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FOREWORD

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) is
pleased to publish this paper because of its relevance to teacher education
and to the education profession generally. This monograph addresses one 6f
the critical questions involved in designing and implementing pre- and in-
service teacher education programs, namely: What does researc say about
teacher competence and teacher effectiveness? The answer to that question
will be particularly useful for those teacher educators who are reexamining
the objectives of their present preparation programs, those evaluating ths
effectiveness of their.programs, and those experimenting with performance/
competency-based teacher education programs. «

But what research says about teacher competence and teacher effective-
ness is of interest to and has critical. implications for other educators as
well: classroom teachers, teacher organizations, teacher center directors,
school administrators, state departments of education, professional standards

_commissions, the U. S. Office of Education, educational researchers, school
board members, and the general pubiic. Because of the nature of the topic
and the way in which it is addressed, we believe that this monograph is a
significant addition to educational literature.

The author, Dr. Donald M. Medley, has brought to the task of analyzing
and synthesizing the results of research studies on teacher competence and
teacher effectiveness a rich background of experience in research methodology.
He is well known and respected in the field of educational research. HMis
contribution in this work includes not only the substantive findings, but a
unique methodology for carrying out this task.

Dr. Medley was commissioned by AACTE‘s Committee on Performance-Based
Teacher Education to develop this monograph. wWhile the study was generated
under the auspices of the PBTE project, the Committee from the beginning was
well aware that the results would have implications far beyond the design and
implementation of performance/competency-based teacher educztion programs.

The study, which is endorsed by the Committee, was conducted under.its
general sunervision. To augment its own expertise in the area of educational
research, tiie Committee created a researchers' panel to work with dr. Medley
during the course of the study. Members of this panel are identified on the
inside cover of this monograph. .

The contributions of the researchers' panel, as acknowledged hy the
author, were especially helpful in developing the final product. Most of their
comments (see Appendix C) were highly complimentary. Some of the reviewers'
suggestions were incorporated into the study. Some of their objections would
evaporate if the reviewers' accepted our purpose--to present interim findings
that can be used to improve teacher education now while we wait for the
researchers to produce definitive results. A number of other objections are
disarmed by the results obtained. Meaningful, dependable, and consistent
findings were uncovered, anc more of them than these objections, if valid,
would lead us to expect. The author must have done something right.

AACTE acknowledges with appreciation the role of the Mational Center
for Improvement of Educational Systems (NCIES) of the U. S. Office of Education
in the PBTE Project. Its financial support (provided through the Interstate




Certification Project of the New Yort State Department of Education) as well as
its professional stimulation, particularly that of Allen Schmieder, are major
contributions to the Committee's work. The Association also acknowledges the
significant con%-3" 1, 9~ of the author and hic support staff, and that of the
members of the Cormittee ard researchers'narel. Snecial recognition is due
Lorrin Xennamer, PLTE committee chairman, Shirlev Gonneville of the rroject
staff, and jirnette flackinnon, technical editor, for their contributions to

the develonment of this »utlication.

EDUARD C. PCHMERCY KARL MASSANARI
Executive Director, AACTE Associate Director, AACTE

and Director, PBTE Project
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Former Professor and Chairman
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University of Georgia
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Jr. Shearron was associated closely with AACTE's
PBTE Project since its inception. He served as a
conmittee member, and provided valuable assistance
in conceptualizing the design of leadership
training institutes and in their implementation.

He was one of the architects of the University of
Georgia Elementary Education Model in the late 60's.
Since that time he provided leadérship in experiment-
ing with a competency-based preparation program for
elementary teachers. He provided wise counsel to
AACTE's Committee and to institutions of higher
education regarding the potential and pitfalls of
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the improvement of education for children through
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INTRODUCTION

- It is the primary purpose of this report to provide the teacher educator
with access to the meaningful findings of research in teacher effectiveness.

In the last few years, the advent of a major innovation in teacher “
education--performance-based teacher education--has.made the importance of
these findings--and of access to them--more apparent than ever before.

The central notion behind performance-based teacher education is that
decisions about a teacher's career--about passage through preservice training,
certification, promotion, recertification, and so on--should be based on
demonstrated competency to perform in ways that an effective teacher performs.
Implementation of this idea requires that the nature of effective teacher .
ggrformance be specified in sufficient detail. Then it is possible to measure

what degree, and in what ways, the performance of any individual teacher
resembles effective performance.

. L
Knowledge of Teacher Effectiveness

" Efforts to develop performance-based prugrams both for educating and
certifying teachers have made it painfu]ly?c]ear jds how inadequate the base
i5 ‘for what we know today about.the dynamits ef tedcher effectiveness. These
efforts have also demonstrated how weak the connection is between research in

. teacher effectiveness and the teacher education curriculum.

There seem to be two major reasons why this is so. One has to do with
the quaiity and quantity of research findings to date' the other has to do
with access to these findings.

First, research in teacher effectiveness is much more difficult and
expensive to do well than research in most other aspects of the education6$
process. Technical difficulties are formidable and, until recently, were ot
even suspected by most researchers in the drea. For this reason, many of the
findings reported were inaccurate and, theréfore, inconsistent with each other.
Recent research has been better designed and better supported; it has also i
greatly increased both the sheer amount of results reported in the literature
and the difficulty of access by anyone uhab]e or unwilling to work full time -

: on the problem. .

Second, whenever teacher educators attempt to sift these findings they
find the task so difficult and time cdnsuming that they.can scarcely be blamed
if ‘they abandon it. The literature.of the subject is vast and inaccessible,
and much of it is difficult to comprehgndvand evaluate. "

A number of sound scholarly reviews of this literature have appeared in
recent years (cf. Rosenshine, 1971, 1976; Rosenshine and Furst, 1971, 1973;
Dunkin and Biddle, 1974; Brophy.and Evertson. 1976*). These are 1nva]uable,
but the reader comes away with the feeling (not really justified) that there
has been access, not to the research itself, but to a synthesis or interpretation

——

' *See References following the text. °




of that research. This leaves the reader at the mercy of what Dunkin and
Biddle (op. cit.) refer to as the "commitment" of the reviewer.

In this project we have made a strong effort to put the reader in direct
contact with the research. We have canvassed the literature and culled the
most significant findings from it, without attempting to select or interpret
them or to reconcile them with each other. We have then presented them in a
series of tables in a particularly simple format.

Interpretation of Findings

‘ lations presented in Tables 3-43 and draw thei* own conclusions. These tables

~\§ Readers of this report are invited to examine the process-product corre-

were designed to communicate the most clearly established facts about effective
teaching and only those facts. They constitute what we regard as the principal
product of our investigation.

In reading the pages to follow, it is important to bear in mind certain
limitations; the procedures we followed made an effort to reduce the complex-
jties in many thousands of correlations to something both accurate and com-
prehensible. :

First, we have presented only the strongest and most dependable findings,
ignoring both small correlations that are statistically significant, and
larger correlations that are not. The fact that a relationship is not reported
should not be taken as evidence that it does not exist, or even as indicating
that there is no research evidence that it exists. Absence of a relationship
from Tables 3-43 means only that its existence has not been clearly established
as far as we can discover. If a relationship is reported in the tables, there
is strong evidence that it does exist. The reader whose questions are not
answered in these tables is urged to consult the original studies or the
comprehensive reviews. cited previously for more details.

The second Timitation we would 1ike to emphasize has to do with general-
izability. For reasons mainiy connected with the funding strategy of the
U. S. Office of Education, most of the research summarized here was done in
one segment of the schoul population--in classes of Grade III or below in
vhich most of the pupils come from homes of low socioeconomic status. To
what extent these findings apply to pupils with other backgrounds or in
other grades is not known. What evidence we have abhout pupils of high socio-
economic status and pupils in the higher grades indicates that results from .
one group do not 4lways apply to another.

Daﬁ§ers of Migintgrpretation

A secondary product of this investigation is our own reading of some of
the conclusions these facts support. If these conclusions seem incorrect,
the reader can go to the facts and draw others. The only rule that one should
follow is what we tried to observe: a valid interpretation must fit:aqll the
facts. Anyone who selects some facts and rejécts others on any basis whatsoever
will reach conclusions which cannot be said to be based on the facts, thereby
defeating the whole purpose of the enterprise. -

-
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In education especially, no more serious obstacle to the advancement of
knowledge exists than the universal tendency we have to embrace and remember
research findings that fit our expectations, and to reject and forget those
that do not. Educators who do not frequently question and alter their beliefs
to suit research findings should suspect theinselves of impeding rather than
aiding progress in the field.

Particularly vulnerable to misinterpretation are the suggestive findings
reported herein about possible differences in optimal strategy for teaching
primary grade pupils from low and high socioeconomic backgrounds. Most of us
have strong convictions about these matters. -One group, the group opposed to
classroom integration, will be inclined to overinterpret these findings, losing
sight of their tentative nature (they come from a single study done in a -small
number of classrooms in a single city) because the results agree with their
biases. Another group, those who favor integration, will be inclined to
undervalue the results, concluding that they are incorrect because they do
not agree with their biases. ,

Neither group will advance toward the solution of the problem so long
as they follow this practice of evaluating data on the basis of the conclusions
reached rather than on the basis of their quality. As far as they go, these
data do indicate that optimum learning in the two SES groups requires quite
different teaching strategies. What educators must do is to interpret these
results in combination with all other evidence available, and if the evidence
is not strong enough either to substantiate or to discredit the conclusion, to
keep* an open mind and press for more research.

Another of the unavoidable risks that attends the publication of research
findings is that readers with preconceived attitudes and various axes to grind
will misinterpret these findings to suit their own ends. To prevent distortion
of research findings, to frustrate those who quote out of context or even
misquote the findings, a researcher would be forced to withhold publication of
the facts entirely. In this case, the cure would be worse than the disease. .
At present, vwhile we do not have enough facts; it is still important to
disseminate what facts there are and so reduce our ignorance.

Waiting for Definitive Results Before Doing Anything

This is a strategy that appeals to some because it sounds very.logical.
The -argument seems to be that if you don't do anything, you can't do any
harm. Since we do not yet have a full and complete understanding of the
dynamics of effective teaching, we are expected to ignore the imperfect
knowledge that we do possess and do nothing that requires such knowledge.

How fortunate it is for the human race that at least some of our ancestors

" did not subscribe to this position. If Columbus had waited until he had a

complete and accurate map of the world before setting sail, his little fleet
would still be sitting in Genoa. .

Véry few decisions worth making can be put off until there is adequate
information to base them on. In medicine--and poker, most actions must be
taken, most decisions made, on insufficient data. Patients die, and money
is lost, because action is taken when data are inadequate--tut more patients
and more money would be lost if no action were taken at all.

4
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So too, educators must make decisions everyday, regardless of the
availability of hard evidence on which to base them. With this need in mind,
we have proceeded.

We believe that after reading this report and studying the findings
presented, the reader will agree that no serious student of teaching can
afford to be ignorant of the find1ngs produced by research in teacher effec-
tiveness.

- n-"“”
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PROCEDURE

The basic bibliography of this study consisted of 289 studies* which
purported to shed 1ight on the question, "How does the behavior of effective
teachers differ from that of ineffective teachers?" These studies were the
survivors of a weeding-out process from an original 1ist of 732 items. Most
of the 445 rejected items were rejected because they reported no original
research; some were reviews of research; others theoretical, philosophical,
zr gpinionated discussions (from the armchair) of what'a good teacher ought

o do.

The remaining 289 items were examined for empirically obtained relation-
ships between how a teacher behaves and how much the pupils learn from him or
her, commonly called process-;roduct relatiorshire, Four criteriz were used
in deciding whether or not a reported velationship should be included in this
review. Only those which met all four criteria were 1nc]uded Briefly, the

w2l criteria were: -
i~ 3
L. 1. " The study from whith.a relationship came had to be
b designed so that the relationshi, was generalizable
to some population of teachers larger tban the sample
studied. _
2. The relationship had to be both reliab]e enough to be
statistically significant and large enough to be prac-
tically significant..
3. The measure of teacher effectiveness had to be based on -9
long-term pupil gains in achievement areas recognized
as important goals of education.
4. The process measure had to specify the behaviors
exhibited in such a way that they could be reproduced
. . as desired.
N ‘ hy the time we had applied these criteria to the thousands .of reported\ .
o re1at10nsh1ps between teacher bthaviors and pupil learning reported in the :
. literature,-the number of relatioiiships which survived was 613; and these 613
. " correlations all came from just 14 of the 289 studies. Since our standards
T turned out to be so severe in their effect, it seems appropriate to discuss

them further.

Rationale of the Study

H - "A11 four criteria proceed logically from a point of view adopted in this L
! study which is at variance with that underlying most of the research reviewed L
This viewpoint may be described briefly as fo]]ows ' - .

The ultimate base of teacher education curriculum must be a thorough
“understanding of the dynamics of effective teaching--0° «hat 2 tecacher rust

S
*See Appendix B, Bibliography.
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know, and be, and do, in order to provide the greatest possible assistance to
pupils in their efforts to achieve the goals of education. Such understanding
depends on the establishment of cause-and-effect relationships between teacher
behavior and pupil learning. Only when we know why a teacher is effective--as
well as how--can we decide how best to train teachers.

The recognized purpose of research in teacher effectiveness is to develop
such an understanding by discovering the cause-and-effect relationships from
which this understanding may be derived.--Teacher education cannot become a
fully rational and knowledge-based enterprise until such an understanding has
been developed to a degree far beyond what exists at present.

What is the proper course of action for the teacher educator to follow
while waitiny For the researcher to develop this knowledge bit by bit? Should
there be a moratorium on teacher education until the research catches up?

Obvicusly not; the schools of this country need teachers, and this need
must be met by programs designed to give the prospective teacher all the help
possible. These programs are based on the judgment and intuition or cumulative
wisdom of 1ifelong students of teaching. There is 1ittle doubt that they do a
lot to improve ‘teaching. There is less doubt that.they could do a lot more if
the research base were adequate. . .

Are there interim findings of the research that can help teacher educators
do a better job--or must we wait until the researcher is satisfied that the
findings are definitive before touching them?. This project was undertaken
under the assumption that interim results can be useful. . The nature of the
research is such that it genérates information that is currently useful to
teacher educators as is, no matter where the researchers are in their contin-
uing search for cause-and-effect relationships between teacher behavior and
pupil gain. Because the researchers collect their data by observing real
teachers in real classrooms and measuring-what real pupils learn, what they
observe can be useful today.

Suppose, then, that we forget about the cause-and-effect inferences the
researchers worry about and examine their findings for information about
competent teacher performance.” Suppose we examine them to see what they tell
us about how the day-to-day practice of competent teachers differs from the
day-to-day practice of less competent teachers. Does it not seem reasonable
to expect that a novice teacher can benefit from learning the best current
practices of competent teachers? What techniques and strategies are more
likely to work for the novice on-the job than those techniques‘and strategies
that work best for other teachers? This is the point of view we have used in

alo
beha‘ior, even though we may not know exactly;why. ,

~.th‘lsk:urvey pf the literature--that process-product research can tell us quite

b 1
A strong relationship between a behavior variable and a measure of
teacher effectiveness need not be regarded as evidence-that the observed
behavior caused the measured effect. Ihsté@dfxwe shall use the measure of
effectiveness as an indicator of teacher, cofipétence, inferring that teachers
who are effective are more competent on the average than teachers who are )
ineffective. The distinction between competent and effective implied in

this statement is important and yet easy to forget. Competence has to do
with how a teacher teaches and is measured in terms of the teacher's behavior;

6 18
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" how effective a teacher is is measured in terms of pupil learning. in other
. words, an effective teacher is always competent, but a competent teacher may
not always:be effective, for a multitude of reasons.

L4

/" We shall view the behavior of the teacher as an effect rather than a
cause, assuming that the competent.teacher behaves in a certain way because he
or she i18 campetent. A strong relationship between teacher effectiveness and

- 2 particular behavior will be interpreted as indicating that such a behavior
characterizes competent teachers, and therefore may deserve to be called a
competency. i -

éi"fvﬁa Let us now examine, one by one, the criteria used in selecting relation-

- " “ships to be reported here. :

o

Criterion I. A Relationship That Is Generalizable

\ The most important criterion we have used in deciding whether a relation-

“ _ " 'ship should be reported or not has to do with the design of the study from which
i it comes. In'brief, the study should be designed so that the results may

v legitimately be generalized to teachers other than those in the sample studied.

Many of the studies that we examined were "methods experiments" in which - ,
. one or more teachers taught the same material to two or more groups of pupils
by two or more different methods, and the effects on pupils were examined to
. see whether the methods used affected the outcome. Such experiments are almost
. invariably analyzed in such a way that the findings generalize to other pupils,
taught by the same teachers, but not to cther teachers. If the .results of
such experiments are to be generalized to other teachers, it must‘be assumed
that there is no interaction between methods and teachers--that the method
. . effect is the same for a¥t teachers. This assu?Rtion is almost always false;
- unless it is shown to be_true, the findings of the experiment tell us nothing
" about teacher effectiven&gss.

Most of the "process-product" studies--studies in which samples of
teachers were observed and their behaviors were correlated with-measures of
mean gains in their classrooms--met this criterion automatically:, One methods
experiment, Project CRAFT (see Appendix A), was found which was designed- to

’ yield results generalizable to other teachers; it is the only one Which met
* all criteria for inclusion in this report. ‘ '

Critérion-II. A Strong and Reliable Relationship

s Before the development of a given competency (behavior) is adopted as a
program objective, there should be strong evidence 'that the effectiveness of
a. teacher who acquires that competency will increase. Direct evidence of this
is obtainable only by adopting the competency as a program objective on an
experimentai basis and evaluating the consequences. Meanwhile, the magnitude
- of the relationship between the competency and pupil learning.as‘estimated in
| ¥+ .. a process~product study provides the best evidence available aboutgﬂﬁﬁch

competencies should be so tested. The stronger the relationship, the stronger
the evidence the competency will be useful to the teacher. How sfrong should
such a relationship be? )
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We have somewhat arbitrarily chosen a relationship equivalent to a 1inear
correlaticn of .39 as the minimum that will be reported. A correlation of this
magnitude indicates an overlap of 15% in the variances of the two measures
involved. It is of the same order of magnitude as, for example, the correlation
usually found between aptitude scores and college grades. Desnite recent
criticism of abuses of such scores, admissions offices have found them useful.

