n the

system for the evaluation of tnenr performance, are much more lékely
to report engag1ng in negat1ve act1v1t1e8(re1ated to the
extracurricular activity. ' : s

The re1ationship between incOmpatiEiiities in the evaluation
Isystem and student withdrawal from the activities is only slightly
less positive. Sti}l, those stidents who report incompatibilities in
the authority syetem are more likely to report withdrawing from the
activity in some form.

When we examine the‘relationships between incompatibilities in
the evaluation system for social behayior in extracurricular /
activities and the forms of disengagement, we find the.same pattern of

=
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results although the relationships are a bit'weakeé.

The relationship between problems in the evaluation of studént
performance and behavior %n extracurricular activities aﬁa-s£udent
disengagement from those aétivities is positive and cbnsistenq with
the éattern of results found in our analysié of the same relationship
at the school and classroom level. Thus we have consistent and
‘convincing evidence thatqthe predictions we made at the beginﬁing of
our investigatioq are, in fact, confirmedT Furfher apalysés wiil

allow us to investigate complicating factors.

-
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Chapter 9

"Policy Implicatioﬁh

In this chapter we preseﬁt some of the poliéy imp}ications of the
study.‘ Toward the end of the projgct period in November of 1981 we
held a o;e day conference for the administrators of the féur Rushton
high.schools. At thé conference we preseﬁted the major themes in the
results of the study. The administrators were asked to respond to the

_ themes in}two ways; First, we’wanted tovknow if our fiﬁdingé "made
/
sense" to them as school administrétorg. That is, we wanted to learnf

if they could identify practicél problems that contribute to or result

from the theoretical phenomena we described in our study. Second, we
wanted them to try to derive. some practical implications from our
findings. We wanted to know if our study had provided them with .

information and perspectives that they could use to guide their work

as administrators.
In the sections that follow we presenf their answers to these two
ma jor quéstions. Ihe.informatibn p;eéénted comes from comments made
by the administrators at the time of the conference and from
interviews with the administrators mu.h later in the school yeér. The
first séction'presents examples of exiéting features of the high |
schools that contribute to or alleviate the kinds of incompatibilities
identified in our study. The next three sections on imﬁlications for
administratérs, teachers, and students presert suggestions for

imptoving the evaluation systems in the schools. These suggestions

i
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/7

came from different mgnhers of the administrator group and represent
, _ ) // . ' 2
different approaches to the problem. We have assembled them in a
e : :
single multi-faceted approach to suggest tpe range of .options open to

_administrat6rs as they think about problems in the evaluation of
i _ _

7

students in schools.
Existing Practices Related to the Evaluation of Students

 Most of the discussion about existing practices centered around
percelved weaknesses in current arrangements. An administrator-from
one of the hlgh schools noted chat the school had no overall building

plan for handlingﬁthe"eVEIUat‘Uu"cf‘student—workt—*ﬁe—went*on-to—say————~—~

that administrators at the school\get with teachers to review goals
and objectiVesg,and then very littIe‘was mentioned on the topic of

5

evaluation untlh\grade t1me when report cards went out and the phone
started to ring with people comp1a1n1ng. An adm1n1strator\}rom
another school reported that he had witnessed very little if any‘
‘policy discussion on the matter of the evaluation of students. Still
another admrnrstrator may have identified one cause of this pattern
w; n he abserved that it was hard for administrators to actually
g%ferve the process by which teachers evaluate students. Overall, the
administrators agreed that little formal attention had been given to
the fu11 process of the evaluation of students.

The administrators went on to note that some p011c1es had been

used to coordinate school activities and that these policies might

‘minimize some of the incompatibilities experienced by students. For
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example, at one high school the biology department schedules four
field trips during the Spring. However, thefteacpefs in the path
department had objections when students missed their classes gecause
of the fieid trips. The administration adopted a policy of support
for the field.trips to signal to othef teachers that this was'a
legitimate activitf for which students should be excused. |

. ~ ’
This particular example led to a discussion of the barriers to

implementing such policies. The administrators from this school noted
that although there was a policy in support of the field trips, it was
another matter to get the math teachers to welcome students who had

been on the trips back into their classes with "open arms.'" As omne

administrator added: "Just because we extablish a policy doesn't mean
- ~

Other barriers were also noted. Perhaps the most important was

it will‘gét.dbne.“

that of teacher resistance to administrators making policy in an area
that is 80 central to the teaching process. 9ne administrator pointed
out that his school's philosophy was that the teacher in the-class has
the best sense of how'to evaluate students in the class. Moréover,
"some seem to get their identity frég‘their own system" of evaluation.

Another barrier cited to school-wide policy was the fact that the
process ¢f evaluation i; tied into the specific subject matter. being
taught. Some of the administfators expressed doubts about setting up .
‘a policy which“cut across the subject areas.

A third barrier noted by the administrators was the limited tim

|

which teachers had to actually do the work required by the evalquipﬁ"“
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process. An #dministrator suggested that many teachers were presseg_
for time and seemed '"to be }ooking at the economy of evaluation, not
the appropriateness of the evaluation device relative to the kind of
knowledge" they were teaching. |
The’administ£;tors also noted pfqﬁlems at the classroom level due
to the laék'of a systematic approach to evaluation. One administrator,
expressed the opinion that teachers sometimes don't have a clear
theory or ébnception of legfning as it affects their classes. He went

on to mote that he often observed a low correlation between what was

taught and what was tested. Another administrator observed that

departménts seldom even used the same grading scale.and approach to
testing. Finally, someone expressed the opinion that too much
attention was placed on testing without sufficient attenEion to the
rest of the evaluation proééss. -
In addition.to thé problems with current practices, the
administrators wére ;ble to point to some things cu:rently done that
'arelconsistent with a soundly based system of evaluation of students.
Several -administrators pointed to the rubrié,dsed by the English
depértments throughout the system as a tool for insuring consistency
in the evaluation process. The rubric functioned go get teachérs\to
agree on how to get to a derived end péinf, how to review student
progress, and how'to work with students to improve their performance.
An administrator from one of the high schools noted that several
departments in thé schodl have teachers who work closely to see to it
that the evaluation procedures used by}mémbers of the department are
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. : .. . : .
consistent. An administrator from another high school noted that this

~,
N

" - » 4 ‘
occurred in one of the departments in his school. \

\
\

Administrators also pointéd to the sharing of preparation
materials among teachers as a.way to work toward an articulated and
consistent approach toward evaluation. One of the administrators

noted . that this kind of sharing will only take place when teachers in

the school are secure.

Implications for Administrators

The administrators attending the conference discussed three types

-

—

—of administrative imitiatives t ight betaken to improve the

evaluation of student perfoimHﬁE§7iﬁ_EIEE_EEEEETET_—TEE_?I;;E type of
iﬁitiative ﬁight be termed policies and practic;s of aaminiétrators.
These were things that administrators could immediately do bj
_themselves. ‘The most discussed example was the development of-a
master schedule of academic eﬁents tovcomplement the schedule of
non—-academic events. Administrators felt tﬁat they could keep.a
master schedule of events such as field trips,'and major tests that
could be distributeg or posted so that the entire staff would be aware

of the demands being put on students by other teachers. This would

encourage teachers to avoid conflicts in scheduling major assignments

and tests. A

A related suggestion was that departments might be encouraged to “3
adopt certain days of the week as normal test d%ys. So, for example,

English tests might be held on Mondays, while math tests would be

~

'
i
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\\‘ |

KN . . »

scheduled for Frxdays. It was realized that individual‘teachers might

\ —-

find it-difficult to tailor amnd plan the1r schedules to always test on
these days, but it was noted that such a system might better be

thought of as a set of traditions rather than a set of rules and thus
)

~ leave teachers f1exib111ty if they needed it. J
Several other suggestions were made. One administrator suggested
that the school adopt a policy on standardized testing so that

response categorles would be used comsistently throughout the schoolx

. T
For example, if "0" is used as a low value-in omne department or classj
\
3

\

it should not be used to represent a high value in“another. Such

' o X . -// : . )
shifts in the use of response categorles,mlght be confusing to o j
- . . . - - N a '[3_
students who must take tests frpm'ﬁan dif; erent teachers a8 as they. pass 3 -
a { 4 l

through the school.
: / o

Another administrator noted that it might be possible to monitor

and control the use of certain techmologies used in the |evaluation
3 - s
.process. The scantron automatic/gggring machine was one\exampie
: : , . . \
mentioned. Administrators might make certain that the machine was not
: ’ ' i

being uged in an inappropriate manner, i.e. to score tests which

v

really should not be fixed choice.
?

A second type of administrative initiative noted by the
/ . . ) -

conference participants involved strengthening subject matter X ;\\\ \\

departments within the schoolzz“ Administrators felt that department-

.\

. A .
chairpersons were in the best position to function as instructional

leaders, The administrators saw a role. for the departments in setting
goals and standards in-a reasonable and consistent manner. They felt
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.

that such work could only/ge done by teache?s working closely together
linitenmé: The task of administrators wowld bhe to enhancé the role of
“the department chairéersons to permit them tc <unctioun as nﬁfectiﬁe
team leaders.

