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The Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing is the California ” j
agency'charged with responsjpilitj for teacher certification and, therefore, |
uifh the responsibility for the establishment of standards for such ceftifi- i
cation. The Commission established guidelines for teacher education. pro- i
vgramAplane for- which wouidﬂbe submitted -by Teacher Preparatien Institutions: |
o ““for the appro;al of the Comm1351on. Iﬁciuded within ehe éuideliees Q;rg o
requirements that the teacher education programs speC1fy the. objectlvea which
'were held for the student, and the teachlng Bkllls which the program would |
& convey to the teacher candidate: These were based on the premise that a
teache; education program holds goals or objectivee for the students enrolled
[in that program, and thaﬁ at least some of the goals relate to the teachi;g
ekills which the developers of tﬁe program believe are important skills for
new or beginning teechers to possess. .

At the same time, the Commiséion attempted to identify'some skills or
objectlves for teacher candldates that should be addressed 1n all programs of
teacher education in California. The Commission discovered that, while the;
all believed in the importance-of teachers, and of sehools, as vital factors

in the learning of students, they could not agree on the imporfance of specific

teacher skills. The advice which they received from various individuals and

groups in the field of teacher education was conflictigg, to say the least.
The research did not pfovide clear guidance. As a result, the teaching skills,
‘understandings or competencies, and the objectives for, students in.teacher ‘ N
‘education programs, are quite general(in nature. '
' At.the same time, with funding from the National Institute of Education,
the Commission undertook a massive research effort to identiff some important'

teaching beﬁaviors or skills, related to student achievement in reading ;nd

mathematics at the second and {ifth grade levels. This appeared to be &

fairly simple problem since we were limiting our concerns to\reading and

o : ' ) 3
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-a--concern--for teacher .performance in.other professional areas, .such.as .cur- . . . .

e
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mathematics at the elementary grades. Minor, in comparison to the difficulticn
1nvolved in develop1ng a system to evaluate teachers at all grade levela, in-
corporating a concern for student ach1evement in many currlcular areas, and -

a .concern for .student progress in other areas, such as abcial dcvelobmcnt,,an&<

.o

riculum selection or development. True?

Yet each year the Commission learns that the simple task which it started

in 1972 is ‘more and more\pomplex, and will take longer and longer to under= :

B / . '
stand, to sa& nothing of solving. Each ycar the research becomes more focused,.
through a qléarer definition of the problems and complexities, but each year 4

the research appears, to many, to be further from any"finai, definitive infor- %

.o \ \
-mation. Yet many of you know that tine profession of teaching is much too comple
L )

to be understood in'a few years, although we attempt'to pfgpare teachers in a
few years.

What have we learned, and what m1ght be of relevance tc school adminis-

trators? Enough of the 1ntroduct1ons and background information. You now

know that the research is funded by the National Institute of Educafiqn,'peing

conducted by the California Commission for Teach;r Preparation and Licensiné
to prévide information to the Commission, in addition to that to which they .
already have access, in making policy decisions. The research is subc;ntracted,
first to Educational Testing Service during one Phase of th: study, i;? éo the‘

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development at uﬁe\p:eébnt
time. ' , A ' . '

I will now indicate some of the things which we have learned, and some
ofdthe ways in which they may Ee of interest to administrators, at both the
aschool anq the district léveis.

The Comoetency Based teacher cducation movement has been among us for

several Years now. It has also resulted. in strbng opposing forces. I have

4.
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been one -: those who has believed, and said, that the movement does n t have ' 'j
a strong foundation in research, but that neither does'a.traditional teacher
education program. We simply have’ not had a strong base of data and research
on which to builgiagy type of educaéion,program, competency based or other.
I should point out here that this statement applies also to any attempt to
g evaluate teacheré on thg basis qf pgffo;mance. ‘ ‘\ |

