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Tgacﬁcfs' fhaugh&s and decisions are thie fecus of studies currently
under way at Michigan State University's Institute for Research on Teach=
“ing (Iﬁi). The 1RT, f@undﬁﬁ!jn April }Q%E!uth a $3.6 million grant from
theiﬁatignulilngtitutg of Fduecation, has majer projects invagtigéting
teacher dgtisimn=makingi ineluding studies of reading diagnasis‘and reme-
diations classroom manig@mvut strotesies, instruction in the areas of lan-
,Buage arts, féndiﬁg, and mathematics, teacher éduéation, teacher planning,
effects of external pressures on feachers' decisdon, and teachers' percep-
tions of stﬁdent affect. Researchers from wmany different disciplines co-
operaté in IRT research. Iv addition, public school teazhats work at IRTA
as half-time collaborators in rvesearch, helping to design and élan studiés;
collect data, and analyze results. The Inst;tute publishes research fe?afts,
conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a free quarterly newsietier
for practitioners. TFor more information or to be placed on the IRT mailiﬁg
list please write to: The IRT Editor, 252 Erickson, MSU, East Lansing, Mich-

igan 48824,

Director: Leée §. Shulman,
Associate Director: Judith E. Lanier ' \
Editorial Staff: ' L )

: Lawrence W. Lezotte, coordinator of Communications/Dissemination
' Linda Shalaway, IRT .editor

~James Kern, editorial assistant

Janice Behrs, editorial assistant:

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Advances in Teacher LEfectiveness Research

@

Jere E. Brophy

[

Historlically, rev EngnE research on the links between teaching

behavior and studant learning has heen a frustrating task. Morsh and

'

lelder (NGLQ L) and Medley and Mitzel {1963). could find viftuélly no
clear results to discuss. The si uation improved somewhat over the next

10 years, so that Rosenshine and Furst (1973) and Dunkin and Biddle (1974)

Lcould point-to weak but consistent findings supporting such variables as
an organized, businesslike approach to teaching, clarity, and enthusiasm.
still, éven where clear trends were obvious, there always seemed to be

exceptions and apparent contradictions. Dunkin and Biddle resolved many

[

of these by taking into account context variables such as grade level and

gsubject matter, but a great many CDDEE&dLCElDﬂ& remained..
In-thé last Eivé:@r Si; years, the bltuaEiDﬂ has improved gan51darab1y

The National Institute of Education began funding expensive studies, and

important impfoVemeﬁtsrin tésgnruﬁ design begfan to appaaf; among these

k.

were rational sampling of teachers (rather tham random or convenience

sampling), inclusion of cnough teachers to allow for meaningful statistical

analyses, collection of manyv hours worth of data per classroom, develop-
ment of multlEaCEtEd and sophisticated classroom coding instruments

that accounted for context and sequence of interaction rather than just

1

This paper was ‘presented as park of a rescarch symposium entitled,
"Progress Report:, Advances During the Past Year in the Knowledge Base fgf the
Preparation of Teachexg,' at the annual meeting of the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, Chdicago,- 1979. Portions of the paper were
presented earlier as part of the keynote speech to the annual meeting of

the Midwest Association of Teachers of Educational Psychology, Bloomington,
Indiana, 1978 A : 4

EJETE E. EIDphy\ls a SE,LDT researcher in thé Institute for Research on
Teaching and prcfes%at of teacher education and educational psychclcgy
\
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behavioral frequencies, and concentratlion on the individual teacher and

class as the unit of analysis. These studles have focused on instruction”

i =

in baéiz skills in primary grade classrooms, using gtandardizzd‘agbieve—
_ ment tests as learning measures. --

This effort began with several large-scale field correlational studies
conducted at various etementary grade levels {Brophy EJEveftsgn, Note 2;
Good & Grouws, Note 3; McDonald & Elias, Note 4 Soar & Soar, 1972;
Stallings & Kaskawiﬁz, Note 5% Tikunoff, Berliner, & Rist, Note 6).