A correlation of .39 between any test and a criterion is regarded as acceptable
evidence of validity in general practice.. We have therefore reported no corre-
lations below .39 in Tables 3-43. :

In addition, we have reported no relationship, whatever its magnitude,
uniess 1t is statistically significant at the 5% level. This means, of course,
that the risk that'a relationship due to chance (one which would not be expected
to recur in a different sample of teachers from the same population) would be
reported in our tables §s not greater than 5%.

When the same behavior (or similar ones) correlates in the same way with
the same kind of effectiveness measure in two or more studies, the risk that
both are chance results becomes much smaller; such a relationship becomes as
near a sure thing as we are ever 1ikely to get. The identification of such
_ instances 1s an important goal of this investigation. :

-In the studies which' involved larger samples of teachers, there were
correlations that were statistically significant, but smaller than .39; in
the_studies which used smaller sampies of teachers, there were correlations
greater than .39 which were not statistically significant. None of these

.was reported. ‘ o

S0 stringent a criterion may seem 1ikely to result in our overlooking
many relationships that really exist. The danger maybe smailer than it.
appears at first. Among the thousands of correlations run in all of these
studies, most relationships of-any_size have had several chances to show up.
- Lowering our criterion would admit many more unreliable and contradictory
findings, and very few important ones that would otherwise have been missed.

When two inconsistent relationships are reported in this study--that is,
when a pair of relationships that should agree (because both involve simiiar
behaviors and similar outcomes) do not agree, the contradiction is almost
certain to be a real one. Since such pairs will usually come from different
studies done in different teacher populations, they may contain important
information about the effects of context on these relationships. On the
other hand, since the different studies often use different instruments,
they may only reflect differences between definitions of similar behaviors
on different instruments. (It seems improbable that®such semantic differences$
could account for contradictory findings of this strength, however.)

Criterion III. A Defensible Measure of Teacher Effectiveness

The product measure in a relationship--the measure of pupil learning
gains--is regarded in this investigation as a means for identifying the
competent teacher whose classroom practices are what we are trying to discover.
To be defensible for this purpose, the measure should relate to pupil progress
" toward outcomes that society generally regards as important--the kinds of
outcomes, you might say, that teachers are hired to accomplish.
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There have been a number of studies of teacher-effectiveness in which
both teacher behaviors and pupil learnings have been measured during the
teaching of a special unit (usually developed by the researcher) over a brief
time--a week, a day, even an.hour. This is an excellent strategy for studying
cause-and-effect relationships between teacher behavior and pupils' immediate
learning; but since such a product measure has no demonstrated relationship
to teacher effectiveness in achieving long-term goals of education, such studies
are irrelevant to our purpose. The ability to raise pupils' scores-on a unit
test in a short period of time cannot be accepted as a measure of competent
teaching, without evidence that the two are highly correlated.

Virtually all of the reportable results we found employed measures of
gains in reading or in arithmetic as the basis for assessing teacher effective-
ness. ,Some of these studies also used measures of attitudes toward school
or of changes in pupils' perceptions of the self to assess teacher effectiveness
in these respects. Relationships with such gains were reported in addition to
relationships with cognitive gains from the same study. One or two studies
also reported relationships with gains in creativity, work-study skills, or
gther variables. These results were judged too scattered to be worth reporting

ere: ) _ .

/

Cyjygfion V. An Intergretaﬂ]e Measure of Teacher Behavior

To be useful for our purpose, a process measure must be defined so that
the behavior involved is specified clearly enough to be reproducible when
needed. To know that effective teachers explain clearly is of no use to the
teacher educator unless one can tell just what a teacher does when explaining
clearly. Without this knowledge, how can one train a novice to bBehave in this
way? In effect, this criterion has limited us mainly to what are called "low-
inference" observation instruments, although_some use has been made of teacher
iglf-report data and even of what some authorities would classify as "high-

nference" measures when the behavior in question was clearly described.




RESULTS AND COHCLUSIONS

As we have pointed out, the primary objective of this report was to
provide direct access to the findings of research on teacher effectiveness to
teacher educators who lack the time, inclination, or technical competence it
would take to dig them out personally. Tables 3-43 were designed to accomplish
this. Anyone who reads the next few pages of this report can learn from them
how to read these tables at a glance. Thus, whatever relevant, important and
reliable findings the research contains are at one's disposal.

Immediately following these notes on interpreting the tables is a
section in which we have tried to summarize some of the most consistent

‘é% findings and provide our own interpretation of them. In doing S0, we have

. studies from which the_relationships reported for each behavior {tem came;

" instrumentation, and the like.

; made no conscious use of any source of information other than the data reported |
. in the tables themselves. This has been done so that the reader who wishes to !
tuse these findings in conjunction with information fiom other sources may be |
isure "that the information from the two sources is, in fact, independent. Too ‘

i

. ‘often, conclusions reported in different places are in reality based on the

same evidence and present a spurious consistency in appearance, this gaining
credibility in-much the same way as an oft-repeated rumq} does: If the con-
clusions we draw are consistent with our readers' own experience, then they
may be regarded as mutually supportive. If they are inconsistent, readers
should go to the facts to verify our interpretation--or their own.

H
s

Notes on Interpreting the Tables

AN

» Table 1 i1lustrates the format in which the 613 reiationships are dis-
played in Tables-3-43. (These tables are grouped together following the . |
text.) ‘ ’ - ‘ |

The table title at the head of the page is meant to identify a common
element in the process measures listed at the left under the heading "Behavior
Item." These are identified where possibie by the actual item or category
name used in the study; or when the name was not descriptive, a brief descrip-
tive phrase is employed. ) .

At the right of the 1ist of behaviors is a column indicating the grade
levei or levels of the classes in which the behaviors were observed. At the
extreme right, under the heading "“Source Symboi," are codes identifying the

when available, the number assigned to the. item in the actual instrument is
also -included. - This will enable the reader to refer to the original study
and identify specific items. . : - -

. The studies are listed by code in Appehdix A, with details ébout sample,

Each letter in the body--L, M, or H--identifies a strong relationship; ¥
and the location of the letter identifies the two variables related: to the _

-left -is the behavior or process variable; above is the teacher effectiveness
or product measure. .

, Thus the first L on the upper left tells us that a strong negative
relationship was found btheen-“Pupil-initiated vs. teacher-initiated

Lo : 22
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Table 1 - PUPIL INITIATIONS

I LOW éES PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS

. B B READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHHETIC AFFECTIVE SOU RCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL s
complexity comolexity complexity complexity
low high § tow  high Jschool selfd low  high | jow  high{school self
Pupil-initiated vs. teacher-initiated 1 1 .
interchanges 1 L L WGC OScAR
Pupil-initiated interaction vs. 1 1
respense to teacher : I-11 L L S73 RCS1
. Pupil initiates substantive 1 1

interchange I1 L L WGC O0ScAR
Pupils.speak freely 11 ! ! WGC OScAR

" Pupil task-related comments

7to adults \ 111 L SK 388a

. Pupil questions, requests, N '
cormands-~-non-academic II1 L. L SK 477¢,

346a

> A1l non-responsive pupil

~ utterances to adults 111 L L SK 343a
Pupi) initiates substantive interchange IIT-VIIT HI He HE K ; WGC OScAR =
Pupil ‘'voluriteers information vs. 1 , 1 .
pupil asks for information ITI-VIII1 H H WGC 0ScAR
“Total pupil-initiated contacts v HoH 66
Pupil-initiated vs. teacher-initiated T : |
substantive interchange IX=XI1 H H1 WGC OScAR

A el i S Y

’ | ‘ ' ’ - 24




interchanges” and gains on an arithmetic test made up of items of high
complexity, in“classes which contained pupils of low socioeconomic status.
We also note that they were first grade classes, that the relationship was

reported in the Carrnll County-West Georgia State study (WGC), and that the
process instrument used was OScAR.

The superscript (in this instance, a one) is used to indicate that the
relationship is shown twice in the same row of the table; in this case, it
also appears under high complexity arithmetic gains in classes with pupils
of high socioeconomic status. Reference to Appendix A will verify that in

the Carroll County (WGC) study, classes observed had pupils of mixed low
and high socioeconomic status. o

In the second 1ine, we note a negative relationship between "Pupil-
initiated interaction vs. response to ieachei" and gatns on low-complexity .
reading test items, and between the same {tem and gains on low-complexity
arithmetic test items, for pupils of low socioeconomic status in grades I
and II, reported in Soar 1973 and based on the Reciprocal Category System,
Factor 1. The superscript on the two L's indicates that the measure used
contained items on both reading and arithmetic. .

In reading the tables, the reader may interpret L as meaning that the
frequency of the pehavior. in question is Zow in the classes of effective
teachers; or, in the case of bipolar measures (1ikeé the first two items in
Table. 1 which contrast two extremes), that the effective teacher will be at
the Tower of the two poles. Thus, effective teachers in the lower grades,
according to these two studies, tend to initiate more, and permit their pupils

_to initiate fewer, interactions than the ineffective teachers ¢o.
The 1ine across the table divides rcsults found in grades III or lower

from those found in the higher grades. Because some studies combined results

in grade III with those in higher grades, there is some overlap.

Note that the items below the line, which are similar to those above
the line, tend to show strong positive relationships--#'s. In the upper grades,
the frequency of pupil initiations seeis to be high in classes of effective
teachers--a reversal from the lower grades.

This particular table does not show any curvilinear relationships--does
not contain any 4's. An # should be interpreted as meaning that the frequency
of the behavior. in question is intermediate in the effective teacher's «'ass,
and may be either low or high in the ineffective teacher's class.

headers are now free to turn to the tables and make their own interpre-
tation. For those who are interested, we now present some interpretations of

our own. Please bear in mind that interpretations should not he confused with
" the facts upon which they are based.

The St}uctune of Teacﬁer Competence g

- Wheh independent relationships between a single behavior and two distinct
kinds of teacher effectiveness are reported in a study, we have what will be
*called; a pair of relationships. Such pairs contain information about the
structure of competent teaching which we now propose to examine. If the two

-
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relatfonships in a pair match--if, for instance, both are L's {as was the case
in Table 1 with "Pupil questions, requests, comands--non-academic*)~--the ..
implication is that teachers competent in the two different ways *:nd to behave
alike. If they do not match--if, for exarple, one is reported I and the other
H--the indication is that teachers competent in one way behave in an opposite
manner from teachers competent in the other way. By examining:all such pairs
of relationships in Tables 3<#3, we can get some idea about the structure of

‘competent teacher behavior. In other words, we can learn something about which

behaviors are generic, in the sense that they are equally effective for different
objectives and wnth different kinds of pupi]s.

We first examined all pairs in which one outcome was cognitive--a measure
of achievement gain--and the other affective--a measure of pupils' attitudes
toward school. Do teachers who work for and achieve maximum gains on achieve-
meiit tests do so at the expense of pupils' attitudes toward school? i Or are
pupi]s attitudes highest where achievement gains are also greatest? :

Table 2 shows that in the data presented in Tables 3-43 there were 54 .
pairs of relationships in which one outcome was pupil achievement gains (of
one kind or another) and the other outcome was pupils' attitudes toward school.
The two relationships matched in 72% of the pairs. These figures suggest that
a competent teacher of subject matter is likely to be deve]oping positive
attitudes toward school as well.

Next we looked at 36 pairs of relationships in which one outcome was a
measure of pupil gains in achievement and the other a measure of improvement
in pupil attitudes toward the self. Here vie found that 75%-of these pairs.
matched. This suggests that teachers who produce maximum achievement gains

~are also likely to improve pupils® self-concept the most. These results do *

not support the notion that efforts to teach children to read and do arith- -

\;ymetjc--in and of themselves--are damaging to their self-esteem.

When 8G pairs of relationships to effectiveness in the two major content
areas--arithmetic and reading--were examined, we found that 73% of them
matched. - The implication we draw from this is that (in these data at least) -
there is relatively little difference in the behaviors of teachers effective °
in either of these two skill areas. (It may a]so be 1mpo"tant to note that -
most of these data apply to Grade III or below.\

When 158 pairs of relationships involving low and high complexity out-
comes were examined, 91% of-them matched. This-suggests that our effort to .
distinguish between items of high and low cumplexity was not successfu] : v

Finally, we studied pairs of relationships in which the same outcome
and behavior were corre-ated in both high and low SES classes. The.figure of
38% shown in Table 2 is based entirely on data from one study (BE), since this
was the only study which anal{zed relationships in both high and low SES
classes separately. The conclusion we draw is that patterns of behavior of
teachers effective with low SES pupils differ considerably from those of
teachérs effective with high SES pupils in thesé data, and should therefore
be examined.separately. .

In- summary, the evidence 1is that with early grade pupils of the same
SES level, the teacher who produces maximum achievement gains in either reading

or arithnezfc is quite 1ikely to produce high gains in both subjects and at

26
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Table 2

Percents of Pairs .of Process-Product Relationships Between
the Same Behavior and Two Types of Outcome Measures That
" Match (i.e., HH, LL, or MM)

Relationships
Paired ¢

" Number of

Pairs

Percent

Matching

Attitude Toward School vs.
Achievement Gains (same
SES level)

Gains in Self-Concept vs.
Achievement Gains (same
SES level)

Reading Gains vs. Arithmetic Gains
(same level of complexity and
same SES level)

High Complexity vs. Low Complexity
Gains (same SES level)

Gains in High SES Classes vs.
Gains in Low SES Classes
(same subject and level of
complexity)

- 54
36
80

158

84

- 75

73

9

38




both leveis of complexity (as defined in this paper), and in the pupils' sel#-
concept and attitudes toward school as well. There is also evidence (from one

> study) that competent teachers of low SES pupils behave quite differently from
competent teachers of high SES pupils. :

The Competent Teacher of Low SES Pqpi]é in the Primary Grades

In this section, we will examine the differences between the behavior of
teachers of low SES pupils vwhose classes show high mean gains on achievement
tests of arithmetic, reading, or both, and the behaviors of teachers of low
SES pupils whose classes show low mean gains on these tests. W2 shall concen-
trate on those relationships which are reported more than once, preferably in
two .or more different studies. Since there is evidence that some of these
behaviors may bé negatively related to pupil attitudes toward themselves and
toward school, we shall also discuss relationships to attitudes when available.

Teacher lse of Time. The effective teacher of low SES pupils in Grade III
or below differs from the ineffective ceacher in devoting more class time to
task-related or "academic" activities (6, S73).* A large portion of pupils’
time is described in one study as structured, while another (SK) reports more
interactions related to lesson content, more class time, more academic activity,
and less time in which a child is unoccupied. -

2

Two studies (CRAFT, SK) reported more reading-related activities (7) in
classes of more effective teachers; but a third study-(BTES) seems to contradict °
" these two. There is also a suggestion that the relationship may depend on the
'reading methods used (cf. Table 30).

The amount of arithmetic activity (9) observed in one study (SK) was found
to be higher-in classes taught by effective teachers; the frequency of teaching
operational skills was reported greater for the effective teachers in a second
study (BTES).

The number of teacher questions asked and/or pupil answers made (16) was
found ip one study (SK) to be higher in effective teachers' classes on. several
different items; however, a second study (BE) reported that the proportion of
opportunities a pupil had to respond per unit of time in arithmetic lessons

i was lower in effective teachers' classrooms. This suggests that, even though
the total amount of task-related activity is higher in the more effective
teachers' classrooms, the distribution of such.activities between teacher
questions and other task-related activities may also be important.

) A final-confirmation, verified in two studies (SK, WGC), is provided hy
=0 the fact that more effective teachers spend less class time discussing matters
unrelated to lesson content (42). ‘

- To summarize: ‘mainly one study (SK) provides support for the conclusion
. that effective teachers of low SLS pupils ir the primary grades engage their
: pupill in more lesson-related activities than less effective teachers do; vet

B ————

; *From here on in the text, numbers in parentheses refer to tables, and code
symbols refer to studies (identified in Appendix A).
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there is enough confirmation from other studies to justify considerable confi-
dence that this conclusion is correct. It should also be noted that no evidence
one way or the other was found that this particular kind of behavior was related
to pupil attitudes toward school. N

Organizing for Instruction. Effective and ineffective teachers of low SES
pupils aiso difger Tn how they usually organize their classrocms: it is the less
effective teachers who spend more time working with pupils in small groups and
less time working with the whole class or a large group of pupils (33.

The evidence that effective teachers spend more time with large groups and
less with small ones comes mainly from one study (SK) but is verified in one
other study (BTES). ‘ - - :

The.amount of time pupils spend working independently in small groups (4)
is reported in two studies (S73, SK) as consistently Zower in classes where
achievement gains are high. The picture is very much the same with respect to
seatwork (5), with closely similar findings reported in four different studies
(BTES, WGC, S73, SK). " '

., A fifth study. {BE) reports that effective teachers assign more seatwork
than ineffective ones,-but does not indicate directly that the effective
teachers' pupils spend more time in seatwork (which would conflict with the
findings of other studies). The sixth item in Table 5 indicates that effective
teachers individualize assignments more than ineffective ones do. These two
items suggest that effective and ineffective teachers differ not only in the
amount of seatwork they assign but also in what the pupils do at their seats.
Evidence that the two types of teachers also behave differently during seatwork
time will be presented below. )

There is some evidence in these tables (4, 5) that the amount of time
pupils spend in small groups without a teacher (or other adult) present is
related to their attitudes toward school. When the individual:or group is
- described as working independently (SK 138, 142), attitudes toward school are
high. - Otherwise (S73 FLA6, TP4) they are low. It appears that teachers who
permit more independent work have classes who 1ike school better, but learn
less; teachers who have a lot of nonindependent small group work have classes
who nefther 1ike school nor learn much. The teacher who permits the least
amount of individual and small group work has the greatest gains in achieve-
ment and gets mixed results as far as attitudes are concerned. Independent
seatwork does not seem to help the pupils' self-image much either (SK 138, 142).

