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INTRODUCTION

In 1979, Bronfenbrenner published the first of a series of works charging developmental
psychology with the need to study human development from more naturalistic and contextual
points of view. He stressed that humans develop within a set of embedded physical and
sociocultural contexts of influence beginning with their own biclogical make-up and ending
with the political/historical contexts into which they are born and raised. Bronfenbrenner
emphasized that we cannot understand human development without understanding the
- multidimensional forces that operate across time hoth within and across these levels of influ-
ence—biological, psychological, social, cultural, economic, and political. Although it is true
that children are most directly influenced by their immediate relationships and face-to-face
interactions with other human beings, particularly their parents, siblings, extended family
 members, friends, peers and teachers, these proximal human relationships are nonetheless
shaped by more distal social, cultural, economic, and political forces in the contemporary
societal context. For example, workplace experiences affect parents’ mental health and eco-
nomic resources, which in turn affect parenting behaviors and child outcomes (e.g., Whitbeck
etal., 1997), Similarly, neighborhoods structure the tvpes of opportunities and risks children
are exposed to whenever they leave their home, and thereby, to the extent their parents adapt
their parenting behaviors to the neighborhood environment outside of the home, also affect
parent-child interactions in the home (e.g., Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles, Elder, & Sameroff,
1999). Finally, schools are elaborate multilevel institutions that influence children’s academic,
social-emotionial and behavioral development in a wide variety of ways—ranging from
teacher influences on student achievement associated with the quality of instruction, to
PhYsical influences on student mood and motivation associated with the school building itself
i terms of noise, light, cleanliness, and overcrowding, to peer influences on students’
behavioral conduct based on the social composition of a school’s student body (e.g., Rutter &
Maughan, 2002).

Since 1979, there has been growing interest in the influences of these extra-familial contexts
of human development. Researchers have begun looking at of the contributions of neighbor-
haods, communities, religious institutions and schools, as well as larger, political, societal,
cultural, and historical forces, on young people’s academic, social-emotional and behavioral
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development. In this chapter, we focus on two of these contexts: schools and community-
based settings {such as churches, synagogues or mosques; playgrounds; afterschool clubs; and
neighborhood streets). Young people spend many of their waking hours in such settings, and
this is increasingly true as they move into adolescence. Although these extra-familial settings
afford opportunities and present various risks for healthy development, they have been
researched less than the family by developmental scientists until relatively recently. As a
result, much of the current work on how school and community settings influence child and
adolescent development has been done by scholars from a broad range of disciplines outside
of developmental psychology, including educational psychology, sociology, anthropology,
applied linguistics, history, and so on. We draw on a varicty of these disciplinary resources
in this chapter. This kind of interdisciplinary perspective on the role of schools and com-
munity settings in child and adolescent development is a necessary dimension of the kind of
ecologically oriented and culturally and historically informed developmental science that
Bronfenbrenner outlined,

We focus first on schools, because they occupy a central place in the developmental agenda
set forth for children in almost every nation of the world. Thus, in the majority of nations,
from the time children first enter school in early or middle childhood until they complete their
formal education sometime in adolescence, children and youth spend more time in schools
than in any other context outside their homes. By virtue of their central role in lives of
children and families, schools are increasingly playing a role in the education of children and
vouth not only in terms of the traditional “three Rs” of reading, writing and arithmetic, but
also in terms of moral and character development, the cultivation of motivation to learn and
a desire for lifelong learning, the promotion of social-emotional skills and well-being, and
the prevention and remediation of emotional-behavioral problems (Greenberg et al., 2003;
Roeser & Eccles, 2000).

Exploring all the possible ways in which educational institutions influence the various
domains of child and adolescent development is beyond the scope of a single chapter.
Instead, we present a developmental systems framework for conceptualizing the context of
schooling, and provide a set of examples of pathways of influence by which the multilevel
and multidimensional nature of the context of school can influence child and adolescent
development. Specifically, we focus on three normative developmental moments when the
influences of various dimensions of the context of school on students” motivation, achieve-
ment, and well-being are most evident: the transitions into elementary (ages 5-t0), middle
{ages 10-14), and high schocl {ages 14-[8). We begin this section by describing schools as
multilevel social organizations that can influence children’s cognitive, socio-emotional, and
behavioral development through organizational, social, and instructional processes that
operate at several different levels of the overall school system. These levels range from the
immediate, very proximal relationships between students, tasks, and teachers in the class-
room; to quasi-proximal influences in terms of principals and school boards in setting school-
level policies; to distal national level policies mandating particular kinds of assessments and
funding structures for schools. After providing a descriptive account of these various fevels of
the school system, we present three examples of how chains of causal processes can operate
_across multiple levels of the school system to influence students’ daily experiences of teaching
and learning in school and, thereby, their longer-term educational lifepaths as they enter and
pass through elementary and secondary school and beyond (Roeser & Peck, 2003). The first
example focuses on the transition into elementary school, the second on the transition from
elementary school into either junior high school or middle school, and the third on the
transition into high school. In these examples, we try to highlight the important reciprocal
relations that exisi between students and the peeple and conditions of their school environ-
ments {e.g., Skinner & Belmont, 1993). We ulsc discuss how different students, characterized
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by different profiles of personal and socioeconomic risks and assets, fare differentially across
these school transitions. We focus on schools in the first section of this chapter,

Ir: addition to schools, we also focus on community and neighborhoods as central contexts
of human development. Developmental science’s interest in community and neighborhood
influences has evolved more recently than its interest in schools. Prior to about twe decades
apo, it was rare to find an article on neighborhood influences in any of the major develap-
mental psychology journals. Since that time, there has been a dramatic rise in their prevalence.
Much of this increase reflected initial concerns with children growing up in poverty. In 1987, a
sociologist, William Jubius Wilson, published an influential book, The Truly Disadvantaged,
which spotlighted the potential role of neighborhood effects on human development. Since
then, various interdisciplinary teams of researchers have initiated large-scale projects to study
the impact of neighborhood and community forces on human development. We summarize
the results of this work in the second part of this chapter.

We end the chapter with a discussion of how both school and community contexts can
affeet child and adolescent development through their structuring of peer groups and social
networks more generally, and through affordances for participation in organized activities that
impart skills, meaning, and satisfying relationships. Schools and communities have a large
influence on the nature of the peers with whom individuals spend the most time. Schools also
structure the nature of these interactions through grouping and instructional practices. We
elaborate on these influences, We also summarize the indirect influence of schools and com-
munities on children’s and adolescents” involvement in community-based and after-school
extracurricular activities. Children and adolescents also spend a great deal of time out of
school. As they get older, much of this titne is spent cutside the home. Does it matter what they
do during this time? Does participating in organized activities such as team sports, volunteer
service, or faith-based organizations influence development? How? We summarize emerging
theory and research evidence regarding these questions towards the end of the chapter.

SCHOOLS AS CENTRAL CONTEXTS OF DEVELOPMENT

‘What constitutes the developmental context of schooling? Drawing on developmental con-
textual perspectives (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Ford & Lerner, 1992; Sameroff, 1983), we
conceptualize the context of schooling as one that bridges between the macro-levels of society
and culture that shape the practice of education from afar, and the middle levels and micro-
levels of the school as an organization, its classrooms and the people that inhabit these
settings whose daily acts of leadership, teaching, and social interaction affect children’s learn-
ing and development in immediate ways (Cole, 1996). Figure 12.1 depicts the school environ-
ment as encompassing such a span of interdependent contexts spanning from the very macro
(e.g., national educational palicies) to the very micro (design of particular academic tasks) in
relation to a given child within the school system. This. descriptive model of the context of
schooling is guided by seven basic assumptions derived from developmental systems thinking,
as follows.

