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ABSTRACT _
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:eading research, and possible cooperative ventures ‘between research
“on reading and research on- teaching. The prevalent. theme throughout
" the review is the need for both reading and teaching research to
begin lookinyg beyond opportunity to;learn and technical teacher
“behavior to-examine the gualitative 4% nensions of teacher
j,_effectiveness. {ruthor)
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. TEACHER BFHCTIWESS RESEARCHI
“I‘HPLICATIONS FOR ! THE RP.ADING PROFESSION

L

Gerald G. Du'ffyz B

In an old NLI Yorker cartoon,

the couch, "Now, as-I understaqd - )
our-problém-began-when-1igtle= -~ .
ie Jones said that she didn't . '
have a’ learning disabifity but that :
you\had & teaching dmb;.n:y "

Read:l.ng 3rofeca:l.onalc 'have beea—kemlay—ame—ef—the- recent

explos:l.op of knowledge :ln lankuage and language acqu:l.s:lt:l.on The

= resultant focus\gon the interactive nature of rtad:l.ng ana on the o
-child's language processing hdb altered forever the vay people

think about the nature of the read:lng proceﬁs

LI

iy .
" Ilowev read:lng 15 not che only reeenrch revolut:l.on 111 tcmn

Another one--a revolut:[on focused on: thc teuching procese-hae
a1tered tqldefa{tﬂending of lifc :I.n cle;aroom juet as the revolu-

t:l.on in read:lng has altércd undeutand:lng of tjne ruding pmcese _
Both the £otmer, eymbol:l.zed by- but not linited to the Institute ] |
for Research on T.each:l.ng at H:l.ch:lgan State Univem:l.ty, and the latter,

ayuboi:lrzed by but not lil:lted to the Center for the Study of Read:lng

I i

1An fovived sddress prceeuted at. TH€ Nitfnal Read:l.rig Conference,

- San Diego, Californic, 1900 Sy - n e i
ZGerald G Duffi :I.c co-»coordinccor of .the Ik'r'c Conceptions of '
. Read:l.ug ‘Project and an. MSU professor.of elementary and specfal education.
" "Tha sdthor grctcfuuy acknowledges the contributions of Howard Seiler

. for aearching the literature; of Linda ‘Anderaon, Jere Brophy, Joyce

Putnam, Lauras. Roehler, George Sherman, and Lea Shulman’ for -eritiquing

earlier drafts of the paper; -and of Paggy Medlar and Theresa Wibert

for tlicix' cara aud pctimca in prepcr:lng thc unulcr:lpt
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' reading instruction in.schools. To date, however, the two

reaéaroh revolutiona have béen mowing forward "out of-earahot" of .

~ "each other. Kesearch on reading reflecta litele of whéE*EZQ“SZZB T

‘discovered about teacling, the reeearchfon teaching reflects few of .

the findinga about the reading proceaa. . o s
i g believe that collaborative'efforta-by the twn research

5 i .
conmunitiea would have greater impact at the claaaroom level than

v . .

independent ones. ,Consequently, thia review_of teacher effective-
; . . . .

neas_reaearch is deaigne&_to'be a first—step-in a dia}ogue between .

the two Tésearch ¢ —'fﬁfffe_s'_Sﬁce it is a review of téacher- -
e b VO '
effe, iveneaa, it must neceaaarily emphaaize how‘teaearcH on’ teach-

-

'
ing contributea to eading more than the reverse. Nevertheleaa, it

v .

ia bagsed on my faith that the two reeearch connnnitiea hawe the

.

]
notential to reciprocally inform each other and uitinately, to

}
mske aignificantﬂcollaborative.contributiona to claaaroom reading
. - ‘ - . - o

inatrdption in’the decade ahead.

v ' g 'Background

The research on readinglﬁﬂ!helped us understand- the iﬁplIEit

contractual agreement between the writer and the reader in which
;. LR

the writer mst eatablish “"points of contact" between the measage N
and the reader s experience (Tierney & LaZanaky, 1980) Sinceqh.____ _;m“__"_:

my purpan is to encourage a collaborative joining of two diverse

e e R et - P!

‘research comnunitiee, it is appropriate that I provide auch ‘points

.of contact" and encourage the "gchema-match" neceaaary for the goal

" of thia paper to be achieved. " These pointa of contact -are dis~

-cuaaed in three categories: thethiatory of tbacher effectiveness

' - " Lo

research, the evolving concept of teacher effectiveneaq.and con-

c.‘

flicting conceptiona ‘of teaching

] L]

) .
L .. .6
I - .t 1 L -
)
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,the_i}sst ten years. The h:l.stoty ‘of this evolut:l.on is ptesented here

"-:[n %wo sections: the Yold" and the "new" research on teacher

T
-

'.effectiveness. Lo R ../ ' T
.o j S
.Ql - ) ‘\l‘ /l ’ﬁ“.
The "01d" Teacher Effectiveness” Research

--'Téachet effectiveness tesearcﬁ_is not new. To the E;ntrary,

it: has heenf go:l.ng on in one form or’ another for the entire twent:l.-\ '

eth centuty Its 1mpact prior to l9?5 was mecget, however. The

Amsrican Educstional Rssearch Association’ Lommittee on the Criteris

. of Tescher Effectiveness (Bstt, Bechdolt, Coxe, Gage, Orleans,

* ...-—u——‘.,q.q....,,. ¥

Remmers, & Ryens, 1952) ststed the case: cJearly when they said

L
LY

The simple fsct of the matter is thst, - -t
after:forty years of research on '
teschex:effectiveness during which a
vast number of studies have been carried °
. out, one ca - point to few outcomes that
. a“superintendent of. schools can safely
employ’ in hiring a teacher or granting
him tenuré, -that: &n agency cin employ
in certifying teachers, or that a
+ teacher educatidn faculty can-c_ploy -
“in planning or improving teacher -
o education‘p“ograms oL o

Even 22 yesrs later, Duncan and Biddle 8 ’1974) statement.

thllt theixs i is "the first texLyeLwtittem thst-concerns the

study of teacﬂing" isg a ssd commentary on the siénificance of the_'

LY

» %
T 1o1d" tescher effectiveness reseatbh. -

*

What vas the nature of this "old" tesearch? Medley (l97?a,

1979) and Dnncan and Biddle (19?4) ptovide excellent hiatoties.

o

L aain . momme o = e o

. Essentially, the "old" tescher effeciiveness';esesrch had three
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‘_ The first focused on r.eacher personality and educar.:l.onal :
. v, )

# [

r:l_l__aracter:l.ar:l.ca as they- r related r.o\ student, szr.:l.r.udea andoach:l.eVe-
'dehr..' ‘The earl:l.eat. ar.ud:l.ea of rh:l.a r.ype asked pup:lls to deacr:l.be
I
. eff@cqive r.eachers, wir.h l:lar.a of traits: be:l.ng produced that

i _ppoaedly &escr:l.bed effect:we r.eachera.‘ This approach fa:l.led‘ not

onlx becauae ihe correlar.:lona ber.ween characr.eriar.:l.ca and ach:l.eve-
* - .!

ment 1uilrere 1ow and :I.nconaiar.anr. from ar.udy r.o ar.udy bur. becauae,.aa'

* Medley (1977a) po:l.nr.ed outy the reaearch was based on  /
or.eachera pérceai'ved as’ effecr.:lve. In-
no “instance was- any “evidence adduced. r.o
_show that teachers poaaeaaing these
- charaéteristices were actually mre effective
" in promoting pupll achievemeiit'of any of
the goals of education. That is, the
lists were never showh to be valid. . °
Insofar as the lists described anyorme,
-« they "described . t‘.he i:eacher who looks ., S
‘ \- effect:l.ve. . N o .l‘
. Perhapa Artley~(1969) provided r.he epitaph r this reaearch, from
N O ' I

the standpoinr. of read:lng profesaionala as we11 }g the profeaaion S

as a whole, when he said: - - K

‘ As a resuit, r.hey have describedfor us
a kind of invisible, ghoar.-l:l.ke person
whb, in fact,.may not exist.. She .
has been- found to be ‘mpoperative,
ynpathetvic,-poisedw————She—-is—well-
groomed, “healthy, “imaginative, and
cooperative) She gets along-with her
co~workers ajd. her’ principal- and she
" gets her repoyts in on, time. As one
of my friends\said, ahe has the game
characteristics we expect. fron a
good bar girl,? .- _
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A' aecond type of "old"’ effeci:iveneas research, quite fa'iniliar ]
A ——s

. the reading. profeasioasl, attempted to prove one method’ Superior
=

to another. Thia fesesrch 1%%ke moat "old" studies, ignored the

instructional procesaea»and classroom interactions w&ich are the .

-

-Essence of tesching and like the Firat Grsqe Studies (Bond &

ro.

Dykstrs; 1967) and othera, confributed 1itt1e to theunderstsnding

, - € what makes an effective teacher..-

The third msjﬁf“type**emerging in the 1ate-1950‘s and esrly '

#

1960‘s, emphasized systematic obaervation of classroom interactions,
psrticulsri? verbal interactions (?landers, l9?0° Medley & Hitzel

1963)» Amazingly, thia is the firat time that researchers began
oy L
1ooking inaide classgooms q:d ss auch it‘herslded the approach

*of the "new" research on teacher effectiveness that wma to follow

——— e r ‘

in the L970's. Generally speaking, howevet, the esnlynforos o this

,resesrch had limited init{al inpact, lsrgely because of what Duncan

and Biddle (1974) call "commitnenta’'--the conducting of research in -
order to prove the importanceﬂof-particulerYQIues.held by the

researcher. iy - ' ’ ST
x )

N . _ L)

In- sum, the “o%f“ resesrch did 1itt1e to- explain teacher

.

ffectiveness. In 1é?5, Rupley gizte 1) was forced to deacribe tescher :

effectiveness in reading as a “puzzle phenonenon" conaisting of -
[ \ ~

N bits and pieces that! could ﬁBtghe fitted together to ssy anything




, by saying:

Much research.on teather etlectivenéss
has been conducted, but Iittle knowledge
~chavsbeen. déveloped from” the effort, *
L Indeed, so little has been known that’ ’
‘some educators have'concluded: that.
l:eeehing is ‘unknowable--one of the
\mystic 8kills akin “to- preacﬁing or, .
artistic creativity. Other: educal:ors .
have cone:l.det,ed the activities of . -
. l:each:l.ng to. be' so obvious as to reed no
_ research at’all. Thus,. master teachers .
-write'books in which they rectmmend the .
sl:ral:eg:lee l:hey have found-workable in l:he
classroom,” novelists such as Jonathan .
_Kozol or Bell ’Kaufman ente;:l:ain us wil:h 3
archtypical deecr:lpl::lone of teaching ~
-~ practices ‘from‘a gingle ec.hool and. .
~ curriculum innovators outline new. teaching
“programs in expectatfon thit ‘they will
" be’ conducted in- the manner’ specified
_ and ‘that ‘they ‘have l:he effects desired.
Still other educators‘have, in a'sense,’
given up on' teach:l.ng and concluded thst
_pupils- will learn resardieee%of-or in -
spite of--teachei's -effort or, that gpod -
_teaching consists:merely of, the provision
for a " aupporl:i'ge leﬁ:n:l.ng envéxoment.