S guality of Instruction.  What kinds of questions and what ways of
“~pespondIng to pupils distinguish the more.effective teacher of low SES pupils
from the less effective teacher? We havé consistent evidence (Table 18) from
four different studies (572, S73, WGC, SK) that effective teachers of low SES
pupils ask more questions classifiable in the lower levels of the Bloom
taxonomy than ineffective teachers do. This difference holds no matter how
teacher effectiveness is defined--whether in terms of -high ‘or low complexity
outcomes in arithmetic or in reading. A fifth study (BE) suggests that
effective teachers of low SES students ask fewer "choice" questions--that is,
questions which cffer a 1imited choice of answers. The general conclusion
that effective teachers prefer low-level questions seems justified, despite
this one somewhat inconsistent finding. ' :

-’
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not low-level-ones. :

Evidence that effective teachers also ask fewer high-level questions (19)
1s less extensive, but the results from three studies (S72, S73, WGC) agree.

Patterns of teacher reactions to pupil responses are complex; however,
there-are findings from three studies (Perham, S73, BE) which indicate that
the effective teacher of low SES pupi¥s is less likely to be seen amplifying,
discussing, or using pupil answers than the ineffective teacher (21). The
alternative to discussing a pupil answer is-either to atknowledge it or to give
feedback and then go on to something else. There is some evidence (SK, BE), *
not entirely consistent (cf. BE S164), that this is what the effective teacher

". 1s Tikely to do (20). This seems consistent with a preference for low-level

questions, since 1t is high-level questions--those calling for gnalysis,
synthesis, evaluation--which ‘are usually appropriate to discuss or amplify,

k<

The number ¢f pupil-initiated questions and corments (14) also tends to
be Tower-in classes taught by effective teachers than in those taught by inef-
fective ones, according to results reported in three studies (WGC, S73, SK).
Moreover, effective teachers treat pupil initiations differently thap inef-
fective teachers do (15); they are less likely to listen and provide feedback

- to pupils or to solicit questions from them\than ineffective teachers are

(WGC, BE). | v .

o~ It seems clear that in low SES classes’ at this ‘level, the competent

teacher keeps interaction at a low level of complexity.and pupil initiative.

He or she does not encourage pupils to analyze, synthesize, evaluate, or indeed
to do-anything but answer rather narrow questions:-asked by the teacher. The’
teacher who encourages such pupils to express themselves freely, to think, to
question, to discuss, is not effective in teaching, them to read or do arithmetic.

The only ‘evidence that any of this has a_direct impact on pupils' attitudes
toward school is one item (WGC TP23) Suggesting that,pu?il attitudes are low in
classrooms in which questions tend to be narrow and followed by quick feedback--
that s, in classes taught by effective teachers (18). ’ -

< D
Environmental Maintenance. Evidence from five studies (Bemis, S73, BTES,
WGC, BE) indicates that there is less deviant or disruptive pupil behavior: (35)
in classes taught by effective teachers than in classes taught by ineffective
teachers. One study (Bemis) reports more hyperactive pupil behavior in effective
teachers' classes and more instances in which the teacher talks over pupil noise.

Since the same study reports less disruptive pupil behavior where there is more ™

hyperactive pupii behavior, it would appear that neither of the two items
reflects disruptive behavior but rather excitement that is probably task

related,

Data related to teacher rebukes (34) is consistent with these findings:.
such behavior is less frequent in the classrooms of more effective teachers
(WGC, CRAFT). Findings from'three studies (WGC, CRAFT, BE) also indicate that
effective teachers devote less time to managing their classrooms than ineffective
ones do (31).. (This dovetails with the finding already reported that effective .
teachers spend more time in academic¢ activities.)

There is also some evidence related to what may be called the lity of

teachers' efforts at classroom management (32), Effective teachers differ from
less effective ones in that they control their classrooms with less criticism
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(cf. Table 34), and use a more varied repertory of techniques in doing so (WGC).

. An effective teacher's errors in management are more likely to take the form of

overreactions, and less likely that of errors in timing (32, BE); and a pattern
in which the teacher supports appropriate pupil behavior and ignores inappro-

- priate behavior was observed less often in the behavior of effective teachers

(WGC)

Effective teachers were found in three studies (SK, CRAFT, BE) to use
more praise or positive motivation (40), although there were some indicators :
(CRAFT) that this depended on the context. Effective teachers were observed
in cne study (SK) to make more use of token reinforcement (39); but another
study. found that it was the ineffective ones who reported most frequent use
of such things as gold stars and special privileges (BE).

Permissive behavior--giving pupils freedom to govern their own activities
{43)--was consistently found to be more common in classes of less effective
teachers (S73, WGC, BE). . L e

There is evidence from one study (WGC) .that pupil attitudes are more
favorable toward school in the more orderly environment maintained by the
éffective teacher (31, 32 33, 34, 35). 3

In summary, the effective teacher maintains an environment that is

supportive and, if not always quiet, free from disruptive pupil behavior.. -

She or he maintains this environment with 1ittle apparent effort’ or expression
of negative affect. . i <
Individual Attention. It was noted at the beginning of this sect1on that
the effective teacher of low socioeconomic status pupils in Grade III and below
sets pupils to work in small groups or as individuals (seatwork) less of the
time than the ineffective teacher does, and spends more time working with them
all in one large group. The effective teachers' pupils do spend some time in
seatwork or "independent" study; but their teachers behave differently during
this time than ineffective teachers. For one thing, they spend more time
checking individual pupils® work (25); for another, they are less perfunctory
when they do so (26). Evidence from two studies (BTES, BE) indicates that,
even though their pupils may spend less time in seatwork, effective teachers
spend more of their time working with individual pupils, and are more likely
to have initiated the contact themselves.

An 1nterest1ng point is the indication (in Table 25) that, in the more
effective teacher's classroom, the proportion of teacher-in1t1ated contacts
with pupils that relate to lesson content is neither higher nor lower than it
is in the classes of less effective teachers, but somewhere between (BE). The
teacher who hardly ever speaks to a pupil about anything but class work is
not the effective one; nor is the teacher who spends too much time in nonsub-
stantive conversation (cf. Table 42). The effective teacher seems to know ;

how much is enough.

“ When the effective teacher does talk to.an individual pupil, two studies
(BE, S73) agree that she or he tends to talk longer, to pay closer attention
to the pupil than the less effective teacher (26).

e r'__‘,
The general picture. these data convey is clear. ‘hen the effect1ve
teacher's pupils work independently, the teacher activ;?y.superv1ses then, -
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giving careful attention to those individual children who, in the teacher's
opinion, need it. The ineffective teacher who assigns pupils to seatwork
Tedves them‘nretty.much to themselves; anyone who. needs help must seek it.

Evidence about teacher mobility (27) would seem to be related to this r
area, but what evidence there is is not consistent. One study (SK) reports
‘that the more effective teachers move about more than less effective ones,
which seems consistent with what we have found. But apother study (BTES)
reports that efféctive teachers (of arithmetic, at ledst) spend more time
at their desks than ineffective ones. A third study -(WGC) reports that the
competent teacher is more aloof and detached than the less .competent teacher.

. One way of reconciling these findings would be to interpret them as
grade related--as indicating that the effective third grade teacher moves _
about a lot, while the effective second grade teacher sits at the desk looking

aloof and detached. MNeedless to say, such a conclusion needs verification
before it is taken very seriously, since the different grades were observed
in different sites. The conflicting evidence that effective teachers work
with individuals both ‘closely and often has been verified in different sites
and demands to be taken seriously. i

The evidence regarding the effects of individual attention on pupil
attitudes is mixed. The behaviors that are more common where pupils’ attitudes
toward school are favorable are: teacher checking pupil work (25, BTES) and s

teacher aloof, detached from pupil activities (27, WGC)--both observed in the
second grade. : .

Teacher Competence and Pupil SES in the Primary Grades

A question that has important implications for teacher education is
whether the same patterns of behavior are effective in classes made up mainly
of pupils of low socioeconomic status and in classes of pupils made up of high
socioeconomic status. We do not have much information on this point because
only one of the studies used in this review obtained comparable data in classes
of both types. There are, however, a surprising number of instances (62% of all ‘
pairs) in which a process-product relationship reverses between the two types
of classes--that is, instances in which the ineffective teacher in one~group
behaves 1ike the effective teacher in the other.

Such reversals cannot be verified in other studies as the relationships
reported in the last sections could; on the other hand, any such reversal reported
.n_one-of “the tables is statistically significant beyond the .01 level, and
represents a difference of at least .78 between the two correlations involved.

‘We have found such reversals in two areas--one related to the conduct of class-
room discussion, and the other related to teacher attention to individual pupils.

Conduct of Discussion. Effective teachers in high SES classes are most
Tikely to use-one of the two following questioning patterns:* (1) to identify
the pupil who is to answer a question before asking it, or (2) to ask a question
and then call on a pupil who indicates a desire to answer the question. Effec- -
tive teachers in low SES classes are most 1ikely to use a third strategy--to
ask a question first, and then choose a respondent who probably has not indicated
a desire to answer the question (29).

?




In a high SES class taught by an effective teacher, the pupil is more
1ikely to answer incorrectly than a pupil in a Tow SES class taught by an
effective teacher (17).

Once the pupil has answered, the effective teacher in the high SES class
is more 1ikely to discuss the pupil's answer than.the effective teacher in the
Tow-SES class (21)--unless the answer 4s incorrect. .

If the pupil's answer is incorrect, the effective teachér}in the high SES
class is more 1ikely either to criticize the pupil's answer or.to answer the
question personally than the effective teacher in the lowVSE§§§Ja§§,(22).

0y Tl
If the pupil fails to answer, the effective teacher in the iigh SES class
s Zess 1ikely to give him or her another chance to respond (by repeating or .
rephrasing the question or asking a new question) than the effective teacher in ,
the low SES class (24).

If the pupil says hé or she does not know the answer, the effective teacher

'5:1n'the high SES class is more 1ikely to call on someone else than the effective
‘teacher in the low SES class (24). : ’

In summary, the re]ationships just discussed seem to indicate two distinct
discussion strategies. '

In Strategy I, the questions tend to be difficult and to require the pupil
to think; and the teacher tends either to indicate who is to answer the question
before asking it, or to let a volunteer respond. . If the answer is incorrect,
the teacher is Tikely to be critical of it or to give the answer. The pupil.
who fails to answer or doesn't know the answer is not likely to get a second )
opportunity; the teacher will-give someone else a chance to answer it. The .
teacher who uses this strategy successfully seems to be challenging pupils to . .
respond near their highest level of capability. - ) i

Strategy I seems to be appropriate 1ﬁ classes made up of high SES pupils ° SN
but inappropriate in classes made up of low SES pupils.

In Strategy II, the questions appear to be simple ones, since they elicit
responses that are usually correct and seldom merit further discussion. The
teacher is likely to raise a question first and then to indicate who is to

,answer it, possibly as a way of holding pupils' attention. The teacher seems

to choose a respondent Tkely to get the right answer, since wrong answers are
relatively infrequent. Criticism of a pupil's answer is rare, even when it is
incorrect; and if a pupil fails to answer or does not know the answer, the
teacher is more likely to help out (perhaps by rewording the question, or
perhaps by asking an easiér one) than to turn to another pupil. The teacher
who uses Strategy II appears to be more concerned.wfthigiying pupils a chance
to experience success than to challenge them wi;hfdi,ﬁ ult questions.

Strategy I ‘is used by effective teachers n cTasses made up mainly of - ~
Tow SES pupils and by ineffective teachers in classes of high SES pupils. o

It should be remembered that these_findings come fiiom one study (BE)and'. ..

‘have not been verified elsewhere.as yet.
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Attention to Individual Pupils. There are a few contrasting findings in
the tabYes (all from BE) which suggest that how much attention & competent -
teacher pays to individual pupils also depends on SES. We noted in the last
section of this report that the effective teacher of low SES pupils tends to

pay more and closer attention to individual pupils during seatwork and small-
group activity periods than the ineffective teacher does.

There is evidence that this relationship may reverse in classes in which

" most pupils are of high SES. It is the less effective teachers in these.classes

who accept a higher .proportion of pupil attempts to initiate work contacts 515 ,
who initiate a higher proportion of private contacts related to arithmetic (25),
and who are most 1ikely to give long feedback during teacher-initiated work
contacts (26).

~ N
As far as they go, these findings indicate that the teacher who gives the
most individual attention to pupils in high SES classes is the one who is least
e{fective in producing cognitive gains, and that the reverse is true in low SES
classes. )

Concluding Remarks. In this section we have examined the tables for
evidence about whether the nature of competent teacher behavior depends on tle
SES of the pupils being taught. We did so in part to illustrate a way of using
the tables that is different from the one illustrated in the preceding section.
In the earlier section, we looked for consistencies across studies; one might
say that we exploited similaritjes in the relationships. In this section ve :

- have exploited differences in relationships within a single study. . The formes

-y

approach leads to results that are much more impressive--harder to question--
than those obtained in this section. The kind of findings obtained in this
section are neither as obvious nor as impressive, but are not to be dismissed
lightly, since each difference reported is so great.

. If they are accepted as read, these findings have clear implications for
teacher educators, for researchers, and for educators.- For teacher educators,
they strongly suggest that teacher education students may need to learn very
different strategies for dealing with pupils ‘from different backgrounds, at
least in these earlier grades.

For the researcher, they indicate a great need for further study of how
optimal teaching strategies vary with the setting in which the teacher works.
Much more could have been learned about these matters from the various studies
of Follow Through (SK) and from Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES) if
the samples had been chosen to represent both SES levels, and if the two types

'~ of students had been isolated in the analysis. And the increase in cost would

have been negtigible.

The implications for the public schools might be the most far-reaching of
all.- If there are many strategies which have opgosite effects on pupils of
these two types (or any othersg, is it fair to the pupils (or to the teachers)
to mix them together in the same classroom? More findings 1ike these tould
indicate a negative answer. :

s
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Competgnt Teacher Behavior in the Upper E]eméhtary Grades

¢

. '~:jhere has'been mﬁth less reviewable research done in grades above the .
third, and making sense of .what there is calls for more imagination or ingenuity. .
Following are the principal differences we find between effective and 1neffect1vq

teachers in these grades, igroring pupil SES.

-

» The effective teacher in upper elementary grades talks more (13, 566, Sp;

. 28? WGC); keeps- pupils on task more (36, WGC, BTES); and is less permissive

(37, wac; 43, WGC, Sok), although the pupils do initiate more interchanges

than those in classes taught by less effective teachers (14, WGC, 4G). The

effective teacher's questions tend to be easier and of & lower cognitive level, c
however (17, 22, 40, GG; 19, WGC; 20, S66; 21, WGC). The picture that emerges

is one in which the.teacher presents most of the content, with low-level teacher
questions and pupil questions interspersed.

The effective teacher manages the upper elementary classroom with less »
effort and is more selective in use of rebukes or criticism (31, 33, WGC; 34, )
WGC, Sp, GG; 35, WGC, BTES). During seatwork, upper elementary pupils in -
effective teachers' classrooms are more 1ikely to approach the teacher, and .
the teacher is less likely to approach the pupils (25, GG); and teachers attend .
pupils less closely (26, WGC), which suggests more pupil autonomy. There is
also some indication that more effective teachers favor less traditional
materials (11, WGC, BTES). Looa -

LS

)

Inspection of relationships to affective gaipswgndicpje“thaxﬁbu ils!
self-concepts improve in the classes where: cognitive level is TgwxilB and
where management is unobtrusive (33, 34, 35), and that attitudestoward school
are alse high where the latter competence is displayed.: - T

' In surmary, the picture we derive of the effective teacher in these grades
1s rather traditional and, let's face it, unexciting. . hesé implications-are-
not nearly as well supported as those drawn ahout teachers of low SES pupils -~
in grade three and below. Most.of them are based on resuits from more than
one study, however, unlike the conclusions we drey above about differences .
between low and high SES classes. Those should be viewed as tentative at best.

Concluding Remarks

- The reader should bear in mind that these attempts to interpret some of the
findings in Tables 3-43 are to be regarded as of secondary importance. The y
facts shown in the tables are the primary product of this study, and we would oo
prefer that the value of-.the study be judged according to their usefulness S
rather than on the merits of our interpretations of them. If we have succeeded
in providing easier access to some of the strongest findings of the research in
teacher education, we have done what we set out to do.

If there 1s one conclusion that we would 1ike the reader to share with
us, it is the conclusion that fairly leaps from these pages: where sufficient
effort and resources have been applied to the study of teacher effectiveness,
useful and dependable findings have emerged. This approach to the study of
teacher-effectiveness does work, and we need more of it.

22 39
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Table 3 - GROUP SIZE

&

3

m

-

BEHAVIOR ITEM

Adult with large group of pupils-general

Adult with large group of pupils-
arithmetic

" Adult with large group of pupils-' .
reading

Teacher, aide, or any adult with
small group of pupils '

Small group with teacher (arithmetic)

Smal]igroyp.with any adult[karithmetic)

.-Adult other than teacher) working with
(small) group -~

Small

roup with teacher, aide, or any
adult

reading)

— \,
e .

