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SELECTING AND IMPLEMENTING 


STRATEGIES OF INSTRUCTION 

AFTER STUDYING THIS CHAPTER YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO: 

1. Define style, model, method, and skills of teaching and state how each relates to the selection of instructional strategies.

2. Distinguish between generic and specific teaching skills

3. Present a rationale for using a unit plan.

4. Relate daily lesson planning to long-range planning.

DECIDING ON INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES


It’s the planning period. The twelfth-grade American history teacher just left the teachers’ lounge where she consumed a cup of coffee and chatted with her friends. She is seated now at a carrel in the teachers’ workroom, curriculum guide and history textbook before her. The topic to be studied by the students is World War II—the European Theater. Conscientious planner that she is, she asks herself, “What is the best way to go about teaching this topic?” “What methods shall I use?” “What strategies are possible? suitable?” “How do I put together plans for instruction?” “Which suggestions from the curriculum guide should I adopt?” She jots down a number of approaches that she might use in creating a learning unit on the topic:

· Have the students read the appropriate chapters and come to class prepared to discuss them.

· Devise some key questions to give the class and let them find the answers as they read the chapter.

· Lecture to the class, adding points not covered in the text.

· Have each student write a paper on selected aspects of the war, such as the invasion of Normandy, the Battle of the Bulge, the crossing of the Rhine, and so on.

· Have students make slide presentations on selected topics, such as The Rise of Naziism, The Invasion of North Africa, D-Day, and The War on the Russian Front.

· Organize the class into small, cooperative groups with each group preparing a report to the class on a topic such as Causes of World War II; The Holocaust; The Air Force, Army, Navy, Marines, Coast Guard, or Merchant Marine in World War II.

· Have students independently search the Internet, word-process, and print a report on a topic such as Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, a particular battle, or a famous general on either side.

· Have each student select a related but different topic—for example, the opposing military leaders—and present an oral report to the class.

· Show a film, such as The Longest Day or Saving Private Ryan, then follow it up with small-group discussion and independent study on topics of interest to the students. Or, show parts of Ken Burns’s TV film The War for this purpose.

· Have students draw charts of the tactics of both sides in selected major battles.

· Have students read chapters in the textbook and give them quizzes in class the next day.

· Using a large classroom wall map of Europe or a small map with an opaque projector, point out the most significant geographical features of the area.

· Write a number of objective test items that will be incorporated in the end-of-unit test and drill the students on the answers as the topic is discussed.

· Invite a combat veteran of World War II to recount his experiences.

· Have students choose books on the topic from the school or public library, read them, and present oral reports to the class, comparing what they have read in the library books with accounts in the textbook.

· Make comparisons between World War I and World War II as to causes, numbers of combatants, numbers of casualties, battle tactics, and aftermaths.


The teacher must decide how many days she will devote to the topic, whether she will use any or all of the approaches considered, which approach she will use first, and how she will put the selected approaches together.


If you refer to Figure 10.1 in the previous chapter, you will note that selecting strategies is the next step called for in the Instructional Model. In this text, “strategy” broadly encompasses the methods, procedures, and techniques the teacher uses to present the subject matter to the students and to bring about desired outcomes. A strategy ordinarily includes multiple procedures or techniques. Lecturing, for example, can include procedures such as handing out charts and calling for evaluations at the end of the lecture. It may also include techniques like set induction and closure, which are generic teaching skills.


Among the common instructional strategies are the lecture, small-group discussion, independent study, library research, mediated instruction (including PowerPoint presentations and computer-assisted instruction), repetitive drill, and laboratory work. To this list we can add coaching, tutoring, testing, and going on field trips. We could include the inquiry or discovery, inductive, and deductive methods. We could add programmed instruction, problem solving, and oral questioning. Suffice it to say that the teacher has at his or her disposal a great variety of strategies for implementing instruction.


How does the teacher decide which strategy or strategies to use? The teacher may find a curriculum guide that will detail not only strategies to be used but also objectives, suggested resources, and suggested evaluation techniques.


