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. ~ . . MAbstract : .. :
This paper reviews high]ights of research on teaching conducted in

»

~.the 1970 Sy d1scusses current trends, and cons1ders accomp11shments 11ke1y
to be forthcom1ng 1n the 1980 s. The 1atter 1nc1ude better attention to\

c0ntext 1n co1Tect1ng c1assroom data and qua11fy1ng its probab]e generaliza-

s ’

b111ty, more and better measurement of progress toward affective outcomes

'of instruction (in add1t1on to. cont1nued attent1on to cogn1t1ve outcomegg

J

deve]opment of - exp]anat1ons for process process ‘and process outcome 11nkages

.present1y recogn1zed but not fu]]y understood and better integration of re-
. ANy .-
search on teaching wnih,research on,]earn1ng.-'
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' This is a comment on recent research on teaching, especial]y re-,

- ' search, that links teaching processes to their outcomes (student lear%f

. \ing and attitudes) Several recent revidbs of the major findings of work .
. y 1
,2in this field are available e1sewhere (Br0phy, l979a, Good 1979 Medley,-

3

’; . 1979 QEterson & Walberg, 1979/ Rosenshine, 1979), ag are: methodo;dgi&al

. commentaries (Berliner, 1977 Brophy, l979b Doyle, 1977) Consequently,

this paper will focus on the possible meanings and dmplications of this

Work and on 1its Pr0bable dirébtions in the 1980'3.- - T

N w o

, .

¥ - e .- : . o, . .
B 4 .

A Look at the 1970' N

/The 1970" 8 were a decad\'é? great exéitement and progress in research

« - ’

i\on teaching. For the first time, researchers - concentrated on the individual

Ateacher-as the it of analysis (rather than masking individual teacher ef-.,
- !

el

fects by aggregating dat%qfrom all teachers working at a given school or 1

“fusing é given curriculum), and more specifically,'collected data based on

x

sustained observation of teacher behavior (rather than pencil and piper

‘measurement of teachers' ‘status characteristics, attitudes, or personalities).

LR

They also began to focus more on inservice rather than preservice teachers,

. which aﬁéfwed them to atudy teaching under more naturalistic conditions

14 L.

bt

1This papet was delive.: 4s au invited presentation to. the annual
meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, October, 1980.
The author wisheg: ‘to thank June Smith for her .assistance in manuscript pre-
paration. : Sy R Q x

2Jere Brophy is coordinator of the Classroom Strategy Study and'a pro-
fessor of student teaching and professional development and® counseling §.
and educational psychologys. . S E '
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} and to compare groups who _had established contrasting track records of.

'effectiveness as defined by relative success in producing student learning

gains on stdndardized tests:. pomparability of data from different teachers
. ' .
was enhanced b§'exercising dontrol over the contéxts within which instruc-

tion was to be observed- (grade level, subject matter, student status charac-
teristics, time of year) and/or by obServing teachers often and long enough

1

to buildFup a reliablehsample of their teaching behavior. Sophisticated4 -

~

multivariate classroom-observation systems were . introduced ‘that (1) combined

4

high inference ratings with low inference coding of spedific behaviors, (2) .

allowed for separate_coding and analysis of behavior. that occurred’in separate

. contexts, and (3) expressed classfoom process meaSUres .not merely as fre-
quencies per unit of time but as percentages of the total number of .

.times that the behavior in question might have been observed or egpected

- These dnd other methodoiogical improvements (cf. Brophy, 1979 b) nsed
' b .
;E initially in several correlational studied. (Brophy & Evertson, 1976}
. . o . .

.Evertson,;Anderson,’Anderson, & Brophy, 1979; Good & Grouws, 1977; McDonald

& Elias, l976; Soar & Soar, 1972; Stallings & Kaskowitz, Note 1; Tikunoff,

Y

Berliner, &fRist, Note 2), and later in e%ﬁérimental‘studies (Anderson,

Evertson, .& Brophy,. 1979; Good & Grouws, 1979: Program on Teaching Effec-
N )
tiveness, 1978; Stallings, Cory, Fairweather, & Needels, Note 3)\have

.

yieldedzareasonably coherent body of data linking specific sac’ charac—

g latd su navﬁors to studeuc learning of basic skills: Following

are a few of the'maj6r con’lnsions from this bork.

-

'

Teachers Make a Difference

Common Sense suggests_that some geachers will teach more, or teach ‘
i - -

”f;ffectively, than others, so that their students will learn more. Yet,

'?'late 1960’ ), writers like Stephins (1967) asserted that learning de-
. : -

s
.
G "~

/{ : gl I : ¢
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pended almost entirely on events occurring spontaneously wit:hins:f;udents,s

80 that the identity and behavior of the teacher were almost irrelevant.

i

Data from the'ColemanTreport (Goleman, Campbell, -Hobson, McPartland; .
Moodg Weinfield & York 1966) seemed to support this. Howeyer, 1970's

F} ,
rese rch focusing on. the\\eacher as the unit of analySis, established ' .

0

‘ that some teachers are reliably morte effective than others. Correlations

of c¢lass-mean régidual-gain scores from one year to the next u3uelly

averaged about .30, despite changes in:class gize and composition,
cohort-effects unique to specific\classes, or teacher health and wel{are

-~

factors that militate against stability in teacher behavior or teacher
. e .. :

effects (Acland, 1976 ; Veldman & Brophy, 1974).

_ | . ,
Teacher Expectations and Role Definitiohs are Important
\

Students tend to .learn more when their teachers belfeve that instruc-

\-— .

«{ting students in the curriculum is basic to the teachiné role, expect their
students to learn, and act accordingly. These teache make it their busi-
ness to see that students master key objectives of thé cur~+- T

' teaching or finding another way to t e

Effective teachers are successful in part because they not only allo-
cate a lot of time for instruction but actually Spend most .of that time

actively instructing the students ‘or supervising their work on assignments.

