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“‘*The'findiﬁks of . eight reviews of process-product studies are\J}an
E synthesized: Berlinkr and Rosenshine, 1977; Centra and Potter, 1977;
f + - Gow, 1977; Medley, 1978; Rosenshine, 1976, 1977; Soar, 1975; Soar and

Soar, I977; Results are organized under'thé main variable headings of

time, instructional'otganization, monitoring, management, 1nstruc£ion,
and envirdument. The paper begins with & brief history of research on
teacher effectiveness, a descriptioﬁ of the process-product paradigm,

and a discussion of some of the problems characterizing this tyge of
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. INTRODUCTION

« Teacher effectiveness research has long ocrupied a central position\

14

within the broader field of .research on teaching. As Doyle (1977) points
. ~ out, studies which have attempted to distinguish superior froem inferior
teachers have been coftducted sincecthe 19203, increasing in number since

the 1950s with the formation of the AERA Committee on Criteria of Teacher

1
;
|
| .
23 ' Effectiveness_(Amefican Eddcétional Research AssociatiOn, 1953). Por a (\\
f a trief p;tiod, rg}brts such as those of Coleman,.bampbell, Hobéon,

E YePartland, Mqod, Weinfeld, and York (1966), Jencks, Smith, Acland, Bane,

% . .Coheqj Gintis, Heyns, and Michelson (1972), and Mosteller and Moynihan

F (1972) raised doubts about the influence of teachers on'students' achieve- !
;

. ment in schools and led to cdhtfoversy concerning the value of teacher

-

effectiveness research. Thege reports, however, were criticized on .

Tt

-
’

methodologicél grounds (e.g. Centra & Potter, 1977; McPartland, Epstein,

Karweit & Slavin,  1976), At the time of their 1977 review; Berliner and o

s T ey . Al S - e e ety
i . . Lo
- N - !

Posenshine summarized Ehe general feelings of the research éommunity

TRV

toward the conclusions drawn in these reports in saying that "it is no -
' 10ngér acceptable to téke gseriously those who minimize the impact of the
teacher, on the students' acquisition of kndwledge" (p. 381). Investiga-
N .

tions ‘of teacher pefformance have thus continued to flourish: The recent

emphasis given to the development of performance- and competency-based

T

approaches to teacher education, evaluation, and-accpuntébility highlights

the importance of the teacher effectiveness question in current research.

j

’
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Because of its long history, research on teacher' effectiveness has
taken several fonms. Early research attempts fapused primarily on
discovering desirable teacher characteristics, which most often were

1nferred from ratings giVen to teachers by students or nrincipala.

As Medley (1978) notes, whnt resulted from these early stqdies were

prescriptions resembling bpy scout iaws for teacﬁets.'auch as "a

teacher 1is warm, attractive, and kind." Research'of this type continuéﬁ

until the 19508 and, althouéﬁ interesting, produced reiatively few out~

comes that could systemhticaily be applied 1in evaluating tescher ‘effec~
tiveness. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) quote the Committee oﬁ Ctiteria of

Teacher Effectiyeness (AERA, 1953) in addressing the inadequacy of early

" research:

The simple fact of the matter is that after 40 years of research
on teacher éffectiveness during which & vast number of studies
have been carried,out, one can point to few outcomes that a
superintendent of schools can 'safely employ in hiring a teacher
or granting him tenure, that 4n agency can employ in certifying .
teachers, or that a teacher-education faculty can employ in
planning or improving teacher~éducation programs. (p. 657)

\]

s &

- Among the reasons for the failure of this researcﬁ to produce useful

information, Dunkin and Biddle (197§§ note the following: (1) failure

to obsetvg teaching.actiY1t1es; (2) thsgretical'impoverishment. (3)

use of inadequate criteria o(\sftectiveness, ;nd (4) lack of concern
for contextual effects. L
During thellate 1950s, researchers initiated changeé in Qh attempt .

to address these problems. The most éignific%yt departure from earlier

. LA N
. .
.o . . .
. -
. . . *
Y Aad
- L7




{

research was the relative abandonment of efforts to discover specific

-

teacher charactevristics. For the first time, researchers began to

4
b
\"{. )

< ¢

. focus on tite actual prdceeses that characterize teaching 15 the élass- '

room. They began to reiy,heavily’on observational techniques to dEl;nef

A )

até:teachins behaviors, and on objective measures of student outcomes .

T ST I T W

b. to diftefentiate betwéen desirhhie'and unde?irable teaching ﬁrgcticeﬁa ’
The goal of research on teacher effectiveness for abéut the past two’
decades ﬁbs thus been to establish relationﬁbips between, teaching be~
hasiors (aﬁﬂ'mdre recently, student béhaviors) and gtudent'abhiévement
1n'cogn1tgy¢ an& affective areas. }ﬂe term "proceas-pxoduc@" has been
'apﬁlied to this’research because it atte&pts to relate classroom prbceasea
to student products {(Kgsenshine, 1971). .

A«gre&t number of process-product’ studies have been conducted since - -

the fifties. ﬁnnkin and Biddle (1974) noted at the time of thelr review

- .

that hundreds of studies of teacher effectiveness had been published

which used classroom observation téchniques, _They further commented

TR e S O T . T e, TS e r Al T W e S e
i S b S S R SR
L N -
Ll

that the need to evaluate the findings of these studies had made reviews

* H B

. of the literature 1n the field "almost yearly events" (e.g., Withall

s s

. 60; Medley & Mitzel, 1963; Meux, 1967; Biddle, 1967: Nuthall, 1968
éﬁ?. Flanders & s:g,mon, &970, Rosenshine, 1971; Rosenshine & Furst, 1973).

ﬁ Since Dunkin and Biddle's (1974) review, several large-scale studies

H .. Pave been conducted (e.ggﬂ,McDonaid & Elias, 19(5; Soar, 1973) which

have contributed substantially to the knowledge base in process-product

‘f- b ‘regearch. Accordingly, réviéws of the literature have continued to '

[}
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flourish in order to help assess and 1ntegtéte the results presented in

-

ﬁ;;;  these reports (e.g., Rosenshine, 1976, 1377; Cow, 1977; Centra & Potter,
b 19773 Berliner & Rosenshine, 1977; Medley, 1978b). - |
i%h This paper takes the review process one step futthet. ftgattempt;
%ﬁ ‘ ;o syuthesize the‘conqlusiops drawn by recent (since 1975)-révi;wers

;; .6f the literature 1ﬁ;otder to arr;ve‘at an even more 1ncegiated view

f?' of Ihe, a;ate of the art of ptocasﬁ—product'research (Racant raviews

§¥' are lookad at exclusively. siuéb cheae most clearly reflect curremt .
%‘ ‘thinking.) More specifically, there were two priquy reasons why thig

bﬁ . :qview was initiaﬁed.l First, the review was 1;itiateq to faci?itate

;f o the efforts of the Basic Skills Component by providing & concise isnd

g ’ well-integrated -presentation of the results of teacher effeat;venass

research which could be used to assist practitionets in, developitg their
capabilities to impreve instruction in schools. Second,44t was felt
- athat a review of this type could assist members of the educational
= \ research community asgess recent progress made on the teacher-effective;
ness question and subsequently help gulde future résearch. .
The paper begins with a brief explanation of the process-product

paradigm and a discussion of gome problems currently affecting resenrch

on teacher effectiveness.

