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ABSTRACT
An analysis is presented of the Hunter Staff
Development Model. Squestlons for improving the 1mplem9ntat1on of
the model are based on a review of the literature pertinent to the.
Hunter model, and a series of interviews with: (1) teachers and
adm1n1§trators who have received training in the Hunter model; (2) a
- group of Hunter Staff Develuopment Model-oriented trainers; and (3)
Madeline Hunter, the chief architect of the clinical theory of
instruction from which the various staff development programs are
derived., Part one consists of an overview of the origins and content"
of the Hunter model. Part two enumerates and disgusses factors which
help to explain the model's high degree of success with teachers,
school district adninistrators, and university-based teacher *
educators. In part three, aspects of the program which are likely to
contribute to some misunderstandings and tension between school
district based Hunter model advocates and university-based teacher
educators are discussed, along with recommendations designed to
reduce such misunderstandings. (JD) \ .
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In recent years the mode1 of 1nstruct1on and-supervision synthesized
by Madeline Hunter has ga1ned steady 1nf?uence in the world of education. At
the same time, there has been and remains a paucity of analysis of her body
of work. To help bridge this gap, I will analyze the success of the model and
also maPe suggestions for 1mprov1ng the 1mp]ementat1on of the mode1 in the
Amer1can context. These suggestions are based on a'review of the 11terature
pertinent to the Hunter model,} and a,ser1es\qf 1nterv1ews w1th (a) teachers:
) ' and administrators who have received training in the Hunter mode1 (b) a group
- -of Hunter Staff Development Model oriented ‘trainers,3 and (c) Made11ne Hunter,
the chief arch1tect of the clinical theory of instruction from which the
various staff deve1opment programs "mentioned above are derived. b ,

. P
' a

.  This essay w111 be d1v1ded 1nto three parts ‘Part one,w111 consist of
an overv1ew of the.or1g1ns and content of the Hunter mode1 In part two the -
factors which, cumulatively, help to explain the model's high degree of success
with teachers, school distric’ 3dm1n1strsyotd,4snf uriiversity-based teacher’
-educators w111 be enumerated and discussed. Finaldy, in part thrée, aspects
of the programs which are Tikely to contr1bute “to some m1sunderstand1ng and
perhaps tension between school district based Hunter model advocates and ¢
university-based teacher educators (professors of edacation) will be discussed, -

™~ a]Bng with reqommendations designed to reduce. such misunderstanding.

P2

’ The Hunter Staff Development Model revolves around concepts which stem
from Madeline Hunter's clinicdl theory of. instruction. 5 Teachers and
administrators who have WEen "cycled" through a Hunter Staff Deve1odment Mode]-
oriented profess1ona1 development program, learn amang other th1ngs that there .
is a set of essential elements of instruction wh1ch include:

1. selecting an objective at.the appropriate level of H1ff1cu1ty (th1s
i ‘ typica11y involves d1agnost1c work which is based upon a task
' analvs1s),

t

2. teaching to the objective (with a focus on one clear measureable

objective rather than several fuzzy.intentions);
Y '
3. monitoring students' learning and adjusting the teaching (when

necessarx); and

13



4. making the appropr.ate use of the "Princ1p1es of Learning." wh1ch
1nc1ude a set of reseapch- -based ideas and tactics re1ated to:

' mot1vation, ac.ive participation, anticipatory set, closure, rein-
forcement, and retention and transfer. In thisset the element of"
closure is an edd on te the Hunter Staff Development Model, and is one

- © that Dr. Hunter does, not agree with. The “reader should appreciate,

) ' first, that some e1ements in any given Hunter Staff Deve]opment
Model-oriented program will not correlate tota11y w1th Hunter's -
clinical theory of jnstruction, and secpnd that the model is not .
static. For examp1e, by the time this essay js read a new principle
of learning may. have been added to the model. *

-, The teachers have also been taught that these four major instructiohal skills

are essential to effective teaching, and further, that if these skills are
developed and judiciously emp1oyed, it is predictable that teachers will

s1gn1f1cant1y "...increase the quentity and quality of 1earn1ng for a]most a11
students."6. =~ . : . o

»

In a Hunter Staff Devélopment Mode1-oriented program, depending to a
certa1n extént on who 1s the trainer,’ teachers and administrators may also
1earn about (a) the assumpt1ons and expectat1ons which serve as a foundation -
for Madeline Hunter S c1fhiea1 theory of instruction, (b) the caveats wh1ch
Hunter has delineated to help aVoid misunderstand1ngs based on mis1ntepreta-
tion of her theory, (c) the 5ioom Taxonomy of the cognitive dopaih, and (d)

Ehem1spher1c1ty, practice theory, and the three types of decisions Dr. Hunter

considers basic for effective teaching. At this point, however, because all:
of the variations of the Hunter Staff Development Model have been heavily
influenced by Dr. Hunter's clinical theory of instruction,'se1ected assgppJ
tions, expettations,_defihing characteristics and taveats which heip to
elucidate this theory will be shared. -

-

[y o

After noting in her unpublished ‘essay, "A Ciinical Theory of Instruction,"

that she is vastly oversimplifying thihgs,.Huhter describes the following
eight'statements as assumptions upon which her model, or clinical theory of

instruction, is based: : p
. . .

1. Learning is our critical concern but instruction is what we contrel;

‘° /  therefore, we should focus on and be held accountable for our instruc-
' tional decisions and actions, 1
. : ‘ ‘ %

z.
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2. If teacher and student behaviors are not random but are dlrected to
an identified objective,’ the probability of intended student achieve-
ment will be’ 1ncreased Those objectives can vary in scope from ’
1ong range tp da11y teaching outcomes. .(This assumpt1on includes the
objective that.the stldent w111 be in chdrge, se]ect an obJect1ve,
and d1rect\QCS/her own 1earn1ng ) K : . e
» ' y - "
' h" 3. ;Everyone can’ learn the next th1ng beyond that which (s)he already
knows, and that is the only th1ng anyone can learn. If the obaect1ve )
is too d1ff1cu1t or too easy, 1earn1ng will not be efficient and _
. probably not effect1ve. - . . L "

o | - 4. 'Ach1evement will-be accelerated if the .teacher mon1tors the effect1ve-
7 4 .. pess of student and/or teacher actions and adﬁysts inst ion in _ f
light of the emerging data (formative evaluation), . - | '

o, ‘ ' . ’
5. There exists a substantial body of knowledge articulated as principles

of leafning which, when appropr1ate1y implemented by the teacher, T
\ through teaching decis1ons, results in increased motivation to learn,
~" . an accelerated rate and degree of 1earn1ng, -improved retention and
' transfer of that learning to new sytuat1ons requiring problem solv-
, | ind, decision making and creativity.®.

