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Philosophy of Effective School Practices

b=

Teachers are responsible for student learning,
The curriculum is a critical variable for instructional effectiveness.

3. Effective teaching practices are identified by instructional research that compares
the results of a new practice with the results of a viable alternative.

4. Experiments should not be conducted using an entire generation of Americans.
The initial experimentation with a new practice should be small in scale and
carefully controlled so that negative outcomes are minimized.

5. A powerful technology for teaching exists that is not being utilized in most

American schools.

Effective School Practices {formerly ADI
News) is a publication of the Association for
Direct Instruction. The mission of the
Association for Direct Instruction, as stated
in the by-laws, is to promote the improve-
ment of educational methods.

The name Direct Instruction originated
with the highly effective instructional
model first developed by Zig Engelmann in
Project Follow Through during President
Johnson’s Great Society legislation. Al-
though the evaluation of Project Follow
Through showed the Direct Instruction
model to be far more effective than the
other models on every identified outcome,
education in America remained generally
unchanged.

A few educators, impressed by the ex-
traordinary results of the original Direct
Instruction model and the programs that
were developed as DI evolved, formed the
Association for Direct Instruction in 1981.

Today, this organization is a vanguard in
promoting school practices that have been
validated as effective through the use of the
scientific method in educational research.

The Association for Direct Instruction was
incorporated in 1981 in the state of Oregon
for educational purposes. ADI is a non-
profit, tax-exempt corporation under Sec-
tion 501(c)3 of the Internal Revenue Code
and is a publicly supported organization as
defined in Sections 170(b)(1)(A)(ii) and
509(a)(1). Donations are tax-deductible.

A copy or summary of the current finan-
cial staternent, or annual report, and regis-
tration filed by ADI may be obtained by
contacting: ADI, PO 10252, Eugene, OR
97440 (503-485-1293). ADI is registered
with the state of Oregon, Department of
Justice, #79-16751. Copyright © 1994
Association for Direct Instruction
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From the Field: Letters

. Dear Friends:

T am humbled when I realize what an honour I received when I was selected as a recipient of an
ADI award. [havenot written scientific research articles; instead, L have written IEP's and Ietters
to parents: I have not made huge, significant changes in our system; I have had my hands full
keeping my st tudents safe from the popular approaches of our present system. My students have
not won scholarsit 1ps and awards; they have taken only tiny but significant steps toward
excellence. I have not pubhshed instructional programs; I have devised dozens of mini-
instructional plans, none of which are elegant, but most ofwhich are adequate. Ihave not spoken
to thousands at seminars and conferences; I speak to my colleagues and to my students’ parents
all the time, and occasionally I have shared some of my convictions in a more formal setting at

local meetings or conferences.

And then Irealized that the kinds of things I do are important, if not spectacuiar. Because of what

~ Iknow about Direct Instruction, many of my students have been able to learn and grow. There

are a number of young people walking around in British Columbia who can read because I
learned how to implement Reading Mastery and Corrective Reading; some can ride the bus
independently because ['ve tried to apply the principles of DI to bus training, money counting,
street crossing, table wiping, social survival skills, and anything else I've been called upon to
teach. A few of my friends have seen what my students have done and have been impressed
enough to find out for themselves what Direct Instruction is.

I think that perhaps I represent the ordinary educator who, without doing great and spectacular
things can, indeed, make small, but thrilling changes that ultimately can improve the lives of
students. As that representative, I am proud to receive this ADI award. I yearn for the well
designed, field-tested programs that [ can count on, but, as I face having to plan something that
will allow my students to learn yet another skill that they need, I remember Zig saying, “You
know about this stuff. You can teach that,” and I realize that, thanks to him and all the others
-from whom I have learned, I can, indeed, teach. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Ross

Terry Fox Senior Secondary School
Grades 11 & 12

3550 Wellington Street

Port Coquitlam, B.C.

V3B 3V5

Phone 941-5401
Fax 941-1777
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Thank you, Ziggy!
It's been another wonderful year of teaching! I could not have said that twelve years agor.. -

I was failing as a teacher. Itaught at a school consisting of low socioeconomic children. The
method of teaching reading used the basal with a skills management component. Making its
way on the scene was the Language Experience approach. I thought I was ready for the task
at hand. Hal!

Having completed a four-year educational program at a well-known college in our state, as
well as having supervisors from our local school system available and being filled with a lot of
enthusiasm, I was ready to begin a successful teaching career. However,Ifound myselfleaving
each day asking myself what else I should do to teach these students to read. Isoon found Iwas
among a large number of teachers feeling the same way. After discussing this concern with a
supervisor, she told me of a school in our system that used an approach to teaching reading that
was showing positive results with the type of child I was trying to teach. It was Direct
Instruction. oo

- My entire future as a teacher changed. I became a success—thanks to DI! My present school

has a small percentage of low socioeconomic students, and those were the students I worked . -

with. DI made teaching very different! My students learned how to read. I will never forget
seeing the light come on in those little eyes. As I became more experienced, I used other DI
programs. However, that was just the beginning. '

For the past several years, I have been a DI trainer for new teachers in our system. My status
in the classroom has changed also. Now I am using DI with smart kids!! Other teachers come
to my classroom to visit. Perhaps DI's successful use with smart kids will spread!

I am presently teaching a multi-age classroom of third and fourth grade students. Iuse DI
reading to integrate reading, writing and spelling with my theme of study. For example, when
studying the solar system, we read the series of stories in Reading Mastery IV about the solar
system. The writing prompts from the skillbook served to bring writing into context. The

vocabulary served as spelling words and were used in responding to the writing prompts., ..

Students worked in groups to research solar system concepts and skills required by our state
course of study. The students used the ratio strategy learned in Connecting Math Concepts D to
calculate weight on the different planets. .

I applaud Connecting Math Concepis. 1 piloted level C and have taught levels D and E. The
strategies for teaching math are so logical and make learning and teaching math so easy. Nine
fourth-grade students took the Stanford Achievement Test this spring. Out of the nine, two
performed in the average stanines (4, 5, and 6) and seven performed in the above-average
- stanines (7, B, and 9}. :

Thank you for the opportunity to share the good news! Our school system is coming to the
' realization that smart kids do well in DI What more can I say! Iam a DI advocate, tried and -
true. : -

" Linda Danford

" Arcadia Elementary School
- Tuscaloosa City Schools
Tuscaloosa, Alabama
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A Mnemonic Guide to Effective Teaching
Reprinted from Scouting, Jonuary-February, 1394, with permission,

As an associate professor of education and the mother of two Boy Scouts, I was quite flattered when asked
tospeak aboutteaching atajunior leadership training session. ThenI began to panic. How could 1 teach teen-
age boys the craft and science of education in one bnef sessmn when it takes at least five years of formal
education to become a novice teacher? "

Idecided to explain the steps of direct instruction, whichis a research -based model of effective pedago gy.
But knowing that the Scouts would be bored with thecry and jargen, I created the fo]lowmg mnemonic aid:

B—Before I begin, I need your attention.

O-—Objective of today’s lesson is..

Y—You need to know this because.:.-.'.

5—See how 1 do it. ‘

C—Check for understanding.

O—O.K,, now try it together.

U-Understand?

T—Try it alone?

S—Summarize. '

Ishowed how to use the steps to teach a simple know for tying shoe laces. Then the boys practiced teaching
a skill of their choice to a partner.

This teaching exercise can help Scouts develop leadershlp 51<1115 And it may even encourage someone to
consider a teaching career.

Maryellen Cosgrove, Ph.D.
Hilton Head, SC

' GRASSROOTS ORGANIZATIONS
Parents for Academic Excellence, Oregon

Mission statement: If you believe that the true goal of education should be academic progress, that new teaching
stratepies should be proven successful before they are unplemented statewide, that parents are responsible for the welil-
being of their children, and that local decision making is better than top-down mandates, PAE is for you.
Membership: $20.00 )
Services: Sponsors study groups, forums, seminars and meetings to enable citizens to become active in the education
process of their communities; provides an 1hformat1ve jargon-free newsletter orgamzes lobbying efforts of'interested
members.
Address: Parents for Academic Excellence

PO Box 1777

Corvallis, OR 97330

{503) 745-3016 -

Coalition for Education Refoi'm, Canada

Mission statement: The coalition consists of a number of independent organizations (lsted below) that voice the
concerns of parents, citizens, and educators abouteducation at all levels, These concerns center on such things as a need
to teach subject areas (e.g., teach reading), to have clear expectations for learning at each level, to maintain standardized
testing, to administer value-for-money audits, and so on. A copy of recent resolutions can be obtained by sending $2.00
. Canadian to the Coalition for Educational Reform.
Membership: Fees range from $15.00 to $25.00, depending on the organization, the services you wish to receive, and
level of action you want to take. '
Independent organizations in the coalition include: Educator’s Association for Quality Education (representing
educators), Ontario School Board Reform Network (representing school board members), Organization for Quality
Education (representing parents), Qualnty Education Network (representing parents), Parents in Action (represent-
ing parents) .
Address: Coalition for Education Reform

3266 Yonge St,

Toronto M4N 3P6

{416) 477-5397
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by Don Crawford

Entranced in childhood

by the occasional regularities I noticed repeating themselves _ _
: e L+ = hauntingly

in the confusion thatis  life
: Secking psychologically—Occidentally learned their rarity

But then, o
el g a tiny thing but true wizardry,
THE CREATION OF LEARNING - _ : .
- where there was only non-learnin in my rat!

-+ Beating a staccato rhythm on the bar —the rat had learned!! :
T : .~ only because of consequences wired into his cage
- only because of principles wired into his cage
the principles of the Grand wizard B.F.—— created learning from non-learning!

Thé GRAND WIZARDB.F. -
- discovered an elemental regularity
. manipulated it produced the unexpected,
' " with startling regularity
_ even in piano playing pigeons.

Like other followers of the Grand wiZARD B.F. I was drafted by my allegiance into

THE WAR AGAINST THE SLEIGHT OF HAND MAGICIANS:
T : The pretenders
who have usurped the mantle of the true wizards - , :
- S who are masters of impressive smoke and mirrors magic
: - ~ who are masters of the glitz and glitter, crowd-pleasing magic
who sneer at the regularities——as less than magical '
who sneer at the regularities—as simply mundane -
: B R - & t who casually bill for that which correlates
R A R T oo : with that which they facilitate
R and do not hesitate to claim
_ - : it also causally relates
who celebrate and obfuscate with wordy incantations fete :
o Cogitation, activation, schema strategy. ‘
contextual, constructivist, conceptual processing
~interactive, experiential style of learning free
meta meaning, meaning made incomprehensibly
who celebrate and obfuscate with wordy incantations fete their power in the world

S-h-h-h-h-h!! THE MAGICIANS — cannot consistently create learning from
non-learning o ; : S :
- and  THE EMPEROR ~— i§ wearing no clothes!

There are fewer regularities than we would hope,
The world is more complex than we would like,

But, “The regularities are all powerful, and worth searching for’’ . :
R so suggesteth the discoveries of the TRUE WIZARDS to me.

4 ErFecTIVE ScHooL PracTICES, FALL, 1993 AnD WINTER, 1994




Direct nstruction Reaches Special-Needs Students

Judy Rosenberg.
Neshaminy School District, Langhome, Pennsylvama

~ As a tenured and veteran teacher of special edu-

cation in the Neshaminy School Districtin Langhorne, -

Pennsylvania with more than 11 years of experience,
you might say I had seen it all. I used the gamut of

basal reading programs and experienced varied de- -
grees of success and frustration—until I'attended a ~ *
presentation on SRA Direct Instruction during an -

annual voluntary workshop. That presentation of-
fered a “new” means with which to achieve a great

deal of success in teachmg reading to chﬂdren w1th-

- special needs.

Within a year, my students changed from saying '
“reading is too hard” and “1 can’t do it” to actually

One little girl had tears in her eyes because she was
overjoyed. This was the first book she had ever
finished. :

Leading the Way

At first, I felt slightly uncomfortable because the
Direct Instruction lessons were highly scripted and
because the program was not quite in keeping with
the latest educational trend-—whole language.

Direct Instruction programs give the teacher with
effective classroom management skills the vehicle
for delivering effective education, Not enly due to
its content, but also because it has been scripted,
field-tested, and refined.

Most, if not all, of my students had been through
many basal reading programs, had low self-esteem,
and were becoming turned off to school. I teachin a
classroom setting and conduct some private tutor-
ing, primarily in reading, for both regular education
and special education students. Whole language is
wonderful for students who already know how to
decade. But for many students the goal of becoming
confident, fluent readers is not attainable without
systematic instruction.

Critics may say that Direct I.nstructlon is lock-
step and that students sit and respond like little
penguins. My response is that the process-oriented
instruction has helped children with poor literacy
backgrounds figure out effective reading strategies.
. Direct Instruction helps all students read. I wish I

could get penguins to read—I'd be wealthy as well

as a famous teacher.

~ From Failure to Success

. .In 1990, Ibegan SRA Direct Instruction with three
3rd grade non-readers and nine other 2nd and 3rd

. grade youngsters who were reading two to two-
- and-a-half years below grade level. A pretest placed

them into Reading Mastery 1, the first of the six-level

- developmental program.

Direct Instruction programs give the
teacher with effective classroom

' management skills the vehicle for

: L veeducation.N 1
volunteering toread toa “regular” third-gradeclass. ~ dellvermgeffectl ¢ ecucatio otonly.

due to its content, but also because it
has been scripted, field-tested, and
refined.

The students’ comprehension seemed weak, but.
my gut feeling was that the students had been taught
an inappropriate reading process and did not have
the ability to decode. ,

Some of the older children within the group had
expressed at various times a dislike of reading. When
asking them why, their response was always, “It's
too hard,” and “Ican’t doit.” When tested in typical
basal reading programs, the results lent credence to
what they had said. It was difficult for them to pass
the end-of-the-book tests.

I began with Reading Mastery 1, which teaches
sounds and their appropriate applications. In addi-
tion, I spent about 10 minutes per day on children’s
literature books, most of which I read to the group.
After four months, I noticed a marked growth in the
students’ reading skills and in their self-esteem.

During this time, I had one very small group still”
_using a basal reader. Every morning as I taught

Reading Mastery, they would be listening and watch-
ing, often expressing a desire to participate. Perhaps
they sensed a new attitude among their peers. The

improved self-esteem was becoming more and more

evident.

The studentsin the Dlrecthstructlon group were
accustomed to asking for almost everything to be
read to them, especially directions. Soon, my
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instructional assistant noticed that “Brett” read the
directions on the math sheet and “Ellie” read the
directions for language. And soon, during the daily
literature sessions, the students were reading witha
little help from their teacher.

One dayI was completing Presentation .
Book A of Reading Mastery. As I1ooked
up, I noticed that Ellie had tears in her .
eyes. “What's wrong honey?”, I asked.
“T1 never finished a book before, Mrs.
Rosenberg,” she replied—this from a
third grader who came to me in
December, and with whom Iworked in
order to catch her up tobe in this group.
Guess who else was not dry-eyed?

The children seemed more surprised with their
accomplishments than I was, so accustomed were
they to failure.’

One dayIwas completmg Presentation Book A of
Reading Mastery. As I looked up, Inoticed that Ellie
had tears in her eyes. “What’s wrong honey?”, I
asked. “I never finished a book before, Mrs.
Rosenberg,” she replied—this from a third grader
who came to me in December, and with whom I
worked in order to catch her up to be in this group.
Guess who else was not dry-eyed?

By the end of the first year, the group had com-
- pleted all three of the Reading Mastery 1 storybooks
at the mastery level, and their self-esteem was el-
evated as they were beginning to feel that they, too,
could be good readers.

Going and Growing in Year Two

The next year, I had most of the same children in
my class as 4th graders. They were again tested, and
this time placed into SRA Decoding B-1, the Direct
Instruction remedial reading program designed for
students in 3rd grade through high school. I was
soon to see why the program is recommended fora
minimum of two years.

Those children could hardly wait to come to school
each day. I was really beginning to see a transfer of
skills to other reading, I don’t know who was more
excited, the kids or their teacher.

By spring, their self-confidence was at a high. The
kids decided that they would like to read to a “regu-
lar” third grade class.

Talk about risk-taking. Wow! These kids, a few of
whom were virtually non-readers, read fluently and
answered questions in front of an entire class. The
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class posed .questions, and the readers knew the
answers! My prekus non-readers quickly became
celebrities, . ¢-- s

The skills were transferred to other content areas
as well. During each day’s science or social studies
lesson; Iwould read aloud and the class would have
a discussion, One day during science, shortly after -
the kids'redd to the other class, the children asked if
they could read the textbook instead of their teacher.

‘Iam not-embarrassed to tell you that the tears ran
down.my face. Yes, they could read, did read, and
continued to read grade -level content area books
qu1te well, and with a minimum of assistance.
Results that Speak—and Read—Volumes

At the end of the second year, the students had
completed Decodmg B-1 and B-2. They showed im-
pressive growth on the Woodcock Johnson Reading
test. Atthe end of DecodmgB -2, they were reading at
a 4th grade level. In September, 1992, they entered
Sth grade in a Learning Support class. Some were
mainstreamed - for one or two subjects—quite an
accomplishment.

Those children could hardly wait to
come to school each day. I was really
beginning to see a transfer of skills to
other reading. I don’t know who was
more excited, the kids or their teacher.

SRA Direct Instruction is a very specific and highly
structured remediation program, and its careful
design is its greatest strength. The program teaches
strategies ‘to‘the students by breaking the subject
matter down into small increments—Ilike vocabu-
lary, reading and comprehension—and results in
accurate generalization.

First we read the words, then we learn what they
mean; from this point, we can learn to write. First we
walk, then we run.

My students have sprinted through the program,
equipped with the fundamental skills to help them
break the code of reading and comprehension, a
combination of teaching which is logical and
intelligent.

Students and Teachers Take Pride in Success with
Direct Instruction

Walk into an SRA Direct Instruction classroom,
and youwll be sure to note the alert, involved stu-
dents. In a beginning reading instruction class, stu-
dents might be sounding out words. As they com-
plete a book, some of them might smile or even cry.
Because formany of them, success is anew sensation.




SRA’s Direct Instruction programs start with an
important premise; Every student can learn. The
lessons have been developed and field-tested fo
reach all students—from the ones we l:mght lose to
the gifted. :

The program teaches strategies to the
students by breaking the subject
matter down into small increments—
like vocabulary, reading ' and
comprehension—and results in
accurate generalization. '

Direct Instruction works. This facthas been proven
time and again. This is especially important when
there are so many stories of students falling through
the cracks in our educational system.