1. The context of schooling involves a complex nested social system, characterized by
multiple levels of structure and organization and associated with particular kinds of
processes aimed at shaping acts of leadership, teaching and learning.

2. Itis the complex configurations of factors across levels, operating through both indirect
and direct chains of effects involving people, resources, and educational practices, that
exert important influences on children’s academic, socicemotional, and behavioral
development.
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3. The kinds of structures and processes associated with the school systetn “develop™ from
both the first-person perspective of, and a third-person perspective on, the growing
child as he or she moves through the various institutions that compose the system
(elementary, middie, and high schools).

4. The study of human development in contexts such as schools today requires a focus on
cultural diversity and the fact that young people from different racial, ethnic, linguistic,
and socioeconomic backgrounds face different kinds of barriers and opportunities with
respect to education.

5. As whole persons encompassing social, emotional, moral, behavioral and cognitive—
intellectual dimensions of being, humans both learn and are affected by acts of teach-
ing and leaming across multiple dimensions—not just the cognitive/inteliectual one.

6. School socialization effects are mediated to some significant degree by young people’s
subjective perceptions of their developmental contexts as well as by their own agentic
behavior that co-constitutes these contexts in ways that feed back to shape their own
development.

7. Education in free and democratic societies is not only about enculturation and a trajec-
tory of increasing participation of cultural ways of knowing, feeling and doing; it is
also ideally about the development of qualities of mindful awareness and concern for
others that allow for freedom of thought, creativity, harmonious relations among
diverse peoples, and myriad forms of social and personal renewal (Roeser & Peck,
2009). In the next section, we elaborate on these assumptions.

Assumption 1: The Context of Schooling Involves Multiple Nested Levels of
Organization Generically Called a “School System”

From the location of the school within macre-Jevel government systems characterized by laws
and the educational policies of the nation, state, and local school district, “down™ to the
micro-level of the classroom and the social dynamics between teachers and students from
different ethnic and racial backgrounds, the context of schooling in human development can
be conceptualized as a multilevel system characterized by an array of political, cultural,
economic, organizational, interpersonal, and instructional processes that both directly and
indirectly shape the development of educators and students alike (Sarason, 1990; Zalantino &
Sleeman, 1975). The different levels of context of schooling can be conceptualized as moving
out from the child in a series of temporally and spatially “larger” contexts with their associ-
ated processes and webs of influence (see Figure 12.1). Examples of such nested contexts and
their related causal processes include the nature of academic work (Level 1); the structure of
classroom activities and groups (Level 2); the quality of teachers’ professional preparation,
their classtoom pedagogy and the classroom climate (Level 3); the existence of academic
tracks composed of particular types of students and teachers {Level 4); the nature of school
organizational structure and culture (Level 5); the presence or absence of linkages between
schools and other institutions in the local community (home, community-based organiza-
tions; Level 6), and location of the school within district, state, and national governance
systems (Level 7). Thus, understanding the context of schooling requires considerable inter-
disciplinary expertise in order to address the complexity of these seven interdependent
levels of school systems and to assess the influences of such complexity on child and youth
outcomes. It also requires the measurement of both “etic” and “emic” features of the context
of schooling to capture both the tacit and tangible dimensions of these nested levels (Roeser,
Urdan, & Stephens, 2009).
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Assumption 2: Causal Chains of Influence Operate Within and Across Levels of
the Context of Schooling to Affect Child and Adolescent Development

From a developmental science perspective, complex causal chains of effect across multiple
levels and involving various organizational, interpersonal and instructional resources and
practices are usually necessary to understand a “schaol effect” on student outcomes (Rutter
& Maughan, 2002). For example, imagine a situation in which, due to concerns about equity
in achievement among students from different socioeconomic backgrounds, a superintendent
mandates that all schools in the district implement a new, equity-producing pedagogical
practice called cooperative learning (district level). Principals in this district would presum-
ably then organize their teachers to learn the new pedagogical technique (schoo] level) and to
apply it in their classrooms (classroom level). 1f it were implemented well, all children within
classrooms in this school would be seen working in groups (group level) on fairly complex,
conceptual problems for which cooperative techniques were designed (academic work level;
e.g., Cohen & Lotan, 1997). Research suggests this would lead to increases in self-esteem,
inter-ethnic relationships, and achievement among the children, especially for those of low
ability or status (student level; Stevens & Slavin, 1995). In contrast, if the policy were imple-
mented in a way that did not prepare the teachers adequately to implement cooperative
learning techniques properly in the classroom, it could harm teachers and students by creat-
ing groups that actually reinforce preexisting status differences among students as well as peer
segregation of students along socioeconomic lines. Such an outcome might affect not only
students, but also teachers. It could, hypothetically, undermine their sense of efficacy with
regard to effectively teaching students with varying abilities and statuses (Cohen & Lotan,
1997) and thereby lead to diminishing efforts to do so over time (e.g., Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).

As a second example, consider the influences on both teachers and students that the No
Child Left Behind policy, originally designed to increase teacher accountability for student
learning and enhance student performance in the core subjects, has actually had (e.g.
No Child Left Behind (NGLB) legislation; Nichols & Berliner, 2007). Frustrated with the
relatively poor performance of many of America’s children compared to children in other
modern societies, NCLB was put into place with the goal of holding schools, teachers, and
students responsible for greater gains in learning as assessed by standardized tests. It was
hoped that by enacting an accountability.regime involving frequent and ongoing testing, by
providing testing results to parents, and by tying the test results to a series of incentives and
punistunents for schools, the policy would motivate principals, teachers, parents, and students
to work together towards academic improvement. Testing has now been in place since 2003,
and there is little evidence of any marked improvements in the performance of America's
students on standardized achievemeni tests in math, reading, and science (Nichols & Berliner,
2007, 2008). Why? How can a developmental science perspective help to analyze this situ-
ation? What are the complex webs and chains of causal influences that may lie behind the
results of NCLB as an educational policy?

A developmental perspective on this policy focuses attention on issues of context and how
well policy-mandated changes might affect the context of schooling, as well as how well those
contexts meet or fail to meet the needs and goals of those involved—in this case, teachers and
students {e.g., Boyce et al., 1998). For instance, there is growing evidence that mandated
testing has a number of unintended negative effects on teachers and students. At the most
basic level, high-stakes testing puts extraordinary pressure on teachers to teach to the test and
sometimes even engage in less than ethical practices to insure student success on such tests
(Berliner, 2003). That is, some teachers, under pressure, act in ways that are actually contrary
to their professional ideals, The power of situations in this regard, as social psychology has
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repeatedly demonstrated, is considerable (Ross & Nisbett, 1981). Furthermore, mandated
testing often leads to the use of particular classroom instructional methods such as drill and
practice on test-like items; and that such practices, necessary to address national mandates as
assessed by standardized multiple choice tests, are often at odds with teachers’ own preferred
instructional strategies and assessment practices (Ball, 2002; Nichols & Berliner, 2007). This
discrepancy between the kinds of teaching that are mandated through the testing system and
related incentives and punishments of NCLB, and the intrinsic desires of teachers themselves
with regard to teaching and assessment practices, may iead to diminished motivation for
teachers to do this work in the short term and the long term (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Such a
dampening of teacher enthusiasm could, in turn, adversely affect students’ own motivation,
effort, and achievement in the classroom (Brophy, 1988). In this example, one can see how a
motivational and developmental science lens on schooling can begin to disclose insights into
how a well-intended mandate from the nation, state, or district can have both intended and
unintended consequences for teacher and student behavior.