Unfortunately, curriculum guides do not always exist for topics that the teacher wishes to emphasize, and often when they do exist and are accessible, they do not fit the teacher’s and students’ purposes. Consequently, the teacher must exercise professional judgment and choose the strategies to be employed. Selecting strategies becomes a less difficult problem when the teacher recognizes that instructional strategies are derived from five major sources. Before examining each of these sources we should emphasize a point that sometimes seems to be obscured in discussions of pedagogy, particularly in days of teacher shortages when teachers are assigned out-of-field. Paulo Freire hit on this point when he said, “The fact, however, that teachers learn how to teach a particular content must not in any way mean that they should venture into teaching without the necessary competence to do it. It does not give teachers a license to teach what they do not know.”

SOURCES OF STRATEGIES

Objectives as Source


The choice of strategies is limited at the onset by the specified instructional objectives. Although an almost infinite number of techniques for carrying out instruction may exist, only a finite number apply to any particular objective. For example, how many alternatives does the teacher have to teach the number fact that 2 ✕ 2 = 4? He or she may tell the students or give a chalk talk using the blackboard; have the students repeat again and again the 2✕ table, or use flash cards for drill purposes; have students practice using a workbook, an abacus, or a slide rule; or let pupils use a calculator or a printed multiplication table. Of course, not all of the possible courses of action will be suitable or acceptable to the teacher or the students, which limits the range of possibilities even more.


How many techniques suggest themselves for accomplishing the following objectives? The student will

· purify water by boiling

· write an editorial

· sew a zipper into a garment

· demonstrate a high jump

· help keep his or her school clean


Sometimes the strategy is obvious. There is no practical alternative; in essence, as “the medium is the message” (to use Marshall McLuhan’s words), the objective is the strategy. The student will demonstrate the high jump, for example, by performing that act. No amount of “teaching about” high jumping will permit the students to demonstrate that they can perform the high jump.

Subject Matter as Source


Subject matter provides a source of instructional strategies. With some subject matter selecting strategies is relatively simple. If we are teaching a course in servicing computers, certain operations must be mastered, such as removing and replacing a hard drive, installing programs and software, and clearing the computer of viruses.


The teacher must zero in on the subject matter and determine what principal facts, understandings, attitudes, appreciations, and skills must be mastered by the learners. Whereas some subject areas have a reputation for being harder to learn—for example, calculus, chemistry, and physics—others are more difficult to teach. Although learners may have difficulty balancing chemical equations, the strategies for teaching this content are fairly straightforward: lecture-demonstration, followed by testing. Less apparent, however, are strategies for teaching the dictum “Thou shall not cheat.” What would be the most effective method for inculcating an attitude of disapproval of cheating? How would the teacher test for mastery of this affective outcome?


Teaching about a subject as opposed to teaching a subject is an approach that even experienced teachers must guard against. We have alluded to this practice in the instance of teaching students to high jump. We can find other illustrations as well. For example, teachers who require students to commit grammar rules to memory often test only a knowledge of these rules rather than the students’ ability to apply them. Rather than use the library, students are sometimes confined to studying the Library of Congress cataloging system only in the English classroom. Again, students are permitted to verbalize what a balanced meal is but are not required to select or prepare one.


It is easy to be trapped into teaching about desired outcomes in the affective domain. Students read about democracy as a way of life but are not given the opportunity— sometimes inadvertently, sometimes deliberately—to practice democracy in the school. Students are lectured on the importance of self-discipline but are not allowed an opportunity to demonstrate it.


Teaching about content can lead to verbalism—the ability to describe a behavior but not necessarily the ability to carry it out. Verbalism is more likely to result when students are placed in a passive mode. Whenever possible, the learners should be actively involved in the instructional process; they should be placed in real situations or, barring that, in simulated ones.


These comments are not meant to rule out vicarious learning. We would be lost without it and life would be much bleaker. Pupils cannot, of course, always be involved in real situations. History for example, must be learned vicariously. Until the day when the science fiction writer’s dreams become reality, we cannot project ourselves backward in time, propel ourselves physically into the future, nor project ourselves spatially into a coexistent present. For example, most of us can sail up the Amazon River only through words and pictures of someone who has performed that feat and written and photographed his or her exploits for publications like The National Geographic Magazine or for television. We can experience directly the here and now in our own little corner of the universe.


Vicarious experience is more efficient in cases too simple for direct experiencing by every student. Valuable time would be wasted, for example, by having each student in an automotive program demonstrate the changing of an automobile’s air filter. A presentation by the instructor should suffice for learning this uncomplicated skill. Vicarious experience is the only option, however, when (1) resources are lacking, as in the case of learning to use the latest version of Windows when only earlier versions are available; (2) facilities are lacking, as in learning to inspect an automobile’s brakes when a school does not have appropriate space or equipment; and (3) the experience is too complicated or expensive, as in preparing a gourmet meal of bouillabaisse, coq au vin, or moo goo gai pan.