-
it

.The "New" Teacher Effectimeas Research LY

‘me pre-19?0 researchédi.%mot prwide eubetﬁtive dal:a regard-"

. -

ing l:he neture of teacher effect:lvenese. Whal: happeﬁed in the . -

L

19?0'3 to chenge this? ™ ’3 o °-' CoL :
- o / ‘e ’ ‘
The ct:l.l::l.cai diiference was ..hal: qbeervat:l.ona came :I.ul:o uee

AT T T T o . L

"~ l:o del:erm:lne what ‘goee on :I.us:l.de classroqgs Observal::lon. was nol:

cu“ . .
a tegular parl: of the. "o...d"’ reeegrch studies m& ‘no

v -

ﬂpée knew whal: was acl:ually happening, parl::l.cularly as it relal:ed
s %
~ to the instructional,interact:!on between l:eachete and students.

N . ‘ N vl

g T e Mt e s e e e Gem m - e e = v - --—'--—- e Ty e ‘—-M-

L} el *




‘ 3‘ The resuit wag that asaumpttons about“ﬁhat happened dn claaaroom i

tnin, o g R e T

.- inetruction went latgely unchallenged and teaching principles,

\

. generalizationa,and theories based on theae assumptions were qg-‘

critically accepted Receng\research in oontrast, has been

dominated by‘claaaroom obseagé ion. Two methodologies have

ts

J achieve different purposes. proce s-product atudiea and descrip-'
tive stud‘es.

Proceaa_prodhct research Ptoce a-product stodiea employ

P
v AR

é- : = a e 5% N . L/ & ‘%1 .
.0 clons ard ey, with the indivi?éaher g ‘the \nte of 7.
_ analysiaﬁﬁhﬁ?ﬂetermine ?he correlat be particul codedh

1

t"""‘»-..
items and achicvement growth as determined by atandhrdi:ZB\achieve-

LS

L]

Yent tests and/or by leaa formal attitude messures.- Influenéed .

by the behavicristic tradition, the focus has been the overt acté

P - . - -~

_ of teachers ana the relation between the frequency‘pf these acts

and var fous meaauxable outcomea. ﬁistorically, such research had }

i

not been very aucceeeful

. ,__..mc-.——""'""'
R _...._‘...—_._._

) Duncan and Biddle (1974) c%eated a conprehenaible uoaaic out ‘of

-

what had previously ‘been a confused and largely contradictory‘mas
7
of data and are credited.with providing the springﬁoard for the

_growth and acceptance of this type of research. gubsequent h
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solidified its position. ‘ . SRIRREN ‘

Cr \. ”,

S .
*

The pr3ces3~p;oduct findings,,expressed as'middle-rsnge £

correlatipns thst have been demonstrated to be consistent frdﬁ

[ L

st dy to study, point to a strbng relationship betwcen certain _

_— .

el ters oﬁ'teacﬁér.behaviqrq and “Btudént oufeomes, FE'ther, and

uost encouraging, these constellatiors of behaviors hsve been

AS

varidated in experimental studies (for excellent examples of such

sxperimental.vslidstions of process-prbduct findings see Anderscﬁ;‘

Evlrtson, -& Brophy, 1979, Good & Grouws, Note 33 snd St&hford'

Program on Te;ching Effectiveness, Note 4) dley (19778) summsrizes
Lt o ¥ B
the impact of the process-produét research by ststing thst the

e Yrisk thst any of them (fldﬁlngs) will be disproven by future‘

research is slight. CE e 0T oL .
. . ” - . : o . e f - .
] Nevertheless, process-product researhh hss not bsen without :
s ‘A »
critics. Cbnceptually, it has been criticized as too narrow and

\

pres ptive (Doyle, i977, Cazden' Note 3, too simplified in the

A

- face of classrooﬁ cbnplsxities (Fisher & Bbliner, Note 6) and too
behsvioristic rsther than cognitive (Lanief &,Shulman, Note .. —_ .

]

T_Hethodological1y.,J.he..pctentisl_lackﬁof_xeliabilitywand vald.dity SR W
i

—

in th!“observatign messures; and the design/analysis wesknesses y

i

‘ sssaciated with correlational studies have sll*beeuccxiticized
" (Roehlet, 1977),— R
. C

-

6escriptive‘resesrch. Stch criticisms contribited to the rise‘

T




of descriptive, or qualitative, research. " As Koehler (1977) has

* -

‘pointed out, qualitative research attempts to describe or define

<. . N
the process, to determine vhat is rather than what should be. It
is lghs coricerned with improvement and more concerned with under-
‘1 - - -
-standing. .

Lx]
&

Despite the common devotion ‘to classroom observation,

the differences between desc&iptive and the more 1mprovement~ —

-

oriented prbcess-product research are startling. While the p;ocess-

product researcher observes specific behaviors with a predetermined
- . c L I
\hservatfon form in aultiple classroom settings, the descriptive

- - NN

researcher observes a limited number of classrooms (someiimes”nly

~

ne), avoids spec}fying the precise behavibrs being snghtnand

1

records the classroom life {as well as impressions of this life)
in free-form field notes. Inacontrast tp,the process-product

research' descriptive“research comes from an anthropological

\
tradition, ‘%8 heavily influenced by cognitive psychology and. cogni-

-

tive information processing,and serves as an umbrella for a variety
of fypcs,_including ethmography, psrticipsnt observation,and

sociolinguistics among others. like the,prbcess-producé research,

it has received,criticism, with the focus 3ein§ on -the generslt

4 Lo

‘absence of outcome measures, theqreliability problem inherent in

. .qualitative observation, limited sample sizg,and problems of*

generalizability. Despite criticism ~ad diversity of style, however,
descriptive reséarch’ has produced a rich array of findings in’ the
past five years. tempering tendencies to use process~product findings.'

-




10

» in narrow, prescriptive ways by highlighting thn variability of . )

behavicr in tha«classroom, the multiple complexities of classr?om
life, the immense information-processing task faced by teachers, and

i the multiple aociological forces that interact in the classroom.
L J

N J IThe historical evolution of research on teacher effectiveness
iy - r . : :
’ 15 the first point-of.contact between the reading and teaching o

communities. Because of the shift to observation of classroom
processes and because process-product and descriptive designs are

. curreritly belng used in creative combinations, the nature of teacher

effectiveness rese 'rch has changed dramatically in the past 10 years.

. To chalk o*f research on teaching on the basis of the way it used to be
" ) woqiq;be an error.- o . < , \ v
” . The Expariding Concept of Teacher Effectiveness ) B ) ¢
Y . . The abovelhistorieel evolution has» expanded 'the concept of
a” ' . ~ . . . - . . ¥ . " -
: ) ] * " 4 ' ' N .

h teacher effectiveness, encompassing subtleties and complexities not

. P - L T

traditionally associated with, the -term. *This modification 1s a .o

45
[ i . - R . - . -
. - . . a

4 L - second point of- contact. v I

. . Prior to about 1975, teacher effectiveness reseqrch focused ‘ '

k3 . o A ) L]

. en determining the extent to which certain teacher behaviors pro-

. . S :duce greater amounts of Specified pupil outcome. By 19?5, this - * s

Eh - research, largely condncﬁeh within the process-product paradigm,:

- R4

had determined that certain pattgrns of teacher instructional
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behavior make a major difference in pupil achievement, .

This finding spurred a second resesrch thrust, beginning in -

e e

———
————
——

about 1975, in which the importance of the teecher was assumed B

iand the questions focused more on why some teachers were‘;ore '

effective; than others. The_basie hypothesis was that instructional -
informatjon processing and-instrhctional decision making were the
keysl Howeoer, the studies, primarily descriptive in nature, con-
tradicted the hypotﬁesis, suggesting instead that‘teaching is so0
_complex that teachers must limit the amount of infdrmation they
process and that, in fact, the demands of the workplace prevent

them from making significant decislons during ‘the interactive phase

of teaching. SR . l . S .

These ﬁindings have triggered a third set of studies, currently

A

a
a

underway, that examine the complexitites‘of~the workplace as a ) L

‘means for explaining whyvteachers are less reflective than hypothe— i J oo ”

sized, These studies have taken chree forms, depending upon the . ‘ .,
©m breadth with Which :he workplaceois viewéd. All, however, are united-in

- - .
* 4

the pelief that simply correlating‘teacher behavior with pupil out-  u°

F T SN _ .

+_ comes 1s insufficient id ltself’ for understanding teacher effective— ,

o At the first level, the workplace is the classroom, with the oo

complexity of teaching explained both in terms of technical o ’ N .
and’ sécial demands. Fisher. (Note 8) describes the technical demands.-;
- - . A

. Some of thegbtoad areas in which teachers S e R
.~ must be competenﬁ inglude’ organization, S : , .