-

They minimize the time devoted to transitions and other purely procedural
\

matters, and especially the time devoted to dealing with classroom disrup-

tions. In part, they accomplish this by displaying signal continuity, with-
. . 2

&y
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itness, overla)pingness, challenge ‘and variety in assignments, and. other

zinciples of effective group organization and mahagement defined by Kounin

—
(19?0). Much of this boils down .to, minimiging disruption and off- task be-

havior through prevention. Students are 1ike1y to remain attentive and en-
X .
gaged when their teaéher presents an appropriate activity for them to focus
: \
on, keeps it moving at a good pace, and monitors their re3ponsiveness. , .

;.

Recent work- by Evertson and Anderson (197@) shows that organizing

the classroom to maximize student engagement in meaningful tasks involves

(
a great deal of instruction in classr00m procedures and routines, ‘especially

in the early grades. It may be necessary for the teacher to begin the year:
. by giving detailed instructions, perhaps supplemented with 0ppontunities

. for practice and feedback, to teach students'when and how to make smooth
: .

transitions between activ}ties, Bharpen pencils, obtain neéded equipme=t

get help with‘an assignment,_or check their work. Classrooms that seem

to run automatically uysus11: reg 1+ from'carefi- z . anning, prevara* n,

and direct instruction iy :-ese ﬁr0cerureqkand " nes at rhe negl-.ning

of the year, with periodic review as needed.

T~ N ~
r : . > ' .
' Task engagement is not encugh by itself Students must\Le-engaged

in meaningful tasks if they are going to learn efficiently AlthOugh var-

»
iety and a degree of challenge are tmportan s the key variable'seems to
® .
be pacingf Students Seem to learn the most when they proceed rapidly but
7

<« 1n veryfsmall steps. They can answer most (70- 807) of the questions that

teachers ask during group activities when they (the teachers) are avail-
‘able to give feedback. 1In seatwork assignments when students are ex-

pected to manage their ow 1earning, Success rates approaching,1007 are .

necessary. Seatwork should not’ be busy work assigned merely to Reep )

‘ '4
ﬁstudents occupied rather than/because {t provides practice in. relevant
™~ . 3
knowledge or ski}Is, but_ it &hould be: easy enbugh for ssudents to, experi-

- A Y ol
~

J

-

£l
o
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e?ce success if they apply'themselves. Students consistently given ‘work

that is too difficult for them can be expected tq give up, and eventually

j : Y

to-become motivétion pro ;ems. ' - , _-4' )

<

'This is well known to éducators as a general principle, of pourse;

3
N a

. but recent reseatch:-on teaching makes a contribution by showing that stu+"

dents requfre a v EZ high success rate in order to progréss effidﬂently

Theoretical sources vary on this pointm The achievement motivation 1it- .

o~ . 4 m
erature suggests.that.a.SOZ success rate is optimal for maximizing achievef
’ 'y W R

ment motivation, g least for individuals who do not fear faiIure?(Crawford;‘

- 1975L and this finding has sometimes been inappropriately generalized anq

.o ; _ ’ : : - \
transformed into the notion that classroom questions and assignments should
! . s ' .- - ;

QBerliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, & Dishaw Note 4), . —

‘

\ . | | . 2
be geared to a 50% sﬁccess°rate. Similarly, writers who believe that high-

. y . ) . s , y . . )
er level or thought questions ﬁ?e’mbge valuable'than'lowér level or fact

- » - . N .
questions frequently state or imply -that learning that is "too easy' is

Y

likely to %= repetitiGe, boriﬁg, or pofnxiess;. On.the other hand mastery-.

L ¢ ~
learning & socates usually demand at least 80% suceess on assignments and

tasks, and programmed learning advocates expett to approach 100%- Class—
/ / v .
roomiﬁata support the latter position, indicating that teachers who pro-.
. . . t . 1

v | ‘

gram foér 90-100% success ratesTon-student assighments produce better stu~.

dEnt learning than teachers who tolerate higher failure rates (Fisher,

- \ v

The,key concept here probably is maét?&y to the point of over1earning
Basfé skills are taught in hierarchically organize& and sequencea stnands,
so that success at ady given level nsually requir;;\application~of con-
cepts and.skills mastered'at earlier levels; ‘Typicdily, studenfs are pot

ahlewzb
(S A ) ,/~

to the’ pdint oferlearning, so;it is vital to teach to this-Yeval +of mas-

v

- » ' . \\ S 4
tery consistently’'if consistent success is t@ be reasonably expected. The

- .. - , -

/. .

etain and apply concepts and skills'unless_theg have be%n’mastereh

/
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s high success rates séen in the classrooms of highly effective teachers ex—

ist, not on1y because the teachers avoid challenging students with material

g

that' is too difficult for ‘them to handle, but also because the teachers see

» : >

3

that students - ‘practiceé new knowledge,and skills sufficiently to attain the_ K
iy, :

{
1eve1 of d@erlearning. Even so, they move through the curriculum at a brisk

7]
s

pace, because they keep students profitably engaged in academij-actiﬁities

A

most of the time.

< ¢
1] . / .
" Students Need Direct -Instruction from the Teacher N b
. ~ - Lo T ' .
, In general, students tayght with structured furricula do better than
4 A

those taught with more individPalized or difcovery learning approaches,,

™"~ and those who receive much of ‘their instruction directly from the . teacher 4

- 3
®

do better than those expected Z: learn on their own'or Jfrom ope another
X

£Bennett, 1976' Broghy & Evert n, 1936"bage <1978 Gst & Grouws, 1977;

Good, l979 McDonald .1 Elias, l976' Rosensh&ne, 1976.yWright, l975
3
Zimmerman & Jaffe, 1977; Stallin§s & Kaskowitz iNote l Stallings, et.
o
al., Note 3). It is diffidcult to imagine how it coulq be otherwisea

despitg the appeal and Occasional elegance of humgnistic and discovery

learning ‘theories. b o S ‘ ‘
. . . > .
./In order ' t} learn independently,_students must be able to read, under-