These studies varied with ?egafd to the types of teachers and séudents
included, the kinds Gf.vériables addressed, and methods used, but thére
was sufficient évefiap‘and replication to provide dependable knowledge
abcué relationships between types of teaching, particularly direct instruc-
tion énd student learning kabasic skills in tﬁe elementary graéas (see
tevie%g by Bérigh, 1977; Medley, Note 7; awl Rasensﬁine, 1976). Since then,
D;het s;udigs have built on the results of chis:research; Ehaiﬁﬂrk has been
Eﬁtéﬁéed to the junior high and high school levels, and EKPE%iEEﬁEEll
studies designed to test hypotheses developed from earlier cafrelatiéﬁal
work have been conducted.
- The data from the éarfelatianal studies hang together quite well

to support Rosenshine's (Note 8) claim that "direct instruction' is
effective for producing student learning of basic skilis. Ecsenghine
(in press) suggesté that for direct instruction to be effective, teéghefs
must (1) focus on academic goals;’ (2) préméée extensive content coverage

: and high 1evais of SFUdEﬁt iﬁvolvément; (3) select iﬁstructianal goals
and materials and actively monitor student ﬁfagress; (4) structure

learning activities and include immediate, academically .oriented feedback

and (5) create an environment that is task oriented but relaxed.

ErSC - - 5
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Taiten together, the carreiati@ﬁal studies provide strong support for
the following generalizations:

1. Teachers make a difference. ‘Contrary to the theorizing of
LStephEns (1967) and the implications of prbjects like the Coleman report
(Coleman et al., 1966), which, unfartunatelyl analyzed data only at the
schgél level, research that analyzes at the teacher level makes it clear
that certain teachers elicit much more student learning than others, and
that their success is tied to cnﬁsiétant differences in teaching behavior
(see the studies cited on page 1, and also Gde, Biddle, & Brophy, 1975;

¥ and Rakow, Airasian, & Madaus, 1978).
'3

= 2. Despl*e the first generalization, there is no supp@rt fa: the
ﬂDLlSn of generic tusfh;ng skills, if these are defined as the types of

& @
very specific behaviors typlzally inciuded in perfatmance based teacher
eduzati@ﬁ pragfams,‘ Few, if any, specific teaching behaviors are
apérapriate in all contexts.

On the other hand; when daté a.c integrated at a higher level of
fgéﬂeraliﬁy,rsev;fal clusters or patterns of behavior emerge thaﬁ aré
a@nsisteﬁtly ralated to learning gaiﬁs,

3, One of theée behavior patterns includea teacher expectations
and role definitions. Teachers who believe thég instructing students in
‘the curricu.um is basic to their role, who fﬁllg expect to conduct such
instruction, and who attempt to do so In their classrooms are more
successful than teachers who do not. The more effective geachers ailscate
nore of their time for teaching and actually spend more of that time
accordingly |

4. Another basic &luster includes such variables as classroom

management skills, student engagement/time on task, and student opportunity

ERIC S 6
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to learn materidl. Effective teachers know how to organize and maintain
a classroom lea}ning environment that maximizes the time spent on
productive acﬁivitiésraﬂd minimizes the time lost dufing transitions,
periods of confusion, or disruptions that require disciplinary aétlén.

L 3. A thir& cluster indicates support for the various elements cf
direct instruction. Studies of gEnETaL‘aéprEEhES to instruction EDﬁT
sistently reveal that students taught with a structured curriculum do
better than those taught with individualized or discovery learning
approaches, and those whQ receive mucl instruction directiy firom the
teacher dg_béttér than those expected to laarn on heir own or from one

another. Teacher talk in the form of lectures and demgnstf,ti s 1s

‘U".I\

important, as are the time-hcnored motheds of recitation, drill, and
praztice. , It appears that most orus of open education or individualized
tnetruction involve unrealistic expectations about the degree to which

rudenra in Lhe early grades can manage their activities and learn

[Fy

indepcadently (see studies cited on page 2; a: also Gage, 1978 Inman,
Neve %3 and Stallings & Hentzell, Note 10).