Textbooks as Source of Subject Matter. We can find repeated criticisms in the literature of reliance on textbooks per se. Michael W. Apple called attention to “the ubiquitous character of the textbook” when he wrote:

Whether we like it or not, the curriculum in most American schools is not defined by courses of study or suggested programs, but by one particular artifact, the standardized, grade-level-specific text. . . . While the text dominates curricula at the elementary, secondary, and even college levels, very little attention has been paid to the ideological, political, economic sources of its production, distribution, and reception.


Freire put what some might term a constructivist spin on his concern about the way textbooks are used:

Unfortunately, in general what has been done in schools lately is to lead students to become passive before the text. . . . Using their imagination is almost forbidden, a kind of sin. . . . They are invited neither to imaginatively relive the story told in the book nor to gradually appropriate the significance of the text.


Obviously, with the wealth of knowledge surrounding learners today through print, tangible learning aids, and online data reliance on a single textbook, passively absorbed, is ineffective pedagogy.


To conclude, whether personal or vicarious in nature, instructional strategies may emerge from a variety of subject-matter sources.

Student as Source


Instructional strategies must be appropriate for the students. The teacher will not send the average third-grader to the media center to select one of Shakespeare’s plays for leisure reading. Conversely, the teacher will not attempt to engage junior or senior high school boys and girls in a rousing game of London Bridge or Ring-Around-the-Rosie. Elementary Spanish is inappropriate for students ready for the intermediate level. Highly abstract verbal approaches to content do not fit the needs of the mentally retarded or slow learners. Independent study is applicable only to those with enough self-discipline and determination to profit from it.


Teachers need to capitalize on the special aptitudes or intelligences of learners. In the preceding chapter we mentioned Howard Gardner’s concept of multiple intelligences. 
 An adequate school curriculum would offer experiences to develop not only linguistic and logical-mathematical intelligence but also bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, musical, spatial, and naturalist, as well. Some would add social, emotional, and existential intelligence.


Teachers who underestimate the ability of learners and talk down to them or who overestimate the aptitude of learners and talk over their heads follow approaches that do not recognize the pupil as a source of strategy. Unless the teacher is careful, one source of strategy may conflict with another. A particular methodology may relate perfectly to the objectives, and may be right on target as to the subject matter, but may be completely inappropriate from the standpoint of the learner. We may generalize, therefore, that any particular strategy must not run counter to any of the sources of strategies.


The teacher should enlist the aid of students in both long-range and short-range planning for instruction. The teacher cannot assume, for example, that his or her purposes are identical to the students’ purposes in studying a subject; he or she must, therefore, make an effort to discover student purposes.


When initiating a topic, the teacher should help students identify their personal reasons, if any, for studying the material. Students should be asked to state their objectives in their own words. For example, the teacher may wish students to study the Vietnam War so (1) they can complete a section of the textbook, (2) they can fulfill a requirement of a course in history, (3) they can become familiar with that segment of our history, and (4) they might become interested enough in history to continue studying it in college. The student, on the other hand, may wish to study the Vietnam War in order to (1) understand books, television programs, and films concerned with this topic, (2) learn what friends and relatives experienced there, and (3) find out what got us into the war, why there was so much student protest, and how we can avoid getting into such a situation again.


Students may effectively participate in planning by (1) choosing among equally acceptable topics, (2) helping to identify the instructional objectives, (3) suggesting appropriate strategies, (4) choosing individual and group assignments, (5) selecting materials, and (6) structuring learning activities.

Community as Source


The desires of parents, the type of community, tradition, and convention all play a part in determining classroom strategies. Sexuality education, for example, alarms parents in many communities. Some oppose the school’s venturing into this area on religious grounds; others feel it is the prerogative of the home. Consequently, examining various contraceptives might be considered by many in the community as inappropriate at any level.

A survey of drug habits among youth of a community might be rejected by some citizens who feel a negative image of the community might be the result. Counseling techniques that probe into a pupil’s family life, psychological and personality tests, and values clarification may disturb parents.