Tbe-third ﬁype.of administrative initiative could he classified
as structural. The conference participauts motud|several examples of
spch structural arrangements. One possibiility wo%ld be an advisory
system where tﬁhé was provided in the school schedule for teachers to
work éore iﬁtensely with a swall group i adviséeé in the student
.body. Such advisory sessions woﬁld be used by the teschers to nelp
students deal with the muLtlple tasks an:l supervisare they confront
'throughout the school déﬁgand waek. A second 90851b111?y m*ght be a
restructuring oi the school to have teaching teams or a house plan.
wvhere a group of teachers would bg responsibte ‘for planning and
‘delivering the‘instructional proérémiof a group of students. These
structual médificationé would minimize some of the incompatibilities
curreﬁtly experienced by the sfudents.

i .
Implications for Teachers

The adminisérators mentidnea two kinds oé advice that .they might
give to teaéhers in view of our findings. First, they feit%that
teachers shéuld spend time setting student expectatioms in the
classrobm. Several techniques were discussed élong these lines. One
édministratdr noted that teachers should make.;n effort to ;réview the
tasks that were coﬁing up in the near future, perhaps laying out the.

2735
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\
work for a week at the beginning of the week. This might allow

students to plan ahead and reduce scheduling conflicts. Another

3 . ~ ' .

M ;2) . . . . . .
administrator stressed the importance of reviewing the tasks that had

recently been completed ;nd explaining the linkage to future work.
A second piece of advice was related to the first.

Administrators felt that teachers should‘devote more atten;ion‘to

communicating criteria and procedures for evaluation. One

administrator noted that teachers must be made to realize that clearly

N

commﬁnicating evaluation procedures to students would maké life better
for students in school. In addition, the administratcrs expressed the
opinion that teachers presently spent a lot of time explaining the
grading system ‘to students, i1.e. the system by which’scores on tests
and quizzes would be summed to produce a final grade. Several
édministrators felt that teachers might spend less time defining a
grading system and more time clarifying the entire evaiuafidn process
f;om.task allocation’fo improvement.
|
| ' | |
-Impliéations for Students ' \\

One of the adminisﬁratdrs suggeéted a strategy for deéling with
problems in the evaluation system that was oriented to students., He
advocated working with students to help them develop skills in
managing/pnd dealing withAmultiple‘supervisofs and incompatibilities
in the évaluation system. Part of this training would include skills

in negotiating with teachers. For example, students might be taught -

‘how to respectfully communicate to a teacher that three other tests
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&

were scheduled for a day when s/he was plaﬁning to give one also.

Cbnélusions

The phenomena highlighted by the theory of evaluation and
authority appeared to be quite relgvant to the concerns of the
administrators. Moreover, they were able to identify practical
strategieg for alleviatiny at least some of the incompatibilities
expegienced by stucents. Continued presentations of our findings and
subsequeunt discussions among educators should result in additional
policy recoﬁﬁendations designed to improve ghe evaluation and

authoricy systems in schools.
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Introduction

We are here to conduct a/étudy of the ways in which schools

evaluate student performance. When we talk about evaluation of

student performance we are talking not only about grades, but

also about a whole variety of ways in which teachers and administrators
comment on student performance and behavior in schools. So, for
example, evaluation would include such things as a grade on a math
cegE, a comment made by an administrator on student behavior in

the hall, remarks made by a coach about student performance It
extracurricular activities, or a smile of approval from a guidance
counselor.

To find eut about the ways in which schoole evaluate studeris we
are interviewing a number of administratcers and teachers in this
school. Through informal conversations with teachers and
administrators in an earlier study we found that they use a
variety of approaches to evaluation. Many reported that they were
concerned -about the adequacy of their methods for evaluating
student performance. Almost all reported that evaluation was a
constant feature of their work. The questions that follow touch
on the aspects of the evaluation process mentioned by those

in the earlier study. Please feel free to answer cach of these
questions in whatever way you feel 1s most appropriate. At the
end of the interview we will also ask you to tell us about any
important aspects of the school evaluation system that you think
we have overlooked.

1. Interviewer: Note naiz of school
2. Please describe your position in the school?
administrator teacher covsselor activity sponsor

Interviewer: Note the nature of the position more specifically:

3. Please describe the settings in which you come contact with
students in this school? (E.G. classes, office, halls, etc.)

—;~\\\\

In order to discuss the-evaluation of student performarce we have
divided ‘student performance into three major areas: academic work,
social behavior or conduct, and extracurricular acrivities. We would
like to ask you about the evaluation of student pzricrmsnce r each
of these three areas. - o
v ; O . \ -
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Section I - The Evaluation of Academic Work

4. Could you please tell us about the situations in which you are

involved in the evaluation of student academic work? (E.G. classroom,
guldance office, administrator's office)

f
5a. One part of supervising and evaluating student academic work in school
" is actually assigning work or tasks to students. Could you tell u:
about some of the ways in which you assign academic work to students,

that is, how do you communicate to students thar they are expected
to perform certain academic tasks?

5b. What polic.es are set down by the school (administrators) regarding
the assignment of academic work (tasks) to students? How are these -

policies communicated to teachers? How are these policies communicat:
to students?

288
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6a. A gecond part of supervisiung and evaluating student academic

performance in school involves developing criteria and standards
by which such work can be evaluated. Setting criterin and standards
goes beyond just the assignment of tasks in that

"t involves telling
students how to approach the task. Could you tell u" some of the
ways in which you set criteria and standards for academic work? How

do you communicate such criteria and standards to studonts.

6b What policies are set down by ithe school (administrators) regarding
the setting of criteria and standards for academic work (tasks)
for students?

How are these policies communicated to teachers?
How are these policies communicated to students?

v 289
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7a. A third part of supervisin " and cvaluating student academic pefformance
in schools involves taking samples of such performance. It 1z usually
impossible to consider all student academic work in an evaluation so
we typically collect 3amples of student performance and products. Could
you tell us some of the ways in which you decide what samples of
student academic work to use for the purposes of cvaluating students?
(Interviewer: More specific follow-ups: What do you sample in terms
of academic performance? How do you determine what samples of
student academic work to use?) S
Do you communicate such decisions to students?

7b. What policies/hre set down by the school (administrators) regarding
the sampling of student academic work for the purposes of evaluation?
How are these policles communicated to teachers?.
How are these policies cummunicated to students?




’

8a. A fourth part of. supervis1ng and evaluating ‘student academic performance
is the actual appraisal of . such performance. By appraisal we mean the
process by which you compare a student's performance with your :
previously established criteria or . standards. (E.G. When you actually
sit down with the information on student performance and try to arrive
at arn evaluation.) -Could you- te11 us about the strategies you use

_ - for appraising student-academic pqrformance° Do you - communicate
L -such strategies to students?

- ____\\: o . . | - ‘ L\‘\\( . .
\ . 8b. What policies are set down by the school fadministrators) regarding
the appraisal of student academic work? How are .these ‘policies

\ communicated to teachers? How are these policies communicated to
: . students? - . I

a




\ . . o '
\ S o o

9a. A fifth part of superviqing and evaluating student performan e is
' communicating evaluations of csuch performances to students, that is,
providing students with feedback on their performance. Could you _.
} .tell us about the ways that you communivate evaluations to students?

~ )

9b What policies are set down by the school (administrators) regarding

the ‘communication of evaluations of student academic work?
- these polici S

communicated

How are
s communicated to teachers? How are these policies
to students’

/
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10a. A final .element in the supervision and evaluation of studbnt

: academic performance might be working with students to help them
plan to improve their level of performance. Could you tell us
about the ways that you work with students to help them plan to

improve their academic work?
B

-

A\

/ ! \ N
. . . \ .
- /r/__”
« 10b. What policies are set down by Lhe school (administrators) regafﬁing'
: the role of teachers in helping students to plan to improve their
academic work? How are these policies communicated tc¢ tzachers?
How are these policies communicated to studeifts?
8 s -
' . #
- - I .
- . ¢ i - \ s .
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-

~ v T 3 — . g o
11. We.have mentioned six steps.in the evaluation of student academie/ﬁork: , -
—assigning'work (tasks) . : ‘ . 5)
-setting criteria and standards . ' ' -
~sampling student work S o - -
~appraising student work - o
-communicating evaluations to students
-helping’ students plan ‘to improve’ their academic work -

:Of the steps identified do you emphasize one more tham others in -
working with students? If so, in what ways? How? Why?

12. Are there aspects of the way that you evaluate: student -academic
work »that seem to work really well for you? If yes, what are they?/

. ~

N

13 Are there things that bother you about the evaluation of student
academic work? Things that make you feel uncomfortable? If yes,
what are they? -




14, Are you aware of anyone else in the school whose-épproach to the I
supervision and evaluation of student academic woﬁk differs:

from your approacﬁ? _If yes, how would you describe these other:
. . approaches? . -

*

t

a

Section II ~ The Evaluation of Student Béhavior or Conduct
. . . N N L . @ ’
15. A second major area of student performance in school concerns
. ‘student behavior or conduct. Could you.please tell us about

the situations in which you are involved in *the evaluation of
student behavior or conduct? (E.G. classrooms, halls, playing
fields, other) . :

-

‘ o . . e

P
o
s




\ R

‘ ) \

16a. One part of supervising and evaluatiﬁg student. behavior is aciually
.- letting students know what kind of behavior is expected of thép.
Could you tell us about some of the ways in which you lét students

know that there arée expectations regarding their behavior? \

o . '
. !
\

. §

toe

16b. What policiés are set down by the school (administrators) regajding
®-- . the communication of expectations for student behavior? How are S

, : |
these policies communicated to teachers? How are these policies
communicated to students? : ‘ '
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l7a. A second part of supervising and evaluating student behavior in
‘school involves developing criteria and /standards by which such
behavior can be evaluated. Setting criteria and standards goes
beyond just informing students of expectatioms for their
‘behavior in that it involves telling students how to approach
the matter of conduct. Could you tell us some _of the ways in

which you set criteria and standards forﬂbehavior? How do you ,.

communicate such criteria and standards to students?

o -

" 17b. What policies are set down by the school (administrators) regarding
the setting of criteria and standards for student behavior? - .Hol are
these policies communicated toc teachers? How are these policies:
communicated to students? : v v ,

P
.
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18a. A third part of supervising and evaluating student behavior
in schools involves samples of such: behavior. No one person
in a school is able to obsérve a student's behavior in its .
entirety; each staff member 'is only exposed to small portions

18b.

of a student's behavior. Could you tell us some of the ways

you decide what samples of student behavior to use for the
purposes of evaluating students? ‘(Interviewer: More specific
follow—upsd What samples of student behavior do you .typically
observe? ' Do you actively:seek such observations or is your

‘exposure inadvertant?)

