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Abstract

In order to guide and inform the conceptualization of a quasi-
experimental study on staff development, a group of 13 experts

with varying professional orientatioﬁs were invited to attend

a working conference. Three papers were commissioned to direct
participants' efforts. In chapter 1, Jane A. Stallings discusses
those findings from researchon teaching which appear most amenable
to translation into staff development activities. Richard Williams
presents in chapter 2 his analysis of school contexts from an
orgahizationa] perqu%tive, and the way these impinge upon changing
teacher practice. Béatrice Ward offers for consideration a variety
of student outcome v%riab]es which might be used to assess teaching
effectiveness in the;third chapter. Participants were asked to
respond 1nd1v1dua11y{to a series of questions prepared by the RITE

staff; these have been summarized by Sara Edwards in chapter 4 of

the proceedings. A list of the conference participants is appended.




Ihtroductigﬂ

In October 1981, the Research in Teacher Education (RITE) Division
of the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education convened a
working conference on "Changing Teacher Practice." The purpose of the
conference was to bring together a group of experts to obtain their
guidance in conceptualizing and designing a new research effort focusing

upon staff development. So as to obtain diversity in perspectives and

therefore a broad scope of input, the participants were drawn from

several different professional orientations: staff developers in school

systems, educational researchers, school system representatives, teacher
educators, and teacher organization representatives (see Appendix)-

In addition, three papers (chapters'1-3 of this text) weré commissioned
to lend direction to conference work. Jane Stallings, President of Teaching
and Learning Institute, presented her views about which findings from
research on teaching might lend themselves to translation into staff
development efforts. Richard Williams, University of California, Las
fingeles, discussed the place of schoo1.contexts from an organizational
perspective as they relate to bringing about changes in teacher practice.
Lastly, Beatrice Ward, Deputy Director of Far West Laboratcry for
Educational Rzsearch and Development, presented for consideration some
student o'itcome varidbles other than the typical scores. on standardized
tests, which could be used to indicate the effectiveness of teacher practices.

After conference participants were given the opportunity to hear each
of these presentations, they were asked to work in small groups to present
further recommendations, ideas, and comments to guide'the RITE research
effort. In adaition, each participant was asked during an afternoon

session to respond individually to a series of open-ended questions
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prepared by the RITE staff. The latter set of comments have been

summarized in chapter 4 by Sara Edwards, Research in Teacher Education

staff member.,

It should be noted that the conference participants actively worked
with each other and with the materials at hand for many hours; we were
most pleased with their productivity! More important, the quality of
their work has been demonstrated repeatedly to those of us at RITE
through its continued utility to the conceptualization of the staff
development research effort. “

At this time, special thanks must be given to Susanisarnes, Sara
Edwards, Vicky Rodgers, and all of the RITE staff, for their successful
efforts in planning and executing all the arrangements for the Changing
Teacher Practice Conference. 1In addition, I would 1ike to express my
deep gratitude to Freddie Green for her phenomenal speed.and accuracy
at the keyboard of RITE's word processor. Her unfailing sense of humor
and willingness to dedicate time and energy to this task greatly faci11tatéd

the process of preparing these proceedings.
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tow Useful Are the Findings From the Research on Teaching?
Jane A. Stallings
The Teaching-and Learning Institute

What have we learned from the classroom research of the 1970's that can
be useful to guide instructional practice in the 1980's? The most
potentially useful variable to emerge from the past decade of research was
jiggL However, Philip Jackson (1977, p. 38) wisely noted:

| There has been a lot of talk abcut the importance of tire
* in the determination of educaﬁiona] outcomes...Certainly,

we should take a lock at how time is being used or misused

in our schools. It mey indeed turn out to be tre culprit

that critics clain it is. As we test this possibility,

however, we must keep in mind that time itself is valueless.

It acquiées value chiefly because it marlks the expenditure

of a precious cormodity--human 1ife...let us not seize

toc quickly at remedies for our educational aiirents ihat

call for little more than adding davs or hours ¢ our

present efforts. The real key lies in making better use

of the time we already have.

Many educators are ncw convinced that if studert time-cn-task is
increased, an increase in student achievemert will follow. Yhile keeping
students on-task may seem like a simplistic notion, it is & rather complex
undertaking %o make this construct useful in ‘the classroon. Teachers need t¢

kncw more than Just to allocate additional time to academic ectivities and to

A

.keep students cn-task. They need to know how to make expectatiors clear to

students; how tn use time effectively in a variety of activifties; how to vary

time with different achievement grcups; and how to provide appropriate




lessons and support to keep students on-task. Research ir the 1970's focused
on the length of school days, actual scheduled class time. time allocated to
academic subjects, teacher planning, and engaged time. Al=hcugh these
factors have most often been studied separately, thev do interrelate. The
length of the school day or class period is a school leve! policy anc relates
to how much time is available for acadeinic studies. Vithi~ the available
tine. teachers decide how the time will be used. These teacher decisions
relate to whether or not students stay on-task. The purpose of this paper is
to illuminate those research findings that are specific ercugh to be useful
and yet are considered as singular events isclated from tke context o7 the
c]asé}ooms and school. |

Length of School lay

The length of a school day in elementary school or the length of a class
period in seccndary schools defines the maximum amount of -ime available for
instruction. ‘Harnischfeger arc Wiley (Note 1) found that -he length of
school days in the same district varied by 45 minutes for *wo secord grade
classrooms. Howeyer, the variance of the actual tine spert in class wasfon1y
eight minutes. First grade classrooms in the National Fol'ow Through
Ob;ervation Study (Stallings, 1975) varied as much as one "our arc 3 minutes
in lTergth of school day; segondary class periods for remecizl reading varied
from 40-55 minutes (Stallings, Meedels, & Stayrook,’Note ¢'. Findings from
these stuaies indicate that rere Tength of the schoo: day :r the lencth of a
class period in secondary schools was not related to stude~z acacemic
achievement. Cleerly, student learning does depend on'hom “he aveilable tine

is used, not just the amount of time available.




Academic lLearning Time

Researchers at Far \lest Laboratories initiated the idea of Acacemic
Learning Time (ALT) in the Beginnira Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES) (Fisher,
Filby, Marliave, Cahern, Dishaw, Moore, & Berliner, MNote 3). ALT had three
basic components. The first was the time available for academic work: the
seccnd was the students' time-on-task; and the third was the error rate or
the appropriateness of the seatwork. The latter was computed primarily from
the errors students made in homework or seatwork.

Powell and Dishaw (in press), repcrting data from the BTES, indicated

that the actual time allocated to academic studies for second graders ranged

froem 62 minutes te 123 minutes per day, anc for fifth ¢raders from 49 to 105

minutes per day. The correlation of allocated learning time with achievement
varied from one test to another in this study. However, in the Follow
Through Observation Study (Stallings, 1975), time spent in mathenatics,
reading, and academic verbal interactions was related to achievement. Time
spent working with textbouks (as opposed to time spent with puzzles, games
and toys) was related tc achievement in reading and math. Time spent in
small groups (as opposed to one-tc-one instruction) was also associated with
student academic gain. Conversely, time spent in more exploratory activities
was positively related to scores on a nonverbal problem-solving test and to a
Tower student ebsence rate. Similar relationships were also found in a study
of California third grade Early Childhood Education classes (Stallincs, Cory,
Fairweather, & MNeedels, lote 4).

It is of interest to know what percentade of time allocated to academic
subjects is used by stuaents to engage in academic work. Powell anc Dishaw,
in the BTFS Study citec above, reported that the engaged time of second grade

studerts varied from 38 minutes to 98 minutes, 2na that of fifth grade
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students veried from 49 to 105 minutes. Student engaged time was positively
associated with student achievement in all tests and at bofh grade levels,
Summative findings reported by Perliner and Rosenshine (1977) suggest that,
the more Academic Learning Time students accumulate, the higher their <cores

will be on criterien tests.

Achievement Levels and Academic Time

The variation in the amcunt of student engaged time by achieverent
groups was reported by Evertson (Kete 5). On the average, low achieving
Junior high students were engaged 40% of the time in academic activiEies
compared with 85% engaged time for high achievine students. Low achieving
ctudents experienced less variation in the activities that occurrec curing
the‘c1ass period and had more "dead time" (nothing happening) than did “he
more able students.

Even though high achievirg students are more inclined to be encaced in
academic tasks, it is of considerable importance to allocate sﬁfficient time
and efyort to working with Tow achieving stucents who may not be so inclined.
Stallings (1975) reported that low achieving third graders in fFcllow Through
prospered more from an increase in time spent in reading and math ther did
thebhigher achieving students. Caution: for all students, there i g point
at which more time does not produce more learning. Such curvilirear effocts

have been reported by Scar (Hote 6).

Clarity of First Day Organization and Planning

Work by Evertson and Emmer (Mote 7) focused upon the orcanizatior of 107
Junior high scho¢l English and math clascrnoms. Several characteristics
differentiated more and less effective teacher-managers. In classroors where
Lthere was less student misbehavior and more stucdent qain through the year:

1. Teachers made rules, consequences and procedurecs clear on tre

8 " 1y




first day. This included teechers monitbring the students and

following through with consequences for those who dia not comply.

~o

Teachers established a system of student resporsibility and
accourtability for work on the first day.

3. Teachers were skillful in organizing several instructional
activities.

Time Distributed Across Activities

A study‘by Stallings, Cory, Fairweather anc Meedels (lcte 4), identified
strategies for teaching basic raading skills in secondary schcols. These'
included dfstributing time across activities, interactive instruction, and
the fccus of instruction. In classrooms where teachers were efficient in
making assignnents and allocating materials, theke was more tire available
for instruction and students gained more in reading. It is important to
start on time and continue until the closing bell rings. The distribution of
time across several activities during the class period was also an effective
strategy for keeping students on task. Effective teachers in three studies

of secondary schools distributed time in the following ways:

Organize / Management Activities (15%)

- Take role

Make announcements

Make clear expectations for quality ard quantity of work

Clarify behavioral expectations

Pass papers or keoks (out and in)

Interactive On-Task Activities (50%)

- Peview / discuss previous werk

- Inform / instruct (demonstrate / give ecxamples)

- Question / check “or understanding




- Reteach small group {if necessery)
- Read aloud / develop concepts

Non-Interactive On-Task Activities (35%)

- Written work

~ Silent reading

- Teacher monitoring / guiding’

The percentage of time allocated to each of these activities varied
across ¢lassrooms according to the achievement level of students.
Interestingly, an ample amount of oral reading was helpful for the low
achieving students, but was not so important tor. studentc achieving above the
4th-grade Jevel. The oral reéding was handled *hrough lessons where
vocabulary had been-carefully developed, and where teachers helped studerts
develop work concepts withjn‘6 cmall group setting of students with similar
reading skills. Students who are operating at this level need to hear and
say the words as well as read and write the words. These studerts can
usuzlly precnounce or sound out words but often do nbt understand words in the
context of a story. Secondary students' comprehension scores are oftern lower
than their.vocabu1ary scores. (ral reading allows the tegcher to hear the
student's reading problems, ask clarifying questions, provide explanations to
help studerts comprehend new words, and Ijnkwghg‘meqning to students' prior
gxperience or knowledge.

Students who were in classrooms where slight or no gain was made spent
more tine than other students cn written assicaments (28%) and silent reading
(21%). They had less instruction, discussion/review, and drill/practice.
Some of these students were assigned to spend entire periods working in

workbooks with very Tittle instruction from the teacher. Such classrcoms
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often registered more student misbehavin}. Students with reading probiems
are likely to have shorter attention spens and the opportunity to be involved
in several activities during one class period seemed to help these students
stay on-task.

Interactive Supportive Instruction

During the study of how teachers allocated time to various classroom
activities it became clear that teachers who were interactive in their
teaching style had students who achieved more in reading. This interactive
style included providing cral instruction for new work, discussing and
reviewing students' work, providing arill and practice, asking questions,
ackncwledging correct responses and supportively correcting wrong responses.
It was important that teachers try to include all students in classroom
discussions and review sessions. The effective teachers did not call upon
volunteers but rather called upon a particular student. When volunteers are
solicited, the same people take part each day and many studenfs may not be
involved at all. When calling a student by name it is important to ask a
auestion at a 1¢ve1 where the student is most 1ikely to be successful.
However, if the student gives an incorrect response it is important that the
instructor stay with that student and rephrase the question or give a clue so

that the student can succeed and give a correct answer. A wrong ancwer can

provide an opportunity fof the teacher to clarify and reteach, if necessary.

It is important in secondary remedial classrooms that wrong respunses are
handled in a supportive manner since research indicates these students do not
thrive on demeaning experiences of failure.

This interactive type of instruction is 1mportant when teaching subjects
other than remedial reading. Good and Grouws (Note 8) founa junior high

school students learred more mathematics in classrooms where teachers were
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active in their instruction. These teachers mace assignments and provided
information in a clear manner. They .asked students appropriate questions and
provided immediate feedback to student responses. Unfortunately many
teachers of génera] math students are not active in their teaching style. In
a study of math classes in 11 schools, Stallings and Pohertson (Note 9) found
that teachers more often told general math students to do written workbook
assignments in class and less often gave them instruction or review of
seatwork than they did students in gecmetry or calculus classes. In
classrooms where sfudents are more involved, more achievement occurs.
Students in general mathematics or pre-algebra were off-task significantly
more often than were sfudents in albegra I1, geometry or calculus classes.
Eleven of the vieachers in the study were observed in both lower and
advanced math classes. When the observations of the teachers were compared,
we found the same teacher would be active with advanced classes and not
active with the‘20wer classes. The§e low-achieving students need instruction
from teachefs to stey on task. Programmed workbooks will not help them learn
the mathematical relationships necessa;y to cope in life. A teacher can see
in students' faces whether or not they understand. A teacher can select
another exanple from the students’ background and explain it on the
chalkboard. The most impertant finding in this research is that teachers
need to actively teach. The advanced classes received active instruction and
the less able stucents in general science classes received workbook
assignments. This is not effective 1nstruction for Tow-achieving students.
'Pe1at10nships similer to those described in mathematics classes were found in

general science and physics classec.
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Focus of Instructicon

If teachers are interactive in their instructioral style, to whom should

they focus their instructions: individuals, small groups, or the totaT

group? During the last decade considerable energy has been directed teviard

‘ , the developrent of indivicualized prcgrams. Feaeral, state and local funds
have been spent to develop programmed reading, mathematics and science books.
A11 of these programmec materials were aimed at providing children with
activities in which they could progress at their own rates. It was assumed
that if stuaents were working at their own pace through a series of
sequential exercises, 1earnfng would occur--it did for some students and rot
for others. In general, there has been a great disillusionment with
1nd1v1dua1ized instruction. Some students iearn best when new informetion is
presented to & small group ¢f students who are operating at a similar pace .
(Stallings, MNeedels, & Stayrcok, Note 23 Stallings, 1975). Leerning occurs
when »tudents reed aloud, and hear others ask questions and respond. Hearing
and speaking as well as rcading and writing help students integrate ard
retain information. Individualized programs based almost totally on
workbacks do not allow for this type of group learning.