Assumption 3. The Structures, Processes, and Webs of Influence Associated
With the Context of Schocling Change Across Development

From both a first-person and a third-person perspective, we can say that the structures and
processes of the school system develop as children move into and progress through elem-
entary school, middle school, high school, and on to post-secondary educational settings.
That is, not only are children developing, but se too is the whole nature of the context of
schooling that they experience over time. The inclusion of a time dimension along the bottom
of Figure 12.1 emphasizes this point. For example, Eccles and her colleagues (1993) docu-
mented a cluster of grade-related changes in various organizational, social, and instructiona!
processes in schools as students transition from elementary to middle school. They found, for
instance, that school size increases, the closeness of relationships between teachers and stu-
dents declines, and social comparison and competition become more prevalent motivational
strategies in classtooms. These changes have been linked to declines in young people’s motiv-
ation to learn and well-being as they move into and through secondary-school environments
in a variety of developmental studies now (see Roeser et al., 2009). Understanding the inter-
action of different school features on children at different ages of development is a critical
component of a developmental science approach to understanding the role of schooling in
human develepment (Eccles & Roeser, 2009; Finn, 2006; Perry & Weinstein, 1998),

Assumption 4: The Study of Development in School Contexts is also the
Study of Cultural Diversity and Issues of Equity in Education

Currently, the school-aged population in the US (ages 5 to 18 years) is growing and includes
approximately 49 million individuals (Sable & Garofano, 2007). Since 1965, the number of
Asian- and Latin-American immigrants to the United States has steadily increased (National
Research Council, 1997). These ongoing trends, in conjunction with variations in birth rates
among different ethnic populations, have had the effect of increasing the racial, ethnic, and
linguistic diversity of the school-aged population in the US (National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), 2005). Racially and ethnically, the school-aged population today is
approximately 57% European-American; 20% Latin-American; 17% African-American; 5%
Asian-American/Pacific-Islander; and 1% Native American (Sable & Garofano, 2007). The
percentage of Latin-American students increased rapidly since the early 1990s and is expected
to continue to rise over the next decade. Culturally and linguistically, approximately one
in five in the school-aged population is either an immigrant or the child of recent immigrants
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(Garcia, Jensen, & Cuellar, 2006; Suarez-Orozco & Saurez-Orozco, 2001); and one in five
speak a language other than English (mostly Spanish) in their homes (NCES, 2006). These
“new Americans” are primarily from Latin America, Asia and the Caribbean-—particularly
Mexico, followed by the Philippines, Vietnam, the Dominican Republic, and China (Camarota
& McArdle, 2003).

Racial, ethnic, and linguistic background, as well as immigrant generational status, inter-
sects with poverty in the lives of school-aged children and adolescents. Data show that
European-American and Asian-American children and adolescents are the least likely to
grow up in poverty, regardless of their (immigrant) generational status. In contrast, between a
quarter and a third of all African-Americans and Native Americans, and over a third of Latin
Americans (especially Mexican immigrants and children of immigrants) between the ages of
5 and 18 years old grow up in poverty in the US today (NCES, 2005}.

Due to factors such as poverty and its correlates, data also show ongoing achievement gaps
between young people from different racial, ethnic, linguistic and socioeconomic back-
grounds, Despite impressive gains over the past 30 years, for example, African-American
children continue to score less well on achievement tests than their Buropean-American
counterparts (Wigfield et al, 2006). Latin-American and Native-American students have
shown less educational progress over the decades compared to European-Americans and still
achieve at lower fevels, whereas Asian-Americans perform at levels comparable to or exceed-
ing those of Whites (NCES, 2007). For instance, Asian-Americans are much more likely to
complete advanced placement courses in math and science before high-school graduation that
European-Americans, who in turn were more likely to do so than their African-, Latin-, and
Native-American peers (NCES, 2007).

Of particular concern today is the educational progress of native and foreign-born children
and youth of Mexican descent. Latinos, especially those with familial roots in Mexico, are the
largest and most rapidly growing ethnic “minority” group in the United States. Because of
their rapid growth, the aggregate level of education of Latin Americans will strongly affect
the quality of the future labor foree, as well as future demand for public services (Vernez,
Abrahamse & Quigley, 1996}, Unfortunately, immigrants from Mexico and the next gener-
ation experience downward assimilation in the United States due to factors such as low
human capital, negative cultural contexts of reception, and curtailed educational attainments
(Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). Mexican immigrants are the least likely of all immigrants to
attend high school or college, and the same is true for the native-born same-ethnic peers
(Slavin & Calderon, 2001). Furthermore, among those who do enroll in post-secondary edu-
cation, Mexican-descent youth are overrepresented in those who attend 2-year community
colleges (Kao & Thompson, 2003).

Differences in school resources: The issue of educational equity is an important part of the study of
schooling and development.
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In summary, statistics on the demographic composition of the school-aged population, as
well as those on differences in educational outcomes among different sub-groups, highlight
that an inquiry into the role of schools as early and long-term contexts of child and ado-
lescent development is also an inquiry into cultural diversity in human development. Such
an inquiry is also necessarily about significant and longstanding issues of inequality in
educational opportunities and outcomes for young people from different racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic backgrounds. Attention to issues of cultural diversity, and issues of edu-
cational equity, are an important, if oftentimes implicit, part of the study of schooling and
development (Entwisle, Alexander, & Olson, 1997).

Assumption 5; Acts of Teaching and Learning Involve and Affect
“Whole Persons”

Acts of teaching and learning are inherently social, emotional, moral, behavioral, and cogni-
tive affairs, simultaneousty (Noddings, 2005a; Shulman, 2005). In short, teacher and learning
involve whole persons (Roeser & Galloway, 2002). Additionally, good teaching has a lot in
common with good parenting and the kind of security for exploration and learning that
effective parents afford their young. In both cases, more capable adults need to provide the
younger learner with both a safe social-emotional base from which they can start out and
return to in times of uncertainty, and scaffolded opportunities for exploration and autono-
mous skill development that, when feeling safe, the young can take advantage of in the service
of learning (Wentzel, 2002). This breadth of the goals in education is illustrated in Table 12.1,
where we list various aims of educational training and the kinds of developmental cutcomes
one would expect to see in the'students if these skills are taught effectively. This assumption
implies that the social, emotional, and moral dimensions of the teaching and the overall
context of schooling need to be made explicit and measured as key components of school and
classroom environments {e.g., Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Pianta & Harnre, 2009; Roeser,
Urdan, & Stephens, 2009). In addition, the social, emotional, and moral outcomes of school-
ing, in addition to cognitive intellectual ones, need i be made explicit and studied in future
research studies as well {¢.g., Mind and Life Educational Research Network (submitted);

TABLE 12.1
Mon-subject matter aims and outcomes of education involving “whole children” and
“whale adolescents”

Domains and Skitls

Maotive Dispositions

Action Tendencies

Self-regulation
Emotion regulation
Attention regulation

Prosociality
Social skills
Conflict resolution skills

Mindful awareness
Self-awareness
Social awareness
Cultural awareneass

Global awareness

self-control and resilience
Will power and stick-to-itiveness
Self-confidence and efficacy

Cooperation and conscientiousness
Agreeableness

Personal responsibility and curiosity
Social responsibility and empathy
Mutual respect and openmindedness

Universal responsibility and
compassion

Behavioral inhibition and recovery
Behavioral focus and persistence
Behavioral initiative and persistence

Helping and rule-abiding behavior
Civii behavior ’

Moral living and lifelang learning
Contributions to community
Non-discrimination/celebration of
diversity

Contributions to peaceful world change
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Noddings, 2003b; Roeser et al., 2009}, In summary. the holistic conceptualization of both
educational contexts and outcomes iri terms of multiple domains of development {e.g., the
intellectual, the social, the moral, and the emotional) is an important valued-added perspec-
tive that developmental science can add to the study of schooling and its influences on human
development.