”~

. k) sﬁgﬂd; and follow directions, identify key concepts, and correct their

o
Ll s A
own errors. Furtﬂetmofe, they must be willing and able to\su§fain/5uffi— v
’ N N‘ '
\\ cient levels of concentration and effort. This combination of ability o

. p y

* "' and motivaqhon does not exist at all among students in thd’ early elementary

grades, and probably exists in only a minority of{dlder students. In any/

s

_case, students apparently learn/basic skills most efficiently when system—
.« . A A .
atically taught monitored, and givqn feedback by a teacher.
Students in the, early grades seem to require a lot of one-to-one dy-
. >

“adic interaction with the teacher who gives them opportunities for | - I

- ) , ' al -




“practice and feedback' For efficiency reasons; most of this dyadic inter—

3. @ o '

actiondoccurscwithin the 'small ‘group setting, but it is dyadic inteﬁaction

1‘. I .
) nevertheless. At these early grade levels, teachers who call on studeﬂts

rl “

n to recite in a predetermined patterned order during small group instruc—
=7

Sy e .
. -

.tion tend to be more succe}sful than teaghers whg call on students ran-
<

domly (Anderson, Evertson,.& Brophy, 1979 Brophy and Evertson 1976) L

.

‘In part, this is because the pattern method provides structure to stu—

[ la
///" dents who may need it and cuts down on the distractions caused by stude %;,
IS ‘ attempting to coax the tegcher to call on them. Perhaps more important y,

N . ' .
. .

‘\} hoLever, this meth?d automatically insures that all students-participate

regulafly and roughly equally. Earlier research on the communicatior o0&

teacher expectations to stﬂdenﬁg (reviewed by Br0phy & Good 1974) showed -

that teachers’ who use ‘the random method do not -acutally call on students

: .’ < ! '\’-

’ randomly. Instead they tend to call on hiéh achieving students more of—
. ' ‘

' ten than low. achieving studants (and to provide longer and higher quality

p——

X response opportunities ‘when they do call on them) ‘and, the more assertive y
. ) &

>

) )
students eredate more response opportunities for themselves than the shy or

L
a withdrawn students do. Calling on students in a predetermined- patterned
—-— ' . Y

‘order automatically ‘reduces these discrepancies. T ?. pd

i - At higher gé%de levels, the n?ed for dyadic: interactions between the

. teacher and éach individual student seems to give way to)&he need for more

N briskly paced lessons and actrviﬁies in which tthpajority of the teachers
I~ . he 1y

ications are directed to the group or class as a—whole rathet—than °.-.

to spEcif c tndivi uals. Whole qlaSs préggntations becbme thg usual setting..’
Q\ .

re

for introd ction of neW’material with small gtoup activitit being used
- ” - ¥ - .
~ more for remedial wogk and extra work with students who have difficulty Co

A Ll

“® keeping up. » By about fourth grade,fand increasingly thereafter, students R
typieally do not have to interact individuafly‘hith the teacher, but in-

" stead are able 'to learn by paying attention to the teacher's presentation.

+ e ’ A
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of information to the group aa a whole (typically Supplemented by interac-
,?Fith with ‘a® few individuals) In fact, at the higher gride levels, it

may be counterprbductive for.teachers to interrupt large group aczivities

- for any length of tfme in ordef to deal with concerns specific to an indivi—

e -~ )

7 dual student, because this may lead to loss of lesson momentum and problems
of student inattention and disruption

]
A -

K . At any grade‘level, then ’teachers must optimize their instruction so
N - R , _

-

that they'neither Ptesent too much too fast nor move too slowly with too

b

much redundancy The teacher effectiveness research of the 1970's makes
o “R®.. : ) '

[

it clear that teachers who accomplish this task'sudcesafully will produce

more.leefning in their students, but it-does not yleid much information

about how the task can be accomplishedf ‘How much-new information should

@

\, be presented to the class in today's lesson? How much anddphat kind of

practice or application opportunities will the class need? -Who. will need .
/
extra help, and what form should this help take? 'When will the class be
. 'Teady tq moxe on, and how will the teacher recognize when this point has

2]

. been reached? These are among the questions that will be addressed in the
*~ reseatch of the 1980's,. particulatly in studies of teaehers'-planning, think-

ing, judgment, and decision mahing (cf. Clark & Yinger, 1977; Snaveisgn, 1976).

Y
}

* Different Contexts call for Different TeacheésBehavior

L]

One of the major contributions of the research of the 1970's was 1ts

atﬂEntion to context- factors that can influence the appropriateness or,
effectiveness of particular teacher behavior. Under context factors I
would place a broad range of variables that would include student indivi-~

' dual dtfferences and status characteristics (age,~sex, race/ethnicity,

social class, 'intelligence, cognitiue style), subject matter, group struc-

k

ture ¥ individual vs. small group vs.. whole class), task.structure (lecture,
\ .

— r——
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QiScuséion, recitation, drill; seatwork assignment), instructional gpals -

— (in%roduée new mafé;ial vs. apﬁly new material vs. review vs. generalize

- N~ ' ,
, , to new situations; promgte mastery of basi;\gt}lls Vvs. promote interest
R 7 ‘

¢

»

or enrichment through. exploratorv .-V, and .even time of year

P

‘(more attention to procedure:

=~ required early in the year)gg

/

S . ' * {'
Few of these context factors aied yet, and”'none has been 1i-#

vestigated systematicafly. When investigators do study such context factors,

1

however, ;hey almost inﬁariably report §iénifican§ differen&es in<;har
constitutes effectiVE‘teéching in the different contexts studied (Brophy &
Evertson, ;278). |
. Some of these context differences»combine to form larger patterns, as