Breaking the Code ‘ :

Direct Instruction, developed by Siegfried Engel—
mann with contributions from many other educa-
tors, begins by breaking all skills into component
subskills and teaching the subskills until students
fully understand them. Then the subskillsarebrought
together and connected with the larger strategy.
Every skill and strategy is taught, applied, and re-
viewed. Nothing is taken for granted. Thisis a fu].ly
integrated program that gets results. :

In reading programs, beginners quickly become
skilled decoders; confident in their ability to read
words, accurately, fluently and automancally With
programs like Reading Mastery, Corrective Reading or
Connecting Math Concepts, ideas aré introduced at a
carefully controlled rate with systematic, continu-
ous review. Students move forward in small steps,
learning and applying each concept, using each skill
again and again. '

Technical Assistance Survey

Direct Instruction is catching on! We want to build a network of people wha can support DI implementations around lhe counr.ry 1f you feel ynu ‘
might hove skills to offer as a demonstration school/classroom, or as a staff development conseltant, please fill out this form and retum it to ADL

© Name;
Position: ~ School/Agency:
Mailing Address:
City, State, Zip Code:
Phone: (work) .. (home)
A, Whlch of the following do you ‘have Largs Group | Small Group In—clens

experience in and feel you're strong at? Informeation

Prosentolions

Informatlan
Prosentatione| One-doy | Two-day
Inl

Observations, | Scheduling

and Satting Up

Caaching and
Feodbach

For each progrum, circdle the {ovorviews) | (overvisws} | Tralning [T
a o - E
ppropriate nambers, Reading Mastory | 1 2 3 a 5 &
. Reading Mastary 11 1 2 a 4 5 -]
RAeeding Mastary NIV 1 2 3 , 4 5 8
§ .o+ ¢ . .. DISTARLangusgel, i, 1 2. . a. 4. .5 . .6
Aessoning and Writlng .
A&BD 1 2 3 L] 5 B8
can 1 2 3 4 1 -]
Curlmﬂu.'llnn Math .
Concapln A & B 1 2 a L 5 []
C&D 1 2+ a 4 ] -]
Spaliing Maatary A~ 2 a 4 5 [
DISTAR Arthmetic
1&n 1 2 a 4 5 1]
Exprosalve Wriling | :
tan 1 2 3 4 S 1]
Carocllve Reading
Decading A 1 2 a 4 5 a
Decoding Bt 1 2 3 4 & 6
Deacoding B2 & C 1 2 3 a4 B &
Comprehension A 1 2 3 4 & 8
Comprehension B1 & B2 1 2 L) 4 5 6
Comprehenslon © 1 2 a 4 -3 8

B. Project manager responsibility — Can you set ﬁp a school-wide implementation? (Comment on experience’)

C. Programs that you would like gddil:innu] training on:

'D. Additional commends:

-Upon completion of this survey, please return to:

A.D.L / Technical Asslstance Survey / P,O. Box 10252 / Eupene, OR 97440
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Annual Excellence in Edﬂcaﬁon Awards

-~ At the nineteenth Annual Eugene Direct Instruction Conference four dedicated and
deserving professionals received ADI’s Excellence in Education awards.

Teacher of the Year

Mrs. Earline Alexander, recipient of the 1993
Teacher of the Year award, is a teacher at Wesley
Elementary School in Houston. Wesley Elementary
became famous after it was featured on Prime Time
Live for its high level of success with economically
disadvantaged children. Earline’s colleagues rank
her as one of the most successful Direct Instruction

teachers in the history of Wesley Elementary. Her .

principal, Thaddeus Lott, points out that year after
year, her pupils score in the 90th percentile on
achievement tests. Mrs.. Alexander demonstrates
daily that schools have the potential to make even
the poorest of our children perform at world-class
levels.

Besides the dedication, motivation, and ability to
help students achieve atnew heights, Mrs. Alexander
has a keen sense of humor and spirit of helpfulness
that make her a joy to her colleagues. Earline
Alexander’s first grade classroom has been a high-
light for the many educators who have visited Wesley
Elementary from all over the United States. She has
opened her classroom to several thousand visitors
over the past few years. She wows her visitors with
her pupils’ amazing levels of performance and in-
spires them to emulate her achievements using Di-
rect Instruction programs. This past year, she reluc-
tantly agreed to leave the classroom in order to-
assume a position as a teacher-trainer at- Weslay.
She is currently sharing her knowledge and exper-
tise with the entire staff at Wesley. '

Earline Alexander, first grade teacher at Wesley Elementary School in Houston, Tekas, working with

Lincoln Elementary kindergartners.
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Administrator of the Year :

Ramon Alvarez, Jr., was the recipient of the Ad-
ministrator of the Year award for his outstanding
service as Principal of Woodrow Wilson Elementary

' School. Mr. Alvarez has demonstrated unusual
courage and persistence in standing up for theneeds
of all children.

Approximately 70% of the student body at Wil-
son come from homes in which Spanish is the first
language. During his first two years as principal,
Mr. Alvarez was very frustrated at the large number
of children graduating from Wilson who were ex-
tremely deficient in basic skills. Mr. Alvarez visited
many schools that were deemed exemplary to find a

disappointed. :

He found schools to be labeled exemplary be-
cause of what the teachers were doing versus what
the children were learning. Several visits to Wesley
Elementary and conversations with Thaddeus Lott,
the principal of Wesley, convinced him of the viabil-

meet the needs of his children.

Mr. Alvarez took on the task of instituting Direct
Instruction at his school with dedication. He spends
virtually the entire day in classrooms. He has been
known to pick up teacher books and present lessons.
Hehasbeen a constant advocate of children, seeking
success for all. '

Researcher of the Year

 ADI’s Researcher of the Year award. Dr. Lloyd’s
research has played a significant role in extending
educators’ awareness and appreciation of Direct
Instruction farbeyond the boundaries it would have
otherwise reached. In many nooks and crannies of
special and regular education in this country, his
work (with that of his colleagues, Kauffman &
Hallahan) has successfully carried the message that
teaching is amenable to improvement and that im-
proved direct teaching leads to improved learning,.
Both the quality and massive quantity of Dr.

Lloyd’s work are impressive.
Distinguished Educator Award
 For her long career of distinguished service, Dor-
‘othy Ross received ADI's Distinguished Educator
award. She has taught special needs children for 22
years in Coquitlam, British Columbia. She is now at
Terry Fox Senior High School. Mrs. Ross approaches

problem solving and re-evaluation. Learning tasks
are analyzed, components are sequenced, instruc-
tion is planned and continuously adjusted based on

program to help the children. Many times he was )

ity of the Direct Instruction curriculum as a means to

Dr. John Lloyd, University of Virginia, received

teaching as a technology that requires continuous’

individual performance feedback. Dorothy’s motto

is “students do not fail to learn, rather we fail to

teach.” The principles of Direct Instruction form the

foundation of Mrs. Ross's beliefs and practice.
Notonly has Dorothy been effective with her own

- students, she has expanded her range of influence

by sharing her knowledge and enthusiasm with
many teachers who have been eager to learn from
her. Her colleagues describe her as generous, dedi-
cated, caring, and unselfish. Every year she brings
anumber of grateful teachers with her to the Eugene
conference where she helpfully introduces them to
the world of effective teaching. Teachers are over-

whelmingly positive regarding her contributions to

the field. As one teacher commented, “Dorothy
Ross is the best thing that ever happened to this
school.” ‘ , :

Toarrange a visit to Wesley Elementary contact:

Susan Rimes, Principal
Wesley Elementary
800 Dillard Street
Houston, TX 77091

(713) 697-0131
Toarrange a visit to Wilson Elementary contact:

Ramon Alvarez, Jr., Principal
Woodrow Wilson Elementary School
2100 Yupon

Houston, TX 77006

(713) 523-8080
FAX: (713) 523-8356

To arrange a visit to Dorothy Ross at Terry Fox
Senior High contact: ‘

Dorothy Ross, Special Education

Terry Fox Senior High School

3550 Wellington St.

Port Coquitlam, British Columbia V3B 3Y5

(604) 941-5401 _
FAX: (604) 941-1777

EFFECTIVE Scroor PRACTICES, Farr, 1993 AN;J WinTER, 1994 9

SQAVMY




hat’s Worse. An Evil Conspiracy

ora Very Baﬂ Accndem"

FE

Bob Dlxon'

Wéshmgton Research Ihshtute

My topic th.ls mormng is a bit out of sync with
everythmg else we're going to be doing this week at
the 19th Annual Direct Instruction Conference, The
ulhmate goal of the Association for Direct Instruc-
tion is to éncourage the use of the most effective and
eff1c1ent instructional methods possible, as well as
effective asseéssment and program implementation.
One way or another, every session at the conference
contributes specifically and concretely to that goal.

But for a while here, I would like us to give some
thought to an entirely different approach to educa-
tion. Let’s think instead for a bit about an evil
conspiracy to prevent as many children from learn-
ing as possible: an evil, hypothetical ultra-ultra
right-wing conspiracy to keep the riffraff in society
from bettering itself through education. Why think
about that? Well, it might be interesting. But
hopefully, it will provide a context for our more
positive activities throughout the week.

'In general, the objective of our evil,
hypothetical conspiracy is to target
those who are already down and out in
America and Canada, and to keep them
down and out.

Who is the riffraff we are targeting in this exer-
‘cise? Most minorities, poor white trash, the men-
tally deficient, all 1mm1grants, white or otherwise,
' and so on. Butrace isn't the principal issue; money
is the issue. We know, for example, that poor Asian
children perform more poorly in mathematics than
black children from wealthier families. In general,
‘the objective of our evil, hypothetical conspiracy is
to target those who are already down and out in
America and Canada, and to keep them down and
out. Itisn’t that we're simply naughty; rather, we're
greedy. Reducing the level of education will in-
‘crease the concentration of wealth. So as we con-
sider this conspiracy, we should all pretend that
‘we're wealthy and that we hope to stay that way, at

S the expense of anyone at all.

‘ However although the issue is not prmc:lpally
race, our ‘evil conspiracy is an outstanding way to
practice racism, for those who are interested, while
appearing to do something else altogether. The cor-

- relation between race and poverty are no accident.

If we’re not particularly wealthy or greedy, but we
don’t like minorities, then the conspiracy L have in
mind will do nicely.

Our undertaking is sufficiently ambitious, re-
gardless of motive, but it could be done'by following
some fundamental principles. First, let's think about
some general strategies that are always useful for
advancing any conspiracy. Then weé can look at
more specific principles for teaching ineffectively
and inefficiently.

General Strategy #1: Rhetoric

Rhetoricis going tobe our number one tool. In the
classical sense, rhetoric is a good thing. Let’s forget
that. We will use rhetoric to the advantage of our
conspiracy. We will NOT focus upon the literal
meaning of words, but rather, will select words
carefully for their emotive and connotative power,

Here are a couple of quick examples. Because we
are going'to push the most ineffective approaches to
instruction that we can find, we sorely need names
for our movement that suggest just the opposite.
Words like whole or holistic are really outstanding.
They suggest that anyone not in favor of our ap-
proach instead favors fragmentation. Ugh. Frag-
mentation. That’s truly ugly. Listen. Whole. Frag-
mented. Whole. Partial. Whole. Incomplete.

Because we are going to push the most
ineffective approaches to instruction
that we can find, we sorely need names
for our movement that suggest just the
opposite. Words like whole or ho listic
are really outstandmg ‘ -

This approach is bas;ically the same as the one
used by bothsides in the abortion debates. “Planned
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Parenthood” implies that others favor unplanned

parenthood. “Right to Life” suggests that . others’

oppose life rights. We're riot doing anything new

here~just following tried and true methiods. To pull. .
off this conspiracy, we'llneed to think hard aboutall -

the wonderful words and phrases we can use to

distract attention from what we're really doing, .

things such as: understanding, high level thinking,

problem solving, meaningful, authentie, child-cen-

tered—stuff like that. And then we'll have to comn-
pile a list of words and phrases that we can apply to
the enemy: rote, meaningless, artificial, skills (ugh,
ugh, ugh), and so on. - e

We can use rhetoric in another way to advance

our purposes. It's acommon practice in English and
otherlanguages to shorten, abbreviate, or otherwise
truncate many words and phrases. We do that to
make our communication more efficient. For ex-
ample, laser is far more efficient than light amplifica-
tion by stimulated emission of radiation. Or maybe
we'rejust lazy. It's been rumored that someone got
tired of saying prefix, suffix, word basé, non-word
base all the time, so he coined one term tocover them
all: morphograph. . o
* Anyway, we can use this phenomenon to our
advantage. For example, linguists study the fasci-
nating and complex field. of language. . The lan-
guages they study are oral, but language is more
efficient than saying oral language all the time. The
word oral“isn’t really necessary because linguists
know that when they’re talking about language,
they're talking about oral language.

A related phrase is written representation of lan-
guage. That phenomenon is by no means common to
all humans. Written representations did not de-
velop naturally for the majority of languages spoken
in the world. Today, mostlanguages dohavewritten
representations, but only because anthropologists
and missionaries have developed them-—not the
native speakers. T

‘What's this little philological journey about? Well,
the phrase written represen tation of language has been
shortened to written language. We canuse thatin our
conspiracy: I'll explain how abit later.

General Strategy #2: Capitalize Upon Unabashed
Ridiculousness =~

This general strategy derives from a truism: the
biggest lies are the most easily believed. In our con-
spiracy, we are going to push for the most ineffective
and inefficient methods of teaching that we can iden-
tify. Those methods, therefore, might be perceived by
many as’ ridiculous. THAT'S GREAT! - The more
ridiculous, the better. Allwehave to remember is that

. when being completely, unbelievably ridiculous, we

must keep a straight face. If we act as if we were dead

. serious, we'llbebelieved by many, many people. That
is exactly the strategy of sociopaths: they aresosincere

that they make us feel like WE are the ones who might

“be nuts, not them. I'll suggest ample examples of this

strategy a bit later.

' General Strategy #3: Be Politically Correct

Our conspiracy is ultra-right-wing—ultra, ultra,
ultra. We’d put Rush Limbaugh to shame. Buton
the other hand, many educators tend toward the
moderate-to-liberal range. Therefore, we will char-
acterize everything we do as moderate-to-liberal,
and anything else as reactionary. This strategy is of
particular importance for the dedicated racists among
us. Overt racism isn’t particularly popular—among
educators, at least—and can on occasion be some-
what dangerous. A good racist, therefore, should
put up a good front. '

General Strategy #4: Always Paint the World
Black and White

There are good guys and bad guys, right and
wrong. There arenot ten or five or two right ways to
do anything: justone. And thatis OUR way. There
are billions of wrong ways, and anyone who isn't

wholly for us is against us, because such people

advocate one of the wrong ways. When we add
ideological fervor to this approach at the least, and
preferably religious fervor, it works magnificently.

We've all seen the most common manifestation of
this approach at work, which Iwill call the “if not A,
then B” approach. In education, it goes like this.

1. Find the worst, ugliest examples of education
and describe themn in all their gory detail, keeping in
mind the thetorical principles we discussed earlier:
rote, lock-step, cookie-cutter, and so on. Make up
any examples we actually can’t find somewhere.

2. Generalize this to everything other than what
weare going to advocate in our conspiracy, and then
press for one label to make the generalization cred-
ible. “Traditional” always seems to work well in
education. (We in education don’t seem to give the
same deference to tradition as Tevia in Fiddler on

'the Roof.) The now all-encompassing “traditional”

approach becomes Method B. We advocate Method
A. When someone advocates anything-—anything
at all—that is not consistent with our method, we
charge them with being advocates of the evil, ugly,
traditional approach. We say, in effect, “It’s not
method A, so it has to be method B. ‘It’s not our
liberal, enlightened approach, so it has tobe an ultra
right-wing, traditional approach.” If not A, then B.
Very effective. The best defenseisa good offense, so
because we are the evil conspirators, we will come
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out swinging and accuse everyone else of being evil
conspirators. o : ;

--‘Let’s. review our general strategies. I
1. We're going to use rhetoric to our best ad vantage.
2. We'regoing to propose ridiculous teaching meth-

ods with a perfectly straight face—the biggest lies

sell the best. - o R S R
3.--We're going to push the idea that we're very
liberal'and progressive, just the opposite of our true

¢olors. .

4. We're going to argue that anyone vlvho.opposes us

is not just wrong, but evil, stupid, and reactionary.

‘ 'It"sr IlIDtHO-lll' liberal, enli‘g'hté-hédﬁ
‘approach, so it has to be an ultraright-
~wing, traditional approach. -

- Now the job is to take those general conspiracy

strategies and ‘apply them specifically to education.

We need some specific principles for ensuring the
success of our conspiracy, some specific means for
converting our general strategies to action. Hereare
my suggestions. ~ * . ceoalte

Principle #1: Identify Ineffective and Inefficient
Instructional Programs o K

- Why reinvent the wheel? Why spend hours and
héurs developing and testing ineffective and ineffi-
cient instructional programs? For our conspiracy,
we could simply tap the wealth of such programs
that have been produced in North America and
abroad, beginning with Socrates: =+ - '
* One thing we could do is conduct an exhausfive
research review, in which we’ look fot the' most
ineffective and inefficient instructional approaches
we can find. Or wecould do somethingelse entirely.

‘A fairly easy way to acquire information on inef-
fective instructional programs would be to talk a
little with some eighty-year-old former teachers,
people who have more or less seen it all. For ex-
ample, one day a couple of yearsback, my sister and
I were talking about approaches to beginning read-
ing instruction. My sister was describing my
nephew’s whole language program at school. We
were both shocked when my mom popped into the
conversation; we didn’t think mom could hear that
well, and we didn’t think she remembered much
from her teaching days. o :
. -“Don’t tell me they’re doing that stuff again,” she
said with no attempt to hide her disgust. .

- “Whole language?” I asked. - , L :
“Call it whatever you’d like,” she said, and then

went on, “I was taught what you were just talking

about when I was an undergraduate at San Fran-
ciscoState.. They called it ‘Child-centered Curricu-
lum,’ but it was the same as what Liz was just telling
you.. It was very progressive, very-liberal.”
-..And-then. mom tried to begin one of her long
digressions by-asserting that in those days, San
Francisco State was actually more progressive than
Berkeley. :I pulled her back to the subject at hand.

" #So what about that child-centered curriculum?
Did you use.it on the job?”

“1 tried to,” she told me, “during my first year of
teachirig in Grants Pass. At the end of the year, my
first graders still couldn’t read, and I was on the
verge of quitting my job.” o .

“So what did you do?” . 3

She went on, “I confided my failure to the other
first grade teacher, an old woman whom I assumed
knew very little about progressive education. She
taught me how to teach phonics during the summer,
and I never had any more problems teaching first
graders to read.” And then she practically spat out
the words, “I just can’t believe they’re trying that
stuff in the schools again. Ithought we had settled
all that before the war.” ’

“There are many other ways of identifying ineffec-

_ tive instructional practices and programs, butbased

upon my experience with mom, I tend to lean to-
ward the eighty-year-old former teacher approach.
But whatever approach we use, we’ll be looking for
two things: (1) bad approaches to specific content
areas, and (2) bad approaches to instruction across

-content areas.