Do students know when their behavior is likely to be oberved by

you? 1
/

P

i

What policies are ‘set down by the school (administrat
the sampling of student behavior for the purposes of
How are these policies communicated to teachers?
How are these policies communicated to s;udents?

[
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19a. A fourth part of supervising and evaiuating student behavior is the
actual appraisal of such behavior. By appraisal we mean the process
+ by which you compare a student's behavior with your previously
' ”  established criteria or standards. Could you tell us about the

strategies you use for appraising student behavior? Do you
communicate “such strategies to -students?

. I

. » ) i

19b. What pdlicies are set down by the school (administrators) regarding
the appriisal of student behavior? How are these policies

communicated to teachers? How are these policies‘communicated to
students?

e
,
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20a‘ A fifth part of supervising and evaluating student behavior s !
communicating .evaluations of such behavior tp students,. that is,
providing students with. feedback on their behavior.. Could you
tell us about the ways that you communicate evaluations to students?

1

|

i
\

20b, What policies are ‘set down by the school (administrators) regarding
the communication of evaluations of student behavior? How are
these policies communicated to_teachers? How are,these policies
communicated to students? f ’

.

G
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/

2la., A final element in the supervision and evaluation of student behavior
might be working with students to help them plan to improve their
behavior. Could you tell us about the ways that you work with students

to help them plan to improve their behavior?

i

21b. What! policies are set down by the school (ad
the/role of teachers \n helping students to

. behavior? How are these policies communicat
are these policies communicated to students?

\ , - | )

\ \ ‘l\'v'
\‘ | \

X |
N ' ! l
| |

i

|

lan to improve their

\ .
ginistrators) regarding
d to teachers? How
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22. We have mentioned six %teps in ‘the evaluation of student behavior:

-assigning expectations for student behavior
-getting criteria and standards
-sampling student behavior. =
-appraising student behavior: o .
~communicating evaluations to students
-helping students to plan to improve their behavior
|
0f the steps’ identified, do you emphasize one more thar others in,;
. working with students. If so, in what ways? How? Why?

//. v ‘

23. Are there aspects of the way that you evaluate.student behavior
that seem to work really well for you? If yes, what are they?

e

: v /
\\\ - \\ Ve
' AN
24, Are there things that botherlyou abouq‘the evaluation of student
behavior. Things that make you feel uncomfortable? If yes,
what are they? .
* \
! : ~ X
Uy
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25, Are you aware of anyqae els

n the’ school whose approach to the
supervision and evaluation of student behavior differs’ from your.

' ;. approach? I? yes, how would-you describe these ‘other approaches’

s

-

o :- SR LN
. . .

Section III - The Evaluation of Student Extracurricular Performance

\--_“ we

T26.°A; third major area of student

u'Eerformance in school concerns -
_student per formance. in extrac ricular activities. Could you =
please tell us about the: situations ﬁ‘which you -are involved in the

~evaluation of- ‘student- performance n: extracurricular activities?

- (E.G. as sponsor- of one or. more ac ivities, a monitor on extra‘duty
-assignment, other) e

T




e L A S -

extracurriﬁular activities is actually assigning work or’" tasks
to students\“\Cguld you tell us ‘about some ‘of the ‘ways in which you -
assign extracurricular tasks to students, that-is;-how do you LT
communicate to students that they ‘are. expected to perform certain

27a//0ne part of supervising and’ evaluating student performance in -

tasks in extracurricular activities9 _ - » B
- 3 ' -
Lo D 5
. ’,/""v a , —
' - ‘ — 2
e ! ‘
;!
- ! )
\l ‘v \ 1
! ‘ g
y ) L L . - = . A.
< | ' :
.‘ \ i - - ) l‘ .. \\\\\
L \ - ‘ oo
) L7b What policies' are set’ down by the schohl (administrators) regarding
' the assigrnment of tasks in ext‘ surricular activities? How are-these
policies communicated to teachers9 How are these policies communicated
to students? - _ ' p
. . " | -
% - -7 «
l\
1 . \\‘ 0 *
4 . ‘\ N
. * s - -
S | I . -
i , _ -
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28a.qA second part of supervising and evaluating student performance .
in extracurricular activities_ involves.developing criteria\and . wji
standards by which such work can bé evaluated. Setting criteria R
and standards goes beyond just the ‘assignment of tasks in- that L s
it involves telling students how to approach the task.’ Could you o
tell: us some of .the ways in -which you: set’ criteria-and standards Ty
- for student performance in extracurricular activities? How 'do’ oo
~you communicate such criteria and standards to students? E |

« -

N

28b What policies are set "down by the school” (administrators) regarding
the. setting of criteria’ and standards.for student,performance in-
extracurricular activities? How are these policies communicated to
teachers? How are these policies communicated to students?

“
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) 29a. A third part of supervising and evaluating student performance in’ e
: ;extracurricular .activities involves taking samples of such/performance.._ A
It is usually impossible to consider all- student performance in.an..~7
‘evaluatiop so- we typically collect ‘samples- of student performance
and products. Could you tell us. some of the ways in<which you decide
what'samples of student performance in: extracurricular activities to . =
use for the purposes of evaluating students?’ (Interviewer' ‘Mére :
specific follow-ups: - What do'you sample in terms of student performance‘
in extracurricular activities? How do you ‘determine’ what samples of -
student performance to use? : . : g
‘Do you communicate such decisions to students? S I

: . . ) A » . g ‘.

. . 3 ) - . ) “é\ R . ot L PN
29b What policies are set down by the school (administrators) regarding ' , l

the sampling of student performance in ‘extracurricular activities for ‘-

.the purposes of evaluation? How are these policies commumnicated to
‘teachers? ’ How are these policies communicated to students? '

©
A
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.

supervising and evaluating student performance ,

30a. A fourth part of .
in extracurricular activities is the.actual appraisal of such
By appraisal we mean the process by " which you- compare»

performance.
a student's performance with your previously. established criteria
Could you tell” us. about the’ strategies you use for

.and standards.
appraising student performance in extracurricular activities? Do y0u

-

o communicate such strategies to students?
e . ] . )
- R =
' :
. A i k
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What policies are set down by the “gchool (administrators) regarding

- 30b.
the appraisal of student performance in extracurricular activities?

s . How are these policies communicated to teachers? How are these
policies communicated to students’ , : : 4 _
{ . y o f‘"
. g /
[
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'31a. A fifthhpart of supervising and evaluating student performance in
extracurricular activities is communicating evaluations -of such S
 performances to students, that is,’ providing students with feedback o

' on thelr performance. ‘Could.you tell. us about the ways that-you
: vcommunicate evaluations to students?

-

A

"\

. o ’ i . g ' N " o . . ' . . / ‘

31b What policies are- set down by the ‘school- (administrators) regarding B )

 the commuhication of evaluations of student performance in :

extracurricular activities? Ho® are these policies communicated to
teachers? -How are these policies communicated to students?

1,
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/32a. A final element in the, supervision and evaluation of student i
' performance in extracurricular activities might ‘be working with .
students to help them plan to improve their level:of: performance. SRR
~ Could you tell us about the ways that .you work with students to help’
- them plan to improve their performance in entracurricular actlvities’

32b What policies are set down by the school. (administrators) regarding
the role of. teachers in helping students to plan to-improve their
performance e In extracurricular activities? How;are?theSe policies
communicated to teachers? How are these policies communicated to -
students?- N . ‘ IR R '

I




33, We have mentioned six steps in the evaluation of student performance

in extracurricular activities: g -
-assigning tdsks s

-setting criteria and standards

-sampling student performance

-appraising student performance

-communicating evaluations to students

~helping students plan to improve their performance

~ Of the steps identified, do'ydu emphasize one ﬁore thén others in
- working with students on extracurricular activities? 1f so, in
what ways? How? Why?. : -

/

34. Are there aspects of the'way hét you\evaluate student performance
in extracurricular actimities {that seegm to work_really well for you?

35, Are there things that bother you about the ‘evaluation of student
performance in, extracurricular activities? Things that make you
feel uncomfortable? If yes, what are they?

!

. ‘ - § . / . X
s
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36. Are'you aware of anyone else in the school whose approach to the
supervision and evaluation of/ 'student performance in extracurricular

activities~differs from your/approach7 If yes, how5wou1d you describe
these other approaches?

‘ N
/ N
i . . N
) 2 / . : : . .

i . !

/
/

\37; Thank you for your responses to our questions. Is there anything

else that you would like to add? Anything that you think we missed
that might be important9 ‘

/

&
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STUDY OF SCHOOL EVALUATION SYSTEMS AND STUDENT RESPONSES -

Student Questionnaire -

Introduction

We are conduéting a study of the ways in which schools evaluate stu-~
dents and how students feel about it. When we. talk about evaluation
of students we're talking not only about grades, but also about a

whole variety of ways in which schools and teachers and ‘administrators .