. d
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THE. PROCESS~PRODUCT PARADIGM

Doyle {1977) writes cogently on the underlying assunptions, effec- .

’ttvenesa, and tecent directions of the process-product paradigm. Most
of the information i chis section has been taken from his paper althcugh
chapter J from Dunkin and Biddle (1974) has contributed significantly.

As stated in the introduction, the teacher'effectivéness question
'within the process~product paradigm is defined in terms of relationships
between teachét classroon behaviors'(processes) a;d measures of student

nlearning outcomeé/(products).‘ Doyle cites Gage (1963)‘in saying that

~¥ " - ! ‘?

O thds ayproach 18 basgd dn tH “fﬂeﬁﬂt -ctiterion~o§£f£feetiveneas _
v a R . . . J“‘ S, ~-‘_:;),'.
&rﬁ:tly w‘,ipdicators g,f:""‘ s L

8 Cure’ﬁhdc*rei tea teacher
13 p?@ g one

'ﬂ ﬁfﬂf”' effectiveness;' Doylé presents Rosenshine's (1971) deacription of the - 3ait-
&, Ve

.basic snages‘af a procass-product study: ‘ S s

(1) the development of an instrument which can be used
systematically to record the frequency of certain specified
teaching behaviors; (2) use of the instrument to record
classronm behaviors of teachers and their pupils; (3) a
ranking of the classycoms according to a measure of pupil
achievement adjusted for initial difference among the
clusses; and (4) u determination of the behaviors whose
frequency of odcurrence 18 related to adjusted class
achlievemant scores. (p. 18)

4

Drawing from Gage's (1966) work,‘Doyle notes that the results of
pracess~pzoduc£ 1nqairles are expected to have direct practical applica-
tion for teacher education and school improvement efforts in addition
to providing information in response to purely theoretical research

questions. He comments that these practical considerations have
!

Y S
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iutluenced research in this field by "directing choices about which
‘process dimensions to measure, which to manipulate, and how to interpret
the f£indings" (p. 6). ' . | 'ﬂ

“Process variables" as defineq by Dunkin and Biddle (1974) are based

v

upon "all of the observatle behdviors of, teachers and pupils rather than
upon only those that are productiveH;f'pupil growth or upon intangible
or unobservable relationéhipa between téZchgrg and pupils" (p. 44).
This; howevér, should not be taken to mean that the effects of student
behavior or teacher behavior (or vice vetsao are discounted but rather’ |
that in order for- such effects to be considered true process variables.
they must be able to be measured by overt behavioral signs.. This dis-
tI;ction is an imporfanb one. ‘Sinée the onset of process-product
research, pﬁtmatily because of the emphasis on teacher efffétivenese
research, classroom processed pave’been defined in t;ths of teacher
clasgroom behavi;r. Although Dunkin and piddle include pupil behavior
in their definition, little attention has been given to‘su;h processes,
or to tbq causal "meﬁiating" relationships between teaéher behavior
and pupil beﬁaviot, until recently (Anderson, 1977; Centra & Potter,v
1977; Doyle, 1977). ?vol;ing paradigms for "teacher éffectiﬁpness"
Qesearch are modifying the prqdess-product model to incorporaté such

. \ - .

"Product variables,” again as defined by Dunkin and Biddle (197%),

mediating variables.

refer to the outcomes of teaching, i.e., to "those éhanges that cone

about in pupils as a result of their involvement in classroom activities

. L




e " ' - ]
. . .

;? with teachers and other pupils" (p, 46). The product variables most

g " ‘ ' .often investigated are'thése that measure short-term learﬁing in a sub-

§ ' ject;matter, u;ually readiné or,matﬁematics. Some researchﬁfs,.however,. ~
%3 ' 3 ;(e.g..;Medlqy,.1978b) suggest that broduct‘;ariables should réflect

;3 . léng-term.gains in studies whose r?éulfs are t? be used, for énswering

é“ .. thg teacher égfaaiiveness question. .

2L . ) fig;re 1 presents "a m&dgl fér“ﬁhg study of classroom. teaching” as .
8 presented éy Dunkinvand Biddle (1974, p. 36)., Although, models aré chang-

i?. ' ~.1ng (e.g:, to 1nq%ude ec§10g1¢a1 approaches'fo research),'the mbdei

gé' ' offered by Dunkin and Biddle is generally most Feprese;tative of the main

E~- L lines“offthiﬁking abodt teacher effectiveneég r%search during the pést |
if, ‘twenty years. i '

r’s o] .

" ) .
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Figure 1. A model for the study of classroom teaching,




«~ PROBLEMS AFFECTING PROCESS-PRODUCT RESEARCH
)

Researchers of teacher effectiveness, especially for the past two

A .
-

decades,\pave been ﬁotivated by the desire to transform teaching into

an empirically based.scieqce, aﬁd by the belief that the process or
teaching is amenable to scientiric inquiry, qamely that the activities
of teaching are rational events which are observable and quantifiable
ane which have discoverable causes and effects (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974).
Given the problems which'characterized earlier research on teacher
effectiveness efforts, process-product research has contributed signifi-
cantly to the start of an empirical knowledge base of effective teaching
‘behaviors. However, as the researchers themselves adxit, ﬁrdblems-of
prodhctivity; methodology, and theory plague this type of researeh,

A brief discussion of these probliems is included here to giert rhe
reeder to their existence and to provide a more realihtic.basts by which
to assess the conclusions preséented in the paper. Many researchers have
described the problems affecting process—product research (Centre &
Potter, 1977; Berliner, 1976; ﬁoyie, 1977; Drvakin &.Biddle, 1974;
McDonald & Elias, 1975} Medley, 1978b). %ince Berliner's (1976) peper
deals exclusively with the fprmulatien of these problems and incorporates
ﬁosr of the issues addresseﬂ by other researchers,'the discussion which -
feilowe is based primarily n his writing:

According to Berliner 76), the'problems which characterize process-

product research may be divided into- three categories: instrumentation,

methodology and analysis. Problems with.instrumentation refer to

. ) .
Y . e .




difficulties encountered in clearly defining and Operationalizing

)

dependent and independent variables. 1In the case of dependent variables,
the question is one of finding appropriate instruments to assess the:
effects of teaching. As Berliner points out, if off-the-sghelf standard-

-»

ized test¢s are used, one:runs the risk of not measnring the actual
content that was taught in the classroom. Results me; show weak corre;e-
tions between teaching processes and student achievement merely because
" the tests used to measure achievement are "more reactive to fanmily becke
ground and ethnicity than they (are) to instructional events" (p. 6).
If tests for special teaching units* are'desiéned to hélp ensure that
the tests being nsed'are content valid for a particular classroom, then
the altaernate problem which surfaces is one of,reliabili;y. Are measures
of teacher effectiveness arrived at during a ehort period of time app:ol
priate for longer neriods? Finally, dependent neasurés rarely address
vsimultaneonely what students leern and what they feel abouﬁ.that 1earn1ng
- a situation which, Berliner ‘feels, provides an unrealistic view of
etudents' perception qf learning in schnols.

.The first problem connected with 1ndenendent variebles:used in
teacher effectivenees studies is with the "approprieteness of teacher

hehavior" as defined by Berliner or, simiarly, the "context of behavior"

according to Medley (1978a). The concern here is with the type of

* Teaching units are specially designed mini-courses which can be used
to try to control what teachers teach and what students are exposed to.
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observation instruments used in proéess-product research. These
\ .

typically code only the frequency of teacher behaviors; they are not -

constructed to record the teacher's intent or urpose for eliciting
P

&

certain behaviors, or to take into account the context of behavior.

As a result, the full implicafions of teacher behavior;'are not

studied and, in fact, results which are obtained are often inacgu;ate

or misleading. The second problem is that of defermining'the appro~
priate unit of analysis for the 1ndependent-variabie. As Berliner .
,notes, researchers are very avare of the difficultigs in deciding

'on thé_relative appropriatenesas of different. characterizations qf
independent variables (for instance, should they consider the -
'éingle,teachet question as-the unit of analysis or thé question

along with the wait-time?). A third p;pblém wi;b défining'independent .
variables concerns the stability éf Eeacﬂeiybghavior. Berllﬁei (1976)
s&ggeats that much more must be learned abou; "which téacher'behaviors
.fluctuate, and how and th,they fluctuate over time; seftiqgs, cur-
ricula, and populations” (p. 9) before valid claims can be'maee

about the.relationships between teacher behaviors apa student outcomes.

A second set of loosely related problems and issues deals with-
methodology. Thé_mostlpervasive of the'problems in this group is one )
ﬁhici has received much discussion and cdus;d much controversy, namely,
the prgblem of estimating how much one can legitimately expect

teachers and schools to influence student achievement. The reports

of Coleman et al. (1966), Jencks et al. (1972), and Mosteller and




4

.
-

Moynihan (1972), although criticized on both methodological and sta-

tistical grounds (e.g., Bexliner'& Rosenshine, 1977; McPartland et
7 al, 1976; Spady, 1976), imply thﬁ% schools have minim{} effect on

ﬁ%/ - studeht achievement, and that factors luch as intelligence, etﬁhicity

and sociceconomic status are the major determinants of school outcomes.

-

A second related methodological problem concerns the subject

ﬁatter(a) 1n whiich student achievement is expected, or at least tcsted

for; in teacher effectiveness studies. Based on the findings of the

International Education Assoctiation (IEA) crose-cultural study of

student achievement (Pohtlethwuite, 1973), performancefin suﬁjects
. [} .

Y
b
5
1

R KA Kz

1like reading and social stddies 1s influenced to a large extent by

'home vatiables, more so than achievement in curriculum areas 1159 |
phys{cs ahd French which are more likely to be influenced by difﬁer-

.ential clugsrcom instruction. Betliner cautions that researchers

T D ITER S g TN WP T
o A

should perhaps discontiniie the use of achievement e:asures in  areas
such as reading (one of the most common, areas students are teated in)

and conceptrate on areas where the greatest teacher effects might
be seen. , T . .
Another issue which Berliner (1976) and Medley (1978&)'diecuse

-

L S e R S
. L] . 0 N

ariees'fron the fact thet’much of the recearch on teacher effertivcness

L

is norm-referenced. Because of the normative nature of theae.studies,

some teachers will always appear .to be better than others, but in

fact the entire sample'nay be poor when*Judged against an abaolute

—~

atandard. Meiiﬁy highlighté’this problem by asking: (1) How good

)
]
N
E

w

3
|
1

{‘
b

do we want effective ‘teachers to be? and (2) will resegrchers and all

x 12 115;
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others interested in lmproving teeching accerf, levels of teaching

established throdgh such studies as represer .ing competent teaching?

Berliner suggests that when speaking of teac er competence researchers

ga - ' ghould refersto "more and less effective" tea “ers rather than using
’ ‘ ) ' . - N .
the terms effective and ineffective, which impl, that teachers are

Jbeing judged against an absolute standard. R

gr ' : Four final methodological issues that need to be mentiogﬂz-ere: '

Yy, . .. S e . ’
i : . ~ . : y

v . \ -

%r 1. The very nature of teacher effectiveness research masks teaching

behaviors that are differentially effective for pupils of

differing aptitudes, etyles,  personalities, and traits; ' ‘ -

s fact that teacher behavior does not influence student achieve- .
¢ 2 . ment directly but is isediated by the student's own behaviors )
| . and perceptions; _ { ok

E‘ ' 2. Typical research-of-teaching designs do not take into account the

3. Definitions of 1ndependent variables often lack the precislon
. needed to measure their occurrence adequately;

4. The queatf’h exists as to whether teachers maintain the same
level of effectiveness over time and over subject matter areas.

-

-
!

'In discussing statistical problems related to research on teacher

(4

effectiveness, Berliner (1976) points out that the issue is one of 'ff

| " how to measure change without a true experimental design. He comments ‘

J' i : ‘ i . . e

. that, although a whole rénge of statistical techniques has been ?Ff

t

exemined,'éheee still fall short of providinﬁ very rellable results.