For example, either an eighty-year-old teacher or
research will tell us pretty clearly thatthe approaches
to beginning reading that have worked the best over
the y!ea_i"s'lqre phonics-based. Our conspiracy, there-
fore, needs an approach that isn't phonics based. In
fact, regardless of how we teach beginning reading,
we should attack phonics at every opportunity. We
can't afford to let anything effective slip through.

The approaches to beginning reading
that have worked the best over the years
are phonics-based. Our conspiracy,
therefore, needs an approach that isn't
phonics based. : ' :

Also, eitheran eighty-year-old teacheror resgarch
will tell us that explicit instruction is effective, par-
ticularly with students.who are having difficulties,

“and regardless of the subject area. On the. other

hand, the only kind of discovery learning that works
very well is discovery that's so guided that for all
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practical purposes, it's the same as explicit instruc-
tion, just a bit less efficient. So for our conspiracy,
discovery is it. Not just any discovery, Pure discov-
ery. We won't tell children about Euclid. Let ‘em
figure it out on their own. Let ‘em discover it-with
sticks. Let ‘em construct the knowledge for them-
selves, so that they really know it well.. I'll bét that
Euclid really understood what he was doing and no
one taught it to him. That’s our conspiracy pitch.

The only kind of discovery learning
that works very well is discovery that's -
soguided that for all practical purposes,
it’s the same as explicitinstruction, just
abitless efficient. So for our conspiracy,
discovery is it. Notjustany discovery.
Pure discovery.

Another general sort of claim we can make is that
children can be motivated to learn things they don’t
know, motivated to learn procedures they don't
know. We'llteach kids to read by giving them really
motivating stuff to read. We’ll teach math by devel-
oping some really fun mathematics activities. This
will really serve our conspiracy well. Why? Because
in fact, it's impossible to motivate people to use
knowledge they don’t have. Impossible. Not pos-
sible.

Think about it. If you're one of us that doesn’t .

know a great deal about auto mechanics what pos-
sible motivation could get youto adjust the valves of
your car if you don’t know how to adjust the valves
on your car? A hundred dollars? Pride?’ Ten
thousand dollars? A sense of accomplishment? A
million dollars? Youmay be thinking, “For amillion
dollars, I'd learn.” Yeah, me, too, IF we were given
the opportunity to learn. But we couldn’t doitif we
didn’t know how to do it, not for anything—period.

Are people going to buy pure discovery, or the
idea that we can motivate people to do things they
can’t do? I think so.

Principle #2: Redefine Research

The eighty-year-old teacher approach i is fme for
our purposes—identifying ineffective teaching and
instructional methods. But it won't satisfy all edu-

cators. We can anticipate that someone is gomg to.

ask for the research that supports our conspiracy
approaches. Since we are going to advocate ap-
proaches that don’t work, producmg such research
could be a real trick.

Let’s learn from history. The child-centered cur-
ricula of the nineteen thirties didn’t work, so obvi-

ously, no research could emerge to show that it did
work. Much of language experience and new math

in the sixties didn’t work, so again, producing re-

search to show the opposite was challenging. Why
go through all of that again? True: educational fads
can start and thrive for a long time without-a re-
search base, but let’s be bold with our conspiracy:
Let's try to keep it going for as long as-humanly
possible. Itisn’t realistic to think we can keep some
educators from asking us for research, so let’s just
redefine research. Then, when someone asks for it,
we'll give it to them. Will educators buy this, includ-+
ing academics? Sure. Especially academics. All we
have to dois make the whole thing sound very grand
and mysterious and esoteric.

We'll start by attacking research at its heart: the
scientific method. ~Maybe we could dig up a minor
principle from science, such as the Heisenberg Un-
certainty Principle; and use it to our advantage.
Heisenberg asserted that it was not possible to mea-
sure both the speed and direction of molecular par=~
ticles at the same time because any measuring de-
vice would change either the speed or the motion of
such particles. Something like that; I'm no rocket
scienfist. Anyway, that’s good enough for our con-
spiracy. We can claim that the tests to measure
student performance are no good because the act of
administering the test changes the learner. That
case will be easy to make because there are, in fact,
many problems associated with testing the perfor-
mance of children. Let's develop activities that
effectively hide any hint of student failure, and call
those activities “alternative assessment.” In short,
we'll throw out scientific, empirical evidence, since
that is the type of evidence most hkely to interfere
with our consplracy

Now, if we're going to reject scientific
research, what kind of research are we
going to promote? The answer to that
should be obvious: interpretative
research. You know, case studies and' .
thelike. The advantage of interpretative
research for our conspiracy is—well,..
you have to interpretit! That means we -
can interpret it any way we like, and
advertise thatinterpretationasresearch.

Many educators will love this. No one particu- -
larly likes tests and testing anyway. And we educa-

‘tors are not widely known for our broad knowledge

of science. Not only do most children display. a
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shocking ignorance of science, but many science
teachers today do not have science backgrounds
themselves. Never mind that scientific method is
aliveand well today, that Heisenberg has not changed
the principles of scientific method one bit, that our
very survival through each day is dependent upon
the principles of scientific method. We can pull this
off, especially if we add a bit of philosophy to make
the whole approach even more confusing.

Let’s getinto discussions of the nature of reality—
ontology—and the nature of knowledge——episte-
mology. Won't that turn a few heads? That will
allow us to claim that even when children know
something, what they know is nof real. Take math
facts, for example. A survey of personnel directors
in Florida revealed that the miost desirable math
skills for new employees are addition, subtraction,
multiplication, and division of whole numbers. What
an unimaginative group, those personnel directors.
Anyway, we don’t want students to graduate and
get ]ObS for erying out loud. That’s what this whole
conspiracy is all about. So all we have to do is claim
that skills like adding whole numbers are not real,
notauthentic. This ontology and epistemology stuff
is great. Remember, we need to sell very big lies to
pull this thmg off.

Now, if we're going to reject scientific research,
what kind of research are we going topromote? The
answer to that should be obvious: interpretative
research. You know, case studies and the like, The
advantage of interpretative research for our con-
spiracy is—well, you have to interpret it! That
means we can interpret it any way we like, and
advertise that interpretation as research. I'canillus-
trate this tactic with Principle #3. ’
Principle #3: No Teaching is Better than Some

A surefire way of keeping kids from learning
something is to not teach it at all. We will try to
convince people that children already know certain
fundamental concepts that they actually don"t know,
and that they therefore do not require instruction.
We'll use interpretative research to prove that kids
know this stuff that they really don’t know.

For example, let’s do a case study on subtraction
knowledge among four-year-old children. We
present such a child with five pieces of candy. We
ask the child to count the pieces. She successfully
counts five. Now we take two of the pieces away,
and ask her to count again. Without difficulty, she
counts three. Finally, we ask, “Do you have more
candy now or less?” The child says “Less.” We then
repeat the same steps with some other four and five-
year-olds, and get the same result.

Now we interpret what happenéd. Our interpre-

tation—the interpretation that best serves our con-
spiracy—is that all those children already knew how
to subtract. Therefore, obviously, it is not necessary
to teach them how to subtract. Research shows it!
Research shows it! Did those children really do any
subtracting? Of course not, but what do we care?
Remember, we're going to treat skills like subtrac-
tion as if they weren’t real. Besides, our goal is
smpl}r to provide quotable, citable research that
supports our posmon

Here's one more example. I mentioned earlier
that we could take advantage of a rhetorical quirk in

langunage, that of shortening. Because most people

use the shorter phrase written language in place of the
longer written representation of language, we can make
this argument: children learn oral language natu-
rally, without schooling. Because written language
is language, children can learn it naturally, too,
without the benefit of schooling. '
Now of course, a written representation of lan-
guage is no more language than a photographic
representdtion of a cow is a cow. But who cares? If
we can sell this line of reasoning, such as it is, then
we have arother example of how we might influ-
ence educators tonot teach. Can we sell this idea? I

" think we can.

How about pushing the idea that if
anyone is qualified to teach at all, it's
the children themselves?

In fact, 1 think we can convince at least some
educators that the role of teachers is not to teach at
all. We'll have touse our rhetoricstrategy wisely for
this. Let's'say we develop the notion that the real
role of teachers is to create a rich environment in
which children can learn on their own. Better yet,

~ let’s say that in such an environment, children not

only learn better, but learn to learn. Yes, 1 like that.
Absolutely gorgeous words, completely devoid of
functional meaning;

And here’s a little twist on this idea that I really
love. How about pushing the idea that if anyone is
qualified to teach atall, it’s the children themselves?
A world of wondrous cliché will give us a good
running start, For instance, “The best way to learn
something is to teach it?” Oh, really? That's the best
way to learn? That’s the best way to learn? The most
efficient and effective way to learn?

Anyway, we'll push theidea because it serves our
conspiracy. Letme gwe youa very specific example.
Imagine that Johnny is in your classroom. Johriny is
stupid, a real dope. Since we're making this all up,
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let ssay heisa minority, maybe a Native Canadian
11vmg way up in the northernmost reaches of British

.Columbia. Johnny is in the fourth grade, and he can

barely write his name, but some idiot has decided

‘thathe should be in your regular classroom. Got the

picture?

. Okay “We don’t want Johnny to succeed, but we
do want to make it look like he is succeeding. So
we'll put him in a group of students that includes
Mary Lou, a great little WASP girl whose father
owns an oil refinery. All writing will be group
writing. We'll pretend that Mary Lou is going to

teach Johnny to write, knowing full well that Mary

Lou is most likely to simply carry Johnny along on
herback. Now here’s the really good part. After the
group does a writing assignment, you can fix up any
problems that Mary Lou overlooked, type one copy
on a word processor, print several copies, and put
one in the folder of each student. Then if some nosy
jerk from the government or special education or the

tribe wants to see evidence that Johnny is learning

something, we'll pull out Johnny’s folder and say,
“Look. Here’s a sample of Johnny’s work!”

Will anyone at all accept this as ev1dence of
Johnny’s progress? I think someone will.

rl-;‘rinciple #4: Use Valuable Instructional Time to

Teach Things Students Already Know.

This is a-corollary of the last principle. We can’t
make our conspiracy fly by simply telling everyone
to teach nothing. We have to fill the dead air time

-with something. In order to ensure failure, we

should either fill that time with something worth-
less (my next principle), or with instruction on some-
thing children already know how to do.

" Now, lgt’s think a moment. Think especially

aboit. babies and toddlers. What are they really,

really good at doing? What can they do naturally,
with no prompting, no instruction whatsoever? 1
suppose answers to this could vary widely, but the

natural ability of humans that really blows my socks

off is our ability to solve problems. We may not
always solve our problems correctly, or appropri-

ately, but we do seem able to solve them, one way or

another.
" 'It's a problem for a baby when she gets wet and

;hates the feeling, or gets hungry and hates the feel-
‘ing. She solves those problems. Boy, does she solve

those problems. It's a problem for a toddler when
another toddler plays with his toy, and he thinks
there’s the possibility that the other toddler wants to
take_ that! toy and keep it forever. One way or

_ another, he' solves that problem

The entire purpose of the human brain appears to

be solving problems for the hostorgarusm Problem.-,' -

solving capability is a part of original factory equip-
ment. True, sometimes we solve our problems well
and effectively, and sometimes, not. What makes

the difference? Knowledge. Knowledge. Knowl-

edge.

A family practice physician, for example, solves
problems all day long. Just about any given symp-
tom could be a sign of a trivial problem that will
solve itself with the passage of time, or of a critical
problem that requires immediate attention. Did that
doctor spend years and years of schooling and in-
ternship and residency in classes on problem solving?
Not hardly. That time was spent acquiring knowl-
edge: much of it factual, much procedural, and
much related to the question of when to use that
knowledge.

We will urge educators to spend
countless hours teaching problem
solving. That really serves two
purposes. First, it keeps children -
occupied with something they can
already do. And second, it takes time
away from acquiring knowledge,"
effectively ensuring that children will
not solve problems very effectively.

You show me someone who is adept at solving
problems and I'll show you someone who has a
great deal of knowledge. If that person is adept at
solving just certain types of problems, then he or she
has vast knowledge in a limited domain. It takes me
an average of two days to solve problems with my
car thatmy mechanic can solve in a few minutes. He
knows more than I do, plain and simple.

The point of this discussion is that for the pur-
poses of our conspiracy, a curriculum based princi-
pally upon problem solving is an excellent way of
achieving our goal, that of making sure that the
down and ocut stay down and out. We will urge
educators to spend countless hours teaching prob-

lem solving. Thatreally serves two purposes. First,

it keeps children occupied with something they can
already do. And second, it takes time away from
acquiring knowledge, effectively ensuring that chil-
dren will not solve problems very effectively.

Principle #5: Use Valuable Time to Teach
Students Things of Marginal Usefulness.
This ought to be fairly obvious. Keeping in mind

that our goal is to prevent the sharing of wealth, for

therich to stay rich and for the poor to stay poor, we
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should be able to identify those things that most
reliably contribute to financial success, and then
teach something else.

Reading and writing ought to be good places to
apply this principle. Afterall, financially successful
people can at least read, and many can write reason-
ably well. What do they read? I'm afraid I'm
speculating here, butI can share what I think. Many

financially successful people read The Wall Street.

Journal and Business Week.. They read reports- of
various types, and journal articles. They read their
local paper, and often, papers such as the New York
Times. They. read technical material that will help
them leamn their job, or do their job better, And they
probably read—or haveread—many, many textbooks.
~ They also read popular nonfiction, books that
outsell fiction by a notable margin, books like The
One Minute Manager. And they read popular maga-
zines, which are largely nonfiction. If they read
_fiction at all, they read popular novels, Jurassic Park
and The Client and the like. I base that assumption
on two facts. First, only 5% of the population buys
95% of all paperback books. Second, best sellers
—hold on here—are the books that sell the best!
They are the books that people buy.

Do these people read classical literature? I doubt

that many do, given the amount of space dedicated
to classical literature in bookstores like Walden’s
and Dalton’s and Crown Books.
Okay. Back to our conspiracy. The type of read-
ing that people do the least is what we might call
“good literature,” or classical literature. Therefore,
we ought to consider basing our entire reading cur-
riculum on ... what else? Good literature. The very
kind of reading that is least likely to contribute to
financial success.
~Our conspiratorial writing curriculum is even
easier to envision: we'll focus similarly on writing
fiction—stories—because that is precisely the type
of writing that is likely to do students the least good.
The story might very well be the most difficult genre
in English. Thousands of highly educated people,
voracious readers, with years of experience study-
ing composition and literature, have attempted to
‘write a good story and have failed. It's sad, actu ally.
Iattended a writer’s workshop in Maine a couple of
years ago. One of the participants was an English
Professor at a well-known midwestern university,
and she specialized in teaching writing and fiction.
And she couldn't write a story to save her life.
Perfect. We'll keep the little duffers busy trying
to write stories, knowing full well that almest every
other type of writing, stich as argument and persua-
- sion, would be more useful to them in both school
and adulthood, and infinitely more attainable. _

Here’s another example of marginally useful cur-
ricula. Of all the groups we're targeting with our
ultra-right-wing conspiracy, immigrants might be
the ones with whom we hope to be the most success-

ful. Hell. They aren’t even real Americans and

Canadians, heh? They talk funny, and they threaten
the concentration of wealth by taking jobs or going
on welfare. Let's get ‘em.

How?: Well, people who speak English fluently
and articulately, and read and write, have b y far the
greatest number of economic and other choices in
America and Canada. Let’s conspire to reduce or
eliminate those choices by postponing indefinitely
opportunities for immigrants to learn English.

We can accomplish that goal by applying our gen-
eralstrategy of being politically correct. A trueliberal’s
heart bleeds for all the riffraff, right? Everybody is _
equal, all cultures are wonderful, all people are great?
We can capitalize upon such foolish sentimentality by
pushing for the idea that every child should be taught
in his or her own native language. Think about it, It
sounds great to the liberal throngs. Our premise will
be that if kids are not taught in their native language,
then they will sit in classes taught in English and not
learn anything at all. If not A, then B. If not bilingual
education, then no education at all. Never mind that
there are numerous other possibilities for ensuring
that those students learn fluent English, learn vital
academic knowledge, and maintain their knowledge
of their native language and heritage as well. That
doesn’t matter. If not A, then B, ‘

Canwesell that? I'm fairly confident that we can.

Principle #6: Redefine Failure as Success

This might very well be my favorite tactic. It's
brilliant. Absolutely brilliant. Sure, we can do a lot
of interpretative research and satisfy the would-be
scholars, but what do we do with teachers and
parents who see children performing various tasks
every day? Our conspiracy calls for the worst pos-
sible teaching methods. If we truly identify those
methods and succeed in getting people to imple-
ment them, then a lot of kids are going to fail, and -
their failure is going to be awfully apparent to those
around them, those who care about them. That's
why it’s crucial to identify common signs of failure -
and redefine them as success. Presto, chango.

In some quarters—very small quarters—I'm
known as something of an expert on spelling. If I'm
an expert, thenIshould be qualified toidentify what
constitutes failure in spelling. Sit up tall for this,
because this is as profound as I get: kids who.
misspell an awful lot of words are failures at spell-
ing. As you can see, I didn't study linguistics and
orthography all those years for nothing. '
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Now let’s apply this principle. Hang on again.
We'll say that misspelled words are good, a sign of
success. We'll make misspelling a goal! - I love it.
Now, when kids write and misspell lots and lots of
words, we’ll characterize that as a sign that our
methods are working quite well. Is anyone going to
buy that? Sure. Remember our strategic use of
rthetoric. The word misspelling is ugly, ugly, ugly.
Misspelling. Yuk. Weneed something pretty, some-
thing lofty, something with an appeah.ng associative
quality to it.

I repeat: can we sell the notion of
misspellings as a positive, desirable
educational outcome? I think we can.

Something like invented spelling? Listen to it.
Invented. Invented.. Invented. It conjures up im-
ages of creativity, the stuff of which writing is surely
made. Isn’t one of education’s broad goals that of

-turning out creative, or inventive children?

Irepeat: can we sell the notion of misspellings as

a positive, desirable educational outcome? I think

wecan. And if we can do that, we can sell any error,

. any misunderstanding, any misconception asa pos1-
tive, desirable educational cutcome.

You figured out some time ago that I'm not really
talking about a conspiracy at all. Rather, I've been
talking ‘about recent trends and fads in education.
Let me say plainly, however, that I'm not suggesting
for a moment that those trends are the result of any
kind of conspiracy, or more generally, of any kind of
conscious effort to keep kids from learning,.

What we see in the current fads is not likely a

.conspiracy, but a very bad accidént, a concatenation
of events that, accidentally, has resulted in an array
of practices that in effect are likely to prevent a
sharing of the wealth, practices that are particularly
detrimental to the cognitive'development of poor
children, disabled children, immigrants, minorities,
children atrisk of becoming poor or disabled, and an
awful lot of children whom we might once have
referred to as ordinary.