‘comment on student performance and behavior in’ school So for example,
evaluation would include such things as a grade on.a math test, 'a com-
ment made by an administrator about your behavior in the hall, remarks’
made by a coach about your performance in an extracurricular activity,
or a comment from a guidance counselor. Anytime someone in the -school

tells you something about what they think of you and your performance,

they are evaluating you.

i

To find out about the ways in- which you are evaluated in’ school we are -

asking a number of students in your schogl some questions. We hope to

be able to use this information to make schools better places. for stu-"

dents. We appreciate your cooperation. in answering our questions.- Be:;;

fore we begin, we want to assure you that no one at your school will
know how you answer these questions, and they will have no effect on
“your grades. :

'314' 311 i

\

P



Section 1

EVALUATION OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE IN THREE AREAS

‘4 L

IN ORDER TO ‘ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW YOU - __
ARE EVALUATED IN SCHOOL WE HAVE DIVIDED STUDENT -~ - -
PERFORMANCE INTO THREE MAJOR AREAS:

- 1) ACADEMIC WORK
2) BEHAVIOR.OR CONDUCT
3) EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

. IN EACH OF THESE AREAS YOUR PERFORMANCE IN SCHOOL

IS SUPERVISED AND EVALUATED BY ONE OR MORE MEMBERS
OF THE SCHOOL STAFF (TEACHERS, ADMINISTRATORS, ETC.)
IN THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW WE WILL ASK YOU ABOUT |
SOME TYPICAL PROBLEMS-WITH EVALUATIONS IN THESE THREE
GENERAL AREAS TO SEE HOW OETEN THEY HAVE HAPPENED TO
YOU. LATER WE WILL ASK YOU ABOUT SPECIFIC CLASSES AND
.ACTIVITIES, SO JUST GIVE US YOUR GENERAL IMPRESSIONS |
IN THIS SECTION. '

|
|




91¢€ .

o

I, Tn general when your acadenic work 1s évalﬁated in school certain problems nay arise to ‘cause you | |
to receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied, For each of the following problens, "

please note how often this sort of thing happens to you. (Check one” foI each problem, )
. | : Siiad ;

f Almost

Seldbm Never

Almost

| Alvays Always UsUaily

Fairly* Some;?

Often

. i v

~times

\

Never P

standards used to evaluate your
acadenic work are much too high and
you receive evaluations low enough
to make you dissatisfied .

0-1(

4T
3}
.t

. you doﬂ't know how you are expected
‘to' petforn on an assignment, test,

etc. and so yowrreceive evaluations

| lo% enough to make you dissatisfied

. yoh are evaluated on academic work

ythnMMutonnhmdw
you receive evaluations low enough

" to make you dissatisfied

dl

when working 1 a group you find
that although you are doing'a good

job, others in the group are not and

50 you receive evaluations low

' enough to make you dissatisfied

€.

you are assign@d so many things
that it isn't possible to'do a
good job and complete them all

~and so you receive evaluations

low enough to make you dissatis-

. fled

. you are evaluated by note than one

supervisor and you find that in
order to please one supervisor you
have to displease the other

i

/

oo
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Please continue to note how often each of the following problems occurs when your academic work s

L

o evaluated in’school,” ST , A : .
b - o - . } . ' ' ;

L | e J . Almost . Fairly Some- - -Almost i ‘
Alwavs Alw_ys Usually Often times  Seldom Never ~Never

ISR T

-3+ poyou are evaluated basedeon work | . » | ;
~ different from your usual vork |

‘and so you receive evaluations:lov o o |
 enough to ndke you dissatisfied, | . | N .
For example, 2 quiz may be given S IR R IR AR 1
~on the one’day you weren't pre- ' ol .y )
—pared o | T

" h you aré: given only a linited amount . ,
of time to complete an assignment : ) ] -
and so you recelve evaluations:low ‘ ! _ . ]
enough to make you dissatisfied : ) _ ' N N

1. your-acadenic work is evaluated by | ]

" both school officials (teachers,” | N |
% adninistrators) and other students ) o o
~and you find that in order to please | - -
“one. you have to displéase the other e

(

J you don't know that an assignnent 1
~has been made or’a test scheduled
until too late and 50 you, recefve - [
evaluations low enough to make you. | . o

d dissatisfied | .“f“_v X . | o ' [ e
| 'Q. you work hard on an assignment bt || e ) 1
———-———are-still not able'to do as well as | Il 10

~you would like and S0 you receive .. | . | ‘ ¢
evaluations low enough to make you e
ﬂdissatisfied '

¢

1. you aren "t challenged by the. academicl
work you are asked to do and so you-
receive evaluations that don't megn '

-, anything to you '

]




2, In general, mmhwaMﬂmorm@mthewhawiandcummpmMmsmy&ﬂg&cwnﬁ
you to recgive evaluations low enough to make you dissatigféfgi For each of the folloving problens,

o H please nbte how often this sort of thing happens to you, (Chw e for each problem.) S
| f | " - . “Alnost Fairly Some— - .Aimddt

Alvays Alw;ys Usually Often times Séldom.-Never Never

a." standards used to evaluate your '

- behavior are much too high and so

- you recelve evaluations low enough
to make you dissatisfied

b, you don't know how you are expected
" to behave and so you receive foe
‘evaluations low enough to make

. you.dissatisfied |

¢, you are evaluated on behavior you had
nothing to do with and so you
receive evaluations low enough to
: : make you dissatisfied

d. when in a grbup you find that
although you are’behaving well,
" others in the group are not and
s0 you recelve evaluations low
«_enough to make you dissatisfied

8T€

e. you are asked to obey 50 many rules
at the same time that it isn't pos-
sible to observe them all and so |

"you receive evaluations low enough | .
* to make you dissatisfied |

£, your- behavigy is evaluated by more
than one supervisor (teacher, ad-
_______i_i_i,minisirator) and you find that in | o .
order to'please one supervisor you
have to displease the other -

317
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Please continue to note how often each of the following problems occurs when you are evaluated S
| in school, ‘ A o
Almost  Tairly Some- ‘Aloosr : a S
Alvays Always Usually Often times Seldom Never - Never. AN

LA "

g. you are evaluated based on behavior 3 | j
‘different fromtheway youusually |- | | .
behave and so you receive evalua- = |~ | |
tions low enough to make you | ,
dissatisfied, For example, you | I |
may get caught the one time you ~ | - |
wmmmMng\

. you are given only a 1imited - . | EEE R .
- amount of time to do something and 1 P
so you receive evaluatlons of your
behavior low enough to make you
dissatisfied

i, your behavior is evaluated by both

g school officials (teachers, adminis-
n  trators) and other students and you |
find that in order to please one you

have to displease the bther B ¥

j you don t find out about a school . k ,
! rule until toolate and so receive™ | . | o R
© evaluations lov erough to make you | 1 SRR S
- 3" dissatisfied

/

/ ki you try hard to behave but are
/.- still not able to behave as-well
£ a5 ypu would like and so you re-
P/ celve evaluations low enough to
/7 make you dissatisfied

)

o, 'expectations'for studént behavior are
[

- low that you don t take them
seriously R E g
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ww PARTICIPATE IN EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES CONTINUE ‘wrm Qursrmn 3 BELOW. e
-+ IE.XOU Do NOT PARTICIPATE IN BXTRACURRICULAR, Acrrvrnrns PLEASE, TURY 0 PAGE 9.‘_”m." "

heoaig

-3 In general, when your performance in extracurriCular ac;ivities 13 evaluated 1in school certain problens
nay arige to cause you to receive evaluations low.enough to make you dissatisfied, For each ‘of the
following problems, please note how often this sort of thing happens to you. (Check one for each

L &

problem.)

o AlmoSt1:

Fairly Some~

| ‘.fhlmosf

Never

‘standards used to evaluate your
performance are much too high and

/60 you recelve evaluations low

enough to make you dissatisfied

 Always - Alvays " Usually

Often

times

Seldom_Never

. you don't know how You are expected

to perform in dctivities and so you

- recelveevaluations low enough to |-

make you dissatisfied .

. you are evaluated on something you
. had nothing to. do with and so you
-+ recelve eyaluations low enough-to .

make you dissatisfied .

. when working in'a group or team “

you find:that although you are
performing well, others n the .

group are not and 50 you recelve

~ evaluations low enoughi to make
- you dissatisfied .-

¢
W
N
[
. d
e
/e

. you are expected to do so many,
“things in extracurricular

activities that it isn't pos~

. sible to do a good job and com- .
plete them all and so you receive

evaluations lov enough £0 make.

- you disSatisfied'-

ot

. you are evaluated by. more than one

coach sponsor, or student leader

- and find that in order to please
~ ong person you have to displease
“the other - ,




IZzge

L you'afen't challenged by the things

o r;éeiveevaluationsthat aren't S .
1

‘ o
Please continue to note how often each of the following problems occurs when your performance in
extracurricular activities is eyaluated in school,

- Almost - \ Fairl§ Some-

Alvays Always. Usually Often times
g. Tou are evaluated based on per-

Almost

way you usually perform and so yoo | ‘ Vo
receive evaluations low enough to -

\ 1 '\-;
make you dissatisfled, For example,

Vo
a tryout may be held on the one day | 1 .
- vhen you aren't feeling well.

- \
h. you are given only a limited anount

Seldom, Never Never
|l -
formances different from the

.\

v

of time to do something and so you |- - 1o -

receive evaluations low enough to e B \
make you dissatisfied :

1. you are evaluated by both sponsors ' '

or coaches and other students ond
find that in order to please one
you have to displease the other

you don't know about something that

_ you are .expected to do until too 4 |
late and g0 you receive evaluations g ] . |
low enough to make you dissatisfied

T

e e
T

k. you work hard‘on something but are

‘ K ?’1
still not able to do as well as'you | -

would like and so you receive evalu-

ations low enough to make-you
dissatisfied

you are asked to do and so you

ortant to you
j

:3:3:3f | - , | o ‘4‘

1



«Seétion 2
| .EVALUATION OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES . i

. . e
/ IN THIS- SECTION WE WILL ASK YOU SOME
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE WAY YOU ARE EVAL~
'~ UATED IN YOUR CLASSES.