At a conference sponsored by the National Institute of Education
regarding instructional dimensicns, sixty® teachers discussed their experience
with and attitudes towarags individualized instruction. Teachers reparted
that in most individualized programs they felt relegated to being record
keepers. Where workbooks were relied upon to provide instruction for
students, teachers felt Una51e to integrate the students' learning (Amerel &
Stallings, 1978). It appears thet students need interactions with teachers.
A teacher can develop concepts with a group and can change examples or

illustrations te coincide with the group's backaround experiernce. If

t
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sfgdenté do ndt understard; the teacher can find yet another example. Books
or maéhings do not do that. Books or machines provide opportunities to
practice and reinferce what teachers are teaching, but research suggests they
are not sufficient to provﬁde the instruction that students need (Stallirgs,
1975).

Student Understanding of Lessons

Educaters and reseerchers have been concerred for sore time about
whether studentstnderstand and learn from the work they do. Mastery must
include understanding as well ac getting the right answer on the test.
Thelen (Mote 10) reports high school students whc can sound out words,
pronounce them, and even fill in the blank in aéworkbook correctly but not
comprehend the material. Students have 1earned§to memorize the right answers
but not understand relaticrnships. In this casei they have memorized to
forget.

Anderson (flote 11) in ar cbservation study of elementary school
children, asked individuals such questions as: How did you get this answer?
lihat are you learning when you do thislpage? A.1arge proportion of the
children were net able to give a specifﬁc responsé. The low-achieving
students had strategies far finishing the page--such as copying or asking
someone”for the right answer--but displaved very little understanding of the

'materia1. | -

While conducting the Study of Teaching Basic Skills in Secondary
Schools, Stallings et &al.'s (Note 2) observers reported that effective
teachers of low-achieving students ended instruction with questions or

statements Tike: "What go you think happens next?", "Tell me in your words

how the story ended."; "Give me an example of an cpposite meaning." A1l of

14 1
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these are efforts to check for understanding. If the student dic not
unde;stand, the‘teacher wouid reteach it.

It is the opinion of this author that many of the high schcol students
who fail the competency exams are the products of school curricula that

reguire students to complete a series of workbooks in reading, math, science

|
|
|
and socia: studies. They memorize through drill and practice for tests and J
never transfer the information from their shrort term to their lcrg term

memories. Information traﬁsferred to leng term memory where it car be

retrieved and usec must be organized in some way and linked to other

information alfeady in the long term memory. Ausubel (1965) said "The most

importanrt single factor,inf]uencing learning is what the learner already

knows." Research is Heeded to find how teachers can help students iearn

strategies for 1inking new information to what is already known.

Curriculum ard Instructional Strategy

NUchvof the research on student learning Jduring the 1970'<c has focused
upon classrocm instructional processes, i.e., teaching processes rather than
curriculum. Hork by Carroll (19€3) and Bloom (1974) provided models for
planhing instructional processes and curricula that would insure student
mastery. Hyman and Cchen (1979) suggest seven techniques that will increase
participation and thereby insure mastery. The techniques avre listed as

fallows:

a. [efine instructional. objectives behaviorally so that learrer
and teacher know exactly wherc they are, where they are asing,
and where they have been. |

b. Modularize learning by cutting down the bites to small, self-

centdined nitbles. Closure is the most potent of all pasitive’

feedback techniques. The smaller the bite, the more irmeciate

15
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the closure.

c. Control the stimulus so we know exactly what the learner is
respending to.  That is a major problem in commercially
published materials.

d. Go directly to the defined behavior -- that is, direct reaching
of the behavicr or "attitude" soucht rather than "duilding to
it" or around it.

e. Check for understanding and provide immediate feecback to all
Tearner respenses.  The more 1mﬁediafe the feedback, the more
efficient the learning.

f. Rig the 1eve1.of instruction so that feedback is maximally

positive. Success breeds success and lots of "warm fuzzies" too.

G. Reinforce by positive feedback the learner's critical response. ..

The critical response is the one that responds to the appropriate
stimulus defined precisely by the instructional objectives.

How Much Confidence Shall We Place in These Findings? °

The question of confidence in research findings raises several issues:
was the research responsibly conducted? Was the sample large enough? l|lere
the instruments reliable? Yere the statistics appropriate? £A11 of the
studies mentioned here have passed the inquisition of their coileagues and
the educational boards of professional journals.

Another test of confidernce must be: are the findings useful? Mgst of
the research reported in the previcus pages is belijevable. Teachers and
principals’are 1ikely to say, "0f course students wiil Tearn more when time
is available and when studentq‘stay on-task." To be useful, the findings

must be specific enough to suqgyest how to plan lessons, how to select
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seatwork, and how to provide interactive instruction so that the students

will stay on-task.

In an effort to make their research findings useful to teachers, séveral
'researchers, Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979), Good and Grouws (1979),
Crawford, Gage, Corno, Stayrook, Mitman, Schurk, and Stailings (Note 1?),'énd
Stallings, Needels, and Stayrcok (Ncte 2), translated their findings into
inservice training. They conducted experiments with treatrent and contro]
teachers. A1l of theseﬂexperiments reported teacher change and positive
effects upen students.

Several of the studies mentioned in this paper did not result in efforts
to train teachers. Mevertheless, the findings have been repcrted in such
specificity that teachers or téacher trainers can translate findings into
practice. The Begirning Teacher Evaluation Study (Fisher et al., Note 3)
does present descriptions of how much time is spent in several activities:
reading circle, seatwork, silent reading, games, transiticn, teacher
presentation. Also reported is the percent of students involved, attendance
of students, teacher's role and student's role. These findings are being
used by teachers and trainers of teachers.

Does the Research To Date Address the Most

Pressing Concerns of Teachers?

Teachers in genefa] are concerned abdut students who are lacking basic
skills and about bright students who are not achieving as they might. The
research in the 197d's focused primarily upon students who reeded
remediation. Research in the 1980's should shed more 1ight on effectively
teaching the average and gifted students.

Teackers are aleo concerned about diminishing school budgets that limit

supplies and curtail school services. Some schools no langer have counseling
// '
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oy psychological ;ervices availahle, for exarmple. They are 2'<o concerned
about teaching subiects and students for-which they are not prepared. * The
tenured staff must teach students who need remediation and “ew teachers are
prepared;to do so. Research is needed tc identify effective rodels fer
providing effective inservice education.

During the past .four years, this author has provided irservice training
to over 200 secondary tegbhers. The training program provicer teachere with
specific recommendations for using time more effectively. The sessicns were
very interactive and, in every group, the teachers reportee school policy or
principal leadership style that supported or discouraged their implementation

of cur program. Their primary concerns were with students being absent;

tardy, and misbehaving. If the school policies on such matters were firm,

- clear and consistent, teachers felt more able to implement. the program.

Teachers were alsc concerned about the number of interruptions curing a cless

‘period. The 1hudspeaker, students being called from class, or tha late

arriver--all of these stopped Lhe <mooth Tlow of instructicn and took
students off-task.

A study by Stallings and lMchiman (Mote 13) examined these Tinks between
school policy, leadership style, teachers' and students' attitudes ard
teachers' a;d students' behavior. The study was conducted in eight San
Francisco Bay Area high schouls that had multi-ethnic student populations
from Tow to high income families. The data were obtained from principal
interviews, student and teacher questiorraires and schcol and classraom
obeervations. Scatterplots, Pearson Product [onept correWations: and
descriptive statistice were used to analyze the data. The raior findings

from this ctudy were:

21
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- In schools where policies and rules were clearer and more
consistertly enfcrced, there was higher teacher morale, fewer
classroom intrusions, less litter and vandalism, a lower absence
rate, Tess class mishbehavior, anc more time-on-task.

- In schoals where there were more administrative support
services and fewer burdensome duties, there was hicher teacher
morale and less classroom misbehavior.

- In schools where the prinéipa1 was more collaborative and
respectful, teachers had higher morale and students felt rmore
friendliness.

- In schoals with more suppdrtive principals, more teachers
implemented the training program.

- In schools where the policies and rules were clear and
consistent, more teachers changed their classroom behavior
as recommer.ged.

- In schools where the teachers implemented the Effective Use of
Time Training program, students spent more time-on-task.

- Findings regarding effective schcol policy and principal
leadership style were similar for schools serving high
inceme and Tow income students. _

Primarily this reséarch serves as a source for bui]ding hypotheses;
¢ however, two findings from this stuay have cosfyimp11cations.' (1) Student,
attendance rates were significantly better in éthoo1s where the principal
provided a clear, consistent, collabcratively developed policy reqaﬁding
student absence, cuts, and tardiness. It was also important that these
policies were we]]—communicﬁfed to parents, students and teachers. (2) In

schoois with such policies, fewer dollars were spent on vandalism. The
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primary source of schocl inceme is the average daily attendance of students.
A source of cash outflow is school repair for vandalism. ODuring o time of
shrinking school budgets, these findings regarding school policy, student
absence and vandalism have important implications for school admiristration.

Building a Theory of Schooling -

The nature of efféctiye schooling has piqued the curiosity of
researchers for many decades. John Dewey did not conduct formal research but -
he had good hunches about how students learned. He set up envircnments where
students could experience learning as well as read about eventc. John ’
Dewey's theory guidea practice end research for many years. The theories of
B.F. Skinner, Carl Rodgers, and .. Piaget have also guided teaching and
reseerch.

In the last decade, we havelstudied schools in isolation, classrooms in
isolation from schools and students inp isolation from classrcoms and schools.
Findings regarding the percent of student time-on-task will not recessarily
help a teacher do a better job. The teacher needs school policies that will
support the good use of c]qssroom time. The teacher also neeas specific
information about which students are oft-task during which activities, so
that adjustments can be made.

The charge of the 80'¢c is to study the whole schcol context, taking into
consideration administration, teachers, and students, together. he results
of this research combined with the enpirical findincs generated during the
research in the 1970's may enable us to generete a comprehensive and

practical theory of effective schooling.
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-y Chancina Teacher Behavior: From Symbolism to Reality
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There seems to be 1ittle question that American public education is
presently facing a serious crisis. The origins of the crisis are man}; some
are societal, e.g., dec]ininé population, rising social disorder with the
resultant crime and vandalism, shifting priorities that divert funds away
from.social programs.- -These and other external conditions and developments
have cecreased the resources available to education and complicated the
already difficult tasks that the public schools have been called upon to
perform.

But another, internal, cause of the educatiorial crisis is the public
schools' malfunctioning. The popular press, e.qg. Time ("Help! Teacher Can't
Teach," June 1980), reports numerous instances of teacher incompetency and
administrative inability to efficiently and effectively deliver educational
services, andﬁthere has been a concomitant decline in student achievement.

At this working conference we are examining cne facet of the internal
problems facing the scheools: how to improve teacher performance and the role
inservice training might play in such improvement efforts. To be sure,
ineffective teacher classroom behavior is but one part of the problem. Other
faéffys such as inept administrators and student antisocial attitudes,

contritiute in turn to teacher -ineffectiveness. Because of the influence

these othe ctors heve, it seems unlikely .o assume that teacher classroom

nce can be\or will be improved by teachers alone. Thus in my paper I
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In this paper I want to present a perspective, a point of view, rather

than a fully developed argument. There are two reasons for ny tentativeness:
Sne, my thinking.about how hest to improve teacher behavior has been changing
over the last year or two and I have not yet fully formulated these new
thoughts and two, I understand the spirit of this coﬁference to be one of
inquiry and exploration--it would be inappropriate to present and fierce]y
defend a particular viewpoint. You (conference participants) represent
various roles in the educational system--1 look forward to your reactions.

Let me state a few caveats and warnings. 1 will often refer in geﬁera]
to "American Education.” As you know, that enterprise--American Education--
is enormously varied,. largely decentra]ized,:aqd very complex. Generalizing
about.American Education is a risky business at best. I realize that there
are likely manx\exoeptions to my genera]izatibns. Also, my paper is based on
assumptions uﬁder]ying work in progress o; teaching effectiveness. My
fntegpretation of this work may be 11m1fed-—I welcome your comments.
Finally, my argument may cha]ienge assumptions and beliefs held by some of
you. I am not trying purposefully tco be provocative; my purpose is to try tb
shake all of us out of orthodox thinking--something I think necessary if we
are going to make progress in improving teacher behavior.

Let me briefly outline the paper that follows. First I will describe:

why school districts can be described as institutionalized and therefore

attend to teacher tehavior and teacher effectiveness in essentially a
synbo]ic way. Then I wil] dﬁsguss some recent developments that may allow
school districts to deal with teaéher behavior more effectively and thereby
become more like a technical system, and finally I will discuss the

implications this new deve]opﬁent mith have for school district management.
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School Districts as Institutionalized Organizations

A common observation of American public school teachers is they work
quite autonomously behind closed classroom doors (Lortie, 1975). To be sure
teachers are occasicrally visited by principals and other supervisors,
especially during their pfdbationary term, but for the most part teachers are
largely unsupervised when it comes to the day-to-day interactions they have
with their pupils. Similarily, the relationships between each teacher's
methods and his/ter pupil's learning, are largely unknown or can at best only
be estimated (Goodlad, Klein, & Associates, 1974). Thus we have a curious
situation where what wou1d‘seem to be the most important interaction in a
schooling system, that is teacher classroom behavior and its effects on
pupils learning, is largely unattended to in any direct supervisory mahner in
most school districts. This is even more surprising when one views the
reportedly low level of preparation teéchers generally receive before they
begin their difficult task (Lortie, 1975). (In California presently there is
a bill before the Legislature to reguire teachers to pass a written test on
basic reading and mathematics skills.)