”
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- .
*

management, interpersonal relationahips,
pilanning and evaluation. « « Within theae
broad-arsgas, teachera nust develop and re-
fine a multitude of sub-skilla to
acconplish the diagnosis, prescriptiona,
the presentation, monitoring and feed-
back functions which support day-to-dsy.
learning.in the clasaroom. These akills

" cannot be inplemonted one at a time.' The
nature of teaching is auch that several’

. ‘skills are required simultaneously.

-

*

Shglman (Note 9) describea the caae for the aocial complexity

of classrooms: ) - Co-

*

Classrooms are complexly nested social
syatems in whach participants are:
engage( in jointly produced“educational
.activitles, reciprocslly caused . and
effected, negotiating,fbr opportunities .
and competing for attention Land under- .
. 'atanding. .t P . 3, e
L. o F {L + :'3 )
“ Hence, et the;clasaroom 1eve1w research focuses.on both

-
., - s L s .

techni at and social complexities, The explicit curriculum, the

£ ma &

_"hidden" curriculpm of :lmpl:l.c:l.t rules and px;ocedurea that govem

-

ciaaaroom 1ife,and tht zoalogical re1ationshipa among them are a11

.examined in order to understand why' teachera appaar to react in .

o

conditioned ‘ways rather than aa reflective deciaion-makers -

i

.. At the‘nex§ 1eve1 the wo*kplace involvea more than the

4

) qlassroom. Here, Shulman (Note 9) argueés that the teacher s world

encompaases the*multiple role demanda of the tutor the clasaroom

-teacher; the curricuium planner,and the organization member. Me -

> * ¢

suggests that the information proceasing of teachers is explained

&5

at”leaat in part, by a Yrole strain" resulting from the téacher'a

» L]
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attempts to.accommodate:the'mu1tip1e demands of these four contexts.

As such, he sees teaching as more than information processing; it

is also sqcial-role processfng and the teacher's mental 1ife and its

impact on effectiveness cannot bes understood unless the demands of

the multiplicity of teaching contexts and their respective task

- environments are understood. As he summarizes:

The teacher is working simultaneously
as a tutor, instructor, pedagogue an&f- . .
" organization member. Thus, the challenge . %
of .teiching is characterized by the need ' v
to work effectively within each 1eve1 ‘
while -also nimbly negotiating one 8 way ° - '
across levele. -Moreover, -our -coacept ) -
of teacher effectiveness will surely ’ :
‘be different.depending upoén the level - : _ p
N at ‘which we ghoose to define and assess. - i Kanl
4 effectiveness: (Shulman, Note' 9) "o . . R
. N . . A - - ,

- .At.its broadest the teacher 8 uorkplace s’ viewed as society

- -

as a whole, As described by, the "new sociologists," the"complexi-__ PRSRE

ties of teaching can, be attributed to pressureso-that go beyond even
\ . - " . -

L the organization level described -by Shulman In this vfeﬁ, theoe

. -

*
4+

) complexities are best‘hnderstood when examined,from the perspective

’of the teacherras a mediator and negotiator of a yariéty of explicit

O V.

"and implicit pressures and mandates from the total society (Schwille,

E

‘Porter, ‘Gant, Belli Floden, F!eeman, ?happen, Kuhs, & Schmidt, 1979)s

o ence, the second point of contact betaeen the reading and -
\.

-~ - s o=
I .t .

_teaching communities 1ies with understanding that the term "teacher e
efchtiveness“'has been modified The former,relafiveiy simple

t conﬁepﬁu;nidirectfonal 1inear process in: which teacher ’ -

* - . . '
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behaviors caused student outcomes in an input/cutput -relationship
has evolved into a view of teaching as'reciprocai interactions _

between tedbher and context with effectiveness being a malti-faceted

, 3
function of this_interaction. Recent research shows teacher

effectiveness to be a fét-mBreﬂcomplicated conoeﬁt than was once

» a

thought. .

+

+

- . Conflicting Cbnceptiens of.Teachigg Vo .

+ u

. f *

r— ¢ Tﬁe third point of contact between readiﬁg and teaching

. T 9

S o researchers is embedded in the conceptionﬂeagh holds of teaching.

. Despite past references to the imp tance f the teacher by read-

i \ - ieg Profgeﬂsionals suich a8’ Bond and Dykstra (1967), Ramsey (1962)
e - - =
- . . Artley (1969),and othersi the readingbprofesgion as a whole has
. . . Ao : :

placed 1itt1e emphasis onothe actual act of teaching.a Reading

.*o’c .

:T“" T —-eduoators, for ins;pnce age more likely to debate whether the

13

T

reading curriculum should re@lect holistic or sub~skidls analyses

- » f
' vk 1 o

- 'f!? deairgdwgeading_gp*comes. Furthera whiLe researchers

x * &
+ - -

emphasize teecher mediation gnd gufdhwge of learning, réading s
iaj ; 8 professiqnals emphasize,learnerlnedidtion; arguing that teacher

o

Y guidance fmpedes reading acquisitiop by conscrqining the “natural—

PR ' - ness ' of 1earning Bringing thes& twb’divergent backgrounds

w together is difficult. tin an attemgt tp do so, the differences

.:- ’ - ~ e ’ 4 [ A *
. g N -Q W . . .
&,
- ’ . .. n e r . - L
bt L - -
. * . » " : s ! . -
~ ' ' LY . -+ . -
) ¢ . . o s .
P " ‘. i “ * L . .
- ’ L
L ] .
" .
. " . # _ i
»
< 2 ' AN

. o~ ’ ' ' 1% .
F - , r L] ) . 'L >

e |
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speoialists (a ‘f.uncti’oﬁ of the first level)

+ Y
_ reading process (s function of the third level)

~will be discussed first as a function of situational context~and,
second,” as a function of preserving the naturalness of language
during instruction. .

As a problem of situational ccntext the differences in con-

. o

cepticrs of teaching can be understood by returning_to §hulman 8 o

{Note 9) four ‘leveis of context: tutor, classroom instruction,

curriculum development,snd organization‘member. Historically, the -

résding profession has focused on understanding the nature of q?
When translating
this knowledge—to pxactice, the emphasisﬂhas been on describing

uhat reading is in methods courses and methods textbooks G third-

- 4
level function)nxggganiiing reading curricuium into Bhsal teﬁts,

skill hierarchies and'curriculum guides (again, a function of?

the third.level) snd prepaxing clinicians and remedial reading ,

Hence, the reading

——-

K profcssional emphasizes levels oneaand three.

~

- In contrast, however° ’
" ) -

researchers on tesching emphasize the second leVel-clapsroom .

_instruction.

.

This difference in,perspective accounts for much of -

“the difference 1n conceptions of teaching w L

- ]

A common ground between the two groups ﬁight be- the fact that

& 45 * 34

classroom teachers rep:esent the largest clientele for botn research‘ *

' ¢ L a

"communities. Iﬂhile‘people in reading must certainly maintain their .

.~ . A . - .
* .
e e N s w

a

résponsibility for communicating their-findings in terms 6; "the _
classroom context shsred by the bulk of their clientele. it
‘this responsibility, they could close the gap between the teaching
congzptiqns held by reading and teacbing resesrchers respectivelp.‘

4 ]
K - A . ' '

LI

-

o . ) . _ _ 3
focus on the nature-of reading,-they nevertheless have a simultaneous

h LR

By assuﬁing'

; - .‘_9 ‘ " :r AN <
s . . - - )




' Regarding the "naturalness of 1anguage' acqu:l.sition, 'research o

A d on the reading process suggests that comprehension is created by
- b
- the reader, not the teacher,.in response to the text, and that .

. I . .
» . Y . . .
comprehension is, notvgomething that teachers can place directly

-

into the heads of pupi1s. On the other'hand researchers on teaching

report convincing data indicating that, patterns of teacher behaviors

do make a difference in producing achievement gains (including gains

a in comprehension), and that,many of the crucia1 ?ehaviors invq}ve . ’

L

!echniques of direct instruction, as Opposed\to more passive in~-

. structiona1 appf?achesythat ca11 for 1e#€ teacher intervention. " _
DN e > .
: Herein lies a conflict. ) L . 0 .

- " il
.o .

Perhaps the two groups can be brought closer together on this

isgue by re-considering the concept of "naturalness." Because pupils_. - ’

-5 - —_— - R,

A; create meaning out of their personalized exp?rience backgrounds

L ' he

-ﬁ_ : S does not necessdrily mean . that Eeachers should not expedite this .

-
-
*

process by showing3thgm ho% to create meaning, it on1y means that RN

Qmi;me"}n—— the guidance sh%uld not_force'the chiId to substitute the teacher’B‘ S

A ¥ _..,:—. e - [
F] . (O "

interpretation for his!her own. HEnce, teachers can preserve the f'; ‘

L

natura1ness of getting meaning while sti11 performing the professional " ,'

- Y e

i taak_ot_nmuﬂﬂmmtgknils_how to get meaning.‘\bollaborétive efﬁqFts . :

-

: by ‘the two resbarch communifies in this“ares could be quite fruitfub
L] : . ) i . ' e "

L R ] % N M +

A . Ji_:&w’ .- . . o ';‘ ~ o, . -F:
bty "Sphematic mis-matches could impede collaborationwby the' - . e

. readinhg and teaching ‘reseaxch communigies. Hopeful ; the above - T

T~

., o Yoy ) st -
T, ' - -

v - diScuasion of the evolution of téacher effectiveness research ’ the

. ~ x ¢ :‘ i
resultant modification of tﬁe conccpt of- teacher effectiveness,

and the potential conflict in conceptiqns of teachir )wili enhance .

N . L - # ’ . Kl . . ‘. . e

. N v, . i .. . . .

I communicatigaff' . . - o S : ¥
L - - s . . * '- (J ' . £l . - .‘ .
. A e . e “ ' . < ’
- = . ., + gt 20 . : .
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However, it should also b= noted that communi tion is two-
edged. Theswriter has a responsibility, but the reader.
As stated by Tierney and LaZansky (Note 11): ’

It is the responsibiiity of a reader
to bring to.a text conceptualizations. T
wirlch’ support a reasonable interpretaticn
"‘\ of the text rather than result in an
abandonment of the author 's mesgsage.