’

Finally, a problem which results from all the other issues des-

cribed is low productivity. Although proceas-product studies .are

i'nﬁﬁerous, their results are often disparate, not comparable, or at '
worst invalid, making it difficult for conclusions to be drawn. ' ¥ .
J ‘ i} . L ~

‘%x
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Consequently, after many years<ofd£3§93rch, relatively few definitive

statements can be made about effective teaching. As Centra and Potter

(1977) ‘comment, however,

although research has not provided a (sound) foundation for
planning empirically based change, it has yielded . . . sign- -
_posts on which-significant progress can be based. The admin-
istrator planning for educational improvement in schools
would be well advised to begin planning from this base. (p. 32)

\

Centra and Potter's position_reflects‘(ﬁe-one taken in this paper in
(attempting te present a synthesis of the findings of process-product

-research which may be used by pragtitiomers for ‘school 1nprovement.'
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A SYNTHESIS OF PROCESS-PRODUCT RESULTS

The findings of eight reviews of the literature will be synthe-

sized in this section. Wﬁere appropriate, the studies on which the -

reviewere have based their conclusions will be specified so as not
to.create what Medley (1978b) refers to as "a spurious consistencyr:§m\\

in appearance," i.e., a situatzgi;in which results gain in credibility
- 2N

becguse several reviewers have iewed and based their conclusions

on the results of the same ptqdies., Conclusions about effective

teaching: practices that relate to student outcomes in areas other
- ' -
than reading or mathematics will not .be presented, since the purpose

v

of the paper is to synthesize findings exclusively in. these two

areas. The findings of the synthesis are reported by variable. No

particular variable classificatdion system found in the literature has
; il j o,

been used, e.g., the Cooley-Lohnes (1976) constructs and variables,

Mbbénaid's (1975) variable classification system, or Medley's (1978b) ‘

classifications. Rather, the results of the reviews were allowed to

’

) v
speak for themselves and suggest their own organization.

Thio section is headed by a brief description of the revie’!

included in the synthesis, in which the reviewers' purposes, approaches,

. and constraints are discussed. In addition, where it seems to be

warradted, criticisms or cautions raised against the reviews are

noted o'

! , 2J , 15 : .
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b | The Reviews

, : d

& ' Anyone interested in process-product research through the years

has come to depend on the reviews of Barak Rosenshine. The findings

%? | . of two reviews that he has authored (Rosehihing, 1976, 1977) and ~
(%a . one that he has co-authé:ed with David Berliner (Berliner & Rosen-
3

v : shine, 1977) have been inéluded'ih the synéﬁesis, Although Rosen~

shine has had other reviewé yhich'are frequentiy quoted in the

1iterature (Rosenshine, 1971; Rosehshine & Fuést, 1§73), these have °

+

not been cons dered since they reflect leaa recent traius of thoughe

- and do not eummnrize 'results of several key studies conducted since

L

the times of their publidation. The three reviews which have been

included aré related substantively to .one anocher, tﬂk two 1977

L_nnﬂ.asticles expanding and clarifying the earlier one.
The objective of the 1976 review, which appears in the NSSE

L4
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yearbook of that year, 16 to describe the major récent studies in .

1 | :cla;erOQ 1nstru§tion and their results. Reviews~of results on six
variabiea are offiered: time eggnt,‘cdntept:cbvg?fd, work grthings,
teacher q&estio » child résponsgs, and adulé feedback. The first
tﬁree of these var{ab;és were selegted sims;, éccording‘to Rosenshine,
they appear to.bé important and are frequentiy'over}ooked in classroon
; | research. Tﬁe last three Qariablee were selectéd‘bécause they have

%$ | " frequently been studied in classroom research. Most of the res&&fa

r

£\\\;\\ ) which Rosenshine summsrizes in this review come from the Follow
" Through studies of Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974) and Soar (1973),

e

= ' : . - 16

P LT T T T O G T T ¢ TP T i  Lr T C



4
~

and from the Texas Teacher Effectivéness Study by Brophy and Evegtsbﬁ
(1974). An attempt is made’ to integrate the results for each variable.-
into a "Direct Instrﬁctional.uodel." .Rogéﬁshine eﬁélicitly statés~ )
at the be;IE?EBg of the‘}eview th;t its sco;e is deliberately limited
to primary:;rade instruction in reading and mathematics for child;en .
of ~low socioecoudqic status in ordet:to achieve !'a sharper focus." |
This, however, is algo due to the charaeteriétics of the samples in
the studies on which Rosenshine focuses.

The article by Berliner and Rosenshine (1977), which appears as
~ a chapter in Schooling and the Acqifsftion J™Wnowledge, presents

a description of how knqwlque is acquired in the classroom. The

authors begin the review by stating that attempts to study knowledge .

acquisition must, at a minimum, "fogug on the cufgiculun to Q’ taught,
the method by which information is commynicated, and the teacher's

" role in fostering the acquisition of knowledge and skills so that
?lqseroom inetruqtion is 1neeres£1n§, comprehensib;é. and pieasant"
(p. 375). The reviéw discusses results for ésﬁénti&lly the same
_typea of variables found in the earlier review, although the autﬁors /

.+ 4also draw from the res;ﬁ}s~gi two ‘new studies: McDonald (1975X;agd

| fikunoff, Berliner, and Rist (1975). Commenting on‘ghé article,

Phillip W. Jackson (1977) of the University of Chicago states thﬁt

Berliner and Rosenshine have been too optimistic in their gappraisal of

o .

the results of research and suggests that researchers of teaching

should reevaluate their techniques and perhaps also their goals.




.Q'I
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The third review by Rosenshine, which was presented at the 1977
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, is
essentially a summary of the previous two reviews. At the beginning

of the article, Rosenshine notes that three major changes in thinking

have occurred since 1973 with respect to the typeé of inahiries o '

researchers believe wil' suggest the most productive instructional
) . ha ¥4
strategies: ) | - ' :
: . -, ‘ .
1. An increased focus on student variables such as content g
* ‘covered (or opportunity to learn) and student attention to g
' relevant academic activit§¢s, o R -

(]
Y

X . ' g!-&h gonvergence of results supporting several conpénents of
. - 4 modlel of "direct instruction," and :

‘3. Nev information on the proportion of student time spent
in seatwork and in discussion, with implications for the
. rdle of the teacher. (Rosenshine, 1977, pp. 1-2)

L TR R e

\\ _ The review conducted by Doris Go;"(1977) of the Learning Reseatch
‘ ) - ¢ . \ L, R ’ . ' .
! and Development Center (University of Pittsburgh) was commissioned
by the Pennsylvania School Improvement Program (P%}P); a consortium® .

of agencies that work closely with schools to help them use research

G i e B
- AR AN
.

and development information for self-improvement. A synthesis of
research‘yas needed in ‘order to more knowledgeably prescribe 1m§roveaent

strategies for target schbols. The approach of the review is thus very

T -

practical. Research information is limited to the basic skills areas and
. is presented according to the Cooley-Lohnes (1976) constructs: opportunity,

motivators, structure, and instructional events.