. in the relétionship bgtwéen atudenr'age7inte}ligence/aghievement'level and
the degree to which the student is directly’dépendeqt upon th; teacher for
learning. 1In géneral, to the.éxtent thgt stuéénxs are youﬂger, less intelli—~
gent; and/or less far along 'in mastering the kéy objectives of:é given curri—‘
culym, teachers will need to structure their learning experiences, give

’

more detalled and redundant instructions and explanations, interact more

. /
individually and awote often with each student, elicit overt respouses to ques-
tions and perfoimance demands, provide fudividuallced teedback, divide soht-

-

work assignments Cnto smaller segmeuts o1 devise ways to provide more tic -
quent monitoring and corrective feedback, and, in general, continually
direct and supervise learning activities. Older, brighter, and more<:§Iiled
students can assume more of the burden for managing their own learning, es-

pecially once they have made the transition from learning the tool skills

as ends in themselves to using the tool skills as means to learn other things.

ho
o
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Several aspects of cognitive development associated with(ﬁovement from
Piaget's preoperétionaf’geriod into the period of concrete operations are
also important here. In particular, the development of meta-knowledge,

meta-memary, and related skills will enable students to begin to approach

r

learning tésks~more.systematically and with cbntinuing awareness of what

they are trying to accomplish. Impfoved memor;ﬁ'ﬁd concentration lead to
the ability to work independent.y iong | 2 pir~ater variety of assign-

ments. Other cognitive developments, combined with mastery of subskills®:

to overlearning, allow students to begin to be able to evaluate their work,

to haow whether or not they understand the task and how Lo 8O aboul s, -ing
it, and to check their answers and idé;tify errors.

The fact that students Eggfassume more ahd more of the responsibiligy‘
for their own learning as they get leer and more kndbledgeable does not
necessarily mean thaL hey should, however. At least with regard to basic
skill'maspery? thé data indicate that, within any patrticular grade level,
students wgo get more direct instruction from theilr teacher will learn mo;e .

than students who get Nless direct {astuct tou Thus, although fourth graders

can work mwore independently than ti:st graders, and eighth giaders more so

thao fouich gradets, dlicot lustiuct Loa from the (cacher temalus impoureant
' L]
o cuch 5de€ Bvea skillea adulc learners 1l lcatu mote cffl.leutly

shie guldc«i €ncvrnaliy (latkin & Rott, 1976, Tenanysoun, 1980).

A second major cluster of cunteit dependent rélationships Iinks stu
dent personality traits such as confidence-inhibition, assertiveness-shy-
ness, and fleld fudependence field dependence tu the Lcaching@ggxié dimen -

slons Qf demdudiusucss—auppul tlveucss and a buslinessl lke, impersonal style ver-

’

sus dir emmplias s o warmth and ,wore persovnalleed fnteracticns. Sctudents who

| o
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are bright and c0nfident, especially if -they also tend toward a field inde-

pendent cognitive style, tend to preferco be,ﬁand to achieve more when,taught.

by teachers who are oriented more toward subject matter than individuals, and’

who are intellectually stimulating but also demanding in their“interact;ons

with students. Such teachers challenge their students to stretch themselves

intellectually and to put forth the effort required to do the best that
. ,

they/can.‘ Often they are sparing in their praise: but detailed in their

critigism, although both g i8¢ and the criticisw tend to be impersonal

and concentrated on t G-f the academic performance in question.

By demanding the.most from tuddents who are capable and desirous of

fulfilling these demands, such teachers tend to get the wost from such
&+

students.

] .
At the same time, however, they tend to terrorize or alienate other

t

students. This includes all students who lack (or thifdk they lack) the
™~
ability to meet the teacher}; high standards, but most especially those

who are anxious, insecure, or fiﬁld dependent in cognitive style. These

students are frightened and dis?ouraged By deméﬁds and criticism, but they
» / *

respoud well to support and encoutagement, especlally trom Leachers who

scl Lo Rituw (liew pexu‘oually and establlsh thewselves as tawillar and co
cettied hielpcioe tathet (han Jdlstant aulboi Ity [lgutes e teachers who ace
ool suteesalun wIlh (Lede sCudelit, go top pertfuiman o L i Chem aot L,
demaundling 1t (waih loplled rejectlo. o, puntshmeat tor tallue tu delive. ),

but by fousterluy {1 gradually Lhruugg p;aisé: encouragement, expressions
of apprecilation for effort.and shared pride apd happiness for accomplish-
weat, and so on. This kind ot Suppourl and encoutagemeutl scems Lo be im
portaut for aualous uxiinsc\,uxe sludents or any kind lu apy setlinug, but

capecially s0 tor sirudents whose factal/cthnlc group or soclal class mem

]
bership makes them part of a minority group attending a school dominated
v

-
-
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- by a majority group'frOm'thcﬁ they afe (orlfeel) e?cludea‘(Bfophy S
Evertson, 1976; Kleinfeld, 1972; Peterson, 1977;.Solomon & Kendall, 1979;
St. John, 1971; Witkin, Moqre;féoodenoqgh, & Cox, 197?). ‘

One way to attempt to res;ond to this sef of relationshigs would be

&

to try to match teachers to students according to their styies and p¥efer-
ences. This may be especialiy apérdpriat? at the college level, where
choices of instructors:teaching the éaﬁe coursés'are often available, and
where student styles”aggtpreferenées have become ﬁeveloﬁed to the point?
that some *ts _‘will;rf ‘vonlze and be ivle t0 c¢: on them" However,

B

, .

both logical consid®rations and empirical data suggest ‘that guch match-
. .

ing might not be fn the long run best tuterests of the students (Brophy,

TN
1978).
The logical ptoblem here 1is that matching of this kind may reinforce

existing styles or preferences and thus make already abnormal ihdividuals
/ .