Tﬁa instruccion that seems most efficient is the kind in wﬁigh the
teacher works with .o while class (or with smaliigrﬂups in the eafly
grades), presents information in lectures/demonstrations, and then

tudents

i

follows up with recitations or practice exercises in which the
get opportunities to make responses and receive corrective feedback. The
teacher maintains an academic focus, keeping the students involved in a

’

lesson or engaged in seatvork, monitoring theilr parf@rmange; and providing

indlvidualizad feedback. The pace is rapid in the sense-that the class

moves efficiently thr@ugh the curriculum as a whule (and thrnugh the
successive objectives of ﬂly glven lesson), but progress ffam one

objective to the next iﬁVQlVeS very small, easy steps. . Success rates

7
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in answering teacher questions during lessons are high (about 75%), and

success rates on assignments designed to be done independently are very

high (approaching 100%). (See studies cited on pagé 1, and also the

reviews by Borich, 1977; Medley, Note /; and Rosensiiine, NoteEB, in
pfess,) i

These Specificé concerning approaches taxﬁnscrucﬁicn vary somewhat
with context, particularly grade level and student ability level. In

the primary grades, where the emphasis is ou mastering the basic skills,

the teaching/learning situation differs from later grades, where students

.are expected to use basic skills to learn other things, and to manage

i

their own learning to a graatef‘degréea The carly grades appropriatély
invclve’more-smallegréup ins£rugtimn relative to whole-class instruction,
more teachechitculatian around the room and iﬁitiatign of contact with
the students who are working on assignments (as opposed to letting!the
students come.tc the teacher for help), more recitation and drill (but
less genuine discussion), more.praise and affect generally, verj;law
error rates, and a low cognitive level due to tﬁe em%hasis on repetition,
recitation, and drill. (Higher cognitive level gctivities Seém counter-
productive in the early grades, although zﬁey become more impé%tant
later.) Horé spécifias abéut grade level differences can be found in
Evertson, Anderson, énd Brﬁghy, Note 11; Pisher, Filby, Marliave, Cahen,
Dishaw, Moore, and Berliner, Note ;2; McDonald and Elias, Note 4; Hu;nane
and Phillips, Note 13; and Trismen, Wailér, zad Wildér, Note 14.

Within any given grade 1?vel, teachers working with lawEability
studentsIQEéd to move at a slower pace and provide more repetition

and individualized monitoring to make sure that overlearning is attained

before moving on to objeétives that assume prior mastery of present

@
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objectives. They also need to supply greater warmth, ggéaurﬁgement, and

perscnaliged taaching ggnefally“ but less challenge (although not less than

By bF
' l

the students can haqdle) and less dvmdndingnFSS/ﬂfitiCLSW (Eraphy &

Evertson, Note 2, 1976; Program on Teuching Effectiveness, Note 15).

Current Progress

Current activities in teacher elfcectiveness rescarch feature two. .

F
K

major trends: (1) integration of existing correlational findings aﬁd
probing Df tht limits of their generalizarion to contexts beyond basic
gkills imstruction in the elementary grades; and (2) Experimental
_ a .
studies in which clusters of correlational findings afc brought together
into treatment packages and asse aed for degfLe of implementﬂtian by
teachers and ED; success in producing more learning than what ‘is observed
in control gréups!
i
The maturation of the field can be seen in recent reviews, which reaé

less like laundry 1ists of random findings and more like integrated

o

discussions of organized approaches to instruction. Good (in press) is
pubiishiﬁg an iﬁteresting paper that makes ;any of the same points made
here and some,others that are worth_mencioning.