Assumption 6: Children Co-construct Their Educational Lifepaths Through

School by Making Meaning of Schaools in Subjective Ways and Through
Their Own Agency and Characteristics

Another assumption of a developmental science approach to schooling is that the socializa-
tion effects of schooling are mediated to some degree by young peopie themselves through
their subjective perceptions, agentic actions, and evocative characteristics. First, young people
shape their own school experiences based on their subjective perceptions of the soctalization
context and socializing agents in schools. The assumption is that children and adolescents
appraise and make meaning of their developmental contexts in terms of how well they “it”
or are “mismatched” with fundamental biological, psychological, and social needs (Boyce
et al., 1998; Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Roeser, Eccles, & Strobel, 1998b), Depending on how
welt the instructional and interpersonal features of school contexts “fit with” or are “mis-
matched” with the needs of students at various ages, and to the extent that students perceive
such fits or mismatches, the theory predicts either positive or negative changes in motivation,
well-being and behavior, respectively (Eccles & Roeser, 2009). Of course, students’ percep-
tions are biased or shaped by their previous domain-relevant experiences, so this form of
memory-appraisal of present-action sequence forms one way in which students “create™ their
own developmental life-space.

Another mechanism by which studeats contribute to their own development in school is
through their intrinsic curiosity, competence motivation, exploratory behaviors, and agency
in general (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Organisms are active in their own development from the very
beginnings of life, and to talk about school effects without an understanding of the trans-
actional nature of such effects is to explore only half of the picture. The notion of person—
enviroament transactions in the determination of achievement and educational lifepaths
more generally remains a challenging but important theoretical approach to the study of
schooling (e.g., Roeser et al., 2002b). '

A third way in which students contribute to their own development in schools is through
their evocative characteristics, including both physical (e.g., attractiveness) and personality-
based (e.g., extraversion) characteristics, which, by either intentionally or unintentionally
eliciting certain kinds of reactions from athers, can contribute to the nature of the socializing
context and its reciprocal effects on the person (e.g., Caspi & Roberts, 2001).

Although there is a rather large research literature examining the unidirectional effects of
“contexts on kids,” relatively few studies attend to understanding the conjeint role that
students, their perceptions, their own agentic acts, and their evocative characteristics, in con-
junction with the nature of their physical and social environments in school, play in their
own learning and development there {e.g., Skinner & Belmont, 1993). Understanding such
Person—environment contributions to educational lifepaths is a clear goal of a developmental
science perspective on schooling (Eccles & Midgley, 1989, Roeser & Peck, 2003; Rutter &
Maughan, 2002). As Boyce and colleagues {1998) put it with regard to the study of develop-
ment and psychopathology—and the same applies to the study of development and educa-
tion—the next phase of research needs to attend to both “the actual transactions between
children and contexts and the transduction of contextual influences into pathways of biclogical
mediation” (p. 143; emphasis in original).
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Education in free and demaocratic societies s not only about enculturation and a trajectory of increasing
participation of cultural ways of knowing, feeling and doing; it is also ideally about the development of
qualities of mindful awareness and concern for others.

Assumption 7: Education is About Cultural Ways of Knowing and Qualltles
of Awareness

In addition to socializing young people in culturally sanctioned ways of thinking and fecling
(i.e., civic education) and scaffolding their development of knowledge and disciplined ways
of knowing (i.e., subject-matier education), we propose that public education in free and
democratic societies necessarily ought to be in places that educate for mindful awareness and
related volitional modes of attending, thinking, feeling, perceiving, acting, and interacting.
The means by which the public education system can do this we term contemplative education
(Roeser & Peck, 2009). Whereas the cultivation of civic-mindedness and the acquisition of
subject-matter knowledpge arc essential outcomes of education related to sociocultural par-
ticipation, the cultivation of awareness and willful self-regulation are preconditions for deep
learning, freedom of thought, creativity, harmonious sccial relationships, and myriad forms
of personal and social renewal.

In the next section, we describe the various levels and associated processes that comprise
the context of schooling (see Figure 12.1) and provide some examples of research linking
these various levels and processes to aspects of children’s academic, social-emotional, and
behavioral development. After this, we summarize what we know about developmental
changes in these various aspects of schooling as children progress through different school
types {(elementary, middle, and high school), as well as how such chanpes influence aspects of
children’s and adolescents’ development.

LEVELS OF THE CONTEXT OF SCHOOLING

Level 1: Academic Work

The nature of the academic work students are asked to do is al the heart of their school
experience. At a fundamental level, the nature of school work affects not only what children
may come to know about themselves and the world, but also their capacities to pay attention
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{e.g., listening to stories), their interests and passions, and their morals and ethics (Dewey,
1902; Doyle, 1983). Two key aspects of academic work that can influence students’ emotional,
cognitive, and moral development are (a) the content of the curriculum in terms of its intei-
lectual substance and its consideration of global social-historical realities (e.g., Noddings,
2005a, 2005b; Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2008; Zins, Weissberg, Wang, & Walberg,
2004); and (b} the design of instruction in terms of scaffolding knowledge development, and
alsa in terms of its capacity to cultivate interest, meaningfulness, challenge, and deep cogni-
tive, emotional, and behavioral engagement with the material (Blumenfeld, 1992; Blumenfeld,
Mergendoller, & Swartout, 1987).

Both the content and the design of academic tasks can be conceptualized in terms of their
relative attunement or mismatch with the developmental needs and capacities of students of a
particular age and social background, and the needs of society at a particular time in history.
Some evidence supports the notion that academic work that is meaningful to the develop-
mental and historical reality of children's experience promotes motivation to learn and helps
to “bond” young people with the institution of school {e.g., Burchinal, Roberts, Zeisel, &
Rowley, 2008; Roeser, Eccles & Sameroff, 2000). Curricula that represent the *voices,” images,
role maodels, and historical experiences of traditionally vnderrepresented groups may be par-
ticularly important for helping students from such groups to identifv with school and success
in schoal, and for students from the majority cultural group to develop a broader understand-
ing of the diversity, as well as the experiences and contributions, of minority groups in history
{Ball, 2002; Fine, 1991; Graham & Taylor, 2002; Romo & Falbo, 1996; Valencia, 1991). The
challenge of providing curricula that address developmentally and historically meaningful
topics to a diverse and large school population is a central and ongoing challenge in education
in the United States and many developed nations today (Meier, 2008). For instance, studies
show that boredom in school, low interest, and perceived irrelevance of the curriculum are
associated with diminished engapgement and learning and, for some, can be part of the
reason for withdrawing from school (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002; Eccles, 1983; Finn, 2006,
Jackson & Davis, 2000; Larson & Richards, 1989; National Research Council and Institute of
Medicine (NRC/HOM), 2004; Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992).