On the othé} hand, I firmly believe :;at teachers are important to stu- | /?
dent'léarﬂing and that, with the apprepriate support from the/school, the
community, and parents and that teachers are.resﬁbnsible for student achieve-
ment in academic areas, along with many other respomsibilities. However,‘I:
aisb recé&nize that we are n§;here neaf the point in timé when we may be able
to ﬁeasure a teacher's impact upon student achievement sufficiently that we
can use that informat;on to make personnei decisions relative to individual
teache¥s. We may be approaching the point in time where we can meaéu;e a
teacher's impact upon student learning sufficiently so that we can make decisions |
regarding needs for teacher in-service and then can study the impact of thaé )

'
'in-senviée training upon the teacher and the students. In other wofds? Qe\may"
have eﬁcugh genergl informatién abéut teaching so that we can begin to deéigpf',v.
some experiments which will provide us with further‘in?ormation.

Vhat ;fe the problems which arise whgn studying teaching? One problem
is the selection, or determination, of the criteria of eff;ctive teaching.
On a fairly gross 1eze14 this turns on the relative importance of academic e
or cognitive and afféctive student learning. Are you concerped that the
teacher increase the cognitive learning of students within various subject
matter areas, or are you concerned that the teachers have a éésitive§impact
upon the affective behavior of the stédents? Da%akfrdm the evaluation of‘
kollow—?hrought conducted by the Stanford Research Institute (Stalll:': and

Kaskowitz, 1974) indicate that those programs which focus..in the primary

: 9
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ability to work independently, ability to work with other students, ability

‘the accuracy and reliability of the measures used.

iHow, then, are reading and mathematics learning of the students combined into

»

grades, upon the acqu1s1t1on of read1ng and mathemat1ca skills reault in

' h1gher learn1ng of reading and mathemat1cs .on the part of the students, ag

>

measured by the standardized ach1evement tests used in the evaluation. On
. / ! ~

the other.hand; those programs which emphasized student behaviora;dsuch as
/

to solve problems, resulted in greater evidence of those behaviors on the
part of the students enrolled in the programs. It is possible to measure

the results of different emphases within programs, ignoring the question of

If you focus on the area of student cognitiveiieérﬁiig, there is 8till

a problem of the selection of criteria of effectiveness. Do you mean student )

learning in all academic areas, or in a small number of important key areas,
such as redding and mathematics? Let's say that you seléct reading and mathe-
matics, and that we are talking about elementary school teachers and students.

-

a criterion of .an effective teacher? Are they equally important, so that you

R

will sum the average measures of student learning in the two areas?

One thing which appears to b; ciear from several research projects is
that the teacher behaviors which are related to student learning in'}éading
are different from those which are related io student learning in m;thematica.
Let me go furtﬁer. Within a curriculum area such as ;eading, the teacher.
behaviors which are related to student learning of word attack skills, or the
ability to read and understand words which they have not read before, are
different from the teaching skills which are related to §;udept learning of
comprehension skills. While this has one meaning and set of:implicatioﬁs for
those responsible for training or certifyiﬁg teachers, it has a different

T;anlné for touchers wiao are trying to 1“prove the reading ekills oI thexir

students and for administrators who may be developing an in-service education

program or an evaluation system for teachers. (3

> 1
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One meaning is that teachers will need to use different behaviors, teaching :

rmethods, possibly grouping practices, for teaching word attack and comprehension
ekills to students. Another meaning }s that teachers may be differentially

effective in teaching different types of skills to students. If different

subcategories of the -curriculum, or of a subject matter-area, we must.assume.

|
|
teaching behaviors are related to different student learning or different i
-
that teachers are differentially effective in the use of the different‘teach- 1

' |

ing skills. I as a teacher may be able to teach all of my students the word

o attack skills which they need, but_I may not be able to teach them compre- f

/

hension skills. If you use as a criterion of my effectiveneas the total read- /
f

1

/|
. i
ing score of my students on some standardized. test, and the test 1nc1udea
measures of student skill in’ word attack or phonics, and comprehension, what /
will you conclude' about my effectiveness as a teacher of reading? And what
|

will you know about how to help me improve my effectiveness through 1n-serv1ce

i

education program?