. PLEASE LIST THE CLASSES, YOU ARE, NOW___ oL

STAKING_AND_CHECK. WHETHER EACH.IS RE- _
QUIRED OR ELECTIVE....

lst Period . o | required ______elective
"2nd Period . RS ‘reduired ' _____; élective'
3r§ Period ' _ | E "required- -~ elective
4th Period _ _ . ’ requireé , ______'elqctiﬁé
5th Period _ : requiréa ’ eiective
y 6th Period 3 - ‘ A L fequi;ed.ﬁ j,__;_:_ elective

IN EACH OF THESE CLASSES YOU ARE SUPERVISED
BY ONE OR MORE TEACHERS.

IN THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW WE WILL ASK YOU
ABOUT SOME TYPICAL PROBLEMS WITH SUCH EVALU-
ATIONS TO SEE HOW OFTEN THEY HAVE HAPPENED

. TO YOU., '

REMEMBER THAT WHEN WE TALK ABOUT EVALUATIONS
WE ARE TALKING NOT ONLY ABOUﬂ GRADES, BUT AL-
SO ABOUT A VARIETY OF WAYS IN WHICH SCHOOLS
AND TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS COMMENT ON
YOUR WORK AND BEHAVIOR IN SCHOOL.
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5. How often do yoﬁ find that the course work assigned to you in your Elagsgs—-u -----
is just too difficult for you to do and so 'you receive evaluations low

"enough to make you dissatisfied? (Check one for each class.) -
Almost - ‘ | Fairiy ‘Some~ ‘ Almost
Always Always Usually ,Often times Seldom Never Never
' lst Period | - ' ' N '

2nd Period

3rd‘Period _

4th Period o ' = ’_ | , : “ . .

5th Period
 6th Period -

6. How often do you find that you didn't know about an assignment of a test until
it is too late and so you receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatis-.
fied7 (Check one for each class.)

Almost Fairly Some- Almost

~ Always Always Usually 'Often times Seldom Never Never
lst Period ' , : k l,ifr

~ 2nd Period

3rd Period | N | | :

-

4th Period

Sth Period

6th Period

7. How often do you receive so many assighments in a class that you can't do a
good job and complete them all and so you receive evaluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied? .

i ' . - Almost, Fairly Some- n «Almost

' ' Always Always Usually Oftén __ times Seldom 1 Never . Never

i 1st Pépiod . . ‘ ' R , ‘ . HE >

2nd Périod

i 3rd Period

4th Period

——T

Sth Pericd ‘| -

f . 6th Period’

B Q. . . o kll{ .‘ :32?£;
ERIC = . LY




. 8. Sometimes students don't know what a teacher considers important on an assign-
: ment, or a test and so they receive ‘evaluations low enough to make ‘them dissatis-
fied. How often does this sort of thing happen to you? (Check one for each class.)

Almost ' Fairly Some~- Almost
Always Always Usually Often times Seldom Never = Never

-

1st Pgriod

2nd Period

3rd Period

4th Period _ +

5th Period

6th Period

9, How oﬁten do you find yourself working hard in a class but still. not able to
do as well as you would like and so you receive evaluations low -enough to make
you dissatisfied? (Check one for each class.)

~
' Almost Fairly = Some- 1Almost
Always  Always Usually Often - Times Seldom Never Never

1st Period 0

2nd Period

. " 3rd Period

4th Period — ' —.

5th Period

6th Period .

|

10. How often do you receive an assignment that has to be done in such a short
period of time that you can't do a good job and so you receive evaluations
low enough to make you dissatisfied? (Check one for each class.)

Almost " Fairly Some- Almost

Always Always  Usually Often times Seldom Never Never
1st Period . _ : .
2nd Period
3rd Period
4th Periqd ' ' T - : ' ; 5 ) Co
..5th Peridd
6th Period i
— 3
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11. How often do you find that you are supervised by more than one persopn in a

12.

13.

Always Always Usually Often times Seldom Never :Never
1st Period . :
2nd Period _ o .
"3rd Period : L o ‘ N o
4th Period
R | . _
Sth Period | ‘ : ' ' : 1T
: | , ' 1 : : : X
6th Period | - ‘ e S \
n“» V L -
Y
1 .
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class and in order to please one qupervisor you have to displense the other?

'~(Check one for each class.)

Almost Fairly Some- Almost’

Always Alwéys Usually Often times Seldom Never Never
lst Period - . '

2nd Period
\

3rd\Period

4th Period

\ ¥ ' ' i

5th Period

6th Period

How often do you find that the tests, and assignments'a teacher gives really
don't measure the things you have learned and so you receive evaluations
low enough to make you dissatisfied? (Check one for each c ass.)

. Almost Fairly  Some- Almost

, Always Always Usually Often Times Sel om Never ' Never
1st Period .

2nd»Period

3rd'Period N

4th Period

5th Period

6th Period

When you are working in groups in class how often do you find that although
you are doing a good job, others in the group are not and so you receive
evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied? (Check one for -each class.)

e

Almost . Fairly Some- Almost




2

NMA. Your course work may - be evaluated by both teachers:and’other'students.i
How often do you find that in order to please one youohave to displease
the other'7 (Check one for each class ) . Fooe : .
,P'" ‘\‘ : ‘ AlmoSt : ,'Fairly ~ Some- Almost : fv
L . Always Always. Usually Often . times Seldom Never Never };;
lst Period I : o o R S R -
-2nd Period | . ‘ - ' L = :
'3rd'Period . ', fi\; ' ‘
Ath Period: \ ‘
5th,Period
~Gth. Perdod | . . - _N - ﬂ.*{‘ _7: 1 f-‘ e ,
N po , S : Tl
.15, How often do you f find that_you are evaluated on’ work“you had nothing to. do...
kN with and’ so you receive evaluations dow enough to make you dissatisfied”fj,
+ (Check. one for each class ) T :
o : Almost L ' Fairly' Some—y,fﬂ " Almost R
Always Always = Usually Often Times ' Seldom Never Never:
lst Period . o N R N B T . 1.
7nd Period | . o — | N e
- . ~ = . L /’/v ) .
3rd Period | B 1 = - 1 .
- EEE s Lo C ) »
4th Period . e ~ k,fh - ’ 1
. 5th Period | ' =
P . ' ‘- > . / c .. o S
6th Period | = P I b R P R
16. How. often do you find “that you aren't challenged by thewcourse work ydd“é?e“;l_d .
.~ - asked to do and so you receive evaluations that don t mearn: anything to you? -
(Check one for each class. ) ~ : i o
. : . Almost: Fairly  Some- Almost ..
Always ~ Always Usually- Often times.. Seldom Never -Never
1st Period v - . o , . .
.2nd Period .
3xd Period ' o
4th Period
5th Perlod "
.6th Period | ' i e i B



%-17 How often do you: not’know what" kind .of. onduct or behavior -a-teacher ‘expects
“of you ‘in‘d-class and ‘so-‘you do something: to cause you to: receive ‘an’ evalu—~5.
ation’ low enough to. make you dissatisfied9 \Check one for each class ) BN

— ) [ “4:)

l . N , R

_ ."ffﬂ -‘Almost S f}i'~Fairly Some-l";._;d Almost o
' . ‘Always . Always - Usually  Often ' times Seldom Never " Never’
1st Period | e , o T e T o R
RO N T .a~-—~vr")3;*.

e

"ZmdPeriod [ | | | aﬂ,}, —

. 3rd Period N ; o ,i KR :;; R 1,»- L_ Q.;vﬁv

_&4th Period

'5th Period

Gth Period | P T - \7

18. How often do you find that the standards for- good behavior in a class are. justf.i
. too high and so you receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatisfied°
(Check one for each class.) -

o ~ ‘Almost s Fairly - Some~" | Almost :
_ Always = Always Usually 0ften " - Times Seldom Never Never
~lst Period - . ; : N

2nd Period T : . BN ! r»‘ : : .A S ~

~3rd-Period - ' : e =

‘ 4th Period ) . -

: 5th Period . ; N

6th Period | N TR R Se -

N

\

19. How often do you find that- teachers catch. you behaving in ways that you don t :
" usually behave and so -you receive evaluations low enough to make you dissatis- =
"fied? For example, you may get caught on one of the’ few times you do something

wrong? (Check one for each class.)" ) N S v

o . LT
- Almost \ Fairly - "Some~ \. . vAlmost ; S
AlwaysE_.Always Usually Often’ - times 'Seldom Never Never
lst Period, _ I v BN I — T =

2nd Period . o ‘, SN ._ . ‘,I..\t

3td Period . R — 7 T

4th Period |. | : '\ - d ' [ A

5th Period | [ — R A O

- 6th Period A T BT ':b- Y I -




/20.

‘How often .do you find that you are trying hard to:behave well in a class but

are not able to behave as well .as you would .1lik

g:aﬁdfsQVyoﬁ~£pceivé‘evaluaé~‘“*

' tions low .enough to make you dissatisfied?. ; 0 e /)?g~

21,

‘.6th Period . 4 RN B / C S et

22.