Y

.

ﬁgjor Teachef ﬁffectiveness Findings '

The sevent:l.es was a decade of growth for research on teach- -
‘-

LY

ing. Hany studies, boﬁh—proms&:product and dgscriptive, \-were
funded‘by tbe Nat:l.onal Instifute of Education or were conducted
:I.ndependently. The bulk of these focuSed on the teach:l.ng of basic
.slcills {mostly read:l.ng ‘and mathemat:l.cs) in School sett:l.ngs \{!ﬁt_e
academic achievement has* been trad:l.t:l.onally at or - belaw nat:l.onal
norms., A mult:l.pI:l.c:I.ty of f:l.nd:lsngs emerged, but thu.y can be d:l.scussed
1(1 terms ofwtwo major conclus:l.ons’ 7 P o ‘ ,
“The most effect:l.ve ‘teachers of - ~ . n .

b -‘ basic skills” generate thé& most: 2
.. - _ . _. _opportunity to. lea:n. I 1,

2. v Such teachers’ are, techn:l.cal E o g :

: ﬁ— - manageps—o»f—ﬁtsemcs—iona* - . - -
- materials and activities o A '
<" . « rather than theory-dr:blen and * | = 1t

zeﬁlective decision-makers.

L S SRR .- SRR .-

. These conclusions can have a far-reach:l.ng, an& sign:l.f:l.cant LT
mpact on the percept:l.on of claBaroom teaching. However, as Hed:.ey

* ot

- o V

(19??8) has po:l.nted out e P oo o
The profile of the efféctive . .ot

»  teacher that emerges is not ent:l.rely e .
consistent with the general congensus . s
of fow a good teacher behaves or with - -

E ‘the'way teacher educators traine .

teachers to "act-

o . . T I - N

o

. +
. - -
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Two points should be made about the above lack of congruence.
First, the conclusions about teacher effectiveness represent

~n

classroom life as it currently. is. xSecond such reality does not

necessarily represent elther “Hﬂt effectiveness should be or what -

" it can ultimately becone. The findings do,_however, serve as an

1mportantefoundation for learning‘morefibout the teaching process

v and for making future teachers more effective than current ones.

a .- :
QOpportunity to Learn . ",

Opportunigy to learn is generall; discussed in terms of - .

Carroll’s (1963) model of school learning in which three pupil
variables——aptitude, ability,and-perserverancew-interact with both
opportunity( to lea;:n and quality of instruction to account fo{ «

learning outcomes. the'éindings from research.on teaching reflect

= N g . -
LI i '

three qomponents of the oppor.unity to learn variable. dirett -
- P

instruction, management and PSYChOIOSical conditions., . <

LR}

. .
. < . R w_

Direct instruction. Direct instruction'is a global concept,'
¢ 3= C s .k

1arge1y associated with reviews by Rosenshine {19?6, 19?9 1980)¢

that encompabses the variety of behaviors displayed by teachers in~

-

classrooms where learning gains are great' These behaviors-can be "

& ,\,'“ *

discussed in ‘terms of engaged ;ime gnd teacher monitoring of pupil

' < . ' a? - " .
activity. . o T N “ S s
* ‘\ oo . N R ’- LA

In the classroom,’ a subja”t such as reading is allocated a -;2;

LA % +

certain amount of instructional time. Engaged time 1s that propor—

e g L) . ity

tion of the allocated time in which‘the student is on- task or

engaged. 'The more time a student spends engaged-in an academic'
.o . 4
endeavor, the. more that will be- learned, the less tinme engaged
9




. ___,._..-—-—'—_"_'_____ _-""-«--.._‘_
s the less that’w:l.ll be learned (Berl:l.ner 19793 Rosenshine & Berliner,

/

v 19?8)’ Aa Fisher, Berliner, F:I.lby, Marl:l.a\re/ Cahen, and Dishaw

d

T (1980) -said, g . | / ‘ v

. - r

B '—"""""”“"“""‘*--. ! ) —*'\.
. - . 'Two. cl,aaaea m:l.ght allocate fhe P
- sape amount of tdme to reaging -~
instruction, but one clasg might Have

almost twice as much real e aged

* learning time as, the other.” Since
ergagement rate haa beén sﬁown to .be
highl}y variable a classes and

’?c that- variability has-been

pirdcally related to achievement,

4,11: is possible. that increasing - - —

éngagement rdtes will lead to
P increased ach:levementa. ,

The engaged tj.me concept :ls Aa clear and simple c;ne. Unlike
. . N Tim ” Y A oo,
_' moat ‘clear \-and aimple not:l.ona in education, howéver, th:l.a oné

- S e v o=

repeatcdly discriminatee effective :I.natruct:l.on f-r{)m :I.neffect:l.ve

"'}',’..‘ monitoring behaviora that 1 sure that p’up:[ls; once engaged, wiil

o N .
instruct:l.on. X \
. .The aecond component Xf d:l.rec‘t :I.natrucﬁ:l.on fwes (214 tea&er

remain engaged._ These Behav:l. s imply teacher-pupil interact:l.ona

PR |

___Bpma_a:ia,comfortg,_bnt_.that.have_beir’:_validated-invbas:Lc-—akillﬁ ‘,

L] - ’ -

' contexts in both primary gradea ( deraon, Evertson, & Brophy, “*

o,

\ 1979) and remed:l.al, aecondary clﬁaa ooma (Stall:lnga, Note 12) Tney

“ia :I.ndicaté that tbe most effective teachers are thoaewho aré the .

i1 o._ o‘

+ w .
most atructured the moat :I.n control. and the moat directtve. Theae

kY "a

Tl P are the teachera who mpn;Ltor pup:l.la act:l.vit:l.es cloaely,‘ who call

” -

B :‘-.—-—*— ~for frequent repetition.and who dr:l.ll. ‘I.‘héae .are the teachers

T S

who move in amal]. hteps, ‘Who teach to over-leam:l.ng, and who el:l.c:l.t
1 -4

responae from an& pxov:l.de ~£§e1:lback to -each individual atudent

. ]

’




(Berliner, 197%; Rosenshine, 1979; Brophy, Note' 13). Such teacher .
interaction is called "high structuring” by Gage (1978) whtle Good
(Notetllg) prefers_to call it "active teaching." Regardless of its

labe];,‘ however, the data indicate that these l:s_ehavioi:_s do distinguish

effective basic-skills teechérs; ‘from ineffec.tive ones. ‘ )
In summary, direct instruction createg "dpportunityltro'learn by
R - . : -

engaging pupils and_by insuring tﬁat such engagément 1s paintained.

Perhaps. Koeler's (1977) statement atput direct instruction is the

- - - - -
R % -

most descriptive: . «
.+ In this model, the teacher supervises y s
¢ lessons and workbook activity, allows B
e e e _dttle free ttl;ng__qu__“l.l_nsupe:vi:s_ed student e ) ot
.« ~desk work and clearly communicates . . - '\{
' “the goals of.-the lessons to‘the students. ., - s
. The tea her decides What éct:l.v:l.ties will ) . e
Y.« pake p;a e, but the stmdents dre B S
actively, :l.nvolved In the’ lesson. Content PO
.. coverage is extensive, and questions- T ' ©
.tend to be focused at.a low cognitive .
_ leyel, These questions are gea.re& to oo .-
~. ' infordation which should already be = :
. .known rather than to that which cafi‘be - = ° L
- - deduced or guessed. Teacher reinforce~ . =~ -
ment rap:l.dly follows Jno,gst ansiders. . v *
-* ‘Learning is organized around questicns S
S v posed by the teacﬁer or mateﬁials» - T
) provided. by the teachetr. Teacher- 7
» y . student interactions are direg\t aad . Ll e ?

X N *

acagdemically-oriented+— = -

L]

*
-

-Class"room ma‘nagement. Effective te chers are also ‘good classroom. ,

¥

- “ ¢ [

manqgets, they ﬂbreate more’ opport;un:l.ty to learn by organ:l.zing them-

L

sel*\res and the classroom to enhance eff:l.c:l.ency and m:l.n:l.m:l.ze t:l.tae "o
. ‘ . . bl h *
wastage. ‘The. important:e of managemenr :f.s stated succinctly by

P

.

~ Good (Note 3. - 'f' \- ,
‘ Teachers' managerial abilities o
s have ‘been - found to relate positively . .. et
T * . to student ‘achievement in ey every procéss- — ’
product Study cenducted to date, ..’ . .
- It*appears that teacher Jmanagerial skills. ’ .
are necessary if teasonable ‘pupil ;. /
/

. . achievement is tb occur, g ” L . w
* * Tt \, "

v W T -, o - .
., - .
e L / . . - .
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Its importance in reading particularly is emphasiied by Leinhardt,
A Zigmond, and Cooley (Note 14), Duffy (Note 15), Roehler and Schmidt

Y ) (Note ]5),.Zigmond Leinhard;, and Cooley (Note 17), and others wﬁo

k]
point to- the time lost because of poor management

u v

v Hanagement is another aspect Of teaching that caugés reading
. o - )
. educators some ‘difficulty. This is so for three réasons. -
, < b P @ 1

First, reading people seem to equate cl%ssroom management with

»

- skills—management systems. "This is an erroneous association.

*

Clsssroom management refers to techniques’?of ‘generating maximum

instructional.time; monitoring pupil,progress through_a hierarchy
J—----of skills z be one aspect of generating mare instructional ‘time, .
but the two concepts arF'no"svnonymous: 'f’ : ‘ 7t

L] ﬂ. w_\_ "
Second ‘the academic heritage of'feadingxprofessionals is .,

afy

e closely tied to the tutoring o remedial students 'where_time

. O — . "y

. management is less complex. Iin contrast to the clinic where the

4 - .

pupil typical&y teceives'the tutor 8 individual attention, time in

a 1 A A

o the classroom 1s a limited commodity demanding what Shulman (Note 9)

» “a o ]

calls Pdistributional rules.f Hence, the classroom teacher faces

v El

N . an “opportunity-ro-learn“ problem seldom faced by-the clinician L

-

As Brophy (Note 18) says, o T
x . . ‘g , R .-
” w e aSo long as tedchers must’ deal with ) . .
. _' . o classes of 25 or 30 dnstéad: of . . . .
.07 tutoding single individualg, there - A )
e will be trade~offs between meeting . )
' ' the needs of any individual and L7, v
"+ . meeting the needs of other . ST

' individuals or of the clags as a ~ o . T

- -group. .0 . ) . o

- . S
R . z«‘.
‘E. L

s Third even when reading educators “understand the purpose of

- 4

Y , *
“ management they tend to reject it because a cofmon trade-off of

2
teacheﬁs 13 to use routines as a way to maximize instructional
3 : ot . Y - .