I'll give my answer to the question posed in my
title right now. The question is, what’s worse, an
evil conspiracy or a very bad accident? If we just
think about the effects upon chzldren it really doesn’t
matter.

I doubt there is a conspiracy, an evil intent. It s
likely, in my view, that the faddists have good inten-

tions. They have seen classrooms in which students -

labor ad nauseam on meaningless rote tasks. They
know that’s not the nght way. They have seen

teachers do two math problems and then let stu-
dents try doing twenty more on a worksheet. They
know that’s not the right way. They have seen
students work endlessly on grammar and usage and
spelling and handwriting, but never actually write
anything. They know that’s not the right way. They
have seen students struggle with the mostunbeliev-
able concentration of concepts in social studies and
science textbooks. They know that’s not the right -
way. They have seen young children practically’
battered by elaborate punishment schemes, and they
know that’s not the right way.

They know what is wrong when they see it, and

you and I probably know what’s wrong when we see -

it. But here’s the crux of the bad accident, as I am
thinking of it: they don’t know how to do it right.
They don’t know how to do it right. They ... don't ...
know ...how ... to...do...it... right. They think there
is one right way, and that everything else is wrong.
Black and white. If not A, then B.

‘They are completely missing the reality of instrue-
tion and instructional design: there are dozens of
right ways, and billions of wrong ways, or ineffi-
cient ways. There are dozens of ways to make
children smart, to give them important life choices,
and billions of ways to deny them. Nothing as
complex as human cognition is as simple as black
and white, right and wrong.

What we see in the current fads is not
likely a conspiracy, but a very bad
~accident, a concatenation of events that,
accidentally, has resulted in an array of
‘practices that in effect are likely to
prevent a sharing of the wealth,
practices that are particularly
detrimental to the cognitive
development of poor children, disabled
children, immigrants, minorities,
children at risk of becoming poor or
disabled, and an awful lot of children
‘whom we might once have referred to
as ordinary.

Now, is this accident, this group of trendy prac-
tices, really as bad as I've characterized? Haven't ]
exaggerated just a bit? Judge for yourself.

Let’s look for a bit at the Standards recently pub-
lished by the National Council of Teachers of Math-
ematics, the NCTM. There has been a lot of excite-

ment about those Standards. Just about every school
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district in the country has jumped on the band-
wagon. The Standards must be politically correct: T
heard Bill Clintor. mention them at least three times
during the presidential campaign. Everybody and
their mother has endorsed the Standards, including
prestigious organizations like the National Science
Foundation. : SR _

- I'm going to give you a few quotes now, quotes
solely from supporters of the NCTM Standards or
from the NCTM itself. First, Bishop (1990), a Stan-
dards supporter. :

It is a little surprising that there is not much
reference to the research literature concern-
ingmathematics learningand teaching. There
isno impression of the existence of a substan-
tial body of research on which, for example,
the proposals in [the] Standards are based.
Recommendations and exhortations appear

- tobe supported only by opinion—authorita-
tive opinion, it is granted—but opinion
nonetheless. (p. 366)

Well, isn’t that enough? Authoritative opinion? The
opinions of mathematics educators, of big guns at
the NCTM? One is Robert Davis (1990) of Rutgers
University, the author of an NCTM Monograph
called Constructivist Views on the Teaching and Learn-
ing of Mathematics. Davis says:

Most readers [of the monograph], if theyhave
heard of the “new math” at all, have heard
that it was installed in a large number of US
schools in the 50’s and 60's, and turned out to
be a failure. (p.93)

Davis does not agree, rightfully, that there was a
single, monolithic “new math.” Rather, several dif-
ferent approaches to mathematics were grouped
together as “the new math.” Those different ap-
proaches differed in effectiveness: some showed
promise, but most were dismal failures. But most of
those disparate approaches shared a commitment to
discovery learning, which has uniformly proven to
be less effective than explicit approaches,

In that, “new math” turned out to be a failure.
And while Davis argues against viewing new math
asa uniform approach to mathematics education, he
simultanecusly argues that the world of mathemat-
ics instruction is black and white, bad guys and
good guys. He and his colleagues (Davis ef al., 1990)
speak of a mathematics war in the United States. On
one war front,

there is major disagreement on how to pro-
ceed in order to make things better. One

school of thought would argue for “more”
and “more explicit.” (p. 1)

They go on to say

A different diagnosis and prescription might
be said to tend in nearly the opposite direc-
.- Hon. (p. 1) . ;

In the same publication, Davis says

By focusing on meaningless manipulations of
symbols, the typical school curriculum gives
a student no effective mental symbol system
that carries the basiclogic of the realsituation,
(p. 100) :

Davis contends that new math was really great, but
that it simply has been misinterpreted. A major
problem with new math, according to Davis, was
that it lacked a formal theoretical foundation. That
foundation, he says, is constructivism. And whatis
constructivism? I won't get into that now, but here
is one fundamental principle:

Kﬁowledge is not passively received eif:her
through the senses or by way of communica- ‘
tion. (von Glaserfeld, 1990, p. 22)

First, Iwonder how one mightcommunicate with-
out using one’s senses, but that’s a bit off the point.
The real question here is: are they serious? Kﬁowl-
edge can’t be communicated directly, explicitly?

Well, let’s try it and see. I'll tell you how to spell
a word that you can't spell right now. It is pro-
nounced “kay-lee.” It comes to English from Trish,
and means “a gathering.” Kay-lee. Kay-lee. Think
about possible spellings. Okay, here goes: c-e-i-1-i-

- d-h. Tkid you not. C-e-i-l-i-d-h. Kay-lee. Write it

downif youlike. Lookat it. Pictureitin yourmind’s
eye. Trace it on your neighbor’s knee. Do whatever
you like. C-e-i-l-i-d-h. Kay-lee. C-e-i-l is like ceil-
ing. I-d-h is sort of like, duh, but not really.
Now, have I communicated anything to you? Do
you have a bit of knowledge, however tenuous,
however inconsequential, that you didn't have just
a moment ago?  Constructivists would say you
don’t. The knowledge isn’treal or authenticbecause
it was communicated to you directly, That's where
the ontology and epistemology stuff comes in: what
is real, what is knowledge. You don't think I made
that stuffup, doyouz = = =~ .
My own mathematics education was certainly
“traditional,” whatever that means. I clearly re-
member seeing teachers work two problems on the
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chalk board, then going off and working a bunch on
my own. It wasn’t great, and I don’t recommend it
to anyone. But, oddly enough, I seemed to have
learned some math. I never gave it much thought
until recently, when I built a playhouse for my
daughter. I hadn’t studied math for over twenty-

five years, but somehow, I managed to calculate -

angles for cutting roof rafters, to determine the area
of the roof and the area of shingles, all in inches, and
to convert to feet, and to estimate the number of
shingles needed to complete the roof. '

The constructivists don't think much of this. My
mathematics knowledge is not real because it was
communicated to me explicitly, and because the prob-
lems I worked in school were most likely not very
authentic. But my two-and-a-half-year old has a per-
- spective that I think is instructive: the playhouse is
real. It's authentic. The pitch on the roof is correct, and
it's completely covered with shingles, and it doesn't
leak. Sheisnomore concerned abouthow Ilearned the
mathematics that enabled me to build that playhouse
than the personnel directors in Florida are concerned
- about how high school students learned to add, sub-
tract, multiply, and divide whole numbers.

ButI've digressed. My pointis, simply, that every

approach to instruction, every fad or movemerlt that
comes alorng, is conceived of and promulgated by
“authorities.” The good ones. The bad ones. All of
them.

Now, what does the NCTM have to say about all
of this? Well, here’s a quote from the NCTM's
Research Advisory Committee:

The Standards document contains many rec-
ommendations, but in general it*does not
provide a research context for the recommen-
dations, when such a context is available, _
{Research Advisory Committee, 1988, p. 339.)

That’s great. Even when there is research to
support one of the recommendations in the Stan-

dards, they dont tell us aboutit. And then, wehave

to ask, what kind of research is the Research Advi-
sory Committee talking about, when research exists
at all? I quote Sowder (1989), who directed the
Research Advisory Committee:

in the mathematics education research com-
munity, interpretive studies of learning and
understanding are undertaken by research-

* ers who seek nottoestablish decontextualized
generalizations but to produce qualitative de-
scriptions of individual cases that will lead to
a better understanding of specific teaching
and learning situations. {p. 19)

Interpretative research. Case studies. But don't
misunderstand me. Case studies are great. They
often provide many good questions for empirical
study. In fact, I think it's accurate to say that Zig
Engelmann began with case studies. He taught
reading and math, including algebra, to his four-
year-old twin boys, Owen and Kurt. But those were
case studies. They didn't prove anything. The

- results had to be interpreted. For example, one

gigantic confound in that early work was the possi-
bility that Owen and Kurt were just a lot smarter
than other four-year-olds And you know what? I
think they were. ‘ ‘

It wasn't until Zig began working with extremely
poor, certifiably low preschoolers that dependable
evidence began to emerge in support of his ap-
proach. Like most researchers, then, Zig moved on
from case studies to empirical investigations, di-
rected principally by Doug Carnine. What does the
Research Advisory Committee think of empirical
studies? Again, I quote:

This contrasts with the still-prevalent research
scheme in which ... the design of alternative
instructional methods attempts to make them
all alike in all ways except for a single critical
variable, with the methods then submitted to
acompetition that is evaluated by a statistical
test. (Sowder, p. 19)

Other than the obvious oversu:nphﬁcahon, this
describes scientific method, a “scheme” for con-
ducting research, How does the NCTM get away
with this? Quietly, I think. Tolisten to me, you'd get
the impression that the people who wrote the NCTM
Standards are a bunch of lunatics. But frequently,
they present themselves as reasonable, objective,
solid citizens. For example, the Research Advisory
Committee not only concedes that it would be a.
good idea for someone to do research to verify the
recommendations in the Standards, but also—quot-
ing again:

to consider reseai‘d1 evidence that might re-
futeany of the recommendations madein [the
Standards]. (RAC, 1988, p. 339.)

That would be great, if they meant it, They don't.
Researchers here at the University of Oregon con-
ducted well-designed research on the use of
manipulatives. Their study showed that you could
use manipulatives either before or after doing com-
putations, and get about the same result. However,
using manipulatives after computations achieved
that result more quickly. It was more efficient,
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something critical to all of us concerned with lower
performing students. The Oregon researchers sub-
mitted the result of their work to the Journal for
Research in Mathematics Education, a publication
of the NCTM. The paper.was. re]ected and the editor
said the fo].lowmg SESURRE

. As pomtecl out-by reviewers A and B, the tone

. and wording of some.of your comments and

suggestions do not always imply that you

;.- really believe or recommend the majorshiftin
-teachmg suggested by the Standards.

Get it?- If you develop strong emp:.ncal evidence
that is not consistent with.the Standards, it won’t get
published. Period. Whether or not the Oregon
research was superbly designed is beside the point:
you’d never, EVER get feedback like that from two
reviewers and an editor if they had any interestatall
in pursuing the truth.

But evidence that does support the Standards
gets published, even if that evidence stinks. For
example, in one study recently published by the
Journal for Research in the Teaching of Mathematics
(Carpenter, et al., 1989), teachers were trained for
eighty—eight-zero—hours on curricular methods
consistent with the NCTM Standards. Control teach-
ers received four hours of training on something else
altogether. Only the NCTM content was tested. Is
all that clear enough? One group of teachers got
eighty hours of training on NCTM content, and that
is what their students were tested on. -Another
group of teachers got four hours of training on
something not consistent with the NCTM Standards,
and their teaching was not consistent with theStan-
dards, but their kids were tested on the NCTM
content.

You couldn’t get a Masters degree from Fly-by-
Night Correspondence University with that study,
but it was published in the NCTM’s journal. Ikid
you not. And what was the result? Duh. The kids
of the NCTM teachers did better than the kids of the
other teachers—modestly better, according to the
authors of the study themselves. Modestly better...

 What a bunch of dopes! If you're going to.stack
the deck like that in favor of your preferred method,
the least you could do is get magnificent, substan-
tial, enormous differences. Trust me. If we could
train you for eighty hours on Connecting Math Con-
cepts, and then yourkids were tested on the program’s
content, and the control kids weren’t, we'd get vast,
colossal, monumental differences.. Even if the con-
trol kids were taughtand tested on the same content,
we’d get stupendous, titanic differences. Not the
slight, modest differences the NCTM researchers got.
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. In short, there are many ways in which current
fads are consistent with the sorts of strategies and
principles we would use if we really were interested
in premoting some sort of conspiracy against di-
verse students,

Rhetoric? Yeah, there is plenty of that gomg
around. I won't elaborate further.

- Ridiculousness? Plenty. When Ken Goodman
and his wife (1981) suggest that it’s easier to read
complete text than individual words or sentences or
paragraphs, we know that the big lies are the easiest
believed. When Ken Goodman says that a written
representation of language actually is language, we
know thatthe big lie is the easiest believed. Look: if
the Goodman’s were right, we could locate a child
somewhere, one child, who could fluently read a
book he or she had never seen before, but who
would struggle with the paragraphs and sentences
and words. One child. Somewhere. You find me
that child and I'll eat this whole talk.

Political correctness? Each year for the last few
years now, the National Council of Teachers of En-
glish has included in its national convention a ses-
sion on the right-wing agenda to promote phonics.
Enocugh said.

Redefine research? TI'll remind you of NCTM
practices, then rest my case on this one.

Noteaching? Teachwhat’s already known? Teach
marginally important content? These practices are
rampant. I didn’t make up the case study that
“proved” young children can subtract before enter-
ing school. That study is published—where else—in
the NCTM's journal.

Treat failure as success? Here’s one you really
might not believe: an objective of the Boston School
District for fourth graders is for them to use in-
vented spellings. I kid you not! [I'll personally
guarantee that many, many fourth graders in Boston
are going to achieve wild success with that particu-
lar objective. What I'm really curious about is how
they “remediate” those fourth graders who happen
to NOT invent spellings. Do they pull them out of
the regular classroom and send them to special
inventiveness classes?

Let’s ask a couple of minority leaders how far
they think their constituents are going to get with
stories and invented spellings.

There is a lot of lunacy out there, folks. ButasI
meander toward my closing, I would like to correct
a few erroneous impressions that I have undoubt-
edly created. First, I should point out that I recog-
nize the merits of some of the practices I have been
lampooning this morning.

As originally conceived, there is merit to the idea
of invented spelling. The original rationale behind
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that idea makes a great deal of sense: don’t correct
the spellings of words that very beginning writers
couldn’t spell if their life depended upon it.:That's;
a good idea, if not all that revolutionary and pro-
found. Personally, I've alwaysadvocated that teach-
ers ignore the misspellings of words in writing that
we wouldn’t expect kids to know. In general, Direct
Instruction people have alwayssaid that we shouldn’t
punish kids for not knowing what they don’t kniow.
Some folks, however, have taken a basically logical,
sound idea and turned it into a license for klds not to
learn. That's crazy.

I might also add that Engelmarm and Ca.rmne
have always placed an extremely high value on
student errors. But the errorsthey value the most
are those made by children during the field testing of
materials, errors made long before an instructional
program is published, errors that provide the infor-
mation upon which instructional materials can be
revised and redesigned. Like many of the fad advo-
cates, Engelmann and Carnine don’t think of errors
as signs of student failure. But they depart consid-
erably from those advocates in that Engelmann and
Carmine consider student errors their own failure—
Engelmann and Carnine’s failure. I don't bglieve
I've ever heard of Ken Goodman taking anyp per-
sonal responsibility for a child’s failures, and then
modifying an instructional program to eliminate
such failure,

How about cooperative learning? 1 advocate co-
operative learning—again, as originally conceived.
Neither Bob Slavin nor the Johnsons ever suggested
that kids take over the teacher’s instructional role,
nor have they ever advocated that some kids in a
group be allowed to carry others along: Both Slavin.
and the Johnsons are among those who are most
shocked by the careless ways in which cooperative
learning has been distorted in recent years. '

Bilingualeducation. Over fifty differentlanguages
are the native languages of students in the San
Francisco School District. More than hfty Bilingual
means two languages, so I guess we're looking at
something we might call “quintdeciple-lingual”
education in a place like San Francisco. My point is
that the diversity among students in the U.S. and
Canada is growing at such a rapid rate that we need
to be looking at new approaches, approaches that
aspire to deliver choices to students through the use
of fluent English, approaches that accelerate the rate
atwhich students acquire essential academic knowl-
edge, and approaches that respect d1ver51ty and rich
cultural heritage.

Alternative assessment. If we need anythmg at
all in education, it's new dnd better and more sensi-
tive and more valid means of measuring student

progress—no doubt about it.. Generally, one of three
things happen with assessment right'now, and not
one of them makes a lick of sense. One is teaching
the test.. Another is teaching one thing, then testing
something else altogether: The third is giving up'on
any type of valid assessment at all, using rhetoric.
instead by calling something “assessment” thatisn’t
assessment at all. Many of the forms of assessment
being promoted in conjunction with current fads fall
into that latter category. In any case; a great deal
needs to be done in this area, with an eye on making
assessment more scientific, notless. Promising work

" in that area is taking place right now asI speak, just

down the road a few blocks at the University of
Oregon, where curriculum-based measurement is:
under development and refinement.

And how do I really feel about classical htera-
ture? Well, as you might have suspected all along,
I'm an avid enthusiast of classical literature for
young and old alike. I read good literature to my:
own daughter, just-as my own mom and dad read it
to me. I'm particularly chagrined by the extent to-
which many adults have missed what we might
refer-to as deeply moving literary experiences.

Imagine that you have had a wonderful day and
look forward to a wonderful evening, attending a
production of Macbeth, possibly down the freeway
in Ashland, Oregon, or even across the ocean at
Stratford-upon-Avon. You're feeling great. Then
you get taken into an entirely different world, com-.
pletely caught up in the life of Macbeth, a life ruined -
by the evil machinations of Lady Macbeth and by:
Macbeth’s own folly. Then you follow Macbeth to
the depths of his despair, as you hear the bard,.
through tl'us pathetu: character, say:.

L].fe is but a walking shadow, a poor player
that struts and frets his hour upon the stage,
and then is heard no more. It is a tale told by
an idiot, full of sound and fury, srgmfymg'
nothing. {ActV, Scene II) -

Words written five hundred years ago come alive to -
you, reach’ out to you in the waning years of the-
twentieth century and give you an experience that,
hopefully, you will never have first hand. It’s re-
markable. Absolutely remarkable. -

Or if your day wasn't so great, maybe a produc-
tion of A Midstnmer Night's Dream or Lysistrada will
make you laugh, and make you feel good, and give
youa perspective on theday’s events that you would
not have had otherwise.