First,.Good notes that the support for graupsbased’rather than
individualizéd»instruﬁﬁign,’and for whole class instruction rather than
small-group instruction (except in-the early grades), should rene&
edﬁéatérs' appreéiation for the advantages of these methods. Group-
based instruction is often maligned by those wﬁ@ favor individualized and
self-paced instruction, but, like réciﬁatiaﬂg it survives. Good suggests
and 1 concur, that group-based iqst%uctian survives becagse it has
important advantages. It is easier to plan and manage, provides more.
modeling of correct thinking and responses for slower students, and

avoids the elitism gnd_labeling‘problems that can crop up when ability




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

grouping is used. This dces not mean that large-group instruction should
. 1

be the exclusive method, of course; ‘it only indlcates that this approach

has advantag s, is gffective, and may be the method of choice for many
goals and contexts.
-,' . V B L4
Good also notes that traditional or direct instruction seems

1

clearly superior to open education for producing mastery of baslc skills.

“He adds, however; that it may not he the best approach, or oven

appropriate, for curricular areas that do not involve skill mastery .but
¥ A
instead seek to promote appteciagianf;general familiarity, enrichment,

3

(]

r student personal @évelapment, Nor is open education necessarily
effective herg,’aithgr; Good notes that open-education advocates have

put too much stress on things like free chDiZE of tasks or free movement
arouhd the room, which are less vital to real-life applicagicn than things

like developing skills for problem so olving and self- evaluation. In any

case, he observes that some structure 1is needed for most educational
%
activiﬁafs and that relatively more structure is needed in the Early
4

grades, for lDW—ablllty studehts, and for anxi@us or dependent students.

'

CLag;rQDm,ﬂgggggmeqﬁ

Recent pnblications by Brophy and Putnam (1979) and Evertson and

Anderson (Note 16) have elaborated. on what constitutes aeffective Qlasééacm

management and how it jinteracts with effective instruction. - Brophy and
- . 7 ,
Putnam review studies on classr rdom management generally, not just those

that link menagement with student learning. They note strong support for
most of the variables stressed by Kounin (1?70): "’ithltness, "over—

lapping," signal continuity and momentum during lessons, and variety and
y £ L

10
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;halléﬂge during SeatwurE,B They also note that recent studies hpve not
supported Kounin's variables of group alerting and accountability, which -

call for teachers to be random and unpredictable in their questioning,
1Y N <

to call on monvolunteers frequently, and to requlre students to comment

3

on one another's responses (to make sure that they pay attenti:sm to peers
' N “an o
} ; ;

as well as to the teachet). These group alerting and accountability
- )w;? ) * =
techniques either correlate negatlvely or show curvjlinear relationghips
[ S
with learning gains. Apparently, teachers who do all the other things

that’Kournin stresses, and EhEEEEDfL are successful in maximizing student

attention and engagement, shnuld not need to use group alarting and . .

accountability behaviors very often. 7
N , ';,* ? ] %
These-comments help reconcile Kounin's findings with the findings of

Brophy and Evertson (Note 2, 1976) and Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy
(1979), which indicate that teachers who called on students in a

predictable pattern in going around the reading group had more success than

teachers who.were unpredictable. ‘Apparently; any disadvantages that this g

‘Eechniﬁue might involve (e.g., students'ﬁha can predict when their turn

will come may pay less attention when it is not their turn) are outwelghed

5

by the advantages gainedﬁ »the method iﬁsures:that (l)séveriQﬁEagEtS

roughly equal opportunities to récite and participate in the grgupg(afﬁén,
"random" questioning really means calling on the brighter and more eager

E

studenﬁgjafﬁen and the slow or alienated students rarely);(2) the greater
structure that the téchnique provides may be helpful to anxilous students;

and (3) the automatic determination of turns prevents the distractions’
fnvolved when students call out answegs or petition the teacher to call’
5 ] :
; ;

on them. ' - 8
3"Withicness,‘ as defined by Kounin(1970), is a strategy whereﬁy‘teachETS
are continuously aware of all that is going on in the ‘classroom, and they
communifate this awareness:to their students. "Overlapping," according to
o Kounin, 1is the ability to do -several things at once, such as monitoring the

[ERJ!:‘ ”"classrcgm while teaching a small grgup 1 : g
O - - — —1 = .
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Evertson and Anderson (Note 16) have bueen cxploring the qucificﬁ_‘

a

involved in organizing and mﬂnaglnh the cldaarmum, and the interantions

¥

between management and instruction. During the 1917 78 aghuml year, they

observed 28 third-grade classrooms extensively during the first three

wécks of schoal and periadica]ly LhELGJiELr, ?athEEihg information
on what rules and procedures the teachers iﬂcroduc;d dnd how they did so.

