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learn‘ 3 has been @ vy tv-:* .1y task.  ‘orsh an. #ilder (1954) and Medley
and M~ - 1361 ooind ~+1 il. 9 clear i .!" %o discucs. The

] situat ir rovwct omew ot bt om0 T 10 yezrs, ha~ Fosenshine and
Furs+ R ° I R Vir o« il "-74) cou topc 7 o weak but . . istent
fing s s.ipo- it el ovari oles an organize:, usiness!ike ap;re
‘to teachir o - R n 11, evee - "2 ¢ 23ar fren's w - q
vi us, th- Wy Leeme O e oxcest s oart . o~ 7 contradicrior
Oc «<in ar: = . Ces M 4ot e ey Takin - account contex =
ab . -5 suci & aoden, rofecT meCTer, ouT ‘eéf many'remaineu

In th t fise v . yez-3, ~Uw situstior - -proved conside:r “ly.

Tne natior T fd. 3ticn  .E.) oegan -unc 1 expensive st ‘es,
anc¢ impor-ant - .ar-k dasigr improvemests b=gan tc app- ir, such as rat . al
rener th o rzs on or or -nce s ng of reachers, ~1clusion of
en.ugh te cher 3 . " n canir3t ' stat -*ical ane ,ses, collecticn =f
many hours of =~ .5 om, ave opmert of TETTi‘“,efed and soph’sti-
cated classrocm ct . ment: tha+ take into .accou. - context and =2quence
of interac;ion ratn. - . .t t-havioral frequeﬁcies, :nd concehfrafion or
the individual te- © .55 z3 the unit of wnalysiz. These studies have
concentrated on ins- T . 1 ba:ic skills s primary grade. classrooms,
using $+andardizedla<'e~—~: r. tezts as lear-ing measurec..

) con
/\&,
197
Ris
b

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i isTorical y. rev uwinc ~escercs  inking 1t aghing behavior to student

\

AN

This effort vey- = several largé scale field correlational studies
ducted at variouc =~ amc ry grade levels (Stallinas and Kaskowitz,
4; Soar and Soar, | iZ. ‘cDonai: and Eliaz, 1976; Tikunoff, Berliner, and

+, 1975; Broph. ar ¢ .s~tson, 1974, 1976; Good and Grouws, 1975).
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These studies varied in the types of teachers and students included and the
kinds of variables addressed and methods used, but there was sufficient over-

lap and replication fo pfovide dependable knowledge about relationships between

“types of teaching, particularly direct instruction, and student learning:of basic

skills in the elementary grades (see reviews by Rosenshine, 1976; Medley,

1977; ard Borich, 1977). Since then, other studies have built on these re-

—

sults, z1d t=2 work has been extended to the junior high éﬁd high school
levelsand by experimenral sfudfes designed fé’fesf hypotheses developed from
earlier currelational work.

The data from the correfafioﬁal studies Hang Togefher“quife well to
suppor? what Rosenshine (1977) calf§ "direct instruction” as effective for
producing student learning of basic skills. Crf}ical aspects of direct in-
sfrucfion, as described by Rosenshine (jn press)'include; 1) feqchers focus
on academic goals; 2) promote extensive content coVérage and high Icvelgiof
student involvemer.; 3) select instructional géals and maferiajs and actively
mon itor sfuden1'£yogfess; 4? structure learning activities and includé im—
mediate, academically oriented feedback; 5) create an envirénmenf that is
task orientec but relaxed,

Taken. together, these sfudLes provide strong support for the following
generalizations: 1) Teachers make a difference. Contrary to the theorizing
of Sfephehs (1967) and the implications of projects like fthe Coleman repor$
(Coleman, et. al., 1966) That unfortunately analyzed data ohly at the school
Iévei, research that analyzes at the teacher level makes it clear that cerfgiﬁ
feacher§ elicit much more student learning than ofhers, and fhaTAfheir suc-