GRADE

LOW SES  PUPILS ' HIG& SES PUPILS
READING apmimeric, | arrective | READ armweetic | aprective
ans ] e GALNS GAINS " caAINs CAIIS

complexity complexity coaplegity complexity
low  high | Jow  nigh Tow <high] tme  highfschool  self

© SOURCE
SYMBOL

11T H rr’““ H]H ) SK89 et al.
11 B o HlH Hlwul SK 123,135
11 Would wlw SK 146,158
11 L L SK 106,88,
94
11 L SK 122
111 L1 ; * SK 134
I L L "BTES AP
11 L L L SK 157,145,
149" .
n . ’ v
38




Table 4 - SMALL GROUP WITHOUT ADULT

BEHAVIOR ITEM

Pupils work without teacher--
seatwork, parallel or instructional
group

Pupils work without teacher--
seatwork, parallel or instructional
group

Hours of instructional learn:lng
without teacher vs. hours of
structured learning with teacher

Small group working independently
(arithmetic)

Two pdpﬂs working independently
(arithmetic)

Two pupils working independently
(reading)

GRADE

I1

K, 11
I11

I11

* 111

CLOW  “SES * PUPILS HIGH ~ SES  PYPILS
READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHSETIC Ath.tTth
GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS | GAYS
complexity | complexity: complexity | comlexity ‘f
Tow high § tow  high Jschool self] 1o high § 1ew nigh]schoo) ~ self

! 12

Ll 2

Ll 12

SOURCE
SYMBOL |

$73 FLAG
$73 FLAG
$73 COR3
SK 138

Sk 137 '
SK 160

s
v ]
40




- " LOW  SES PUPILS ~HIGH  'SEC  PUPILS °
READING A;HTRHE!’IQ, AFFECTIVE READING ARIT!!H[TIC AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE “Is | . camns oans | Gams .- AN GAINS SYMBOL
‘I complexity éu‘qlextty . somplexity Somplexity
low  high | low  high fschool  self| 1ow  nigh ) 1w nigh
Activity: seatwork _ I R L1 [BTES RIS "
Pupil self-directed and task oriented 11 LM 12 RS X WGC FLACCS
A11 pupils work on same task at same ) T
time, are responsible for same assign- 1 1
nents, no individualized assignments 11 L L. L )1 S73 TP4
A11 pupils working independently . ’
(arithmetic) 111 L H L SK 142
Teacher assigns large amount .
of seatwork II-111 H BE 18
Teacher individualizes assignments I1 H! H! WGC TP17
~
1. e
A




BEHAVIOR ITEi

complexity complexity complexity compiexity :
‘ tow  high § low  high Jschool self]| iow  high | tow  high]school self
Structured vs. unstructured time I-11 TH W2 | W W $73 CDR6

Total academic verbal interactions
Structured learning with. teacher
Total academic verbal interactions

Percent of observations in which an
academic activity is occurring

Total class duration

Unoccupied child

GRADE

I
II
II1

IT1
Il
ITI

Table 6 - ACADEMIC TIME

LOW  SES  PUPILS qHIGH‘ SES PUPILS
READING aimmenic | aFFecTIvE Reaotng | amitweetic | afrecrive
GAINS saivs ] oA GAIKS GAINS GAINS

H H H SK 435a
LT IR $73 CDR3
H O H SK 566¢
H H H SK 242
H H SK 17
L L SK 77

SOURCE
SYMBOL

44

o
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Table 7 - TIME SPENT ON READING

. ‘ . LOW  SES PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS N g

‘ ] READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING: A;!"HHEHC AFFECTIVE SOURCE
, BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAIXS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMEOL
complexity complexity coc:plexlty complexity
1o high | low - high [school self] 1ow high § low  high | school self

Reading activities (self report) 1 H CRAFT

A : ) log
Reading, alphabet, language devel-
opment activities I H H SK 67
Number of pupils involved in reading I H H SK 163
Réading', alphabet, language devel-
opment activities I11 H SK 67
Number of pupils involved in reading III H < H SK 163
Time teacher spends preparing and 2 1 2 -
teaching reading (self report) I Lo LT , | BTES WD1
Total reading time (self report)
(Phonovisual method) I1 L CRAFT

. log
Time teaching decoding skills - 1 1
in reading (self report) v L L BTES WD2
y—

=~

)P'

<D




Table 8 - TIME SPENT IN READING-RELATED ACTIVITIES ' ¢
o . - ' ’ )
LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS* _
) o . READING . ARITHNETIC | AFFECTIVE Reaoine | oartmumeric | afrecTive SOURCE ~
' BEHAVIOR ITEM , GRADE GAINS GAINS oams | camms GAINS cAins SYMBOL i
P - complexity complexity complexity -] complexity . |
Tos high | Jow high fschool selt] 1ow /Mgh low _high | school self ‘
Supportive rate (self report) I H B | ' CRAFT log
Supportive activities (self report) .
(Language experience method) 11 1L CRAFT log
Listening to stories (self report)
(Phonovisual method) I H CRAFT log
Listening to stories (self report) - L X
(Language experience method) 11 L L _ CRAFT log
Listening to poetry (self report)
(Basal reader method) ' 11 H . CRAFT log .
Percent of time in spelling 11-111 M N M BE 5(T4) B
Percent of time in language arts II-111 L. L RE 2(74)
Id
- al —
: A7 48 -
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Table 9 - TIME SPENT. ON ARITHMETIC

\
. -
/\ e — ) . ;
m—_
. .
. B

Ay >,

'

° . LOW SES ° PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS
i RE;DING ARITNHELTIC " AFFECTIVE . READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE
BEHAVIOR ITEM - - GRADE GAINS GAIKS GAIRS GAINS _ GAINS GAINS

. complexity complexity ) complexity ‘mluity

low  high | Jow  high Jschool self| low  high | 10w high|school self

SOURGE
- SYMBOL

>

o q:bers, mathematics, arithmetic ., .
. activities 198 H H -
; » Nunber@f pupﬂs invo'lved 1n - ‘
i aritl(netic Il{ H H
e ' Frequency of teaching operation v : 2
- ‘skills in arithmetic (self report) II Hl K2 . ' H
i .
AN
N

SK 66 -
SK 140

ETES D

)




Table 10 - TIME SPENT IN OTHER SUBJECTS

v

LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES - PUPILS
3
READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE SOURCE ;
BEHAVIOR ITEf GRADE cAIms A eatws cams | cans s SYMBOL
’ covplexity complexity complexity { complexity .
low high | Yow high Jschool  self] low high I 1ow  high} school sel¢ ) \
a-' }
Art vork with reading (self report) 11 L ) CRAFT log
Total science time (self report) 11 HoH " CRAFT Tog
otal social studies time (self report) II H CRAFT log
- . -
Percent of time in social studies II-111 M M BE 7 (T4)
Percent of time in art 11-111 - H BE 4 (T4)
Group ti III L L SK 62
Story, music, dancing activities 111 L L L . SK 63
\\ W
m ﬁi_‘ _— o - ]
51
, 52




i . . ) - ':_f . . . s, ‘ . - o
» . hd . — - "' = S — .
< - ' . SES  PUPILS HIGH  SES  PUPILS -

) LOMW
READING ARITHNETIC AFFECTIVE ) mpm . ;lm!c m:c;\!vt SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE catws ans | e watxs s | o SYMBOL
K - complexity | complexity : cosplexity | comlexity
loe hish | Jow  nigh Jsomol seir) 1o high | 1w mign i
: . ﬂ Use of basal reader other than-state g . .
w#v,  adopted {self report) : 1 L - BTES WD
¥ Use of books, etc. (secondary) I W W2 LU _BTES RU
Wide range of informative ' :
v materials available 1 L He R WE | WeC TP4
T~ _ N
\\,\Use of games (self report) 14§ R Ll ~. | BTES WD
Wide range of informative o ) 2
A materials available I1I-VIII M ~ R H H®] WGC TP4
Use of workbook other than ]
basic (self.report) v L L BTES WD _
Use of board, etc. (secondary) v AN BTES R12
R4
—

\
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Table 12 - ARITHMETIC TEACHING MATERIALS

. y ' A N
. * . ’ LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS '
READING ARITHMETIC ’ ;FFICIXVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTfVE\\ ‘ SOURCE
. BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE LU GAINS AINS BAIKS BAINS BAINS . SYMBOL
. ' i complexity complexity complexity complexity
: low  high | low  high §school  self] low  high | low  high]school self .
Use of programmed materials sself report Il WK al W2 BTES WD
...teacher-made materials (self report 11 H W2 W K2 BTES WD
“...individualized materials (self report) " II H! H1 BTES WD
Games I Ll t! BTES R19
Games, toys, play equipmerit present 111 L L | SK25 .-
Audio-visual equipment present 111 L L SK 37
Audio-vt‘sual equipment used I11 L SK 38
\. \ 4
|
\
6




Table 13 - STEADY-STATE TEACHER‘I‘ TALK

~LOW  SES -PUPILS HIGH  SES  PUPILS
R[ADING' ARI‘THNEHC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAIRS GAlNs GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
complexity compiexity " complexity | complexity ¢
lov  high § “low  high fschool  self| 1ow  high § Tou high
Steady-’s‘tate teacher talk vs,
pupil talk I L! Ll $73 RCSS
Teacher tells story, pupils .
attentive, interested I Lt L2 L} 12 WGC CS1
Steady-state teacher talk vs. C )
pupil talk ' I K i | $73 RCS5
Teacher lectures, pupils’bored I nT Hl K2 AGC CS2
/
Extended teacher talk and inquiry y
vs. drill 111-vI J H | H H | S66 F3
/
Business-1ike lecture method,
insistence on attention to tasks , N
and conformity Iv,VI / H H Sp F6
’/
)
//
/
L e m
57




Lo Table 14 - PUPIL INITIATIONS o ' ‘ ' )

" M \ LOW  SES PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS ‘ -

SOURCE
L ) READING ARITHMETIC * AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE
- BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAIKS GAINS GAINS ‘f SYMBOL
S . complexity complexity com;iexny complexity J '
Tow high I low  high Jschool self] low high | low  high]school self
& Pup'l'l-'lh'lt'lat.ed vs. teacher-initiated . \ ]
| interchanges I ! L] WGC 0ScAR
., -
~Pupil-initiated interaction vs. g .
ysponse to teacher I-11 L1 L $73 RCS1
upil initiates substantive
fhterchange I1 L! L! WGC 0ScAR
! )
Pupils speak freely 11 L! (! WGC 0ScAR
Pt;p'l'l task-related comments
to adults I11 L SK 388a
Pupil questions, requests,
commands-=-non-academic 111 L L SK 477c,
\ __A3453
A1l non-responsive pupil
utterances to adults II1 L L SK 343a
Pupil initiates substantive
interchange I11-VIII W K2 Hl K2 WGC OScAR
Pupﬂ‘volunteers information vs. 1 )
pupil asks for information IIT-VIII H H WGC 0ScAR
Totai pupil-initiated contacts v H H GG
Pupil~-initiated vs. teacher~inftiated
substantive interchange 1X-XII H! H! WGC OScAR
39 . 60
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Table 15 - TEACHER ENCOURAGEé PUPIL PARTICIPATION

~

\ - —_—
; LOW SES P HIGH .  SES PUPILS .

BEHAVIOR ITEM a

Teacher 1listens to pupils and
provides feedback

Teacher pauses, asks for questions,
and answers them before proceeding

Short feedback on pupil question

Teacher. gives long feedback on
pupil question

Teacher praises pupil opinion
question = -

GRADE

I1

Il
II-111

II-111

II-111°

UPILS

READING ARITHMETIC |  AFFECTIVE ReaoIG | amammeric | arrecTive - SOURCE

GIs | s GAINS GAINS GAINS GAIS SYMBOL .
complexity complexity complexity complexity
low  high | tow  high fschool  self] 1o high | jov high | school self

L! L! WGC FL27
L 12 R Y: WGC FLA
L H L H BE L83

L L L BE L84

H EE Q126
}
———




BEHAVIOR ITEM

Pupil\(esponses, academic

Ratio of total opportunities pupil
has to respond to total time
(arithmetic)

Group response to question,
command, etc.

Pupil responses, academic

Pupil responses, total

Direct academic quesfions, requests,
commands

Table 16 - NUMBER OF TEACHER QUESTIONS

LOW “ SES PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS
READING arrTeETIC | - Ml:t-t;'llvt READING arITRETIC | AFFECTIVE
GRADE GAINS GAINS " GAINS eI GAIKS GAINS
complexity complexity complexity complexity
I high ] tow  nigh Jschool  self] 1w high | tow  high

°

« SOURCE
SYMBOL

I H H H SK 360a,
491¢c
II-111 L H H BE T169
- {u T SK 363
111 H H SK 360a,
491¢c
111 H SK 358
111 H H SK 353a,
451a,
582¢
-

64
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v ) . LON  SES PUPILS. HIGH SES PUPILS

Table 17 - PUPIL RESPONSE TO TEACHER QUESTIONS

13
i
~

»

v

*

SOURCE
. READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GALiS ams | e GAINS GAINS GAINS ~SYMBOL
A complexity complexity . complexity complexity
1 high | low  high fschool selt] Yow  high | jow high § school self]
Percent correct II-111 H H ) BE C7
Percent incorrect II-111 L L L L H H H BE €9
Percent no response II-111 L L BE C1H
Percent don't know II-111 H H MIiM BE C10
Number wrong - IV L L GG
No response . ~1V . L GG
Percent correct IV < H H GG
. ’;




N % ‘:..e-;-‘ ‘::.
\ N Table 18 - LOW COGNITIVE LEVEL QUESTIONS )
) ) ’ E'.“ . -
*__W
LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS . :
= SOURCE o
. READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC :A"tC"“ . ra:j ]
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAIXS " GAINS oA | GAINS oans 7 cams SYMBOL

complexity complextty " complexity | complexity
tow  high | tow  high Jschool self] 1w high | 1w nigh]school  seif

J

Convergent teaching--teacher central, . . i
low-level questions, quick response, 1 2 . -
feedback I-11 CLI Y LI $73 TP1
Narrow questions, drill, pupil ' ’ '
response I Hl ! . $73 RCS3
Questions calling for translation,
interpretation K-1 H H! $72 TCB3
Questions calling for interpretation K-1 Hl ul $72 TCB1
Narrow questions, immediate : '
feedback i1 Hl W2 L3 Hl W2 L3 WGC TP23
Direct academic questions, S ]
requests, commands }III H H SK 451a,
582¢,353a
Percent of substantive questions : ’ o~
that offer limited choice of . R :
+  answers (yes-no, etc.) 11-111 L T FH - _BEBE |
.Recitation (low-level questions, . S R 2
v quick feedback, narrow focus) v - L M2 LA BN M2 © S73a F11-
: "“: i __~‘




Table 19 - HIGH COGNITIVE LEVEL QUESTIONS

~
"

e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeee——————————————————————————————————

. LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS
. READING ARJTHMETIC AFFECTIVE , READ‘!NG ARITHMETIC AFF;CHVE SOURCE
BEHAVLOR ITEM GRADE ceams Ll e GAIKS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
complexity complexity complexity complexity
Tow  high | low  high Jschool self| 1ow  high | 10w  high)school  serf
Broad answers vs. narrow ones K-1 L! L] $72 TCB2
Open questions and pupil self-
evaluation and free inquiry vs. '
closed, text-orientad questions, 1
teacher evaluation I-11 t! L S73 TP7
Concept attainment’by
discovery method . I1 ! L! WGC CS8
Teacher avoids causing pupil )
doubt or uncertainty I111-VIII H H2 H! H2 WGC TP6
— R
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Table 20 - TEACHER REACTION TO PUPIL RESPONSE--GENERAL

LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES  PUPILS
READING ARITHSETIC |  AFFECTIVE READING  § ARITHMETIC |  ASFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
\ complexity '§ complexity complexity corplexity

Tow high 1 low high jschool fsert Yow high § tow  high§school self

Total fgédback (academic) I H- H | H H \ SK 412a,
543c

Positive correcvive feedback

(academic) I H H | SK 406a

Auvks new question II-111 H H L _BE J69

Repeats question II-111 L L . H H L BE S163

Acknowledgement, task-related,

non-academic II1 L SK 397a

No feedback {when answer is correct) II-111 H L ' H L BE D14

Rephrases question or gives clue II-111 H H M M H BE S164

Criticism ITI-1V L L S66 F1

Non-evaluative o R T RTES AP

— E—————— ————

71 792




Tabie 21 - TEACHER REACTION TO PUPIL RESPONSE--AMPLIFICATION, EXTENSION
3

i

LOW  SES  PUPILS HIGH SES  PUPILS-
. - READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHHETIC |  AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS cAIKS GAIKS GAlKs GAtS SYMBOL
cg-plexity complexity complexity complerity
Tow  high | 1w nigh Jschool sett] 1w migh | 100 high | school  serf
D ——
Teacher uses pupil ideas, probes K-1 L1 L'l Perham
Teacher responds to pupil & amplifies 11 L! L! $73 RCS2
Teacher discusses pupil answer (total) 11-111 L H BE J68
Teacher discusses correct answer II-111 L H H BE D15
Teacher discusses wrong answer II-111 M L BE F31
Teacher helps pupil correct
misperception II H] - Kl WGC TP8
Teacher helps pupil correct 0 1
misperception ITI-VIII L L WGC TP8




iy

LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES  PUPILS
READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ~ ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEi GRADE GAINS GAIKS GAIXS GAINS GAIKS GAINS SYMBOL
’ cxoplexity complexity complexity complexity )
Tou  high § low  high school selfi 1ow  high | jow  highschoo self
Repeats, rephrases, or asks new '
question II-111 M M M M MIH H BE F35,
. , 36,38
No feedback 11-111 L BE F30
Gives the answer II-111 L L L M H BE F32
Criticizes II-III L L L L H HiL H BE F29,
J66B
Negates (neutral rejection) v GG




H

Table 23 ~ TEACHER REACTION WHEN PUPIL RESPONSE IS PART CORRECT

5 . Gives the answer

Calls on someone else 1I-111 M
o Asks a new cuestion I1-111 H
, Rephrases or gives clue (morning) 1I-I11 H
Repeat, rephrase, or ask new
question II-111 L H

—_————r—— |

‘LOW  SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS |
: READING Anfnmlc AFFECTIVE | reaping ARITHMETIC | AFFECTIVE ) SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM - GRADE GAINS GAINS AL GAIKS CAINS Al SYMBOL
complexity cosplexity complexity complexity -~
- Tiw  nign low  Migh | e nighfschool  selr .