A paper prepared by John A. Centra and David A. Potter (1977)

L4

* - 18 :!‘1
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tf]- ‘ for Research for Better Schools as part of their study of school va-iables,
[5; L begins with a justification of a within-school (as opposed to a between- ’
% a school) approach to the study of indtructional.variables. The discussion

of within-school factors is further organized according to school vari«

| ables and teacher variables. The review ocncludes with.a lengthy dis-

éueqion_of the implications of the reqults presented for practice
;,Q : and rgseaich. | | | .
| A paper by Robert Soar (1975), and one'by Robert Soar. and Ruth
;; ' "+ Soar (1977) sﬁﬁm&rize‘findingﬁ or four 02 those';;:hhrsf previous
: studies of teacher effectiveneéi. Tﬁe more fecent paper réitgrates

the conclusions presented in the earlier paper by presenting a para-.
digm for thinking about cl&ssroon‘management and environment. The.

four studies, whose results were integrated, are as follows:

Study SC 3~6 (Soar, 1966, 1968) involved fifty-five urban
classrooms -in central Sonth Carolina, gradés thrce through .
. K six, all white pupils; spanning all socioeconomic levels
. _ 'but with the upper levels overrepresented. Study FT 1

: ~ (8oar & Soar, 1972) involved twenty first grade classrooms /\\\‘
19 ' in Project Follow Thr.gh, with both black and white pupils,
' predominantly disadvantuged. Study Fla 5 (Soar & Soar,
‘ ' 1973) involved fifty-nine fifth grade classrooms in north

: Florida, including all levels of socioeconomic status but
with the lower levels more strongly represented, and was
divided approximatedy evenly between black and white, boys
and girls, rural/and urban. Study Fia 1 (Scar & ‘Soar, 1973)

‘ nogh Florida, had twenty-two first grade urban
classrooms’; with black and white pupils, spanning the socio~ °

. economic status levels. (Soar & Soar, 1977, p. 1)

kﬁ; ‘ . The most fecent review and the last of those included in the syn-

thesis, 1s that of Donald Medley (1978b), which wias commissioned by the
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Committee on Performance~-Based Teecher Education (PBTE) of the ’

'_ now while researchers strive for more definitive results. ~ ' , s %T

. relationship should be included in the review: A

American ‘Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE).

In the.words of the author, the primary purpose of the report is ) '.i'
} "te provide the teacher educator with access to the meantngfel . .'y%
"findings of research in teacher effecti%ehess". (ﬂbdley,'197éb, p.‘13l . | si
It is helpful to neote, however, thet Medley acknow;eeges'the interim 'V . ié
nature of the findinge and explicitly states that he h4€ ettehpted ’ o ".%

to present, information which can be used to improve teacher education

) i
Medley's approach to the review is uﬁiquef;nd demands some : R

‘ Co i

explanation. From an original list of 732 studies discussing effective jg
téaching .ractices, 289 remained after an initial ﬁeeding-out pro= . a

cess that rejected studies primarily if they reported no original
research, i.e., if they were reviewa of the literature or, discussed vhat ')

P
good teachera should do without presenting data. The 289 items 3

which remained were examired for the type of process-product relation-

ships they reported. Four criteria were used in deciding whether a , © s

~

1. The study from which a relationship came ‘had to be - . J
designed so that the relationship was generalizable “ )

to some population of teachers larger than the sample , '
studied. _ T

2. The relationship had to be both reliable enough to be

statistically significant and lavge enough to be practically
eigrificant.

LI
A J

3. The measure of teacher effectiveness had to be based on

long-term pupii gains in achievement areas recognized.as
important goals of education.

e
‘.\’
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The process measure had to~9pecify the behaviors exhibited
in such a pay that they could be reproduced as
desired. (Medley, 1978b, p. 5) ' '

b,

-

After tneee)criteria had been applied to all the relationships

:i-, reporte¢ between teacher behaoiors and‘pupii‘ogtcomes, 613 relationsnips -

remaine ,:coming from just iﬁ_of the 289 studies. These 14 studies

areil_prophy and Evertson.(1974); ﬁemis and Luft'(1970);‘MhDonald

-and Elia ({;76)°'ﬂa§ris: 84" Serwer (1966); Harris, Morrison, Serwer

and 5013%968), Good and Grouvs (1975); Soar (1966, 1973); Soar

and Soar ' (1972, 1973), Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974); Solomon and

Kendall (1976) Spaulding (1965); iﬂa Coker, Lorentz, and Coker (1976)
In the review, relationships are presented in tables to enable

readers to draw their own conclusions. Medley,*however, also offers

* hig own intepretation of;the findings, organizing behaviors which

diftefentiate between effective and ineffective teachers into three
constructs: (1) maintenance of'learning environment, (2) use of pupil
time, and (3) quality of instruction. |
Another uniqne feature of tnis publication is the inclusion in
~ an appendix of Sne comments addressed to the first draft of the
paper by a reyiew panel of experts set up by the PBTE Committee to

o

assist Medley in his task. The comments, most of which are highly 4
" cqmplimentary, orovide an immediate source to which the reader may
turn for elucidation and appraisal. Although these comments will not

be summarized here, one raised by several reviewers is worth noting.

In drawing his own conclusiona, Medley suggests that different types of

\]

27 o




instruction appear to be differentially effective for students "
of low and high_aocioecqnomic status. Several reviewers note
tht, although this may be:ea;;ntially frue,'several factors must
be conaidered which may be operating iﬁ making them true (e.;., L ~ i
linguage, cultural differences{ nutrition).  In additiqn, such findinéé', E
seem pogentialif dangerous %f they are misiq;erpreted Pnd not préé

perly elaborated. ' , ‘ ‘ i

o ' A Synthesis of Results

{
In trying to integrate the varied results of proc;;s-product S '15
. research into largef and more meaningful patterns, individual reviewers,
as yould be expected; have developed different constructs or organi-
zational schemes in which to fit the findings. Medley (1978b), -
for instance, fits.results that relate to‘work group{ngs within the
largeriorganizatioﬁél variable "use of pupil time," whereas Rosenshine
(1976, 1977) summarizes Findings for work groupinéa along with several
othdr variables, under the variable "direct instruction."
The synthesis presented here has tried to ignore the various organi-
zationgl variables employed by the different’reviewers and, instead,
has let the results suggest their own'séhemes. When all is said and
done, the fact remains that research results could probably be organized
in a different way by anyone under;aking.such'a task. This, however,

is not as disheartening as it first sounds, since with each new attempt

to make sense out of process-product data, new insights may be found

. !
or neﬁ‘ﬁdeaa suggested which may extend current thinking. ' 7

)
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Time
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% most discussed and perﬁAps one of the most ciitical variables

‘.