Although there exist many innovative curriculum movements today that are reinvigorating
the teaching of subject matter (c.g., the Facing History and Ourselves Project: Sleeper &
Strom, 2006), we want to draw attention to one emerging movement that aims to provide a
new kind of curriculum into public school education: the social-emotional learning move-
ment (SEL; Elias et al, 1997). SEL programs focus on teaching content and skills related
to learning in five core “non-subject matter” domains: self-awareness, social awareness,
responsible decision-making, self-management, and relationship management (Collaborative
for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning, 2003). Reviews and meta-analyses of social
and emotional learning programs delivered in classrooms provide evidence that SEL pro-
grams can pievent substance abuse {(Gottfredson & Wilsen, 2003), antisocial behavior
(Wilson, Gottfredson, & Najaka, 2001) and menta] health problems {Durlak & Wells, 1997).
Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis (Durlak, Weissberg, Taylor & Dymmnicki, in press}
examined the outcomes of over 250 experimental studies of social and emotional learning
programs for all students. Of the 27 programs that examined indicators of academic achieve-
ment at the post-intervention period, students receiving SEL programs showed significant
and meaningful improvements on achievement test performance; the effect was equivalent to
approximately a 10 percentage point gain on achievement testing. Further, program students
were significantly more likely to attend school, less likely to be disciplined for misbehavior,
and received better grades. Thus, evidence is accruing to suggest that by broadening the
academic curriculum to include social-emotional learning, dividends for behavioral, social-
emotional, and intellectual development can be achieved. -
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Ia addition to the “what is taught” in schools, the “how things are taught,” including the
design of academic tasks, also can influence children’s motivation, engagement, and learning
(Ball, 200Z; Blumenfeld, 1992; Deci & Ryan, 2002; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).
Choosing materials that provide an appropriate level of challenge for a given class, designing
learning activities that require diverse cognitive operations (e.g., opinion, following routines,
memory, comptehension), structuring lessons so they build on each other in a systematic
fashion, using multiple representations of a given problem, and explicitly teaching children
strategies that assist in learning (e.g., asking oneself if one has understood what was just read)
are but a few of the design features that can “scaffold” learning and promote interest,
engagement and learning. Work on the role of interest in learning, engagement, and intrinsic
motivation highlights the important role of the design of academic tasks in this regard
(Renninger, 2000}. Increased interest is associated with greater engagement in the task and
higher levels of mastery of the material (Fredricks et al., 2004; Renninger, 2000; Wigfield,
Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser, & Davis-Kean, 2006}, Even more importantly, interesting tasks
increase intrinsic motivation to do welt (Deci & Ryan, 2002) and increase the likelihood that
students develop a strong personal identity as a comemitted school student (Eccles, 2009).
Thus, at this level of analysis, one can see that the nature of academic work plays a central
role in a chain of related educational outcomes, including task interest to task engagement, to
mastery and learning, to intrinsic motivation to learn, to identification of oneself as a learner
who is bonded to school.

From a developmental perspective, there is evidence that the contlent and design of academic
work may not change over time in ways that reflect the increasing cognitive sophistication,
diverse life experiences, and identity-linked motivational needs of children and adolescents as
they move from the elementary into the secondary-school years (Eccles, 2009; Wigfield et al.,
2006). As one indication, middle-schoel children report the highest rates of boredom when
doing schoolwork, especially passive wark (e.g., listening to lectures) and in particular classes
such as social studies, mathematics, and science (Larson, 2000; Larson & Richards, 1989).
Academic work becomes less, rather than more, complex in terms of the cognitive demands as
children move from elementary to junior high school (Juvonen, 2007; Juvonen, Le, Kaganoff,
Augustine, & Constant, 2004). It may be that declines in children's motivation during the
transition to secondary schoel in part reflect academic work that lacks challenge and meaning
commensurate with children’s cognitive and emotional needs (Eccles & Midgley, 1989). For
instance, Roeser, Eccles, and Sameroff (1998) found that curricular meaningfulness, as per-
ceived by middle-school students, was a positive predictor of Jongitudinal changes in their
valuing of and commitment to school from the beginning to the end of middle school. The
findings showed that the more meaningful students found their work in English, science, and
social studies, the more they valued their education and learning over time. Efforts at middle-
school reform also support this hypothesis: Adolescents’ motivation to learn is maintained
and does not decline when secondary schools introduce more challenging and develop-
mentally and historically meaningful academic work (Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998;
Jackson & Davis, 2000; Lee & Smith, 2001), .

In sum, although research in this area is still relatively sparse, some evidence shows that as
children develop cognitively and emotionally, and as they begin to take a greater interest in
understanding the world and their identity within that world, schools often provide repetitive,
¥0W-level tasks that are unimaginative in content and design. This secems particularly true
M an age in which learning is increasingly seen as synonymous with performance on multi-
Ple choice standardized tests. The nature of these changes in academic work is likely to
undermine motivation in most children, as well as to exacerbate motivational and behaviorai
difficulties in those children who had trouble with academic work earlier in their develop-
ment during elementary school {see Roeser, Eccles, & Freedman-Doan, 1999). In addition,
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although more evidence is needed here as well, there is some indication that teaching children
about social and emotional issues may be an important new addition to classroom curriculum
in the twenty-first century.

LEVEL 2: GROUPS AND ACTIVITY STRUCTURES

The next level of the context of schooling that can influence child and adolescent develop-
ment concerns the social structure of learning activities in the classroom. Classroom instruc-
tion is delivered through different grouping and activity structures, including whole-group
instruction, individualized instruction, and small-group instruction. Groups are often formed
on the basis of children’s ability level; alternatively, groups can be formed from students
representing & diverse array of abilities brought together in a cooperative work arrangement
{Oakes, 2005; Stevens & Slavin, 1995). Thus, some classroom grouping strategies are associated
with individualistic activity structures, in which individuals work aione and their behavior is
independent of others; other foster social comparison in which there is competition: and still
others foster collaboration and cooperation. In these ways, different classroom social struc-
tures communicate quite different implicit messages about relationships with others, the goals
of learning, and children’s abilities—messages that, in turn, influence children’s perceptions
of students’ own academic competence and social acceptability, as well as their perceptions of
the characteristics of their classmates (Roseth, Johnson, & Johnson, 2008).

Different group structures also elicit different patterns of teacher behaviors and peer group
associations. For instance, research has shown that the use of either whole-class instruction or
withinclass ability groups can highlight ability differences among students, can lead to
increased socizl comparison by students and teachers, and can make salient differential
teacher treatment of high and low achievers in the classroom (Oakes, 2005; Wigfield et al.,
2006). When this happens, activity structures in the classroom are serving to reinforce rather
than disrupt achievement status hierarchies, differentiated competence beliefs between low
and high achievers, and friendship selection patterns based primarily on similarities in aca-
demic abilities. Given the equation of achievement with intelligence and worth in American
society (Covington, 2000), low-ability children often show diminished self-perceptions of
competence and feelings of self-worth in classrooms where status differences are made salient
by the kinds of activity structures and teaching strategies described above (Qakes, 2005;
Rosenholtz & Simpson, [984). Research also indicates that children positioned as “low abil-
ity” in the classroom are more likely perceived by their classmates as less desirable friends
than their high-achieving peers (Karweit & Hansell, 1983). In this case, activity structures are
exerting influences on the formation of social networks or patterns of secial isolation among
students. We say more about these processes later when we discuss ability tracking.

The use of collaborative or cooperative groups is a popular alternative to either whole-
group, ability-grouped, or individvalized instruction at the elementary-school level. Stevens
and Slavin (1995) concluded that cooperative learning techniques in which students work in
small groups and receive rewards or recognition based on group performance lead to
increases in student achievement, self-esteem, and social acceptance among students of dif-
ferent social statuses and ethnic backgrounds. With proper instruction in the social skills
necessary for group work, cooperative groups can provide numerous “niches” for students
with different strengths io participate in the learning process, can increase the amount of
sacial support and reinforcement available in the classroom for learning complex matetial,
can increase contact among students of different abilities and, thus, can foster a broader
network of friendship patterns in the classrcom and fewer instances of social isolation
{Roseth et al., 2008).
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From a developmental perspective, the use of whole-group and within-class ability-
grouped instruction increases in frequency as children progress from elementary to middle
and high school. Within-class ability grouping in reading is widespread even in the early
grades; the use of between-class ability grouping in mathematics, English, and science classes
increases considerably as children move into and through secondary school {Feldlaufer,
Midgley, & Eccles, 1988; Eccles, et al, 1993, 1998; NRC/IOM, 2004). At the same time,
the use of both individualized instruction and cooperative grouping declines, This is a good
example of a change in educational environment that is mismatched with the needs of youth.
A recent meta-analysis of over eight decades of research on approximately 17,000 early
adolescents from 11 different countries showed that higher achievement and more positive
peer relationships were associated with cooperative rather than competitive or individualistic
activity structures in the middle-school classroom (Roseth et al., 2008). We discuss the impli-
cations of these grade-related changes in activity structures further below when we address
the transition into secondary school.