BE E21 -
BE E22
BE E27
BE E26

BE E24




/#able 24 - TEACHER REACTION WHEN PUPIL FAILS TO ANSWER QUESTION OR SAYS “DON'T KNOW"

\

m

<

question
hepeats'question

answer

Gives the answer

Criticizes

LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH ~ SES PUPILS
READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE ’ READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS
compliexity complexity complexity complexity
low high I tow  high fschool  selfd low  high lu‘ high | school seif
Repeats, rephrases, or asks new
II-111 H M H H L H L L
Rephrases (or gives clue) 11-111 H L L H
II-111 H M L L
Another pupil.calls out the
I1-111 HIM H L
Calls on another pupil (no answer) II-111 M IM M H H{ HH
Calls on another pupil (don't know) II-1I1 L L H
- H
II-111 H H ,,ji..u%«f“”’”'
II-111 /’fﬁﬂﬂ,,.,ﬂv~~‘ﬂ"”
—
) "//
m

79

SOURCE
SYMBOL

BE 163,
G44

BE 164
BE S163

BE G43,
J74 BN

BE J73

80
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Table 25 - TEACHER WORKS WITH INDIVIDUAL PUPIL

m

LOW  SES PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS -
“ . ‘ SOURCE
READING ARTTHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE - GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS "SYMBOL _
complexity complexity complexity complexity
_ T __tish § do  bigh Jrchoor selt] tov  high | vow mtgnfschoor e

Teacher checking pupil vork 11 il H H1 H2 BTES AP
Teacher-initiated dyadic contacts
per unit of teaching time (reading
groups) : 11111 H BE U170
Proportion of teacher-initiated )
contacts that relate to class work II-111 H M M L M M BE P146

" Percent of time pupil works alone
with teacher (arithmetic) I1 H! Kl BTES AP
Proportion of arithmetic contacts
that are teacher-initiated, private II-111 H L L L L BE 67
Proportion of pupil-initiated
work contacts accepted II-111 H K H L L L H L PE N105
Ratio of teacher-initiated contacts
to pupil-initiated contacts v L L GG
Pupil-initiated work contact with teacher '
feedback v H H GG
SR 5 —— A




WL
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Table 26 - CLOSE ATTENTION TO PUPILS

[—————————— — e — T
LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH . SES PUPILS
READING ARITHMETIC | AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC | AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GALNS SYMBOL
complexity complexity complexity cosplexity
low high § low high fschaol  selt] tow high | low  high ] school self
M
Proportion of teacher-initiated work
contacts that involve "mere"
obsarvation . I1-111 L HiL L BE Pi48
Long feedbacx on pupil-initiated
work contacts II-II1 H L BE 168
Proportion of teacher-initiated work .
contacts that involve long feedback II-11I1 H }jL M LIL M BE P50
Teacher attends pupil closely in .
task setting I WU L2 W 12 73
FLAS
Teacher attends pupil closely III-VIII L! L! WGC FLA




Table 27 - TEACHER MOBILITY

~

e A i i I A R e R i A A A R A B A R R R R RBBBEEEiEEEEEE———————
. *

LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS
READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
complexity complexity '} complexity complexity
Jow  high § low  high fschool sedf] 1w high ] tow  high]scheol  serf '
Aduit movement . 111 H H H H SK 444a
Teacher stays at desk (seif report) 11-111 L L BE Q3
Teacher at desk--working or
; available I - H! Kl BTES AP
' Teacher aloof, detached from 3
pupil activities 11 Hl K2 H Hl W2 H3 WGC TP16

Positive pupil affect and free 1 1
teacher movement v L L S73a F§




4

Table 28 - MISCELLANEOUS TEACHING TECHNIQU%S

| J - :
X LOW SES  PUPILS HIGH SES PUPILS ;\
;EAD[NG ARLTHMETIC AFF;C‘HVE READING lil.l'lﬁﬂﬂlc AFFECTIVE SOURGE
BEHAVIOR ITEHM GRADE GAINS GAINS GAINS | GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
) coaplexi':y complexity . complexity complexity
_E_——MW%Q
Giving and receiving information K-1 H H! + $72 TCB
Giving and receiving information II b2l w2 , $73 TCB
Y
Naming (pictures, objects, etc.) I1 L L - S73 TCB
Teacher uses non-verbal 1 2
communication skills 11 H1 L2 Wy LS| WGC FLA
Visual demonstration II H! H BTES R20
Games II L] ! BTES R19
Teacher always gives instructions
for follow-up seatwork (self report) II-111 L H BE 85
Clear explanations (teacher explanation ” 3
not followed by pupil questiong ITI-VIII H H K3 Hl HZ]H WGC OScAR Y
Teacher uses non-verbal 1
cormunication skills I1I-VIII L L WGC FLA
| }
s c ] ,




BE

Table 29 - MISCELLANEOUS TEACHING TECHNIQUES

BEHAVIOR ITEi4 GRADE

Variety of instructional contexts

(i.e., groupings) II
Class grouped by skill needs II
Class grouped by reading level I1

Teacher selects respondent before )
II-111

asking ques}ion

Teacher calls on volunteer II-111

Teacher use;\non-patterned turns II-111

Structuring comments at beginning

and end of lesson K-1
* Structured learning with teacher I1

.

- LOW _ SES  PUPILS HIGH — SES  PUPILS

+ READING
'+ GAINS

L oL2
H]
L
M
H
L H

ARTTHMETIC -
GAINS

L3 L4
L!

AFFECTIVE
GAINS

READING
GAINS

L] L2
H]

H M
1

JH!

ARTTHMETIC
GAINS

AFFECTIVE
GAINS

SOURCE
SYMBOL

compiexity complexity complexity Cﬁlexlty
1w high | low  high Jschoal  selt] tow  high | tow  high| school self

L3 L4
L]

BTES WD4
BTES WD
BTES WD

1%

BE Al
BE A3
BE 27

Perham

S7TYCORT




Table 30 - METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH TO THE TEACHING OF READING

14

t

BEHAVIOR ITEM

Using basal reaJ%rs (self report)
(basal reader method)

Behavior resembles that of teacher
using language experience approach
(1anguage experience.methodg

Behavior resembles that of teacher
using language experfence approach
with audio-visual enrichment (language
experience method with audio-visual
enrichment)

Behavior resembles that of teacher
using skills-centered approach (language
experience method with audio-visual
enrichment) :

Behavior implementing language
experience approach ?p
method)

hono-visual

(Continued)

GRADE

II

&

: .| LOW  SES PUPILS  HIGH  SES  PUPILS

READING ARITHMETIC |  AFFECTIVE READING ARITHMETIC | - arpecTivE SOU'RCE
GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
complexity complexity complexity complexity . '

Tow high ] low  high Jschool self} low  high | Jow  high] school self -

H CRAFT
log

H CRAFT

0ScAR

H CRAFT

0ScAR

H % | CRAFT

0ScAR

L CRAFT

OScAR

—JT 4 —d'-




e S Table 30_- Continued
- . . : '
/ < "»| LW SES PUPILS HIGH SES  "PUPILS | . o
N . : likpllﬁ ARITHMETIC AFFECTIVE u‘;’wm ARITHMETIC A;'FECTIVE SOURCE
< BEHAVIOR ITEH GRADE . GAINS GAINS AINS BAINS GAINS GAINS SYMBOL
. \\ cosplexity complexity complexity complexity
Jou  high | “Tow  high fschool  self| Jow  high | Jow  nigh|school self
Bet;avi?r resembles that of teacher
using language experience approach -
e (basal reader method) - 11 H S SRAFT
_ 0ScAR
- Behavior resembles that of teacher usin§
language experience approach with audfio-
visual enrichment (language experience
method with audio-visual enrichment) I L N CRAFT
0ScAR
Behavior resembles that of teacher
using skill-centered approach (basal Lo
. reader. method) : 11 L CRAFT
. 0SCcAR
- Minutes/day in phonics activities
(self report) I1 " CRAFT
Tog
Usiny experience chart 11 L CRAFT
log
- *

©

p




LOW  SES  PUPILS HIGH ' SES  PUPILS«| .
READING animeeric | "Arrccnv: azéi:‘;\- ARITHMETIC ,.ifrfccn"v&" ' SOURCE
BEHAVIOR ITEM _ GRADE cans ans | s aams .} cans cams SYMBOL
complexity complexity ‘ complexity {° complexity
low  high | low high Tow  high | 1ew  high "
Managing behaviors : 12 L1 L2 W6C
] ‘ . : 0ScAR
: Contron%kbeha»}}or L1 L ' ' CRAFT /
: - ‘ : : 0ScAR :
Time spent in transitions 11-111 M oM| M . | Bes
= y ‘ (T4)
\" ¢ Number of times when pupils .
i~ 1ine up 11-111 Lt L L BE Q87
Teacher provides feedback : ] . 1 '
to pupil on his/her behavior I11-VIII Lh 12 3 18 Ltho2f 3 o8 HGC FLA
’ .
| ! -l -
/
/ | |




+

. »

~

I S 7 Table 32 - MANAGEMENT SKILL I-11T

. ' Proportion of managunent errors that }
; . are errors.{n timing 11-111

fe — . = . ' -

L B BEHAVIOR: ITE. GRADE
5 - - ,_:,uip ,

ARy '

! " Control without criticisn . - 1
S ':‘Teacher maintains self-control . ’ P 1
;"s‘f -~ Teacher uses variety of control i .

B techniques. non-verbal = . » 11

: g . Proportion of management errors/ that R .
i _are overreac,tions .; N II-I:II ¢
,?1 S Teacher- supparts appropriate. fgnores .
S inappropriate. goping behavior . : I1

oo
N _L'3

" LOW  ISES . PUPILS HIGH _° SES  PURILS .

\ ‘R'wlns ARITHMETIC |  AFFECTIVE nm?no mn;mc AFFECTIVE SOURCE *~
_GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS GAINS . SYMBOL )
complexity, complexity co'plexityv oql,ui\ty - .

Tow  high | Tow  high : Tow high]school  self -

WGC OScAR -

WGC FLA
3

WGC FLA L

BERIS] . . / )

.A * "f ) .:

WGC CS10 '

BE R160

~ v

(SN
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Table 33 - MANAGEMENT SKILL III-VIII . ) ’ :
4 N ) . . N%_;;_:/‘ . ‘ ] 1
‘ i \—;;"‘A\\W‘WN ”?‘: : o N ""- : ' : cm -
LA , ‘LOW  SES- PRUPILS HIGH  "SES  PUPILS | L
P N * . - - - b ’
) ‘(;:;_ . ) ) READING ARITHMETIC -§  AFFECTIVE ’ READING ARITHMETIC AFFESTIVE SOURCE *
T+ - BEHAVIOR ITEH GRADE TR cAlNs cAINS GAINS cAIXS . SYMBOL
b N ca;le;lty 1. Ac‘:oqlexlty complexity | cowpiexity | S0
J? - o Tow * HMgh'-’ low' “Mgh Tow  hgh | tow  high ] school self ‘
Control without criticism mvin o f WEL T e Bfss gt 2 #3 | “WeC 0ScAR
, . k E o } : . . .
" Teacher maintains self-control I11-VIII T (2 IEUN FU T LN BV T S
Teacher supports appropriate, ignores T i SRS B ST B
{nappropriate, coping behavior - ITI-VIII _ H S H ) - [ WeC Csi0 )
" Teacher uses variety of control- . 2 . 1 . 2 .3 T J
. techniques, verbal and non-verbal I1I-VIII R R L Lé Lo WGC FLA - ‘
Supportive classroom management. 19927 { SEEN IV TN _.l:_z_'_v 13 o ,L'i' 't 12 1,3  WGC FLA "
] '
wg - -
"~ ‘ - ) i[
. . i ' £2
mn“ﬁ ”f j‘i L «ﬁ_—
. . ,g”" ) 4
99 [ . | 100
s " ’ | ! N




";x
//ﬁ/

‘f‘\./"n

“ N
- .’i.f's’ Lo
A -

f . '

Y

A
i Q

.

T -~
AN k.3 «'»“
4 by l -

TRRL I, LOW - SES PUPILS | KIGH  SES .+PUPILS
ST T e - ——— ' | | ‘
3 o : T L READING |- ammeTic | AFFECTIVE LA anreeTic | aFFECTIVE 'SOURCE_ - S
_ .-,":‘:«;B,RADE“ oINS GATNS GATNS Tams | e GAINS SYMBOL S
~—, e = ,'—owlwﬁ**""“‘/ - miuny‘ tawmplaxity ‘ T *
'y 10w nigh Jachool " nigh | tee  nioh
. ¥ v - e f;“’fr ‘ - S ” X’A' "' s > -
Tacher mbukes, desists with e 3T M - 3‘{:‘1 2
- inappropriate pupﬂ—behavioh I LN B L2 £l L WGC CS5 . '\ <
. Negative motivation (lanﬁuage . : ) '
experience nethod mth auqiovvisuat 1 . : - e
enris:hnent) s FTR AN I L ~ CRAFT -~
- g s 2}‘{ o ! ~———— | 0ScAR_
“ Negative motivation (phbno-visual ,,, X
NM) . ; II" L -y CRAFT
< - ’ € ‘ )r\ ® J OSCAR
o7 1 A
Negative motivation (except language . S S :
experience method with audfo-visual > - f :
enrtchment)——_, - I L CRAFT B
. . - - - OSCAR
Teacher hostility mivinn b 2 3] O] i 13| e osear
" Teacher rebukes, desists with- ~ = 70 ) _:ﬁm# . N . - . I
inappropriate pupil behavior 111-VIII H H2 | 3 I L R Weess | -
Teacher Criticisms, rebukes, deststs II1-vII Ll 12 3 L1 L2 L3 47Wec 0scAR .
Dominative teaching style with control }\;- . 1 &
through shame, ridicule, and threat; IV, VI X - < L] . L 1 SpF2_ b
Igacher warns pupil \ v B *‘fi e B L L - 66 ) 1;.02'
. . e T e T ’ : ‘.
: ;. rod T , , e




I

5

. ,~

. LOW . SES .PUPILS “HIGH  SES
amwenic | arcecTnie L mimwenc | arecrive
cAlNS - ooams | e ,
bt PO ogercA gt WO |
. ____md_q,’rudm talks over pupﬂ noise I H / ) - éem\i\;\:l'l . ;«\' ;
HypenctiVe pupn behavior I H . " Bemis P2 i ,.\j.
" Disruptive. pupil behavior SR - “5 | Bemis M A
‘ Ptlpﬂ negative affect I-11 L! L ; - ] s73 FLA?
ueg‘:a:tﬁ:é"pugn ‘behavior | II o EURE B (L P2 | /’.5’" BTES AP
 Insppropriath-pupfl talk . 1! TL N B 7e
- Reduced deviant behavior n | L | w e
- S T ey wn | | Lo
Reduced deviant behavior I1I-VIII W e W3 8| W He H-<f |
ilnaﬁpr:;?pr%e{m:ﬂ talk i} . v N t! | | ‘- n <
8 B n




Table 36 - PUPIL INVOLVEMENT

- P 4 -

LW  SES PUPILS ©SES

aimweric |oarreave | - acaong mmﬁ - SOURCE
SGAISS - » GAINS GAINS' SYMBOL

complexity complexity | cemlexity | >,
Tov  high low  high '

Pupil not responding to adult
Absence. of withdrawn behavior
" Pupil ‘calls out answer to

teacher question ‘ -

Pupil on task, actively fnvolved H1VIID
Pupils on task, involved - . HIVITL

- 2 AbSence-of withdrawn behavior III-VIII
. ., . . Pupil Joins in class or group
e activity

Pupil attentive to subject
of lesson

-




L) ’ (\’I n T .~_ =§&3 * ’ ) ) . . ) :\:f;.’!-? :‘ ":J&‘::- ¢ ; '?Q . r..(‘a?" :‘»'::“ ‘, .) ) hf:»
: N - . % . N :’}" o .7 . - ‘7\ = e
o S : Table 37 - PUPILS SPEAK FREELY . = L S L
& ,/ = . . ‘a.\;'/‘-’ : . I T e
\ . " vy - ":l H - ’ .t
“ﬁ?——
: S ‘ ’ : LOW - SES PUPILS HIGH - -SES PUPILE'_J.
KX A - ‘ . SO'URCE
2. B ING ARETHMETIC .|  AFFECTIVE READING ARTTHHETIC AFFECTIVE -
BEHAVIOR ITEH GRADE WAl GAINS CAIKS "GAINS GAINS GAINS SY{QBOL
cemplexity § complexity ] - complexity | complexity
1w high' ] Tow  Mohfscwol  sare
. Teacher out:ages pupﬂs ] _—
_ to speakitipely // \ 11 H M wec T,
5
)dﬂ’i'/raction among pupﬂs \dIL, - H "SK 234
Verbal interaction among pupils III L L SK 476c
g 1- :_. ‘
Teacher 1istens while pupils interact III-vIH~ "~ |. , ! L1 wec osear
Teacher encourages pupils - 1 PR e 3
- to-speak-freely—— — - 194530 S 11 H- 13 0! WL l{gc T#7,
Pupils speak freely IX,XII ! o ! © WGC 0ScAR
i
R R S BN ' .
| ———— | SR UL N
>_ - - - ]
| 1%
: 107 . . 7 "A <




:\, o i < -~

P < . . . hd

\' » >

L3 w
e Y
2. . !
S . e
L b .ty
vt - f T >
o ~ '} wow  sesc pwpns | wigd o ses | PupILs S,
":‘\"“-: T . - e ah." i ' - ) ) .\'

- . ,
_ N o - 1. : SOURCE
. . ) . o - . READING - . MIIMY_IC AFFECTIVE J.  READING ARITHMETIC | AFFECTIVE . .

- . A . " J Y SIS, o | s osAfné" - sAmS> iS‘YMBOL,c‘

S . . ) . .- mhﬂgyﬁ N uwluiu
- ¢ Tow  high

. . N
.complexity “f complexity ’ |
Tow  Moh | ew  nigh

‘school  self

~Teaghar positiye atfact (enthustastici- . 0 4/ R N R
o friemdlyetc.) SRS i LI LY AR A | §73 FLA9 ‘ 1
S Pupilsi::ppy, positive attitude T . . - ‘ o

L v ) . Coe I W HZ'\H'l 'RZ a 1 . N ‘52'31;[);‘;{~ )

L "!Pmnt of mn unent requests SR . 11} N o
N fo'l'lowed by tha : RS § C3 9 4 N N R I .| BE P154
;' ){f s IS .