Assume for the moment that you use the subject scores, sc that you have

some information about my reletive effectiveness in word attack and compfehen-
sion. As a researoher, how would you combine these to determine whethen‘I was
effective or not effective? Is it helpful to know that one set of skifie may
be effective for the teaching of one subset of student learning in a subject

! matter area, and another set of sk%lls is effective in another subset of the
’ . ! i
/ - pame academic area? ’ /

{
o/

Let me complicate the picture further. ‘The teaching behaviorsf&hich

/

are effective for one set of students may be less effective for another set

of students. In research terms, theére is’an interaction between Qﬁe student

‘ haracteristics and ‘the teacher bel viors, which is, of course, compounded

by the impact of the specific currichlar area. Some of the work of Dr. Soar

(1973) of the University of ¥lorida gqnd of Drs. Brophy and ov!rcoon V1974)
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relaged to achievement by different students of different socioeconomic groups,
as indicated by mehbefship or non-membérship-in ESEA Title I programs.
There is elso evidence fhgt ihe teaching skills'which are effective a£
one grade level are different from the effectiv; teaching behaviors aé another
.grade level, although this difference°highf be a major one between primary and
intermediate grades, rather than-a'difference between each grade. “éﬁelFollo;;n‘“.
Tyrough dgta do not indicate strong difference; for grade levels, while the
BTES dcta indicate differences ﬁetweeﬁ‘grades'z ;nd 5.;
Thus, from several correlational studies, it appears that diffe}ent“
teacher behaviors are effective for different studies; different subject ma‘tter;~
specific instructionai goals within a subjéct area; and for different grades;
ages or developmentél levels of students. An additional proﬁlem related tq
what one can say about effective teaching is that the'variables, or £eaéher. .
behaviors, may be related to student learning in a curvilinear manner, ;hich
is 'to say that some amount ox a teacher behavior is effective Torzstua;nt
learning, while more and 1e§s of the behavior is less effective. Praise is
related to student learning, but too much praise may be as ineffecti&e a
teaching approach as too litt}e pfaise. In f;ct,'praise is related to'stuaeqf
learning when it is praise associated with academic work, and when occasionally
accompanied by negative comments. However, the point is that there‘may be
some optipél amount of some teacher behaviors, and that simply inggeasingytﬁe
behaviors which are related to student learning may not result in more ség@ent
learning. (Student time spent on academic work is related to student iearning,
but no one would want to say that students shouid spend all of the in-class'
time on reading and mathemaiics, or that the school day should be doubled.
Additionally, we do not know the 6pti@al intgfrelatiopéhip apong.the
teacher behaviors whizh appear to bé related to stuuent learning. If a2 teacher
increases tﬁe use of one behavior which is related to student learning, this
'8 /
-6~
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may result in a decrease in other behaviors, some of whigh may be related to
student learning. Thus, an increasé‘iﬁ t@g amount of time devoted to r;ading
may d?crease the amount of time devoted to mathematics instruction. Morc time
5pent in teaching word attack skllls may result in less time spent in teaching
comprehen51on skllls. “he mix of teaching behav1ors, or the patters of effectivo
teacher behaviors, is a sub;ect about whlch very 11tt1e is known in the reaenrch

community. The pattern of teachlng behaviors may be more 1mportant than indiv=-

P - . s

D ' idual teacher behaviors. The analy51s of the BTES Phase II data by ETS

(McDonald, 1975) indicates that "dlfferences in patterns of teachlng,pprfor-

mances account for d1ffer7nces in pupil learnlng." (phge 15) Individual teacher

I
behaviors showed weaker 7e1ationships to student achievement than did patterns. }
.0f teacher behaviors, inﬁicating that 'no single variable or teacher behaviors
|
|
1

/ ‘ . ..
is crucial for student learning, but that patterns of teacher behaviors may
/ . -
~ be more or less effective. .