LEVEL 3: TEACHERS, INSTRUCTION, AND CLASSROOM CLIMATE

The next level of the context of school that is important to consider in developmental
research is that of teachers and their beliefs and pedagogical practices, as well as the social
and instructional atmosphere of the classroom they create through their presence and prac-
tice. With regard to the kinds of teacher beliefs that are consequential for thetr pedagogical
decisions, practices, and interpersonal behavior in the classroom, teachers’ professional iden-
tity beliefs about themselves as a teacher, as well as their pedagogical beliefs about the kinds
of teaching practices that work best in motivating and supporting learning, are important
(Roeser, Marachi, & Gehlbach, 2002a). Due in part to these beliefs and the actions they
motivate and regulate, the hypothesis is that teachers create particular kinds of classroom
learning environments for and with students. Dimensions of learning environments have
historically been conceptualized in terms of the order and management of the classtoom, the
nature of social relationships among peers and between teachers and students, and the
instructional climate in terms of ways of motivating learning, providing instruction and
support for student learning, and giving feedback to students (Moos, 1979). In the next
section, we provide examples of research on key processes operating at the level of teacher
identity and pedagogical beliefs, instructional practices, and the classroom climate as a
whole that have, independently and interdependently, been shown to affect children’s and
adolescents’ development in school.

Teacher Professional ldentity and Pedagogical Beliefs

Social cognitive and sociocultural approaches to the study of teaching and learning have
demonstrated the important role that teachers’ beliefs play in shaping their pedagogical
decisions and strategies in the classroom (Calderhead, 1996; Shulman, 2005). The kinds
of beliefs that have been found to motivate teachers’ instructional decisions and interper-
sonal behavior in the classroom include their efficacy beliefs regarding their teaching and
interpersonal capabilities, their instructional goals and styles of managing classrooms and
motivating students, and the kinds of expectations and beliefs that teachers may have about
individual-—or even groups of —students they teach, and their views about what it means and
takes to “learn” something. More recently, scholars have begun to examine how teachers’
social-emotional competencies are also key determinants of their behavior in the classroom
(Jennings & Greenberg, 2009).
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Efficacy for teaching beljefs. Teachers’ efficacy beliefs regarding their ability 1o perform
the core tasks of teaching—managing'a classroom, teaching for understanding and assisting
students who need additional support, and maintaining emotional balance while doing
these—are key processes affecting not only teaching-related behaviers in the classroom, but
also the regulation of emotion and well-being. Tschannen-Moran, Woclfolk Hoy, and Hoy
(1998), for instance, found that teachers’ efficacy beliefs were positively related to their
investment of effort in teaching, their persistence in working with students with academic
difficulties, and their willingness to experiment with new teaching strategies. Other studies
have shown that when teachers hold high generalized expectations for student learning and
students perceive these expectations, students achieve more and experience a greater sense of
competence as learners (Ashton, 1985; Brophy, 2004; Eccles et al., 1998; Lee & Smith, 2001;
Midgley, Feldiaufer, & Eccles, 198%; NRC/IOM, 2004, Weinstein, 1989}, Unfortunately, as we
discuss later, the proportion of teachers with a high sense of teacher efficacy decreases as
children move from elementary into secondary school. In addition, the proportion of
teachers with a strong sense of teaching efficacy is lower in schools that educate a predomin-
ance of poer and minority children {Darling-Hammond, 1997; Eccles et al., 1993; Juvones,
2007; Juvonen et al., 2004; NRC/IOM, 2004; Roeser & Midgley, 1997).

With respect to emotional well-being and regulation, Roeser and Midgley (1997) found
that elementary-school teachers who felt more efficacious with regard to their ability to
successfully teach all of their students also reported less stress in dealing with the emotional-
behavioral problems that some of their students displayed in their classrooms. This makes
sense because efficacy indexes confidence to be successful at a task given current resources
and supports (Bandura, 1994), whereas stress results when environmental challenges over-
come individuals’ ability to cope given current resources and supports (Folkman & Lazarus,
1984). Self-efficacy beliefs and subjective stress go hand-in-glove.

Role beliefs. Teachers' beliefs about what their professional role entails are another
important component of their professional identities. Two common role definitions that tea-
chers identify with are that of the “academic instructor” (oriented toward teaching academic
content) and that of the “socializer” (oriented toward addressing children’s social-emotional
and behavioral needs; fosterer of the “good citizen™). In a study of 98 elementary-school
teachers, Brophy {1988, 2004) found that an endorsement of the “instructor” role was critical
for teachers’ ability to ensure student achievement, but that some of the most effective
teachers were those who blended an academic with a socializing focus, In addition, he found
that teachers who saw themselves primarily as “instructors™ responded much more nega-
tively to those students who were under-achievers, academically unmotivated, or disruptive
during learning activities than to the other students in-the class; in contrast, “socializers”
responded most negatively to either the hostile aggressive and defiant students or the children
who thwarted the teachers’ efforts to form close personal relationships. In this study, one
can see how different role beliefs are associated with both instructional outcomes and
interpersonal processes in the classroom, insofar as role beliefs seem to index the kinds of
sensitivities teachers have to being “triggered” emotionally in the classroom.

Differantial expectations for student success. Anaother set of teacher beliefs that have
been studied in relation to student outcomes is the differential expectations that teachers have
regarding the likelihood of success of different students within the same classroom. Most of
the studies linking differential teacher expectations to either their own behaviors or to their
students’ achievement and motivation have been done under the rubric of teacher expectancy
effects. The issue is whether teacher expectancies about different students’ prospects for suc-
cess, and the related differential patterns of student interaction that can flow from these
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expectancies, translate into levels of student achievement that “live up” or “live down” to the
teachers’ initial expectancies {(Rosenthal, 1974). In developmental science, this kind of “self-
fulfilling prophecy” is an example of how hypothesized “interactional continuity,” operating
here through differential teacher expectancies and related behavior that reinforces students’
present ability level, can influence students” achievement trajectories in school over time
(Caspi & Roberts, 2001).

The histary of research in this arsa has been controversial and contested, but it appears
that teacher-expectancy effects depend on whether teachers structure activities differently for,
and interact differently with, high- and low-expectancy students, as well as on whether the
students perceive these differences (Jussim, Eccles, & Madon, 1996; Weinstein, 1989). A great
deal of the work on teacher-expectancy effects has focused on differential treatment related to
gender, ethnic group, and/or social class. Most of this work has investigated the potential
undermining effects of low teacher expectations on girls (for mathematics and science), on
minority children {for all subject areas), and on children from lower social class family back-
grounds (again for all subject areas) (Eccles & Wigheld, 1985; Jussim ¢t al., 1996; Parsons,
Kaczala, & Meece, [982; Rists, 1970).

Weinstein (1989} and her colleagues, for instance, found that both high- and low-achieving
students report perceiving differential teacher treatment of students on the basis of ability in
most elementary-school classrooms. High achievers are seen by students of all ability levels as
receiving higher expectations, more opportunities to participate in class, and more choice
about work, whereas low achievers are seen as receiving more negative feedback, more con-
trol, and more feedback concerning work completion and following rules. The greater the
perceived differential treatment in a classroom, the greater is the impact that teachers’ expect-
ations will have on achievement and children’s self-perceptions of competence (Weinstein,
19859). Observational studies of teacher behavior validate these perceptions: Teachers often
do treat high and low achievers differently in these ways (Brophy, 1988; NRC/IOM, 2004).