T . -

[ .2

\-a . I . . '20 . , )

.2 A . . L.
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-

time and, to sqme people, rout ines imply mechanistic reacher-
H +*

pupil relationships.. This is unfortunate since, rather than

inhibiting humanistic interactions, routines are the vehicles
k]

effective teachera use to "distribute" time so that they .are

i . N

personally, engaged in as many meaningful interactions as possiﬁlel

" while keeping traffic mnager and disciplinarian iSteractions td

a minimum. ) s . ’ \ . . ’
' The' secret to effectiqe management is the teacheris ability.

to establish such routines aa preventative measures. As Good

' (Note '13) ,has said: .

EJ

s

The kéy behaviors that- dlstinguish good
classroom managers are those Eechniques nhich
‘prevent. misbehavior by" pliciting gtudert -
‘cooperation’ in general and involvement; n-
.asgigned work specifically._'- .o

- v ut

In addition, according Xo, Anderson, Evertson,and Emmer (in press), .
F .

. the most effective teachers convey the.purposefulness and meaningu

vVoog ot

fulness of academic activities, instruct students in the skille of

good beﬁavior and select activities that meflect both students f,

+ A
A ——

1eve1 of understanding ama need for information. - OthEr
. L, L #

crucial aspects of management are reported hY Kounin (1970) and.ﬁ .

JE— ————— B — - _— e

H
[

- Brophy and Putnam (19?9) . e - s

4 -

- - - -~

- In short, good management increages dpportunity to iearn

(or, more Specffically, preserves fon.instructional purpodes

-

larger amounts of the allogated 1nstructional time). The strOng
L . pared i

LT celationship betueen management,’instrhction,and greater 1earning

.

_ outcomea has caused Brophy (Note 190 to auggest that management skills

~ e

are closely 1inked with instructional skillg--that good instrucﬁors

tend to be good managers and gice;versa. Hence, claseroou manager

ment 18 one of the, ehavior clusters that distingulshes effoctive
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X teachers from ineffective onea.

Paychological conditions.. Discussion of opportunity to learn
is often confined to the purely phyaical notion of time and time use.

However, research on teaching alao sqggesta that effective teachera

'.iao % I -~
> c:eate psychological Opportanities to learn aa WELI &8 physical ones.
,These psychological condirions cﬁeate a climate that encourages

ﬂupila to make, maximum use of the time provided and inc1ude expec—

A tations, efficacy, and success experiences.

ExpectaJﬁy is the teacher 8 perception of how‘much (and how

+

quickly ‘a atudeﬂf ‘can be expected to 1earn. Stcaiea by McDonald

and Eliqs (Note 20) ‘and Brookover, Schweitzer, Schneider,’Beady, - .
A
‘Flood,and Hiaenbaker (19 8) in the United'Statea and by Rutter, .
- ‘e gi‘ - $ ﬁ?
. . Maughan, Martimore, Ouaton, and Smith (1979) in the United Kingdom

———l e

~all indivate that effectiveneaa ia distinguiahed from ineffective~

Ty

‘ness by the teacher 8 belief that studqpta can and do 1earn"

anrt -
9 - Efficacy 1s aleo a type of expectancy, but it refgra to 'the
teacher & perception of hia/her ability to be.aucceaaful as a -

-

teacher and the level of effort and persiatance exhibited as a -
reault. Reports by Brophy and'Evertaon (1976) and by Good

(Hote 13) support the importance of effic'cy As Brophy (Note 19)

T

Bays : " .y ) ., N ! N
_ T ' Typically, the more succesaful teachera : .
— . have a "can do" attitude, perzeiving their ; ,

‘students_as capahle of learning the.
material and themselves as capable of
* teaching it to them.effectively. 'These

' ' . L]

>

L
&
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teacheraﬁaﬁt higher -goals -than other~ .
“teachers, and they are moTe peraistant .
. in laboring to:meet theae goals and

- overcoming obatacles if necessary.

The tﬁird paychological condition is student autceae,‘ ﬁhen :
atudenta are. engaged in tasks at which they are aucceaaful, they -
achieve more than when they are engaged in tasks at which they - o
_are unsoccesaful. This concept is 80 erucial that>the Beginning

Teacher Education Study regearehera, prime inveatigatora of time
| ¢ ' S, i - ‘.. 3

as it relates to teachef effettiveneaa‘(Fisher et ai., 1980), L.

incIude success as part (7 their definition of engaged time. The. °
implication, of couree, is that time Qpent engaged in an exceaaively
-difficult taak creates negative pupil behsviora that impede oppor- .

tunity to learn. In addition, pypil succeaa ia tied tosimproved

;;;Il‘attitudes. As Fisher.et al. (1980) state, )
. ;g ;;'“-9 = 4 -‘\r e

. It ia intereating to note that the high
_Success component of learning is aaaociatedg‘ 5
With more positive student attitudes.. R
. Successful studenta probably enjoy - : T
learning more because of theinsaucceaa.
Failure, even whenit is only occasional,
appears to reault in more negative . * e ®
attitude. )

+ ’ T ' k]

\ -

Brophy (Hote 21) concurs) aaying, "Students consistently given work

that ia too difficult for them cah be expected to give up and

R §

eventually ta becomn

motivation problems.
- <

vir' !

In aummary. EEfective teachera apparently motivate by 1etting

pupils, know that they are capable of learning, by exuding -

. cdnfidence in their own capacity to provide uaeful assistance to

o

S




R »

pupils and by assigning ﬁtaaks at which pup:l:ls can succeed; _‘r.he}:e-

qby makicg theuprophecy ccﬁe-true. Other cE§cholcgic§1 cocditionb

-

may be the teacher 8 acknowleﬁgament to. pupils of the difficulty

¥

of a learn:l.ng task (Duffy &"Sherman, 1977; Green, Note 22) and r.he

match:l.ng of student -and teacher ar.ylea (Brophy, Note 18)
s ﬁ N
Summary of .opportunity- to-learn f:l.nd:I.nL - The teacher effecr.:l.ve-

ness reaearch, patticularly as it relatea_:s_ to baa:l.c—ak:l.lla instruction,

"indicates that teacher behaviors that create opportinity Bg learn

are cruciei for}prnducing growth in pupil achievement (and, to some

, .

extent, att:l.r.udes) ' Propérly underatood, these fl.nd:l.ngs can help

improve reading :I.nstrucr.:l.on.

-

Unfortunately, however, they ake not always properly under~
.atood. For :i.natance, ‘:I.t‘l is sometimes bie];:l.eved that tﬁe oppoct‘un:l.ty-'
o~1earn findinga repreaent aupport for discrete teaching hehaviora

in ‘?he tradition g of“ competency-baaed inatruction when,,:l.n fact
the 1f:l.naiuge refute the concept of gener:l.e teach:l.ng behau:l.ora in’

g favor of cohstellat:l.ona or, cluste;s of behav:l.or (Brophy, 1.9?9 S s

. Gooﬂ, 4Note 13) It :ls aometimes believed' that these f:l.nd:l.ngs wﬂl

'e‘pcourage the mandat:l.ng of preacriptive algcr:l.thma wh:l.ch w:lll .

rg‘ake the teachpf mechan:l.st:l.c and_ non—hﬁmaniatic when, :I.n fact
' teac‘h:l.ng researchers such as Gage.(lﬁ?h) Good (Note 13) and
) Fenatermacher (1980) argue e.loquenf:‘l.y for t’eacher judgment in

implegentigg the f:l.nd_‘_én__gs.' Some people bel:l.eve that phon:l.ca

)
&

WA
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is emphasized to the detriment of comprehension when, in.fact,

successful comprehension programs such as the Kamehameha Project

reflect opporrunify to learn findings.(hu, Note 23' Sloat. Note 24'w1 e j; -z

¢

Thorp, Note 25). There is a belief thsr . 82 findings apply to a11

0 reading instruction when, in fact, they-spply only to basic . - -
-skill situations (Brophy. Note 18; Good Note 13). Some people believe o
. that the behaviors associated with opportnnity .to learn sre’ - L

uniVersal truths when, in fact, effective teaching varies accord-k -

ing to a multipliﬁity of contextual factors (Brophyo Note 18; Good, v f
Note 13; Peterson, 1979) Fivally,. thete is theqbelief that the =~
findings are generated exclusively by behaviorists whem, in fact, o _f‘j

' research on teaching reflects an interdisciplinary balance between.

.behaviorists, cognitive psychologista, anthropologiats,_sociologiats, ‘ ‘ l?

educators, and others. . o o ,f : ' “;f
S : Vo : :
The message, I'hope, isiclear. Collaboration betweem reading

and teaching researchers requires accurate interpreration of what

the opportunity to learn findings do and do not imply. '

.}‘i“
Lo

Teaching‘aS'Technical“Behavior

o2y

Re?earchers on teaching hane long felt that teachers ought to
\

be reflectiVe. They have pointed to the rebellion ‘of teachers
inVolved with "teacher-proof" reading programa as evidence of what
happens when a tea sher's rationality is stifled "and they have E
. assumed that teaghing is gui?ed by reasonﬁd rather than\conditioned
o;greactive behavior. This beiief together with the emerging
fnterest in cognitiVe.paychology and. cognitiVe information processing, .

has led many reaearchera on teaching to look beyond direct instruction, .