 1st-Period:

3rd Per;od 

‘lét Periq@

' @gﬁk Almost ~ ~ Fairly Some—= | Almost

f

. Always Always )USu lly 'Often ‘times Seldom Never . Never -

; 5
i b
e

anngr;od

Lth Period | . | ' ./

5th Period -

6fh Periodi

When you are working in groups in class,-how. often do ybﬁ{find that although
you are behaving well, others in the group_arefnétuanduso yoqAreceive evgluf’"
ations low enough to make youfdissatisg;ed? (Che¢k5one for eaéhiclass;).“ 5

: ~ Almost ~ Fairly  Some- o ‘Almost /A{<n, o
Always - Always Usually - Often . - Times Seldom Never Never

2nd Period | . . T T — T
s . . ) . . N DR Qe / E

3rd Period [ ~ ' B | :_4//2/1~
4th ngiéd — ' 1 - R : ‘.~'//}/< = :

5th Period ’ ‘ : e ] ‘ VR

How often do you find that you are gvalﬁated on behaviorjyou,had’nbfhihg'tb

' “do with and so you receive evaluations low enough to make yoﬁldissatisfied?i,,

lst Period : . ‘ \ . : — -

~2nd Period

(Check one for each class?)

., Almost - Fairly = Some- S AlmOsE_ R
. Always' Always Usually Often times Seldom Never  Never

' 3rd Period

* 6th Period

4th Period

5th Period




, Algost N Fairly S' é;*V'*gT' [Almost S
- 'Always Al%ays - Usually - Often imes Seldom Never Never
' Znd Perdod| T 1 1 22/' T '_;;]¢{7/ . %~‘-;fjv¢:“°
Sed Feriod —— - __///_J?e,; ,sg;;./‘{ |
- 4th Perlod X 1. / ' o hv//_ T ;b ¢r' ;Giff' = B
Sth- Period 7 ) / 5 ] j —
6th Period /. “;// f ‘ugf.
R .. [ L - . S -
T T -
> R i . /[. ) . . e e DR TRy . o el —— toa. - :..- Rt '
'?ZZ, ﬁowfoften do y¢ u find that the expectations for student beh i r 1n'£”éi£§£;_”~

"rother? (Check one for. each ‘class. )

23 Your behavior in class may be evaluated by both'teachers/
-How often do you find- that in order to please ‘one: y0u have to

d/isplease the

and ot er-students.

T each class ) T

“f: 3rd

‘are so low that you don't take them seriously? (Check one -
; S Almost : _ Fairly Some— Almost
- . Always Alwaz;, Usually Often . Times Seldom Never Never
1st Period| o ' ' T \ J
é/'// |
2nd Period .//
-Perlod )“

4th

Period ;/‘

5th

Period
//

6th

Period

Y
/

RN
!,.
ii.

IF YOU PARTICIPATE IN EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES, TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE

IF YOU DON'T PARIICIDAIE IN»EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES,~IURNJHLIMGEu26-_ ___““r'
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_. Se_cgiop 3 o

EVALUATIONS OF ‘STUDENTS IN EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES | o

R
R
e

"-.IN THIS SECTION WE WILL ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS

 ABOUT THE .WAY YOU ARE EVALUATED IN EXTRACUR-?.' *fNQ¥LIL

' RICULAR ACTIVITIES.

PLEASE LIST YOUR EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO YOU.A ' '

4. j' A ?
\

) - { .; R
l

5;

‘“”. . \ - '| .
s IN. EACH OF T SE ACTIVITIES YOU APE SUPERVISED

AND EVALUATED 'BY ONE OR MORE MEMBERS OF - THE
' SCHOOL STAFF (COACHES, SPONSORS ADVISORS)

IN THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW WILL ASK YOU
ABOUT SOME TYPICAL PROBLEMS WITH SUCH EVALUATIONS
TO SEE HOW OFTEN THEY HAVE HAPPENED TO- YOU.‘ n

. FOR EACH ACTIVITY WE WILL ASK YOU TO TELL US

--ABOUT PROBLEMS IN THE-WAY YOUR- PERFORMANCE IS

EVALUATED/AND THEN ABOUT PROBLEMS, IN THE WAY
YOUR BEHAVIOR OR- CONDUCT s’ EVALUATED&

\REMEMBER THAT WHEN WE TALK ABOUT EVALUATIONS
. WE ARE/TALKING NOT - ONLY ABOUT GRADES BUT AL-
QO_ABOUT_A_VARIETIMOEAWAXS IN_WHICH_ SCHOOLS '

_AND/TEACHERS AND - ADMINISTRATORS COMMENT ON

)% . YOUR PERFORMANCE AND BEHAVIOR.
SN yam ,
;7 . a3 933 .




the next few pages ‘we will ask you questions about’thelactivity you listed as first in importance
you' ’ . . - J K -

When your performance is evaluated certain problems may arise to cause you to receive evaluations :
" low enough to make’ you dissatisfied. ~For, each of - the followigg problems, please note how.often this'7
sort of thing happens to you in the activity you listed as first in importance; g i

. T Almost o ff airly  Som ,~-"”“v
[ S R - Always ' Always . Usually = l”’ - time ‘.:Seldom Never - Never

standards’ used to ‘evaluate your L
performance are much too high and ~ | *° |-
so you receive’ evaluations ‘low ' 1
'enough to make you dissatisfied

you don't kriow how, you are expecté\
‘ed to perform in this activity and
S0 you xecelye evaluations low
enough to make you dissatisfied

‘you are evaluated on something you ' 1 N S
had nothing to do with and so you ” '
receive evaluations low enough to . . : I I
make you dissatisfied : -l o I |

when working in a group or team you
find that although you are:performing
well, others in the group are not

‘and so you receive evaluations low | = . N
.enough to make you dissatisfied - ‘ <

you* ‘are expected to’ do 1) many thingg]
in this activity that it isn't pos-
sible to do a good job and complete .
them-and so you receive evaluations
low enough to’makeuyou dissatisfied

vyou are evaluated by more. than one . L
coach; sponsor, or, student leader- - . P D
and you find that in order to - i 0 ' '
please one you have to displease
the other :

334




rPlease continue to note how often each of the following problems happens to you when' your performanc
‘18’ evaluated in the activity you listed as first in importance.

. Almo$t

Fairly Some- -

Often

times

Seldom

Almost
Never

" Never

_you are evaluated based ;on perform—
ances different from the way you--
usually perform and so you receive

‘Alvays

. Alvays

1
v

-Usually

e

e

-

evaluations low enough to make you
dissatisfied For example,
,_important event may be held on &
day when you aren't feeling well:

4

you are given only a limited amount
~of time to do something and so you
" receive- evaluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied

you are evaluated by both sponsors
.or coaches and other students and

find that in order to please one

you have to displease the other

you don't know that you are ex-
" pected to do.something until too -
late and so yoéu receive evalua-
tions low enough to make you
dissatisfied

- you work hard on something and
“are still not able to do as well °
" .as you would like and so you re-
~ ceive evaluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied

~ you aren't challenged'by the things

that you are asked to do and so you

receive evaluations that aren't
important to you

(g 7%

Ca2

- 3

-




‘Now we would like you t tell us how often some of these same problems arise when your behavior or
conduct is evaluated in this activity you listed first in importance,

Always

Almost

Always

Usually

Fairly Some-

. Often times

- Seldom

Almos
Never

For each of the following
problems, please note how\often this sort of thing happens to you when/your behavior is evaluated.

N
i
t
Never

standards used to evaluate you
behavior are much too high and
-g0-you-receive-evaluations—low
enough to make you dissatisfied

“you, don' t know how you are expected\\ '

to behave and so you receﬂve evalua-
tions low enough to make you dis-

satisfied : | -

you are evaluated on behavior you

had nothing to do with and so you

receive evaluations low enough to -
make you dissatisfied

when working in a group or team you
- find that although you are behaving
well, others in the group are not
and so you receive evaluations low
enough to make you dissatisfied

you are caught acting in a way that
“you usually don't-act and so you -
receive evaluations low enough to
make you, dissatisfied

you don t know about a rule for
behavior and so you do something to
receive evaluations low enough to
make you dlssatisfied '

o

you try hard tb behave but are not

able to behave/as well as you would
like and so you receive evaluations
low enough to make . you dissatisfied

_your behavior is evaluated by both
. Sponsors. or -coaches and other stu-
_dents and you find that “t¢"please one

- you have to displease the other

B9




For this same activity that you listed first in importance how often do you do the following
things in this activity.

5

. ] IR : - Almost :" Fairly . Some- . Almost ; .
: w ~ Alvays Always - Usually . Often. times Seldom Never Never

complain to the sponsor or coach - . o ;\ ' ’

about something you are asked to do . . , ' . ' . "

0

skip practice sessions or meetings

show up for the activity unprepared

try hard to improve after you re- ) »
celve a poor evaluation oo : S o : : x

'complainjto other students about - . )
the activity ' . “

show up ‘late for thé activityl

try hard to iriprove when you are
not successful

refuse to do things that you are . !
~asked to do '

work.really hard at the activity v ‘

disturb the teacher and disrupt :
the activity | o : I

¢

wish you could skip a practice T | :
-session or a meeting : _ N

schedule another meeting or ap-
pointment as an excuse to miss - ' N E 4 '
a practice session or a-meeting ’ . ' . ' ‘\,\

A

IF YOU PARTICIPATE IN A SECOND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITY GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
IF YOU PARTICIPATE IN ONLY ONE EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITY, TURN TO PAGE 26.
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When your performance is evaluateq‘certain problems may arise to causg you to receive evaluations ‘ -
,low enough to make you dissatisfied. For each of the following problems, please note how oftenlthis '
sort of thing happens to you in the activity you listed as second i i@portance. -

~ Almost 4%irly Some- - Almost . .
Alwavs - Always Usually . Often -.times Seldom Never .  Never

'standards used to evaluate your per-

ormance are much too Mgh and so e
you receive evaluations‘low enough
to make you dissatisfied

ybu don't know how you are expected
to perform in this activity and so _ N . ' T e
you receive évaluations low enough ' ’ o
to make you dissatisfied ‘ . . - ) .

you are evaluated on something you
had nothing to do with and so you
receive evaluations low enough ‘to
make you dissatisfied\ \

, \
wheﬁ-working in a group\or team you o .
find that although you are perform- ' o -
‘ing .well, others in the group.are ‘ o
not and so you receive evaluations . . _
low enough to make you dissatisfied ' ' _

you are expected to do so-many things :
in-this activity that it isn't pos- I
sible to do a good job and complete . J : : ¥
them all and so you recelve evalua- '
tions low enough to make ybu dis- .