During 1978-79, - they are ohserving junior high!achunl*classfodmsi y
: . . r
Preliminary results from the study strongly support two major generaliza-
. ) / ; o
tions: (1) Classroom organization and management, skills are intimately
related to instructioﬁ skills; that is, gagd ihstructors’ tend to be good

managers, and (2) good GfgdﬂiZdt;Qn and mqnaﬁgmcnt is §aod instguction,

-

at least at the third- -grade level; Ehat is, succassful cl assroom managers

2

‘spend a great deal of time early in the year canducéing semiformal lessons

to familiarize students with rules and procedures. This research is
yielding very rich, detailed information about procedures involved in
. N N N }

setting up effective classrooms, and ultimately should be extremely

luable to teacher educators.

Junior High and High School Studies

Several investigaﬁars are probing the limits to gereralization of the

linkages gn direct instruction aud student "learning observed in

e
g

basic skill instruction in the eafly grades. Recent gtudies by Stallings

(th& 17) and Everston et al. (Note 11) indicate Ehat the key to

.
gené ”llz,ticn may not be student age or grade level, but mastery of
bésfe Ekills. Stal]iqgs=&Noce,17) has been studying :ea,ing instruction

at the junior and senior high school levels, Her findings are very

similar ‘to the findings reviewed earlier for basic skills in the Eafly
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grades: Growth in resdiﬂg skills is sssscistsd with maximizing time on
%ask,'instrusting ths:tctsl_grsup most of the time, directing questions’
to specific studsnss (rather than volunteers), regularly providing feed-
Jback, santtsllimginsgstivs behavior, encouraging positive behavior, and:
using guldss and problng questions when students do not know the answer.
ngstlve indicators include grading papers dufisg ths class period,
socializing or allsw1ng studsncs_tg scclsllzs, allowing interruptions
-snd intrusions into the class activities, and allowihg negative behavior.

McCsnnsll (Note 18) rspartsd the" fsl]uwing sofrslatss of studsnt
. \
‘ lssfning in high school algebra classes: task Drisntstio sl, i £y,

frequsnt probing to improve student response, énthusiasm, and frequent

tsachsr ‘talk., Again, these are familiar aspects of the direct instruc-

: e
* tlon sppfssch
_ Evertson et al. (Note 11) report the fsllcwing satfslstes of
s;udsﬁt Issrning in ssvsnth— and slghth grads math slasses snsidsrsbls

[e]

_ . B y
lass time spent on dissussicn,;lscturs, and drill, snd not just indivir

-duslissd instrustlun or lnleLdual seatwork; task Drientsd businesslike E

A .

instriiction; much tssshsr time spent activsly ;nstrustimg and intszscting
with students; grsatsr praiss of good sontributians_(slthaﬁgh praise was.

:nct frequent in an absolute’ ssnss), good Qlassfaém msnsgsmsnt} esp sciélly

withitnesd; ssking of process (thsught sr sxplsnstlsn) qusstisns as wsll

. K
Rl

as product (fsct Or Memory) qusst;oﬂs ' _ . . ,.,'