cess is tied to corsistent differences in teaching behavior (see-the studies

referenced on page 1, and also Good, 8iddle, and Brophy, 1975, and Rakow,



Airasian, and Madaus, 1978). ' <tven so, there is no sup.ort fo o one mot v

of generic teaching skills, if tnase are defined as the T.ses of .. =spes =72
benaviors typically included in.Detformqnce bacad teacher -ducati: - SLar .
Few, if any, specific Teachiné tehaviors are appropriate all cc S

the other hani, when data are:irtegrated at a nigher level of can ¥ -

eral clusters or patterns are consistently related to learninc .z
3) One of these includes teacher expectations and role defini~i> .. Tezor-1s
who beligve that '“sfrucfinj students in the curriculum is bas
role, who fully expect to conduct such insfrﬁcfion, and who seT it ¥
o

so in their classrooms, are mofe successful than teachers who r.

More effective teachers allocate more of their time for teachin send

&

.more of that time accorcingly.

4) Another basic cluster includes such variables as classroom -

skills, student engagement/time on task, and student oppordunit - rna-
terial. Effective teachers know how to organize and maintain a om
learning environment that maximizes the time spent engaged in ¢ “ive .
activities and minimizes the time lost during transitions, per: . - oonfu-

sion,'or dizruptions that require disciplinary action.

5) Another :iuster indicates support ¥or the various elements re~t
'insfrucfion. First, sfu;ies o; general approaches tc instruct — ~nsisfepfly
reveal that +tudents taughi with a structured curricufum do het =r* san those
faughf,wifh individual ized or discovery learning apprcaches, and tr- =2 that
receive much ‘nstruction directly from the teacher do better than ticse ex-
pected to lean on their cwn or frgmtne another. Teacher fglk in the form
of lectures and demonstrations if impo}fanf,las'aré the time-honorec¢ methods

of recitation, drill, and précfice. It appears that most forms of open edy-

cation or individualized instruction involve unrealistic expectations about

% . .



e EBgre- T ich students in the =zarly 3jrade cz° manage eir activities

!

“lently (see t+2 <+ lies refererce ~n; and also Gage,

n

and |s=

1978; ‘mw "7; =nd Stal "inys =z~ Hentzell, "~ J7-

e ~z- ru on that seems m ~ efficient involy ne “eacher working
Witk w ! oz, (or with small jroups.in the =z~ racsss.), presenfiné
infc =~ ric ‘ectures/demonstraticns and then foliww : u with recitations -
>r si~a it ----rcises in which the ~*udents get opp.r—unities To make re-
spc =3 it corractive feedba:k. The teacher m: atains an academic
foc . -ué; the students involvec in a lesson o =ngage: in seatwork, moni-
tor nr. --=i- rforrance, and provicing individual =d feecdack. The pace is
~api * ir rtne .nse tnat the class moves efficien~'y throuch the curricul am -
as : whc - i thrcigh the cuccessive objective: of any given Iésson),

but -ogress from onw objective to the next invo' es verv smell, easy steps.
Lace. 38 rate: 'n answering teacher gquestions dur 1g lessons are high (about
75% , and succsss rates on assignments designed - be done independently arev
rer h{gh (app—oaching 100%) See the studies ref- -2nced on page 1, and
.1s. the r=views by Borich (1977), HMedley (1977), znd Rosenshine (1977, and
27, in ¢ess).
These -pecifics vary somewhat with context, pa*rfcularfy gradg«levei and
-~ ent at lity level. In the primary grades, where the emphasis is on

me —sring ~he basic skills, the teaching/learning s —uation differs from

la~er grades, where students-are expected to use basic skills_to iearn other
(ol

v -

Thin"5, and to manage their oWn learning to a geate~ degree. The early grades
appropriately involve more small group instructicn -elative to whole class

instruction, more teacher circulation zround the —zom and initiation of

' : .
t+h- the students who are working on ass. mments (compared to letting

Lo

contact wi

the students come to the teacher for help), more ~ecitation and drill (but:

Ot
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less Jgine discu . »-), more prais- nd affect generally, -ry lew error
-ates, 4 a low cogr —iv+ level due T~ the emphasis on repe~ ' on, recitati. ,
~d i | (higher czani— a level ac-.vities seem counterp~ :zuctive in
s—ly grades, & — they become more important later More specifir

+ zrade level cif- ~es can be found In Evertson, Ande son, &nd
ire oy (1978), &cDonaj =-d Elias (1976), Fisher, et. al. 77378}, Trismen,
43 and Wilder (1 7', and Muruane and P;illips (1978).