The now fashionable concept of craganizational analysis called "loose
cbup11ng” (Weick, 1976) helps describe this phenomenon. "Loose coup11n§"
meané that in organizations, ”units,'processes, actions and individuals are
typically connected loosely rather than tightly. Thus actions by one agent
or element have 1ittle predictable relationship to the actions of another
element or agent" (Salencik, Note 1, cited in Clark, McKibben, & Malkus, Note
2). Most school districts, when it comes to managing their most important
1nteractionsj-naﬁe1y the interaction between teachers and pupils and the
effects thereof--are loosely coupled (Meyer,“Note 3). FOne manifestation of

this loose coupling is that teacher\§§havior becomes self-determined and both
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effective and ineffective teachers continue their work largely urmonitored by
anyone from outside the classroom door. It doesn't seem 1ikely that
continuing this pattern will result in aﬁy significant improvement in teacher
performance. '

hy are teacher interaction patterns with pupils and their results only
lcosely coupled from organizational management? A number of explanations
have been offered for this phenomenon. One of the most persistent views
expressed whenever school administrators gather at local, state, and national
meetings is: "I really want to be an instructional leader but all the paper
work and other problems distract me from this' important task" (Williams, |
Hi11, & Vuchitech, Note 4). Accordinq1y, principals take time-management
classes and make solemn promises to mend their ways--but teachers remain
isclated behind their classroom doors. Others (Goodlad, 1978) feel that
school administrators have beer going through a phase (a second era) in which
they have allowed purely administrative, and therefore peripheral, matters to
divert them from their central task, which, 1nvGoqd1ad‘s view, should be the
school's curriculum and instructional program. Goodlad joins the growing
chorus of voices calling upon administrators to reestablish instruction as a
top job priority. "

In a somewhat similer vein, Erickson (Note 5) feels that educational
administration research and training programs have gone awry, focusing as
they do on organizational thePry, collective bargaining, politics, econgmics,
and the like. They give far too little attentfon to important auestions
about what 1nstruct19na1 methods and supporting organizationai structures
will result in the greatest pupil learning. Like Goodlad, he urges a
“paradigm shift" in which educational administration réfocuses its attention

and priorities towerd instruction.
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Given these rather persistent statements about the need for
administrators to attend to instruction, one would expect that today we would
find principais and principal preparation programs turning their attention in
this direction.' I suspect; however, that the “paradigm shift" Eriékson calls
for has npt:taken place except in a symbolic manner (Dornbusch & Scott,
1975). Séhoo] administrators largely do not attend specifically to
day-to-day classroom 1nstructionai activities. If this is so, what explains
this reluctance of schcol districts and school ad%inistrators to address this
important cencern?

In my view, one of the most penetrating analyses of this phenomenon has
been expressed by Meyer and Rowan (1977). They confirm the observation that
school districts, when it comes to their technical core (that is the careful
monitoring of teacher instructional methods and its result on pupil learning)
are indeed loosely coupled. But, they note, it is a mistake to label the
typical school district's instructional supervision as totally loosely
coupled. Indeed, schcol districts have many instruction-related activities
and standards that are very tightly ccupled. They point out that districts
pay very close attentionlto such things as: whether or not teachers are
credentialed; whether schools meet various accreditation-related standards
such as providing the appropriate number of library vo]umes‘per pupil,
limiting c¢lassroom size, having a published curriculum, and providing
inservice training for teachers and administrators. Whether the teachers
indeed teach the established curriculum or whether or not credentialed
teachers are using sound instructional methods, however, receive little

direct district attention other than routine teacher or administrator

workshops“or inservice training.




Meyer and Rowan regard these activities and similar accreditation-
related standards as essentially symbolic acts which, when added together,
constitute what the public accepts as an adequate definition of education énd
what school acministrators call instructional improvement. Very little is
done by school districts to assure that changes actually take place in
classrooms or that teachers achieve the desired results. School
administrators, when asked whether or not their schools are good or not, will
often answer in terms of symbols, such as the percentage of teachers with
advanced degrees, quality of facilities, ana soundness of the curriculum, and
the decision-making processes. Meyer and Rowan Jabel organizaticns that
behave in this way as institutionalized, as opposed to technical
organizations. Institutionalized organizations tend tc tightly couple their
symbols to their organizational structure; conversely technical organizations
tightly couple their organizational structure to their technical core.

Meyer and Rowan offer several reasons why school districts have adcpted

this institutionalized mode. 1 wil] discuss three which are relevent to the

‘perspective I am presenting.

1. Education has a reharkdb]y weak technical core. They assert
educators really know little about the relationship between
teacher behavior and pupil learning--unlike hcspitals or many
menufacturing firms for example, which have a relatively
strong techrical core. It is very difficult and even
dysfunctional to tightly 1ink an organizational structure

to a weak technical core. )

2. School districts ovér the decades can bevthought of as having
been very successfu],(Qith no need fo attend to the technical
core: How can school districts be ccnsidered successful? If

32
30




providing a real and equal opportunity for all children to
meet their potential is the criterion--then schools seem
clearly and increasingly unsuccessful. However, if the
success criteria include steadily increasing budgets,
government protection, and a fairly high general public
opinion of schools, then schools indeed have been quite
successful. For éxamp]e, school districts over the years
have shown consistent budget growth and‘the curriculum has
increased from the basic core to embrace such subjects as
drivér education, nutrition, and sex education. The number
of people employed in school systems has grown steadi]y'over
the decades. Clearly, the public has supported the public
education with all its institutional characteristics. In
terms of organizational survival, the American public school
c1ear1y has been a winner!

3. Anothér reason for the institutionalized character of schools,
they argue, is that its behavior is consistent with its assigned
role as a social and economic sorting machine. .;he fact that
some children do better than others is, in the public mind, to
be expected becatise not all chi]dren\are equally endowed with
the abilities to meet the demands of schooling--and society.
Some are winners, some are losers; and the school cannot be
blamed for this. There is no need to look at the technical
system because it hes only limited power to influence pupil
achievement.

Thus in Meyer and Rowan's view the institutional nature of schools is an

enlightened response by sensible pecpie to their situation. If schools are
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successful as they are why muck about with an unsure technclogy and perhaps
display the weaknesses of the technical core? In the public's mind, a school

is a school is & school. So, in spite of their protestations tc the
;

contrary, school administrqtors are not inclined, or professionally able, td
pay close attenfion to theér ;echnica1 instructional core.

In manyfways, 1 am 1méressed with the Meyer and Rowan, thesis. 1In light
of recent developments in éducation, hewever, T think there is reason to
question whether.,or not fhisfinstitutiona1ized mode must persist. In my
- opinion, school d1str1cts_can and should become more technical organizations.
Let me clarify that Sbégrvation by critiquing the Meyer and Rowan analysis; 1
have reservatioﬁs about their third reason, and conditions in schcols may
have changed so as to ailow districts to change from their'institutiona1ized
posture and become more technical. First, | will express some reservations
about their third reason, then make comments on the first two. Mever and
Rowan are not alone in arguing that school districts respond to society's
need for a "sorting-machine" and are.therefore not really interested in
Tooking closely at the interaction between teacher behavior and pupil
achievement. Some economists have maintained that the schoojé have helped
sort out people into various economic classes. Speaking of the development
of a supply of skilled labor, Bowles and Girntis (1976) state: "Inceed we
shall suggest that the maintenance of such a 'reserve army' of skilled 1abor‘
has been a maor, and not unintended, effect of U.S. Education through the
years.

Persona]]}vl have some difficulty with this as an explanation for the
lack of school district attention to the technical instructional core. One

reason for my doubt is the cemplexity of the American educational system.
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The argument of those who see some purposeful national policy to de]ﬁberate1y
sort people into social classes has to rest on thé assgmption that there is
some group whc can effectively influence an entire diversified nétiona]
schooling system. [ have no doubt that some unknown, and perhaps large,
percentage of sch001 districts have fulfilled that sorting role. No doubt
many continue to do so today. But I believe that many educators do wish to
provide éh equal opportunity for all their students to achieve at their
{highest Tevel and they are frustrated by their inability to do so.
| I don't think lack of séhoo] diéfhf&?'desirewtouimppgye pupi
achievement and life ard career chances fully explains the 1n§t{fu£%6héTTzed~
character. What may have influenced the problem has béen a lack of a
technicel core--schcol administrators simply have not known what teécher
behaviors ana instructional methods most affect and improve pupil
achievement. Lacking that core, their behaviqf has become institutionalized:
they have tried to maintain public support through symbolic acts. And until
quite recently that strategy has been quite successful. The efficacy of
their symbo11c acts had resulted in a generally high level of pub1{c support.
The public had been willing to accept what the ;choo1s called education as
satisfactory. Schecol districts have not had to attend to their technical
core. |

But £here have been two important changes in recent years. One change
is-a decline in the public's satisfaction with and support of the public
schools. There are many reasons for this, e.g., perceived poor discipline,
.disagreement over desegregation solutions such as busing, changing opinions
regarding whether or not the public schools should have a continuing

semi-monopoly over educating America's youth. But a major reason, I would
. y .

suggest, i3 the increasingly visible signs that the schools simply aren't




doing a very good job, as evidenced by declining test scores in general and a
persistent inability to assist those in the lower socioeconomic strata to
improve their academic performance. In spite of &1l the schools' symbolic
acts, the public is cryihg fqr better results. Sensing the continuing
inability of the public schools to deliver, they are withdrawing their
support. |

The other important change I perceivé is the emergence of a better
understanding of the relationship between teacher behavior and pupi?
achievement which holds promise gf developing into a technical instructis -
core. |

The elements of that emerging technology are well known to many of you,
and will 1ikely be dealt with at some Tength by others here, so I will only
mention them briefly. A major component has been the findings of the BTES
research (Fishker, Filby, Marliave, Cahan, Dishaw, Moore, & Berliner, Hcte €)
which identified a 1ink between allocated Academic Learning Time and pupil
achievement. I would aqd to that research, the work of those who have been
further probing the efféct of teacher behavior on pupil achievement an
deriving the practical implications of that work (Stallings, 1980). prutaf‘
to that is the work of those who have been, for several years, drawing upon
principles of learning and classroom-proven methods te deveTop both the
science and art of teaching (Hunter, 1971). 1 vould also include the
developing technology in competency:based testing which can provide a more
direct measure between instruction and pupil achievement, and thercby serve
as a valuable instructional tool (0'Shea, MNote 7).

This shift from 1nstrupt10na1 symbolism to instructional technology can

be aptly illustrated by Bloom's (MNote 8) description of mastery learning in

which he describes the following implicetions rastery learning has for
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instructional practice: available time versus time-on-task (amount of time
invested differs frum the active learning time spent); intelligence versus
cognitive entry (predictinc academic achievement on the basis of intelligence
measures differs from using specific knowledge, abilities or skills as
prerequisites for learning); summative versus formative testing (using tests
to judge a student's grade versus using tests as a diagnostic and
instructional tool); teachers versus teaching (judging teacher quality on the
basis of traits and training versus judging teacher effectiveness by
examining instructional behaviors); parent status versus home environment
conditions (estimating pupil success by noting home and family racial,
socio-economic and culturad characteristics versus observing parent and pupil
interactions and behavior in the home).

To be sure, a fully developed technoloyy of teaching does not yet exist.
Both Bloom (1980) and Stallings (1980) remind us that much additional
research and developmental work remains to be completed. Moreover, Denham
(1080) and Fenstermacher (1980) warn us about moving too quickly from the
BTES findingé to an overiy definitive and rule-bound instructional system for

all teachers. These are important caveats and caution is well advised, but I

would disagree with those who would insist that the most that can be made of

these firdings is to develop materia]s for péacher workchops or for teacher
use és,their felt needs, discretion, or 1pﬁérests Tead them to it.

Given the two significant changes iﬁfthe séhoo]s' systems that were
described dpove——the deE]iné in the pqﬁﬁic's satisfaction with and support of
the public §§h001s, and the emergencgfof a technical instructional core--

serious effarts to improve teacher,/performance calls for, [ believe, ar

Qfganizationa1}rcsponse by the total school system. If there can be anera1:

agreement thet some teacher behaviors and methods will more than likely

37

35 /




result in greater pupil growth than wil) other teacher behaviors and methods,
then school districts must beagin to 1dent1fy those behaviors and attend
closely to whether or not they are Eeing used by teachers. School districts
must identify instruction and pupil achievement as a major technical
responsibility. 1In other words, schcol districts should begin the task of
tightly coupling their organizational structure to anfagreed-upon technical
instructional core. This means that they must abandon the approact of

of fering ”cafetetia style" inservice training ana instead develop ways to
assure that the agreed-upon 1nstructioﬁa1 practices are utilized. They must
re-examine the attitude that improving teacher performance is solely” the
responsibility of the classroom teacher. The entire school district,
teachers and adminisfrators, should begin exploring ways to 1ink their

organizational structure to the instructional core. To continue to ignore

this crucial activity will, in my opinion, result in a further decline in

pupil achievement and a continuing erosion of the public's confidence in the
schools.

School Districts as Technical Organizations

How would a school district as a technical organization differ from
schoel districts that are 1nst1tut10nalizéd organizations? Essentially it
would mean that it would no longer leave specific teacher classroom behavior
and the measurement of its effects sclely to teacher discretion, behind the
classroom coor. ,The‘schoo1 district would likely provide inservice training
on desired teacher behaviors, and they would see to it that teachers actually
behaved in the desired manner, and they would determine whether or not the
desired behavior was having its inrtended eftect.

Let me illustrate this more specifically. A colleaque of mine, Adrianne

Bank, and I are conducting a three-year research study at UCLA's Center for

.36 38

e




the Study of Evaluation on how school districts can link testing énd
evaluation with instructicral improvement (Williéms & Bank, in press). Based
on cur observations and analyses, we believe that some components of a
technically based school district instructional program would have certain
components. I will not attempt to present some blueprint that would be
common for all school districts; we have learned that there ‘are many ways in
which school districts differ on conditions or variables that can critically
influence the design and effective implementation of such a plan. No common
program will work everywhere.

An important, perhaps the most critical, component is a comprehensive
idea of what the district wishes to accompiish. What, for instance, is thé
overall logic of the plan? \hat parts of an instructional renewal plan dces
the district want to emphasize? Are there commonh teacher behaviors or
conditions the district wants to see occurring in each classroom? What

“district conditions, specifically and gene;a]]y related to schooling, impede
or help thehdistrict? For example, it makes a difference in ferms of
inservice training needs if the district is already staffed with a large
percent of competent, experienced teachers rather than a large cadre of new,
inexperienced teachers. Additionally, teachers traditionally work alone
behind closed doors; they do not readily embrace new teaching technologies
into their repertoires. FKow will you bridge this barrier in attempting to
change deeply embedded teacher behavior?

A district must determine its unit of change; by this I mean, where it
focuses its attention--at the school building, the district level, or some
combination thereof. In the past many have argued that the most effective
change strategics should be built around the school site, with the principal

playing a key change-agent role. In some instances, this would be most
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appropriate. In spifte of the widespread support for this strategy, however,

I have increasing reservations about its use das the only way to change and

improve teacher behavior. I believe cur faith in principa1s' ability to
change teacher behavior is sometimes overestimated. One reason for my
reservation is that experienced teachers generally have little faith in the
ability cf a ncr-teaching principal, who often has Jess training and
classroom experience than some teachers, to offer valid aavice. Also, there
simply hasn't been a technical core with agreed-upon techniques and
vocabulary to which principals could turn when trying to change teacher
behavior.