Maybe you have read Tess of the D Urberv:lles, and
have experienced the indignity of a double standard
in a way that could be fatal if you lived it personally.
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Maybe, late in the night, as you read the part where
Tess finally wrecks her revenge on the evil Clare,
you stand on your bed and cheer out loud at the
delivery of justice, however primitive, and then you
reflect upon the issue of suffrage and equality, and
you begin to think about the inequalities that re-
main, and how much they resemble Tess's cruel
tragedy.

Maybe atsome point, youhave read John Donne’s
The Dreame, and youhave puzzled and puzzled over
the meaning of the words, over the way that differ-
ent prosocllc renditions create distinctively different
meanings from the samé words.

My pointis this: it isn’t necessary that youorIor
anyone else dive headlong into great literature, but
it certainly is desirable that you and I and everyone
else have that choice. Shakespeare is not easy to
read, and not even that easy to listen to. Hardy can
be very difficult to read. John Donne gives us a
pretty challenging read. Celeridge nearly drives us
nuts. Even North American authors can be ad-
equately challenging. Note Melville. ‘

The key to having the choice of enjoying great
literature, in my view, is the ability to read, or, more
generally, a fluent facility with English. That’s just
as true for a great deal of classical children’s litera-
ture as it is for adult literature. Listen to this:
literature is not an ideal tool of instruction; the door
to literature is one of the ideal options available to
those who have learned to read, and to read well.
Let’s stop confusing the two. '

Well, I hope that clarifies my position on some of
theseissues. Another general erronecus impression
I may have created is that I'm just'as bad-—just as
fanatical—as the advocates of some of the fads I
have attacked here, Actually, I don’t suppose I can
really deny that.

I'd prefer to think that I'm just passionate abouta
few things, and that those things are appropriate
objects of passion.

‘believe me, they share these passions.

Even the best educational research can
be just marginally scientific at times.
That, however, does not dissuade me
from science.

I'm passionate about the idea of trying out in-
structional materials with real live children taught
by reallive teachers in real school buildings. I canno
more understand the practice of widely promoting
untested instruction than I could understand the
practice of promoting snake oil.

I'm passionate about the idea of utilizing unpar-
alleled advances in science in the pursuit of better
instruction for students. It's true: even the best
educatjonal research can be just marginally scien-
tific at t].mes That, however, does not dissuade me
from sc1ence On the contrary, it inspires a passion
to n:nprove upon educahonal research, incorporat-
ing the same science that has vu‘tually eliminated
the crippling disease of polio, to the end that it might
also eliminate the crippling disease of ﬂhteracy'

And finally, I'm certainly passmnate aboutgiving
every child a fighting chance. If we’ve gotany heart
atall, we at least occasionally think about some poor
child in the logging community of Forks Washing-
ton, a child whose Christmas this year won't be
anything like that once dreamed of by his mother
and father. If we have any heartatall, we occasion-
ally think about that Cambodian child out East on
Prince Edward’s Island, who doesn’t yet speak En-
glish, but who dreams in her native tongue of a life
promised by democracy. If we've got any heart at
all, we atleast occasionally think about an impover-
ished black child in Tupelo, Mississippi or Chicago,
or a Hispanic child in Yakima or Uvalde, or a
cognitively fragile child in our own back yard, none
of whom created the society from which they came,
all of whom are loved by their parents in the same
way that you and I love our own children, all of
whom at least deserve a fighting chance to grow up
as famous and as wealthy—and, if they choose—as
stupid as anyone they know.

Those are some of the thingsI'm passmnate about,
and some of the things I'm quite confident that
you're passionate about, too. I know the folks who
you’ll be working with in Eugene this week and
Many of
them, in fact, are directly responsible for creating
these passions in me, and I wish you a good week of
sharing passions with them.
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Failing Grades

produced by Dr. Joe Freedman M.D.

© “A hard- -hitting video that exposes:the growing d.Lsaster of progresswe educatlon
v Alberta Report : :

. Two Canadlan doctors present an analysis of educational research, mcludmg the data from
Project Follow Through, the largest educational study funded by the U.S. Government, in a
very graphic, easy to understand format, as they identify and debunk the main myths that
are keeping North American students from excelling. These myths include: that coaching
students individually works better than addressing the whole class at once; that children’s
self-esteem is prereqm31te to learning; that a spiral curriculum, that recycles the same

-information every year, is superior to a sequential program; that student performance will
improve if children are encouraged to work at their own pace rather than meet the expecta-
tions of the teacher.. . : :

For a copy of the 76 minute VHS videotape and the two accompanying booklets (the essay -
and annotated bibliography), please send check or money order for $17.95 US ($19.95
Canadian funds), payable to the Society for Advancmg Educatmnal Research, to:

Society for Advancing Educational Research
¢/o VICOM Limited
11603—165 Street -
Edmonton, Alberta -
CANADA T5M 371

The annotated bib]jography may be ordered separately by sending $3.00 US to:

Society for Advancing Educational Research
57 Allan Close
Red Deer, Alberta
CANADA T4R 1A4
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Sacrosanctity versus Science:
Evidence and Educational Ref@

Bernadette F. Kelly
University of Oregon

An interesting part of my job these past two years
has been to travel widely in the United States giving
presentations to math educators on “Reforming the
Math Curriculum, a Challenge for the 90s.” It has
taught me some of the complexities and difficulties
associated with educational reform. Ithasleft me at
times frustrated, hurt, confused, despondent, and
angry. Butit has also brought me moments of hope,
optimism and great encouragement.

There is little need to make a case forreform itself.
Something in the educational process is clearly fail-
ing—ourstudentsare not achieving world-class stan-
dards. Discouraging statistics abound. For ex-
ample, there are 34 million Americans who cannot
read the warning on a non-prescription medication
they are taking. Only 14% of 8th graders are profi-
cientin 8th grade math skills. Our students compare
poorly internationally. The need for reform is clear.
What isn't self-evident is the direction the reform
should take.

As I have traveled, and presented educational
alternatives, I have, at times, encountered resistance
* sostrong, come face to face with assumptions about
teaching and learning so different from my own that
I have had to re-examine my own beliefs and as-
sumptions about instruction. Ithas givenme lots to
think about. And so evolved this presentation:
. Sacrosanctity versus Science: Evidence and Educa-
tional Reform.

Sacrosanctity versus Science—what'’s the contrast?

Science deals with thenatural—religious faith with the
supernatural. Science limits itself to what we can see,
record, measure, manipulate and exercisecontrol over.
Faith is not limited in this way; it is the assurance of
things hoped for, the conviction of things not seen
{Heb. 11:1). Science concems itself with beliefs articu-
lated as hypotheses—predictions that are testable, re-
futable, and therein lies its beauty. It is flexible. Its
hypotheses are subject to change based on observable
evidence. And its quest is for parsimony. That theory
is best that explains the most in the simplest way. A
theory is strong thataccurately predicts. Itsays: Given
these conditions—this is what we will observe, and it
turns out to be so. If the observations do not confirm
even the besthypothesis, the hypothesis cannot stand.

\

On the other hand, aspects of faith that deal with
the supernatural need not be subject to empirical
investigation. Thatwhichis sacrosanctis untestable,
inviolable, set aside as unto God. It belongs in the
realm of our spiritual and religious experience. Yet

 discussions of educational alternatives often feel

and sound like discussions of religious alternatives.
Why? Because those discussions involve beliefs that
are close to our heart—strong assumptions we hold
about teaching and learning—about the very nature
of instruction. And we hold those assumptions so
strongly and we hold them so dearly, they approach
sacrosanctity, If wearenot willing to put them to the -
test, to expose them to the rigors of the scientific
method, then we make them supernatural—they
belong in our mner, spmtual life, and net in our
professional life.

I'm a math teacher. Math education deals with
the communication of concepts, skills, processes,
applications, all of which are measurable, and none
of whichis supernatural. Teaching elementary math
does not belong in the divine dimension. It is an
entirely natural phenomenon.

Scientific beginnings were fraught with conflict.
Challenging the establishment became a matter of
life and death; scientists were sometimes hailed as
heretics. Some of the faithful considered that sci-
ence challenged basic Christian tenets, that it sought
to overthrow the authority of the God of Christian-
ity. Not so. It did not challenge the essence of
Christianity. Rather it challenged some doctrines of
the Church. In no way did scientific discoveries
violate the heart of the Christian message. But the
message of science was misunderstood. As Einstein
once said: Great spirits have always encountered
violent opposition from mediocre minds.

Here I'd like to clarify. The issue is not science
versus religion. Einhstein was a great scientist and
was also a deeply religious man. My own personal
faith, my spiritual life, is the singular most impor-
tant aspect of my life. The issue is science versus
dogma, whether it be religious dogma, educational
dogma, or any other kind of dogma.

Historically, science challenged religious dogma
certain assumptions that were in fact false. Perhaps

24 . ErFecTiVE ScHOOL PRACTICES, FALL, 1993 AND WiInNTER, 1994




the most famous example is provided by Galileo
Galilei. Galileo was a brilliant physicist and as-
tronomer who challenged the traditional theories of
Aristotle and Ptolemy. The planetary theory of
Ptolemy, which prevailed in Galileo’s time was geo-
centric—claiming that the sun and planets orbit the

earth. The focus of God‘s attention wasnaturally the -

center of His universe. Galileo made extensive ob-
servations to support the alternative Copernican
theory—that the earth and other planets orbit the
sun. When he reported his findings, he was nat a
popular person—the church authorities would not
allow the document to be published, and he was
brought before the papal inquisition. Under threat
of death, he was forced to renounce his prior decla-
‘rations. Perhaps because his work was in the natu-
ral, physical realm, he was not inspired to martyr-
dom for the sake of his beliefs. Galileo compro-
mised. But Galileo was right—while his opponents
were entrenched in dogma. They clung to whatwas,
for them, sacrosanct.

Current educational dogma is equally well-en-
trenched. During my travels, I have encountered
some opposition, evoked some strong responses.
One of those responses came in written form (which
I affectionately refer to as my hate mail). It provides
us with an illustration of educational dogma. One
section of the letter begins as follows: “If we believe,
and rightly so in a learner-centered environment . .
..” Tcan stop right here. Thisis dogma, no more, no
less. Itsays: Your belief is wrong, my belief istight,
don’t you dare tell me any different. My response to
this dogma is a simple question: Where's the evi-
dence? What we must challenge in education today
is educational dogma. The direction that reform
miust take is to recognize dogma and pushitaside. It
only clutters the way forward. Dogma states cat-
egorically—my belief is right, your belief is wrong.
1 refuse to entertain an alternative. My belief is not
subject to scientific investigation, my hypotheses
are not testable. They are sacrosanct.

What we must challenge in education
‘today is educational dogma. The
direction that reform must take is to.
recognize dogma and push it aside.

The hate mail proceeds to describe the learner-
centered environment as follows, “. .. by questioning,
letting children argue, encouraging them to reinvent
their own methods of arithmetic . . . [we provide] rich
mathematical experiences.” Really? The rhetoric may
. sound persuasive, but do these practices work?

ErrecTIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES, FaLL, 1993 AND WINTER, 1994 25

The Reform Workshop 1 present is designed to
promote effective classroom practices—in textbook
design and instructional delivery. It presents a
research-based orientation to teaching. One ap-
proach that incorporates many of the research find-
ings is Direct Instruction. Research has provided us
with a rich information base about effective teach-
ing practices in general, and Direct Instruction in

. particular. For example, the Follow Through re-

search of the late 60s and 70s compared several
different approaches, including Direct Instruction
as well as learmer-centered approaches (Stebbins, 5t.
Pierre, Proper, Anderson, & Cerva, 1977). For each
approach, there were model classrooms, and control
groups of students. The main findings were that the
Direct Instruction students outperformed students
in all other approaches on measures of basic aca-
demic skills and cognitive concepts, as well as on
affective measures such as self-esteem. The data
dramatically demonstrated that Direct Instruction
is an effective, humane, reliable method of instruc-
tion that equips students with valuable skills.

For many of the other approaches,
including the five learner-centered or
discovery approaches...the control
students did better than students in the
so-called model classrooms.

The data support is massive. I'll provide just one
illustration. Figure 1 represents the overall signifi-

cant differences in performance between the vari--

ous Follow Through approaches and their control
groups. The right-hand side shows positive effects.
The left-hand side shows negative effects. For the
Direct Instruction group, the positive differences
outweighed the negative differences in all three
areas—basic, conceptual and affective. For many of
the other approaches, including the five learner-
centered or discovery approaches at the bottom of
Figure 1, the control students did better than stu-
dents in the so-called model classrooms. In other
words, they were going in the wrong direction.

I have heard it said that this research is “out of
date.” This is like saying we should no longer
vaccinate children against polio, because the re-
search that established its effectiveness is out of date
(in other words, not recent). The only question to be
asked is this: Has further research demonstrated a
more effective alternative? If not, the research is still
current, still valid. So why is it ignored? In educa-
tion, we are not yet scientific.

SHLONATH HONAWHANOD



e e . o fessions such as medicine or engineering, has be-
“In education, the'scientific approach is come the accepted “modus QPEIaﬂ]fi-" Ineducation,
* stillembryonic. Itisstill revolutionary. the scientific approach is still embryonic. It is still
SRR S et o el o revolutionary. There isnoempirically-derived foun-
..There is no empirically-derived dation of knowledge on which we can agree. Weare

foundatlonof knowledge on which we still arguing about phonics instruction versus holis-
. can agree, PR ‘ tic.instruction, teacher-directed approaches versus
SR Y P PO : child-centered approaches, explicit instruction ver-

s ‘ sus discovery learning. Why? Because the high-
. ~Revolutionary thought,.over time, tends-to be- quality research, which has been conducted, is so
‘come an accepted part of ordinary thinking. ‘The  hard to find. It's buried beneath a mountain of
scientific approach once revolutionary in other pro- dogma, untested “oughts” and “shoulds.”

I

FIGURE 1. Percent of Significant Outcomes on Three Types of Mensures for Nine Major Follow Through Models
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Sacrosanctity versus Science ¢  Continued

An example of an untested and influential set of
oughts ‘and shoulds is provided by the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics—the NCTM. n
their Curriculum Evaluation Standards, the NCTM
describe thebasis of the document as follows: “These
standards arebased on a set of values, or philosophi:
cal positions, about mathematics for students-and
the way instruction should proceed” ('p.'254); Be-
liefs and assumptions; oughts and shoulds.

It is'true that education will always have #n un-
derpinning of “oughts” and “shoulds"—mioral is-
sues relating to our aims and goals. And this is
perfectly appropriate. Science cannot answer ques-
tions in the realm of values. Iagree with the NCTM’s
statement of purpose—"We have... an opportimity
to make real, substantive changes in school math-
ematics. These changes will ensure that all students
possess both a suitable and sufficient mathentatical
background to be productive citizens in the next
century.” These are reasonable oughts arid shouilds.
Weshould equip students with necessary skills. The
questionis-—How do we produce these results? How
do we equip students with these skills i in an effec-
tive, humane way? When dealing with the ”hows,”
we cannot ascribe blind oughts and shoulds. We
have to test our ideas and do what works.

What a wonderful idea! Demonstrate
effectiveness, then implement
widely.... Yet these [NCTM] standatds
are being implemented nationwide
without first having been tested and
shown to be effective.

One reviewer of the working draft of the Stan- -

dards suggested, “The establishment of some pilot
school mathematics programs based on these stan-
dards to demonstrate that all students—including
women and underserved minorities—can reach a
satisfactory level of mathematical achievement, and
urged that the success of these students be widely
publicized” (p. 253). What a wonderful idea! Dem-
onstrate effectiveness, then implement widely. To.
date, there has been no such demonstration. Yet
these standards have been widely distributed. They
are being implemented nationwide without first
having been tested and shown to be effective.
Earlier in the Standards, the authors compare
themselves to the Food & Drug Administration
(FDA)—with the role of protecting the American
public from shoddy products. How would you feel
if the FDA sanctloned the use of a new drug treat-

- ment for cancer and allowed it to be widely distrib-
- uted and administered before it had been thoroughly

tested and before it had been shown not to have
damaging side effects? 1 think you might be out-
raged, understandably 0. But this would never
happen in the field of hedicine. Medicine has pro-
gressed beyond the realm of dogma. Yetinstruction
proceeds in American classrooms dogmatically day
by day, year by year, decade by decade. New ideas
(or old ideas with new, impressive names) are hailed
as the latest example of “theory into practice.” In
fact they are examples of dogma into practice. And
practice we do, blindly, at the expense of our stu-
dents.

At one time, medicine was dogmatic and not sci-
entific, Just as education today tends to be child-

- centered, medicine was patient-centered, client-cen-

tered. The doctor would ask the patient what he/
she thought would be a good remedy! When prac-
titioners do not have an agreed upon, established

- knowledge base for solving problems, they defer to

the client.

Justas education today tends to be child-
centered, medicine was patient-
centered, client-centered. The doctor
would ask the patient what he/she
thought would be a good remedy!

One of the revolutionaries who hastened in the
arrival of modernmedicine did so by using scientific
observation. At the time of Dr. Ambrose Paré, the
standard treatment for battle wounds was boiling
oil.- (I don't know whether the soldiers were con-
sulted about this particular remedy!) One day, Dr.
Pareé ran out of boiling oil and decided to treat the

FIGURE 2. The Paths of Reform in Medicine.

High
S N

Effectiveness Medicine

Perspective

P

Dogmatic Scientific

EFFECTIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES, FarL, 1993 AND WINTER, 1994 27




wounds with salve instead. There was nothing
remarkable about this.. What was remarkable was
thathe returned to his patients later, to assess whether
the two treatments had -differential effects. The
observations lead him to:change his practices: The
evaluation of the two alternatives was a stepin the
direction of a scientific approachto medicine. And
medicine has come a long way since. :

- The horizontal axis of Figure 2 shows a shlft from
a dogmatic perspective to.a scientific perspective.
The vertical axis shows a. continuum from low ef-
fectiveness to high effectiveness. . .Medicine started
downat point A, and ashift from dogma to science has
resulted inincreased effectiveness. What direction has
education taken? Well, it’ looks something like this:’

FIGURE 3. The Path of Rgform in Educutwn
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' We educators are trapped in the lower left-hand

corner. We are still essentially non-scientific. We

are not yetat the stage where new developments are
seen as collective progress in 4 field. Wearein what
Thomas Kuhn describes asa pre-parad_tgm” stage.

He says: “If we doubt that non-scientific fields make

progress, that cannot be because individual schools
[of thought] make none. Rather it must be because
there are always competing schools, each of which
constantly questions the very foundation of the oth-
ers,” Competing schools of thought in education are
very good at this. He goes on to describe the process
whereby a “notable scientific achievement” by one
- school should establish it as the primary theoretical
base, and bring coherence to the field so that further
investigation:may proceed efficiently and progres-
sively. In the field of education, we have no such
coherence.