Learning activities that stimulate excessive competition among students in the classroom and on the athletic field may meet with community disapproval. The use of outdated methodologies like the overuse of memorization can trouble parents as can procedures that call for behaviors either beyond the pupils’ capacities or below their abilities.


Community efforts to censor materials and methods occur frequently in some localities. Although teachers may experience some difficulties with the community over their choice of techniques or content, they need not abandon a course of action for this reason alone. However, as discussed earlier in this text, involving members of the community in the process of curriculum development is desirable. Learning about community needs, beliefs, values, and mores may be necessary before the teacher can gain support for using techniques he or she believes are most effective. Through advisory committees, parent volunteer aides, parent-school organizations, and civic groups, community opinions about the school and its curricula can be gathered.

Teacher as Source


Instructional strategies must conform to (1) the teacher’s personal style of teaching and (2) the model or models of instructing the teacher follows. Large-group discussion, for example, will not appeal to the teacher who prefers to work closely with students. A teacher who regularly follows an inductive model of teaching is not likely to be content with using a deductive model. Teachers should analyze the particular style of teaching they project and the models they find most suitable for their particular styles. They should seek to expand their repertoires by developing more than a single model of teaching.

Guidelines for Selecting Strategies


To help choose instructional strategies, you may wish to consider the following guidelines, which suggest that a strategy must be right for

the learners. It must meet their needs and interests and must be in keeping with their learning styles.

· the teacher. The strategy must work for the individual teacher.

· the subject matter. Artificial respiration, for example, is taught more effectively by demonstration and practice than by lecturing.

· the time available. For example, a scientific experiment requiring an extended period of several days is not possible if sufficient time is not available.

· the resources available. Reference materials, for example, must be available if students are required to carry out research projects that necessitate their use.
· the facilities. Dividing a class into small groups for discussion purposes, for example, may be impractical if the room is small, if acoustics are poor, and if the furniture is not movable. 

· the objectives. The strategy must be chosen to fulfill the instructional objectives.

STYLES OF TEACHING


A style of teaching is a set of personal characteristics and traits that clearly identify the individual as a unique teacher. Personal factors that make one teacher different from another include:

· dress

· language/speech

· voice

· gestures

· energy level

· facial expressions

· motivation

· interest in people

· dramatic talent

· intellect

· scholarship


Teachers consciously or unconsciously adopt certain styles. The teacher as helper, disciplinarian, actor, friend, father or mother image, autocrat, artist, big brother or sister, or expounder of subject matter are examples of teaching styles. Barbara Bree Fischer and Louis Fischer defined teaching style as “a persuasive quality in the behavior of an individual, a quality that persists though the content may change.”
 They observed that teachers differ in teaching style in much the same way that U.S. presidents varied in speaking style, famous painters differed in artistic style, or well-known tennis players demonstrated unique playing styles.


The teacher with a high, thin voice had best not rely heavily on lecture as a method. The teacher who is formal and proper in dress and manner will probably rule noisy games out of his or her repertoire. The teacher who lacks confidence in his or her management skills may not feel comfortable with a freewheeling, open-ended discussion. If a teacher of low energy level or low motivation refuses to carefully read students’ assigned essays or term papers, there is little point in using such strategies.


The teacher with a penchant for scholarship will likely include among his or her methods various forms of research. The teacher with an interest in people will choose procedures in which he or she and the students are interacting not only with each other but also with people both inside and outside the school.


The teacher who is confident about his or her work will invite visitors to the classroom, use resource persons, and permit audio- and videotaping of classroom activities. The teacher who is democratically oriented will design activities that permit students to participate in decision making. Unflappable individuals will be more inclined to try out innovative techniques that might result in failure whereas less intrepid individuals will tend to stick to the tried-and-true.


Some teachers reject the use of computers and audiovisual techniques because they do not feel competent enough to use the equipment or they harbor the attitude that the use of technology is somehow a waste of valuable time. In the judgment of these teachers, Guttenberg provided the definitive answer to instructional media—the printed page.


Fischer and Fischer identified a number of styles of teaching, including:

The Task-Oriented—These teachers prescribe materials to be learned and demand specific performance on the part of the students.


The Cooperative Planner—These teachers plan the means and ends of instruction with student cooperation . . . .


The Child-Centered—This teacher provides a structure for students to pursue whatever they want to do or whatever interests them. . . .