However, I must point out the standard caution, that these results are

1 ' . ) ) i .
from correlational studies, and correlation does not mean causation. In fact,

i ]

= the pattern of relationships between the teacher behaviors and student achieve-
ment'ﬁay resulg froé some other cause of causes.'_However,Athe.identification
of such results frém ;eéeral studieé, using different data collection instru-
merite, provides‘sgme indication of the strength of the relagionship betwgen
teacher behavior/;nd'studént learning. .

On the otheq/hand, in 'one special study of the BTES we have found scme
Iéctqrs which gée common among cslassrooms, and which are consistently f&und
in classrooms ;here students have learned more in special ;hort4units. Some
of these fact;rs, or dimensions, are descriptive of the_cliﬁaée of the clgsg-
rooms in whiéh the students learned more in the short units; i.e., the eiteqt
of adult inJolvemen§ in the classroon, the sense of conv1v~alxtylk.d coopara-

tion among/students, engagemént of the students in their tasks, and the pro-

Q moting offself—sufficiency by the teachers. Other characteristics are

e




. one type of student. These same teaching hehaviors may not be related to
X -

- a different érade level. The complexities of teaching are enorrous.

° . "OW{““‘p:

;descr1pt1ve of the 1nstruct1onal _methods of the teachers, and involve srooth

indications to students of tasks to be completed and relationships of tasks
to previous 1earniog, attending to students and monitoring their work. The

teachers 1n the classrooms where the students learned more on thc short units

|
transitions from one task to anotber, 1.e., structuring of the lesson’ through

were more accepting of students, consistent in the messages wh1ch they gave
students when disciplining students, eppeared to have a greater know;edge of

the subject mattery; and exhibited less behav&or which appeared to be designed

e ' ’

to result in the1r own recognition.

~.

All of these need to be verified through further research, of course, bat

9

several of them are also related to other results which are consistent froa

-

study to study. .

To summarize to this yoint, we have said that the criterion of an effect1ve
teacher needs to be def?ned carefully, by rasearchers as well as by administra~
tors. We.canpot assume that the teacher behaviors, or the.teaching metoods, )
which'are succéssful for one goal of the sehool will be equally successful
for other goals of the school. Many of the teachiﬁg behaviors are releted to
one type of student learning, within one subject area at one grade level for

A
student learning with different students, in a different subject area, or at

—

This complex pattern of differential effectiveness of teacher behaviors
may be one cause of.apother problem in studying teaching, whether the purpose
of that stuéy is scientific research, identification of in-service leeds, or
some other goai; Teacher be?aviors may not be stable across . me, eveo with

the same group of students. This may be caused, in part, by the tea.her's

recogﬂltlon that dillercnt teacning behaviors are effect% e for studant lesvaing

within different parts of the curriculum. This, in my/bpinion, is one reason

10 4.
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for the limited relationships between teacher behavior and student learning

i N - N
am -concerned with a teacher's use of praise, or-'of thought-provoking quesl%pns,

1

4

7

_in many studies in which teacher behaviors were counted in isolation. If I ° ,1
5 : ~ ]

|

"I need.to be careful of how I measure the presence. of those behaviors. Tﬁought-~:

e -provoking questions -may -not be-appropriate--when. the- instructional -goal is: - - ‘

effective when used discriminantly, or when used in relation. to successful

1]

academiT‘work.

-

-pracfiqe on addition facts, -or the meltiplication tables. Praise mgy,bo more - 1
1
|
|
i

q
achievement with one group of students may not be the same as the behaviors

pr vith

which ari related to student learning with another gfoﬁp‘bf stuaents. That‘

As X have indicated, the teaching behaviors. which are related to. student

’may be‘o e, but only one, of the reasons for Enpthe; finding. which is that -
féachers have different Rptter;s of ‘achievement by‘students'over differeqt“
years: T;achers may not be>;onsistently effectiQe. or ineffectivg.'across' .( ‘J
years. This information comes from two groups of sthdi&é. by Broﬁhy (1973);
and by Good (1975). In each study the rgsearchers worked with teachers.in dis~
tricts where the same student achievement test had‘been administered for -
several years, and studied pattérns of student achiev;meht.acrosq §eve£al years,
for each teacher. In some teachers' classrooms the students showed consistently
high'aéhi;vement over several ;ears,\whilé the pbttern.for other teachers was
one of idcrcas{ng achievement gains for students oveflseveral years. Still
otherifpécherg demonstrated fluqtuatingAachievement gains, high some years and