- . +
- ‘ - .
- T - \ . R
1 -3 ; R * - St
. A - - LI R
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manhgement and psychological congitions to determine‘the goals,
X . Vo
intentions, judgments, decisions, and information processing that

undergird ‘the behavior assaciated with teacher effectiveness.‘ '
rIn short teacher effectiveness Tesearchers have begun- to examine
" the nature of teacher rationality on the assumption that their

L]

behavior must be guided by what they think. - Lo .o

models of reading influence a teacher’s instruction (Harste & Burke,
1977; Kamil & Pearson, 1979; Buike, Burke, & Duffy, Note 26), that.
clinical and remediai decision making in reading reflect a rational

" model (Vinsonhaler, Note 27), and- that teachers can ref1ectively

apply diagnostic-prescriptive techniques in teaching reading (Duffy,

Sherman, & Roehler, -1977). L,

Such interest in theﬁteacher B8, "mental life has produced two
major categories of research\on\teacher thinking. They focus on
the teacher as a planner and on the_teacher as a‘decision ‘maker. .

L]
The teacher as a L'anner. Clark and Yinger (Note-28) have re-

viewed virtually a11'the planning research They report that

-

~ teachets do’ not think about p1anning in the vay researchers have

L3 L . -

assumed. Rather than following the objective—based, 1inear‘mode1 ofR\

r ‘ : -

planning promoted in-most teacher educaticn programs, teachers

apparently initiate p1anning,bv selecting an activity that .they then

- fit to the time available and .to other‘constraints. Onlf then;
somewhat as an afterthought do they consider what specific skillsg

,1or processes the s»udents may learn by pursuing this activity.
Other reviewers and researchers (Brophy, Note 21; Horine—pershimer,

Note 293 Joyce, Note 30)‘a1so indicate that plans are made activity~

L4

Par§11e1 studies in reading have hypothesized'that theories and )
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focuaed and routine in order to expedite teacher monitoring functions

and to inaure eaae of nanaﬁement. In short the reaearch on planning C
d + - >

pictureg teacpera-aa techniciana who manage activities rather than

as professiondls who reflectively select a@rategiea and "tactics
- 4 *

- - . M, u_. LEN o
to achieve’ particular goals. h TR ‘

rerm e et LI Y - i - P L] Ll

~~ __The teacher as a deciaion makerv Like planning‘ 'E‘.he conceot of

L
- -
“"-»-._

the teacher as an interactive decision maker reflects the ideal of .

» —

rational teachsr behvavior. As described by clark and Yinger (Note128),

N —
S,

——

alﬁteractive deciaion making refers to- “‘-l_ﬁ' *

‘decisions made during the act of teaching. - e

The teachet 1s seen as constantly assessing .* | S
.  +the aituation, pxoceaaing information. . T
- about the situation, making decisions

about what to.do next, guiding action
" on the basis of ‘the decisions, :and
'obaerving the effectiveneaa of the

action on atudenta, . : S

4

r

While laboratory reaearch appears to aubatantiate the concépt ) ;1;

of interactive decision making (Borko, Cone, Ruaao, & Shavelson, l979),

l'

claparoom obaervation atudiea indicate that teacﬁEta are not as
" reflective onrthe job as had been assumed, Inatead‘ as noted by
. Joyce (Note 30), teachers tend to emphasize the‘mhintena:ce of oh-going
activity flow in the claaaroom rather than interactive decision making.
. ' . ..
lIn reading particularly, ‘the apparent lack of decision making during
‘:the ihteractive atage haa led:}uike (Note ;31') and Duffy and_Hclntyre

3 * "t

. (Note 32) to characterize the teacher as a "technician" and as .
"activity-driven." Durkin's (1979) study*of classroom comprehension
instruction (or, ¢ather; .the lack thereof) further suggests the absence

of gubstantive inatructional‘geeiaion ﬁaking! as does the report by‘

B i U g Y P0Gy A S B ML




. . )
Tierney and Pearson (Note 33) that teachers object to OPEH*endedg

4

-

comprehensionsquestions»in the basal text. s

T
-5 -

Possible causes of'tEchnical behavior.
% 4
tescher planning and decisionpmaking are difficult to accept because
- L ltr L
researchers want to Believe that teachers,are ba?ing thei actions

[

These findings about

"

on rational instructional-models. However, they are not so gurprising

. when examined from the standpoint of»classroom reslities generally

. . .

and reauing instruction in particular.‘

-

The first reality is

that failure to establish an oh-going activity flow results in- serious

. Consider classrocn reallties.

behsvioral.mansgement difficulties.

¥

‘—.a complex and potentially explosive group of 30 children into a

- —

.predictable and*simplified routine that can be monitored with

Consequently, teachers convert

relative ease (Brophy, HoLe 21, Shsveison, Note 34y, lackson (1968) -

summarizes the situstion best when he describes the tescher 8 concerq

\ - LR . e ) T - -
as, T ‘ ,
. * ‘ Law » -
. . . . - L S .
‘

making gome kind of educated guess .
about what would be a beneficial activity '
for a student or group of students and
then doing whatever 13 necessary to see
that the participants remain involved in

. *  that activity. The teacher’s goal, in . .
other words, is student involvement rather
than student learning. It,is true, of ’ -
course, that;the teacher hopes that the ’

_--environment will result in certain - -
fundamental changes .in thé students.
The learning is, in this sense, a by~
.product'or a secondary goal rather than : .
the thing -about which the teacher.is most v ‘
. _directly concernéd. ’

- - . -

-

-

L




- 3__ _ '_ . Second, as hoth Brophy {Note 21) and Shavelson (ﬁote 34) o

%uggest, technical teacher hehavior‘makes sense in texns of cog—

H

L

) nitive information pracgssing. Interrupting an established activity‘;
flow in a classroom to reflec* on and consider an alternative“ e

-

(while simultaneously trying to keep 30 pupils involved) increases

-o.,,.

significantly the information—processing demands placed on the .

- . & A

- rteacher. In effect, a cognitive overload“ occurs and ‘the teacher

must simply move on.  Most who have taught school for any length of

*
- .

time adnitsthat this, indeed, 1s the way it often is. " -

L

A third hypothesis, noted earlier, is that the demsinds of

B

the workplace, whether viewed_as the classroom, multiple role ‘strains,

" or society at large, account for the paucity of observed teacher P

. reflection during instruction. While a different kind of .decision
making may he occurring in contexts other than puhlic lessons

¢ (Shulman, Note 9), the complexities of the:workplace severely limit
. f 4

- . -
v R . '

interactive decision makipg. ) - .

P Finally, the fourth hypothasds reflecting classroom realities

. is seen in the work of Barnes, -Putnam, and Wanous (Note 35). They
- . M q’_:-'nmo e
-~ .. have created a teacher education program based on the concept

that prospective_teachers‘must be effective classroom managers
. hefore they can he-effectiVeyinstructors.‘ In-effect, they are
saving that classroom manggement must'he“automatic
‘in order for teacher‘s to make room in their informat ion process~
ing apparatus for interactive decision making. Hence, teachers
4 . who must consciously attend to the technical demands of manage-
ment'h&come techniciansy 1if theseltasks become automatic, the

teacher is free to concentrate on instructional decisionhmaking.

H




The natute -of reading instruction itself can ﬁelp . e L

-

‘eiplain ﬁh? $0 many teachiers look. like technicians. .

First, in analyziﬁg the research being condncted at the Lo

:‘Institute for Research on Teaching on c1inical.reading diagnosis

and the datp that nepeatedly indicate that practicing and

certified ﬁiagnesticiane are not even reliable with themselves,
. ' ) L . ’ 4_

much less with one another, Brophy (Note 21) suggests that the J

fault lies with the primitive nature of our. knowledge bage in

reading. In other wor&s, reading teachers have difficulty being

reflective because there is not enough reading knowledge to allow
then to be specific and truly diagnodtid.' Hence,- they mugt be ’

technicians. As Brophy (Note 21) sevs,
In educational diagnosis and remadjatiom,

it is as If we are treating all patients
by-telling them to get some rest,.take

aspirin and drink 2 lot of fluids no
,matter what their problem. . . Until

we develop a- knowledge-base to support .

more truly diagnostic and -remedial

procedures, I do not think that we can - :
expect much from even Yexperts" let

‘alone ordinary classroom teachers.

Second reading teachers may behave like techmicians because of the .

prominent role played by materials, particulatly the’ basal textbook

_ (Clark & Yinger, ﬁote 28; Osborne & éhirqy, Note 335l Teachdrs are X

encouraged and often mandated to use basals, but these materials

. themselves are designed for use by technicians, The teacher's

- - r . "a H -
gulde, as recently noted by Durkin (Richey, Note 37), provides many

more practice activities than instructional suggestions,and the .

texts, eorkbooks,hnd other materials are all designed to, be uzed ..

in a question-and-answer, recitation format. As my colleagues o

-r




orather than theoretic'al considerationa, rational models,or

-
kN

s

and I- havepbeen discovering in our, research on teacher conceptions N . ©
of readd.ng (Buike, Burke, & Duffy, Note 26), the basal materials _ " ¢
o 1 \ ’ - . .-' ’ . “
ref1ective procedures dominate teacher thinking because thals . ‘ o

aid in’ resolving management concerns while simugtaneoualy being

. L]

pro£essiona11y acceptable. T . . ‘ v T

" & Dreban, 1977); For teachers to be seen as!‘litt]_.e more than

_ points out, is rea11y just an assesament technique.‘ Even prominent .'

Fy

. cuatodians-of curriculum;3 for meihods texts and aessions at

Third, teach_era behave as technicians because researchers - e

. ’- * . - ‘.“‘ "] B - J:
inadvertintly promote such behavior. It is not unusual, for ingtance, ' |

for tha teacher to be described aa a mediator of materials (Gage, ) i

\

1978); for! instruction to be characteri%fd as technology (Barr : ' ' ij
. ; . . i

+ . .
rofessional reading conferences to emphasize activities, gfmes, and :

drilla designed for recitation formats, for methods courses to - *
promote auch patterned teacher monitoring behsvior as SQ3R and the )
Directed°!leading Lesson; and for good comprehenaion inst'ruction'to

be equated with "ask:lng the right questions which, as Durkin (19?9) 8
reading professiona1s such as Barr and Durkin tend to equate

instrudtion with the essentially teﬁhnical taak of 1natructiona1 P

pacing (Batr, 1973—?4) and use of teacher ] guidea (Richey, Note 37)..