:- . Pupil pride. oooperation vs. apathy, ‘ o RN -t - ]- L . A

e - fear, etc. e T Im- 1 L s U "] ~ |”W6C 0ScAK
. ~?f : : ! . by R RS S N :
Pupus eNJo.v cuss L N - Q ' WG FLACES " g~
. - : ) . \,\" - X } N e s
7% Jeacher develops " e feeling oo A WGC FLACCS S
: \4 , b ; ‘-‘~ v, . R , - v",,‘ ~f. ! -
; i \ 5 - * - . Y] . K 4 B
" | Teacher develops "we“ f‘eenng . m-vm 4w WGC FLACCS

\ Pupns enjoy class - ‘ Ix-xu S IEORURE B WGC FLACCS

.
OB




L=

) Specm privi'leges (self report) II-111
] - . ” v . ’ °
C_]_'L L - .

o e v pr— &

___BEHAVIOR ITEM

Hith token--task-related, non-
academic: achiever

- Mith token--all N

_ "Smiles", gold stars, etc.
_ (self report)

GRADE

-1 <

HIGH = '” SES

| 8 007

.
S

&

(%

-

SK 40'Ia
SK 469a

e
C e e

BE Q46




Table “40 - PRAISE

.
* -

T o [ : R0t | ammweric | arreeTive | nesothe ARITHHETIC ‘ms_cﬁvéqq .SUURCF ™ <y ‘_.
& BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE i | oo | o s . | o ais .| syMaoL LA
. B : i - complexity | complexity complexity | complextty ~- 3 - AN
3 . i tor  high | vou  nigh Yo high] 1w high M
- . A adult praise . 1 H < H SK 398a 1
N - LY e R . .
Positive motivation (with language .. j el et B :
T - experiencemethod) 1 H CRAFT —_—
—> - 0ScAR et
L Pos‘itive; motivation (/WiY i;nguage ) LoELYE iy
experience method) " 11 H CRAFT "~ ~ " . .
g } C e | _ | 0scAR 3
: g foe i -, ) - i y;
.- Positi\ie mtivat‘nn’(ﬁ-tﬁ“ﬁj()i ) ) . ' - e HoTE
{ _cente,r;ed method; 11 L . " o J CRAFT® -~ R
T 3 o B ‘ . GSCAR -
fé‘fi.: Pubiic»praise as motivation for : 4 ‘ . iﬁté
i “others {self report) , " II-11F- H H H OH -} BE Q39 L
o ~ ST P . ) RN
’ Praiae in pupii initiated work . 7 I AN - R 2
. contacts. — II-1I1- = 47" “'H L 5 BE P133 « 2l
-~ .- . Ratio of praise*to praise-plus-’ '«'-\,;: { S % o |
. criticism (in reading groups) H-,II_L ___ 1 H H } dL0L ) BE Q155
< e s | i v )
LT Ratio oF praise to praise~jlus- . I ‘ oo
. T criticism (generai) . II-I;I S LM M M N ‘ liE Q155 Vs
SR ; ! - - f : -
L . - . .- . : S AT (SR ‘ ) -
o . - ,. . - y y . , - - F “A"'—t‘ - - - - > .:'. ‘o, L ”.‘ ! - Y 4
: Prai;e after pupi'i rf.sponse _ Iil- | . g L , l?, '»,.:15;»» - GG««% 1 1 4
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Table 41.- DEPENDENT PUPIL E

z‘

|
.
BEHAVIOR

.
\
!

- ' LOW  SES PUPILS HIGH-  SES . PUPILS , -
N p ‘, ‘ . '\‘ A’ . , K ,'?a;.
= . REAQING ~ | ARTTIHNMET] mx?:\%’bm\ AITHETIC | AFFECTIVE SOURCE .
- BEHAVIOR ITEM GRADE GAINS /ns/ s ] i‘xns GAINS cAIs - SYMBOL \
) complexity~ complexity " complexity | complexity | . { ’ : —— ]
- N i ) » . Tow  Moh | tow  Migh ‘ .
pil asks for hetp, teacher gives it 2.1 L : , . Bemis: T5 5
B Pupils seek and ‘get support from ) ; ‘ i ,; 1 - : ' LS ’ -
‘teacher P | {//L-'l Eﬂ i7 : ! : WGC CS6 ’
o (_. b‘) : ﬁé%‘.« ‘< ' R <.
Pupﬂs seek and get’ support from Y 2 T2 OO 2 ' : y 5
. teacher : I1 H' § L . L K . WGC CS6
RS ~ - - . -
.- g N \c‘: ¥ - B 5o ’
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GRADE
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Pupﬂ “choice of activities vs. -
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. 8
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contaéts delayed
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| ~ FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR PROCESS-PRODUCT RESEARCH

~ The results reported in this study are both encouraging and discouraging.
o It is-encouraging to find that the use of the proce;s-product model has yielded
.. So many consistent indicators of how effective teachsrs behave; clearly this
7. . “kind of research can increase, and has increased, the knowledge base for .
. teacher educatjon. But it is discouraging to note how small the contribution,
o - how sTow the increase has been., Are there any steps that can be taken to
e }cgrease the productivity of research based on this mode] without abandoning -
\ . N i s

o
v

. o ‘Und\er the assumption that the goal of research in teacher effectiveness
N is to strengthen the knowledge base for teacher—education,—there-are-at-least——
. io steps that should be taken. One involves a change in prioritisi--in the ..
) ‘way in which process variables are chosen for study; the other involves a- _ -
- change in strategy--a modification in the model itself. And the implamentation ’
- of these two steps implies closer collaboration between the teacher educator
and_the researcher than we have seen’in the past. The knowledge and resources

2 0

> .. that each possesses must be brought together in a unified effort. . ,
) \Wew Priorities for Research in Teacher Effectiveness’ I
—~i One <consequence of the lack of such collaboFation in the past can be - T

S, seen.by comparing a 1ist of the teacher be avior.(process) variables studied '
Lo by the rese -chers wi e Yist of ¢ encies that define.the objectiyes
cy teacher on program.- By'and large, the researchers
"be studying the teacher behaviors that .the educators regard as
. 'ﬂjers is overlap, but the 1ists are far from congruent. ,

~ " This has two implications, both of them bad. First, we lose the fmportant
contribution the 'teacher educator could to selecting for study those
teacher behaviors' 11kely to characterize effective teachers. And second, the .
. -, results the researcher gets would have much more direct implications for .
;- tedcher education 1f they involved the competencies teacher education programs ... A
r ek to develtp directly.. Their relevance would be obvious; and negative ) e
SR i (which, alas, are far more common than positive ones) would be almost . .:?"9
-, as useful as positive findings. . T e .

——_—

™ Some_datd from one study reviewed .in this paper (WGC) were recently - 1
. Scored to yielduneasures of a typical set of competencies, and correlations. . -
Between the competencies and a number of measures of pupil Tearning were - ' T
estimated (Lorentz, 1977). More than 70% of the significant correlations.found,, .
were negative, indicating that the more "competent” a teachef was, the less his.
or her pupils- tearned from that teacher., {' ) Ao Ee T

\, . R
by ¢ 4 i -~,
. e,

) Findings from this study have not yet been verified; if they should be,
we would be forced to conclude that as teacher educators we are not merely
ignorant but misinformed about what makes an éffective teacher. Perhaps the
. most disturbing aspect of the present state of affairs {s that at. present we . i
do not know which we are. ‘ - R €

-

L - Iy < -
... If there is any danger that similar results vould be obtained“in other .
sites, then the need for more of this kind of research is indeed urgent, The‘, -

= S rd R - (S 3

» %
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~« +_implication that most of what we train teachers to do may tend to decrease
- . their ¥ffectiveness.is certainly alarmin?. But even {f these findings are

- » - disregarded, the fact.that we do not reaily know whether what we teach pre-
N service teachers makes them more effective is intolerabie. T

- _ The way out of this situation is for future process-pr duct research
“to use as process variables the same competencies that the veacher educatign
programs are trying to nelp teachers acquire. Researchers and teacher educators

LTI If the information thus developed were used as the basis for program

revision, and if the rdsearcher continued to study the revised objectives in

.~ the same way, the result would amount to a large-scale, continuous experiment

; in teacher educationis Such an experiment--or better yet, a mmber of them

_ ' .. _Vinked to several tejcher ‘education programé--would have at least two_important

i effects. First, 1t would directly improve the effectiveness of. the program ;

.~ . studied. And second, it would-"add as much to our understanding of the dynamics

- v of effective teaching--or more--than any amount of the one-~-shot,, process-product
© -research-that:{s the present norm. This shift in priorities would make it

- possible for the research to be based on routine assessments of teacher com-'
petence at varfous levels of developmentisassessments that ave, or ought‘ to’

2 -

“. . - be, an-intégral part of any CBTE program. » . :

= ) ,‘ ) l‘b‘. o . N ? . | ‘ | . . \‘

(L Levels of Assessiient in Teacher Fducation = . . .

N ": 3 ‘;.e' - -__—"'7—————_ " - . \--»}:" . R o - ’.\ .
.« Figure T shcws four points or Jevels at each of which teacher efféctiveness’
. has been or may be assessed, The horizontal arrows joining the boxes represent

* lines of influence.” Thus, the tratning cﬁczviano'u provided in a teachen

_ education program are -intended to change the performance competencies of a
. teacher in ways that will result in changes in the learning experienoces pupils
/", . have, which wi]1 in turn change the pupil outoomés (hopefully, for thé beiter).

There are, of course, many gther important factors which affect pupil _
“outcomes (such as pupil and community characteristics) that are not under the

.- teacher's influerice or control. Because the present focus is on the effect .

: _of teacher education on teacher competence, and for the:-sake of simplicity,
_these factors are: ot shown in the diagram. S ,

LY

In most states, teacher effectiveness is assessed for éer_tificatibri

.! teacher must have completed an "appfoved program.” The:basic fnnovation -
proposed in comtﬁetency-based teacher education is to base this decision on
. assessment at the next level--to certify teachers on the basis of demonstrated
ecr{omac oompetencies. However, the gsséntial idea behind the pressure for
'‘teacher accountability” is-that teachers- should be assessed at the level of. . .

"assumption. It assumes that the lines of influence shown in Figure 1 can-be
= _read backwarus ac lines of responsibility, If the’ many other factors that
. Jgf}mge pupil outcomes were shown in th diagram,—theé fallacy would be
. obvious. .. , .- . v o -,

J’"A

Ly 0ddly enoug;t, nobody seems_to have\advpcifed the assesshent of teacher
- competency on the basis of learning~experiences the teacher provides for
pupils. The use that the teacher makes of pupils® time seems a.more defensible
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. 3hould get together to investigate the validity of the latter's program goals.

.
e Ty

P

purposes.at the level of training experiencee. In order to be certified, a i _'

¢ | pail.outoomes, The trouble with this idea 1s that it is based on a_fallactous -
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;Jfocus of oocountobﬂit,y than the outcomes obtained--if for o, other r_eason than S
that the teacher: has much more control over it. ) 3 e
In progran eva‘luotion (see Figure 1). teacher educutors exanine the rela-
t*lonsh‘lps between the training experiences: teachers have and the performance .
* .oompeténcies they ‘exhibit in‘the classroom. To-the extent that training

: ~:10xperiences produce the competencies defined as objectives of the training "
;'program the progran is evaluated as’ effective. - i » KRR

‘q‘ T - . R R 3

T cIn order to- eva‘luate. or va'lidete. program objecti ves, teecher educators B
alino the relationships between the perfommance dompetenciee a teacher' - g
; feexhibits and the (mean) puptl outoomes in“his or her class. “If those teachers ;
~-displaying.a particular competency produce greater pupil gains. than those not '
~.displaying it, that competency is regarded as a valid objective. It should be "t’,
‘noted that if our suggestion about research priorities were implemented, program -
W validation and conventiona‘l process-product"research would become two names for
the sm activity o &

- AL
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N ’ Future Stra_t_gz for‘ Process-Product Reseerch ‘ A
I Fig ig—-l also reminds us that it is the learning experiences each pupil L
has which-determine pu Kﬂ outcomes. Thus, to the extent that different pupfls. . ¢

in the same classroom have different learning experiences. the learning outcomes
~a‘lso differ: froln pupil to’ pupi‘l . . SN

e

LR
b

N )r - 3

e = ¥,

. It seems important then. to study the ‘re‘lationships ‘between the ‘learning
-‘ ‘experiences a pupil has zpupi‘l behavior while under thé care of a teacher) and -~
. ‘pupil outcomes (what the pupil: learns). These re‘lationships have, of course,:
"been the objéct of considerable-study in the past. called reaearch z,n eZaesroom
Zearmng. . _
: 1t seens eqa.a‘l‘ly fmportant to study the re‘lationships between teachers' . ¢ -
performance competencies (teachers' behavior while teaching) and their pupils’ .
~ Tearning-experiences- (pupils’' behavior while under the teachers' care). Such
o research could well be called résearch in teaoher competence. ’

It is perhaps time to consider whether the process-product model as we
know 1t may not have outlived its usefulness, if for no other reason than that
- 1t ignores two critical variables almost canp]ete:ly' the intent of the teacher. .
and the behavior of the individua‘l pupi‘l. p

S As the model is implemerrted. the process variab'fe--the classroom behavior <=
measurement--is obtained without regard to the purpose or thtent of the teacher. a
. The .amount of praise used by a teacher (for instance) is typically assessed by
~obsérving the teacher on a number of occasfons chosen to approximate a random .

o, .sample of the teacher's:behavior during- the year. MNo_attempt is made to .o
o ascertain when or for vhat purposes a teacher uses(praise«;r avoids it.

It seems obvious to anyone who has taught, or.studied the. behavior of
teachers, ‘that when or for what purposes teachers use praise is at least as
.- important as how tuch, in distinguishing effective from ineffective teachers;
just -as when and for what purposes physicians administer cortisone is at least _
as important to-their success as how often they administer it.
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T In the conventionai appiication ofﬂthe.p:ocess-product mode1 it is aiso
" ;;the practice“to relate teacher behavior to the mean gain of the pupiis ina

.. .class.. It seems obvious that, even when allowances are made for preexisting .
_ “pupil differences, different pupils in the same classroom learn different
,}, amounts. Use- of the _class’ mean.as~a—product~measure ignoresrtheSE‘differences.

~ It is one of the truisms of education’ that iearning y results from the
- activity of the learner--a truism that receives-considerable 1ip service but
Jodse usuaiiy disregarded in practice. The process-product model in effect -;
..~ jasgumes -that Jearning results from the activity of the teacher. Granted that
, g;the very preinfse of teacher education is that teacher behavior affects learning. -
But -this effect {s indirect. Teacher behavior can affect learning only through
its effects on Tedrner behavior: The teacher teaches. but the pupii iearns. o

R

*

- «;“30mehow. in future research in teacher effectiveness, we must Find and
use a model in which the teacher's intent or purpose and the behavior of the

: ﬁ;s,individual pupi1 both piay a party v - P

!,‘

Perhaps the answer will involve the description,or assessment of teacher
-purpose,”meaning the.iearning experiences teachers intend their pupils to have;
and ‘Anstead of correlating teacher behaviors.with outcomes, we will correlate .
. teacher behaviors with pupil behaviors. The‘competent teacher would be the - 3
- teacher who can behave in such a way that pupils have the learning experiences FIRLRPVS
the teacher intends them to have--prescribes for them. if you will, K' e

- There 1s a secohd’ component in teacher competence. of course: the pre- - .
scribed learning ekperiences must be those that maximize pupil learning outcomes:
" the competent teacher must, then, be able to diagnose. pupii needs--to recognize A
what each pupii needs to do in order»to iearn. ‘ . o

R i PN

.

A Teacher competence thus involves a Rnowiedge component--knowiedge of . \;§¥_
relationships between pupil behaviors and -learning outcomes; and a performance Y
-, component--the ability to act, to behave, in ways that uiii heip pupiis exhibit R
27, .. these behaviors. have these iearning experiences. . o
. " Research in teacher effective s might sp}it. then. into two phases. the
.~ study of teacher behavior in relation to pupil behavior, and the study of pupii L
, :behavior in relation to pupil learning outcomes. - S s

b It would seem much more productive if the principai focus of’future
-1 research were on correlations between teacher behaviors and pupii behaviors,
U  that_is, between competencies and learning experiences, rather than on corre-

i

. lations between teacher behaviors and outcomes. The former correiations should
-+ - .be'mach easier to detect. _ ) T o~

«

ST At the same time. the secondary focus shouid be on correiations between
A pupii behaviors and pupil outcomes. Our understanding of the dynawics of
7 effective teaching should increase much more rapidly if this strategy were
- to be adopted. And there is no reason why data collected for these purposes
cannot also be analyzed to yield process-product correlations--the correlations-
-. " between teacher competencies and pupil learning outcomes that are. and must
remaim. the primary basis for program vaiidation. ¢ : ‘-
§ In this way. "the close collaboration between the researcher and the
teacher educator we have advocated above can produce maximum improvement in
;.. "'+ the effectiveness of teacher education programs while (instead of after)
PR '4eve1oping the soiid research base that seems so far out of reach today.
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L S, RPPENDIX € i ot
SN . LETTERS AND COMMENTS i S
"When. the PBTE Committee commissioned this study, it also set-up a g

‘i . _review panel of-research experts whose function was to read the first draft

. -of -the report T&d make comments or suggestigns which were to be published with
*» ‘the report. ' The same draft was circulated to the principal investigators of .
", those studies’ whose:findings were used fn the report, and their reactions were
.- also solfcited undgf" the same terms. The responses are reproduced in this
"~ appendix, with the“grateful acknowledgments of the author. He.found them

-, :most.useful, in preparing the final version of the report, which includes

'+~ . changes made in response to some of these suggestions and comments.
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. % . ° Comments by The American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO

Yo oo " . Marilyn'Rauth - S

‘ .~ Assistant Director, Education .