_low others. The point is that we cannot assume that the sachievement gain of ‘

L4

a teacher's studen@é for one year is a fair sample of the gain of students in

that same teacher's classroom in other years.

With all of these cautions, that the research is still struggling with
major definitlional as well aus measurepént prﬁblems. let me indicate,ghan'ae
have lgarned’something about the na‘ure of effectivé.teaching of the basic

LM




.th:\HEAcr' tors can be found in any on4 study. Tho descriptora,-or var1nb1e;?\\\\4

_Vatudent learn: ng, and dlfferent student populatlon included in the stﬁd;es. "How=

* yes, no, or brief answers, questions which have a right answer. Most of the

- roeir-p. |

>

. {
jects, reading and mathematics, at the elementary school jevel. These de- }
!
|
\

3 . .
scriptions of effective teaching come f:6m a number of studleb, and not all of

1
1

were measured \in dlfferent ways in the several studies, with d1fferent teats ot |

J

e very fact that the descrlptors or variables appear across aevoral

U IRy NP

ever,

studies giyes th

credibility which they would not have if they had been -

identified{in cnly one study. : *

Y

» These descriptions. of effective teaching:behav;ors can loosely be grouped

under the heading of direct instruction. In some way, each‘BS the behaviors
. : . . i %' . ;.
contributes toward digect instruction of the students in the acadeuic areas.

Time is organized by the teacher, who also makes decisions related to instruc-

. . b
focus of the classroom is on academiz work, with sufficient time allocated fpr

J
|
1
\\ . 'A
tional poals, materials, and student tasks and organizational groups. The i
academic tasks. Movement froﬁ task to task is smooth, rather.than abrupt, with 1

the &étermination of when to move from one task to another made by the teacher -

on thé basis of :academic concérns, rather‘than on the. clock, with little or no

concern for whether students are at a point in the lesson where a sh1ft would

L)

be productive, The goals of the instruction, set by the teacher; are clear to
.
NINARRE S .
the student. The reacher structures the lesson to prov;de adYormatlon to the.

' \
student relative to the goals of the lesson,.such as tyi the lesson to pre-

. ) 4
vious work. ‘The pace and difficutty level of the lesso%“aré‘geared to the

students, with the majority of qugstions being ones which can be answered with

yuestions are of a difficulty level where most of the anstﬂg are correct. The
studént receives feedback from the teqchér relative to the work; the student

learns quickly whether his answer was right or wroug, although such ialorm wic.
g .

is not necessarily accompanied by praise. Praise, wHenogiyen, is Kﬁiated‘to
w10 . - A

«
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academic work. The atmosphene of the cleésroom is not -authoritarian; rather
it is convivial, with students and teacher cooperating, although the teacher

is:in-control of the activities of the classroom.

/

The amount of ‘time which is devoted to ecademie work is.an important vari-
able in»determining how much students learn. Several.studies show incensistent'
results when instrﬁgtionel time is relatedlto’etudent learning. Howeven, Uileyv
and Harnischfeger (1974) report thet thefhve;age number of hours of acnedling~'
per‘year wac positively related to student verbal ability and achievement in
reading comprehension and methematics. The Follow-Through data reported by
Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974) indicate positive, statistically significant,

and consistent correlations between time devoted to academic concerns and stu-

. . . .
T T T T T T T L

dent achievement in reading and mathematics. The Thase II data from the BTES
|
1nd1cate that the amount of time teachers spend organizing for instruction, withf

x

in the f1xed amount of time in the school day, is negatively related to student
mt

achievement (McDonald, 1975 b). The amount of time teachers spend teaching.