. Kuhn defines a paradigm as a constellation of
beliefs, values, and techniques shared by a profes-
sional community. Once a foundational paradigm
is established, there is opportunity for more and
more detailed problem solving, successive refine-

ments that provide a more detailed and complete
model of how things are, and the principles govern-
ing how things are. In education, we cannot agree
about how things are. We have no unifying para-
‘digm. And withoutsuch, we cannot call ourselvesa
true profession.

Figure 4 shows what we mlght see if we enlarge
our educational circle. First you’ll observe a section
of the circle that forms a pendulum. .. back and forth

.. back and forth. Consider the shifting emphases
in math instruction. In the 1930s & 40s--skills for
everyday life; 50s—experimentation and discovery;
60s—basic skills; early 70s-new math; 80s—back-
to basics; now, in the 90s, we have constructvism.
Meanwhde, we have gone nowhere...back and
forth..

But the pendulu.m and the circle are not the

. complete picture. Qutside of the mainstream, off on

a tangent are those zealots, the fringe types—for
example, those Direct Instruction people. Going
against the grain, they head off in a different direc-
tion. They say, “Let’s get technical, precise, empiri-
cal. Let’s get excited about what kids can learn, what
kids can do if we do what works.” Atlast! A touch
of optimism. Is there a happy ending to the story?
Alas, not yet. Why? These ideas are not popular,
because our fundamental assumptions are not shared
by the establishment, nor the majority. Not only do
we lack an agreed-upon body of knowledge in edu-
cation, even the notion that education become scien-
tific is not universally accepted. Let me illustrate.

An excerpt from an article by Heshusius pub-
lished in Exceptional Children in 1991 reads as fol-
lows, “The.. .. Direct Instruction literature, I would
submit, reflects [a] separation of science from real-
ity. " Its .constructs, procedures and fundamental
assumpﬁdns reflect . . . the characteristics [that]
Medawar called an ‘unnatural science’ . ... They

FIGURE 4. Circular and Pendular Reforms in Education.
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Sacrosanctity versus Science ©  Continued

reflect what von Bertalanffy characterized as
‘scientism’; the intrusion of scientific {or rather
pseudo-scientific) ways of thinking into beliefs of
human experience where they do not belong (p
114) " S R

Not only do we lack an agreed-upon
body of knowledge in education, even
the notion that education become
scientific is not universally accepted.

Heshusius goes on to make the following “obser-
vation” “When reading the . .. Direct Insbruction
literature, Isuddenly realized that one could replace
the word ‘student’ or ‘child” with ‘chimpanzee,”
‘pigeon,’ or “rat’ ... . and none of the procedures and
ontological or epistemological assumptions would
have to change.” Or, to paraphrase, none of the
procedures or assumptions about knowledge, and
how things really are, would change. The Heshusius
article attacks the assumptions and methods of Di-
rect Instruction further, saying: “The clear implica-
tionis thatleamers cannot and should not be trusted
to decide on the conditions and goals of learning.”

The author is not alone in her position. There are
others who argue against teacher-directed instruc-
tion, believing that the students should design their
own instruction, in addition to learning fromi it, I
read again from my hate mail: “Who does the child’s
learning for them? Is it the national curriculum? Is
it the teacher, the supervisor? Is it Dr. Kelly? No.
The child does his or her own learning for them-
selves. If we want to know how kids learn, then we
need to watch them, ask them thought-provoking
questions, involve them collaboratively in' the dis-

FIGURE 5. Competing Phtlosophtes in Education and
Their Impact on Reform.
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covery. Mathematics is-all about children making
discoveries about patternsiand structures, and using

‘these ‘discoveries. to discover more mathematics.”

You might be wondering: ‘Who wrote this? Whois
this person? Well, he-is the ‘Coordinator of Math-~
ematics for a board of education. Héis the president
of .the OMCA--~an association -that is a Canadian
affiliate of the NCTM.He is'an influential pei'son;
And his views are absolutely consistent with the
latest trends in mathematics teaching; which totally
ignore'theresearch data support:lng exphut teacher-
directed instruction. )

- So why does the data‘make no deference’r' Be-
cause sacrosanct beliefs are what govern decisions
that impact the lives of millions of American school
children. Competing philosophies and orientations
within the educational field are so far apart, we are
constantly at odds with each other. Figure 5 illus-
trates the results of this predicament. -

Even if there is an attempt to head off in the
direction of a scientific perspective, we are held
back, pulled into another circle of rhetoric, argu-
ment, legislation, confusion. Yes, we have a long
way to go.

One of the Reform Workshops 1 presented last
year was in Virginia. Teachers from more than one
state were attending. A discussion developed re-
garding whole-class instruction versus ability group-
ing within a class. One teacher looked at another in
amazement and said, “You mean you don’t make
small ability groups for math?” - The other teacher
exclaimed, “No! That would be practically illegal in
State A.” The other teacher responded, “Its practi-
cally illegal nof to group in State B.” What is advo-
cated in onée state is relected in another. Meanwhlle
our children are caught in the'loop and must suffer
the consequences of our arbltrary,r and capncmus
procedures.

I believe there are many far reaching and detri-
mental effects—negative side effects—that result
from currently held, sacrosanct positions. For ex-
ample, current theories denounce explicit instruc-
tion. Constructivist theory emphasizes that stu-
dents must actively constructlinks from prior learn-
ing to new learning for themselves before l-:nowledge
can be meaningful. Some educational theorists then
argue that explicit presentation as a means of in-
struction actually prevents ameaningful understand-
ing of concepts or skills. Forexample, Piaget argues:
“Bach time one prematurely teaches a child some-
thing he could have discovered for himself, that
child is kept from inventing it and consequently
from understanding it completely” (1970, p. 715).
How does this tenet affect our classroom practices?
Danley (1992), an advocate of constructivism, offers
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anillustration of what constructivism means in prac-
tice. The following is an exchange between the
student and teacher:
Student says: “Teacher, I can’t make this
problem come out right.”
Teacher, looking concerned and leaning
over to examine the paper says:
“Hmmm.”
Student says: ”Well what did Idowrong?”
Teacher, perplexed: “HMMMM/”
Student, frustrated: “Awm I going to have fo
do this by myself?”
Teacher, smiling: “Hnomm.”
Unfortunately, thisisn’t a joke. Danley concedes
that: “The famous ‘Hmmm’ may not work in every
case, but it has a remarkable effect on learners of all
ages (even college students) as they. struggle to
unravel a problem. The teacher’s reaction is in-
tended to show concern, to encourage reflection, but
above all, to respect the student’s process, even if it
is apparent that the direction the learnerisheaded in
is ‘wrong’.”
For many, perhaps most children, this type of
interaction leads to frustration, failure and

demotivation. It does not lead to successful learn-

ing. On abroader scale, based on the same theory of

learning, instructional decisions are made that have

adetrimental effect, particularly forless advantaged
students: The theory is used to justify delaying aca-
demic work.

You may recall from the Piaget quote earlier—
“Each time one prematurely teaches ....” Here wesee
the notion of “readiness”—being a function of the
development of the child. As such, academic con-

" tent may be postponed, on the grounds that a stu-
dent is not “ready.” Rather than providing disad-
vantaged students with a head start, by introducing
beginning reading skills in kindergarten, for ex-
ample, itis deemed inappropriate, a “pressure cooker
approach,” and the delay puts these disadvantaged
students even further behind. It doesn’t matter that
so-called low-performing kindergarten students have
been taught beginning reading skills repeatedly and
successfully with methods that espouse another

- philosophy. The fact that it violates the tenets and

assumptions held by the constructivists deems it

“unreal,” meaningless. '

- A third detrimental effect is the other side of the
“readiness” coin—relabeling high performance as a
problem, an imposition—redefining success as fail-
ure. Impressive performance used to be considered
a positive effect of instruction, but recently I was
shocked when presenting the work that students
had been doing in fifth grade to the teacher that
would be in charge of their math instruction the

following year. Here's therelationship I found: The
more the kids could do, the less impressed he was!
Why? Because some of the work the fifth-grade
students, were doing (with uniform success) was at
a level he considered more appropriate for seventh
graders, maybe even eighth graders. Rather thanbe
impressed, he concluded that the students couldn’t
possibly have grasped the content—it must have
been imposed upon them in some unnatural way,
and he would have to compensate for this error of
judgment by doing more developmentally appro-
priate activities the following year. What is so
frightening about this interchange is that there is no
means to challenge the notion of readiness.. If one
produces data, evidence that the cognitive develop-
ment of children can be accelerated through careful
instruction, it is simply written off as “unnatural”
and therefore discounted. The theory refuses to
submit itself to scientific investigation. Itis sacro-
sanct. And given current trends, it appears thmgs
will only get worse.

Because some of the work the fifth-
grade students were doing (with
uniform success) was at a level he
considered more appropriate for
seventh graders, maybe even eighth
graders, ...he concluded that the
students couldn’t possibly have
grasped the content.

Clearly, something needs to change. There needs
to be arevolution. Not a circular kind of revolution.
So, what kind of a revolution? Well, Chairman Mao
describes a political revolution like this:

Arevolution is not the same as inviting people
to dinner, or writing an essay, or painting a
picture, or anything so refined, so calm and
gentle, or so mild, courteous, restrained or
magnanimous. A revolution is an uprising
whereby one class overthrows the authority
of another . .. to right a wrong, it is necessary
to exceed the proper limit, the wrong cannot
be righted without doing sa.

Hmmum.

There have also been scientific revolutxons—not
nearly so bloody as political revolutions tend to be—
but the sameness lies in the radical shift that.comes
about as a result of the new activity or knowledgeor
discovery that turns the old system or-way of think-
ing on its head. And it inevitably brings about
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Sacrosanctity versus Science »  Continued

conflict with the existing authority. For example,
thediscovery of X-rays in 1895 was first pronounced
an elaborate hoax. The discovery violated deeply
entrenched expectations, tightly held assumptions.
A ‘decade later, it contributed to an upheaval in
scientific theory. . It sparked a revolution, but only
after having been denounced by the establishment.
Sounds. like history repeating itself. " Remember
Galileo? - And remember Dr. Paré? The well-estab-
lished physicians of Paris attacked his works and
attempted to prevent their publication. Not only
traditions, but egos, and vested interests were at
stake. And the same thing is happening today in
education.

A couple of years ago, one school in Texas re-
ceived national attention with an appearance on

ABC’s PrimeTime Live! This school, Wesley Elemen-

tary, has a population that is 95% minority, 99%
poor. ltisset in one of the poorestneighborhoods in
Houston. Wesley has consistently produced high-
performing students, and in 1988, it ranked in the
top 25% of all elementary schools in the state of
Texas. But rather than being hailed as a model
school, the staff were accused of cheating, of feeding
answers to their students. The district authorities
didn’t like the method being used to accomplish the
results—Direct Instruction. Teachers were con-
fronted, classrooms searched, revealirigno evidence
of any foul play. The skeptics were blind on the
other hand to the evidence all around them inevery
classroom that the results were valid-—students
working on sophisticated math problems, students
participating in lessons with confidence, kindergar-
‘ten and first-grade students eager to show off their
readlng skills.
¢ The same vehement opposition and d1sapprova1
experienced at Wesley Elementary characterizes our
exchangesregarding the reformof educational prac-
tices. Let me return to my hate mail. Itsays: “[Ileft]
feeling very uncomfortable and upset—I didn't re-
main for the afternoon session. To expect teachers
and children to be learning about these [topics such
as fractions or long division] and using mindless
drill and memory without understanding was a
travesty. You spent no time on higher-level think-
ing, real problem solving, geometry, measurement,
connections (this all came in the afternoon, but he
wasn’t there to hear it). ... Itis not important how
achild adds, subtracts, multiplies and divides—it is
-important.to know when to.do these operations and
then to know if their result is reasonable and why.”
“Clearly,: my message was misunderstoed. We
‘werenot communicating. am also concerned with
the ‘whens’ and the ‘whys.” Shared goals (of provid-

-ing quality instruction) were buried beneath the -

Isaac Newton remarked,

ever-recurring ‘issues’—child-centered versus
teacher-directed; discovery versus explicit; product
versus process. But these issues, though hotly de-
bated, are not the real issues. I maintain the bigger
issue is: Sacrosanctity versus Science.

So what form must this educational revelution
take? What must we do to right the wrongs? To
what limits must we go? First, I believe we must
challenge school decision-makers to implement pro-
grams and practices that have demonstrated their
superiority in meeting specified goals. Unfortu-
nately, information regarding these programs and
practices is buried beneath vast quantities of less
relevantinformation contained in professwnal jour-
nals.

What information is relevant? From a scientific
perspective, the only source of information that has
implications for effective practice is, I believe, com-
parative intervention research. Descriptive studies
explore and describe existing problems. They can
provide a rich information base leading to new
goals, and ways to evaluate whether these goals
have been met, but they do not directly imply the
most effective implementation for accomplishing
those goals.

Current popular interventions, such as whoIe
language and the procedures recommended by the
NCTM are derived from the descriptive studies of
child development and learning. Without being
subject to empirical i.nvestigétion, however, these
ideas are nothing more than untested hypotheses.

It appears as though the intervention research
that has been conducted has been largely ignored.
We have already mentioned Follow Through. Ad-

dressing this neglect, Kathy Watkms (1988) summed

it up this way:

The history of the Follow Through experi-
ment and its still-evolving effects constitutea .
case study of how the educational establish- - .
ment operates. Asin other bureaucracies, itis
composed of parochial vested interests that
work either to preserve the status quo or
advance a self-serving agenda, The educa-
tional establishment’s vested interests have
effectively prevented the largest experiment

in history on instructional methods (costing
almost one billion dollars) from having the
impact on daily classroom practice that its
results clearly warranted.

Thisneglect of empirical data doesn’t make sense.
Itisirrational. Itis madness. I would wager it was
in the face of similar resistance to objectivity that
“I can calculate the

ErrecTive ScrooL PRAcTICES, FALL, 1993 AND WINTER, 1994 31




tions of the heavenly bodies, but not the madness of
men.” -

We must ask ourselves the basic question: What
are kids in school for? They are there to learn.
Academic skills are not everything, but they are a
minimum requirement for completion of a basic

school education. They are what employers and

colleges expect. We do have a job to do.

I agree with the NCTM when they say that they

want to equip students for the future—they want to
enable them to become productive members of soci-

. ety. We share the same good intentions. We share
the desire for reform. ButIbelieve we canonly break
free of the endless debates and circular trends by
embracing a scientific perspective, by letting go of
our sacrosanct beliefs—subjecting them to the rigors
of scientific investigation. And I must examine my
own beliefs just as you must examine yours. Re-
cently, I read an article about Japanese schools and
found myself highlighting everything confirming
my own views about effective instruction. Things
which didn’t quite fit, or that contradicted my be-
liefs, I tended to overlook and de-emphasize. Thisis
perhaps one of our most basic human tendencies.
ButItoo mustbe prepared to alter my position, even
to relinquish my strong support for Direct Instruc-
Hon, if future research demonstrates more effective
alternatives.

Educational reform must move in the
direction of a unified, scientific
perspective, notaperspective thattakes
a sacrosanct position, that makes
assertions and reacts violently against
any challenge.

There are encouraging signs that some schools,
some districts, some decision-makers are ready to
look at what has been shown to be effective and to
implement what works. For example, remember
Wesley Elementary? The fact that Wesley students
are indeed leaming and outperforming their peers
in more advantaged settings is finally being recog-
nized, The district superintendent has been re-
placed. And the principal, Mr. Lott, has been given
an opportunity to share his expertise with other
elementary and junior high schools. Partly as a

result of the exposure, a coalition in Chicagoinvolv- ~

ing Malcolm X Community College, the owner of
the Chicago White Sox, and the McArthiur Founda-
tion is helping several interested elementary and
high schools to implement similar programs. And it

seems likely that you, the reader, having read thus
far, are at least interested in the notion of imple-
menting proven methods, and using validated in-
structional programs.

50, to sum up (in case you missed my point), in
education we have what is sometimes called an
attitude problem. Educational reform must move in
the direction of a unified, scientific perspective, not

~ a perspective that takes a sacrosanct position, that

makes assertions and reacts violently against any -
challenge. We cannot afford to protect our egos at
the expense of effectiveness. There is too much at
stake; there are too many students at risk. The
perspective we take must stand, not on holy ground,
but on established, empirical evidence. We mustask
continually: Where is the evidence? We must be.
committed to do what works. Only then will we
provide ourstudents with whatis rightfully theirs—
the best education we can offer. '
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An mterbehawomﬁ Approach to Teachin

and Problem Sohrmg in Educatron |

Chuck Baxter o
Ithaca Public Schools, Ithaca, New York

Presently, our schools attempt to function on the
- basis of western psychologies that are dualistic in
nature, based on myth, or on relatively unsophisti-
cated behavioral psychologies. Consequently, some
educators, under the tutelage of these psychologies,
assert that a stimulating environment enriches intel-
ligence and a deprived one detracts. Other educa-
tors under the same tutelage argue that no force or
forces can push a person over an innate upper limit.
Both factions are dreamers, because palpable, tan-
gible, intelligence has never been seen, felt, heard or
inany way sensed. Ithas alwaysbeenahypothetical
construct and one whose reality base has been con-
fined merely to human belief.

On a realistic basis intelligence is not a thing, but
an adjective. Performance that society honors is
called superior, talented, genius, orskilled, and that
which is disparaged is termed inferior, incompe-
tent, dull, or stupid.

When intelligence is used as an explanation of the
behavior it describes, circularity is invoked. The
construct becomes a mythical causal power for de-
scribed characteristics. Forexample, as clinical testers
we impose upon the student a series of contrived
closed events, thus embarking on the “mythological
rampage.” This myth encompasses a creation of
similar problem types described as reified constructs
implying cause. The natural outcome with almost
any student tested is a cluster of poor, relatwely low
scores which we assume tobe organismic “deficits.”
At this point, continuing to freely use our imagina-
tion, we relate these theoretical “deficits” to some
disparaging characteristic of a completely separate
and independent natural event which is made up of
a different set of controlling variables.

We have now completed the cycle. We start with
a mythological construct, impose it on a natural
event and finish with a reification, implying cause,
leaving the classroom teacher with no implied rem-
edy. It is a diagnostic procedure that relieves the
teacher of blame at the expense of the child, but
leaves her /him with little or no help in resolving the
problem. Finally this procedure is almost always
done without ever truly observing or describing the

e

natural event in question. In another more logrcal
setting this could and probably would be called a
destructive act of witcheraft. In causal psychology
there is a failure to recognize that the event in
question is a field of factors—a field that is not reduc-
ible to any one of its components, for the field
consists of a different level of orgamzatlon than any
of its components. To place emphasis only on one
component or set of components would be to rede-
fine the event. Therefore, it would be futile to search
for a controlling force; for there are a multitude of
contributors and the only reality is a description of
these interactions and their relahonsh.lp to similarly
described events.