W1th regard to differing strategies, some Schoo]l d1str1cts may agree at
the d1str1ct wide 1eve1 about an agreed-upon set of preferred teacher
techniques ard behaviors. In such districts the principal's task may be to
assure that these standards and behaviors are being exhibited by teachers.
But note that this would shift the principal's role from that of an expert,
whe can determine teacher effectiveness to that of being an agent who assures
the implémentation of district-wide standards that have been agreecd upon by
teachers and administrators. 1In other districts, it may be more appropriate
to consider the schocl as a unit, with the brincipa] playing a major
instructional ro]e.

Arother criticel factor would seem to he the distriet's determination to
enforce its 1nstructiona1 renewal plan. That is, some mechanism must be
developed tc assure that the district' S agreed-upon standards are indeed
being implemented. Specific steps must be taken to tightly couple the
organizational structure to the technical core. Someone has to supervise the

supervisor!
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A consequence of this is that districts will eventually have to take
appropriate action tq"as§urgigngpapg»;omp]iance or provide incentives to
encourage4th;se who must meet district standards and to assistrfhoéé Qﬁor
cannot. An admittedly difficult problem is determining appropriate steps to
be taken with those who cannot or will not show adequate improvement.
Typically, district-teacher contracts and traditions have all but eliminated
the termination of contracts of incompetent teachers. And to be surerit will
1ikely be a long time, if ever, before a sufficiently developed technical
corfe will be avai]gb]e that could be used for determining teacher competency.
[f the link between teacher behavior and student achievement can be firmly

established, however, it seems reasonable that all harties to the educational

enterprise--administrators, unions, parents and the courts--will want to seek

a. fair and reasonable way to assure that such behaviors are encouraged.

A final compcnent would be that the districts would develop & set of
criterion-referenced tests that would bé available to the teachers for
dfégnostic teaching purposes. These tests should be in a highly usable form,
e.g., easily administered, quickly scored, and directly tied to the
district's instructional program. The link between test results and their
instructional 1mp1ications should be devefoped SO fhat teachers can make use

of the results rather than have the results used against them (O'Shea, Note

7).

There are numerous other components and conditions that 1ikely must be
attended to. Let me dwell on just one more, and a crucial one, namely the
scope of responsibility. 1 do not view the deve]opmeﬁt and imp]ementatjon of
a technical core to be sé]e]y a top-down, management respcnsibi]ity; it is a
scheol district responsibility. School administratoré are no more qualified

nor motivated to improve instruction than are teachers or teacher unions.
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This effort must be a district-wide responsibility, with all the partieé
participéting in the program's P'anning and implementation. Like]y;
AWQDQQ?WQUtA_uiihAits,wiﬁer,organizationa1~perspective and responsibilities,
will initiate such a plan. ‘Bur:such a plén will not go very far if it isg
essentially top-down and u1t1maﬁé1y deve10p§ into an adversary relationship
between management and labor that excludes the public.” Developing and
utilizing an effective technical core is everyone's business and in
everyone's interest.

I have not talked directly about inservice training, bﬁt it is obviously
a key to this approach because improvement will have to take place largely
with experienced teachers. Inservice training would have to be geared to the
special heéds of each district and would include such activities as
developing the technical core, teaching appropriate skills, developing and
implementing a criterion-referenced testing program, and determining the
implications of criterion-referenced test results for instructional practice.
A key factor is that inservice training be linked to a district plan rather-
than a set of management-determined, symbolic activities which may have only
a marginal relaticnship to what wil] most improve teacher behavior and pupil
Jlearning.

I[s It Possible? .

Perhaps some of you are thinking, "Well, these are interesting
theoretical notions, but it is quité unrealistic to think that this can ever
be put into practice." To this ] wou]djrep1y that two of the six districts
that Adrianre Bank and I are studying HaJe been developing and implementing
plans like those described for years. CA]so see Stow, 1979.) Qne is a large
urban district, the other a small suburban district. While following

somewhat different paths to get to their presert positions, both have defined
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~ behaviors that are expected, provided necessary inservice training for

P

a technical core, provicded for the wide-spread understanding of the teacher

teachers and supervisors, provided for direct supervision (tight coup]iné),
and related their efforts to competency-based pupil achievement measures.
Far more than most districts, they have the qualities of a technical system--
their technical core is tightly coupled with the organizational structure.
It has taken approximately eight years for the districts to reach this point.
There is still much work to be done; however, the districts already are
convinced that-this approach hss resulted in increased pupil achievement.

Let me conclude with some speculations about ways in whfch this shift
from an institutiona]izéd system to a technical system‘might occur in L e

districts. Several things might cause it to happen. One, some "idea

“champion" cr cohart of reformers may recognize the opportunity and push in

this dairection simply as a way of improving the educaticnal system. In one
of the districts we studied, this was the way it happered. The other way it’
may ccfe about is when districts are so_persistent1y unsuccessful in
improving pupil achievement that they begin to 1osé public support and their

very existence is threatened. They may turn to such a strategy as a crisis

-solution. :

If a teaching technical core is emerging and its use in classrooms is
determined to have an important impact on pupil achievement, then we cannot

wait for a full-blown technology to develop before we act. Ve should.

o
i~

seriously consider taking what is available and still developing and

fashioning a technical core, however limited, and implementing it in school

_districts in a fair and humane way. | maintain this will only happen

ey

effectively when changing teacher behavior is acted upon as a school district

responsibility.
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in Expéndeo View of the Student Qutcomes
That Are Built or Restrained by
© Teaching Processes and Structurest
~ Beatrice A. Ward . : ) 4
Far liest Laboratory for Educational RE&D
There is no gquestion that a primary goal of teacher education--whether

preservice initiation to the concepts, processes, and decision-making of

‘teaching or inservice refinement and improvement of these factors--is to

produce teaching and 1nstruc£16n.that make it pqssibTe for all sfudents‘to,
learn. Likewise, the importance of Qtudents‘ acquisition of basfc
mafhematics, reading, and writing skills is not questioned. Mor is their
acquisition of the skills and attitudes necegsary to become employable adults
a matter of conjecture. Thus, in terms of research on. teaching and teacher
edhcation, the questions regarding criterion measures of teacher
efFectiveness 1ie not in these general goal areas, but‘in two underlying
characteristics of these ara other such general goals.

The first, problematic characteristics of general educational goals is
that no sirgle year's experience at the elementary school level or no single
course at the secondary level produccs the desired outcomes. For any given
individual, achievement of skills and attitudes results from a co]iection of
mary educaticnal experiences over an extended period of time. (In fact, in

the United States, we typically expect the complete learning process to

*The author wishes to thank WilTliem J. Tikunoff, Charles Fisher, John
Mergendoller,. Alexis Mitman, and Thomas Rounds for contributing to the
contert of this pafper.

Huch of the research discussed herein has been sponsored under contract
by the Hational Irstitute of Ecducation (Contract #4C0--80--12C). The
opiniors expressea in this article do not necessarily reflect the position or
policy of the MNaticrnal Institute of Education and no official endorsement by
the Mational Institute of Cducation should be inferred.
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require 13 years of schcoling, kindergarten through twelfth grade.) This

makes it difficult to attribute a student's acquisition of knowledge, skills,

--attitudes, ete:; to a Darffcuiar“feaché?‘drma‘partfcuTaf'yeaf'bf'éthbb]{hg;‘““"““

The second problematic characteristic of general educational grals is
that the knowledge, skills, and attitudes which tth encompass are 1ea?ﬁéév
both ir &nd out of school. Thus, as noted by Hamiﬁton (1%20), "simply
assessing student achievement and attributing thai achievement to school
practice is foolish" (p. 2). Further, as Cencks, Smith, Acland, Bane, Cohén,
Gintis, Heyns, and Michelson (1972)‘and others have pointed o&t family
background ana other:facfors; inc]uding "Tuck and.Chance,; are as gocd or
better predictors than schooling data when one wishes te predict a student's
eventual occupational attainment and success.

bhat, then, can be used as measures of teacher effectiveness? Building
en the work of Hamilton (198C) and numerous economists, I propcse that what
we have been using and must continue to use are dndicators that the teaching
process will ultimetely lead to students' attainment of the general goals to
which we all subscribe. Further, I recomiend that we utilize these
indicators in the same manner they are used in economics, that is, as
“Teading indicators.“ To do this requires that we identify that set of
"indicators" which, if they occur in the short-term in a classroom and
accumulate over several vears of schooling, predict that all children wil]
have successful scheoling experiences (attain the genéra1 goals).

Further, T suggest that inasmuch as we are focusing on teaching,
whatever indicators are used must (a) be affected by whafﬁaktéﬁcher does or
does not do, (b) be observable (measureable) within a reletiveiy short period

&

of time in the actual teaching situation, (c¢) have a loyical/theoretical link

-

with students' acquisition of the general educationel avals, and
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(d) accommodate indiviauél differences among teachers and students. For

e -~ discussion-purposes,-in no-order.-of priority,..l propose the following as. .. . .

indicatof’s of teaching effectiveness that meet these five criteria:

Agreement between teacher intent and student understand{ng

_“anwhgt is to be learned/accomplished/prcduced
- COngrueH;érbetweén schooling goals and the student
participationlrequiremeqté of the classroom

- Use of time in the classroom

- Students' views of themselves and others

Prior to discussing each of these indicators, ceveral features of
schoo]ing_warrant consideration because they 1nf1ﬁence the boundaries within
which the indicators with be observable. First, a§ ncted by Jacksnn (1968),
the teaching and learning that occur in schools take place in a group
setting. Seldom, if ever, is one teacher assigned only oHe student. To work
in such a configuratjon reﬁuirés special arrungements‘that make %t possible
for numcrous people to exist and work together. Second, in a_typica]
“ classroom, teacher and stuéent talk is an integral feature of the
teaching-learning process. Third, schools are basically eva]uat%ve settings.
What a student does there ana what others think of what he or she does are
important.. Fourth, generally schoo]; are designed‘ so the teacher is more
powerful than students in terms of C;E1d1n9 what will occur in the classroom.
Fifth, stucent achievement in schools is a mutual responsibility of the
student, the teacher, other mgmbers of the school organization such as school
adriinistrators, and parents.. No single person can te held accountable for a
student's achievement of the general goals of education.

Thus, indicators of effective teaching occur in a complex context that

brinas with it many givens as well as many manipulables. As each of the
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/
suggested indicators is discussed, the aspects of the sthooling setting

/
listed above should be kept in mind. /

/
/

- Agreement Between Teacher Intent and Student's

7
Understanding of What Is to Bé Done
Use of agreement between teacher intent ang/students‘ understanding of
vhat is to be dene as an indicator of effectiwé/teaching is ba<ed on two
assumptions: //

(1) For at least part of the time d;y4ng a scheol day, the
teachingvacts in a classroom ayé intentional. That is,
the teacher plans tdfteach ;74ticu1ar skills or knoQ1edge
to particular students and/purposefu11y selects the
materials to be used, thg/keaching behaviors to employ,

and the ways in which géudents will demonstrate acauisition

of the skills or knqﬁ<edge.

/

(2) Studehtsvmugt und;%gtand and interpret both what! is taught
and what they apé,to do to demonstrate skill and knowledge
acquisition jﬁ;order to be successful learners. Hence,
students’:uﬁderstandings of the teacher's intent mediates

the relationship between ohserved instructional activities
. ya

/

and the student's participation behavior in the classrogm. //
SuéceSéfu1 teaching, then, might be expected to result in high agreement
between the teacher's intenced outcomes and a vast majority of the students'
interpretations of what was to be Gone. In adddition, behavior in the

classroom and the outcones of their work would be in accord with teacher

intent.
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To date, this type .of indicator of successful teaching hés‘been included
oo -dn only-a few research efforts. . For. purposes of illustration, I will provide
examples from work thaticurrently is underway at Far \lest Léboratory.

At Fgr lest Laboraidf} we have been studying the classroom from multiple
perspectives, one of which focuses on the teacher intent-student |
understanding linkage. The primary data source used to obtain information
regarding teachers' and students' internal thinking in this régard has been
open-ended interviews. Teacher interviews emphasizea what the teacher
“intended to teach during a givén lesson, why this Qaé being taught, how it
would be taught, what the studénts were to do, what outcomes the students
were to demonstrate or produc§§~and how student performarce would be
evaluated. Student interviews were conducted immediately following the

actual conduct of the lesson described by the teacher. With few exceptions,

most of the interviews focused on so]ic}ting each student's understanding of
the ongoing activities, e.g., asking the stucent about what he/she was
supposed to co, what mace a good assignment, and how the teacher would
evaluate the work. In adgition, in-class observations of the teacher and
" student were conducted while the actual lesson took place.

Three firndings from the study (see Mitman, Mergendoller, Ward, Tikunoff,
% Rounds, Mote 1, for complete information) illustrate the potential
usefulness of the teacher intent-student understanding indicator.

First, it was generally the case that students at the earliest grade

levels (e.g., kindergarten and first grade) had difficulty comnunicating

their perceptions, whi]e students at later grade levels had little or’ no
difficulty. By second grade, some-students were able to describe the

requirements of their assignments in fairly articulate terms. Hence, student
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perceptions appear to be a potentially reliable source of indicator data
early on in the schooling process.

" A_second finding was that there was variation within some classes in
terms of how aware students were of the requirements of the assignment and
their own behavior. The existence of such differences was consistent with
the differences in student participation that were observed. These c
differences suggest that students' understanding of what is to be Tearned and
done probably is one mediating factor between work characteristics and
participation. There were othér classes where understandings of the
assignment were similarly clear or confused across all students who were
observed and interviewed. In these cases, the teacher's manner offsetting up
the inst?uctiona] activities may have been influential enough sc as to'BEVé
elicited very similar responses from students. There was evidence tha% the
work activity structures and instructicnal and managerial behaviors of the
teacherS/?;/;he classes where student participation was more competeat led to
a gaod mesh between teachers' and students' understanding. The teachers in
the classes with the most competent student participation had more specific
instructioral plans that they were able to communicate to students. More
articulate lesson instructions and a more tightly supervised instructional
environment seemed to give al) students a clear understanding of the
expectations for the work performance and class behavigr. In contrast, in
classes where students' participation was 1ess'c0mpetent, teachers seemed
less sure of their. instructional tactics. Many students, in turn, evidenced
more ambiguity about what was required and sometimes even micinterpreted

i
requirements. In shert, their understanding of the work activity structure

and demands was poorer,
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A third finding indicated by the Far West Labcratory _student interviews
was that, in general., students were less able to pomment:on some aspects of
their assignments than others. For instance, stuﬁents usually had little
difficulty in describing what they did or were supposed to be doing on their
assignments during class time. In contrast, stuoénts seemed to have more
difficulty in descrihing the purpose of their assignments or what the teacher
would ao with their papers once they were turned in. These latter inquiries
apparently.called for more abstractiéﬁ than'many sﬁudents were capable of,
eveﬁ af the higher grade levels, or requiréd the uée of teacher intent
information that had not been given to the studenté. This suggests yet
another important aspect of teacher-student communﬁcation that could be
tapped by the "understanding indicator." One wou}d expect that more
csuccessful teachers would make the purpose as well as the procedures of the
teaching-learning activity clear to all the participants.