The concept of time in various forms energes as one of the

’ relaring'to student achievement. .
; The vhriable of absolute time spent in school, although'nor a
. L process variable, 418 briefly discussed here to lend perspective to
. the rest of the discussion of time. Rosenshine (1976), who draws
on the work of Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) and narria et al.
%A | ' (1968), and Gow (1977), who also looks at the study by Wiley and

Harnischfeger and to one by Bond and Dykstra (1967), conclude that

SO W L T
“

the total amount of time spent in school (calculated from such

' indices as a#erage daily attendance, length of school day, and ,(length k

R

of school year) is-positively related to achievement in readiné and i

mathematics. The variable of absolute time spent in achool seems

_imporrant in helping to determine 1r1truetiona1 success.
An even more striking determinant of success, however, judging'
from the conclusions drawn by Berliner and Roaenshine (1977), Gow

(1977), Rosenshine (1976, 1972), and Medley (1978b) is the use of

T . absolute time in the classrnom. Drawing heavily from che results

T e ¥ o w e
SERERLL g
»

of the Follow Through Study of Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974), but S
,;k | ,  also nn the works of Bleom (1976), Harris and Serwer (1966), McDonald

and Elias (1976), and Soar (1973), the reviewers conclude that greater
student outcomes are achieved when time .n class is spent on task-

related "academic" activities rather than on nonacademic activities.
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Thus; gteater amountsg of'time spent in the classroom on reading
and arithmetic and lesser amounts of time spent on such activities
as'arts snd crafts, music, and dancing were found to correlate )
with higher achievement scores .in- reading and arithmetic. As |
Rosenshine (1976) states, the resuIts suggest that "the stronger
the academic emphasis, the stronger the academic results" (p. 345).
In a later paper (Rosenshine, 1977), he warns, howewer, that the
critical variable in terms of time usage_is not how much time is.

aliotted for academic instruction, but jrather the actual number of

-

ninutes students are act: ly engaged in the learning task at hand.

Gow (1977) 1n.her review notes some interesting findings from
; paper by Guthrie (in press) on’the effects of instruetionsl time
on.resding, She notes that in Guthrie 8 study of sixth grsders more. !

instructional time benefitted low jjs children in word recognition

. and comprehension, but that increagsing amounts of time did not benefit

middle SES children and had inconsistent impact on high SES children.

These findings are interesting when Soar' s=vork (See Soar, 1975 ‘and

*

Soar & SOar, 1976) 1is cousidered. Soar suggests that increasing

the amount of time spent on academic activities may only produce marginal

]

. returns, i.e., that the function relating time-on-task to student

achievement is curvilinear. Guthrie's finding that greater amounts
of instructional time were beneficial for low SES children seems con-
sistent with the findings of the other studies.noted, whose samples

consisted mostly of low §Es children.

*
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Inq;ructionhl Organization

'InatructionQI organization refefs here to the ways teachers
. .gioup ;tudents for 1nstructioﬁ.'ﬁnefliner and Rosenshine (1977),
Gow (1977), Medley (1978), and Rosenshine (1976, 1977), looking
primarily at the results of the Stallings and Kaskowitz (1374) study,
. conclude tgat the most.effective organization has the teacher working
with small groups of three to seven children or with large ‘groups

%’ of eight or more children. The reviewers note that ih this study,
E ~ 1instances of children working alone or of one or two children working
: ,

with the teacher were consistently negatively éorrelated with

E achievement. - ' :
E ) - Monitoring -
; oL 11
%;

+

. | 4
) ) Inteérqlly related to the'findings-concerning gbrk grénpings
are results tﬁat suggest ﬁhat higher achiévemant'xaing atg.bbtaiued
%q ) when students' work in groups is adperviseé by the teacher. Medley
; (1978b),.Ro;enshin; (1976, 1977), and Soar &1977), dfawing primar{l?
~ from the work of Soar (1973), notg‘thag when students work in groups

under adult supervisibn; correlations with achievement are positive

and ‘often significant. | '

-

fl BResults pertaining to the monitoring of seat work, whiéh essen-
[ _ ‘ - : o

tially may be considered a type of grouping, are consistent with those
(‘ reported for small grohps. Berliner and Rosenshine (1977), Medley

(1978b); and Rosenshine (1977) address thgse'fihdinge. Basing their

. . ’
‘(‘ - N
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activitdes.

o

conclusions on the worke of Coker, Lorentz, ‘and Coker (1976),

Mbnonald and Elias (1976), Soar (1973), and Stallings and Kaskowitz'

Na

(1974), they note that achievement is lover in ciasées which

display the lafgest amounts of unsupetvised seatwork. As Rosen-

‘shine (1977) poinxs out, results from the studies of MhDonald and

‘Eltas (1976)_and Stallings and Raskowitz (1974) imply that unsupervised
Studénts'are less academicaif; engaged'with %?eir tasks than supér¥ ‘
viaed students, a fact that may partially account for the negative
correlatlons With achievement: In the same paper, Rosenshine also
citgs.the s:udies of Brophy and~ﬁvertson,(i374) and;Gpod and- Grouws

(1975) which fouud that teacher‘iniéiated coéntacts duffhg seatwork
» . r

were neggiively related to achievement gain, whereas student initiated

contacts were positively correlated with achievement. It would seem,

as Rosenshine suggests, that the availability of the teacher for

answering qt stions is very important to the success of seatwork
zthe “covert” supervision provi’ded in such settings may

be the correct amount and type needed for effective instruction.
Management L ' v

Wheteas'honitorihg refers more to the supervising behaviors

'tgacherq perform, management refers collectively to all the behaviors

teachers exhibit to form ﬁhé.grouhd rules by which instruction and

interaction occur in the classroom. Rosenshine (1977) Sodr (1977)
. .{, .

and Medley (1678b) discuss findings which relate to this variable.