"With two sﬁssptisns (dissusssd in, the next paragraph), these findiﬁgs
rsplicsgs what was found in ths ssrly gfsass, snd suggsst thst dirstt
"iﬁstrustionsl may be. the most effsstlvs methcd at sny “grade level when,

mastery of bss1c skills is the gcal Thls psPvan ‘did not appear, thsvsr, in

i

ssvsnth= and slghth grade English clsssss, where Evsrtson et al. (Nots ll)

cbtaiﬁsigstrikingly dlffsrsnt rssults Siguificsnt rslstisnships bstwssn

O -, - ‘e

I3
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:Note_lg); The im mplicatio ,sfnr teaching in the early grades seem to

classrcam process variables and student 1éarning in these classes were
-infrequent, aﬁé there was licéle Suppaft fgf the direct instfuctian ﬁﬁdéle
Several factors probably explain this finding, but the“majér one seems

to be that‘basic skill mastery is not a primary goal of seventh- and

eighth-grade English classes. The instructional objectives pursued in

‘these classes are more numerous and variable than in math c¢lasses. Many -
objectives, such as poetry composition, oral dramatization, or literature

appreciation, are not easily or even appropriately pursued with the direct

" instruction approach.

One implication, then, of recent work is that the findings concerning
direct instruction do generalize to higher grade levels and different

kinds of students, but only when basic skill mastery is theipfimary‘géal.

Not everything gener alizes. of course. Positive findings in the Evertson

et al. (Note 11) study for publiﬂrpraise of student contributions and

for asking higher level questions in addition to factual questions are

- - not usually Dbserved in the early grades. Ptaise correlates scmatimes

‘p itive%y, sometimes negatively, but usually nDt at all wizh learniﬂg,
depending on context factors such as student ablllty le Vélsg ieaéﬁér'

" versus Sﬁudent initiatjon, and Specificatign and élabératigﬁ of the
,pféise itself. (Efaisa seems to be geﬁefallyraverraiedg althouéh it -

s seem- important for low ability/anxious /dependent students, prov vided

‘hat it is- genuine and deserved and the ptaiséwgrthy aspects gflthe

{performance are specified.)

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

*

correlation (althéugh_saﬁetimes a curvilinear 1,tig ship) with

learﬁing“iﬁ the eafly grades (Rosenshine & Berllner, 1978: Soar & Soar, .

be:” (1) move in very small steps and overteach to the poirt of over=
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'learﬁingi énd (2) move at a rapid pace, but do not challenge_s;udents
beyond their ability to respond meaningfully. .

Several recent studies indicate chat Ehe situation is somewhat
diffé%ént in -the middle ‘and upper gradeg (Anderson & ScDgt 1978; Ever tson
et al., Note 11; ﬂéDDnald & Elias, Note 4; Murnane & Fhllllps, Note 13;
Trismen, Waller, & Wilder, Note 14). Compared to the elementary g:adas,
the 1atef grades. tend to have more large-group and whole-class activities;
less frequent and less affectively-touned’ dyadic teaghéres;géggt interactions;
lesé fe;itatian»and drill and ﬁcre discussion; matg'cagnitivé challenge
énd high level cognitive activity; less ;eache?'canteradness and more
scudeng'auéanamy; more suggéined concentration on academic activities; and
a mére.rapié pace witﬁin éhese activities.

In the early:grades, it is impDrEBnt for the t&achef to ellaic

tegpanses ffom and provide feedback to eaLh ftudant. (This is a majof
. reason why small- éroup 1nstruct1ané1a important at thes gra@e_levélsi)
Later, thisnindividialized (within the group coﬁtexty {nstruction is no
7 angFI necessary, and it become; mure.imporzant’faf thewﬁeéchér to Eeép tha,
whole class tcgather and move along at a gaud pace. Basic Skills have been
‘%astéréd, and leafning objectives now iﬁVGlVE higher caguitive activity,__
80 challenging SEﬁdents with difficult or c@mpieﬁ questions‘is more
appropriate., Even so, learning shéuldﬂﬁe ;%;atiﬁely easy ﬁf'mést éuéstiogga
should be answered and students éﬁculd be able to éompleté,indépEﬁdent

work assignments correctly. ' -

Eligiting student Lanf*butiana, integrating them into the discussion,

and praisiﬂg the more ngteworthy nnes all become useful techniquea that

:J

correlate pasitively with lErfﬁlﬂy Eaza;. Recent work. has alp ed Ql

up the apparent disﬁfepanfieE between the writings of Flanders (1970) in

i

this area and some of the data Suppﬂrting the ditecc instructinn model .