‘ithin any giwv: ade leve!, teachers working with ' w ability s-uderts

move at a ¢ nace and provide more repetition anc individualized
mo~. ~»ring, to make - that overlearning is attained before moving on ftc
~= - tives that assi# =~ orior mastery of present objectives, and to supply
~~eaT=r warmth, encc =2gement, and personalized teaching cenerally, bu~ less
cnaiienge (a]fhough w0t less than the students can handle), and fess demanc-

ingness/criticism (Erophy and Evertson, 1974, 1976; Program on Teaching

Effectiveness, 1978}.

Current Progress

Current activities fn the field feature two major trends:. 1.) inte-
gration 6Tﬁé¥i;+in9 correlational findings and probing the limits of their
generalization to contexts beyond basic skills instruction in the elementary
grades; 2.) experimental studies in which clusters of correlational findings'"
are brought together into treatment packages and assessed for degree of im—
plengnfafion by feaéhers.and for success in producing more learning }han what
is Qbserved in control groups.

The mafﬁrafion of the fiéld can be seen in recent reviews, which read

less like laundry lists of random findings and more like integrated discus—




sions of organized approaches to instruction. « 3 (in press) i< publishing
an inferesfing paper that makes m;ny of the sa- oints made he -« :5 well as
some others | T?ink are worth menfioniﬂg.’ Flrzt, he notes that the support
for group based rather than individualized inst ict on, and for whole class )
instrucfion rather than small group instructio: (except in the =arly grades},

should renew our appreciafionvfor the advantaaw: »f *hese methods. Group

based instruction is often maligned by those «~h favor individualized and

sel f paced instruction, but, Iike,?ecifafion" it <urvives. Goc:d suggests, and
| concur, that it survives becauge it has imcortant advantages. It is easier !
to plan and manage, provides more modeling of correct thinkinc and responses \
for,sIOWer students, and avoids the elitism . 4 =:beling prob’ ms that i
can crop up when ability nrouninc is used. T 5 coes not me.n that large \

group instruction should be the exciusive method, =f course. .t only indi-

- cates that it has advantages, is effective, and mav de the method of“cheiqs\-'

N

) - \

Geod also notes that traditional or direct instruction seems clearly

for many goals.and contexts.

superior to open education for producing mastery of basic skills. However,

he notes, it may not be the best approach, or even approbriafe, fOr.currl— "

_cular areas that do not “nvolve skill mastery but Instead Seekijo p.uhofe ap-

4 |
preciation, general famiiiarity, enrichment, or student personql develop-

ment. Nor is open.education necessarily effective here, elther. In this
connection, Good notes that open education advecates rave put +too much stress

on things like free choice of +a§ks or free hoveﬁen+ ardhnd t+he room, which

~

are less vital to real life applicéfibn, tiian things like developing skills

for problem solving and sel f-evaluation. In any case, he notes that some

structure is needed for most educational acfiyﬁfies, and that relatively more

is needed in the early grades, for low abi>y4y students, ¢ 4 for anxicus or

8 /
/



dependemt sTudents.

Classroom Manadenment

Re:cent publications by Brophy and Pu+man.(197§) and Evertson & Ander-
son (1973) have elaborated knowledge about what constitutes effective class—
room management and about howvif interacts wffh effecfive.insfrupfion.

B%ophy «nd Putnam review studies on classroom managemeh+ generally, not just
_those —nat link it with student learning. They note strong support for .most
of th= variables stressed by Kounin (1970): wifhifﬁess, oVerlabpingness,
siqnal ~wrtinuity ahd momen “um durihg Lassons, and vafiefy and challénge

dur .. .. =twork. They note that recenf.sfudies have not suppérfed Kounin's
variables of group alerting and accountability, which ca'l for the Teacﬁer.fo
y bé‘random‘and unhredicfable in their questioning, to call on nonvo l uhteers
fréquen+ly,"and to fequire sfudeﬁ+s to cHomment on one anofher‘s résponses (to
make sure that fhey pay attention to peers as well as to the Teacher,.