I'n his discussien of the tesks of teaching and learring in clas¢srooms,
Doyle (Note 2) cutlined several aspects of teaching and learning that, in my
opinion, also fall within the parameters of thfs teacher intent-student
understanding indicator.

DbyTe's approach emphasized learning tasks and what he termed "an
exchange of performance for grades." In th{s contéxt, grades referred to
"the various forms of summative evaluation or public recognition for
apprcpriate performance, that occur in classrooms" (p. 15). He noted that
Tearning tasks differ according to the probabi]ity and efficiercy of task
~accomplishment and indicated that these differences were experienced by the
students as degrees of risk and ambiguity. According to Doyle:

Pisk rofers to the 1ikeTihood of not being able

to meet the task demards on a particular occasion,
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FTther because the demands are great or the student

will be unable to acquire the competence necessary to -
_display the required performance. Ambiguity results

from gaps in 1nf0rmation about the exact performance

that will Be required and ﬁow to procduce it. The concern

here is not ambiguity resulting from.a lack of teacher

clarity. Some tasks are inherently éhbiguous. For

(. example, writing is a task that.is often ambiguous

because public criteria for "gocd" writing are difficult

to define and; in McPherson's (197%) viords, "there can

be no absolute formula for producing it" (Note 2, p. 18).
Doyle went oun to sugdest that‘a]thoughcteachers may present, or assign, tasks
that involve high risk and high ambiguity, students wiTﬁ attempt to negotiete‘
1ess demanding work, find ways to get someone e]se to do the work (e.g., the
teacher), or circumvent the task. Here, then, we are rot only lockirg at
teacher intent-ctudent understanding but=a1so student manipulation of intent,
perhaps based on their understarding of the original task. When this occurs;
riore successful teachers may pursue their original intent and be less
manipulable than less successyl teachers and students in the more successfu]
c]asses, in turn, may devote ‘ess time to manipulaticn efforts than students

. in other classes. Further, more of the learning preducts (outcemes) in the
success.u] classes should 1ncorporate and cemonstrate thevcomp1ex-knpw1edge
and skills the teacher intended to have the students apply ‘and learn.

1

" Thus, even though research re]ated to teacher 1ntent student

AN

' underftdnd1ng is recent and 11n1ted, V1ewed from a variety of perspectives,
=

this construct appears to ofter a teaching effectiveness indicator that meets
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the four criteria listed earlier and can be measured based on the current

3

state of the art in teaching research.

Congruence Between Schooling Goals and Lo
' |

Student Participation Requirements in the Classroom

This second indicator also incorporates aspects of classroom-basea
teaching and learnirg that have only recently been investigated. If,
likewise, blLilds from two assumptidns. First, it is assumed that in addition

U

to reading, mathematics, and writing skills achievement, parehfs, teachers,

°

etc. also ascribé~to otHer schoo]ingbcutcomes for students. For example,
most scBoo]s and boards of eaucation include somewhere in their 1ist of
general educational goa]s devefopment of 1ndependént }earnikg ski]]s‘and
- -development of ability to work cooperatively and co]]aborative]y with oﬁheré‘
Second, it is assumed that how students learr has as much or more to do
with acduisition of .these latter types of skills and knowledge than the
content of the learning task (e.g., see Bidwe]],n1972, and Dreeban, 1967).
Bossert (1979) supports this view: :
} What students are exposed to should affect what
they.1earn. Yet the structure gnd methods used
to transmit the content of the curriculum and
fo facilitate the developrent of required skills
also are important determinants of learning.
(p. 13)

If one accepts these assumptions, Ehe structure of the classroom and the
‘student partic1pation_requirementstjmposed by the structure can be employed
‘as short-term 1ndicat6rs that long-term achievement of goals such as

development of independent 1earn1né skills and cooperative g;oup behavior

. will occur. For example, in order to become an independent leerner, one.




v

————— a7

might expect that a student would reed to learn to choose a tepic to study;
To acquire group cdoperation and collaboration skills, one might expect that
students would need to produce some group products as part of their c]assroom
agsignments.

Bdssert (1979) identified several aspects of the classrocm structure
that prdvide‘a means for determining whether the participation requirements
of the sfructure«are congruent with goals such as independent learning and

cooperative behavior. Two elements of the c]assrooﬁ’activity structure, in

particular, seem to be related to development of independent tearning skills.

One is the kind and amount of control studehtsﬁare given over their learning
tasks, which can vary feom decidifg which of several assigeed prcblems or
qdestions'to answer first, a minimal control option, to designing and
carrying out an entire learning task. The second is the extent to which
students mey‘advance‘to nev learning activities without teacher approval. A
Far West Laboratory study of all the classrocms in a single elementary school
(Mifman, et al., Note 1) found that student control was more restricted in
the Tower grades than the upper grades. Ry grade four,*two types of student
contro] opt1ons viere preva]ent The first kind of option entailed contro]
over the content of the assignmert. For instance, if students were asked to
write a journal entry, story, or essay, they had control over the content
beceuse they could Create the content or choose the content topic from a
specifiee set of alternatives. The second k1nd of option entu11ed control
over the pac1ng of the ass1gnwent In other‘words, students often were g1ven
control cver the amount of in- c]:;s time they devoted to an assignrent. The
anount of t1me ceuld vary from student to student both because scme students

<

coutd complete an assignment more quickly than other students, ‘and
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.because some assignments were to be completed over an extended time perioca

(seve:a] days or weeks), thus giVing:studentE control over what portion to
y e .
complete arrisng a given day.
~ In terms of advancement, students could advance within an assignment,
without required approval from theotéacher, for approximately half of the
activities that were observed.A For the remdining half of the activities,.

students were dependent on the teacher to advance, usually because the

‘teacher was Jeading the lesson and taking students step-by-step through the

Tesson material.

bhile being able to advance within an assianment wilhout depending on
the fteacher was fairly common, béﬁng able to advance to a new activity®
without teacher approval was not. The:option to advance across different
activities without -teacher approval was present only in the classes of

Teachers S (secona grade), -R (fourth grade), and Q (fifth gradg), and* even

then, this cption did not-necessarily apply tu all students in all the ciass

activities. .

Thus, in this school, progress towara acquisition and use of some of the
skilla associated with becoming aniipdependént learner appeared to be taking
place. The activity structUres that were established by the teachers
required students to assume more cqntro1'over their Tearning tasks as they
nevea through the elementary échoo] experience. ;On the other‘hanq, the
strugtures did not appear 1o requi?e an increase in student responsibility
for advancement to new learning tasks:. Hence, this indicator raises some
goubts about Tong-term achievement of the 1ndepenoeﬁt Tearning goal.

Relatives to cooberative‘behavior, the element of the activity structure

©

that is important is division of Tabor. Divisicn of labor is Ttoncerned with
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the extent to which the activity structure requires students to work toagether

to complete an assigned task. Typically, divisien of labor occurs when 2
group of{students is asked to produce a mural, a play, or a product with
multiple components, and different students are assigned different tasks
related to the completion of the assignment. The succeSs of the work is
based on the compilation of all stucents' contributions.

With few exceptions, there are no formal division; of labor among
students for the activities observed in the classroomn ?n the Far llest study.
In other words, the. vast majority of activities did not require that students
work together in pairs or small groups to comp]ete joint products. Yet,
while formal division of labor was not the norm, informal collaboraticn -among
students was. Teachers encouraged their students to seek assistance frem one
another in completing their individual products, sometimesvemphasizing that
students should take their inquiries to each cther before approaching them
(the teachers). Support of informal collaboration amond students--"using
each other as. resources'--seemed tn be a common philosophical thread uniting
a]] the teachers. However, the observations indicatea that permission to
interact sc freely may have blurred sludents' understanding of the task, and,
in turn, produced less competent participation, per se. Thus; if the
teachers wanted to foster shert-term cooperative behavior that was congruent
with evenfua1 achievement of their long-range goal in this area. it appeared
that they should have estab]1shed a formal, explicit structure that required
such behavior. The findings further suggested that the teachers should
specify who is to work together, whd is to do what part, and what exactly is
'tc be accomplished. Until students have extensive experience with
cooperative learning act1v1t1es, such guidelines are necessary for the

des1red participation to occur.

]
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In summary, the student participation requirements estab]ishéd by the -
activity structure the teacher creates and the extent to which students
participate successfully within the structure can be analyzed and utilized as
an indicator of teaching effectiveness. These findirgs then can be compared
with long-term learning goals. When the.structure requires students to
pa;ticipate in ways éhat are congruent with acqu{sition of the long-term
goals, and students do so successfully, the teaching may be Judged successful
from this perspective.

Use of Time

According to research on teaching, one of the most critical variables in
classroom téaching and learring is time. The amount of time available for
ciassroom teaching and learning, the amount of time and how students are

encaged in instructional tasks, the amount and quality of time allocated by

teachers to various activities are among some of the questions being asked.

For as Jackson (1968) has roted:
The amcunt of time children spend in school can

be described with a fair amount of quantitative

pre%ision, although the psychological significance
of the numbers involved is another matter entirely.
In most states the school year legally comprises
180 days. A full session on each of those days
usually lasts about 6 hours (with a break for
lunch), beginning somewhere around nine o'clock

in the merning and ending about three o'clock in
the afterncon. Thus, if a studeﬁt never misses

a day during the year, he spends“a 1jtt1e more

thar 1,000 hours urder the care and tutelage of
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teechers. If he has attended kindergarten and was
reasonably regular in his attendance during the
grades, he wi]]lhave Togged a 1ittle more than
7,000 classroom hours by the time he is ready for
Jjunior high school. The magnitude of 7,000 hours
spread over six or seven years of a child's 1ife
is difficult to comprehend.

Of course, given this total amount of time across the years, the actual
amount devoted to learning depends on}aunumber of factors. Fiske (1977)
suggests that among these are the 1enjth of the school year, the length of
the school day, how teachers allocate time, and the efficiency of its use by
students. Thus, it would seem that use of time can be used as an indicator
of teaching effectiveness.

Indeed, Qhere time has been investigated, it has been found tc be a
significant variable. For instance, both the amount of time in school and
the amount of time in specific instructional settings has been found to
re]aﬁe positively with student learning outcomes in a number of studies.
Wiley and Harnisghfeger (1974) reported a positive relationship between
achievement and length of school day and absentee‘rate. Karweit (1976)
applied the Wiley-Harnischfeger analysis moael to several other sets of dafa,
and while the effects were not as great, nevertheless she argued that the
quality of time use was as important as the quantity. McDonald (Note 3),
Hess and Takanishi (MNote 4), Stallings and Kaskowitz (Note 5), and Carroll
~and Spearett (Note 6) 1nvest1§ated amount of time spent in instruction in
specific subject areas and found positive reletionships between increased

time and learning outcomes.




While these stuaies were promising, the definition and measurement of
instructicral time generally has been at a gross level, e.g., total minutes
spent} Two exceptiuns would be the McDonaid (MNote 3)-study in which various
patterrs of time use and amount of time in direct instruction by the teacher
were investigated; and Fisher (MHote 7) study, which looked at teacher
a]]ocation of time to content categories of second arade mathematics
instruction and the relationcship of subsequent instructional time in each to
student achievement. Danoff (Note 8) attempted to provide auantitative
findircs on the relationships between the factors such as average number of
teacher hours per student per week and Language Minority Students'
ach%evement. Tt is only when the study of time moves to Ehese more specific

levels that the findings become useful guides for idenlifying quality

" teaching and the maximal opportunity tc learn.

Specificity may be derived by considering several variables within the
time dimension. Study of the allocation of insiructional time is a first
step towaré aelimiting the time factor. For exarple, Rist (1570) looked &t
the ameunt of instructional time devoted by the teacher to yarious types of
students within specific subject areas. Brophy (Mote 9) investigated the
ancunt of instruction based on teachers' expectations that students were high
or low achievers. In both these studies significant differences in time
allocetion and ledarning outcomes were found forldifferent types of students.

Further, inasruch as %t is known that:

- tine is 2llocated d1fferenf1y across schools and

ciassrooms, and that for the most part, the legally
prescribea length of the school day defines the

cansunt of tine aveilable for use by a teacher ard

for a studert;




in some classrooms teachers spend more time on
instructionally oriented tasks than do teachers
in other classrooms;
a teacher may spend riore time instructing cne

- group of students thar another
within a particular subject area, some students

may receive more instructional time than others

(i.e., spend more time actively engaged with the

teacher in comp]etfng academic tasks); and

manipulation of time appears to be re]éted to the

student consequences that result from participation

in a classroon teaching/learning group;
it seems imperative that whatever measures are employed, they should look at
time from both the teacher and student perspective,

One definitior of time use that, in my cpinion, inccrporates cencern for
both teacher and stucents actions and s observable and measurable in the
classroom is academic learning time. Academic Learnfng Time (ALT), as
developed by Fisher, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, Dishaw, Moore, and Lerliner
(Note 10) is defined as the tihe a student spends in a particular content
area, engaged in learning tesks with a high degree of accuracy.* The basic
comporents of ALT, then, are allocated time, student engagement, and student
" accuracy rate. The definition requires that three conditions must exist

sinultaneously before a student can accumulate ALT. First, time durirg

*In previous writing about ALT, accuracy rate was referred Lo as success
rate. Since the term "success" has 4 broader meaning than its technical use
in the definition of ALT and since use of success might be confusing in
discussions of ALT and successful schooling practices. the term accuracy will
be used in connection with ArT.




instructior is allocated to the content area of interest (say, mathematics).
Second, the student is encaged in a learning task. Third, the Tearning task

is chosen so that the stucents' responses are correct or accurate most of the

time. Résearch shcws that the more ALT accumulated by a student during
instruction, the more the student is learning.

Previous research suggests that differences in ALT may be expected to
occur acress classrocms and for different students. For example, Powell and
Dishaw (1980) reported that allocetecd time for second graders rahged from'62
to 123 minutes per day, for fifth graders from 49 to 105 minutes per day.
Engaged time was from 38 to 98 minutes for second graders and 49 to 105
minutes for fifth graders. Evertson (Note 11) in a study at the junior high
level, found that low ability students were engaged 40 percent of the time in
academic activities, while high ability students were engaged in academic
activities 85 percent of the time in class.

Académic Learning Time, then, is recommended as a short-term 1nd1catok
of teaching efféctiveness that appears to have clear and interpretable
c0n§equences for students. It also is manipulable by the teacher @and related
lcgically and empirically to students' long-term acquisition of the general
educational goals.