AN

reading a.id mathematics is related to the amount of reading and mathematics

atudente learn.

s s / o . .
However, teacher allocation of time is only one aspect/of instructional time

in elementary school classrooms. Student use of t1me allocgted ‘varies f&om ‘stu- .

'a.

dent to student, subject matter to subaect and between - organlzatlonal patterns. L
Several sets of data w1th1n BTES indlcate differential utilization of tlme by
students in dlfTereht 1nstruct10nal grouplngs. At the primary level, 1n many
classrooms, students do not appear to be engaged in their work when they are
worklng independently. Berliner reports (19?5) "Recently, in a suburban scheol; ’
I clocked a typical child'g active learn:ng time dnriné 45 minutes of seatwork'
on decoding skills Lhat has been allocated by the teacher. The chiiu was en-
gaged;with'the learning task 3% minutes. Duriné a subsequent meeting a_teacher

13 R
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f

led a small group for developing reading skills, lasting 25 minutes, the -child

|
was apparently engaged 20 minutes." The pattern of movement from task to task

within the time spent on academic areas is alsdAihpertant. Smooth transitions

from task to task based on the completion of tasks rather than a fixed'schedule

set by the clock, are descriptive of classrooms in which students had higher

achievement gains on short curriculum units (Tikunoff, et.al., 1975).

”

Group Size: - . .

‘that there is a positive correlation between achievement and children workiug in

7

Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974), based on Follow-"hrough data, report cone |

sistent and often statistically significant negative correlations between ach1eve-

l "

ment and children working along alone. Large group instruction, when a la;ge
group is designated as anything over 8 students, is related to ptuient.learning.

Soar (1973), in analyzing data from Follow-Through classrooms, also reports

é{oups with a teaeher supervising them and a negative correlation when cb- ui.n

work alone without the supervision of the teecher.

However, if student independence is coded and' counted only when students are -

attending to their independent work, there is a ppsitive correlation with achieve-

ment. Independent work ean result in student learning when the children attend
to their uo:k. This pattern of effective independent work, when the students '
are actually attendlng, is supported by data from Phase II, BTES, conducted'by'
ETS (HcDonald, 1975 b). In terms of readlng at grade 2, 1ndependent seatwork
for students is effective when it is accompanled by -close superv151on and by
frequent inte: action with the teacher. At the fifth grade level, extensive
teacher interaction with students about reading materials is related to student

.

aehievement. For these purposes it appears'that reading groups are effective

”~

' when they serve to involve students in comprehensive discussion of materlala

reand, tut that 1na;v1du<1 studentwwo; and dlscusczcn with thz teannuer may te

4 'more effective.

|
1
|
|
|
J
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dents interact with the teacher relative to the concepts and teachers can keep
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'In terms of mathematics;ia mixture of types of instructidnel grouptngs is
ineffective, while large group instrdption appears to be ineffective at tke
aecdnd g}ade and effective at the fifth. At second grade, extensive student’ '
opportunity to apply and practice number fects, with feedback relative tb'tho
correctness of answers, either from the teacher or the materiala, apfeare to
be impoetant for student learning. At fifth grade, the opportunity to work

w1th mathemat1cal concepts is important. Large group inetruction, where stu-

students on task, appear to be an effective procedure.