. T e e e aa e ad e A
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Rosenshine (i977); i addressing teacher roles, draws from
“the results of.atudiea by Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974), Soar
(1973), and Solomon and Kendall (1976). He hotes that teachers
" who played tﬂe role of strong leaQeta in their classrooms,.i}e», ,
| "dir;cted activities without giving their students-choices, approached‘
the hubject,nattéf.in a direct, business-ITKke way,’organizgd learning
around queationb_they posed, and occupied'the center of attention!
. (p.'ll), were the most successful in achieving student‘sains; Tﬁe,
. data thus suggest thaﬁ more effective teaghets exert the role of a
powerful 1egder'1n order to manage the taske and interacéiqps of thé .
clgdtfoom. ' ' .

Rose;shine (197?) reinforces the notion of stronglteachgr.cohtrol' ; '
Sy.ti;st citihg results from:the stuﬁf by Soar (19?3)-1n wﬁich
| student free choice, stndent limﬂted'choice, and free work_gtogps
télated to loéer achievément,'and secondly from the study by Stallings -
and Kaokowiéz (1974), 1in whiéhjatudent aeleeéion’df‘seaitug and work

groups, and among several concurrent activities produced'negagive _

correlations with achievement gain. hqth the Soar (1973) and the

k&

%iﬁy " Stallings and Kaékowigz (1974) data were obtaiﬂed for children of ,
tir,' 16w SES. Another study which Rosenshine discusses (Solomon & Kendall,

%ﬁ ' | 1976) yielded g;milar regults wi:? children of middle SES. The study

Q;.' " showed that classrooms’in which students werv allowed to choose their

E;J - own'activiuieﬁ, and we:é dependent on the glaas rather thaﬁ on the ;

?f;. . -~ tea her for planning, were disorderly and noisy, Qnd ﬁere characterized

by low achievement gains. e

: 37 .
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Soar (1977); in reviewing his own studies, came to essentially
the same conclusions as Rosenshine did, but elaborated those
conclusions by noting that ah intermediate position with respect

to teacher control is associated with the greatest pupil gains.

He suggests that neither exCreme'degrees of teacher control nor extrgfg/

amounts of pupiy freedom and free choice are functional, again rein-
forcing his not. on of the curvilinearity of many functions relating
classroom processes to atudent achievement.

" Medley' s- (1978b) findings from three studies EErophy & Evertson,
1974; Coker, Lorentz, & Coker, -1976; Harris & Segypr, 1966) suggest -

that teachers of classrooms show}ng'high achievement gaina devote

'less time to management than teachers of low achieving classrooms.

In addition, findings imply that more effective teachers use lesser
amounts of crigicism to control their classrooms and depend instead

on a much more varied set of martagerial, techniqués.

- Instructiond

L

Results synthesized in this section reflect any relationships

found between the content of instruction and student gain. Content

of instruction, as used here, refers to any materials, patterns of
sequencing and organization, methods of questioning, and the like
that characterize the transmissiom (and reception) of information in

the classroon.

The first variable of importance is what Rosenshine (1976, 1977)

has termed "content covered" when referring to the Opportunitg-stddents

~

»
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have to learn the content on which tﬁéy wtll be tested; .
Rosenshine (1976), citing data from Harris and Serwer (1966) and o
Pidgeon (1970), and i;‘ihe 1977 paper, citing resdlté.féom
McDonald and Elias (1976), concludes that the amount of a subject ‘
covered is critical in determining student performance. Reduced to

simple terms, tﬁeae findings suggeet'that, if a stud=nt has not

teen taught what he or she is being tested for, then achievement will

be low. Cooley and Leinhardt (1975) address this issue by creating

- a'pcheas vqriabie category termed "ctiterion-télevant ihbt;uction,"
vhich refers to the degree to.which a curriculum teaches what tests
of achievénent measure. | ' |
"Basing his conclusions on the studies of Soar (1972, 1973), T .

Stallings and ;hskawitz (1974), -and Coker, Lorentz, and Coker. (1976).

Medley statea that effective teachers of low SES pupils ask more

lower order questions than ineffective teachers do, whether outcones

are computed for reading or arithmetic. From the onphy and Evertaon

-(1974) study, he concludes effective teachers also ask fewer questions ' .

that offer a limited choice of answers.

Med;ey also presents interesting results concerning the effective~ '

ness of different teacher reaction patterns to pupil responses. He

ifﬁ.  notes that in three ;tqdies--one a doctoral dissertation (Perham, 1973) «

‘ and two from the fourteen he included in his analysié (Soar, 1973;

k. ' Bitophy & Evertson, 1974)--results indicate that ‘effective teachers
e . ' : ]

'%k J (of low SES pupils) are less likely to elaborate or discuss pupil

”%?” angwers than. are inefteptive teachers. Medley states that there is some

29
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evidence (Stallings & Kaakowitz,‘..l973; Brophy) Evertson, 1974) that

o

effective teachers acknowledge the pupil red‘énse or quickly pro-

3

vide feedback énd éhen continue with the main task. In addition,
Medley ci;éa Coker, Lorentz, and ?oker (1976), and Brophy and ¥
'Eyettsou (1975)'in ;ayiﬁg that efchfiéé teachers are less likely
go listen or provide'deédback to pu;il-iniciated questigas and
comﬁgnts. A quotation ftoﬁ Medley summafizes'the‘q&estioning and

response behaVIorg/dg effective teacheré’of low SES children.
. o .

It seems clear that in low SES classes at this (primary)
level, the competent teacher keeps interaction at a low .
level of complexityand pupil initiative. .He or she does

- not encourage pupilly to analyze, synthesize, evaluate,

o _ or fdeed to do anythifig but answer rather narrow questions

£ ' . asked by the teacher. The teacher who encourages such

B | pupils to express themselves freely, to. think, to :question,

(e to discuss, is not effective in teaching them to read or

ki do arithmetic., (Medley, 1978b, p. 17)

*

oL Results which are related to those fqdud for teacher questioning

% and respoﬂse patterns are those concetning child resbonée patterns.