Other work, however, suggests that teacher expectancy effects may not be as negative as
once believed. For the effect to be of great concern, one needs to demonstrate that it has a
negative biasing effect {i.e., that teachers’ expectations lead to changes in motivation and
performance over time beyond what would be expected given knowledge of the characteristics
of the specific students; Jussim et al., 1996; Jussim, Palumbo, Chatman, Madon, & Smith,
2000; Madon et al., 2001). Evidence for such nepative biasing effects is minimal in the
short run. Much of the association between teacher expectations for individual students
and subsequent student motivation and performance reflects the “accurate” association
between teacher expectations and student characteristics, such as prior achievement levels
and behavioral patterns (Jussim et al., 1996; Madon et al., 2001). In addition, not all teachers
respond to their expectations with behaviors that undermine the motivation and performance
of the low-expectancy students. Some teachers respond to low expectations with increased
instructional and motivational efforts for particular students and succeed in increasing
both student motivation and learning (Goldenberg, 1992). Nonetheless, small but consistent
teacher expectancy effects over time can have a large cumulative effect on students’ motiv-
ation and achievement (Jussim et al., 1996; Smith, Jussim, & Eccles, 1999), particularly if
these effects begin in kindergarten and the first grade (Entwisle & Alexander, 1993). Finally,
Jussim et al. {1996) found that girls, low-socioeconomic status students, and minority students
are more susceptible to these effects than European American, middle-class boys.

Weiner (1991) and Graham (1991} studied a slightly different aspect of within-classroom
variations in the teacher-student interaction linked to teacher expectancy effects. Weiner
(1991) hypothesized that teachers’ emotional reactions may convey their expectations to
students. Specifically, it was hypothesized that teachers may display pity in providing
negative feedback to those students for whom they have low expectations. In contrast, it was
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hypothesized that teachers would display anger in providing negative feedback to those
students for whom they have high expectations. Such a difference in effect could undetlie
teacher expectancy effects. Graham (1991} investigated this hypothesis by manipulating bogus
instructors’ emotional reactions to experimental participants’ (learners’) performance on a
laboratory task: “Instructors” who showed pity and offered excessive help, for example,
produced “learners” who either attributed their “failures™ to lack of ability and lowered their
expectations for success (Graham & Barker, 1990) or engaged in a variety of behaviors (e.g.,
making excuses for their poor performance) designed to maintain the learners’ sense of self-
worth (Covington, 1992). Similarly, Parsons, Kaczala, and Meece (1982) demonstrated thar,
when praise is used in a way that conveys low teacher expectations (i.e., patronizing praise for
low-level successes), it undermines junior high-school students’ confidence in their abilities as
well as their expectations for success. In contrast, when overt criticism conveys high teacher
expectations (i.e., when the teacher uses public criticism only with high-performing students
to protect the low-performing students’ egos), high rates of criticism are associated with
higher than predicted confidence in one’s ability.

Researchers such as Steele and Aronson (Aronson & Steele, 2005; see Nisbeit, 2008,
for a review) have linked perceptions of differential expectations, particularly for African-
American students, to school disengagement and disidentification (the separation of one's
self-esteemn from all forms of school-related feedback). Steele and Aronson argue that when
African-American students believe that teachers and other adults have negative stereotypes of
African-American children’s academic abilities and this belief is made salient, the African-
American students’ performance anxieties increase and their academic confidence decreases,
which, in turn, lead them to disidentify with the school context to protect their self-estaemn.
It is interesting that other studies using the same theoretical notions and experimental tech-
niques have shown that Asian-American students believe that teachers and adults expect
them to perform very well and that belief leads Asian students to perform better on tests
when their ethnicity is made salient (Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999). Furthermore in very
similar studies, Shih and her colleagues have found that Asian-American females perform
better on tests of math ability when their Asian identity is made salient and worse on the same
tests when their female identity is made salient {Ambady, Shih, Kim & Pittinsky, 2001; Shih
et al., 1999).

Researchers interested in the relatively poor academic performance of adolescents from
some ethnic groups have suggested another classroom-based experience linked to teachers’
expectations, beliefs, and prejudices: discrimination, specifically, the impugning of one’s intel-
lectual ability based on ethnicity, race, or gender (Brody et al., 2006; Chavous, Rivas-Drake,
Smalls, Griffin, & Cogburn, 2008; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986; Garcm Coll et al., 1996; Graham
& Taylor, 2002; Ruggiero & Taylor, 1995; Roeser et al., 1998a; Wong, Eccles, & Samerof,
2003). Two types of discrimination have been discussed: (1) anticipation of future discrimin-
ation in the labor market, which might be seen as undermining the long-term benefits of
education (Fordham & Ogbu, 1986), and (2) the impact of daily experiences of discrimination
in school and other settings that can affect mental health and academic motivation {Chavous
et al., 2008; Sellers, Caldwell, Schmeelk-Cine & Zimmerman, 2003; Roeser et al,, 1998a;
Wong et al., 2003). Both types have been shown to adversely affect the development of
ethnic-minority adolescents.

For instance, in a 2-year longitudinal analysis of Aftican-American early adolescents
across seventh to ninth grade of junior high, Wong et al. {2003) found that adolescents who
perceived more incidents of racial discrimination with teachers, school staff, and classmatas
in Grade 8 also showed declines in their academic self-concept and teacher-reported grades
and increases in their self-reported psychologicat distress for Grade 7 to Grade 9. Furthermore,
they found that African-American youth who had a positive connection to their ethnic group
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showed less of a decline in school motivation, achievement, and well-being over time in
relation to level of perceived discrimination. In this sample, anticipated future discrimination
appeared to motivate the youth to do their very best so that they would be maximaily
equipped to deal with future discrimination. Similarly, in a study of Puerto Rican 13- to
14-year-old early adolescents, Szalacha et al. (2003) found that adolescents who perceived
more incidents of racial discrimination with classmates, store clerks, teachers, and neighbors
also reported lower global self-worth. Several researchers have pointed out that the impact of
experiences of racism may be particularly salient during middle childhood and early ado-
lescence as children begin to solidify their ethnic identities and are often exposed to more
heterogeneous student populations in terms of ethnic, religion, and other social categories
{Rowley, Burchinal, Roberts, & Zeisel, 2008; Wong et al., 2003).

In a large study of Asian, Mexican, and Central and South American immigrant high-
school students growing up in major metropolitan areas of the United States, Porles and
Rumbaut (2001} found that a majority of youth in their sample reported feeling discriminated
against at school and in other settings. The major sources of this perceived discrimination
were European-American classmates, teachers, and neighbors. Such experiences were associ-
ated with greater feelings of depression among the youth in the study,

Rosenbloom and Way (2004) also studied the dynamics of discrimination in multiracial
urban high schools. Asian-American students reported harassment by peers, whereas
African-American and Latin-American students were more likely to report discrimination by
adults such as teachers. The authors linked the experiences of discrimination among different
groups: when teachers preferred Asian-American students and saw “model minority,” the
African-American and Latino adolescents resented this differential teacher treatment and
thus harassed the Asian-American students.

One interesting finding is beginning to emerge for this work on discrimination; it appears
that when youth have a strong positive ethinic identity, it has protective effects against the
potential aversive effects of daily experiences of ethnic discrimination. Several researchers
have found that those African-American youth who have strong and positive ethnic identities
are much less negatively affected by experiences of racial discrimination than their less
strongly identified peers (Burchinal et al., 2008; Chavous et al., 2003; Harris-Britt, Valrie,
Kurtz-Costes, & Rowley, 2007, Wong ¢t al., 2003). Thus, educating for diversity and redress-
ing discrimination are two goals that educators might pursue in their efforts to reduce the
persistent ethnic group differences in school achievement.