Y .

more abnormal. 1In the case of students who are overly anxious or teacher-
3
dependent, this is clearly not desirable. These students should get the
i -
suppart. and encouragement they fleed, but idealfy should be gradually weaned
, : i :
7 . .
away from their dependence. Such students pr%pably will be much better
oftf 1a the long run Lt chey sradually learu Lo become more auuérLive, Lo
N g L
wmakhc declslous aud Lake fedponsibility foy themy and to advance thelr
ldeas eveu whea thoy may be ilaking fallusrc or_disapproval .
- . v
Although 10 1y wot as obvious, reintorcement of extremes of trafits
like assertiveness or field independence can be counterproductive too.
Individuals with 1little interest in or tolerance for the 4houghts or feel-
ings of their peers might become better rounded as persons 1if they learned

LO pPay more at;fntion to social stimull. In addftion to théfe logical

cous i tions, there are data gé/zndicune that teaching students in the
e ’ - /

\ -

) X
A ¢




style to which they are accustomed or the style ﬁhich they preter does noe -
: necessarily lead to better achievement, even though it might 1ead to better

v

attitudes (Dorsel 1975 Peterson, 1977; Peterson & Janicki 1979)
Thus, attempting to match students to teachers probably is neither

-~ feasible nor effective as a solution to- the problems of optimizing educa—
'

tion raised'by data on interactions between 1earner characteristics and

'_teacher behaviors. Instead, students will probably"be better‘served in

- ) - N
. the long run i1f 'teachers are trained to recognize and respond appropriately

to the needs and preferences of each individual student. _Ideallyn this

would include not merely providing students w$zﬂ‘:h; Rnds of treat-
ment they seem to require (or at Ieast respond well to) at\the moment ,
but also weaning them away from narrow and rigid preferences toward a more

flexible and differentiated tolerance for and ability to handle a.broad
- variety of situations and People. Thm; studentS who need a 1ot of per-

sonalized interaction and support would get it, but even while providing-

7

s 1t, the teacher would bpe gradually weaning them from such dependence and
| ' :

- developing assertiveness, frustration tolerance, and self assessmeut and

redlnforcement skills Slullarly, teachers who have bLeen Litngtlug aloug
. N -

Mialous e allenated students slowly (Luld Lecome woie demandlug as the
stadents’ (ulcvanie foa chall.oage audl sbali, Coovespoad ol g lutp: ved
Lidul o 4,1 Qeada i o P 1)/,‘, [T T

oL ae s carch oo teachiiug ot the 1v/0°'s feproscils e, ous R

/ .
whew compared with what was available previously. Howe&er, the knowledge

accumulated is bounded by some lmportant limitacions and qualificatious.

Flise, 1o pertalns alumosc exclustvely to tnstruction L basic skills whero
I' ' n

the ewplineds 14 on waster; and the curilculum is h €lar.hically vrganlced

and sequenced. Veiy little 18 Known about what .onustityres ettective

ERIC “
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teaching when the goal is to promote enrichment, discovery, or personalized

.1earﬁing, It does not seem likely that direct {nstructionxtill prove !

-

to be the most effective method for these “purposes.

Affective Qutcomes

’

The research on teaching in the 1970's 'also was focused mostly on

cognitive gogls, as measured by student performance on standardized achieve-
L4 .

¢
ment tests. When progress toward affective goals (student attitudes to-

ward the teacher or the subject matter) was investigated, the data revealed

that patterns of teaching that¢ maximized positive student att{itudes were

~ _ ‘
not the same patterns that maximized student learning (Evertson, Andersoq,

Anderson, & Brophy, 1979; sood & Grouws ., 197/; Fisher, et al. %?Lc 4) .

This underscores‘the fact that effective teaching involves optimizing

and Balancing trade-offs. Béyond a ckrtain point, attempting to maxi-

AN

mize student 1ea%ning will cause students to feel unduly pressured and Lo
thus reduce R:?gress toward affective goals. Similarly, teachers who
concentrate on maximizing positive studenL attitudes probably can aucceEd
but at a cost {n paggreus toward achievement SOdib The situation be-
comes evelh wore complex when other goals are couslde,ed (promotion of

. v -

suclal futciaction and development of desiirable group dynamlcs . prowo
. .

’

tivau ol psycholouglcal or moral devclopuent) .
. L telleve that the research of the 1980's will {nclade much more

attention to such affective outcomes and the teacher behaviors that may

2

be associated with them. Considerable progress has been made already. in

linking classroom geward structures and activity structures to patterns

< 'S
L
of soclal cooperation-and interactdien among cj}ssmatcu (Sharan, 1980;

SIAVin, 1980). We need more attentioff to individual affective variables

’ 2
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* 15
. ) ' o - A : o - : S
. such as attitudes toward subject matter and school work, intrinsic totiva- L]

"~ 2

.
4 .F.':i 5 “_4,_‘ ) . o -
k'égﬁipation and reinforcement, ang pri{de in, accomplish--
* S c T

"}gi’ S T

Progress 1is likely to come in these areas not merely because investi-

tion to learn, s

.

ment.

14

gators afe—develqping interest in them, but because new ddta collection -«
. : . ' ] A

methods are being introduced. 1In the paat} social and especiélly peY¥son-
al development have been measured with questionnaires and other atrdcturgd

'
A ¢ 1

self -report instruments, with mostly unsatisfactdry results. Too*oqten,‘ =y
Ly . ‘ . | .

.

5. the data collected with such instruments represent not so much students'”™

Y .
genuine perceptions, attitudes, orvbeliefg as the operation of response 8sets

tangential to the affective variables supposedly being measured. When allqwed

to make more than two choices in responding tp an item, some ‘students reg&larly

use the extreme categories, and other students regulafly avoild them. '

Many stﬁdeﬁts will give answers that they-.think will pleéseQEhe teacher -
' LS :
or the test admiz}strator rather than report theiy. true perceptions or.

.

. attitudes. Many students wifl QEPJECt in a defeﬂsive or ego—enhanc;hg
way, claiming to be much happier or successful than they réaIlyware.

These and other factors {ntroduce so much noise into students' responses

i .
to Structuied selt lepuorl dn8trumeuts as to reirder Lhpse respouses virtu-

ally uselcss as data. -
» ‘

|
\ KCLCHLI}, however, fnvesllgalor s Interested In seglhdends dlfective
N !