1
=

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

eppe: grades of certain aspects of what Flanders called

My,

of

Tﬁere-ie ontinuing and increasing support for the effe etlveneee in the

"indirect

;;Eeeehing": praise, use of student ideas, and high frequency of student

talk (if it is focused on academic objectives; non-academic student
talk correlates negatively with learning).

These data mu

\m\

t be placed in context, however. It appears that
the really important determinants of learning at the higher §rede levels

are not the things that Flanders clistered under "indirect instruction,"

but instéad are other aspects of teaching that Rosenshine includes under

"direct instruction': - frequent lectures, demonstrations, and teacher-led

discussions (Barr & Dreeben, 1977).  In the process of using -these
techniques, teachers elicit frequent etudentbeonzribetiane, which makes

W

. - . o
it peeeible for them to use student ideas and to integrate:them into
the dieeueelcn, as well as - ;aise- them. "In any case, eliciting the

ideas in the first place ‘seems ‘to" be the cfueiel vefleble here, not

EY

pfaieiﬁg'tﬁem'efbinte%reeing them )f;e'the discussion,

s Iﬁtefeetiene with Learner Cheteeterletlee , .

Another recent trend is the quellfleetleq of generel prDEESEEPIDduEE

findings.by anelyele of the data for aptltuﬂeFtreetment 1ntefaetieﬂs (ATI's)
- T

!Df 'ether interaetlone between learner eheraeterietiee and optimal

inetrueticn, Bruphy and EVerteon (Nete 2, 1976), Evertson et al. (Nete»ll);

_F

Gemd and Grcuwe (NeLe 3), and the Pr gfem on Teacher Effectiveness (Note 13

all neted eomewhet Q}Eferent petterne of optimal inetrueticn for etudemte

who diffefed in eeeieeeenemie status or ebllity level. .Other inveetigatore

heve enalyeed intereetlone between inetruetloﬂal methods and eﬁudentE

v

:'pErSOHality ehereeterietiee Qr eleeeroem behavief patterne in determining

etudeﬂt leerning (Bennett, 1975 Cunnimghem, 1975 Ebmeier & Good, in

pfeee, Peteteen, 1977 Selcmon & Kendall, 1976) Theee findinge have nct

9 . N
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. been ﬁelL{lntagratgd yeg, because somewhat difféfént student traits hava
been used as-the basis for classification, but certain’ trends are already

evident: direct instructlon (and ¢ ose teacher ﬁpﬁitéring and supervision

distracted, low in ability, or low in achievement ﬁétivatian.g Students
with opposite traits can handle more of their leafning indepenQEﬂt;y. 1
expect to see more research on interactions in ;he near future, followed
by attempts to integraté the interaction data with main effects data

in grder to make prescriptions abgut how teaﬂhers can optimize the

tradeoffs that are nece arily involved - in tgaching groups of students.

Experimental Std@ies

generally) is needgd more by students who are anxious and dependent, easily

The final recent érend discussged héfe-is probably the most important:

“the dasign of experlmental studies- to test the causal linkages between -

teacher behav16r and Etudent 1aafning Ehat éfé.implied ;ut not proven bj
cgrrelatlcnal studies. | vaiouﬁly, -such work needs to be done if we are to
claim that teaahet behanér correlated with student learning actually caus
that leafning |

Pecently, three major fleld experlments ha&e been conducted to

]

follow up on the prgcess prgduct work fEViEWEd here. Andarsan et al.