These group alerflnq and accounfablllfy techniques elfher correlate negatively
or show curvilinear relationships with learning gains. Apparently, teachers -
who do all the other things that Kounin stresses, ard Thérefore are success-:
ful in maximizing student affeﬁfion and engagement, should not need to use
group alerting and accountability behaviors ve;y often.

These comments help reconcile Kounin's ¥3ndings_wi+h the findings of
Brophy and Evertson (1974, 1976) and of Anderson, Evertson, ang 8rophy (1979)
indicating that teachers who called on students in a pred|c+able pattern in
‘going around fhe reading group had more success than teachers who were un-
predicfable.‘ Apparenfly, any disadvantages that this technique may involve

(students who can predict when their turn will come may pay less attention

when it is not their turn) are outwelghed DbY several advantéges: the me-

(o



thod insures that everyone éefs roQOIy equél opnortunities to recite and
participate En‘fhe group (offen,‘"random" questioning really means calling
on fhé bri +eF“and-more eage~ students often and the slow or allenated
sfudenfffieldom) the greafer sfrucfure that fhe tfechnique provndes may be
.helpful<+o anxious students; and the aufomaflc determina*ion of Turﬂs pre-
vents the distractions involved when sfudenfs call ouf answers or pefiffon the
teacher to call on them. |

Everfsén and\Anderson'(l978) have been exploring the specifics ianIved;
inzorganizfng and #anaging the classroom, and the interactions befweén mana-
gement and insfrucfion; Last year, fhéy observed heavily during the first
three weeks of scHooI,land periodically Thereaffef, in 28 third grade class-
rooms, gathering information on v;ha’r rules and procedures the teachers intro-
" duced, and how they did so. This year, they are observing junior high school
classrooms. Preliminary results from the study strongly gﬁpporf two major
generalizations: 1.) classroom organization and management skills are in-.
-Timafeiy related to insfrucfion skills; good ins}rucfors tend to be good
managers, 2.) at least at *the third grade Ievel good organizafion and mana-'"
gemenf L?'good instruction. That is, successful classroom managers spend a
greaf deal of time eafly in the year conqucflng s?miformal lessons to famili-
arize students wifh»rules-and procedures.  This research is yielding very |

rich, detailed information about procedures involved in sétting up effective

classrooms, and should ultimately be extremely valuable for teacher educators.

Junior High arid High School Studies

. |
Severalflnvesflgaqus are prleng the limits To generalizafnon of the

| inkages .between direct instruction and sfudenf Iearnnng observed in

- basic skill instruction in the early ?rades. Recent studies by Stallings

'\
ic |
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.(1978; and by_EverTson, Anderson, and‘Brophy (1978) indicate that the key to
generallzaflon may not be student age or grade level, but mastery of basic
skills as the crucial confexf. Stallings (1978) has been studying readnng
insfruchqn at fﬁenjunior and serior hign school level. Her findings are
verf-much like the findings reviewed earlier for basic skills in the early

z

~grades: growfh in reading Skl||S is associated with maxnmnznng tine on task,
instructing fhevfofal group most of the time, dlrecflng questions to spe-
cific students (Tafher than volunteers), regulai-ly providing feedback, con-

“trolling negafivé behaviér; encouraging positive behavior. and using’gyides.
and probing quesfigns when ~tudents do not khow t+he answer. Negative indica-
tors includé gradfng papeF; during the cl;ss period, socializihg or allowing

. ! .
students ,to do so, allowing interruptions and intrusions into the class acti-
vifigs, and allobing negéfive béhaviér. A

McConnel ! (1977) reported the foIIoQing correlates of student learning
in high school algebra classes: task orientation, clarity, frequent pirobing