\Juv?lupment have begun to collect dgta that may bé mor% valid. Some

| .
6¥€insuein & Middlestadt, 1979; Bohrkemgerﬁ Note 5) have used open- <

ended interwiewing, in which students are encouraged to report their

perceptions in their own words. Others have employed extended and "thick

description'” forms of observatton tu determine/ﬁgg students function in

group situations (Webb, 1980) or respond when they are unable to solve a.

L3
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seatwork problem (Anderson, Note 6). Still others ‘have 1nvestigated
t

- affective Outcomes as they are perceived -and defined by teachers, based

on: their experiences; rather than by psychologists, based on titeory (Prawat,

{

B

) . ' - - . .
Explaining Process-Outcome Linkages / L

s

Most of the Process-outcome linkages establishe.’ b;i%he +

ch of
the 1970's rgmain purely empirical. -That is, ‘even when we know that cer-

. ' l .
tain teacher behavior is associated with higher levels of student learn—l

i
ing, we do not know why. Sometimes the answer {s (or at least eeems) ob-

Jiouz, as tu the case gf classioom maudgemeut skills that 1neréa&erthe
percentages of time that students are engaged in academic activities J T%?
L

reasons for other relationships are less obvious. For example, I noted
» - ’ )

earlier that teachers in the early grades who run their small gfodp reclta-
tiqqs by calling onlstudents in a paf;erned order tepd to be more success-
ful than teachers who call on §fﬁaeeES randpmly, and suggested several

. . .
,pos§ible reasons why this @ight be so. These are purely speculative, how-
ever; no one has fnvestigated Lthe matter systematically;- Nog is 1L clear
why whoule C(lass lnatxuengu ts usually wmoL e ctﬁceLieﬁ Lhdu smal l BLoup
lustiuctton after the flisl few BpLades why Lteachers in Lhc tdLly gLudcs
“ho pralse wore often tend (o be less etfecitve éhuu teachers who p{aiac
less often (ur why this ﬂblatiugghip teverses fu the higher grades),

why teachers who ask relatively more high-level questions tend to be less

successful than teachers who ask ﬁewer‘high~level questipns. . oy
A3 .

Progress in clearing up sech mysteries will require reseasch designed

to fdentify the ytasons underlying process«outcéme relat{fonships. This d

againfi{ﬁngs up the need for thick desgription and for attention to pro-"

cesg-procesS.relationships in addition to process-outeome relationships.

/ )

J
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For example, %onsidgr the ffﬁding“thae teachers in the early grades who

~

praise more often tend to be less successful in producing learning than

5. _teachers who praise less often.- Is this‘g'direct and éﬁi‘*ﬁic'effect of ‘.i
P . ) . ) - . . . , 3

the praise itself, or.are a1ffences in praise “frequencies assogiated AN

. 3 . > P .

with other teacher differences thé% may be more fundamentaql? Perhaps\.‘ ¥

' - teachers who praise '"too often" are prone to praise inapptopriately by S
. - N NS

offering positiﬁe comments'when the_performance does not deserve them.

. (If . so, this may erode their credibility with the students. In any case,”
N ’ »
it raises questions about thq&teachers' intefTigence or gocial percep-

tiveness.) Perhaps teachers who praise frequenﬁly tend to be more inter-

ested in affective tham in coqpitive objectives, so that the process-out- \\

S

come relationstiips spring from teacher values rather than’necessarily

- ~

s from téacher/agilities. ,Until studies prowviding thick descriﬁtion,’

- ' of how teachers who differ»in praise freduency Poth teach in general -nd

v

praise in particular become available, we remain unable to choose between

éLcse and other possible explanations for the proceséLOutcome relationships
e ) A - f \\
involving pratse. ) ' |

Anotlher problewm with the cedearch ot the 19/0's lo (liat {1t 1s based
. 0 ‘
e the natural vatdadlon cexletlng among contewporary teachers oun the pro-

ceod vuxldblcgﬁsLudlcd. Whea atl teachers pertorm certalu benaviors either

-

well or powily, the rescoicted varlation in the belaviors will revént

them from correlating’significantly with outcomes, even when they may be
T imporEﬂBt (¢t. Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979). Even whererghere is

goud varilance awong teachers ., so that significanc corfélatious are ob-

tained, these datas do uot yleld specific guldelines for instruction. To

stay with yﬁr example, data from the early grades indicating a negative A .-
( ‘ .

Q ' ' , )~
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*
tive teachers praise

- S ; . -

. ' P -

" ;‘ofteni; relative to more‘ef ective teacher:
¢ »

Even if this correlational relationship should prove to result from a direc

causa{ link betweeg frequency of ppaise and. student 1éZrning (which seems

unllkely), it does not provide specific guidance to_teachers. How much
. I - -

<mere reporting of correlational relabiqnships: p

praise is too much?

ld
“ < . . .
What is the optimal amount? Attempts to answer these

ques&}ons would‘nequirq examination of~plots and regression lines, not

. w L Ve . ’ A & .
. e Furthermore, even {f such’analyses were leted and yilelded reason-

1

ERIC
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: Sy . .
.how to praise. More com&}ete guldelines would require attention 'te the

N .
., 4 .
ably specific 5u1d611ueg\ubuut frequency of praise (”Pla}%j 10% of correct
R '
answers.'), the resuf#ing guldelines would be silent regarding when and
. b4 N " . .

i

<

) 5 : ‘® : : ’ .

target of the praise. ("Save your praise for brilliant .or greative answers
o ' ~ .S

or for completed work that results from considerahle effort."), .the nature

1

of EEe student ("Concentrate praise on students who seem to need it au. -
{espgnd\well to it; praise performance that répresents noteworthy pyo-

gress oy accomplishment for this particalar student, even if more talented
peers Jdo better."), the setudng ot contest ("Minimlie pralse durtug pub-
llc,'whul P ldass lessuns and recltations Lecause 10 Jdlotracts Liom the

lca:jg?l ‘and way embariradges certaln students.”), and the phrasing ot the

praISe itself ("Praise should be conLingeut upon 5pecific accompl tshment

3

and should call attention to this accomplishment by descr bing it.").