4

Ca ‘

Y- 3It aometimes sounds like reading edycators are recommending that
once uite or another aspect of the teading process gets into the cur- .
riculym, the rest will take care of itself. Consider, for instance, .
Coltheart's (1976) diamiasal of tegchers in favor of curriculum when
discusaing. early. readéxs in a recent publication entitled "Reading

Research: Advances inm, Theory and Practice:" : Y C e v

»

The faét is that reading teacher's practices are . - .
what they are. All readers,.early or non-early, s,
pdss_through a achool curriculum, and if this . T
curriculum is such that it eliminatea the advan~ _ o -
tages that early readers initially had, that is -

~that: early reading is simply beneficial.



) xFinaliy, reading teachers may become ‘technicians in self-

L -

) defense. Not only do teacher education programs supply prospective

.
-'-\

reaﬂ,ng teachers with 1itt1e dther than tecnnical "tricka of the

-

S
'trade," they often give the impression that reluctant readers

can be transformed into fluent readers simply by\caring aboit them,

-

. -~

-by letting‘them "learn.tb read by reading" or by 1etting.read1ng

acQuisition happen naturallya Gdod (Note 13) adaresses'this issue

* _ when he auggests that teacher education programs -may contribute to

- -

low teacher efficacy by giving prqspective and in-serviCe teachers

unrea1istic expectations about ‘what to expect when teaching reading.

" As he says, o L .t K

Teachers need to understand that teeching
is a very tough but feasible task. .- v
Teachers'. expectations, for simple ) .
. solutions -to” pr&blems&can turn into v
anger, frustration and, ultimately; - .
withdrawal In the face,of classroom .- ,

. redlities.-’ CoL v - s N

L3 b
. -
.o - - -

In ahort, teachers may be technicians because that's what they re

x

. taught to be. They are told that reading acquisition is a natural .
o H

. phenomenon requiring little»teache; effcrt or guidance,,and they-

are given instructional'auggestiéns that limit their actions to

]

monitoring and reacting rather than presenting, stimulating, and
’guiding. When teachers have bgen prepared in this way and are then

‘:faced with the realities of c1assroom life, what recourae dq they-
have but to become technicians? *° . *

Summary of technical behavior. In sum, the above findings con-

tradict aome cherished beliefa about teacher s reflective behavior. :
Rather than being driVen by goal-oriented and theoreticallyrconsistent
ﬂinstructional models, teachera appear to be preoccupled with h
activitiea .that naintain activiti_fioal quaequentlyE teachers

look like_technicians and manaéera rather than like reflective

"
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researcher's schemh, thay are no less valid for that.

can ultimately become.

There are, hOWever, three points,k that:temper this cénclusion.-
- &+ " ) . LR R -
_The first, as noted above, is that ‘teacher educators may well
- & K »

be concribucing to che creation of such technical behavior and §

must be prepared to do more than simply condemn it.

-

poor technicians, rhe ultimate in- effective teaching will require

\} - v
§2ﬂ?ecoﬂd, 1c musc be noted thac the ‘generally unpalatable /’__,ﬂfﬂf”
. . S ’(
picture of the Ceacher as a technician-1s nevertheless real.

These data illustrate the fact hat the teacher is a normal person

who, despite frailcies and limi ed resources, must cope with that

|

fluid,complex, demanding, and pogqncially*volatile place called a
2 X :

classroow. While the findings Jay be alien in terms of a reading

"

Finally, Good (Note 13), Fenstermacher (1980}, and Mcbonald .

*

(197 suggest that che ultimate keyrco true ceacher.gffectiveness \

mayflie with teacher judgment in rationaily applying suggested

- »

findings‘rather chan in unquestioningly applying algorithms,anf

7 .
prescriptions. ‘While good technicians may be more effective than

¥

more than technically Compe tent teachers. . < ) ;o
Summary of Teacher Ef fectiveness Finding_
‘4t is on;rly simple to summarize the. paqt decade
of researdh on teaching in just two cenclusions abgut opporgnnity

In spme ways,

: f .
to learn and teaching aa technical behavior Hpwever, these

. T

conclusions capture the essence of the reality of classroom life,

and it is this realit} that- i3 the major contribution, of .research

~ ;

on teaching. “With Ehese‘cqnclusipns as a base, researcners can
hopefully move to studies that-not only describe what. 18 Eurrencly

*
bl

considered effective teaching, but also what effecéive teachigé :
- : . 5

T

i




\ Implications for the Reading Professioﬁ.
! ’| . t \ N - . a' +

. - o - H
4 - ¥

The feachet effectiveness research Places muéh of the read-

’-

ing profession squarely batween sssumptions about "what ought' to be'

"

and the reality .of "what 1s " On the one hand, some people argue

that reading acquisition oug

L

igto be 2 personalized interaction“
between child and text that d velops with little artificial

intervention from teachers and that teachers should function

_ in ‘indirect and unstructured ways*because they are reflective

!
\

‘ collsborative

L,

-professionsls In contrast, the research on teaching suggests

that effective teachers of reading (especially beginning reading)
generate opportunity to ledrn by establishing efficient menagement
structured learning, and psychological conditions,and that they
keep their sanity by deliberately minimizing the need for

-

"in-£1ight" decisions.

The conflict between "what ought to nd "what 15" 1s a

it can weaken.chances for

painful one. If left unreso

nvolving reading and teaching reeearchers.
Sincc the goa1 of this paper.is to build collaboration, the

folloeing implicstions areupresented in terms*of how research

i
f
on teaching can help shape reading education efforts, influenc

-

-

".reading research, and provide collaborative agendas for the /
:P
f

. future. . - o v

- ]
S /

Teacher Edﬁcation o St . o f

A

s
The first implication of research on teaching is that

-

. conmunication uith‘prospective and in-service teachers must in-

cludﬁfacknowledgement of the realities of classroom life. To

4
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. - - we ' . ’
{ prepare reading teachers witiout giving adequate attention k°

. 1 direct inatruetio‘n,rmanagement, psychological corditions and

K . the currenf limitations in the classroom teﬁoher's‘inﬁofmation--.

.

processing capacities results in a distorted picture of wnat the =

. k& ///world ef the clasaroom is really like, Ultimately, a backlashi.h_ |

occdts; the schema of the reading educator conflicts so dramatically ’
i - ’;- . _ . ' ; - h
with the,praefit}oner's'schema that the entire message about read-
ST A . . el ‘

ing is rejeoted. If the goal ojleducators is to have teachers apply

the emerging findings-about the

'

reading'process, they must présent

. these findings within points 7f contact representing the ex~ °

. \‘t“‘vr
perienees teachers have had in ‘the real world of classrooms, _

Failure to do this.'risks the rLjection by teachers of all the

potential benefits of'reading research.

. ., B - :

Second,'the teacher effectiveness findings must'be examinad
] net only for the olues they provide regarain;‘contextually valid <

vehiolea in whioh messages about *He nature of reading can be
s embedded, but for their p.:n;‘i t;al in helpzné teachers pec%?%‘ < :;
oetter reading instructors. In short, reading educators mu%t‘

;help teachers not only:with the_nature‘of what is taught (at Shul-‘

° man's third-leyel)'but with{hou it is best taught (the first and
second le?gls)u This means that they must deal with the pedagogica)l

;problams inhgrent in equitably distributing opportunity to Jlearn
among 30 children and with how teachers are to find room in their

* L]

already over—crowded oognitive world for the information-processing

L v +

demands inherent in the instructional recomméndations reading

educators ma..2, . - ! Lo O




Third, reading educators Wust—tighlight-the limjtationa, as well

as the atrengths; of their 1nstruCtiona! findings. Ai@ajcr limitation
1s tnat cgfectlse.teaching 1n:one context ia not necessarily effective
.T,n.,t;aﬁhing in another. Consequently, raading educatora nust he1p' ‘ o )
teachers exerciae judgment na applying teacﬁer effectiveness ‘

’ i

£$ndings to appropriate cqntexta and stould avoid promoting univeraal

< L]
theortes and modela of reading instruction that imply the uae of

[ identical 1nstruct19n in all conkexts.

+
-
-
]

_Finally, reading.educators must recognizethat the findings on 7
teach§ng present only a partial picture of instruction. The most P

glarﬁng'exaap;e of this-is the preoccupation with Carcoll’s concept

-

of "opportunity to learn” and the relatively minor emphasis on

"quality of 1natruct;on." In effect, the weight of the quantita-

* tive time-use data haa caused reaearchera of teachings to equate oA

-_quality-with max;mized opportunity to learn. ﬁirtually no

" research has ‘been conducted that examines ffects of the qualitative

guidancehor aaaiatance teachera‘offer as'a prelude to or aa part -
A
of the -striuctured direct ;natructioﬁ*adtiﬁitiea, nor,haa 3nyone

L} - A
- - » .

§
examined the ways opportun;ty to learn‘might be modified aa a reault

of teacher guidancc. I peraonally suspect that one reason ;hy'ao many

N

+ e

teachera conduct mechanical recitation aeaaions 19 that they have no -

*

A« .concept of how to qualggatively assist pupila 1n their learnin“. They :

. only know how fo keep them. on taak As Good and Brophy (1978Y state, .

‘Teachers- aometimea act’ as 1f the -
students are suppoaed to learn on. their - v "o
own with no help from them. . § Such

. behavior represents' a fundamﬂntal . ,

‘fallure t -sppreciate the teacher's . _ !

basic role. The teacher is in the )

classroom.to ingtruct. . R ; o




- 1
-

Instruction 1is more than creating Bpportunity to learn. Research

—--onrteaching*_nnigssgnately, provides little specific assistance

—

regarding this additional dimension of teaching.

t ' : M
F ]

- Reading Research i " S K -

Teacher ﬁffectiveness finaings suggest four 1mpiications”

+ L

for reading research. )
- ) ’ 1

First, reading research_that focuseé on instruﬁtion‘should,

- e .