Students' Accomplishments

The most commonly used measure of student accomplishments in the study
of teaching has been students' scores on standardizea achievement tests. The
inadequaties of these tests have been discussed on numerous occasions (for
exomple, see McClelland, 1973). Hamiltor (1980) summarized these concerns in
a succinct and poignant statement:

It is simply not adequate to treat reading

scores as the cutcome of schooling because
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schools teach far more than how to take reading
tests. Even more importantly, tre ability to
use wfitten language effectively in the worlg
cutside the school, which is after all, the
ultimate concern, depends heavily on factors
other than reading scores. To be effective
participants in the U.S. culture, students

need to know not only how to respond to the
kinds of questions posed in reading tests,

but also where to find written 1nf0rﬁation,

how to weigh conflicting information, how to

transfer knowledge gained from reading into
specific situations and how to think and act

/ upon it in new contexts. Moreover, they need

to be sufficiently motivated to make use of all
other abilities. There is no basis for claiming
success for schooling practices that result in
high test scores and simultaneously destroy
students' motivation to read. (p. 2)

Monetheless, so long as stahdardized achievement tests are given to
students at various intervals during their schooling experience, students’
sceres on such tests will serve as one indicator of schooling, and thus
teaching, success. Further, such data have been used in several of the major
process~-product stiudies of teaching, e.g.,-Brophy (Note 9); Soar anda Soar ?

(Note 12); and Brophy and Evertson (1976). The key points to remember are

(a) such scores serve as only one indicator that students are progressing

towara accoriplishement of the ultipate goals of scheoling, and (b) the




usefulness of the-scores as predictors of a given teacher's long-term
effectiveness as a teacher are as Guestionable as any other indicator (for
example, see Jencks, et al., 1972, and Brophy & Evertson, 1976).

Given the above concerns regarding standardized échievement tests,
consideration is warranted of additicnal ways to measure/observe students'
accomplishments as an indicator of teacher effectiveness. The several
_examples that follow by.no means exhaust the range of pcssible approaches
that could be generated in collaboration with teachers, parents, and
students. They are presented as representative semples of some cf the
directions such an endeévor might take.

. criterion-referenced test is one alternative sfudent accomplishment
measure. Such tests were used in the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (see
Fisher, et al., Note 10; Tikunoff,‘Ber1{ner, & Risk, Note 13). 1In addition,
teachers often uti]jze commercially prepared instructional units that include
tests referenced to the unit cbntent or they develop their own tests to
accompany the assignments given as a part o7 the on-goirg, day-to-day
instruction in their classes. In the short term, a student's performance on
such tests is given high consideration by the teacher in judging that
studert's performance.. This being the case, students' performance on
criterion-referenced tests deserves attention as an indicator of teachers' as
well as students' success.

As suggested above, scores on tests do not cover all the ways students
may demonstrate their accomplishments. Ilany iearning activities require
students to produce procucts, reports, etc. that demonstrate various skiils

5
ard knowledge. One way to approach the assessment of such accomplishments is

throuch an evaluaticn of the products.’




In a study of the effects of an independent learning system on student
achievement and attitudes, Ward, Mortensen, Trinchero, Lash, Lai, Linn,
Fisher, Stanton, and Cahen (Note 14) developed a paired-comparison method
that illustrates how such an evaluation can be dene.  The evaluation utilized
four product evaluation dimensions as follows:

1. Global Quality--Total characteristics of product, overall

quality, quality as perceived cn first impression, non-analytical
judgment of quality, general aesthetic quality, general "goodness"
or "bddness."

2. Cognitive Quality--Level of intellectual activity apparent

in product, accuracy of information contained in preduct,
extent to which product requirea collection of information,
discrimination between valid and invalid evidencé, and
reorganizatior and synthesis of information.

3. Origirality--Divergence from what is normally expected,
shows unique characteristics, experiments with aifferent
apprcaéhes, creativity, inventiveness.

4. Use cof a Variety of Resourcos--Product c¢isplays evidence

of the use of many resourcesaeither in research for procuct

or in the preparaticr of the product, use.of resources other

than beooks, use of observation or 1nterviéws, useof _different

media in execution of the procuct, use cf'community stimuli

in product, use gF‘peop]e.

The comparison 1nvo1vedJse1ection of five "standard products” (see

Guilford, 195¢) and then pairing all other products with each of the standard
products. Each product was rated on the above cimensions based on a

nine-point scale by five independent Jjucges. The detziled procedures uUsed to

[
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arrive at a final prozuct score are presented in the study report. They are

not presented here because how %he accomplishments score was derived is not

as significant to this discuscion as thejfact that it was possible to do so.

Further, in the 1ndepehdent learning siudy, real diff@fences were found

between the g]oba],gyﬁ&ity ratings of‘student;' products based oﬁﬁwhat the

teacher did in the class (level of implementation of the 1ndependegt 1e5¥n1ng
. system). Stucdents in the high implementation classes received significantly

highef global quality ratings than those in other classes. Thus, aﬁ

accorplishment measure of this sort appears to provide a useful short-term

indicater of effecf%veness in ﬁéaching student skill areas not tapped by

achievement tests. . ) !

Yet another alternative short-term student accomplishment measure can be

derivea from the studénts' daily work. Here the accomplishment measure is

individuel student, as well as group or totdl class, performance relative to

whatever was assignecd by the teacher during a particular Jesson. Aspects of

the assigned tesks to be included in the score ave length, complexity, and

portion of correct respenses at various complexity levels. While development

of the required complexity measure presents a challenge in all instances, it

114

is more readily accomplished tor subject areas such as math, spelling,
grammar, and word recognition in reading. Discussion lessons, regardless of
subject, presént a unique cha]]ehge because skills such as turn-taking and
public,speaking are involved (see Mehan, 1979) along with provision of
correct responses. Menetheless, some neasure of dai]? WBrk accomplishment
also can serve as a short-term indicator of teacher effectiveness. Further,

logically, one might expect an accumuiation of successful daily work scores

te lead to long-term achievement for students.
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Students' Views of Themselves and Others

5]

For the most part, this 1nd1cator categery comprises measures that hate
traditioné11yebeen classified as the affective outcomes of schooling. While .
students‘_se]f—ccnéepts and attftudes toward school are two meesuree that
fall withjn this category, ! have e;ected t0”deyote the'bu]k of the
discussion to other measures 1na§much as the field of research on teaching,
as well as educatiohal research tn-generd1, is well-versed in at{itude and
self-cencept measures that cae be used, their shortcomiegs, etc.

Three other aspects ot studente' views of themselves and cthers that

how promise as.indicator of teach1ne effectiveness are students percept1ons
of d1fferent1a1 treatment'by the teacher; students' perceptions of how we11
they»dia in a 1e§son1'why they did well, and hew they knew this;;andA

students' perceptions of ‘the teacher. .

4
e

Weinstein, Middlestadt, Brattesani, and Rarshall (Mote 15) have been
condueting che forefront work regarding students' _perceptions of differential
teacher treatment. The teacher *leatment behaviors they have 1nvestlcated
were taken fron a review of the Titerature-on the relationship between
teaching beeaviors and student achievement, on how teacher expectations are

expressed in behavior: and on student perceptions of classroom environments.

A teacher treatment 1nvcntory has been deve]O)er inr which a student indicates

; whether the teacher “always," "often," "sometimes ”_or never" does a

egrticu]ar thing with/to/for variocus hypotﬁétiéa] students, %e.g., how
ffequent]y does the teacher ask a particular type of student a question:

during class discussions, respond when that student raises his or her hand ..
e ) N . " !

>

for help.

Their ftndinqs“?rom a stucy-nf fourth-grade students indicate that

students perceived strong ditferences in the teacher's treatment of high and




1}

e

Tow ach}evers regardless of the sex of the hypothetical studgents. They
perceived little difference in treatment‘of boys and girls. Low achieving
students were perceived as recéiving more supportive help and more negative
teacher feedback oVéré]] than high achieving students. Boys were perceived
as rece{ving more work and ruie orientatién attention from the teacher than
girls &id. High achieving students were perceived as receiving higher
teacher expectations and riore opportunity and chqice than lgw achijevers.
Whether such findings wculd be considered positive or negativé

1n01catdrs of teécher effectiveness is a matter of judgment. Perhaps
differential treatment is called for and accurate¥student perceptions would
report tBat it occurred. On the.other hand. some differential tréatments may
not be deéiﬁab]e. Fegardless, student perceptions can serve as a,short—term
indicator of the impact and impression a given teacher’s behaviof is having
" on stqdents.

. Students' perce t1ons of how well they did in a lesson, why, and hch
they knew this are beinrg 1nvest1gated in the Significant Bilingual
Instructiona1 Features Study (see Tikunoff, et zl., Note 13) currently

underway, in a study conducted by the Ecological Perspect1ves of uccessfu]r

i

Schooling Practices Program at Far West Laboratory (see Mitman, et al., Mote -

1) and in a study of students' transition to junior high school (see
hergendoller, Wa;d, Rounds, & Packer; Note 16). In the -first two studies,
student interviews condﬁcted immediately following an observed lesson served
as the data source.‘ In the junior high study, an end-of-the-year interview
was used. Fingings from thé Bilingual Study are just now being analyzed and,
thus, are. not reported here. Jn the Ecological study, at the earlier grade

levele, the stuaents indigated that the "gcodness" of an ass1gnmenf was

determinea by the teacher's reaction to the assignrent. In other words, they




said that if a teacher gave & good grade or wrote favorable commerits, then

the assianment was good. By the fourth grade, some students seemed aware

that there were more universal standards by which an assignment would be

«

Judged, e.g., that cne had to present Pnough oxamp)ecA spell correct1y, and

. write chzaﬂy.!t By the f1ftb and sixth grade , most students refexred to such

standards, and a few students ‘even dmplied that they hed set their cwn

internal stdndards regardless of those encouraged by the teacher. Thus,
students at the higher grade levels were 1e<< retiant on externa] feedback
and seered able~to make Judgments about the1r ovin work by referr1ng tc a set
of standards that they 1earned throuch accumuICLeo experience.

| Students at the jumior high school level initially provided letter
grgdes as the'criteria by which their work would be jqued, e.g., an "A"
"B," etc., written on the‘papér by the teacher. With probing, approximately

one-half of the students noted that what was requiréd to do well varied with

‘the circunstances of the class or the assignment. They talked about the

g

influence of "row myéh e<fort was put into an assigrment." They rrted the
difference in perﬁgrmance requirec to cbtain a grade in an "easy" versus a
"hard" class. The mQQprity of the students interviewed said to get a goed
Grade a student had "tg'finish the work 2nd stay out of trouble." They saia
to lTearn "you have to listen hard, do the work, remember, det something into
your brain,*

Since students might be expected to develop different perceptions
regarding how well they did, why, etc.--based on the types of performance
reinforced by the teacher--analysis of these percept1ons»prov1des another way «
to Tcok at teaching effectiveress.

Finally, students' rerceptions of the teacher, as he or she carries out

the teaching role, provide another view of teaching eifectiveness. Excerpts
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“\~‘frqm the junior high school study describing the seventh grade teacher's
c]aséfodﬁs‘tSee Pounds , Mergehdo]]er, Tiku%off,_& Ward, Note 17) provide keen
'pexamp1es of how students of this age assess the degree to which the teacher
is performing the teacher role. Since findings from the study indicate
o students refuse to cocoperate with and often purposely confront and disrupt
the class of a teacher who does not meet these student expectations, the

. relevance of such perceptions as an indicator of teacher effectiveness is

supported. To illustrate, some exemplary study comments were:

About a teacher who was : He's not even considered a teacher,
unable to control the sometimes, the way he acts.

stucents:

khen you go up to ask him some
private questions about your work
he'll iust brush you off. He

doesn't talk to individuals.

<
N

When you ask for help, he looks
at your paper and tells you, ybu

did it wrong. I knew I did it

wrong. ] wanted to know what I

T~ : , did wrong.

People do things like yelling and

spitting. He just sits there.g
{

“ ) be aoesn't do anything! Sl

&



About a teacher whose . Like when he talks, he knows what
studenti participated s ‘ he's talking about. - He explains
successz}]y in assigned h it real clear and, you know, makes
work: L ~ ‘ it better for us to understand.

He sees everythirg that is aoing on.

You raise your Hand he will come
over ard help you. He'll tell
you what 1t means but he won't give

" you the ancswers.

About a teacher who haa [ like the class. I work hard.
a reputation among the She gives you confidence and makes
students for being strict: you want to work.

She don't mess around.

She's hard but fair.

'To i large extent, thesc ccmments reflect a perception of the teacher as
a super-ordinate whou takes into consideration the reeds and development of
the subordinate. Metz (1978) exemined this theme in regard to the exercise
of legitimate® authority and proto authority. She pointed out that teachers,
because of their instituticnal status, could alterpt to coerce students into
behavirg as the teacher desired. However, at the junior high school level,
such an exercise of proto autﬁority was resented and resisted by the

students. Further, work in the Ecelugical Perspectives rlementary schnol
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stuay (Mergendoller, et-al., Mote 16) indicates students' perceptions of thé
teacher and authcority change as they grow older. One indicator of teacher
effectiveness, then, may be the extent tc which the teacher takes_inpo
consideration the needs, preferences, opinions, and feelings of students as
develaping individuals and adjusts enactment of the teaching role to
capitalize upon the students' deveioping perceptions cof the role of the
teacher.
Conclusions

The five potential “1ead1n§ indicators" of teaching effectiveness that
have teen discussec were taken from a variety of studies of teaching. In
conclusicn, it is impourtant to emphasize that the research from which the
indicators were extracted and the ways in which they should be applied does
not follow a single approach to the.study of teaching. Although the terms
"indicator" and "predictor" that appeared early on in this paper most often
have been used in reterence to process-product research outcomes, they need
not be limited to this research approach. Doyle (undated) discussed three
resecrch paradigms that, ir his view, were applicable to the kinds of
problems and questions asked in teacher effectiveness research. The
process-prcduct paradigm is only ene of these. He also presented two

alternative paradigms, "a mediating process paradigm derived primarily from

epplied verbal learning research, and the classroom ecolegv paradigm,
J 9

constructea from naturalistic studies of schcol life" (p. 4). Variations on
some of the above indicators may be investigated more readily using one of
Lhece latter paradigms.