Instructional Content and Materials:

There are several studies which indicate that the amount of content coévered J
is related to student learning. The opportunity for a student to learn would
appear to be logically related. to the extent to which students do in fact learn.:
Hafris (1968), studying low socioeconomic status or primary age pupils,lasked

the teachers to estimate the number of books read By pupils during individual

1y

reading times,,and found the number to be correlated with student achievezent. - |
Pidgeon (1970) reports, in a study of 11 year olds in California and England,
that the amount of mathematics content covered in sécond grade mathematics is

4

light related to student achievement: This is also true for fifth grade mathe- l

k4

“

matics.
The most effect1ve pattern for ut111zat1on of mater1als differs betveen
grade levels and subject matter. For read1ng in grade 2, accord1ng to Phase II
BTES{ data, a variety of materials is related to student learn1ng.: However,
the Stalldngs and Kaskowitz report indicdtes'thaththe use of materials which
are not directiy academ1c in ;ocus, such as games, is negatively related to .
achievement; the more time students spend play1ng games the less they" learn.

At the {ifth grade ;c«cx, the uoe of nmore mater1als is related to less stuaent

learning of reading compreheasion, as reported by McDonald based on Phase II,,

15
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. BTES data. The crucial fé;tor for reading comprehension ?ppeafs to be detailed

study of fewer materials, rather than superficial reading-of'more;mgterialn, On
the othe? hand, in mathematics the practice of number facts with mahy m;toriala‘

oo appeﬁrs to be related to student achievemgnt in second grade, baseq on datn\

; " from Phase II, of BTES (McDonald, 1575 a).

Perhaps one crucial factor is the teacher management of multiple materials.

If teacher time is devoted to organizing for instruction witﬁ many matérials;

, . the'presence of the mglt;plicity o£ materials is harmful. A further copceré
i m;y be that students become confused about-bbth how they are to éroceed with ‘f
particular materials agd fhe go%l of the instrpcfion, or what they are to learna,%
Teachers and students need to:be aware of the.purpose and procedures for the

learning activity. Materials should support such awareness. ‘ ;M X

B
Teacher Questioning: .

When researchers have studied.the ffequency_of teacher questions, or the’ j
frequency of higher order questions which require the student to synthesize or
evaluate information, the results iﬁ relation to student achievemgnt'have beéﬁi;
eonfused and inconsistent. Howévér,‘in the Follpw-Through‘dafa, Sfalliné and
Kaskowitz repért a positive correlation between student learning and -teacher

4
. . ‘ ‘ |
questions which have an academic focus. Soar (1973) found that a pattern of
4. drill and questions to which there is a single correct answer are ubually posi-

éively related to student learning; drilliis‘helpful to students inAacquiring
basic reading and mathematics siills.‘ | . |
Brophy and Evertson (1974) found mixed resglts,-but usuall& a relationship
bétween the percentage of correct answers and student learning. For stu&ents
from low 50cioééonomic backgrounds, questions at a level of difficulty such that
students answer a high proportion of the questiohs,gorrectly is productive of
5Ludcnt'learning, while for stﬁdents from nigher socioeconomic back, r sunids,
ﬁuestions which are slightly harder, to which gtudenfs get a somewhat smaller

proportion of correct answers, are related to'gfudent learning.

[
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When researchers consider the propgrtion'of quéstions which are factual in
relation to questions which call for higher 1eve¥s of séudent~thinking, suéh‘;s |
analysis and synthesis of infbrmation,.the research results are confusing. - o
Earli;r correlational studies were inconsistent and marred by research design
problems, so several experimental studies have been cqn¢;c£ed which avoided
these problems. Howéver, the experimental results are equally confusing and n
inconsistent. There is little th;t can be said with confiaence Qboﬁt the most. -

*

effective mix of factual and higher cognitive level questions.

'Praise and Feedback:

~

The pattern of relationships between praiég, positive and negative feedback, -

and student learning, is equally confusing. It appears that praise and criti- f

cism, when focused on academic.concerns, are related to student learning, as |

\
.

reported by Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974). Teacher praise or criticism, con-

' sidered separately from its relationship to academic or non-academic concerns, . -
. : J

o
3

is not directly related to student learning. Teacher response to students is ?
often dramatically different from whatAﬁhe researcher may imagine prior to _

observing classrooms. One very common teacher response is to apparently ighore
‘the student, by moving on to the next qﬁgstiqn. In analyzing the classroom ?]

e

/ observational data from one of the observation systems used to ‘collect data in

. . .Phase II, BTES, Lambert (1975) reports, "The quality of feachef ;esgonsgq to .
pupil.eventé is very similar across both grade and inétrpctibnai areas ..:,"'
About two-thirds of the time there is no tgachér response to an obs;rved pﬁpil‘

event." (page 72) This is, of course, particularly common in drill situztions

in which the teachers are asking frequent numerou;‘fact qdesﬁions of students.