‘satisfied , ]
you are evaluated by more than one | . : ' ,
_coach sponsor, or student leader T

and you find that in order to please ) ‘
one you have to displease the other : ' : e C

o e ; ,;\343
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Please continue to note hovfoften’/ich of the following problems happens to you when your performanc

is evaluated in the activity you listed as second in importance,

.,\q'

Almost - Fairly Some- -

Seldom

Never

Sy 9
v Almost

Never

Always Always Usually Often times

you are evaluated, based on perform-
ances different from the way you
usually perform and so you re- . o
celve- evaluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied. For example
-an important event may be held-on a 1
day when you aren't feeling well s R ’ _ S

you are given only a limited ‘
amount. of time to do something - - - , - ,
and so you receive evaluations - - EEN . - g

low enough to make you dissatis- . : B DU /2”‘\\H_/

fied _ ‘ : A

you are evaluated by both sponsors
or coaches and other students and
find that in order to please one
you have to displease the other .

you don't know that you are ex-
pected to do something until too
late and so you recelve evaluations . R 1 o N
low enough to make you dissatisfied

you work hard‘on.SOmething and are
still, not ablé to do as well as
you would like and sa_you receive

evaluations low enough™to make ) T e
you dissatisfied - Q\\\\ . ' ,

you aren't Ghallenged by the\things ' y
that you are asked to do and so you_ '
receive evaluations that aren't
important to you

e

vidn
Ot




T e e T T e e D e T g e P T
 we would 1like'you to tell us how often some of these same problems arise when your behavior or conduct:
evaluated in this activity you listed second in .importance.

e how often this scrt of thing happens to you when your behavior is evaluated,

Alvays

Almost

=

Fairly Some-"
Often

times

Seldom

‘Almdst

Never

For each of the following problems, please{5

Never

standards used to evaluate your be-
havior hre much too high and so you
;eceive\eveluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied

Always

- Usually -

l

I
i

i

i 4

you don't know. how you are expected
‘to behave and so0:you receive evalu=
“ations low enough to make you dis-
satisfied

you are evaluated on behavior you
had nothing to do with and so you
recelve evaluations low enough to
make you dissatisfied

when working in a group or team you
find that although you are behaving
well, others in the group-are not
and so. you receive evaluitions low
enough to make you dissatisfied

you are caught acting in a way that
you usually don't act and so you
receive evaluations Low enough to
make you dissatisfied.

you don't know about a.rule for
behavior and so you do something
to receive evaluations_ low enough
to make you disegpisfiedm )

you try hard to behave but are not
.able to behave as well as you would
. 1like and-so you_;ggeive evaluations
low enough to.mgkemygg,dissatisfied

your behavior is “evaluated by both
sponsors or.coaches and other stu-
dents and you find that to please

[>4 4.

one yow have to displease the other.

-




For this same activity that you listed second in importance how often do you do the following
things injthis activity, , _ e
- o Almost Fairly Some~ - Almost ‘
' Always Always Usually Often times Seldom Never Never

—

complain to .the sponsor or coach
about something you are asked to do

skippractice sessions or meetings

show. up for the activity unprepared

- —
try hard to improve after you : SN

receive a poor evaluation

‘complain to other students .
about the activity

-show up late for the activity - ' ) ; . S

try hard to improve when you are : N _ : . =
not successful '

refuse to do things that you are - S
‘asked to do _— \
~work really hard at the activity - .

disturb the teacher and disrupt
the activity

wish you could skip a practiee
session or a meeting

schedule another meeting or
appointment ‘as an excuse to miss
a practice session or a meeting

K]




Section 4

THOUGHTS ABOUT YOUR SCHOOL )

IN THIS SECTION WE WILL ASK YOU HOW MUCH
YOU AGREE WITH CERTAIN STATEMENTS ABOUT N
YOUR SCHOOL AND HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE ~

TO DO CERTAIN THINGS AROUND THE SCHOOL. \
b ) : \

\

\

32. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements about your school. \
'strongly : no . ;

agree agree opinion disagree

strongly,
disagree

a. My school has .a long history
of educating students in this}. . dommm ot
_.community '

b. My school has very little
effect on our community.

¢. My school is unique in man&
' ways. -+It is unlike other
schools in the area. ‘

\

d. My school faces stiff
competition in academics
from other schools in the .
area.

e, Students who graduate-
from my school really don't
do much.

f. My school certainly is in
" no danger of being closed
down.

g. Nothing is the same from )
one year to the next at ‘ (,
my school. '

339 _
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Please continue to indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
lowing statements about your school.

strongly

no

disagree

fol-

strongly
disagree

My school has very little
effect on our nation.

- agree

K]

‘agree opinion

My school faces stiff
competition in athletics
from other schools.

My school is jusﬁil&ke
every other high school

My school prepares students
to take important posi--
tions as leaders in the
community

Other schools never really
pose a threat to my school.

My school is rather new
and unsettled. - I

i

My school has special.

"programs which make it a

particularly interesting
place to go to school.

My school faces difficul-
ties from the community.

My school has many tradi-
tions that have beén passed
down from one class of stu-

.dents to the next.

There is really nothing -

.very special about my

- school.

My school has positive ef-'
fects on all aspects of the
lives of its students and
on the community in
general. '

My school prepares stu-
dents to take important
positions as leaders in
the nation. : a

340
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. | | . . \ _ | ) |
33ﬂ Please indicate how willing\you would be to do each of the following.

_help sell refreshments during

" nights after school put up

- definitely probably probably

would would

definitely don't

stay after school to help

get the school in shape for

a parents meeting. You would
put up decorations and would
help clean up the school.

would not would not

know

‘equipment for the science

work on a carwash om a school
holiday? The money earned
would be used to buy new

department.

evening school events? The
money earned would be used
to buy new athletic equip-
ment for your school.

serve as a guide on a parent’s
night? You would help parents|
find the teachers with whom

the parents wanted to talk. |

work on a studént committee
that was formed to decorate
the school cafeteria? The
committee would do its plan-
ning and &ecorating.on
Saturdays. \:)/A

-2

help some teachers for two

a display of school awards in
the window of a nearby shop-
ping center?

take part in a program for
new students about school
activitie3¢\nd to show them
around the\SQbool?

be one of you;x§§hool's re- :
presentatives at\a conference

of-all schools in Qur-area?
At the conference you and
the representatives from-the
other schools would discuss

ways of impfoving your schoolg

The conference would meet
Friday evening @&nd all day
Saturday.

N e
il
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Section 5
STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND ATTITUDES

IN THIS SECTION WE WILL ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS
ABOUT YOUR BEHAVIOR AND ATTITUDES IN SCHOOL

34. On your last report card, what were your grades?

Academic Work (check one) Citizenship (Check one)

>

N Mostly A . ____;_Mostly 0
____Mostly A and B . o Mostiy and S
__ Mostly B | - Mostlyxé

- Mostly B and C : ______Mostly‘S and I
__;___ Mostly C : C ___Mostly I

___ Mostly C and D v - Mostly I and U

Mostly D and F ] J\\\KA , Mostly U

«y

35. What would you consider a satisfactory report card?

Academic Work (check one) ' » ' Citizenéhip (check one)
____ Mostly A . ______ﬁostly 0
___ _Mostly Aand B _ ’ _____ Mostly 0 and S
_____Mostly B ' ' ___;__.MAStly S |

____ Mostly B and C o | ' Mostly S and I
___Mostly C ' _ Mostly I
_;___ Mostly C and D : . ______Moétly I and U

i Mostly D and F ’ _;____ Mostly U ~

36. In the last four weeks of school how many days of school did you miss?

none 1 day 2-3 days ____4-5 days 6-7 days . over 7 days

- school? '

37. ;z how many of these days listed in Quéstibﬁ #36 above were youmtoo sick ;d comé;
- none 1 day 2-3 .days 4-5 days 6-7 days over 7.day
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38. How often are you late for school? (Check one.)

Almost Few Once Few Once Few ,
Every Every Times A Times A Times
Day Day A Week Week A Month Month A Year Never

39. How many times have the following things happened to'you this year?

C e , . .. Over
.....never once . Times. . . Times Times Times . . Times . Times. ...

a. been suspended

\ b. given detention

b

li

c. parenqS‘célied

- about a problem
~dith jour beha=| = . I D I P I T
vior ) e - -~ - . . . .- e eae . " . . ‘-,.... . PN e e e - .. IR .. ok men e

d.  _parents called }| '
about a problem
" with_your aca-
demic work

e, arrested

40. How likely would you be to do any of the following if you knew you could
get away with it? v
' extremely very St ' very extremely
likely  -likely 1likely depends unlikely unlikely unlikely

a. skip school

b. cheat on a
test

c. | damage school
property

d. steal

e, take fewer
courses

f. pick easy
courses

g. avold teachers
with a tough
reputation

h. yell at a - -
teacher ’ '

1. pull a fire
alarm
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41. What would you consider a satisfactory grade in each of your classes?