\

So far, most process-outcome research has confined itself to measuring

only the frequenqy of teacher-behavior variables, without building in

the qualitative and context-spec¥fic distinctions implied in these guide-
L 4

lines for praising. Such guidelines can be derived from théoret}cal sources
4 .

) ~




r b ‘
and from ouﬁtf kinds of classroom data (Brophw, in press), but they cannot

.betobserved“or tested inngrocess outcome reeearch until such research be—

gins to introduce even mo{gpcomplex and sophisticated methods of observu‘
¢ , .
ing, codIng, and analyzfng teacher behavior. . o

> ) 'i ‘ . ’ : " ‘ {7 ‘
. The Research of the 1980's !
} - : ., ™ 7 . -

'The process-outcome research of the 1970's has conv}ncingly'linked

~

Vel

-

a complex//f variables involving classroom management and organization
& ) . 6

skills direct instruction, and student engagement/time on -task .

to students' residual gains on end-of—yea{\standardizéd tests of'bésic )
.J.
- . . )5

skills.. This' has been an important:contribution Ho&ever, as I h vg

J B

noted elsewhere (Brophy, l979b), additional Studies with thQ‘same general
résearch design agf doomed to continue replicating these basic relatiqn—

» . .
ships without adding important ne%:findings. The. problem is that teach-

er differences on the classroom management/direct instruction/student-

engagement cluster are so basic and far reaching as to mask the effec..s

of more restitcted or subtle varlables . such as the sequencingrsand claricy

s
’

vl presentations oy the teachcer's style of questioulng and delivering
. : = '
feedback o students. Gonsequently, researchers luteresteyd «du process-

vutcome " Linkages will be shifting to new\pagadigma in the 1980's. | <i£ 3
To investigate subtle instructional variables efficiently; it will

be necessary to centrol or at least bimit the variation in teachers' class-

room management skills and time spent 1in direct instruction, and to shift

from studying effects across a school year on end-of-year achievemeat tests

to studying immediate or at least short-term outcomes of instruction. In

~OR
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“ addifj_o'n to performance aon tests, these__outhmes will include student be-
. )

A

l;aVi,or,s' tradituonally classified as procegs variables rather than prodnct
o ) ‘ ’ ! ’ Co T
variables: attention to teacher presentacions_, performance during re‘cita-

tions, engagement in. seatwork assigrpents and so on.y Even where test ‘data.
i

/]
-

arelused, the emphasis will switch from broad norm—réferenced tests to

much brjefer criterion ~re’ferenced tests for mastery of the specific cOn—-‘-
I
- -9 H

&ne tapght during the periods of iﬁstruction under study ~

Some of this' work will be -expﬁrimental asjin the recenty_gries of | .

prograuimati&studies on teacher clarity conducted by Laygd and -Smith (19,79).

Most of the work will probably still be naturalistic In eithet case, it

#
—"

.will be important; ‘to move beyond the ,{amiliar but largelys\m-formative

B decision—orTented eﬁvaluation study-{Which 1s more effective, method A or N
¢ / : a .

J me]tho*d B?), and begin to add>ress more sophistig&ated process—-outcome questions
(What are the simil;(ﬁties and differences in the effects o} ,method A and

method B? Are there trade-offs, such that method A 1s more efféctlve for

"
certain ob;jectives but method B 1s more effective for other objectives?

If one.mathod is better than the other, why is this so-lwhat are its

Ammediate effects on students during actual instruction that seem to ex-

plain the performance differences observed later on ghe test?).
« -

J‘ N I believe'that the regsearch of the 1980's will begin to address thes,e'

questions systematically, a in the process, will start to achieve the
! ['4

. first real integration of research on teaching with research on lhearning.

L

In order to analyze and explain why teacher behaviors have the effects

that thex do. orm students, it will be necessary to link teacher behaviors

l N . . /
/

!

r . : LI . )
[4 .. .
v N ! . -
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, to immediate andxshort—term student oqutcomes such as-mathemagfnic’ behaviors‘
/ . [N . . . N L. .
' attention and task _engagement, success rates, résponse sets, and error .
’ patterns.' As researche&e studying teaching pay more attent}on to context,,
(- .
e’ 3 [
’ especialiy to@teacheré' immediate goals, we should'begin to Bee more Speci*
- | °.0 ’
.fic identification of - relevant.student behaviorvariables and-spei?fidation
: P
‘ of ideal StUdeTt outcomes. Influenced by Doyle (1977) and others whg have

taken an ecological perspective in analyzing classrooms and a;guiag for bal-

ancfng the emphasis on the teacher with an equal focus on the student, re-

searchers studying teaching have begun to analyze the performance demands
&
that different teaching behaviors impese on students. This may be only

}
" the first step. in what wikl eventuaily beeome a genuine integration of
- ' . ®

) research 6& teaching with‘research ow learning. . 5 v s

' I
a - ‘ ~ Py

' Integratigp with Redearch pn Learning
While these events are occurring in research on teaching, some paral—

‘ﬁel changes have been occurring in research on c%rriculum organization and
learning. Traditionally, researchers interested in the application of - b

" the ideas of’learning theorists such as Gagnei Glaser, or Keller have con-
RN

centrated their efforts on cucriculum development. 1o particular, there

hyas bggn a focuf vn the form and viganfzation Jdf curriculum- rather than
3 . ,
« ) (f‘v
. ‘ ' o N ' ’ ‘ ) ‘ R
3Mathemagenic activities are student behaviors relevant to achieve-
ment of instructional objectives: attending or orienting to relevant

input, processing the input and translating 1t igto internal speech or .
representations, segmenting the input Thto meaningful units, .and so vn. 3