. 6. Professionals continue to improve their performagce if they know what

they do well and why, if ‘they learn theory-basedz effective alterna-
‘tives to less satisfactory decisions and actions, and if their
performance continues to~incorpohate new regularities and cause-
effect relationships as those emerge from research.

7. Most teachers have demonstrated they are eager'to impreve their
o/ professional skills and can learn the research basis for making
the professional decisions required by the model.? ‘

8. Artistry in teach1qg cannot'?%t be articulated and taught, but
artistry is not in violation of, ‘but is based-on science. The
Taj Mahal does not violate principles of-physics or design but
implements them creatively and a ‘gtically. X0

Please note that there is a direct correspondence between: assumption #3 gnd
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'._&hat ultimately became Essential Element of'LnStruction #1 (select an objectivé *
_at tge appropriate level of difficulty); assumpt 1on #2 and Essential Element = -
of Instruction #2 (teach to the objective); assuimptfon #4 and Essential E1ement ’
_ PJnstruct1on #3 (monitor the 1darning and adjust the teaching);’ and assump-
“tion #5 and Essential E1ement of Insteuct\on #4 (use the principles of -
1earn1ng) Assumpt1ons #6 and #8 are also worthy of nete: #6 underscores
B Humter s belief. that teachers will improve theiy’ performpnce if they ut111ze
-behaviors which receive their rationale from cause/effect, that 1s,\exper1-
mental research and #8 reminds us that Hunter believes. that the "sc1ent1f1c
) 'bas1s for teach1ng w111 place teachers in a better pos1t1on to manifest
artistry in their teach1ng In her eyes there 1s no conf11ct between the art
and science of teaching, but rather an 1nteyact1ve, supportive relationship.
// This viewpoint is Turther clarified in'a seEOnd Hunter essay,. "What's Wrong
with Madeline Hunter,"1! where she makes an Aristote1fgn txpe of. distinction,
. between (a) propositional know1egge, which consists o{ research validated
Ly gent*a11zat1ons which identify behaviors which affect. learning; {b) procedura1
' knowledge; ‘and (¢) conditional. knowledge. When a teacher has @astered the
" latter types of know1edge, she knows how and when to smake judicious use of the
_prbpos1t1ona1 knowledge provided by the Hunter model, and at that point is in
a pos1t1on to use propos1t10na1 knowledge to create art1stny 1n teaching. \v/j

\
'In her "C11n1ca1 Theory of Instruct1on" essay, Dr. Hunter also addresses

this questiori: "What may we expect of this clinical theory?". Her response
illuminates the theory by enumerating a number of its positive character1st1cs

« For example. she notes that the thedry:
%}
1. prov1des an articulated basis for mak1ng and Sequenc1ng teaching

decisions and a1so suggests facilitating teacher,gnd student
actlons,‘thereby enabling, instructors to perceive and interpret what

' they are do1ng in order to more eff1c1ent1y predict, promote, and
contro1 1earn1ng, , ] t —

P b}

'2."suggests.the substance but not thé form (didactic, interactive,
discover&, etc.) of instruction and, consequently, takes into

G account the teacher's style of the learner's needs and the context-

~ual milieu in which'i%struction occurs;

N ,\’ . v &
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X 3. 1s generalizable to any content, SChoo1’organization, pupil-
.. teacher ratio, methodo1og!land to students regardless of age, . . "
' ' socio- economic status, or ethnicity; - e T |
[Y . _.' * \
o | , |
.o . 4. providés a comhon 1anguage w1th a set of descript1ve terms that can
effective1y COMmunacate what teachers decide about and do in the
. - - classroom; ° '
’ 5. yiélds testab1e-conc1usions and therafore has the potential to promote
' important, “clinical relevant investigation. ’
» ; N .
6. (It) is not a static theory nor 'the "final answer," but one that
N can be validated, modified and extended as new research emerges.!?
In gddition,\in'this same thought provokiné.essay'Professor.Hunter, ’
A realizing that "With any effective theory, tﬁpre always exists the danger of
” producing closed-minded, unctuous, rigid practitioners," shares another set of
observatidns about her theory, "...to avert some of the seemingly inevitable
! malpractice." Included among these are thé following:
? . . ¢ w _.»
/ 1. The model will not tell a teacher what to do. The model {s not,as

;yecipe but requires constant teacher decision making. The theory
identifies a.data base for decisions not what the dec1s1on shou1d be.

r ' .
2. A teacher does not have to teach a certain way. The mode]l ideﬁtifies

the substance of instruction not the -form. In the same way, nutri-
tion theory 1dent1fies\the nutrients of a hea1th-giving meal, not

N the menu, or how and when it is served. ] ‘
" . R ¥ 5

3. The model. is not the "right" way. The model is not an‘encapsu1ated s
system but open to new diséoveries. It does not c1a1m to be the best

.

- ' system but the more effective system when corpared to common practice.
4. The mode] is not based on a certain philosobhy or theory of learning. e Y

The mqne1‘1s eclectic and draws from all theories, identifying
research supported cause-effect relationships that.could nelp the
teacher achieve any'philosophic or curricular goa1.13/

/ R After this 1ist of caveats, Professor Hunter makes note of the widespread .
use of the model in California, Washipgton State, etc., as well as a number of

/3 .
.
. ‘
. .
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foreign countries. In the. cioSing sections of the essay, she calls for research

‘to help evaiuate and improve the theory upon which the mode] 1S be "ad. . ) ..
Needed now are additional systemattc dbta from progra reher -
‘preparation and professional developnent which will reauw . further . . N
refinement ‘or wxpeachment pf‘ our undergtandings of the nature of ‘ f’ym
instructi“;h 80 we can predict and control with an intent to improv_e. s, Lo
.'kh» | | . A k : 3
While whao foiiows is not the type of systematic oata _Hunter a11udes toy, ,i

it is my hope that the analysis ahd recommendations prov1ded\1n this essay will

. lead to some productive refinement in the conceptuaiization.End.impiementatio
. of Hunter Staff Development Model-oriented programs. Howeyer; before.going/ DR
‘further, 1 want to make clear that thissessay is, in part, an analysis con rn-‘

ing the successes, etc. of an offshoot. of the Hunter meri and theory, and not
a fultl blown ana]ysis/critique of .the theory itseif However, the}ﬁssentiai
Elements of Instruction Staff Development Program .is derived from, and is ‘ " ';'K

/

| obviously influenced by, the theory. Therefore, because of the intimate

relationship, at times the analysis/critique of the Esseéptial Elements of
Instructionr will briefly become anYanalysis/critique of Madeline Hunter's
tlinical theory of instructiom. At the-same time, it would be wise to
remember that, in reality, the theory and the Essential Elements of Instruction -
Program are independent constructions. Therefore, a critique of the one'is |
“not necessarily a criticism of the other.