;g improve student response, énfhusiasm, and frequent teacher talk. -Again,

these are.familiar aspeéfs of the direct instruction.approach. |

Everfsén, Anderson, and.Brophy (1978) report the following correlates
of learning Math in 7th and 8th grade classrooms: considerable class time
spent in discussion, fecfurq, and drill, and not jusf individualized in-
sfrucfion or 'ndividual sea+work- task oriented, businesslike insfrucfion;
much Teacher t+ime spent acfn;Fly |ns+ruc+|ng and |n+erac+|ng with students;

.greater praise of good confrlauflons (although praise was not frequenf in an

~ absolute sense); good classroo% management, especially wifhifngss; asking

proceSS (+hought or explanafnowy questions .as well as product (fact or memoff)
questions. With two exceptions Plscussed below, fhese flndlngs from Junior

"high and high 'schooll rcplicate whaf was found in the early grades, and sug-
, 1 e _ ;



gest ‘that direct instruction may be‘fhe most effective method at any grade

, level when mastery of basic skiils is the goal. e

Evertson, Anderzon and Brophy (1978) obtained strikingly differenf re-

' sul-

s for 7th and 8th -rade English classes, however. Significant relaf}onQ

shifs between classroom process variables and student learning in these Eng-

lish- classes were infrequent, and there.was lifflejsupporf'forﬁfhe direcfb

insfruéfion model. Several factors probably explaln this flndlng, buf fhe :
\

major one seems to be that basic iskill masfery is not a prlmary goal of 7th

anda 8+h grede\Engiish classes. * The instructional objectives pursued in these

-

classes are more numerous and variable than in math classes. Many, such as
éoe%ry compositinn, orai dramatization, or literature appreciation, are
i not easily or even approp?iafely;phrsued with the ‘direct instruction aperoach.
One implicarion, fHen;'of recent work islfhaf the ffndings concernfdg
direcf.fnsfrucfioﬁ do generelize to higher grade levels and diffeéenf kindsd
of sfudenfs, but only fo the extent that basic Skl|| masfery is the prlmary
*. goal. Not everyfhlng generallzes, of course. Evertson, Anderson and Brophy s
n(1978) positive findings for pubr\F praise of student confribufieﬁs;and for
asking higher level questions in addifion to facfuel quesfions are not
usual ly observed fn the early gradee Praise correlafes-éomefimee positiveiy,
sometimes neqative Iy, but usuaily not at all with Iearnlng, dependlng on
fconfexf factors such as student ability levels, teacher vs. student lnlflafion,
. and spec’ficaTion and. elaboration of the praise ifself‘(praise seems to be
generally overrafed, although it does seem important for low ablllfy/anX|ous/
\\\ dependenf studenrts, provnded that it is genuine and deserved and fhe praise=-
' worfhy aspects of the performance are ;pecnfled) )

Level of question or cognitive demand usually shows a negative corre-

" lation (although sometimes a curvilinear relationship) with learning in the

_—
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. - ‘A,
.eariy grades (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978; Soar & Soar, 1978). The impli-
. IO . -
~catinn for the earty grades ssems to be: move in - very small steps and over-
teach tc¢ the point of oVer[eérr[né; move at a rapid pace but do not challenge

e

students beyond their ability to respond meaningfully.
Several recent sfudiés indicate ‘that the situation is somewhai differ-
- ent in the middle anu upper grades (Everféon, Anderson, & Brophy, 1978;

McDonald_and\gijas,'1976; Anderson & Scoff;v1978{'Trisneﬁ,\Waller, & Wilder,

1977; Murnane & Phillios, 1978). Coqpared to the e!ementary grades, the later

grades ftend to have: more large group and whole class activities;: !ess fre-

quent and les ‘affectively toned dyadic feacher—sfudenf Jnferdcflon% Iess

> - A

recitation and drill and more discussion; more qnlflVe challengs and high
™ . '

level cognitive activity; less teacher centeredness and more student auto-

nomy; more sustained concentration on academic activities; and a more rapi

‘

‘i

baée within these activities. .
In the early grades, it is important for thé teacher to elicit re-

sponseés>from and provide feedback to each individual student (this is a ma-
~, i .

. ’

jor'reasoﬁ Qﬁy small group instruction is Important at these grade levels).