Pedagogical Goals

Another key set of cognitions that are associated with teachers’ classroom behavior con-

- cerns their beliefs about the purposes or goals of instruction and learning in school (e.g.,
Covington, 2000). Achievement goal theory is a social-cognitive approach to the study
of motivated behavior in achievement settings that posits that cognitive purpeses or goals
organize the quality of individual’s attention, emotion, cognition, and consequently, behavior
during teaching or learning (Ames, 1992; Machr & Midgley, 1996). Ames (1992) has used
goal theary to describe how mastery- or parformance-oriented classrooms can emerge from
the goals that teachers hold implicitly about the purposes of learning and related ways of
teaching and motivating learning. Specifically, Ames linked teachers’ pedagogical goals to the
ways that teachers use time in their classrooms; distribute authority; recognize, group and
evaluate students; and design classroom tasks. She focused on two particular achievement
goals that teachers can espouse that then shape their pedagogical practice—a relative ability
or a mastery goal orientation (Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996}, These two goal orientations
are hypothesized to lead to two different patterns of instruction.
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The first pattern, called a “relative ability-goal orientation,” is one in which teachers believe
that the goal of learning is demonstrating one’s abilities, especially relative to others. Grouping
by ability, differential rewards for high achievers, public evaluative feedback, academic
competitions, and other practices promoting the notion that academic success means out-
performing others and proving one’s superior ability are practices employed by such teachers
that are consistent with this poal orientation (Ames, 1992; Midgley, 2002). Unfortunately, most
youth, by definition, are not “the best” and thus may not receive rewards and recognition
in classrooms that emphasize relative ability. We know that in ability-oriented classrooms,
children are mare likely to use low-level strategies to learn, experience more anxiety and
negative affect, and devote attentional resources to making themselves look smarter or avoid-
ing looking dumber than other students rather than learning the material {Ames, 1992,
Midgley, 2002). Urdan, Midgley, and Anderman {1998) found that fifth grade teachers’
reports of their performance-oriented approaches to instruction (e.g., helping students see
how their performance compares to others, pointing out students who do well academically
as models for other students) were positively associated with students’ reported use of self-
handicapping in the classroom {purposefully withdrawing effort in order to protect self-
worth). This study and others suggest that children who lack confidence in their academic
competence are particularty vulnerable in such environments (Covington, 2000). Although
few studies have looked at this, it seems plausible that learned helpless responses to academic
failure, the avoidance of engaging in work, negative emotional experiences, and stereotype
threat effects are more likely to beset low-ability students in ability-focused environments
(Dweck, 2002; Roeser, 2004).

On the other hand, some teachers hold the view that mastery, self-improvement, and
progressive skill development are the valued ends of learning in the classroom. These beliefs
“show through™ in terms of greater efforts to acknowledge individual effort and improvement
regardless of a child’s current ability level, provisions of choice and collaborative work in
which social comparison and status differences are de-emphasized, and more teacher talk to
students about the idea that mastering new content, learning from mistakes, and continning
to try despite setbacks are more highly valued hallmarks of learning and being successful
(e.g., Turner et al,, 2002). For example, using observational data, Meece (1991) found that
upper elementary teachers in classrooms rated by students as more mastery-oriented than
" other classreoms were more likely to promote meaningful learning, adapt instruction to the
developmental levels and interests of students, support student autonomy and peer collabor-
ation, and emphasize the intrinsic value of learning. Other studies have shown that ninth
grade teachers’ self-reported mastery-oriented approaches to instruction (e.g., stressing to
students the importance of understanding work and not just memorizing it, making an effort
- 1o provide students with work that has meaning in their everyday lives) were positively associ-
ated with students’ aggregate perceptions of their classrooms as mastery-oriented. These
aggregate perceptions were related, in turn, to lower incidences of student-reported disruptive
behavior in the classroom. Mastery-oriented pedagogical practices have also been linked to
reductions in students’ concerns about their ability relative to peers and the feelings of self-
consciousness, anxiety, or disenfranchisement that can accompany such concerns (Assor,
Vansteenkiste, & Kaplan, 2009; Machr & Midgley, 1996; Midgley, 2002; Murayama & Elliot,
2009; NRC/IOM, 2004; Roeser et al., 1996). In addition, mastery-focused classrooms can
foster children’s use of deeper processing strategies to learn, positive affective around learn-
ing, and more of an intrinsic, task-mastery-oriented motivation approach to learning in the
students (Covington, 2000).

For developmental changes in teachers’ professional identity, beliefs, and goals, grade-level
changes have been documented for all of these types of teacher beliefs. For example, grade-
level differences in teachers’ efficacy beliefs regarding their ability to teach and influence all of
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the students in their classes have been found. Midgley, Feldlaufer, and Eccles (198%a) showed
that teachers in junior high-school environments feel less efficacious than their colleagues
who teach in elementary-school settings. These results are not surprising due to the [arger
number of students, the lack of extended contact with students during the day, and the
content-focused educational training that secondary teachers experience in comparison to
their elementary-school colleagues. Nonetheless, this decline in teacher efficacy can have a
major impact on child development, particularly for the low-performing children. As dis-
cussed more fully later in this chapter, siudents’ experiencing a decline in their teachers’ sense
of efficacy as they transition into secondary school is associated with declines in aspects of
motivation and school engagement. Early adolescents need 1ole models who provide support-
ive feedback about their ability to be successful academically. If teachers do not feel particu-
larly efficacious in relation to their teaching, their students are likely to lose confidence in
their ability to learn.

There are also grade-related differences in teachers’ role beliefs. Compared to teachers
in elementary-school settings, teachers in secondary-school settings see their role more in
relation to content instruction than to socialization (McPartland, 1990). This difference
likely reflects two factors: First, secondary teachers’” education is more focused on particular
content areas than on child development. Second, aspects of teachers’ work in secondary
schools such as departmentalization by academic discipline and large student loads also
promote a focus on academic content issues rather than individual mental health concerns.
Similarly, Roeser et al. {2002a) found that secondary-school teachers are less likely to
endorse the notion that students” mental health concerns are part of the teacher role than
elementary-school teachers, An important implication of such findings is that, at a time
when adolescents need academic and socioemational guidance and support from both
parents and noa-parental adults (i.e., during early adolescence), teachers may be less likely
to provide such support given the number of students they teach, their educational training,
and the size of secondary schools (Eccles et al, 1993). Although elementary teachers
seem sensitive to both internalized and externalized distress in children (Roeser & Midgley,
1997), secondary-school teachers may fail to notice children who are experiencing internal-
ized distress and having difficulty adjusting o the transition to middle or high school. This
seems especially true of children who struggle emotionafly but continue to perform at an
acceptable academic level {Juvonen et al.,, 2004; Lord, Eccles, & McCarthy, 1994). Con-
sequently, because secondary teachers have so many students, they may not be able to be
sensitive to mental health issues until these problems severely undermine academic perform-
ance or disrupt classroom activities. This creates a hole in the “safety net™ available to
children at a time when they are in particularly acute need of adult support and guidance
(Simmons & Blyth, 1987).

Grade-level differences have also been identified for teachers’ endorsement of mastery
versus ability goals and related pedagogical practices. For example, Midgley and her col-
leagues (Midgley, 2002; Midgley, Anderman, & Hicks, 1995; Roeser et al., 1998a; Roeser,
Midgley, & Maehr, 1994) found that, as children progress from elementary to middle school,
both teachers {in reflecting on their own work environments and the learning environments
for students in the school) and students (in reflecting on their schoo! environments) report
that their school environment is more focused on competition, relative ability, and social
comparison than on learning, task mastery, and individual improvement. These changes
accur during a time when adolescents are particularly vulnerable to social comparisons
with peers. They are beginning to differentiate ability from effort and also are starting
to view ability more as a “fixed capacity” than an incremental skill. Not measuring up
to one's peers in terms of academic ability in school settings that increasingly emphasize
ability differences is very likely ta undermine academic motivation and well-being among































































































































