With the'distinction between the Hunter model and the~Essential- Eiements
of Instruction partiaiiy clarified, the following question will now be .

, addressed: "What are the factors which have led to the widesptead adoption of

the Hunter Model-oriented Staff Deveiopment Program?"

The Success Factovs - o . - : ; Wy

~ My analysis of the success of the Hunter model and its close approxima-
tions has uricovered five major exptenatory factors. The first, and possibly,
the most important, factor is the fact that thefgodel is derived from a generous,
fiexibie, open minded, forward looking, optimistic, configent, "clinical"
~heory. This is a theory which synthesized knowledge gleaned from research
with knowledge gleaned from classroom teaching, to reach the timely and psycic-
logically important conclusion that principals and teachers are crucial

.
8 )
r
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¥a¥1ab1es which can make a- difference in learnfng. Related to this factor is
the perception that the theory, and the Essent1a1 Elements of Instruction,

‘ emanated from a *lab school,"!3 and from the.mind of an elementary school

principa1/un1vers1ty professor,' Madeline Hunter, who was in daily contact (for

-~ over a decade) with the running of a school, as opposed to theorizing and
research conducted away from the field. In tetms of external validity, the

/
resu1ts of MadéTine Hunter's on-gcing field experiment, in the U c,L.A. Lab

‘S¢hool,’ had an advantage in terms of plausibility and genera]1zab111ty‘;1mp1y
" because she d1d her work in a school which was perceived as sufficiently
" realistic by g:ﬁoo1 administrators., It 1s also noteworthy that the conc1us1on
_Spéc1f1ed above was reached during an era (the Seventies, when (a) other
. research was dec1ar1ng exact1y what teachers and adm1nistrators did not want

to hear. namely that f\hools did not make a s1gn1ficdnt difference in students
learning, and (b) the target teaching and managennnt/educat1on by. obJect1ves

—movement was ga1n1ng 1eg1s1at1ye support at the state and federal level.}®

[

"~ The second factor concerns the "research status” of the Hunter theory/.

-model. The theory is presented as one (a)-that "...was or1gina11y validated

in Proaect Linkager a project funded by the Oa11forn1a State Department of
Education in a-difficult Los ngeles inner-city schoo1.ﬂ and (b) whose
propos1t1ons have Peen corroﬁgrated in maJor studies such as the Beg1hn1ng
Teacher Evaluation, Study and Effective Schools Studies.l” ’

-
’

A third exp]anatory success factor is that the program satisfies certain
fundamenta1 reeds of school district administrators, and school site adm1n1s-
_trators. To begin with, the program te}ls adm1n1strators (bi-th school distr1ct
and schod1 site level) that they can create high degrees of successfu1 learning
Wwithout getting involved in the complexities (and wasted energy) of school
reorganization. The model strongly suggests that one can increase 1earning
for almost all students without chanding the pyramidal and self-contained
structure of school district and schoo1 site organ1zation. Thus, 1ndependent
of whether or not the program s1gn1f1cant1y improves teach1ng and 1e rning,
initially at least it serves to rationalize and solidify the e;1pt1ng adminis-
trative structure in a school district because one of the characteristics of
the Hunter Staff peve1opment model (and therefore, the Essent?af Elements of

'Instruction) is that, "The principal of the school accepts and fulfills the

central role of instructional leader by practicing ihe model in the education’

o
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Pl

Y

> °



]

by

. . ' o
and. supervision of staff and student "18 Therefore. in fact, the model and
the Essent1a1 E1ements.of Instruction have given a new life to, and rationa1e
for, the idea that the pr1nc1pa1 should be the most knowledgeable and influential
1nstructiona1 leader at a schoo1 site However, if. these pr1nc1pa1s are go1ng )
to* fulfilY their newly emphasized instructional leadership and evaluation’
respons1bi11t1es. tﬁey will need a relatively clear, and generalizable (good
for all grades. content areas, and ethnic popu1at1ons) idea of what "good
teaching" looks 1ike, or appears to be. And, this is exactly what the Essential
‘Elements of Instruc¢tfon, with its "d1rect instruction"#? research underp1nn1ng.
and "science of 1nstruct10n“ depiction by Madeline Hunter and other Essent1a1
Elements of Instruction trainers, provides. With a model of 1nstruct1on that
1s presented as. scientifically derived and va11dated. administrators can now
assert that they have a solid, legitimized, knowledge and staff deve1opment
base, a base which can be used to help less effective teachers 1mprove their

" . teaching. But, note that for the ineffecttve teacher who doesn' t improve, the

© 1985 Hunter model and Essential Elements of, Instruction_trained.administrator,
has a sharper, more credible, more defensible dismissal process than did the
1975 and 1965 school site administrator. Note also that a scientifically
sanctioned eva1uat10n program needs to be carefully modulated lest it be
. abused by administrators who have forg*v ‘en, or never heard, all the caveats

, Professor Hunter placed in her 1978 essay, and her later essay, "What's wrong

" with Made11ne Hunter?". Hh11e the stronger dismissal process is not a maJor
objective of the Hunter Staff Deve1opment Model, and while 1inking the mode1

v too closely to evaluation can “interfere with the acceptance of the model by
teachersy the stronger dismissal process is something which some administrators,
state 1egis1ators, schoo1 boards. ‘and parents feel good about. .