Teachers and students appear'to accept this procedure, Vhilé researchers'hqﬁe

not always accounted for such a teacher response. Differential patterns of
drill proceuures, and of responses to studeal partially correc: snewers, ipapt =
to be related to student learning, depending upon the socioeconomic level of the

Q students (Brophy and Evertson, 1974; Seoar, 1973).

/7 ‘ ’ A ..'15...' 17




= Fowell-pr

} Summary:

..Thus, it appears, from severdl major researcﬁ und;;takings, that teacher

behaviors are in fact related to student learning, but that specific behaviors

_ may be less important than patterns of teacher behaviorg, and further that such
patterns of behaviors are differentially effective éor different studenta,‘grade
levels, and subject matter areas. Teachers, to be effective,«éhen the criteria A
of effectiveness are reiateq to student learning of basic skills, will orgﬁnjze
ingtruction differentli for different subject matter areas ah@ wh;n teaching .
different grade levelst The imporéant concern, for student learning of basic
skills at the elementary level, is direct teacher instruction, which may igvol#?-_
¢ffferent types of instructional organization. The important factor seems toAbe‘

teacher instruction of the student, and student attention to. and time spend on,

.

; instructional tasks. The‘oféahizational pattern and selgction of materials ;hich
facilitate studént attention to task, and teacher involvement in instruction,
-will be the most effective teaching procedures.
‘ However, I must again éoint out that the majority of these studies focused
on classrooms grganized in the traditional p;ttern of many students pg; teacher;
were limited to the elementary sgrades; focuséd on student learning of £001 or
basic skills in regﬁiﬁ%tand mathematics, and excluded siich concerns as student
‘. affective legrning,.iniﬁiative, indepeadent work and creativity. They also
mse © u, . ttempt toccompére dramatically different t;pes of instructional organ-
ization, with.the exception of theoFoliow-Through studies.

. / . <
Continued research is necessary to continue to illuminate the importance

&

/ ' « . . . “ . .
of teachers to student learning, and to identify the many ways in which teachers

k]

have an impact upon student learning. At the same time, theré is a need for at-

least some of this research to be conducted by policy making groups and to be,

E~

Ladd

as a result, directed foward the conceras and questions of the policy makers

rather than to the questions which may be of interest to the researchers. This

Q involvement .of policy makers, while insuring that the research is directed toward

e T TR | ,.
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questions which are of immediate concern, will focus the attention of the policy

)

makers on the information which research does and does not have to provide to

the understanding of education. Concurrently, care must be taken to educate °
policy makers to the vagarie; of research, and-the need for replication of
findings from many cources. Nothing is so humbling to the researchers as an ]
attempt to compile the findings from several studies, and interpret thgm for . ]
1

the policy maker or the implementer of such policy. One cuickly becomes aware
of the conflicting results, the broblpms, and ;he/tentativeness of the researcﬁ,'
and yet of the valuable partnership which is‘necesséry between r;aearchers,
policy makers, and polic& iﬁplementers if research is to have én impact and if
students, teachers and administrators are to gave the advantages o the know-
ledge which hasi been acquired by the resea;chers;

4If:I could leave one thought with you, it would be that there are many
problems invélved in research on teaching, in understanding the ngture of effecti
teaching. Some of them; such as measurement problems, are the concern of and
need to be 5oived by the researchers. Otherg, such as the criteria of éffe;t;ve 
teaching, ;re the conéé;n,of, and need to be addressed b;, all‘educatora énd

<y .

N T2 /
concerned- citizens.