Lo * Educational Researcii Dept.; AFT : -
T o\ o Washington, D.C.- 20036 - ) y

.. "The American Federation of Teichers has long insisted that we need serious -
research on the "technology of teaching" to discover, if possible, what makes a

2. - competent teacher. We are in agreement with AACTE and many others that educa- . - -
.-, . tion would benefit from a knowledge of demonstrable skills and behaviors required ;

T, e

. of a competent’ teacher. - L

S

Of all the-research studies examined, it is significant that only 12 were oo
thought to have the validity required to-begeneralized among the teacher popu- - s
lation in terms of assessment of teacher competencies. We are not sure whether- . .-

-these studies are truly comparable or why others_have been left out. We are:

unconvinced that 1iterature surveys of independently developed studies really d’ﬁ
w . teN_ us-anything conclusive. - L . S
< L~ L &i"’ ) I - B . ) . ':.'
REEER» We would also argue that even ‘the studies Dr, Medley does look at are
o flawed because of reliance on the,pmézsseproduct method. Dr. Medley states
57 in his report that-he-infers—"that-a“téacher who is effective is competent and

that the one who is not is incompetent.® Effectiveness is Jjudged.on the basis
S of student achievement on standardized tests. If the teacher were the sole ™~
cts / Anfluence on a child's learning, we could more easily accept these findings.
U But, obviously, this is not the case.. The AFT has been arguing for years-that
studies which omit home background and many, many school-related variables.

* are serfously deficient and basically worthless. - =

We recognize that Dr. Meﬁ‘ley acknowledges that research on teacher _
L effectiveness is sti1l quite 1imited since he uses many qualifiers when talking
T= . about teacher competencies. We wonder 1f such extensive use of qualification

is not simply one more indication of thﬁ”ﬁhereht vieakness >of Titerature

surveys. - S : :

. R - { ’ v e :‘. -

o If we are truly interested in ascertaining what constitutes effective
~ teaching, we must continue to pursue honest research that will look at all
e . variables involved, including such things as-teacher performance, societal "
- . and economic effects, available resources, and environmental settings. Because” . '~
i, . . of the expense and time involved in using such comprehensive-approaches, they
s~ ..are generally rejected, and education moves forward in ignorance.

» _In our opinion, research on teacher competencies will not-yield valuable -
_results until all those invplved in education, whether teachers, administrators,
or politicians, admit that we cannot find solutions overnight and that all h o
parties, incTuding teachers and their unions, must be involved in the search - = -3

- for answers. - i
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R

QDr. !(arl Massanari ¥ ' T
, "« Mmerican Association of Co'l!eges i L >
. -for Teacher Education * . - .. . T T S RERRSRO RN
~ - One Dupont Circle . - ° . ' , s L
S Hashihgton. D. c 20036 Lo , : -

i~ I thank you for 'letting me comment on the Med'ley Review. I admire Dr. Medley's
"~ stamina and agree with the premise...someone should turn these "findings" into =
2+ usable {deas for teacher educators. In that spirit, I have no comments and . CNE
 congratulate you on the goed sense to pick Dr. Med?ey. and I congratu'late him R
- a job wen done‘ . N S
‘m‘concerns dre not with the need for a review 'er this or the product. but
with the problems in the field of research that any review worth the effort
seems 'to raise. For axample, the subtitle of the review is “A Compilation
-~ » of Dependable Findings of Research in Teacher Education,". I find 1ittle in-
- ‘this field that would lead me to call these findings d’ependao'le.\The kinds
- of studfes done by some of the investigators whose work met the standards of
¢ . " Medley, and 1 might add, my own present work, do mot -lead me té believe we
.- have dependable. results. We have some names and measurement. instr
. some variables which should be thought about seriously vely affecting
"o« 7+ student achievement.-- That's about a 1,sj:mm«,;—ir'statement: as I would ever make.
S ‘Seeefor example the disccuraging review of behaviora'l stability by Shave'lson M
AR and Dempsey in RER thjs year. . , L A

¢ f

o Reviewing is an art that is starting to ber:f.we cechmca'l and methodo'log'lcal L
;.. .- .Gene Glass' work on statistical methodology for condicting meta-analysis of e
_~ ... research in an, area is an example of such new and sophisticated approaches, to
ot reviewing research. I think, were I you, I would continue to fund such reviews, ©
" ”.-every few years, because neither Medley's nor Rosenshine's, nor Heath's, nor S
S 720 punkim_and Biddle's, etc., can capture the full knowledge in a field like this. s
* - _-And. none of the above used the systemat'lc approach of G'lass for the accumu'lat'lon
T L of data. Somebody should: ;

I am-a1s0 a little bothered by some of the criteria used by Dr. Med'le The R
vcr'lterion of 2 linear correlation of .39 in this review is. quite sensible but.
“certairily opens the review up to certain criticisms. - These have to do with
. s j the sample size necessary to have a correlation of .39 be significant. At
_ the .05 level this is, I think, about 18 cases. Since many, many {nteresting
~ - studies of teaching have 1ow N's, they may never get into the "acceptable- VT
. for-review” category. This argument about size is made best by my friend and , i
. colleague N. L. Gage 1n his paper ”four cheers for research on teaching. .
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: ::;Another' problem is in the gain criterion. 'Iisted as criterfon I11.- Boins are e
... defined very “differently in theése studies. In.at least one study used in this e
«~review, the “gain” {s actually a loss ‘of points between an easy pretest and [ R
.. - “hird post test. PResidualizatfon is used in sone but not all the studies. D SR
o tMnk. and this too has unique ‘problems.. . , S i

<
-

- 1-coud nit-pick my way through 10 or more maﬁer areas” all of which are we'n
known b.v Dr. Mediey and the researchers whom he reviews L

Hy 1nt in’ this brief critique 1s only to expreés concern that you are . not RS
< _ fooled. -These are ideas to be thought about, propositions. if { ou will.  But el
-they -are not “dependable® find'lngs. Moreover, these studies will probably not
be ‘replicated or validated in anywhere 1ike their original form. . So someone Lo
_needs to design mini-implementation studies to see if the’ variab'les seem.to. " -
" hold up on closer.scrutiny. After these implementation. types of studies. s o
-.» - under different conditions, I might begin to use terms 1ike “dependable.” Tm'l'l : o
r**—‘“—then"caution. caution! But if you will stay cautious, by a1l menn:/usﬁhe o
;‘ - review as a take off for the design of programs 1n teecher educatio . The -~
review 1s certain'ly worth serious—»ettention. .

o
J' '

-~

i;:@» Sincere'lyyours. oo _ S T S A G

T Oavid G Berlingr L T B
. ~Associate Laboratory Dfrector e ] : R g
S for Research o L e

‘ “'cc° Donﬂed'ley - . i 8 U L TR LA

A }fP S. Don--Can I keep my copy of the review and share it with the Ca'lifornia :"‘.'»f":‘
: Commission for Teacher. Preparation and Licensing. even 1 n 1ts draft form‘l
’They should-read 1t soon. Ca
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SN \ I . Comments by Jere Brophy RS
1

Assocate Professor of Educational Psychology -~~~ . . - =
s 4 Unlversity"of Texas at Austin i F o Ty

. .Director-of the:“Correlates of Effective Teaching” Project =~
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education in Austin, .

R PR
¢ SN
. P

[ e ; Dr. Medley has produced a useful, thought-provoking compilation and
... Integration-of research on teacher effects. The rationale and procedures are . .
.. clearly described,.along with their implications, making it easy to understand . .
. and_evaluate what was done. Also, the data are presented in a‘form that makes . .~
_them easy to comprehend, something that is difficult to accomplish in-a feview ' . °.
~ of this magnitude. In general, the document is well done and stands asa =~ “ -7 "
valuable contribution. Having said this, 1 wish to offer a few criticisms .~ -

s and- suggestions,. -

P . -l

> L o

. o wve e ham The
SN

i .. First, although the combined criterfa of size of correlation (.39 or B
- better).and probability value (.05 or below) highlight strong findings and = : = -°

. eliminate borderline ones, I would not-place too much stress on the sizes of .
"correlations. In studfes with many subjects, correlations lower than .39 . - ..
still can be not only statistically significant but worth considering. HMore.. -
generally, replication across studies is more important than the correlations.
. in any single study, so that I would nominate replication and consistency a§/”
.. the primary criteria for judging findings.: . T

Similarly, I share Medley's -concern with specific, describable behavior, - Lo
but I would not rule out high-inference process measures from consideration. - e
" Many aspects of teaching are best measured with high-inference methods. Even
© §f 1t {s- true that these measures are not very useful for teacher education
until or unless broken. into-specifics, it still seems useful to take note of
- consistent findings concerning high-inference measures as a way to indicate
areas 1ikely to be worth finer analyses to lead to more specific, low-inference
- descriptions. - : - S . : - -

“ .
o
(.. :
~ - L4 $

.

. ————

™

. My-major concern about the review is that so much emphasis has been placed

on Tong-term outcomes and normative: test data, even to the point of dismissing

short-+erm outcomes (attention, task engagement, short-term rates or levels of

- . achiev.ment). Short-term outcomes are convincing in their own right, whether
".or not they correlate with long-term outcomes. In fact, they provide the

linkages to explain why teacher behavior_influences long-term outcomes, . -

.- .- especially test performance that is not related in any direct way to the

2 . teaching behaviors of interest. Data on long-term outcomes are needed to show

: -, that.the teacher behuviors have important effects, but short-term outcomes

lead us towards explanation of how the processes work and provide evidence

that correlational relationships reflect causal ones. Linkages between teaching

.behaviors and short-term outcomes are useful even in the abserice of information

about long-term cutcomes, and 1inkages between teacher behaviors and long-term.

S

! "outcomes are.incomplete. -

27
;. . - The SES data discussed in thé review come from my reSearch; and I hasten
.. to goint,out that SES was used as a proxy standing for some combination of -
~ability,- achievement level, an motivation. SES per se is not the basic variable,
and overemphasizing it might lead to unfortunate fixation-on methods.and/or to
: 16m&sed' stereotyping according to SES. Also, our data do not support the
- comment made about integration in any direct way, and I do not interpret f.hem

-4 -
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S

tmtm melf., !t m be true that 1ntegration (across race, socm/class. Pt

abi1ity: groups, or other classifications) alone does not help, but 1nvestlgations Eh

of.. ng consistently reveal that segregation does not he p. either. The : .

issue cannot be settled with data discussed in this report. It resolves toa- - °

qw'ltx trade-off between the benefits and di sadvantages of homogeneous vS. '

“httcrogemous clissroon composition. 2 L
n final point gbout interpretation should be maﬁe in refe/rence to’ the

stwies ‘by the Soars and by Stallings and Kaskowitz. These used Project Follow . .

. Through classrooms. Follow Through sponsors have specific program models that "

““differ considerably ‘from one another, and.teachers within programs_tend to . .

- teach similarly. Therefore, process-product data from the studies in questign S

 do, not so much reflect teasher effects as program effects. Sometimes, this . R

“Teads -to- corfusion.. In particular, these studies are c‘lted .as supporting the .

L - -{dea ‘that low SES children in the early grades:learn best when taught in, large ‘

" rather than small groups. It happens that group size fis. 1nexi:r1cably confounded w -
vdth program sponsorship in Foilow Through classrooms: the programs that get o

< ‘the best learning gains use large groups, and certain-others:-use. swm % g ..

“It"{s possible that group size did have direct effects, but {t-is 'more 1ikely

that differences in effects resulted from differences in: curricuh. and that

“these Correlated. group size variables do not have any causaJ effects, In any ..

-case, 1t/ should be kept in mind that correlational data can suggest causality

when. fn fact, certain variables are just correlates of others that are the-

real. causes, and that this danger is covypounded in studies usinq Follow Through
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2 < Thank-you for the opportunity. to review and react to Dr. Donald Medley's The . ..
- ", Research Base for Teacher.Education. T R L R
- Ko, ‘Because of the way the.7 study is organized and presented, it 1s surely the most -~  °
0 definitive; straight-forward study of grocess[groduct-rehtionships which has . et
;.- been done to.date. The four c¢riteria used In the selection o research studfes = -
>+ to be.included cannot be faulted.. One might:wish to alter any or all of them

2, - in some minor specific way(s),'but they should stand the test of time and =~ .

- v« 1.~ become the basis for {dentifying teacher behaviors which lead to important ' -

student growth.- These important.criterfa could.be expanded: in.either/or both

"y (:directtbn‘s_"*fon’futur_e\frese:%rch on ‘teacher effectiveness. i = . . s

- 1 It seems uRlikely that anything 1éss than long-term direct observation. in the ...

.~ * natural setting will yield the real relationships essential to the formulation

o.,. of an empirically based teacher ‘ediication program.: Only:research which attempts . .

.1  to study all the variables in their natural setting can ?osﬁb'ly reveal insights - :
Into the progressive interactions which are present in classrooms. Additionally, -

oy Cohen's Statistical Power-of Analysis pxpvidfes evidence that increasing the size =

7~ ofn's isn : e maximum number of real relationships which exist. "~ .

va ~

ns i yie ‘ !
It might be useful 1f this aspect of research could be reported. -

D

The “folklore™ definitions of teacher gffectjveness‘gf wh{ch’,HedIey speaks still .
. abound and"must be dispelled. Since we do not have a definition of competent. C
. and/or incompetent teaching,.the use of the terms "more effective" and MNess, p ‘
‘effeqtive&', appearfto be more appropriate .and more -acceptable. . T { -
s . . - N ! - * : e (I . hs » '» N b I " ‘/ » . N »
_A11.0f the "Introduction” s extremely lucid, but the powerful *Rationale of.. L
. the Study" should be required reading for every ‘teacher- éducator_in.the nation.

- © This s};ug_y fs a landmark which. 13 ‘so }lesﬁgr:aféjy. needed at jthi:f»‘ time.
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<7 CommentS by Albertd, Harels . i UL A U
.. 7 - Professor. of ‘Education, Emeritus=. - . . uiie e
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11e, New York .-
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e, T T Tt ey T e VT SR, L T T i
w5 " Despite decades of effort gnd“égundreds ‘of .studfes, the-trtg‘lning of - —————
.7%..; _‘teachers 1s still based more on tradition and:personal belief. than on hard '
=77 pesearch evidence. Dr. Medley:-has performed-a great service in his effort
‘(. « to separate the wheat from the chaff iin teacher effectivenass studies. The . -
criteria he has used in-deciding which results to include are stringent: .

- sound. research design; velationships which are practically as well as statis-~ " -, -
tically significant; measured pupil gains ds- the criterion; results which can® |

* . be generalized to other groups- of teachers; and specific description of process, ...

% 5 making the study repeatable. It is a pity that so few of the studies he
L “'"g"’ met. these criterfa.. * " Lo e
C o By ‘groiap.ingwtbge'tﬁer‘ the results o different studies. hie has upcovered A

" many. interesting trends, some of which run contrary to conventional wisdom.

= He has {identified areas in which.there is/substantial consensus of evidence -
7. "already, and other areas in which the evidence-is meagre or inconsistent, thus
o providing direction for future/research.’ | e i -

k.

——— .
—— ———..
= % el Pmere

i, However, Something {5 lost when the results.of a complex study are boil k-
¥ " “down to entries in'a few fables.: .The descriptive labels in the tables may no )
S always convey enough detail..about.’the varfable as 1t was defined in ‘the study
being cited. For example, the-entries concerning the CRAFT Project, which I :
dirvected, are accurate as‘far is they go, but\they do not include some essential
information.  In Medley's Table 7,-a-CRAFT resuld showing a negative relationship
‘between total reading. time dnd:reading improvement-in second grade is cited. ..
This 1s correct; but .it-applied to only one of\the four teaching methods. studied
‘ . in that project (the Phongvisual Method), and what it means is:that in second
-+, grade the teachers who spent most time on phoni¢ drills achieved less improve-
=3¢ ment in reading than the’teachérs who spent less time on such drills, in that'
27 -particular mMethod. Some of, the. other discrepant results may also be based on
incomplete descriptions: of .varfables: .-, .- ~ : .