. at the 7inimum, demOnstrate an awareness,of classroom realitiea

¥

and control for crucial teaching variables. oOnfiucting research

" one example of how igﬁuring findings on teaching can taint research ,
on-reading, to éﬁmpare teachers of reading without attempﬁiﬁg €o

account for efficacy is: another, and conducting rqading research
(9 r .
in laboratory contexts or with college students ¢ad suggesting

__how the findings shoqlJ be applied in elementary classrooms is

~

yet another. Researchers of reading,_especihlly thos; studying .

‘co$5reheﬁsion, have an obligation to'either control for the
) - . 5 ' ‘ .
+  realities of instruction in the design of the study or to acknowledge

their absence when Feportipg tne data.

Second, reading‘fesearchers, 1like teacher effectiﬁéness

researchers, must begin looking more systematically at Various

L)

" ‘contexts. The results of research on teaéhing speak clearly to

¢ " " .

~

\"'a 1)

- . \
l - . ) - Y
. M - a
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on the teéﬁhing of_inférencing without controlling engaged ttmelia-' ‘

4
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the point ghat what is true aﬁ one grade level with oﬁe ability
grcqp.in one sociogconomic set‘.:'t'.ing is not necessa'rily troe for ‘ )
another. Sweeping generalizationsacanﬁot be made abo;t teacﬁing-
generally, and ghey,c;nnbt be made-foé.reading instruction in
particulat,. Consequéntly, condgcting.réading.researcﬁ in qﬁltiple
co;nt'.ext'.s is éss’éntial. , S ; - . ‘ |
Third, reading reseérche?s phould.consider pakihg gre;ter
usé of qualitative research Qesiéqs. ,Tb date, descriptive research
has been little useé hy‘réadihg researchers, particularly those.
studyiné reading comprehenéion 1pétructioq.- However, ; program
;f such researcﬁ would go a long way in 1nfoggidg c;mprehénsioq
researchers of the compléxitiés of ciassrooq instruction, the
limitationé;of teachers' information-procehging capacities'"undeéhu
fire,”" and the realities wiéhin wh%ch laborato?f findinés must,
be applied.

Finally,_readihg researchers should consider strengthening ~

their research bfograﬁs by adding pfactitionbfq:to théiq research

teans. Thik does not mean the addition of former bractitionors‘
who are currently graduate students training to become reésearchers.
Such people, of course, are-expected to.émﬁlatéﬂreseﬁrchers and,

. @ ce

as such,. can hardly be expectéd to repiéaeﬁﬁiéractitio:zfé.
Inste;d,-practitioners should be hiréd‘a§ practigione%s and
shqul? be charged with the fesponsihilit; of‘i;suring relevgnce
and reality in resépr;h &eé;gns and in the cpnclgqions dréwn
from findings'. This is not a pie-in-the-sky motion. ' Such

teacher collaborators are an integral part of the research //
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*—*;"'projcctsﬁconducteﬂ—at the“Institute for—Research—on-Teaching ‘a\

and their impact on research quality has been significant.

Future Cooperative Ventures -

L .

Research on reading is a dynamic field, and 80 is research on v

teaching. The nature of schoolins dictates that the ultimate
agenda for both communities is a shared one--applying findings-

in c1assrooma to improve_instruction. This shared agenda dooid ) .

e, T

, be expedited hv collaborative ventures.- While the possibil*ties

. for such cooperation are extensive, the folloﬂing five examples
are illustrative. < C ey .
One of the differences heretofore separating the two

- -

research communities has been the respective object of--focus.

I T

Reading researchers have focused on the curriculum and the K

%:/ learner; teaching résé;rchers have focused on the teacher and

instruction. Recently, however, each research community has ‘ o
become more interested in the other's objéct of focus ag findings .
' ] . ) ‘.. - .

have pointed more ‘and more to the complex interaction -of-learner

Y
r H

variabies, teacher variables and, in reading, text variables.

As Brophy (Note 18) poirts dut, "the development and merging

of these interests shou1d fuel a major trend in the 1980s."
L

Certainly, readi1g and teaching researchers shou1d coliaborate in

4

this trend.

1

Second, the afFective goals of ‘schooling wi11 be a major
research thrust in the next few years. Little is currently known

. about what constitutes effective teaching in this area. However,

. »
W ~ .
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reading researcﬁers, with their interest in comprehension as a

personaliaed'prscess and in affective responses to leisure reading,

have much to contribute to collaborative research in this area.

Thixd, teacher effectiﬁeness research 1s always bound by .

., outcome measures. This is especially 80 in reading, as evidenced
by past controversies regarding vhat constitutes achievement (see
House,'Glass McLean, & Walker, 1978,for one example) and by current
debates regarding the validicy of using standardized test measures in -

»teacher effectiveness research. While td& nature of the context

_ will always exert some influence on the txpe of outcome measure .
used in future studies, additionai effort will nevertheless be *

. needed to idantify appropriate outcome measures in reading,

particularly in terme of the affective and personalized dimensions

of language learning. This is ‘another area that clearl} calls L

for collaboration among reading and teaching reseaxchers._

A fourth potentially profitable area-of collaboration ’ }‘ v
- . k _
springs from the emerging findings on text Processing and meta
-—.___‘_‘__‘___—-- , - .”'
comprehension._ Both imply the use of hueristics to help learners
become mMore awara o£ and systematic about theiy: language pro- T
- & ‘ \

cessing. Researchers from the readypg and teacping communitieg ' ) :

'could collaborate in this area to determine ﬁhat role the teacher. _ -,
_ - A : : S
should play in presenting such hueristics to :thildren. It would I

seém particular1§ important te insure that this not becone‘yet T
another example of recommending patterned technical monitoring

behavior to teachars-

> Finally, the most important collaborative reading-teaching

effort involves moving beyond structured opportunity to learn

o

-

y - - . - , o
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toward Carroll's concept of "quality of instruction.” More

apecifically, the reading and teaching commrunitiea—should-con-— ~- B
ceptualize and test various guidance and asaistance strategies
that teachers pf reading camprehensiﬂa@can use to go beyond

the aasessment tactics noted by Duf!i:l“n (_1979) and the recitation

patterds noted by Duffy and Hclngﬁf?“Tﬂote 32)* and toward what

™. Barr and Breeban (19?7) deacribe &a "ptesenting subject \ 'f:
‘HH&;;t:;;ﬁcltetl_; visibly, audibly, and underatandaﬁly” - ' . }i
end‘uhat Durkin'(léi9) defines as instruction. - Althcugh the

reading profession has tteditiondllg given 1icele attentiqn to -
this asn;ct-pf teaching, now is the tihe to do‘;o. | ., - ‘

The following fiVe‘embryonic descriptions of inatructional
guidance qay aerve aa a atarting point. - They represeiit a
conceptual cycle. At the‘beginning pcint are thoae cotceptiona

of teaching that involve 1itt1e guidance beyond mechanical devicea -
. such as pacing and content cavered (Barr, 19?3-?4) Hege; the,

teacher ia little more than a reactive responder who coordinatea‘
inatruction Gy adjustingnpace to learning ratea of pupila. In

.addition to the fact that pacing is proBably more 8 function nf

activity flow and management than of teaching (and ’perefore, .

. emphaaizes the ﬁeacher 8 role aa a technician), such conceptiona
" of teaching offer little guidance to pupila. Providing 1itt1e Y
additional guidance but reflecting a lesa technical role for the

teacher ia-the position espovaed by Goodman {Note 38) and Smith

*

(1975) who conceive of the'teacher as a,faciiitator ubc_h;oids

formal inatruction and -allowa children to learn to read by

R S I S, e m ot . oo DA LI




interscciné with books and languagefin natural, unconstrained, and

uncontrived ways. At the m{gdf/'points of the cycle are two

. positions. Closest te/;he Goodman-Smich‘concept are Tierney and ST E
. - ‘S » -
Pearson (Note 33}xﬁﬁ:‘emphss1ze the personalized nature of comgfée
"“f 5 X

* hension but also see the teacher as providing guidance *fh chey —

manner of a "tour guide on a journey to the center of the 11*“’“==a“
mind." Representing more. teacher direqtion snd assistance is the

position described by Duffy snd Sherman (1977) and ﬂy Duffy and

Ra#hler (Note 39) in which the tescher 18 proactive in preaenting ¢
cues and gradually diminiahing assistance to guide pupils towsrd
desired comprehension learnings. Finally, qhere ias the eoncep- \\\
;1qﬁ pf‘Becker,,Eﬁglenaq,,and Carnine (1979) in which the teacher \\\
. \

exercises extenaive control in directing pupil responses, even to
L & N ’ . - b

the extent of requiring responses from pupils in unison. oy
Hence, while this latter'view may represent the ultimate in . 2

guidance, ft_s}so ‘cétipletes- the cycle by comdng back to the -
_;escher as a technician who, in this case, often follows a
prepsred script when teaching. _L -

- While contextual 1nf1uences suggest that no psrticular'
~ concept of teaching will be equally effective in all situationa,-
it is iptuftively obvious that teachers who provide aas;afence
" will create more auesesa :héﬁ those who sieply structure "oppor-
. tunity to lesrn“ or who leaﬁe pupiis to learn by natural means.
" Pursuit of such quslity 1nstruction 13, in my view, the most
1mportant way in which the two research communities can collabo- '

rate in the future.




.- . " Conclusion

. .Regardlgas of~fheir pdtq}cqlar research backgrodhds, the
reading and'teaching communities shére a desirg'to credte more
efchtive schooling, particularly as it relates to language
learning.- Collabération*amoﬁg the two research groﬁ%a cfp'yelp
ue réach this goal. ﬁegpite.appafeﬁg disparities between reading
educ#tors' aggum;tions_gbout claébroomn_and'the findings from -
resegrch on teaching, a ’pchemd-match based upon é&mpon points

of contact is possible. Hopefully, this paper provides a

~_ beginning. = -

" *
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