[}
©

This more defensible-dismissal process .is strongty supported by what I
)view as a fourth major_exp1anatory success factor, namely the creation of the
Essential Elements of Instruction "language." ‘The Hunter model .has provided
a common, shared, comprehensible, plausible language of instruetion for teachers
and administrators, and this common lang.age has prought lucidity, consistency.'
and a sharpef edge to the administrator/teacher evaluation process and dialogue.
In so doing, the Essential Elements of Instruction has satisfied a fundamental
nced'of‘schoo1 site administrators at ‘the same time that it has satisfied a
cluster of significant teacher needs: R .
N - e '
. o 10
. "‘ . . “
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The fact that the Hunter model and language (task analysis, anticipatory
set, active participation, instructional objective, modeling, overt/covert

) behavior, reinforcement, level of concern, performance level, motivation, moni- !

tor and adjust, transfer, etc.) fu.f111s important teacher needs is the fifth
and most speculative of the success factors.20 I be11eve that this program is .
viewed as desirab1e and logical by teachers, -and teachers' unions, because it:
a) says loud and clear that teachers can make a difference, can
s1gn1f1cant1y affect learning; .o

b) provides 1nstrﬁct10na1 guidelines and skilis which teachers value;

c) prd-aes a framework in wh1ch adm1n19trators can be held accountable T

for objective evaluat1on and responsib]e supervision (superv1sion
guided by the Essential Elements of Instruction, and often ‘called -
c1in1ca1'superyision);

d). is viewed as 2 €lexible, genera1.mede1 which leaves abundant room for

tezcher decision-making, intelligence, and artistry;
. ¥ .
¢) 1s presented in such a po1ished, sophisticated manner (the trainers

really modei the Essent1a1 E1ements of Instruct1on as they teach them);*

*f) provides an encapsulated classroom-focused model wh1ch appears to
reduce the ambiguity and Complexity in the teaching/learning process,
ang thus makes teaching in.a complex setting manageable; and

g) taises the status of the teaching profession by arguing that pro-
gressive teaching, teaching guided by the Essential Elements of
‘Instruction, is a scientifically informed enterprise. y

Y

- Point (d)\above is worthy of ‘laboration. It is not only that this pro-
gram raises the status of the profession; I believe it also makes teachers

feel moe professional. The line of reasoning which supports this riew is as

follows. To *egin with, the model gives experienced teachers new labels for
the kinds of teachiné behaviors they already manifest, .to some degree. Thus,
the model, for many teachers, ‘provides positive reinforcement for what they're
already doing, or agree that they. should be doing After completing one, two,
or more one week cycles of the Essential Elements of Instruction program,
teachers can see what was only dimly perceived prior to the program, namely
that they were already utilizing most, but not all, of the Essential Elements—.

&
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of Instruction. A1ong.y1fh this realization is a new fact already alluded to:
the teachers, and their administrators, now have their own scientifically
, sanctioned, very précise, commonly understood vocabulary which can be utilized
- f in conversations with other teachers, administrators, parents, and %n certain
settings with student teachers as well. "Although it has not been estdblished
empirically, I‘be1ieve the above-mentioned factors provide many teachers with
a greater sense of intellectual, or cognitive, conttol over their very complex
work environment. This control, in turn, may contribute to anxiety reduction,
and higher degrees of .cacher satisfaction and morale, as well as improved
.instructional techniques. The end result is that many teachers, because of
their new vocabulary, and the enhanced clarity it brings, and the scientific'
model which 1s now their'too1, feel more professional. Certainly the possibility
that this is true calls for more investigation into the allaged phenomena.

- It is also quite notewofthy that thé type of comparative research which
would shed 1ight on these status-related qyestions has,not‘béen widely
initiated by school district administrators or profesSsors of education, and the
Essential Elements of Instruction model itself does not appear to facilitate |
such research. Although, as noted earlier, Madeline Hunter has indicated that
additional systematic data are needed to help test the hypotheses embedded 1in

" her theory, the Essential Elements of Instruction Staff Development Program
as implemented does little by way of instruments, encotfragement, and examp1gs
to stimulate the collection of such data. .Indeed, paradoxically, it may be that
the high level of advocacy which the model éppears to stimulate in the admin-
istrators who initially sponsor the program, may serve to 'diminish any impulse
for gathering objective Eata about the performance and feelings of Essential
Elements of Instruction trained teachers. ' '

It may 5190 be true that: (a) administrators who value the leverage
which the program provides for dealing with incompetent/recalcitrant teachers;
do not wish to collect data which might undermine the 1égitimacy and §pientift?

: prestige which the program now possesses; (b) some districts do not perceive
their prbgraas as polished enough to qualify for research; Qc) many districts
are simply not research oriented organizations; and (d) funds for research are
hard to come by. Whatever the exact reasons, the successful dissemination ofA
the Essential Elements of Instruction program, -and its actual achievements in
various school distrjcts are an understudied phenomenon, and are likely to
remain 50 ynless the frainerg and disseminators of the Hunter mode} themselves

12 | .
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more actively encourage research in the above-mentioned areas;' Technical
support for such encdurzgement should come, in the near future, from the
instruments and stragegies deve1oped in two inquiries currently under-way in
Napa ﬁounty, California and Minneapolis, Minnesota.?! +

s

A1l of the above factors, and even the dearth of school district sponsored
research concerrlng the improved teaching effGEt1veness of Hunter model trained
teachers, Serve to-explain why the Hunter model and the Essential Elements of
Instruction have heen enthusiastically received, and advocated by adminis-
trators, even to the point of demanding that teacher education programs
iﬁcorporate the Essential Elements of Instruction model, language and assumpti -s
into their curricula. This extension of the strong advocacy for the Essential
Elements of Instruction model into pre-service-teacher education is also under-
~*standable,’ part1cu1ar1y¢if you are an administrator who has, in the past severa]
years, received a-scientifically-validated‘mgdel of instruction that seems to
fulfill important instructicnal objectives at the classroom, school, and distr1ct
levels of operation. But, it should be noted “* school district administratakg
and professors of education that a model of ins :>tion and a "language" which
meets the needs of school district administrato,s and teachers in the1r ethos,
may not meet, "ﬁiaht 1ndeed clash, with selected needs and asp1rat1ons of
professurs of education who carry out their mission in a university. For -
example, by their nature, I believe many prd?éssops\of education are interested
in having their students examine competing models of\instruction, as opposed
to having their students, future student teachers and teachers, become expert
in one model of instruction, even one as intriguing as Professor Hunter's.
Although there are other reasons why some professors of education might resist
pressures to create and implement Hunter model-oriented pre- service teacher

‘education programs, I think, at bottom it is -the university ethos which views »

scientific knowledge as tentative and emergent, and values the clash of compet-
ing theories and languages, along with scientific objectivity, rigor, and
skepticism, which is the root cause. It makes sense for a school district to
(a) create one language for internal district affairs and (b) be open to new
concepts which might enrich their instructional lariguage. Contrastingly, it
makes sense for a Department of Education to "represent" and analyze several
models of instruction and to seek out knowledge to refine and challengz the
models/languages in use. Obviously, there is common ground, but there is also
room for conflict if educatiors do not respect the different missions and
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priorities in their respective organizations. These observations are made
remembering the threat of one school district administrator who recently
sugdested that his schocl district might not be open to student teachers unless
the student ;eachers started to iearn more about;"THE" Essential Elements of

Instruction.