Intelligence is only one of many mythical con-
structs that we in education treat as real things.
Educational language, mostly taken from western
psychological language, is replete with jargon that
logicians have called “a disease of the language.”
For example, we as professionals refer to the many
forms of perception; auditory sequential percep-
tion, visual perception, motor perception, spatial
perception, to name a few, as reifications that actu-
ally exist in some blologlcal fonn

,h‘,’,—', e iRded

A New Perspective on Per_cep,t_ion and La’ng'li_'ege-

In reality, perception is an act, as in the act of
perceiving. The act, from. an interbehavioral per-
spective involves: .

A. An organism which has organs for sensing.
B. The object which has properhes which can be
sensed. L

C. A medium that facilitates the contact

There are no mysterious internal processes that
reflect the external world, but only an mteractlon
thatis comprised of an interbehayioral field. lemg'
language involves a speaker mteractmg smultq-
neously with a listener and the object of reference
Thus language is bistimulational mteractron for both
speaker and listener. In short language is speakmg
about something to someone, Therefore, it is an
interbehavioral act and not a construct of internal
processes. A scientific analysis should be made on
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the basis of direct observation of the natural act
absent of these imposed mythical reifications such

as visual and auditory learning styles, visual and -

auditory reception, auditory expression, visual and
auditory association, manual and kinesthetic recep-
tion, multisensory reception, visual and auditory

closure, and on and on. And of course the clinical

psychologist has come up with a plethora of reified
labels according to the testee’s construct score or test
behavior; visual or auditory handicapped, specific
language disabled, and, this is a good one, attention
deficit disordered. This is the reified label placed on
the child who has difficulty paying attention to
disagreeable things in school. And of course we
keep adding labels as we create new and interesting
construct tests.

Morelogically as testers, we should not ask which
reified construct is the cause of the child’s reading
failure when a child is having difficulty reading, for
we are already proceeding on the basis of at least
three false assumptions: .

1. The fault is due to the child.

2. A behavioral or psychological event is local-
ized in the organism. Therefore the natural
event of learning to read can be described by
a total focus on the child.

3. There are no other significant variables out-
side the organism affecting the child’s
ProgTess.

Again, from an interbehavioral perspective the
psychological event is notlocalized in the organism,
nor is it a mere organismic act. Thus it is not reduc-
ibleto structure or function. The psychological event,
as a natural event, is not just an action of the organ-
ism; it is not just behavior but interbehavior. It is
mutual and reciprocal activity in a field.

If the learnerfails to learn, the problem
may lie within the learner, but it is
more likely the problem lies in the
instructional-communications-
interaction.

Failurein learning toread, as a natural event, may
be caused by a multitude of variables, only one of
which may be due to the fault of the child. We know
that the intellectual erippling of children is caused
overwhelmingly by faulty instructional presenta-
tions, not faulty constructs in children. In other
-words if the learner fails to léarn, the problem may
lie within the learner, but it is more likely the prob-
lem lies in the instructional-communications-inter-
action. So what is the basic remedy?

1. Identify faults in the commurucahons and
correct them.

2. If the child does not learn via soph1shcated
communications, then those communications

" need to be modified according to the mistake
type and context in which it was made.

It is no small feat to successfully accomplish the
above. The following describes some of the instruc-
tional changes that can be made, especially for the
more naive learner, to assure the beginnings of ef-
fective instruction:

1. Use clear, concise, consistent language i in in-
struction.

2. Juxtapose connected concepts side by side
showing sameness, while placing similar but
different concepts far apartand treating them
differently. ‘

3. Provide effective correction procedures, ac-.
cording to mistake type, for all instructional
objectives.

4. Develop effective strategies for teaching con-
cepts (e.g., model-lead-test).

5. Determine appropriate concepts to be taught

- on the basis of what the learner knows and
does not know. :

6. Provide a broad range of applications of the
concept being taught to promote effective
learner generalization.

Provide necessary practice to assure mastery.
Provide distributed review spaced over time
to secure retention.

9, Use: )

a. the “HEAT” approach (High Energy Ani-
mated Teaching).

b. an effective, warm, but demanding rela-
tionship with the learner, where the learner
is always corrected with dignity.

c. effective fast pacing to maintain learner
attention. '

d. effective signals for clarity in monitoring
criterion performarnce.

e

Problem Solving in Education From an
Interbehavioral Perspective

Froblem solving from the interbehavioral per-
spective, focuses on the interaction of the primary
variables in a contextual field. In teaching, the in-
structional communication is the primary variable
that defines the interaction. This focus is different
from the child-centered approach or the clinical-
diagnostic approach, where the focus is on the child.
Consequently, the position of responsibility and
blame is different. The language that is used:in the
interbehavioral approach places the” posmon of
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responsibility on the interaction and the communi-

catons of the. interaction; consequently, it is the
- contextual communication thatisblamed whenlearn-
ing problems are demonstrated.
If, for example, the learner in kindergarten is
reversing numbers, a child-centered practitioner con-
cludes, from an exclusive focus on the child, a nor-
mal developmental delay. If the same learner, at the
age of 8 1/2, is still reversing numbers, the clinical
diagnostician, also from an exclusive focus on the
learner, describes the child as perceptually handi-
capped. In either instance it is noted that there is no
implied remedy in the developmental or diagnostic
language.

This focus is different from the child-
centered approach or the clinical-
diagnosticapproach, where the focusis
on the child. Consequently, the position
of responsibility and blameis different.

The interbehavioral teacher (IBT), operates from
a different perspective. From a contextual focus on
the interaction (the communications between the
teacher and learner), the IBT realizes some basic
principles that make for the most effective teaching.
For example, one of those principles describes the
probable confusion that is created when the teacher
introduces similar, but different concepts close to-
gether, and treats them the same. Therefore, to pre-
vent learner confusion when teaching similar con-
cepts, teach them far apart, and show differences.

The IBT notices, for example, that in number
writing (0-9), the efficient production of those num-
bers falls into 3 different groups:

1. Those numbers that are initiated by going

~ down and to the right (i.e., the number “4”).

2. Those numbers that are initiated by going to
theright first and thendown (i.e., the number
ll?l’)

3. Those numbers that are initiated by going to
the left before going down (i.e., the number
119!!)

The IBT knows that constructing mst'ruchonal
formats where these numbers are clustered into 3
separate groups, and taught far apart, showing dif-
ference, literally prevents the most naive learner
from writing numbers in reverse form. Consequently,

- where the abovebasic principle has not been consid-
ered, and the naive learner reverses, itis the commu-
nications, not the learner that the IBT blames. The
IBT realizes that some learners, who are confused by
the instructional communications, not delayed, nor

visually perceptually handicapped, will reverse
numbers, letters, or will work a double digit addi-

. tion problem from right to left if ambiguity is not

eliminated from the communications.

Another common problem in learning the basics
is spelling accurately in the context of composition
writing, Third- and fourth-grade teachers frequently
notice the Iearner who consistently spells well on the
10 to 20 word spelling test given every Friday, but

- misspells the same words later in the context of

composition writing, The Iearning problem is typi-
cally referred and diagnosed by the clinician as a
“yisual imagery long term memory deficit.”

The IBT; on the other hand, is familiar with the
principle that states: To promote generalization,
provide a broad range of applications. If we want
the learner to spell accurately on Friday spelling
tests and in the context of composition writing we
must communicate that expectation by treating the
two situations as similar.- Some common communi-

~ cations that set up the naive learner to treat the two

spelling situations differently are: -

1. Spelling-accuracy is of primary unportance
on spelling tests, but often is treated as unim-
portant in teaching writing. In fact, it is em-
phasized in the Writing Process Approach to
encourage the learner not to worry about
spelling, so as not to discourage the fluency
of getting the thought down on the page.

2. Learner performance on spelling tests typi-
cally amounts to writing only the word being
spelled. In composition, words are almost
always in the context of sentences.

3. Rarely, if ever, is there an intention to specifi-

= cally‘teach or even review spell'mg accuracy

in the context of teaching expressive writing.

The IBT, rather than imposing some reified clini-
cal label that blames the learner, recognizes these
spelling mistakes as undergeneralizations or as
samerness mistakes, where the learner stipulates, or
undergeneralizes, by not transferring sameness from
one situation to another. This occurs because two
similarsituationsappear tobedifferentto thelearner.
The IBT knows that the implied remedy is to place
the two situations side by side and show how they
are the same,

A third, and most frequently reported learning
problem is where the learner has shown proficiency
in learning a concept on one occasion, but fails to
exhibit that proficiency on other occasions. Any-
one who has been in education for any period of
time has heard the classroom teacher report, “I
don’t understand, he knew the concept yesterday,
but today he didn‘t. He must have some kind of-
memory problem.”
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TheIBT also recognizes the situation as a memory
mistake, but instead of blaming the learner, (s)he
again blames the communications. The IBT knows

- that in order to successfully teach proficiency or the
mastery of any concept, experiences must be con-
structed that provide practice that effectively shapes
proficiency. But to establish demonstrated profitiency
does not in any way assure that the learner will
remember how to exhibit the concept when it is
called for in the future. To assure remembering,
distributed review is required in future.teachings.
Teaching mastery is remarkably different from teach-
ing remembering: To provide for the most effective
mastery of a given concept the learner must experi-
ence uninterrupted practice. But to assure the most
effectiveremembering of a given concept systematic
interruption is needed where the learner is required
torecall the concept in unpredictably occurring situ-
ations. : : o

Becoming an IBT Teacher

The traditional teacher who converts to becoming
an IBT will discover that taking the interbehavioral
approach empowers one to promote effective intel-
lectual-academic/social-emotional learning beyond
the scope of any other teaching approach.

There is a plethora of. research that has been
accumulated over the past 25 years to support this
prediction. 3

Some other exciting events that are in store for the
IBT are:

1. With a better understanding of communica-
tions that make for effective teaching interac-

. tions, comes a sense of self assurance and
competency in preventing learning failure.

2. The IBT never has to assume a defensive
posture where they find themselves blaming
people for learning failure; more tradition-
ally, for example, where either the child, the
parent, or both are blamed. The IBT only
takes responsibility for modifying the inter-
active communications, where necessary.

3. Most importantly, the IBT notices that the
learner who has previously experienced learn-
ing failure, now, as a student of the IBT ap-

- proach, changes. From an interbehavioral
perspective, people are what they do. In this
sense the communications of the interaction
define the learner. Through well-constructed
communications even the most naive learner
experiences 90% first-time success in all learn-
ing. Consequently, he feels smart. He be-
comes confident in knowing, at least in the
IBT situation, that he is smart. And finally,

“his self esteem soars. He feels’'smarter, safer,
more responsible, and respected; in a place
~ i where he does not make as many mistakes as
he used to.. And when-he‘does make mis-
¢ - takes, he doesn't get blamed. .+ ‘

‘The. greatest deterrent to effective
teaching and problem solving in
education is the present approach to

__problem solving that is based on

psychological superstition.

Concluding Comments

‘The intention of this paper is to give a brief de-
scription of the differences in teaching, and problem
solving associated with teaching, from an
interbehavioral pefspecl-ive, as opposed to other
approaches based on more traditional psychologi-
cal perspectives. From the interbehavioral perspec-
tive the primary variable of focus in effective teach-
ing, as in any interbehavioral event, is notjust on the
learner, but is a study of a multitude of intervening
variables. In the case of the natural event of teach-
ing, the primary variables of focus are the instruc-
tional communications, in accompaniment with other
intervening variables that define the event, such as
the teacher-learner interaction, setting, and event

- history.

Toachieve effective instruction in our schoolsthe
teacher must first acquire a true understanding of

learning and Jearning. failure by skillfully perform-

ing an analysis of the contextual event where behav-
ioral constructs are derived from direct observation,
not the other way around where we impose specu-
lative developmental, or clinical constructs on the
natural event based on theories that are founded on
traditional psychological constructs. There are a
number of circumstances that we in education must
face to make our schools more effective. But, by far,
the greatest deterrent to effective teaching and prob-
lem solving in education is the present approach to
problem solving that is based on psychological su-
perstition. These superstitions cloud our vision to
the point of ritual. We make critical decisions on the
basis of these ritualistichabits and politically correct
views rather than on the basis of direct observation
of whatis happening and what is effective. If we are
to be successful in creating effective change in edu-
cation we must make it known to teachers that there
is a psychology that is an alternative to those psy-
chologies that use a mythological language that
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immobilizes the teacher and prevents him /her from.

becoming effective. From an  achieved
interbehavioral perspective, the teacher is capable
of becoming proficient in constructing effective

If we are to be successful in creating
effective change in education we must
make it known to teachers that there is
a psychology that is an alternative to
those psychologies that wuse- a
* mythological language that
immobilizes the teacher and prevents
him/her from becoming effective.

teachings, and skilled in the analysis and modifica-
tion of interactions that interfere with learning. By
using a scientific language that truly describes the
natural behavioral event under consideration, the
teacher becomes empowered to construct implied
remedies that induce effective change. But to ask the

. educator to create effective change in teaching, vié
. ‘ttaditiorial western psychological jargon, would be

equivalent to asking a blind person, who has never

_ drivenavehicle, to win the Grand Prix withasquare-

wheeled car that has no steering mechanism.
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The Lumby Valley Times, a small communitynews-
paper in British Columbia’s interior, recently ran a
report on an imaginary Year 2000 track meet. Year
2000, by the way, is known to most B.C. parents asa
controversial program to reform the public school
system. With an eye to the future and “changing
societal conditions,” it aims to “serve the interests of
all students” with a novel mix of nongraded class-
rooms, cooperative activities, esteem-building an-
ecdotal report cards and a commitment to “lifelong
learning.” Reflecting this bold design, the Times’
Year 2000 track meet eschewed standards and com-
petition. As a result, the high jump came with no
bar, because hitting it “could produce an attitude of
fajlure.” The sprint came with no set distance,
because participants should feel free to run in any
direction and as far as they wished. Ball throwers
merely placed the ball in the spot where it “felt
right.” And so on. In the end everyone received a
big trophy. “This is to better prepare our young
people to be successful in our non-competitive soci-
ety,” concluded the Times.

The paper’s ruthless mocking of Year 2000’s edu-
cational philosophy reflects two sober realities: that
educational reform in British Columbia has defi-
nitely gone off in the wrong direction and that many
parents with childrenin the school system feelmight-
ily betrayed. Although educators still champion
Year 2000 as “the biggest educational change in 150
years,” the program has become so mired in paper
(450 documents in one year alone), politics and
notoriety that even the Ministry of Education ad-
mits that the future of Year 2000 remains problem-
atic. “Nothing is written in stone,” now caution
Jerry Mussio, the province’s director of school pro-
grams and one of Year2000’s key bureaucratic guard-
ians. “Theneed forclarity is amajorissue .... Weare
still modifying a lot of proposals.”

The public has also modified its initial response
from one of polite confusion to open hostility. While
more than 30 ad hoc groups opposed to the plan’s
child-centered approach tolearning have sprung up

across the province, private schools report signifi-

cant increases in enrollment. Many teachers, wea-
ried by the program's “fatuous buzzwords and

: . ET R P S
phrases,” openly predictits demise by'the Year 2000
or sooner. “A lot of people are unhappy with the
educational system,” notes Ron Adams, a school
trustee and investmentbroker inSalmon Arm. “Year
2000 has become a catchall for what's wrong in our
schools.” = S
Although Year 2000 increasingly looks like just
another incoherent and chaotic 'exefc'is,e in modern,

school reform, it did not begin that'way." The origi~’

nal intent, noble by most accounts, was to set right
the imbalance created by decades of “streaming”—
the pro-academic, often anti-democratic philosophy
of ensuring that the cream of the educated crop
would rise to the top. To correct the tilt, schools
were to be empowered to use different tools and

strategies appropriate to raising the academic per-

formance of all their students, not just those bound
for university. But given the haphazard process in
which school policy is made, and thanks in no small
part to shoddy and uneven leadership (none of the
principals invelved in project five years ago remain
in government today), this effort to encourage higher
standards through diversity simply became another
monolithic and badly executed attempt by govern-

~ ment,to change an entire school system “with cen-

tralized directives that no one understands.” Adds
one disgruntled educator: “The real purpose has
just been blown away.” -
Supporters and critics alike agree that Year 2000
has become a highly complex menu of theory, prac-.
tice and jargon all geared to replace the shape and;
focus of kindergarten to Grade 12 with three un-~

graded composites: Primary (K to 3), Intermediate

(grades 4 to 10) and Graduation. Based on the
theoretical works of modern psychologists such as
John Bradshaw (The Inner Child), David Elkind
(The Hurried Child), and Jean Piaget (The Playful
Child), the primary program has noisily colonized
most of the province’s schools with nongraded “en-
vironments” where groups of children of varying
abilities and ages now playfully collaborate.

This is not just a west coast fashion. Across North
America, school boards are now experimenting with
similar reforms. They include no-failand nongraded
classrooms where students of varying abilities and
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ages all play or work together, and portfolio assess-
ments—a form of nonjudgmental progress report to
parents which involves filing copious samples of
student work. Most of these “child-centered” re-
forms come with thin or questionable research bases.
Although many were implemented in Alberta in
1988, most were withdrawn last spring due to wide-
spread confusion and chaos about what all the jar-
gon meant. Noted one Alberta teacher in Trying To
Teach, a union report on the fashionable mess visited
upon the province’s classrooms: “There is simply
notenough time in the day for all the [Department of
Education]-based initiatives as well as district-based
initiatives .... It makes me wonder who we are
serving: students or new innovations.”

Itmakes me wonderwhoweare serving:
students or new innovations.

Setbacks have also characterized B.C.’s educa-
tional reach towards the millennium. Though the
intermediate program did begin in fits and starts,
the ministry has sent it back to the drawing board
due to a profound lack of meaningful content that,
as one reviewer noted, threatened to reduce the

program to “the Trivial Pursuits model of curricu- °

lum.” The graduation program, when completed
this fall, will likely include little Year 2000 philoso-
phy because neither secondary teachers not univer-
sities can stomach it. A review of Year 2000 by the
University of British Columbia’s faculty of arts de-
clared: “The philosophy of the program erodes
attempts to achieve academic excellence.”