Peaardless ¢f what approach is taken, a warning given by Hamilton (1980)
needs to be uppermest in the minds of anynne who is seeking to define and
apply indicators of effective teaching:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We reed to be sble to talk about what heppens
"as a result of" a particular educational
experierce, but we canrot allow the limitations
.o? language to obscure the fact that teaching
and learning are interdependent processes that
are related in multiple reciprocal ways. "Out-

comes,’ thérefore, are only sepafab]e from the
learning context as a whole for convenicrce.
What is an outcome for one purpose is a process
for another. This entails that outcomes can
only be understood in context and not as
independent phenorena. (p. 1-0)

Finally, the importance of -teacher input and analysis in the development
of teaching effectiveness indicators must be roted. Many ¢f the indicators
proposed here require information and insights cniy the teacher can provide,
partly because of the emphasis upen short-term measures and partly because of
the long-term impact of the teacher's decisions, actions, and expectations
upon student perfcrmance, per se. There is no point in applying an
irrelevant teaching effectiveness indicator when a discuzsion with the
teacher will identify ¢ measure that relates to what is to be taught and

>4

lTearned in both the near and lonqg term.
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Fecommendations for Study on Changing Teacher Practice
Sara Edwards
The University of Texas &t Austin

A particular concern of the RITE staff has been to involve experts in
considering alternative directions thet 6wr research could take. For this
reason 13 highly qualified, enthusiastic persons (see Appendix), reprgsenting
a variety of geographic areas and professional backgrounds and roles in
education, were invited to meet with thg RITE staff in a two-day working
conference to consideijﬁssues involved in staff development of in-service
teachers. At the close of the conference,.these 13 participants responded
individually to the following statements and questions.

In conceptualizing and designing our research project on staff

development we would like to make maximum use of your knowledge

and experience in this area. Ffor that reason we have set aside

this time for you to write 1dea§ and suggestions which you are

willing to share with us in our study. The following questions

are meant to direct your thinking toward areas of concern to us,

hut not intended to limif your comments. Please include other

jssues and areas which you feel would be 1mportant to take into

account as we develop the study.

-

1. VWhat content derived from what is known about teaching should
‘the RITC research effort on staff déve]opment include?

2. \What behaviors derived from what is known about guiding change
<hould the PITE staff development effort promote for staff
cevelopers?

3. uhat effects of the stait developers' behaviors should be

hypothesized tor teachers?

81
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4. What effects of the teaﬁhers‘ behavicrs should be hypothesized

P

for students?

wn

What institutional veriables should be given attention in

the study and how should the selected variables be attended?

6. hat procedures should be used in the study?

This report is a summary of participants’ respenses to tBe above-
guestions ﬁnc1uding any additional comments which they made. Participants
were not asked to sign their respoﬁse sheets so it is not possible to cite

o

individuals for their ideas and suggestions.,

Content for Inclusion

The RITE staff wanted conference particﬁbants to formulate two broad
classes of recommendations to inform 1t; research efforts: first, which of
_the findjngs from research‘bn-teaching were most arierable to translation into
staff develcpment activities; apd second, how that translation might occur so
as to be most useful in faci]1t£ting.desired charige in teacher behaviors.

Consideraticnvof conceptual work directed toward classroom structures--
tasks and activities--was suagested as essential for-staff development since

. -
management skills were regarded as necessary for effective teaching to take
place. Pariicipants.recommended 1nc1u§ion of what has been learned regarding
effective metheds of classroom organization and management of student
behavior. Suagrstions were made. to use findings regarding time on task,
mastery learning and checking for stude: t understanding.  Folr participants
mentioned the work of the developmentalists. emphasizing the importance of
understanding the conceptual framework within which the teacher operates,yﬁhe

concrefe-abstract continuum, the developmental "meteching” of students with
™ ) ;

teachers and curriculum, and the process by whick students develep. In

3
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addition, it was suggested that some consideration shod be given %o the

/

question of lorg term versus short term cognitive gains.

Ly

Recunmended content included what i< known regardfng information
i} ; . ‘ <
-processine, learning prefereices, perception, teaching in non-formal

settirgs, imitative learninc and cultural differences in a classroom.

-
-

Process-product study data, work involvirg congruence between goals and
student participation, ard findings from the area of the change process were

also mentioned. The PITE staff -was éhcounaged to be alert to new information

as it becomes available and to ﬁaintain a flexibility that will allow for its
inclusion as- the present study progresses. Finally, there was a warning
against the use of a laundry list of individual variabies in'forming a

content base for thinking about research on teaching, and a suggestion that
“craft" knowledge gained from "outstanding" . feachers be included. .

Eehavior fesired in Staff Developers

In respcrding te the question regarding behaviors to be promoted in

N 8

et

perecrs respensible.for staff developrient,Jparticipants listed personal
characteristics: acceptance, supportiveness, high energy, enthusiasm, faith ~

in pesple, proactiveness; flexibility, genuvine concern, and the ability to

1 v

accommcaate for change and conflick: However,°bbservab1e behaviors which -

coutd be used as indices .of these characteristics were not included.- One
"?“ N )
person suggested that,a staff developer should know what behaviors the

- e

“teacHers-should exhibit and should demand high standards of performance of .

‘those behaviors but, at the =ame time, should functien as a confidant and
Y

»

snurce of personal support {or“the teacher. Another suggestion was that the

-

- .staff developers should involve teachers at every step of the chande process,
& SN—— . 'kh

builcire on proviodx staff ceveiopment activities of. the teachers, and

’

A "

medeling tohaviors which-they desire teachers to exhibit. . RN

’@s ¢ a
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Tt was recoriended that staff developers should demonstrate inquiry
skills--ways te describe, analyze, evaluate and'rédesign'activiries—-and

shculd help teachers to becrme more analytical, to develop support systemé,

and to use the human resources available to them for problem solving.

A clinical small-group maééyggz\::zzﬁhended in vihich the staff developer and

- the teachers would collect and analyze data and design activities

accordingly. Pgrt:cipants 1Hdicated that staff developers should krow hcw to
focus on process‘as well as product, should understend the ﬁfocesses involved
in adult learning or déve]opnent, and shgd]d be able to identify ana respond
to teachers' concerns. Qre participant 5ointed cut that teachers have beer
found to use recormerded practices selective1y4according to t;e practicality.
0t the récommencafions, ie., th% extent to'which thev are procedurally
clear, congruent with the teachers' situation and task 9emands, and*
inexpersive to adcpt.

Effects for Teachers and Students

It is assured, for purposes of tre study, that the ;fforts ¢7 the staff
deve]opedg yi]] affect the behavior ¢f teachers, which will, in furn, affuct
the behavior of students. Héen participant§ were asked to suggest desicec
outcories of this change effect in terms of teacher and student behavior, Ehe
respo}ses included wenticn of both specific chservable behaviors angi
attitudinal and erotionel s ates. ]

Specific outcemes sucgested for teachers included: 1) fewer disciplire

reterrals, 2) an iacreasec repertoire ci. classroem management. <kills,

3) knowledge of drte collectinn rrocedures, 4) more tine devoted directly to
teacking, S) greater variety in teaching activities, €) increased involverent
in writing their swn curriculue materigle. 79 positive changes ir manacger ant

of tire and student betavior, 7Y orrcanization of their cwr vesearch

y




investications, ana 9) the practice of checking for student understanding.
The Tisting of specific outcomes for students included: 1) improved
atterdance rates, ?2) increased academic achievement, 3) better classroom

products, 4), Tess misbehavior, 5) greater attainment of school goals,

6) achievément gains cr. criterion tests related to actua]lteacher objectives,
. 7) achievement gains on ncrm-referenced tests, &) better problem-solving,
9) impreved decision-rmaking, 10} better use of resources, 11) better use of
tire, and 12) bgkter evaluation of their own work and the work of fellow
studefits. )
Desirable changes in attitucinal and erotional states of teachers
incluced: 1) improved merale/satisfaction, 2) more favorable attitudes

AY
towards school, 3) improved self-concept, 4) increased comfort with research

languace and procedures, 5) greater feeling of competerce, 6) more positive
¥
attitude towards kids, and 7) increased enthusiasm.

The 1ist1n§ of desirable changes in attitudinal and emotional states of
gtudents includec: i) improved morale/satisfaction, 2) more favorable
attitude towards school, 2) improved self-concept, 4) increased interest and
motivation for learring, 5) increased independence dnd inter-dependence,

& cevelopment of life-long learning habits, 7) improved attitude toward the

subject, 8) improved percepticrs of the c¢lassroom and of scheoling, and 9) a
: clearer gense of their competencies and areas in.which they'need waork.,

A participant suggested that one should be able to observe changes in
the, ways teachers explain, raticnalize, and defend their teaching practices.
Anothar participant arqued that the most important effects for teachers are ‘
related to changing conceptions 'of how classroems work, to how well teac@;rs

2

agapt to changing circumstarces and avoid mindless impesition of specific

> 1

‘ behaviors derived from teaching effectiveness studies.
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Instituticnal Variables To Be Attended

Participants were asked to suggest instituticnal variables to be

considered in the study, and to 1dentffy methods. which might be used in
studying the se1ecxeo variables. The listing of variables included:
1) school po]ieigs, 2) leadership style used in the school, 3) resources
available, 4) deg}ee of Tocal faculty autcnomy, 5) conditions imposed by
unicn/board contragts, 6) student composition of school, 7) studen% placement.
procedures, and 8) the échievement percentile rank in which s%udents
Generally operate.

Suggésted veriables more directly related to a staff development study

'

included: 1) the entry mechanism for getting staff cevelopment efforts
introduced into the setting, 5) the way; teachers are rewarded, praised and
promoted, 3) teacher loaa and previcus staff devé]opment activity, 4) rietheds
ofeteachér recruitment for participation in staff development activities,
5) quality and quantity of 1nsﬁ1tutiona1 support for di%crete‘behavinr
change, and 6) instituticral qup&ort tor changes in the whole technical core
of desired teacher behaviors. - °

The power s*ructure, witgin and without the system, was sugagested as an
importart institutional variable for cencideration, along with the deqgree of
experience of the participerts in the staff developrent activity.

A few methods were suagested for studying sclected var{abjes:
1) examine personnel reccerds, 2) interview teachers, and 3) examine noﬁes
from curriculum courcil meetinGs ana departrent heade! meetings. o

Proceaures Sugarsted For Use [n The Study

3
’

Vdriousggrocedures Were suggested for use in the RITE‘study. A case

study method with a cross-case comparison was recommended sg Lhat a "deep

description" weuld ha toth Fossible and manageable, The use of interviews .




(stugent, teacher, administrator, parents), questionnaires and
self-assessment instruments were suggested for collecting data. The
recorrendation was made that ethnographers familiar with teéching and
clinical training be used in seeking to determine how someone like Jane
Steilings knows what to focus on, how-to use research findings, when to
encourage teachers *c visit other classrooms, and related points. Cne
participant emphasized“the need to use as much "process-tracking" as possible
to determine whether all teachers get the same "treatment" regardless of
need, or whether the "treatment" is adépted tc each teacher. Another
partic1pant suggested that the dependent measure be an index of change,
specific for each teacher or group of teachers, @hat could be collapsed for
overall purposes.

Adaitional Suagestiens

Participants were encouraged to share ideas ana concerns regarding the
issues which went be:ond or were not directly related to the guildlire
questicns., This section summerizes their additional comments.

The suggestion was made that RITE address a question which classroom
reseaqrch is only teuching or: what happens after "stage setting"? Do
practices of direct instruction foster or hamper later cognitjve processing?
Are long term goals sacrificed for ¢hort term gain?  When is promotion of
jndividual pupil effort essenﬁia] even at the expense of social peace and
guiet? S . )

The RITE s@aff was urged to devote some effort to identifying student

~ - _beheviors which'might serve as an indication of the degree of match or

misnatch between the neads 0 the stuﬁents and the behaviors of the teachers.
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A participant wundered to what ~xtent a teacher's individual value syster
influnces what he/she wants to c¢o in the E]assroom and his/her receptivity te
thange.

Concern was expressed regarding thetinstability of change'itaé1f.’ As
teachers change and the classroom changes, behaviors which constitute
etfective teaching change. lAs the context or situation changes, the good
teacher will adapt and so may not maintain hehavior that was appropriate in
the initial situation. This implies a need in data collection and
interpretation te account for behaviors that have been appropriately dropp-d.

It was .recommended that the RiTE,study be expanq§d beyond the usual gnd
expected variables. The need to pay attention “0 teachers' decision-making
processes was stressed, and RITE was urced not only to observe what teachers

do but tc ettempt tc understanc why they do what they do. One participant

asserts that. an important preconditicn (and 1ikely result) of effective
inservice is a collegial "cell" or small affinity group which functinns}to
sustain ana suppor? continued implementation. This cell will have important
irpact at the school level and may lead to other new forms of crganizaticrs .
vihich may substantially affect the rolitical process up .to the district
level. One hypothesis put 1nrwa}d’was that teaché}s=fee1°a sense of threat
to their self-concept when they are caugnt between the need to dermonstrate
certain specific teaching. behavicers required by training programs ard the
reed to function as inquiring, decision-making, sometimes erfor—making,
interactors with the "ckanging fﬁqtoﬁf*in the classroom setting.

he RITE steff was urged o ronitor these factors.

@ sunmary Comments

In reviewing Time to 'carn for the Elementary Schuol Tournal, Griffin,

debb, ard Confrey (10g1 ) p, 53, cunted Fencterpmacher:
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In the absence of unattainable certainty about the best way to

teacr etfectively, rules should be sparse, evidence plentiful,

and’ schemata fol'owed to wherever they might lead. This advice,

taken seriously, would prevént one outcome that should not be

the result of research: the conversion of rgsearch firdings into

ideology or dogma. Bridging with evidence and schemata avoids

ideological and dogmatic interpretation.
Tdaeas and suggestions shared by the conferencc participants are
consistent with this perception.

¥hile recormendation 1§ strong for the inclusion cf findings from
management and procéss—product studies in the content section of the RITE
study, recognitﬁon is given to the tentativeness of this kncwledge base. The
RITE stef is encouraged to inciude the work of the developmentalists and
such ”craft“ kncwledge as can be articulated. Aleng with consideration of
Eonten1 o1 informetion processing, perception, and congruence between goals
and'?tudent participation, the staff is'encouraged to widen the scope uf 4
"content" tu include useful knowledge that exists "primarily in the heads of
creatiyn researchers.” The recommendations ceem to direct RITE efforts
toward the ipclusion of findings from thorough and rigerous studies, with
inclusion of work that is mcre tentativelig the interest of expanding
scherata.

Tt appears to be-very difficult to list and describe specific discrete
behaviors which cne should promote in staff developers in- order to produce
apprepriate and eftfective 1n§ervic9 activities for téachcrs. The
reqommendations for the PITE study in this area are more a listing of
cheracteristics and results which a aced staff aeveloper right effect in

teachers. Perhaps such characteristics as acceptance, supportiveness, high

\(o | | s 89




enerdgy, enthusiasm, faith in people, proactiveness, flexibility, aenuine
concern, and the ability to accommoda*e for change represent more a
synereetic fusing of specifib behaviors than a collection of behaviors. The
idea seems to be that staff developers reed to be able to do whatever is
involved in the process of facilitating the growth or develcpment of teachers
and, apparently, that is to be determined by observing the circumstances
under which teachers demonstrate develepment.

Certair institutional variables were proposed for attent{on in the
study. Included among these were pewer structure, school and district size
and resources, ana nature of Teadership. The composition bf staff and
student body, and the veward and promotion process for teachers were also
idertified. | | .