Nith this as background, and from the perspective of .a univgrsity

professor vorking in a region (the Central Coasf of California) where the:

Essential Elements of Instruction model and language has become the official
model and lahguagg of K-12 education, I will now'discuss several ways in which
the Hunter model and the Essential Elements of Instruction can be improved.

The improvements, while mainly semantical in nature, could lead to a "language"
and model of {nstruction better suited to both school district and university
levels of organization and responsibility.’ ‘-

Improvable Areas

To begin with, as many others have already done, I would choose a mére
modest name for the Essential Elements of Instruction program. I would prefer
the name Critical (or Significant) Elements of Instruction because (a) it is
too easy for the Essential Elements of Instruction to become THE Essential
Elements of Instruction, and (b) the "essential" suggests that elements of
instruction not included in the Essential Elements of Instruction are, at best,
less than essential, and, at worst, unimportant. While this may not be the
intent, it could be the effect.

4

Related to this modification, in the context of Hunter model implementa~
tion, is a recommendation that the term "science" and label "science of
instruction model1" be used more cautiously. Cautious use here implies that in
the course of staff development, Hunter model trainers will note that:

':a) the Hunter theory/model has been partially, but not widely or (//
| systematically validated, and is, therefore, quite worthy of more
rigorously defined, longitudinal, comparative inquiries;

b) the model, because it is scientifically based and oriented, is an
emergent growing model; -

c) even thdugh various investigators have in recent years uncovered
cause-effect relationships between selected instructional variables

’
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A

* and student achievement, the predictapility which follows from the

 discovery of cause-effect re1ationships 1s,'1h this instance, a

" 1imited “predictability" because of/the numerous- other variables in
_the organizational climate which can undermine the "a1terab1e"
variables in the Hunter model;

d) the scientific aspect of the model, i.e., the proportional knowtedge
provided, and the prior validation of the model in one context under
one type of implementation, does not guarantee that the model as

implemented will be successful in any given context;
'Y : .

e) fbarticu1ar1y with a partially vé11datéa.sc1ent1fic model of ‘
instruction, school districts should carefully plan and evaluate .
theirs implementation so as to be in a position, in their district,
to see how -and if propositional knowledge is growing into procedural
and conditional knowledge to yield artistjc/judicious instructional
decision making; -

f) 4t the present time, there are two 1ong1tudina1 inquiries which are
..studying the Hunter model, bu&\i:tf:rms of strongly va11dat1q\‘the
model, both studies have differe inds of design problems which

weaken their power to validate;22 and |

~¥

g) for the Hunter theory/model of instruction to qualify as a
« scientifically and strongly validated model of instruction many
" more longitudinal replications in diverse school districts are needed.
-
However, even when there have been a dozen or more rigorously defined
replications in digerse settings and circumstances, teachers and administrators
should still appreciate, as Madeline Hunter makes clear, ®hat this clinical

'theory of instruction is a theory of instruction for a specific type of

educational setting. The Hunter model, quintessentially, is a school based,
classroom teacher, and school site rrincipal,oriented model. It is a theoretical
attempt to fully maximize the resources for learning in'schools as they are
presently structured and conceptualized. Therefore, if by'1990 it becomes a
model which is widely validated by research findings, it will be a "science of
instruction" for schoois as they are presently organized. No mean achievement
--but, teachers and administrators should still be aware that teaching and
learning 19 the 199625 and bey?nd may 1ncre§sing1y occur in non-traditional .
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settings. Instructional efficacy in these dimly percdived, technologically™

ddriven, settings may well call for a wider ranging model of instruction. ¢
However, 4t should be noted that the Hunter model with its open-ended quality
is well structured to incorporate new mater{al.

~ " The modification of "essential” to "critical" relates to a third improv-
able area, namely the four elements of instruction. I believe this set could
be more productively discussed as five key elements, particu1ar1y if we're
thinking about adapting the Essential Eleménts of Instyuction Staff Deve1op-
ment Model to preservice teacher education. In this context, presented in an
overview éourse;'the elements would l.ighlight for future teachers the instruc-
tional competenciés considered cruqia1 to sensitive/effective teaching and
learning by the faculty. At'pE\Een ; as previously noted, the elemerits con- °
sidered essent1a1 to effective instyuction are:

"A" Choose an objective at, the appropriate level of difficu1ty;
"B" Teach to the objective; 3
“C" Monitor (;he learning) and adjust (the teaching); and

p

"D" Use the principles of learning (which in this program concern ideas
’ and tactics related-te -motivation, active participation, anti-
cipatory <et, reinforcement, retention, and closure).

It appears to me that in going from "A, to "B", a major element ofd

, instruction, or, if you wiil, a major step in instructional decision-making,
has been left out. This oversight appears to be in keeping with,-and follow
from, Made{ine Hunter's belief thatiher cltnical theory (a) "...suggests the
substance but not the form (didactic, interactive, discovery, etc.) of

_ instruction and, consequently, takes into account the teacher's style, the
learner's needs, and tHe contextual milieu in which instruction occurs,"2?

and (b) "... is generalizable to any content, school, organization, pupil-
teacher ratio, methodology, gnd the students regardless of age, socio-economic
status, or ethnicity."2* Because Professor Hunter perceives the four elements
in her model as universals which apply across all the above-mentioned
variables, the variables themselves and the decisions related to.them are left
out of the Hunter model, or at least deemphasized. But, in reality, between
element "A" and element "B", teachers make a cluster of teaching tactic and ‘
‘3ﬁrategy decisions (didactic, interactive, discovery, small group, large group,
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cooperative group,_etc.), and my reading of the resea;ch.11teraere'as 'ei]
as the Madeline Hunter literature25 suggests that this "instructional input"
decision™is an iﬁportant one, and a decision whfch‘in some cases can,also be
‘nformed by scientiFic research.?26 . )

[
-

In addition, while Hunter's theory, in theory, may not suggest the "form"
of instruction, in'practice in several school districts, the Hunter model has
been integfated with the "direct instruction" mode12% so that some teachers

. . are now getting the distortéd'message that the four elements plus large group

instruction, minus individualized instruction, minus learning centers, minus
cooperative group learning, minus learnind style informed education, etc. is
really what effective %nstruction is all about. Oneretrategy for defending
against this narrow interpretation of the Hunter thedry/model would be to

‘widely circulate Hunter's 1978 essay, "A Clinical Theory of Instruction."