Academic Work Citizenship

A B C D F 0 .S I U
Ist Period '

2nd Period

3rd Period

4th Period

5th Period ' ‘

v |6th Period| , !

42. In a typical week. low much time do you put into homework on: ‘each of *
"‘your cli/ses7 (Check one for ‘each class.) : o

About 15 Aboug 30 About an About 2 or About 4 or
Minutes Minutes Hour a 3 hours A more hours
None A Week A ‘Week Week Week .. A Week

st Period . : ‘ . gi

\ ' \

2nd Pe;ipd

- 13rd Period

4th Pgriod

5th Period

6th Period ) . : e

43, When you find you aren't learning a subject, how hard do you try to do
better? (Check one for each class.)
kY ‘ . :
Extremely - Very 'Moderately}ﬂ Slightly Not at all
Hard Hard \ Hard . _Hard Hard

1

ls't Peri&ﬁ

Fnd Period

3rd Period

/ith Period

) . 5th Period .

6th Period

@ - o . | 344
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‘44, How often.do you come to c ss and“find yours
' is, without books or notebo k or without your hpmework?
for each class.) ' . .

f unprepared that B
(Check one :

o *. _Almost . Few Once Few -  Few -
1 Every Every Times A - Times a. - - o
5 ' Day . Day _Year Never . .
st Period [~ T T .
Pnd’ Period’ e
i o . !
3rd Period . .
~ fth Period 10
[pth Period
- |oth_Perio
h\‘er_ d f
45. How often do you di turb the’ teacher and disrupt. the class’ (Check
. one for each class:) . , ‘ o
- Almost| Few Once Few Once »,,Few e ;
. Every Every _Times A . Times A ~/ Times a o i
', Day Day A Week \ Week A Month Month/ Year . Never' . .
I'st Period ) \ T T T 7 ,
1 N . \ e - g
2nd Period ] C \\ L ' ' / y
3rd Period | / 1~ L Y ﬁ
4th Period - [ . }>\\ . i
5th Period ] i [ e I =
' N iy
6th Period / ; ; b
- : > ) (
46,  How often: do ou cut'each of ‘your classes? (Check one for each i
class.) ’ - ' ' } p
s lmost Few Once Few ._ Once Few!
Every .Every Times A Times A ‘Times a _
o Day [Day’ +A Week Week & ;‘onth Month Year Never
lst Period. ' ' . B ' L ’
Period’ — ; ‘
L N - { -
" {3rd Period . ]. ) . , //

4th.Period ]~

.- [5th Perdod | /

6th Period /] T
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‘How often would you like to cut each of your classes?
for each class Y

(Check one

. - Almost Few Once Few: ,Once Few _

Every Every Times A Times . A . Times a
Day . Day A Week Week\ A Month - Month Year ‘Never

lst Period - ‘ - N

\\‘ Lo 2nd Period . ’ \ B
) o | \\. /// ) '
. Prd Period" j - \ . ' ,

Kth Period | L \

5th Period , \ t‘/

pth Period } \ ' N

: - - ‘an
. - ‘\ "
48, How often do you argue. with or complain to the teacher about an
assignment in class? (Check one for ea class.)
' Almost Few Once Few Z Once - Few

Every Every Times A-  Time A Times a
Day . Day A Week Week ‘A Mdpth Month- Year Never

Ist—Period —— _/ : : :

) ' " " Pnd Period N /
.  Prd Period i B ' 3

v

[

'fth-

Period

5th

Period'

- pth

Period

1/

49.

Everyone gets a poor grade so etimes.
how hard do you try to get a better grade°
"+ class.)

Extremely
Hard

=

Moderately
Hard

Very
Hard

Slightly
Hard

When you get a- poor grade,
(Check one - for each

Not at a1l
Hard

;“ lst

Period

[}

nd

Period

3rd

Period

| Gth

Period

I I5th

Pericd

", 'l6th

Period

346 .
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How hard do you work in each of your classes? (Check:dhh for each
class.) ' SN .
Extremely Very ' Mode;ately. Slightly Not at| all -
.Hard - Hard Hard -~ - Hard Hard ’
st Period _ ' . T ‘ - ) N
' Znd Period
3rd Period
hth Period )
5th Period : | 1 BRI
6th Period |- o ‘ ' . ' 1 T ' T
51. How often do you wish you could drop each of your classes‘7 '(Check.
‘one for each.class.) . Dd )
Almost. Few Once Few Once Few
Every Every Times A  Times -~ A° - Times a - -
i Day Day - A'Week Week A Month Month Year Never
Ist Period s Lo h T - NS
End Period | | | |- _
3rd Period
. ith Period
5th Period ]
Period
52. During class time how often do you complain about the class to
' other students7 (Check one' for each class.)
. Almost Few Once . Few ", Once Few
Every Eyery Times A Times A "> Times a
i : Day - Day A’ Week Week A Month Month Year .. Never
1st Period | / : ' ' : L
2nd Period
*Brd Period
ith Period ‘/ \ -
Shh‘Period // .
Gth Period
347 , ~—
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53. How bften do you refuse to do work in class? (Check one;for each - /.

class.) . . .
Almost Few - Once Few " Ortce Few
Every Every Times A Times ., Times a
Day Day .A Week Week A Month/Month Year Never
[ - L

st Period

Pnd Period | . 1 . 2/7 : — .,. o
Brd Period 1 — 4/77 ' : : : .;t;

5th Period 1 -1 \ }7 3 |
‘ . s .
“loth Period |~ e o %y

zz
: ' L / S T =
54. How often does your mind wander in class?(Check one for each
class.) . ' V*”’/ﬂ’;a\\““"‘“‘<\~;\\\ : -
: | "Almost - Fairly ~ Some- Almost S
T Always Always Usually . Often  times Seldom Never . Never . - "
‘[Lst Period , ‘ o I ' , - S R

" 5th Period

- pth Period

bnd_Period. - _ A : = i

-Brd Period
|"IA [ 4 o

L 2

4£h1Period

6th Period . ' ‘ \ —T T | — o

| , . S\ : |
55. How often do you participate in class? (Check one for each class.)

Almost Few Once Few .. Onéde ' Few
Every Every Times A Times A . Times a o
" Day -Day "A Week Week A Month Month Year - Never

léE Period ,

"

?nd Period

3rd Period

ith Period

6th Period o . . T




1f you had_ to schedule an appointment with 'a doctor during school

hours, how likely would you be to’schedule it so that ‘you would miss o

a class? (Check one for each ‘clags.y” v
.. "'Extremely Very “Somewhat Somewhat Very Extremely'
L Likely Likely Likely  Unlikely:  Unlikely  Unlikely
. . -, |Lst Period v ” L S B
2nd Period 4 ‘
3rd Perdiod - ‘
= ‘[th Period N} ,
'f. ' . . |5th Period
./ " . . l
f e ] 6th Period .
[ . -
57; How often do you come’ to class late on purpose? " (Check one for -
. “each class.) : o
Almost Few Once vFew Once: Few
Every Every Times A Times A "Times a - -
Day - Day * A Week Week A Month Month ' Year Never
1st Period C : K :
" PRnd Period . .
_ 3rd Period | - -
N th Period |
‘ . ) .
5th Period |’
6th Period
58. How often are you evaluated in each of your‘classes9 '(Check one
for each class. ) -
. Almost Few Once Few . Oncé Few
Every Every Times A Times : A’ . Times a
Day . /Day A Week Week A Month Month Year " Never
lst Period : ' : '
2nd Period
3rd Period.
[th Period | -
5th Period
, gth Period
: \
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59. Your grades may be based on how much’ effort you put into a class

on the results of your work on assignments and tests. What are ybur R
grades based on in each of ‘your Classes°' (Check one for each cla

Totally Mostly Effort  Effort & Results Mostly| Totally
on on Counts a Results Count a -OT - on -
Effort Effort Bit More Equally Bit More Results| Results

PR

~ |lst Period , . ' _ R \
2nd'Period" : . ‘ ' | . . \
" brd Perdod | - o N | I
4th Period | . : . ' \ L
5th Period - B
' 6th Period !
 60. How would you rate yourself as a student compared to other students in your
school?”
Far Above _Above Average————Belew——————Ea . .
- Average Average _ Average _ Below b
o N = Average» e e ] ) N ‘.H.. N s g
61. We know that students are involvod in activities in addition tthhose con-
nected with school. Please list your outside- activities and the number of
hours 'you spend in these activities each week. :
Ou_tside Activity 1 i o R hours tper week
Outside Activity'2 =~ o e . hours per weeK ~
Outside Activity 3 o o hours per week
Outside Activity 4 : ' T o hours.per week
Qutside Activity 5 ) v . . .__hours per week’

enough to make.you dissatisfied? |

T

s

62. How often do you find that these outside activities interfere with your ability

to do a good job on your school work so that you receive an evaluation low

‘.
\

'Almost, Few  Once Few _Once  Few

Every Every  Times a " Times - .a Times a oo
day - day a Week Week a Month Month Year - . Never
.. I’
N
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 65. Please indicate “your sex.

. . e i
64, Please ind{éate:yqdf3Year in high school?

Freshman. = - ‘.‘ASophbmdre o Junior

male : ~female
66} Please indicate your race.

‘Asian - _ Black '~ Spanish.
. — ° o ' Surname:

.,»-’-\

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP IN OUR STUDY.
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