Dr. Medley's finding:that with some” fmportant variables what works well

' with middle-class children works poorly with 16w SES children, and vice versa, .

gives much food for thought. ° Hopefully, teacher educators will" attention

~ to this, and to other significant findings’such as' the poor results associated

- with small group work, and the positive relationship between time spent on .
reading instruction.and reading results in first ‘grade. S N :
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‘ Comments by W. Robert Houston - : " L
el : School of .Education .- .
T ,,,,,‘,4;"; -,:-;flldiversityﬁoffﬂoustom R
T T Houston,” Texas = - i LE
R o e e e e e
- \ .77, - This mohograph makes several contributions to edfncationﬂ study. First,- |
.- the monograph provides a model fcr susmarizing the findings of research studies. S
+»7 .. In his procedures, Medley specified a set of stringent criteria, then applied S
o0 . them to teacher effects research, reporting only findings meeting these stan-
=~ 't dardsy These findings have bean reported using a common format; thus, -not AT Tds
- 2. only the aythor's conclusions but also his, data base are made known to the '
5o Secod, the tables and conclusions dramatically demonstrate the serfous R
-~ lack:of empirical studies in this area, and the need for ‘concerted effort RS
— - systematically to investigate the effects of teaching.behavior. To date there T

" are no unifying theories in teaching as in the sciences, but nefther are there

w5, substantiated findings .u?on which such theordes could be buflt. In ancfent

Greece, ,for example, Thales' monumental. conception of the universe was based
- l® . -~on 500 years of observatfons by astronomers of the movement:of the sun, planets, AR
o7 and-stars. Likewise, the theories of Newton, Eipstein, Galileo, and others . ‘
., were based on advancing technology fn the measurement of phenomena and previous
-+« research in related fields.. el PP G 1

. i N

o v While the patterns of findings:in. teacher edacation reported herein are S
..~ far/from clear, they provide a succinct basis for {dentifying needed arcas for : g
#,00 further study, stimulating research hypotheses, and understanding the relatfon-

\ ships among-studfes. The interaction between {ncreased precision in measuring: . S
-7 {nstructional processes and learning outcomes and systemic research studies T
% - in_teacher effectiveness encourage long-range study and thcories based on

"~ empirfcal evidence, T —— ) - : i '

R A, ~ o e NI e
v ¢ - Third, findings provide cautious cues for educating teachers today-- . .
© 7 *". cautious because the populations studied were primarily in the elementary
- school, cautious because the number of studies was small, cautious because
. - of several seemingly contradictory findings, and"cautious because studies
. were concerned only with reading and mathematics .and may not apply to less

. = - 'skillsrelated subjects. However meager and inconclusive, such bases .could be
- . -superfor to typical practices based on lore which do not legd themselves to

. ° further refinement and study.- ) ' ‘ :
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”’-’7‘;‘.:_‘“ - raport which provides a well organized and easily understood comp{lation of
o Uew 'empirical findings” from a large number of complex studfes. It will, —~ :

" of parst

A° . pupil behavior. He maintains this environmént with 1

N7 SR S SN - —— e

B This is an g:&rue‘ly 1nter‘sting‘ document. Don Medley has produced a
1 am sure, be utilized for its substance.and as a model for-organizing and &
. 'presenting this type of data. .. g . Y

’ ‘:-A*'; ; A "éri'tjlque of a research(synthesiis, Boc(neni 1‘ne'vii:ab1y béﬁins witha
.coment on criteria utilized for inclusfon. Actually, 1 have few probems

with the criteria, except. fof the one which excludes short-term relatinships .:

“under Criterfon III, I cari understand excluding such findings for the sake
: .or lack of arability. But to state that short-term learning
not the kinds of dutcomes . . .” that teachers are hired to-accom-
A" fmplies that one-year achievement gains on standardized tests are. As
. & resejrcher, as a parent, and as an ex-teachér, I would have tc arcue with
- this conclusfon. - S o I to R

‘ I would aiso have included a few more caveats in the descriptions of
- the studfes. For example, there is a major problem with construct validity.
* 1n the category %stens of the multitude of observation measures represented

. in'this paper.. This means, among other things, that "teacher lectures” in
one observation measure may not-be the same-as "teacher lectures” in another

‘measure. (See Borfch and Malitz, "Convergent and Discriminant Validation of

2. Three Classroom Observatfon Systems: A Proposed Model”, UTR&D, 1976).
- Another methodological problem 1s that many of the greater than .39 correlations
11sted in the tabies were found in studies with many variables and many non-

significant correlations, making the “significant” ones possibly random -

—

~ occurrences. (See Godbout, “The Problem of Change: Significant Findings in
- /Educational Research,” UTR&D, 1975.) Both of these problems may explain some
.~ of the-contradictory findings. L . . CC

. LN R Lo ; I's . o R ’ : ) .
’  But without a doubt, the most important caveat which needs to be

f:;‘;‘;'h' " ‘emphasized throughout the report (a.d in fairness to Medley, he did make it

at the beginning) is that these relationships are, in large part, correlational. )
Causal directions should not be inferred from these findings. Examine, for

example, -the following Medley conclusion: “...the effective teacher maintains ..> "~

an enviroment that 1s supportive, and if not aiways ?uiet. free from disruptive -
! ttle apparent effort or
.-, expression-of negative affect.” The tricky word here is "maintains®. Is ft’;;;
not Just as possible that the “effective" teacher happens to have few behavioral
~ . prublem students in his/her class,.and therefore does not need to exert effort--

W 7 thaty 1n .fact an "ineffective” teacher may be dne with an excess. mmber, of

2 -
v oy
el

" ‘behavioral problem children in his/her class? Realfty is probably somewhers -
between these two interpretations. But the data have been interpreted for us r

3 j.“-:‘. " .in a model-which suggests that teacher behaviors affect student ehaviors which

. -

R [ turn affect achievement gains. Experience, and some preliminary findings

- (e.g.» Brophy, et al, "The Student Attributes Study: Prel{minary Report®
UTRED: 1976) {ndTcate that there is an interactive process 8t work: that’
certain student behaviors affect teacher. behaviors and therefore outcomes, as

“-well as'the other way around. -
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provocative statemants - statements which -
the scope of -this project. The wpst pro-

re are many strategies which-have opposite~

) types (or any others), s it fair fo the pupils

wchers) to mix;them together” §n the same classroom?® The.conflict

-the question 15 between. notions of -equal educational opportunity -

$-side - 1.e., treating a1l kids the same, and equal ‘educational. VY

.On-tha"outcome-side - 1.e., taking. cognizance of and actingwpon . %

3 tl.i;ggraction research-findfags. -But this, I belfeve, ~ ° -~

L 1 LT I S L :

*

H
b . v N Lo
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rt is extremely important in that-it attempts to .. -
credibly complex set of findings without completely digesting - -
reader. Medley is to be congratulated for developing and- . .
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bonald Medley, | .-
- Préfessor of: ﬁduc&tion

_School of Edueaton - v ¢ .. . T gt
;“University of -Virginia - ° o R AL G
Ch;r‘lottesvﬂ‘le, V'lrg*ln*la 22903 I ‘ : T

Dearoon

v

l ve reviewed your compﬂation of interim resﬂarch findings on research i 0,
.. teacher ‘education. It is a superior piece of work, the best I have seen to s
. date.  ‘Your choice of criteria for selecting studies to be included is excel- - '
" lent.and.you have done justice to the studies which are 1ncluded. The appr_gacli» .
for 1ntegrating the studies is exce11ent. o o ‘_ o
TMs research review is a signiffcant additidn to the Hterature on teacher oo
effectiveness. , , - e

Sincerely yours, -
N L : / . . ‘ P
Frederick J. McDonald ' . . . S
" Executive ‘Director . . L C S o ‘
National .Comission of ' / _ ’ . B
Performance-Based Education ' / S N SRR
Educational Testing Service _ - Lo ' AL,
Rosedale Road t © . oo R
Princeton, New Jersey : 08540 ' : . o e
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. Cooments by R. S. Soar -
~ '~ -Professor of Education .
oo .o, Institute for Division of Human Resources
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thout doubt, this review is potentially one of the most important things

3

¢ 7|-that has- happened in teacher behavior research. The selectfon on an eminently
" |'rationa): bas1s of the studies to be reviewed reduces the volume of material to
~ |:be dealt with:. to one which is manageable. But the major advance {s. the method
. of . presenting results, in which findings which would have looked inconsistent
" 1'under -any ‘other review method can be seen to be consistent instead. The fact
-..j'that this procedure-frees the ‘reader from the frame of reference of the reviewer,
i1 and_yet: provides ‘the data in manageable form, is a major advance over other

- eviews’ including those-of this author. . = ;

U 77 The wery success of the review, however, suggests further 'steps which
.| would be useful, The easiest would be to include results -of specific tests .
2| ‘of {nteractions of teacher behavior witl.pupil socioeconomic status as they.
».| relate to outcome. If, for example, positive affect expression related to

.- xga_i_n&.i-.'30~for YTow SES pupils;, and -.30 for high SES pupils, this difference
- {In direction of relationships would be an interaction which would account for
-{-enough| variance to meet the review criteria, if explicitly tested; but the
Aue - | separate relationships asithey are now reviewed would not. The. importance

“a-s Tof -SES:as a moderating: variable in the review argues for the usefulness of .
"o+ | reporting-these explicit tests, even though they do not fit the organization
oo 1 of the' current review, - S e A PRI

) ¢

e * - v, N (' : R T _ - "
S -The imposing volume of results in the reyiew supporcs the decisfon to .-~ —— —_
4o use & cutoff of 15% of variance. Larger arounts of data would probably place
71 -].a greater demand on the reader than many would-accept. Bu: the success of L
'+ - this procedure suggests the usefulness of repeating the review using a lower N
...} cutoff, perhaps one of 10% variance. In our data, about half of the corre- -
T latfons between clagsroom regressed mean gain for djfferent mehsures of achieve-,
. jment are less than (39 (15% variance). It seems unjikely that/ teacher|behavfior
(Wil often relate spre strongly to achievement gain than another measure of
| achievement gain does, so that probably numbers of freal relat onshi’ps,\: ve been

screcned aut.: .,
Y -

: : e ) ..g“‘
1. Ultimately, it seems useful tf exaniné this set of studies ip more detail, -
g z;th’er; averaging effect-size for variables identified in the review, or pooling
‘the independent probabilities from /the various studfes. The fnclusion of o
o s{‘ggcif;cc tests of interactions might be done in the present review, but probably

- i the in€lusion” of relationships with a cutoff of .3, or, the more intensive

~ 1 janalyses, should .be made in ddditional ‘studies. - | e

‘, % . {l’hére s an additional methodological problem which affects the results of |

o1 1 the-studfes vevi (as Ruth Soar brings to my attention). In calculating .

4 - _Liregressed gain, most studies onI{ adjust| the effect of pretest out of the

i || posttest score, which typically holds copstant about’ two-thirds of the variance

=2t . 1, {less if-the interval is more than a year). In contrast, holding 17 and socio-

Ys economic' status -constant, as well, typically holds 80-90% of the variance

S| .1 constant. .This procedural différence has two probahble effects: (a) adjusting

MR :-:(‘_Ei'on]y;gon\,prete_st 1¢3aves a greater amount of reliable variance avaﬂa/ﬂe to
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rﬂltofo ﬂlssmon iieh,ﬁvior;, but; u‘nf'ortunate'l_y. 'K(b) ft pi'obably '“biaseé 'ét;e o
“sresulting relationships. The relations between pupil IQ and SES at the beginning

<:0f ‘the year and teacher behavior at mid-year are often strofger than those
-betwieen: behavior and gain. As a consequence, if these pupil characteristics are

<not ‘held constant, a spurious degree of relationship between teacher behavior.
.and-pupil post-score may be created. This problem is obviously not under the
-control.-of the reviewer, but it does seem worth pointing out, since the more
ye<-carefully done studies ere 1ikely to produce fewer significant relationships

>~ -and-smaller ones. Perhaps this characteristic of: each study could be cited
7 as. an-annotation in the reference list. This also seems important to point
. out since this review will probably have continuing influence on.the research -

;. done in the future.

* tay
Hlee LT .

- .. . But these suggestions should not be seen as detracting from the review--
oo o1t.4s & contribution whose importance would be hard to overestimate, - It will
no Tonger be possible for reviewers or teacher educators o denigrate teacher
behavior research as having nothing to contribute without their poor scholar-
ship being evident; and this is doubly important, since the review makes clear

4 PRy v
- that some of teacher education's most dearly held beiiefs are irrelevant or .
... oven wrong. . , S T
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", - College-of Education. - - ' . S
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. Dear-Don:

~.-. . Please forgive the long delay in my reaction to your excellent study of the
- research findings in teacher education. I think the work you have done is
- mathodologically sound and your analyses of the findings are-outstanding.

. ' am disappointed, however, although no fault of your study, that the existing *
/. research was so limited that the results of your study-will be 1imited in
' .generalizability, i.e., generalizable primarily:to grades I-III'and in the-
. -.SubJects of reading and math. The implications will be powerful, however,
_-for- other grades and subject areas and should stimulate great amounts of

- research and new data. T

I 'ﬁa'ml particuTarly Tmpressed with the finding that successful teacher behaviors .
Tdn differ so markedly between low SES and high SES groups. The -implications for -

teacher -education are startling.. I wonder if these differences. continue

. -.~> through the upper elementary grades and fnto high school? Your question as - ]
£, %", -to whether we should mix SES's in the same classroom is truly meanfngful in
-0 .. ‘the light of your findings, - - » - T R
N ~“‘¥1: ) ., . . R

that productive teachers do less individual work with students but when working
individually, they ,se/different, t;chniqu s. Again, here is much food for

Eq ﬁi;\g.'Lmres,sﬁVe', :#nd contrary to most people's opinion, was tLe’ finding
i l thought in’teacher education.

-
+

. I Perhaps one of my major concerns can be found on pag’e 30 of the draft. I hope
"2, - . that readers will not overgeneralize the findings that the effective teacher
-+ -.of Tow SES's "does not encourage pupils to analyze, synthesize, evaluate, or
.. indeed do apything but answer rather narrow questions asked by -the teacher.
A Th‘e‘:!:eachz?zhe encourages such pupils to express themselves freely, to think,
questiop,

st %0 ‘ to discuss is not effective in teaching them to read -or do

o rarithmetic.®  You/have cgreful'ly pojnted out that these findings apply only to
.. reading-‘and arithpetic, and presumably in lower elementary grades. Obviously,
..~ ~-there will be thoke who will quote these findings and apply them to.all areas

o, . -of.study, including the humanistic and socfal studfes. ' |
... Aithough there are many impressive findings in the study that are worthy
. of comment, I want to mention only two more. First, I was pleased that your:.-
findings indicated that effective teachers used more praise, encouragement,
", and reinrorcement than did more ineffective teachers. I have read some recent

~t
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" .research that denied this finding. 1 happen to believe that they do' use more
- -praise. - Second, your findings suggest that effective teachers may be more

. authoritarian than. the less effective. This is the first concrete evidence

~- 10 ‘smrt,our data from the Teacher Preparation Evaluation Program at Western
=+ Kantucky University,, ‘ o . Ce ‘

e LA

+.In"susmary, the more I read your paper, the more mpressed I became with it.
My first impressions were not nearly so supportive. I became "hung up”-on
.. the-fact that the studies examined were so 1imited in number, dealt primarily
<. with-Tower grade levels, and assessed progress in reading and mathematics.

... -st111 .beliuve that these limitations should be pointed out: The beauty of
... your technique "grew" on me and your caution in_interpreting the results 1s
-_. -~ commendable. I support your work enthusiastically, but with the expectation

L _{t'1s a highly valuable piece of work. Congratulations on a Job well done.

AN M __,,sﬁc—ere'l';;ydﬁrsl,: s
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~~that-it will be misquoted and used out of context. Déspite these probabilitfes,
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SRR Comments by Haroldie K. Sp_rj%gs, Ed.,D: Sy
SO Educational-Program Specialist @ - ) SRS

. DHEW- -~ .Office of Education . e ‘ L
. . L Teai:he[ Corp | ‘:(;‘j.“ ‘ - R ) \\&

"~ “The report is designed to provide the teacher educator’ with access to |

e meaningful findings of research in teacher effectiveness. ~That such access
:needed: 18 .unquestionable. That this report does the job outlined s also N
nquestionable, ” What is questionable is the impact this report and others 1ike . |
i1t:may have in,the field of teacher education. In the hands.of the "wrong - = -
\g;le.!;:sugh nformatfon:can have an impact which may be so negative that jt- (
uld take years t5 undo, as in the case of studies which purport thata , = |
Segment of” our population is Wd}y inferior to other segments of the - =~ .{
population. - - — S

o
o «

..+ It appears that the author has reviewed and apalyzed the findings with ,
_:somplete objectivity. There appears to be no indication of any value judge- ’

- ments on the part of the writer. This must be emphasized because the study, -

- taken out of Context, or without-a thorcugh-analysis of each of: the-findings

- presented,’ can ‘lead to. erroneous‘concej:ti about students from a Tow socio-

4y, economic status (SES).  Further, other-fictors {uh‘l&:t(\car_i‘be ‘attributed to Tow
bites SES-should be carefully considered before drawing any ‘conclusions from the ..
~$tudy-or -the findings presented. These factors are the very essence of low - .
;. ' SES--inadequate housing, medical faciiities, poor nutrition, etc. .Elaboration_

<1000 here hopef‘g‘ny"js not-necessary. (P L L

hY

St ls: Fom sﬁc‘iffclsy(]oo’é at a couple of the arcas presénted: - RSN
Organtzing for Tnstruction B R

7Y Onie-may-conclude that Tow SES students are unable to work {ndependently - e
%he% lack-discipline, cannot follow directions and must be guided step.by step

r dttempts to learn. ’
. :'—" “‘_i " " - o B . ) ) »' : ‘\/P e
| Quality of Imstru¢tion -~ ‘ g . . L A

- One may conclude that low SES students are unable to res/p,ond to higher
.. level questions - their -1nr1|;'te ability is Timited, they are "intellectually™
.~ ~ whatever that means, inferfor to high SES students. Moreover, low SES students
.., don't ask questions and’even when they do the "effective" teacher is not 1ikely.

.- . to respond to-the student. - , , , g
S '-.mmer areas from which negative conclusions can be drawn. What

conitributés to these conclusions is the fact that comparisons are made 1:& }
%ﬂe.

w]v . high SES stiidents. ~Why the negativeness? While not the majority, many 1
~| . SE3 students in our society ayé the minorities - Black, Mexican American and
l /Merjcan. There are cfiltural and langliage differénces  among these .
s, -groups’ which are not often r¢cognized as assets among the majority popylation; .-
0 this because of students®- batkgrounds, the ?ua‘lity , of their jequcation‘, s -
f affecteds‘ - \ /4 /- ) - .. /:u,_i:"' - R o
SR _-?“",Cc,;'nsjge" the instruments used by the researchers to measure teacher = . L.
.. ‘effectiveness. Do these tests take into consideration the cultural and language
... differences among a segment of the s ujient population which is low SES? {5/‘
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©. be very usefu‘l in training teachers. These edﬁ‘c'a'tors will recognize, analyze
< and present those causal factors under'lying the differences 1n teaching Tow
"'*»;SES students and higb SES students. .

For those teacher educators who are 1nsensit1ve. this study and ‘others,
.exit the training program reviewing low SES students in a negative manner, -
abﬂity to 'learn. It can 'lead to further segregation mthin the c‘lassmom.

An,y study has. the possibi‘lity of befng misconstrued or ‘wisused. ' Thus
1t is. crucial ‘that to the extent possible cautions or limitaticns of the

" {n mind that it is recommended that the sponsors of this compi'lation continue
nith the study.
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' talien ‘out of context, can be damaging. Teachers trained by such people may ~—
..and may teach {ri a manner which assumés that-such students are Timited in their

In thc hlnds of. sensitive teacher educ/ators studies of this nature cam | )

s -study be fn_readers'/users® minds as <they proceed. It is with this statement
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