Another approach, and one that would be particularly suitab1e-for.pre-§ervice

' teacher education, would be to add a new element between the "A" and "B"

elements listed above. The.new element could be phrased to clearly indicate
that selecting a teaching strategy appropriate for"the objective and student
population is an important aspect of instruction. The new element could also
carry some additional aspects of Madeline Hunter's philosophy of education into
her model. Besides generating her clinical theoqg of instruction, from which
the Essential Elements of Instruction are derived, Hunter has also developed

a strateg} and rationale for helping students become independent learners, and
this strategy, part of her philosophy of education I would say, has not been

as widely accepted as her clinical theory.28 |

»

The new element I have in mind, while a bit lengthier than the other \C
elements, could read:

J

Select teaching and grouping strategies which (a) are appro-
priatc for the instructional objective in light of the student
population which ie receiving the instruction and (b) enhance’
the student's ability and proclivity to be autonamous,
scholarly learners. ‘ '

. ‘ <
Of course, the addition of this new element could be conceived as mixing

research based "universal" elements (the.other four elements) with a comple

prescription based on philosophical va1ue§. Against this point of view, I

1,
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would argue first-the instructional decisions emhedded in this element deserve

specia] emphasis because: . ' - )

aj there is research evidence to support the notion that instruction K
should be different in form and substance for selegted cultural

groups at certain points in that learning career 3

b) the Fifth Element would-clearly remind pre- and .in-service teachers
that there is another level of important instructional decision-making
beyond the decisions embedded in the Four Elements;.

c) at this level, where the Four Elements confront curriculum, organ-
izational, and cultural "facts" and regularities, form and substance :
integrate to become one instructiona] reality and decisions made at”
this level are also informed by research; and ‘ -

d) pre- -service teacher education and staff development programs, even
when their focus.is on universal cross- -content, cross- cu]tura] group,
ete.,. genera]izations, should clearly remind teachers that the form
of instruction is u]timate]y shaped by the universals (the Four
E]e(’gts) and the particu]ars of’a given context (the content area,
the" students being taught, etc.). ' '

A fourth and final area of improvement concerns the last element in the
Hunter model: "Use-the Principles of Learning." According to Madeline Hunter,
the principles of learning are principles, "...which research has démonstrated
to be pervasively influential in learning at any degree of difficulty."3?
Examples of pervasive learning principles, again according to Madeline Hunter,

are:
a) "proﬁide maximum guidance at initial stages of: learning;"
b) "reinforcement increases the probability of a response;"

¢) "mass practice for rapid learning and distribute practice for long
retention."3!

These pervasive learning principles and others have been categorized
according to those that: 1influence a student's motivation to learn; increase
the rate and degree of learning; promote retention of what has been learned;
and encourage appropriate transfer of that learning to new situations.

18



o . e p - ", y\
, - g . : 17
. Y : .

W L4

In the Essent1e1 E1ements‘of-lnstructton mooe1 employed tn my region. the
current set of princ1p1es of learning are labelled: anticipatory 'set, active S
participation, motivation, reinforcement, retention, and clgsure. Each
prihcipie is further divided into sub-topics or variables %o iliustrate how to
make use of-the'princip1e. "Motivation," for example, is discussed/illuminated '
in terms of'teacher behaviors which create, or make effective use of: - level : N
of concérnt,(anhﬁety). “feeling tone," "interest," "success," "knowledge of - -
results,” and "reward." These variables are shared at some length to :. o N
illustrate that, by and targe, these concepts and the prinoip1es ofi1earh?ng ﬁ
1in the Essential Elements_of Instruction model emanate from research in the:
field coomonly known as educational psychology. I make this point in response

. to se1ecteq school district administrators who, as a part of their advocacy of
the Hunter model, make strong demands upon my education department to create ' &
a ‘required Essential Elements of Instruction course for pre-service teacher '
candidates. This is done with the support of university: co11eagues who are

a1so strong advocates for. this model of |nstruction .

Keepjng in mind the previous1y discussed responsibilities of university
professors, I want to gently remind my university and school d1str1ct colleagues
that there are other valuable reseafch based models of, and theories about,
learning which have emanated from the -fields of"oucationa1 psychology,

ducational sociology, and educational apthropo1ogy To discuss these models
. akd theories at length is beyond- the scope of this paper, but se]ected models
d theories will be briefly mentioned. - '

Herbert Walberg's theory of“eduéationa1 producttﬁityﬂis a strong case in
point.-"b2 Walberg's theory delineates nine factors which require optimization
to increase affective, behavioral, and cognitive learning. The nine factors,

"to a great degree, .incorporate the Essential Elements'of_Instruction principles
of learning, but go heyond them to indicate the sigpnificance of.environmental
variables which are extarnal to the classroom, i.e., the home, the use of out-

' of-school time, and the peer group outside of 'school. There are severa1
valuabie aspects in Walberg's theory, but the emphasis on the importance of
out-of-school factors, most notably the home environment, is particularly
timely because it may encourage K-12 educators to “professionally” increase
their influence over a competing curriculum and learning environment, namely
the student's new home electronic .learning environment. In addition, Walberg's
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| _theory also sheds new positive 11ght on the virtues'of'open education and
_ %:' -autonamous learning, and therefore, may help diminish the excessive attention
| which large group "dﬁrect _instruction" currentdy _enjoys’in the staff develop-
" ment arena. L . .

{

Rita Dunn's research based 1earning styie,mode] prov1des yet another \

' perspective on optimal learningswhich overlaps ‘but- extends beyond the Essent1a1
Elements of Instruction principles ard the Walbergian Theory. 33 Dunn‘[

" theorizing, 1ike Walberg's, and unlike Hunter's, is not tightly linked to the
classroom of today, and indeed challenges the status qup. A1l the more reason
for pre-service candidates, and in-service as well, to hear about her
principles of learning Beyond the Dunn theory there are other research.based
theories and concepts which go beyond all ‘three theories (the Hunter, Walberg, .