* . . . N
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'upon its deliverx,to the’learner. The result has been . ah accumulation
. -
, of knowledge about how traditional instructional materials (text boqks, -

R [N . 3

workkooks) can. be 1mproved, supplemented,‘or even replacéd by innova—

tions such as programmed texts, audiovisual instructional systems, or

computer—directed learning. Researchers in- this. tradition have had lit-

.
. . ~

-~

"tle to’ say, however, about the "delfvery system which has always been
*

-

dominant at the elementary and sedondary leyel 'ulikely to remain

B 4

so in the future. the classrogm teacher o "‘ .
This too is changing. Researchers frqm the learning and curriculum

K l/ AN - .
development tradition have largelngiandoned the notion of developing a

"teacher proof curriculum ‘and have begun to turn serious attention to -

‘st y of thg teacher behaviors involved in curriculqm .ementation.
L ] “X .)v:r‘.u N

_.The DISTAR program, for example, includes a model of instruction along
with curricula and materials in its learning program. Recent experimental
work done in classrooma implementing the DISTAR program has yielded us st 1,
inff;mation about the nature and sequencing of examples used to introduceﬂ

PE

concepts (Carnine, 1980) and about teacher control of lesson.pacing and
error rates (Carnine, 1976) McKenzie and ﬁ%rry (1979) have shown that
teacher presentations of the same-content tend to be more effective when
they fnclude "test-like events" that. require "each individual in the-olass
to respond actively than when they merely require the majority of indivi-b
duals to passively obsérve while a few peers‘respondi ‘ ’ ; ' 4
. Just as educational psychologists concerned with learning and curri-
culum development have become interested in teacher behéviors, develop—
mental’ psychologists have become interestedixxchildren ) cognitive function-

“1ing. ' Case (1975, 1978), for example, has developed guidelines forgearing

the demands of instruction to the de\zeloomental capacities’ of learners. Blank ,

. ‘ "'a
7 i £) b
s ", ~
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v (1973) has. considered the types of questions and performanca dcnands ti.at

may be needed for effective instruction of inhibited or uncommunicative

young learners. Zimmerman (Zimmerman & Jaffe} 1977; Zimmerman & Blotner

1979) has studied modeling as an instructional strategy $
In general then, process-outcome researchers are becoming more in-

terested in learner variables just as educational and devefﬁpment&l psych-

s
-

ologists arelbecoming more interested in.teacher variables. The develop-

. ment and merging of these interests should fuel a major trend in the 1980's: '

/
research on teaching that springs from concern about the thinking and be-
havior that the teaching is supposed: to %timulate in students’ (that(is

the immediate outcomes of teaching as observed 'in students' process behaviors).

This emphasis is sorely needed, especially in research on seatwork and

’

_remedial instruction.
Heretofore, research on teaching has concentrated on teacher-student
interaction during pupblic lessons and recitations. Yet, students in most

classrooms spend more than half of their time in seatwork (Rosenshine & Ber-

w »

-~

liner, 1978; Fisher, et al., Note 4). We need much more information on the
. kinds of seatwork that are appropriate and on how teachers can egfectively
present the seatwork to students, monitor their performance, and provide

feedback as needed. Anderson (in progress) has begun_ to address this prob-

len. 4

Little is known about effective remedial instruction either. The

!

diagnoses and prescriptions of supposed experts (specialists in learning

™~ . . ;
disabilities, remedial teaching, and related fields) are not even reliable,
let alone established as valid or effective (Weinshank, Note 7). Curriculum

yuides and' teachers' manuals do not provide much help here (typi-
g : o

'ca11y~they)assumé implicitly that students will learn without difficulty;
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in any case, they present little or no advice -on what to do when diffi-
culties aris%? Recent work in reading and mathematics learning has
begun to focus on the heuristics that students devise forfcomprehending.

curriculum content and responding to practice exercises, and on the kinds ,

lOf'errors they are ‘likely po-mAke“(and the reasons for them). Much more

information is needed on how teachers.can'identify(fhe processes students

are'using to respond to cdntent, diagnose students' errors, and respond

with effective remedial teaching. Some of this research will be' content

. : ‘.

specific to the point that it will be of interest only to subject matter

specialists. However, it seems likely that several general types of stu-

‘dent confusion can be identified, leading to the developmént of specific.

brinciples for teachet response to each type. Eventually, this type of
research<shou1d'nroduce guidelines that teachers can use'to’respond to
guestions such as the following. When should uteachers withhold help

and mereiy require or encourage students to overcome confusion on their

own? When should teachers give‘the answer? When should.lhey give ciues
that will pfovide help to the students but still require them to generate_
dt.least part cf the solution on their own? What, kinds of clues are appro-
priate (and are some kinds counterproductive)? What are the key differences
between responding to a student who understands the process but has made a
mech nical €rror versus a student who has used an 1ncorrect process versus a

student who has missed a key item of information versus a student who is

completely confused and does not even know how to'begin?

The koie of Teacher Values, Judgment, and Decision Making

Raising such questiens serves as a reminder that teaching is highly

Al

complex, involving constént monitoé;né of learner response and adjustment

to deal with whatever contingencies arise. Research \on teaching can inform

20
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\teachers about the probable outcomes of their decisions, but cannot make
those decisions for then, even.within the relatively reetricted nomain

s ef decisions;eolely concerned &ith maximizing student learning (without
..cons{deration of other worthy objeetives). . ‘
.So long as teachers must deal with clagses of 25 or 30 students instead
of tutoring single individuals, there will be trade offs between meeting

the needs of any tndividual.and meeting the needs of other indiyiduals,"
or of the class as. a group. This neeessariiy requires the application ~
of yalues, and not jnst skilis. Thus, aithough teaehing can and should
become much more of a data—bas§H applied science than.it is now, it will

always remain at least partly a clinical profession involving planning,

judgment, and decision making.
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