The dogma driving Year 2000 is not really new
but a progressive mishmash of ideas thathave been
floating around schools for nearly 30 years. Some
tenets are harmless, whereas others read like a Dar-
winian recipe for penalizing children who need
structured lessons and steadfast teaching. One Year
2000 primary resource guide explains that learning
is simply a natural and enjoyable activity that de-
mands “examining one’s beliefs and knowledge.”
Each and every child should be able to proceed at his
or her own pace in his or her own style, adds the
guide. It also suggests that learning is really a
matter of students’ constructing their own knowl-
edge as well as their own reasons for learning,

To survive in such a progressive milieu, a child
needs to be a highly motivated self-starter with good
language skills. Given such a child-centered bias
and the primary guide’s total avoidance of stan-
dards (it offers only “developmental sequences”),
one teacher recently wondered in a union journal if

“there is a place for the teacher in the Primary

Program.” _

This is-a concern shared by thousands of parents,
including Karen Marsan. She lives in the B.C. inte-
rior, has two children, Joan (11} and Peter {8), and
recently pulled both of them out of the public system
because of Year 2000’s “muddled amateur psychol-
ogy.” She first became alarmed when she learned
that Joan spent most of her time tutoring other
students because of her superior reading and writ-
ing skills. - “Collaborative learning” in.Joan’s class-
room meant that some children carried heavier bur-
dens than others. “All the students wanted to be in
Joan's group because she did most of the work. It
caused an awful lot of resentment.”

In contrast, Marsan's son, Peter, was having dif-
ficulty learning how to read in Grade 2 (now called
Year2) because of another Year 2000 stalwart: “whole
language.” This “progressive” technique for teaching
the language arts relies on context rather than phonics,
essentially encouraging children to guess at a word
rather than sound it out. Unfortunately, Peter was not
guessing right. When Marsan made some inquiries,
Peter’s teacher, a staunch defender of Year 2000, said
the boy had a “learning disability,” was uneducable
and “might spend his life on welfare.” This bold
revelation, however, never appeared on any of Peter’s
glowing “anecdotal report cards” that read like this: “I
am happy to be his teacher. Thank you for sharing -
such a warm, friendly boy with us.’ )

Last year, Marsan placed Peter and Joan in a
Seventh Day Adventist school where he received
some solid phonics instruction and is now reading
at grade level. None of his current teachers think he
is learning disabled. “The only thing wrong with
Peter was that he wasn’t being taught anything;”
says his mother. Nevertheless, she does not feel
vindictive towards public school teachers, most of
whom, she believes, are well-intentioned. “They
actually believe that they can save the world by
having children form circles, work in groups and
smile even thought they can’t read or write or func-
tion outside the school.”

Promoting preposterous classroom pract:ces was
never the intent of Barry Sullivan, the late Vancouver
lawyer and guiding force behind the 1988 British
Columbia Royal Commission Report on Education.
The Year 2000 program is, in fact, a part-legitimate
and part-bastard child of Sullivan’s broad—rangmg
study, which lamented the province's high school
dropout rate (34 percent) and recommended a series
of “adjustments” to help the system better serve
those students not destined for university.

According to Thomas Fleming, the commission’s
editor-in-chief and du'ector of research, Sullivan
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‘prescribed no “Royal Road to Learning” and made
no calls for "ambitious new social or educational
engagements.” The original thinking was far more
measured. He did, however, feel strongly that the
damage done by streaming be redressed by having
schools focus more narrowly on educational objec-
tives for all students, with a common curriculum for
grades 1 to 10. Unlike many Year 2000 enthusiasts,
_Sullivan believed that ta serve the public well, edu-
_cators must make room in the school system to
accommodate different educational ideologies—
striving for universality in standards through diver-
sity in practice. _ '
. To do this, the commission recommended a sys-
tem with “loose and tight properties”: loose in the
sense of giving schools greater freedom and choice
to decide how best to meet the needs of the local
. community, and tight in the sense that the govern-
ment would set the standards and assessment pro-
cedures for measuring how well teachers and stu-
dents were doing. Sullivan clearly wanted a results-
driven school system that ultimately would “free
‘the great human resources found in and around
schoolsfrom the weight of conflict and uncertainty.”
In this regard the commission never proposed
that all schools establish ungraded primary group-
ings or replace traditional subjects like English and
social studies with “integrated” programs based on,
say, “forest life” or “spring.” The report merely.
wanted to give local schools the authority to try new
approaches “onan experimentalbasis” withouthav-
ing to come, cap in hand, to Victoria for permission.
In retrospect, Fleming now admits “that it may be
argued that the commission’s recommendations
about curriculum and instruction were not as well
balanced intellectually as those in other areas.”

A largely experimental approach to
curriculum was adopted and applied as
British Columbia publicschool dogma.

_ The fact is, the research base on these largely
untested innovations as a means of improving aca-
demic achievement for potential dropouts was weak
then, and it remains weak today. Does integration of
subject matter really work? Is a multi-age primary

_classroom truly a better learning environment than
aroom full of eight-year-olds? Supporting evidence
is not exactly pouring in. In fact, one recent British
study found that multi-age classrooms resulted in
one-third of the students in those classes performing
tasks that were either too hard or too easy.

When the time came to translate Sullivan’s gen-
eral recommendations into specific school policy,
important distinctions between what was essential
and what was experimental got lost in the shuffle,
theresult being that a largely experimental approach
to curriculum was adopted and applied as British
Columbia public school dogma. Some critics put it
down to the absence of consistent stewardship. Since
its inception, Year 2000 has passed through the
hands of three cducation ministers (two Social Credit
and one NDP) and four deputy ministers. None of
the originators, such as former education minister
Anthony Brummet or former deputy minister Sandy
Peale, remain on the scene today.

With no firm stewards in government, process
managers wielding razor-sharp jargon won the day.
Not that it was an undemocratic process. In the
name of fairness, the government took into account
every special interest group with a stake in educa-
tion—some 20 associations in total. The only sector
left out was the public. The actual task of writing
school programs for the primary, intermediate and
graduation levels eventually fell to three distinct
steering committees, composed largely of teachers,
social workers and school administrators, none of
them operating within the constraints of public in-
terest. “They came in without reading or under-
standing the Sullivan commission report and served
their own interests,” notes one observer of the con-
sultations. “They didn’t balance the left or right, the
progressive versus the traditional, and so the entire
process tilted to the child-centered and progressive
side ... to a soft and gushy version of what schools
should be.” Asked if public policy hadn’t unwit-
tingly become too much a captive of the people
responsible for its implementation, Jack Fleming, a
former assistant deputy minister of education who
oversaw many Year 2000 developments, responded:
“1 don't totally disagree.” '

The self-interested nature of the exercise became
evident in the government’s 1992 review of the pri-
mary program’s design and philosophy. Not only
did three members of the primary steering commit-
tee also serve as members of the Primary Program
Review Consulting Group, but five of the seven
reviewers appeared as key sources in ministry docu-
ments supporting Year2000. Not surprisingly, these
reviewers commended the government “for an ex-
traordinary document ... very up-to-date and em-
bodies the very latest findings.” Notes Doug
Macdonald, the chairman of the Vernon chapter of
Concerned Adults for Responsible Education, anew
group opposed to Year 2000: “Therejust wasn't any
objectivity. The reviewers of this thing just fed off
themselves.” .
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" What the reviewers missed in their blissful “con-
gruence —anofher Year 2000 buzzword—-appeared
in a seven—page article last year in Simon Fraser
Umver51ty s ]’oumal of Curriculum Studies. After
commendmg the'| program’s stated goal of making
schools more “learner-focused,” author Roland Case,
ass_ls_tant professor ‘'of education at SFU, found that
“Year 2000 siifferéd a bad case of ”vagueness,
amblgulty, redu_ndancy, contradictions andjargon.”
The programs assumphon that intellectual devel-
opment’ was sunply a matter of building on the
knowledge and’ expenences that cluldrenbrought to
school he wrote, was “flawed” or “at least mislead-
ing” and a contradiction of the very meamng of the
word educate (“to lead out”).

Blinded " by ‘self-serving reviews, the ministry
pressed on with an avalanche of governmeént pro-
nouncements (“a paper thunderstorm,” rued one
teacher) that obscured a number of important dis-
tinctions. The government, for example, had never
mandated nongraded classrooms or multi-aging as
compulsory reforms. They weremerely “suggested
options,” says the ministry’s Jerry Mussio. He frankly
adds that the current program has been compro-
mised by “a confusion of ends and means” in the
system. But the sheer proliferation of blue and green
documents on suggested classroom practices—a field
that educahonrmmstnesmmostprovmceshavewmely
left to teacher discretion—led many educators to be-
lieve that nongraded classrooms were the new Holy
GraJl Administrators, eager to appear progressive to
improvetheir chances for promotlon quickly impressed
the “suggested options” into thelr schools.

Teachers feel that the notion of levels

" of reading and writing is inappropriate
- because it leads to the assumption that
:some students cannot perform certain
“‘tasks'and that something mustbe done
~ about language 1nstruct10n to correct
" these deficiencies.”

" In the resulting flurry of innovation, the ministry
also neglected two tenets of good reform, quality
f:ontrol and control groups, without which no one
‘will ever be able to say with any accuracy how well
the progressive theories embodied in Year 2000 re-
-ally serve the interests of children or society. Al-
though some 600 lead schools received special fund-
ing five years ago to try out progressive, child-
_centered techniques, these beacons for Year 2000

‘were never matched with 600 schools pursuing aca-

'process has lagged a bit ...

demic excellence with traditional or alternative
methods:” Nor did the implementation of Year 2000
come with 4ny assessment mechanism to ensure
that the innovations were actually improving the
teachmg or leammg process. And though Year 2000
arrived ini many primary classrooms five years ago,

there is still' no formal method for evaluating stu-
‘dent or teacher performance, let alone the whole

program’s strengths and weaknesses.
Although one of the program's original docu-

ments ¢ame with the subtitle “A Curriculum and

Assessmient Framework” and stated a commitment
to “initended learning outcomes,” the testing and
measuring component got waylaid. Even Jack
Fleming, who retired from the mihist-ry six months
ago, can’t understand the delay. “The assessment
and is not well devel-
oped,” he says. Others familiar with the ministry
say that the British Columbia Teachers’ Federation's
long-standing mistrust of testing (one not shared by
many teachers) accounts for Year 2000's missing
assessment component. Consider, for example, this
statement by Steve Naylor, past president of the B.C.
English Teachers’ Association: “Teachers feel that
the notion of levels of reading and writing is inap-
propriate because it leads to the assumption that
some students cannot perform certain tasks and that
something must be done about language instruction
to correct these deficiencies,”

- But in the absence of proper controls, supporters
of the experiment such as Simon Fraser education
coordinator Patricia Holburn continue to ask par-
ents to be incredibly forbearing about their children’s
future: “1hope everyone will let this system run for

eight years and then decide if it works.”

* Incontrast to British Columbia’s crass decision to
innovate without accountability or standards, the
state of Kentucky has taken a different’stance. Bor-

rowing much of B.C.’s curriculum and the same

progressive jargon, it too has revamped kindergar-
ten to Grade 3 with a "leamer-focused” face. But

.unlike British Columbia, Kentucky won’tcarry school

reform any farther until the state has good evidence
to doso on the basis of two kinds of assessment. The
first, a so-called authentic testing system, requires
studentsnot only to solve problems, say inmath, but
to explain their reasoning in writing.

Such tests, used in conjunction with achieve-
ment tests and other formal or informal monitors,
are then carefully graded against a common stan-
dard. (This system can become highly subjective
and inconsistent unless teachers are well trained
and the testing carefully standardized.) The state
has also given each school a “benchmark” based on
test scores, dropout and attendance rates and the
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percentage of students who make a successful pas-
sage to the workplace. Schools that improve their
benchmark performance get monetary bonuses; those
that fail either receive intense supervision or get
shut down. No such system of accountability exists
in British Columbia, and none seems poised to give
Year 2000 teeth or purpose even though a version of
authentic assessment for writing, at least, is.in the
works. . B
What is most damning about Kentucky's resolve

P

to be accountable is that British Columbia could-

easily have done the same. The province keeps
profiles on all of its schools that include the results
_ of tests taken by all students in grades 4, 7 and 10. It
also tracks the 20 percent of thé student population
that moves from school to school. But without any
leadership or will, the assessment component of the
educational system has been left in limbo.

In many ways, Year 2000's lack of commitment to
assessment mirrors its complete devotion to anec-
dotal report cards. Introduced more than a decade
ago as a replacement for letter grades at the primary

level, the new reports were to tell parents five things: -

what their child can do, how these achievements
compare to those of children the same age {late or
early), what the child can’t do, what the school is
doing about it and what the parents can do to help.
But after a series of consultations with educators,
the anecdotal report card lost all of its punch and has
since been enshrined in Year 2000 as an advertise-
ment of positives inaccomplishments, attitudes and
interests. This aversion to honesty has meant that
teachers must describe disruptive children withsuch
inventive euphemisms as “Johnny is beginning to
use nonviolent methods to solve disputes.” Indirect
reports to students, the critical and constructive has
been replaced by the banal and condescending: “It
has been really exciting to see youbegin tobelieve in
yourself as a writer!” Parent dissatisfaction with
report cards now dwarfs all other hostility towards
Year 2000. -

Incoherent report cards and no accountability are
but two of Year 2000’s obvious shortcomings. But
there is a deeper fault that is mainly apparent to
people working in the system. Because the primary
program was chiefly designed by teachers, and of-
ten very good ones with 20 or 30 years of experience,
it comes with a formidable built-in vulnerability.
Much of what is suggested in Year 2000 can work,
but only with the kind of energy and expertise that
would severely test the average teacher or novice.
Notes Susan Hargraves, former principal of Sundance
Elementary School in Victoria: “A system that de-
" pends on people with 20 years of experiencein order
to succeed is not going to work.”

Hargraves has a unique perspective on Year 2000
that is now lacking in most educational quarters.
Her public school experimented with many pro-
gressive tenets such as multi-aging and integrated
lessons long before they became provincial fads,
only to learn their real limits. For starters, teachers
at Sundance discovered that self-esteem does not
spring from accentuating the positive or avoiding
comparisons. “Wehad a kind of conspiracy of what
wewould tell the kidsby overexaggerating the good
things.” But 10-year-olds who couldn’t print num-
bers one to 10 or identify upper case letters of the
alphabet knew that “our enthusing didn’t match
their feelings. They knew they weren’t measuring
up.” The result was that progressive theory achieved
the opposite of its intentions: low self-esteemn. “Year
2000 shouldn’t mean you don’t give children honest
feedback,” argues Hargraves.

Parent dissatisfaction with reportcards
now dwarfs all other hostility towards
Year 2000. |

The other Iesson Sundance took to heart was that
learning doesn’t occur magically. “Itisn’tenoughto
remove desks and group children together and some-
how expect learning will occur. You need a frame-
work .... I think direct instruction and whole class
teaching are still two of the best ways to help chil-
dren move ahead.” Hargraves, a thick-skinned
maverick in the system, would like to see public
schools committed to the best of both traditional and
progressive methods. “It’s not one or the other.”

Such common sense should have surfaced long
ago had Year 2000 been rigorously debated among
educators instead of becoming a religious enthusi-
asm with utopian ambitions of helping children
become “lifelong learners” for the new millennium.
Fads in education take on all the appearances of
evangelical revivals; dissent is simply not welcome
in the Year 2000 camp. “In my opinion,” recently

‘wrote Penticton high. school teacher Peter Kruse,

“the Year 2000 and its proponents are imposing a
form of tyranny where criticism is met with the
despotism of righteous indignation, where dissent
is oppressed by intolerance and ridicule, and where
the ultimate effect on the dissenting voices is the
harshness of alienation and stress. As aresult com-
mon sense has become the victim, and we allneed to

~ be concerned.”

Even school trustees, the system'’s elected watch-

“dogs, “got blitzed with the gospel of Year 2000,”

says Ron Adams. When the Salmon Arm trustee
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suggested at one.annual general meeting of the

British Columbia School Trustees Association that
there be a debate on the pros and cons of Year 2000,

he was abruptly. told that “a debate would be inap-.

propriate” because’trustees were 100 percent be-
hind the plan. :
“Instead of answering the concerns of. c1hzens
with respect, certain educators take questions as a
form of criticism with the result that the questions

go unanswered and more parents groups are

formed,” says Moyra Baxter. As the president of the
B.C. Confederation of Parent Advisory Councils,

she supports much of Year 2000 but believes that -

educators have failed to talk to parents honestly and

directly about the program. Even though the coun- -

cils, another Sullivan recommendation, have the
authority to advise schools on any matter, Baxter

finds that “the parents are being told that they can't.

bring certain things to the table.”

The ministry of education is now keenly aware of
the maelstrom it has unwittingly unleashed among
the province’s schools. Jerry Mussio, who has been
responsible for shepherding Year 2000 for only a
year, promises there will be more clarity and consis-
tency in future Year 2000 documents. The failure of
anecdotal reports to report anything meaningful is
under review, he ways. The government also plans
to get out of the business of telling teachers how to
teach and to provide instead what government is
good at: guidelines on expectations, standards and
ways to measure them fairly. “The ministry has
done a poor job of communicating thmgs in sunple
terms,” admits Mussio.

It is unlikely that such changes, however laud- -
able, can restore the trust that-has been lost in the -

public system or honor the truly subversive spirit of
the Sullivan commission. Perhaps the real reason
Year 2000 degenerated into a silly track meet charac-
terized by psychobabble about no winners and no
losers is because Sullivan intended his adjustments
to idenl:i.t'y some losers in public schooli.ng

A school system that truly respected the different’

‘needs of different children by offering both tradi-

tional and progressive ways of teaching would also

" have killed public education as a monolithic enter-
" "priseaddicted to fads, enthusiasms and bigness. But
... inthe process of letting educators set the very policy
2 the publicexpects them to deliver, the true intent of

Sullivan’s recommendations got detected and de-

-, 1ailed. Instead of diverse community-based schools
meeting challengmg provincialstandards, as Sullivan
" intended, parents suddenly found their schools par-

ticipating in one giant Year 2000 track meet where
the managers of the system predictably placed the
ball in a spot that made them feel good. In the
process the status quo conveniently put self-interest
ahead of the publicinterest and the province’s future.

Note: In November, 1993, British Columbia changed their
policy and discarded some aspects of the Year 2000:
“Those: changes which we have found to diminish the
guality of education must be discarded. In discussions
with parents and the public, some of the education changés -
since 1988 have been criticized as having:
e been introduced at too rapid a pace,
* not provided enough clear information on the standards
expected of children in the public school system,
» diminished the quality of communication betweenschools
and parents. Parents feel they do not know what their child

* is learning and how well their child is doing” (p. 1}.

“The following improvements will be made to the Primary
Program for Kindergarten to Grade 3:
« anecdotal reports will be discontinued,
» structured written reports following new specific guide-
lines will replace anecdotal reports so that parents will
know how well their children are doing,
» evajuation will be based on the student's pmgress '
towards expectahons for their age g-roup" (p 3)

.
From: Imprumng the Quality of Educarwn in Bntish Calurnbm
Changes to British Columbia’s Edwcation Policy, Att
Charbonneau, Minister of Education, November, 1993. For
a copy cali Victoria (604) 660-2421.
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