'and Dunn theories), and cha11enge aspects of the theories S voN

7 Expectation stategktheory, and more specificaiiy the process of "status
geperalization" as described by Elizabeth G. Cohen and Susan J. Rosenholtz3*
is such a theory and process. These investigators present a theory and research
based argument which posits that "...a back-to-basics approach to an academic-
ally heterogeneous classroom will depress low-achieving minority students'
engagement and willingness to 1earn," and will also, "...reinforce racist
conceptions about the intellectual- incompetence of black and brown students.'
As an alternative to a mor61ithic, reading oriented, back-to-basics, large
.group oriented curriculum, the authors reconm_ended a multi-ability model of
o instruction, a model which, oarenthetica11y, integrates nicely with the Hunter,
" Walberg, and Dunn theories, at least as I understand them.

1}

% In addition, the concerns of Cohen and Rosenholtz mesh well with theoriz-
ing and concepts emerging from the work of educational anthropologists. In my >
opinion when one begins to profess about principles of 1earn1ng to future
'teachers who will work in a multicultural society such as ours, George Spindler's

' theory of cultural transmission, and particularly related concepts such as
cultural continuity and cultural discontinuity should be alluded to and then
- discussed and developed in other courses. 35 Knowledge of these concepts, and
the theories and cultural facts related tq them, place teachers in a better
position to perceive whether or not their teaching behaviors, dec1sions, or
tactics are culturally congruent as opposed to culturally insensitive, Futile,
) or worse. Teachers need to be reminded that (a) all teaching takes place in

{
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the medium of culture; (b) that the medium of cultue has the strength or

density to bend/refract all other variab’es; and (c) studies have gindicated,
that culture is a pervasively influential factor in learning. '

" With this in m1nd it {s {nteresting to note that Madeline Hunter's
. clinical theory of instruction, and its offshoot - the Essential Elements of
Instruction, are elaborate constructions which by design stand apart from
'\ cultural considerations so they can, ironically, be transported easily, as a
theory and a training model to all cultures. But, as I have tried to suggest,
no construction or teaching can truly stand apart from cu]turé'and cultural
considerations. Madeline Hunter's clinical theory was shaped by, and is ground-
ed in, the reality of American public schools where, for example, the notion of
~ the principal as instructional .1eader fits the organizational patterir of .
’Américan culture. Similarly, I believe-a culture-free Essential Elements of
Instruction, & training model which*g1osses over cultural diversity, fits well
into a society which historica11y has suffered fpom, cultural myopia and worse.
But, administrators and teachefs who are currently receiving staff development
and the novitiates we are-educating in our universities &nd school districts,
deserve and indeed need training models which remind them that we11“des§gned :
~ethnographfic inquiries have demonstrated tire and agaip that "culture" and a
host of related concepts are. significant variables in the teaching/learning

process in American schools.

X Furthermore, and finally, I believe that (a) aspects of the Walberg and
Dunn models, as well as the cultural concepts alluded to, could be usefully
integrated into the Hunter model and (b) that a university course which intro-
duces and discusses pr1nc1p1es of 1earning in the context of an emerg1ng
science of 1nstruction for pre-service cand1dates should draw on all the moaels
previously mentdoned as well "as other research based theories with which I am
as yet unfam111ar However, in their graduate programs, and in their in-service
training, teachers should be pvesented with workshops and courses which focus
exclusively on one or two models. At that more experienced point in their
development, in-service educators are-1ikely to bring a knowledgeatic per-

’ spective to the claims of ofher knowledgeable, enthusiastic educators who
believe they have discovered the most complete model of insty.ction for a given
time period. And, at that more informed time in their careers, the teathers
are more likely to be creative adaptors of models, as opposed to inflexible

aaoptors.
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END NOTES -
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IIn the maﬁn,ll read a series of essays and monographs by Madeline  Hunter.

Key essays included: '“wth‘s Wrong with Madeline Hunter," nondated, unpublish-
ed manuscript disseminqted'by Ed Henderson, Napa County Superintendent of p
Schgp1s; 4032 Maher Street, Napa, CA, 94558; “A Clinical Theory of Instruction,"
1978, unpublished manuscript; "Teacher Competency: Problem, Theory, and

’ Prac*ice’“ Theory into Practice, Vol. 15, No. 2, 1976; "Diagnostic Teaching,"
The £lementary Sbhpoz Journal, Vol. 8, No. 1, 1979;, and "Altering the Alterable
Variables," Educational Forum, Vol. 45, No. 1, 1980; "Knowing, Teaching, and
Supervising," a chapter in ihe 1964 ASCD Yearbook -- Using What We Kviow abo.t
Teachiny, ed Phi11p'L. Hosford, Alexandria, Virginia. The set of morographs
consisted of Motivation Theory for Jeachers (1967); Teach More-Faster (196£9);
Remforcanent Theory for Teachdrs (1967); Retention Theory for Teachers (1967);
and Teach for Transfer (1971) -- all from TIP Publicaticns, P. 0 Box 514, EI
Segundo, 6A. 90245. : ¢

2Those interviewed inr1u?ed Dr. Becca wachtmann, Staff Development
Coord1nator. Lucia Mar Unified School Discrict, CA.; Jean Burns, Jun1pr High F
Schoo1 Teacher, San Luis Coastal School District, CA.; Dr. Lauren Iinchez, ,,//
Associate Superintendent, Upland Schoo1 Dictrict, CA.; and Dr. Donald Morris,
Professor of Education, California Polytechnic State Univorsicy, San Luis 0b1spo,
CA.

?

3Those interviewed included Dr. Donald Maas, Wayne Brown, and Roxanne Burns.

‘-
\ .

-~ “Dr. Hunter is currently Professor of Education in the School of Education
at the University of California, Los Angeles. She consults on an international
basis. )

°In this essay the term "clinical theory of instruction" abd the Hunter
Model and ITIP (Instructional Theory into Practice) will be used interchange-
ably. In this theory teaching is defined as a series of decisions which
increase the probab111ty of intended learning, and learning is defined as a
change in behav1or ’
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f
6Madeline Hunter. "Altering the A1terab1e Variables," The Eduaatzonaz

Forum, November 1980, pp. 121-122.

L)

!

+ 7This bbservation is based on the interview with Dr. Becca Wachtmann,
who has had the opportunity to observe at feast‘five different trainers conduct
Essential ETements of Instruction cycles for Lucia Mar Unified School District
over a period of five years. -
8The articulated body- of knowledge referred to can be found in the set
of monographs (prognammed 1earners) cited in refegince * nymber 1. above .
~ ' ¢ .
%In this essay the term "mode1" replaces the acronym I.T7.1.P. (Instruc-
tional Theory into Practice) which was used in the original essay. "A Clinical
Theory of Instruction."