Later, this individualized (within the group context) ‘instruction is H&\Ionger -
.. necessary, and it becomes more important for the teacher to keep the whole
cléss together and moe along at a good pace. Basic skills have been mas—

fered, and Iearning*objec+ivqs.nbw Jnvolve higher cognifive activity, so chglr

* ——
———
————

Iengnng students with dlfflculf or complex quesflon F§"?ﬁre nnropriate. \\

T ——

———

Sfill, though, Iearnlng should be relaflvely easy - most quesflons should be

J

T~

answered and students should befable fo complefe |ndependen+ work assign-

ments correctly. _ ‘ \\\a\\\\:

T

Eliciting student contributions, integrating them into the diggzggTbn)\\

and praising the more noteworthy ones-all become useful techniques that cor=

<

) : '1(\' . .
Y V) . . . .




rela%é-posifively with learning gains. In this bonﬁecfion, recent work has
Helped.plea} up the apparent discrepancies between fhe'wrifings of Flanders
(1970) and some of these data supporting ti:e direct instruction model. There .
is confinU|ng and increasing support for the effectiveness in fhe upgﬂr grades
of certain aspects of what Flanders called "indirect teaching": praise,
uge.éf student ideas, and high frequenciés of student talk (if it is focused

. on academic opjecfives; non—academfé,sfudenf talk Corré]afes negatively with
learning).

These data must be placed in context, however. I+ appears that the

real ly imporfénf determinants of learning at the higher grade Ievelg are
not the things that Flanders clustered under "indirect instruction,™
but instead are other aspects of Teaching.fhaf Rosenshine includes under -
ﬁdirecf instruction": frequent lectures, demﬁﬁgfra;fons, and_teacher led
distussions (Barr and Dreeben, 1977). |In the process-of-doing fhese fhings,
teachers eIac:f frequent student confrlbuflons, which makes it possible for
fnem To use sfudenf ideas and to |n+pgra+e them into the dlscussnon, as
weII as to praise them. In any case, eliciting them in the first place ?eems_"

to be the c;ycfal variable here, not praising them or integrating fhem‘info

t+he discussion.

Interactions with Learrer Characteristics

‘Another recent trend i's the qualificaf;on of general_process—preﬁucf
lfindings by analyzing the data for,ppff¥hd5—+rea+menf intefactions (ATI's)
or other interactions between learner characteristics and optimal instruc-
fion; ’Brophy and Evertson (1974, 1976), Good and Grouws -£1975), Evertson, /
Andersor,and Brophy (1978), ana the Program on Teacher Effecflveness (1978)

group all noted, somewhat dlfferenf patterns of optimal instruction for

- N £
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students wﬁo differed in soc[oeconomicﬂsfafus or ability level. Other in-
vesfigafors_have‘analyzed ?nferacfion% between insiructional methods and
s+uden+\eersonali+y characfeeisfice or classrooh behalior patterns in de-
\‘fermining student tearning (Ebmeier and Good, in press;.Peferson, 1977; Cun- %

ninghams 1975; Bennett, 1975; Solomon and Kendall, 1976). These findings
have not been wnll| fnfegrafed yet, because somewhat different student freijs
have been used as fhekbasis for classification, but certain trends are ai-
ready evident: direct instruction (and close feicher monitoring and super-
vision generally) are needed more by sfudenfs who are anxious ahd:depen-
denT, distractible, low in ability, or low in achievement moffvafion. Stu-
dents with oppOSl‘: traits can handle more of their learning independently.
| expect to see more such research in the near future, followed by affempfs
to infegrafe these interaction data wifﬁ main effects data in order to make
prescrjpfions about how Teaehers can opfimize the Tradeqffs fha+ are nec-

W

essarily invoivaed in teaching groups of students.

Experimental Studies

The final recent trend discussed here is probably the most important:
the design of experimenfel studies to test the causal linkages befween
teacher behavior and 5tudent ieerning that are implied but not proven by
corfeiafional sfedies. Obviously, such work needs yo he done if ‘we are to
claim that teacher behavior correlated with student learning actually causes
that learning. | |
Recently, three major fieldfexpenimenfe have7been'conduc+ed to fpllew }
up oe the process=product work reviewed here. Anderson, Evertson, ane Brophy.