The effects hypothesized for teachers and students as a result of
effective staff development included both what the teachers and students
wou]d know and/or be able to do and their feelings cor perceptions. Students
shouid turn out better classroom products, i.e., read better, write better,
and 5g;re Righer cun tests. Students should also feel better about
themselves, their classes, and schogl in general. Teachers should organize
and marage curriculum and studqnt'behavior more effectively. They should
know more about research, be better planners and decision-makers, and en]arge
their protessioral worlds. Teachers should also feel better about
themselves, their jobs, an¢ *the studénfs vith whom they work.

verall, the mnssgqe to the RITE ctaff frumuﬁhe participents in the
wGrkirg conference was to bese the rescarchy on staff developrent firmly on
firdings available from respected studies in relevart areas of teaching,

Tearnirg, and change . but pot to Vigit the 105s1bilities of significant
G 2 f g
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fincings by omitting key areas of concern because they do not presently have

so firm a knowledge base.
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Surimary of the Discussions
Heather Carter
Research ana Development Center.for Teacher Education
The University of Texas af Austin
Certéin\y among the most valuable portions of the Changing Teacher

Practice cunference were the discussion sessions. The stimulating character
of the major papers together with the broad background and commitment of the
conference participants contributed to the rich discussions. Three
assuMptiuns were held by all of the participants. First, there exists a need
to change teacher practice. Second, the chaﬁge is possible to accomplish.

Third. the .change should be based on research findings. The discussions

hinged on the adequacy of current research and obstacles in the path to

implementing change. This summary of the ciscussion will be presented in
three sections:
a. Issues surrounding use of research as a busis for change in teacher
a .
practice.
b. Current knowledge base to address the, issues.

¢. MNeedea knowledge base to address the issues.

Issues Surrounding lise of Research as a Basis for Change in Teaching Practice

Characteristics of teachers and schools. It is prosaic, but

nevertheless true, to state that the central figure involved in changing
teacher practige iy ihe teacher. The discussants recognized some of the
characteristics of teachers and schools which have been discussed in the
Titerature and which need teo be consideted when implementing change grounded
in research. The classroom is a tusy place, there is little time for
teachers to delibercte nvér their reactions paftiCu]ar]y to the more critical

and potentiaily obstructive situations. In response to this pace most
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teachers tepd,to seek only one so'ution to a problem or one answer to a
question. Although teaching antexts vary greatly, mest teachers have a
preferred teaching style developed over a period of time.. Teachers have

generally been shown to be inflexible and somewhat resistant to change.

These teacher and school characteristics were recognized as impediments to

the implementation of change.

Traditional teacher reactions to research. An additional barrier
recognized by the discussants was the traditiona] skepticism among teachcrs
toward research and research finaings. Some common responses of teachers
were referred tou by the conference participants. "My classroom (or my
school) is unique." "I'm doing Qhat you (the researcher) suggest already."

"This. is the way I've always done it and I have seen other teachers do it and

it works." "There has been no research basis for teaching until now, why is
it needed?" . "Researchers do not know what goes on in-the schools--they are
not on the firing 1ine." Craft, rather than rasearch, has traditicnally been

the tasis for tedachers' decision making. The self-perception teachers have
as being practitiorers is in.stark contrast to their perception of
researchers as theoreticians. The conference participants fully recognized
that bridging this gap has been made no easier by the poor historical record
of integrating research findings into the classroom-environment.

Current Knowlecce Base to Address the Issues

What then is unigue about the Present time that made the conference
participénts believe it is row possible 1o change teaching practice? fThe
current societel and economic pressures imposec upon the schcools were rgre1y
addressed by the participants, rather research reasons were the focgs 7 f

qttention.
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Collaborative research as.a socializing agent. The recent trend toward

collaborative research has been influential. Increasingly teachers are
invelvec as researchers in the planning and conducting of studies. Not only

does this permit school personnel to share the owrership of the research, it

)

also develops a more research avare cadre of teachers. It is assumed that,
if teachers have been involved in the conduct of the research, other teachers
will attend to the findings. Those teachers who havé acquired résearch
competence are able to present the research to other teachers in a fermat
that is useful and viable. It wag pointed out that strategies using teachers
as conveyors of research off thei? own campus tended to be more powerfu]lthan
using those same teachers on their own campus. This involvement in research
is a_ socializing procedure and one which can be important in alleviating the
traditicnal skepticism toward research.

Characteristics of some current research on teaching. Another factor

which has created a greater receptivity on the behalf of teachers for.cﬁange
based on research has been the pbrcei&ed practicality of some recent
ciassroom research. Sore findings may decrease the anxiety of teachers as
trey become involved ir change aétivities, for instance those that suggest
the importance of the teacher serving as the instructicnal leaaer in the
classroom and being in contro[ of the class. In the past many educators have
sucgested that the teacher adopt a non-]eadérship role thus increasing the
necessity to take risks and in turn increasing anxiety on the behalf of the
taacher. More recent research, however, su¢gests that teacher-directed "
claussrooms are effective. Such instructional settings tend to place é
teacher in a low risk 91fuation and conseauently generate less anxiety.
Teechers are more willing to cooperate and modify tﬁeir behavior when the

change involves low risk and low anxiety. Other related findings were

9
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described in c¢osimilar manner. The readiness te censider change based on
research is reasondble when the research base i perceived by teachers as
practical.

G

Emergence of a technical core for teaching. To many participants the

present is the time for change because of the emergence of that which

™
Williams referred to as the technical core for teachiné. The technical core,
derived largely from the teacher effectiveness data, was percelved as

providing clarity for role descriptions for teachers and as a potent1a1 base

for deteriming their competency.. Considerable concern; however, was vo1ced

regarding the too rap1d integration intc the classrooms of the techn1ca1 core

as currently defined. "Is the content of that core sufffc?ent]y cempelling
to merit implementation?", was one question posed. "Should researchers
&

continue to contribute Ccreatively to, and ref]ect on, the technical core
rather than support the immediate adoption of the core in a change process7"
Not only was the content of the core gquestioned from the aspect of

M

comp]éténess, but also from the aspect of generalizability. The context of
the classroom and the wide' range of‘conditfons under which feaching occdrs
were identified &s other factors which may need to be considered prior to
wide scale adoption. More tHan ore discussant, however, péintéd out that
while these caveats to change might be forwarded by academ1c1ans who wish to
cstablish a sound base before implementation, schoo] personne] view the core,
as curren@?y oeve]oped, as proving a starting peint for-1mmed1ate_act1on;
Regardless of the desirés of.cautious'academicians the current technical core
will be inteqrated into c]as;room pract1ce Haybe a more pwof{fab1e concern

is to consider nethods by wh1ch the core might be integrated while minirizing

the danqer Trom too*hasty adoption of resedrch f1nd1ngs,

S

96




Procedures for staff development. Assuming that implementation will

occur, attention needs to be directed towards staff development procedures.
In this area, too, discussants believed that at the present time kKiowledge is
possessed about effective staff development strategies. In past years many
staff development activities have occurred but there have been few Teng
lasting effects. In this discussion fhe point was made that brobab]y the

~ most important factor determining the carry over effect of staff development

‘is whether or not the individual believes that that which is being taught

e

actually works for him or her. It was also suggested that variation in

durability of different behaviors is a critical variable affecting

\app11cation. Some behaviors can be taught relatively quickly and will be
integrated into a teacher's behavior pattern immediately while others have to

be developed over a longer period of time. It was suggested that the current
state of the art is such that many teaching behaviors can be classified as

being durable after a short tkaining period {e.g., involvement of all pupils,
not only volunteers, in classrcom interactions) as opposed to those requiring -
long term training (e.g., changing group size dependeht upon instructional
variables).

Frequently the "mythologist" attitude to research--"I'm already doing

it"--has been a problem for staff development and was addressed in this
discussion as a bossib]e deterrent to change. Providing teachers with data
about their own actions based on observations in their own classrooms was
highlighted as as means .of counteringuthis attitude. Vhile teachers might
believe they are 1ncorporat%ng certain strategies into their teaching, when

confronted with vidcotapes of their own actions they can readily see that

this may not be the case and are then much more willing to make changes based

on the research.
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Some attention was given during the discussion to the persons delivering
the staff development and the nature.of the sessions themse]yes. Generally
projects have -shown that interactive staff development activities are the
most successful. Participants g;;n a sense of ownership in the new systems
or behaviors being introduced and thus share in the desire for their
successful and continued implementation. The use of differentvteaching
strategies and varied technology 1ﬁ staff development sessions have been
found to be important.

The consensus of the group waé that once a staff development session has
been completed a support system for teachers needs to be established. Since
any change activities which are to_be successful must have the support of the
school administraticn, it is assumed that there will generally be a
supportive environment for the teacher. Also important in establishing a
high maintenance level 1s'the centinued presence of a model, the provision of
follow-up boosters and the availability of opportunities for monitoiing
behaviors. Occasioqs were cited in which teachers, foi]owing staff
development sessions, quickly believed that they had modified their behaviors
and dia not continue to reflect upan their teaching strategies. In these
instances the teachers generally reverted quickly to their orfgina] behavior
patterns, | 4

Needed Knowledge Base to Address the [ssues

Long term effects of implementation of current technlca1 core.

Cons1derab1e attention was addressed to two issues. First, if staff
development is conducted to implement the apparently highly skill oriented
technical core for teaching, will all teachers be moving toward the same
‘ideal' model of a teacher? Concerns were expressed regarding the

possibility ¢f adjustments for differences in teaching and learning styles
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thaf have been well documented. Some data would have to be gathered
regarding this aspect of implementation. Second, and related, was the
question, “What.w111 héppen three to foUr‘years from now if Lhe'currént
techniques suggested as effective are impiemented in the classrooms?" Will
those same techniques be effective? What effect will theserchanges have upon
the schools? GCnce teache*s have changed their behavioré in this manner, how
flexible will they be? _It is obvious that these questions were raised by
some of the cautious academicians but it is eaually obvious that these are
questions that need to be addressed through continued research.

Related 1ssues were raised by those persons specifical]y concerned with
the initial and continued credentialing of teachers. "If a technical core
can be specified shculd this form the basis for determining who should enter
and/or remain’ in the teaching profession?" "If one aspect of the technical
gore is td be a consumer of research, when in the professidna] sequence N
should research skill be taught?" '"When ig the best time for involvement in
coliaborative research and what should the initial involvement entail?

Effect of increasing research sophistication of teachers. If research

continues to be developed co]]aborativé]y, if change that is implemented fs
based on research, and if staff development is of :}\jnteractive character,:
then the level of Eeséarch sophistication among teachers should increase
dramatically. Although the discussants recognized this as a positive
consumer outcome they also recognized the potential impact upon schools as a
system. Currently fteachers put 1ittle pressure upon the system to respond to
rescarch findings. W11 this change? Will pressure be exerted by teachers?

If so, what changes will occur?
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Responsiveness to needs of individual schools and communities.

Considerable discussion focused around the administrative methods inferred
from Williams' presentation. The traditional tension that exists between
teacher and administrator was identified and suggested to stem from the lack
of understanding which is implicit in the current hierarchical industrial
- model adopted by most school districts. Williams suggested that his approach
would lead to an effective hospital model ofkadministration, some
participants questioned the appropriateress of such a'model. The
specification of a 1ist of technical skills was perceived as developing a‘
teacher who would be a technician and might thus create a "top downﬁ mode]
for change which might make non-funétiona] thosé change broéesses 1nvo1§1ng
collaborative designs. It was pointed out, however, that both the managerial
system of a schoJ] and the change process as adopted are dependent upon the
needs of the c11ente1e and the specific school contexts under cons1derat1on
The <pec1f1cat1on of a technical core does not determ1ne administrative
style, but. the effect it has upon the changg process needs to benconsidered.
Basic to thL system of education in the United States is the
responsiveness of scheols to the local community. The goals of teachers,
parents and students need to be compatib]e; The current changing economy and
accompanying stress on the deye]opmeqt of skills to increase empioyab11ity of
the graduates are placing additiona] strains on this compatibility. As a
result the discussants agreed that research which addressés teaching practice
related to objectives held by all members of the triad (teachefs, parénts and
students) is of great importance at the present. Furthermore, that is the
research which will°be received most positively by school personnel both as

collaborators and consumers.
1y
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Impact upon staff deve]opment.' Changing teacher practice requires staff

development. While the discussants indicated many p%ocedures t. 2y had found
to be succe$sfu1 for changing teacher behavior theyv recognized a need for the
articulation and refinement of generic and/or specific models for staff

- development. These models need to.inc1ude a conceptualization of the ro]es
of administrators and leaders in scheol systems as well as those for persons
directly involved in staff deve]opment.

Mugh of the current progress in staff development has occurred in the
area of mathematics and reading. The extent,‘however, to which a generic
model can be developed from these activities has.not been determined. Are
’the same staff devg]opment strategies successful at diffefent grade levels
and in different content areas? anortunate]y, a more basic question has not
been addréssed—-”Are the same teaching skills ‘effective in all content afeas
and at all levels of the school system?" This latter question is one which
many of the discussants believed should be addressed before é generic staff
development model can be devised.

Techniques for skill mainteﬁance need to be identified and integreted
1nt6 staff development. Self-monitoring by the teacher appears to be a
productive process but procedures for developing the needed skills have ﬁot
yet b?en, but still need to be, édequéte]y developed.

A

Summary

The issues raised in the discussion related closely to those discussed

H

-~ °
in the remainder of the conference. They suggest a broad and optimistic
agenda for both research and program development. Changing teacher practice
in response to such issues would certainly lead to changes in the profession

and the schools. Not until the present time has there been an organized and

10]
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developing body of knowledge providing such a solid base up

cn which research

and program development can be initiated with confidence.

1y2
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Appendix A

Changing Teacher Practice Conference Participants

Lavely Rillups
American Federation of Teachers

Lois Braun
Santa Monica-Malibu Un1f1ed School

Walter Doyle
Morth Texas State University

Carolyn Evertson : “
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education

Ward .. Ghory '
Cincinnati Public Schools

Thomas L. Good
University of liissouri

Robert M. McClure
National Education Association
Instructicn and Professional Development

David Marsh )
“University Of Southern California

‘Joann Noto
Teachers Collece, Columbia University

Toni Santmire
University Of Nebraska, Lincoln

Jane Stallings
Stallircs Teaching Learning Institute

Beatrice Ward
Far llest Laboratory for Educational Reseusrch ard Developnent

Pichard Williams
University of California, Los Angeles
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Appendix A (cont.)

Research in Teacher Education Staff
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education

The University of Texas at Austin

Gary A. Griffin, Program Director

Robert Hughes, Jr., Assistant Director

Susan Barnes
Heather Carter
Maria Defino
-Sara Edwards
~Hobart Hukill
“Sharon 0'Neal