4

4

an

10Madeline Hunter, "A Clinical Theory of Instruction," unpublished manu-

script, 1978. ,

- & ‘
‘1see reference roi aumber 1 for the full citation for this essay.

lsz. cit., pp. 7-8.
130p. eit., pp. 8-Y. - , .

4op. eit., pp. 11. \

- 'SMadeline Hunter was the principal of the University of Caljfornia, Los
Angeles (UCLA) Lab School for twenty years. ODuring this periqd, the school
maintained grades with an average student population of

16The Stull Bi11, which mandated that California administrators and
teachers specify goals and objectives at the begihning of each'schoo1 year
became law in 1972, and the Education for A11 Handicapped Act, Public Law
94-142 was passed by Congress in 1975. This law involved qrincipa1s and certain
teachers in the development of individual education plans (?EPS). and specific
instructional objectives for e1191b1e students. R
|

.
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17The nature of these studies, as well as<selected conceptual and method-
ological problems in a wide range of school effectiveness studies leads me to
conclude that these studies provide partia]. but not compiete validation’ for
the Hunter model. ‘For further informuzion on’ the conceptua1 “and methodoiogical
problems seey "Research on Effective Schools: A Cautionary Note," by Brian
Rowan, et. al., Educational Researah April 1983, pp. 24-31.
Y N |
180p. eit., pp. 10. ' . \
. | : «
19The "time on task" and "large group" generalizations which stem from
the direct instructiOn model advocated by ak Rosenshine, and supported by

N
™the research findings of Jere Brophy, Jahe Stallings, Tom Good, and others,

reinforce, and mesh neat]y. with the assumptions embedded in Hunter's clinical

=F

theory., o | . e

20The way individual teachers view this program, u1t1mate1y. has a lot
to do with the quality of, and some very basic decisions about 1mp1ementation
Was it a mandatory program? Did teachers receive adequate reinforcement of the
initial cycle? Were the principals well skilled in ‘clinical supervision, etc.?

/ _ y

2IMgre information about these two research projects is available from:
Pam Robbins, Director. Special Projects and Research, Napa County Superintendent
of Schools, 4032 Maher Street, Napa, CA. 94558 (707 224- 3151) and Dick Manett,
College of Education, lowa State University. 230 Curtis Hall, Ames, Iowa 30011

(515 294-5521).

1}
5

22In the Napa County inquiry the first two years of data collection
(1982-84) did not involve control (or comparison) schools. At the end of the
1984-85 school year, ‘comparative analyses will be available. In the Manett
study, the Hunter modei was one of several models studied, and teachers were
allowed to choose the model they wanted to work with. Although both studies
will ultimately yield thought provoking data, at this time neither study is in |
a'po-ition to provide strong validation for the Hunter model.

23Madeline Hunter, "A Clinical Theory of Instruction," pp. 7.
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s 241bid., p. 7.

Y

251In an unpublished 1976 essay, .Planning for Effertive Instruction,"
co-authored “With Doug Russell, Professor Hunter discusses sev@n elements wh1ch
research has shown to be influential in Tearning. In this essay, "instructiona ;ﬁjﬁl_
input," which involves determinipg what needs to be taught and how it will ‘be ff¢?°h
taught, is the.ihird e]ement discussed. ' '

1
7.

26The 1earn1ng style research findings disseminated by Rita Dunn and her
co11eagues at the Center for Research on Learning and Teaching Styles (St. John's
University),_ and the cooperative 1earn1ng group research findings disseminated
by Robert Slavin (John Hopkins University) are cases in point. See a1soﬂthe
Walberg, and Cohen and Posenholtz essays cited in reference notes numbers 32
and 34 below, and an.essay "Achieving Excellence througih Outcome- Based
_Instruetional Delivery" by S.E. Rubin and W. E. Spady, Educational Leadershtp,
~ May 1984, )

2

“*

b

27The following charééteristics of the direct instructional model, as
» suggested by C. M, Char1es in his book, Elementary Classroom Management: A
Handbook of Excellence in Teachtng (Longman, 1983) elucidate the "form"
suggested by the Essential Elements of Instruction/Direct Instruction model.
. Charles writes that teachers, when preparing for direct teaehing, "give heavy.
emphasis to (a) clear objectives that students understand,  (b) c]ean directions,
(c) instructional activities that produce student attention, involvement, and ,
Ezactive response, (d) grouping-usually larger groups are preferred, (e)
+ structured methods of teaching, (f) follow-up practice and application, and
(g) evaluation" (pp. 120-121).

28Fgr mere information on this strategy and rationale see Madeline Hunter's
"Helping Students Become Independent Learners," 1979, unpublished manuscript.

295ee, for example, Shirley Brice Heath's chapter, "Questioning at Home
- and at School: A Comparative Study," and Frederick Erickson and Gerald Monatt's
chapter, "Cultural Organization of Participation Structures in Two Classrooms
of Indian Students," both in Doing the Ethnography of Schooling: Educational
Anthropology in Action, edited by George Spindler, as well as Jose Macias' 1984
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dissertation ent1t1ed. "Papago Home- to-Schoo1 Transwtion A Study of School .
Discontinuity in, Early Childhood." ’ -

30Madeline Huntef. “Teaching Competency: Probtem, Theory, and Practice,"
Theory into Pradtice, April 1976, pp. 164 (Vol. 15, No. 2). e

3171bid., pp, 165. | - : -
32For more information on this theory, see Herbert J. Walberg's essay,
"Improving thHe Productivity of America's Schools," Educational Leadership,
‘ May 1984’ ppt 19-27 (VO]. {L’.NO. 8)0

(]

33For more information on Rita Dunn's learning style model see: Rita.
« Dunn, "Laarning Style: State of the Science,“ Theory into Practice, *Winter
~ 4 . 1984 (Vol. 23, No. 1).
il )
. 3%or more information on the Cohen/Rosenholtz challenge to back-to- : .
basié§ oreinted curricula see "Back to Basics and the Desegregated School,"
by Susan J. Rosenholtz and Elizabeth G. Cohen, in The Elementary Schoot “
Journal, May 1983, pp. 515-527. '
\
35For more information on the concepts of cultural continuity and dis-
continuity and George Spindler's theory of cultural transmission see Chapter.
13, "The Transmission of Cu1ture;“ in Education and Cultural Procegs: Toward
an Anthropology of Education, edited by George Spindler (Ho1t, Rinehart, and
Winston, 1974).
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