; Drawing primarily from‘the study of Stallings and Kabkowitz\(1974),

E' . | Rosenshine (1976) concludes that pupll responses to direct academic

E quesfiéhs provude significpnt and positive_correlétions with achieve-
ments, whereas’pupil résponses to nonacademic questions and to.open-

. " ended questions correlate negatively with aéhieyement; In addition,

% he cites the study by Bréphy and. Bvertson (1974? when he says that

ﬁ{ - the correctness of student answers was found to correlate differentially

with achievement for low and high SBS children. For low SES children,
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the peroent of correct answers significantly and positively correlated

vith achievement, whereas for high SES c&!&dren, the percent of wrong

. dnewers showed a significant and positive correlation. Rosenshine

1nterprets fhese results as suggesting that children of low SES

‘should be asked questions near their level of ability in order to
. k)

-

igcrease the probability of correct responses. In contrast, children

of hiéﬁ SES should be asked questions slightly above their ability

" level, in qrder to challenge their thinking, e

A fourth variable, which is also related to the two that have
jist been discussed, concerns the types of teaching activities that
occur in the classroom, or what Roeonshine (1976, .1977) and. Berliner

and Rosehshine (1977) discuss under the heading "ways of spending

direct instructional time." <Looking at khe data from the Brophy

and Evertson (1974) ecuoy, Rosenshine, Rosenshine and Berliner, and
Medley (1978b) note that low SES children profit more from searwork
or individually prescribed learning activiciee. and do not benefit

from accivities which require oral responses. For children of high

SES the opposite of ehese results was found to be trué.

T
L}

A final issue that relate- to the form instruction takes in'the ‘e

claagroom is structure. Berliner and Rosénshine (1977) proaent the

results of an ethnographic study conducted by Tikunoff, Berliner,
and Rist (1975) to suggest that lesson structure, "defined primarily
as the teachers'’ preparation of students for a particuldr lesson" W

(p. 3&2) is an important determinant of achievement. Teachers who
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wete'ideﬁtifled as eff;:EiVe—i; producing high student achievement in
the‘study'inforﬁed studegts of the objectives of léasons, and of their
own egpegtationb.fof acﬁievemeﬁt, and linked curfeht leéaona with ‘
éntérihl previoﬁal& sﬁudieﬂ. Thus it seems, ‘as Befliner and Rogénehine
coﬂélﬁde, that etrhct@ring, or "goal setting," relates significantly

to students’ aeiuisition of knowledge. |

. ¥
»

Enyironment

Classroom environment, perhaps one of the most frequently dis-

L3

cussed issues.iq e&ucational research, is the final variable for

which results will be presented. Environment, in this section, refers

" to all the behaviors which contribute to the support and enhancement

of the Apstructional tasks in the classroom. Several reviewers ’

address this issue.

~ Medley (1978b), looking at the studies of Stallings and Kaskowitz
(3824)., Harris and Server (1966), ,and Brophy and Evertson (1974),
concludes that eff#€ttive teachers use more praise and positive moti-

vation in their interactions with students. In addition, he notes

that the results of one study (Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974) suggest

that effective teachers use more tokeh f%infoicements in their class-
rooms. The results of another study (Brophy & Evertson, 1974) imply
that ineffective t@ichers make more érequent use of such things as
gold stars and é;eciai privileges.

»

Rosershine (1976, 197?).and Berliner and Rosenshine (1977) discuss

y

32




some other interesting findings of the Stallings and Kaskowitz study
with respect to the provision of feedback by the teacher. In the
O Stallings and Kaskowitz study, data pertaining to student praise and

criticism wegé categorized according to focus, either academic or ' .

honacademic. As the reviewers note, the results of‘this study ﬁﬁow
that both teacﬁeg ﬁraise and criticism directed toward students are
effective when focused on academic activities. In contrast, teacher
feedbackﬁli neéﬁtively related to student achmﬁveglnt when given for

~ nonacademic behaviors, The reader islreminéed, however, that the

:?% . sagple for this study was composed of low SES studemts. Consequently,

results way only apply to this socioeconomic group.' Some related

findings of Brophy‘ahd'Evertsbn (1974), uhiéh Rosen hine (1976)rnotee,.
' . oot
S do seem to add to the credibility of these results. Rosenshine

.nxgzes thag in the Brophy and Evertsen study, "within the high socio~

i eéonoh;g §tatds of classrooms, significadtvand negative correlations
with achievement were obtained for ké) frequelicy of teacher questions

Y. about self, (b) procedﬁr#l'contacts, as compared to qubstantive'
contacts; and (c) student'initiated contacts involving personal concerns'
(p. 347). Négatiye but non-siznificant correlations were fourd for

:&f  low SES| students. ‘

Soar's (1977) paper shids some iight on the differential utility

\. ¥ 39

o ) " e R TTT '\' ‘ . . - R
WY i T il RIS NEA gy N T



teacherg exhibit sliéct.negh;ive affect, wheruas low SES students learn
less in thie type of envitohment. He notes that Brophy and Evertaonls
(1974) study revealed similar trenda. )
Rosenshine (1977) citee results of two studies which add to our

" _ understepding of feedback, and more clearly specify the qualitiee of
an effective claquncm environment. First, he notes the ethnogrdphie
study conducted by Tikunoff, net“iner, and Rist (1975), in zﬁich '

| | highey achieving claearooms were characterized as being ' conyivial, .
cooperative, democratic, and warm," whereas in the lower achieving i
claesteoms there was more_ﬁbelittling, shaming'of students, énd the

use of sarcasm” (p. 20). fn addition, Roeenshine-wiites that “ v

. Solomon and Kendall (i976) also found that teacher criticism of student
B . ' .
by . behavior, shouting, scolding, ridicule, and sarcasm were consistently

negatively related to achievement gain" (p. 20).
One last finding is of interest. Medley7(1978b) notes that

results of five studies (Soar, 1973; McDonald & Elias, '1976; 'Brophy

& Evertaon, 19743 Bemis & Luft, 1970; Coker, Lorentz, & Coker, 1976)

TERTRRY F T

indicate that there is less deviant or dieruptive behavior in the

classes of effective teachers.
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 SUMMARY REMARKS

Despite its many flaws, process-product research (eSpecially

‘

recent research) has produced a set of interim findings that educators

and administrators may find useful in improving instractional

¢

practicea in schools while awaiting more definitive results. In this

report, these findings have been organized under the headings of

5time,'inétructionai or;aniiation, monitoring, management, instruction,
and environmerdt. In sum, they suggest thyt the effective teacher
(primarilf of low SES children in the-priZng grades) is one who (1)
uses time efficiently, keeping students engaged with task—relatedi
activities; (2) crgaﬁizes-stuQents ihtc medium to large groués for
_ . .
 instruction; (3) correctly monitors work while beihg.available to
provide answers to student-initiated questions;.(4) assumes the role
of a strong leader; (5) asks low-order questicns, ensures that
tudents have the opportunity to learn sufficient.amounte of content,

keeps interaction at a lqw level of complexity. structurés lessons

so that students are aware of objectives, anu (6) dustains a claserOm'

environment that is warm, friendly, democratic, and relatively free
(

of disruptive behavior.
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