(1979) pulled fogefher 2?2 principles of smatl group Insfrucflon de- » R

rlved from earlier work and organized them into a coherenf treatment designed




14

Good ‘and Grouws

for first grade teachers to usz with their reading groups.

(In press) included a varlefy of principles drawn form their earlier cor-

relaflonal work into a systematic approach for teaching mathematics in 4th
Finally,

grade, and tested these principles in an experimental study
Crawford, Gage, and their colleagues in the Program on Teaching Effectiveness

»
(1978) at Stanford pullecd together a lafqé number of principles drawn from
1976), Stallings and Kaskowitz

previous wark by Brophy and Evertson (1974
and McDonald and Elias (1976), into a treat-

(1974), Soar and Soar (1972),

ment designed for the third grade level.
Each of fhese studies produced statistically sngnlf cant resulfs fa-~
~

voring treatment teachers over control teachers in producing ‘student learning
Each also involved a strong ob-

gains on standardized achievement tests.
servation compdnent, so the teachers could be monitored for the degree to

|

oS
which they implemented the ftreatment (and control teachers could be monitored
for the degree to which they spontaneously included treatment behaviors-in

. _ _ 1

These observational data yielded implementation scores )

their teaching).
for each of the teacher behaviors included in the treatment, and these scores /

i

could be aralyzed To see if they showed the expecfed relaflowshlps wnfh /
|

learning scores.
Not all treatment elements have been implemented properly, of course,

:

N

and not all of those that were ﬂmplemenfed have shown the expected signifi-
cant felafionships with learning scores. Hdweveﬁ;_where the treatment be-
haviors were Fmplemented sufficiently, and where significant results were ;-
/ " ;
!
l

obtained, the flndlngs have been, overwhelmnngly posnflve, repllcaflng pre~
vious correlational work and. provndlng stronger evidence of a causal Ilnkage
' |

between Teacher behavior and student Iearnlng.
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Most of these findings are quitec prescriptive, although many of them

allow for teacher judgment. This can be seen in the following examples

drawn from the sfudy by Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979), all of whfch
were wall implemented by_fhe treatment group teachers and were significantly
relafed to learning gains.

1. Once in (reading) group, the children should be seafea with their backs

to the rest of the class while the teacher is facing the class.

2. The introduction to fhé lesson should contain an overQi;w of what is'to
come in order to mentally prepare the students for the presenfafioh.

3. Theofeécher should work with éne individual at a time iniﬁa;ing the child-
ren. practice the new gkill and .apply the new concepf,,méking sure that every-
one j§ checked and receives feedback dbriﬁg the lesson. .
4, The teacher should use a pattern (such as going from one end of the group
fo"fﬁe'ofher) for selecting children 1o take their turns reading in the group.
or ansWerihg questions (rather than calling on them randomly and unpredictably).

>

£. ‘When call-outs occur, the teacher should remind the child that every- .

-

one ge+s a turn and he must wait his turn to answer.
6. Affér"aski“; a question, the teacher should wait for the child fo.respond
anq"also see that other children wait and do not call out answers. 1¥ the
chi{d does not respond wifhin a reasonable time, fhe teacher should indicate
that sdme_response is expected by prpbing.

7 P}aise should be used in moderafion.' The teachér should praise fhinking

and effort more than Just getting the answer, and.should make praise‘as

specific and individual as possibie.

'8, Criticism should alsé be as speciffc as possible, and should include spe-

cification of desirable or correct alternatives.

i r - .4 3 : 17 . CT ’ f
K . ‘ 3

. . ) . . ———
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Similar examples can be fouﬁd in the other two experimental studies.
Taken together, t+hese studies provide an impressive number of guidelines for
+ direct insfrucfioﬁ in the early grades, the great majority of which are
effher overlapbing or complemenfar? (but not contradictory). Thus, in
élosing,.l am-Héppy to say that recent éfudies Ijnking teacher behavior to
‘student learning, and especially these ejxperimental sfudies,bafe making signi-

ficant progress in deVeloping a scientific basis for teacher education.
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