£,

ES

(1959) ] pulled togacher 22 princlples of smallhgraup instruction derived

from earlier ’ark and organizad them into a cnherent treatment dasigﬁed
for first-grade teachers to use with their reading groups. Good and
Grcuws (in- press) 1ncarpafated a vatiety -of prineciples drawn fram thelr

(-
earlier cDrrelational work into a systamatic approach for teaching

4

mathematics in qufth grade, and gested Lthese prin:iples in an

_~experimental study Fi nally, Crawfatd Gage, and theit colleagues in the -

¢

\ Program on Teaching Effectivauess (Note 15) at Stanfcrd pulled tagather
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a large number of principles drawn from previous work by Brophy and
EVEEESDﬁ.(HQEE 2,.1976), MeDoneld and Elias (Note 4), Soar and Soar
(1972), and Stellinge and Kaskowitz (ﬁoeé'ﬁ),'end included them in. -
a treatment designed for the third-grade level. |

Each of theee studies yielded statistically significant results
favering_ﬁreeement teeehere over con oi teachers in producing student
learning gains on standardized achievement tests.

Each study also involved'a etrqugebeervetien component, so the

peachers’ eauld be monlthed for the degfee to which they implemented

the treetment (and- control teachers could be monitored fer the degree

to which they spontaneously included treatment behev1ere\in the T

= \ =
teeehing) Iheee Dbeervatlenel data ylelded implementeti&n eeeree fer each
of the teaeher beheviore ineluded in the’ “treatment, and" these scores . =

werefenelyeed to detefmiee whether they ehewed tee eepeeeed reletienehipe
with leeenlng scores. :! - : : ‘ : \‘ ' ‘ .
. . : \ ’

Not all treetmemt elements have been 1mplemented properly, of
course, end.ﬁet ell of thoee thet were implemented have shown ehe
expected elgnlfleant reletlenehlpe with learnlng eeoree ; ﬁewever, where
‘the treatment Eehevleee were implemented eufiieieﬂtly, and where Signifieen£
reeuige were obtained, ehe fin@inge;beve’eeen evefwhelmingly peeitive;
repligetimg prev?oue eerrelationel work and previeieg stronget evidence
of e‘eedeei 1inkeg; between eeeeher,bebeviot and student learning.

Mgst ef Eheee findings are preeeriptive, eltheugh -y ellew for
Eeeehef.;udémentﬁ Thieaeen be séen in the fellewing exemplee, drawn from_

the study by‘Aﬁdegeon et al.( 1979), all of which were well implemehted

by ‘the treatment group eeeehefe'and eignificemtlyrreleted to learning gains.




y

Y
Y
Y

should be seated with
le the teacher is facing

G

Once in (reading) group, the children
their backs to the rest of the class whi
lesson should contain an overview of
or the

the class.
what is to come to mentally prepare the students f
in

The intfoduétioﬁ to the

to take

The teacher should work with one individual at a time

making sure that everyone 1s checked and receives.
o : . . ; , :

(such

presentation.
having the child practice the new skill and apply the new

than ,:

(o}

concept,
feedback. -
The teacher should use a pattern for selecting children
their turns reading in the group or answerlng questions
as going from ome end of the group to the other) rather

calling on them randomly and unpredictably.
WhEﬁ»calleoutS occuf; the teazhe: should remind the child that
everyone gets a turn and that he/she must wait his/her turn to
the teacher should wait for the child to

it and do not call

i

answer.
After asking a qrestion, l
respond aid also see that other children wa
out answers. Lf the child does not Fespond within a reasonable
time, the teacher should indicate that some response is
expected by probing. ' : '
Praise should be used.in moderation. The teacher 'should praise
and effort:more than just getting the answer, and
¢ and individual as possible.
atives.

1

7.
" thinking
should make praise as specifi
ériticiéi should also be astpecifiG_aS‘possiﬁle; and ' should
include specification of desirable or correct altern '
r.two experimental studies.

8.
can be found in the othe
studies provide an impressive number of guidelines

- Similar axampigs
Takén,togeﬁher, pﬁesé,

fof,direcﬁ instruction in the early gr%desg-the great majority of

' 'y (éuz not cénéradictgryj;

tifie.

B

am hépgf‘ta say that recent studies: linking

which are either overlapping or complementar

s Thus, in conclusion, I
teacher behavior to student learning, and egpecially these expérimenﬂal

studies, are making significant progress in developing a scien

b&sisifar taachef education.
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