The Subject-Centered—These teachers focus on organized content to the near exclusion of the learner.


The Learning-Centered—These teachers have equal concern for the students and for the curricular objectives, the materials to be learned.


The Emotionally Exciting and Its Counterpart—These teachers show their own intensive emotional involvement in teaching.


You and I no doubt find some teaching styles more appealing and more acceptable than others. We might identify some styles as negative (e.g., undemocratic behavior) and some as positive (e.g., concern for students). Human beings that we are, we will probably give our approval to styles of teaching that emulate our own. Fischer and Fischer made their position clear:

We do not consider all styles of teaching and learning to be equally valid. . . . Since the very idea of style is based on a commitment to individualization of instruction and the development of learner autonomy, styles that encourage undue conformity and dependence are not acceptable to us.


Deborah P. Britzman took issue with the view that teaching style is “self-constructed product, mediated only by personal choice.”
 Britzman explained, “Teaching style, then, turns out to be not so much an individually determined product as a dialogic movement between the teacher, the students, the curriculum, the knowledge produced in exchange, and the discursive practices that make pedagogy intelligible.”

STYLES OF LEARNING


The teacher’s style obviously bears some relationship to the pupils’ styles of learning.  Some pupils are
· eager beavers

· mules

· self-starters

· plodders

· shining stars

· skeptics


Some would add “survivors.” Some learners can work under pressure; others cannot. Some need much direction; others, little. Some express themselves better orally than in written form. Some can deal with abstractions; others can learn only with concrete materials. Some learn more effectively from aural and visual techniques than through reading.


Recent research on the brain reaffirms the complexity of the functioning of the brain and at the same time reinforces differences in learners’ styles. Speaking of the complex nature of the brain, Merilee Sprenger observed that if learning is to become permanent, it has to follow certain paths that she called “memory lanes,” gateways to accessing the memory. She identified these lanes as semantic, episodic, procedural, automatic, and emotional.


An interesting conception of functioning of the brain postulates dominance in either the left hemisphere or the right hemisphere of the brain, although both hemispheres interact. Following this conception left-hemisphere dominance appears to favor logical processes, right-hemisphere, creative. The school curriculum traditionally caters to left-hemisphere characteristics.
 Renata Nummela Caine and Geoffrey Caine noted that the left-brain, right-brain distinction does not stand alone since, “In a healthy person, both hemispheres interact in every activity. . . . The ‘two-brain’ doctrine is most useful in reminding us that the brain reduces information into parts and perceives wholistically at the same time.”


The application of recent research on the brain to teaching and learning, according to Eric Jensen, places us on “the verge of a revolution” that “will change school start times, discipline policies, assessment methods, teaching strategies, budget priorities, classroom environments, use of technology, and even the way we think of the arts and physical education.”
 Patricia Wolfe cautioned, however, “During the past three decades, we’ve learned more about the brain than in all recorded history, but there is much more to learn.”


Pupils are as different in learning styles as teachers are in teaching styles.
 In fact, they are more different since there are more of them. Teachers must be aware that their teaching styles can at times be at cross-purposes to their pupils’. A teaching style cannot be selected in the same way an instructional strategy can. Style is not something that can be readily switched on and off. It is not simple to change from a task-oriented to a child-centered approach. Only with considerable difficulty, if at all, can a nonemotionally exciting teacher become an emotionally exciting one. Two questions must be asked about teaching styles: Can a teacher change his or her style? Should a teacher change his or her style?


Given a willingness to change, appropriate training, counseling or therapy, if need be, a teacher can change his or her style. Contrary to ancient beliefs about the impossibility of changing a person’s behavior, human beings can and do change. Sometimes personality change is modeled on the behavior of another person who is in some way important to an individual. Sometimes a crisis or trauma effects personality change. All religions share the basic premise that individuals can change their behavior. Thus, change is possible, though it may not be easy.


Perhaps a larger question is whether a teacher should change his or her style. Three answers are given to this question, one of which presupposes a teacher’s ability to change style. First, one school of thought holds that a teacher’s learning style should match the pupils’. Consequently, we would attempt to analyze the styles of the teacher and pupils respectively, then group pupils and teachers with compatible styles. The pupils and teachers would then follow their own styles.


At first glance, ignoring the complexities of analyzing styles and grouping the pupils with compatible teachers, this position seems to be very sound and logical. Rapport between teacher and pupils would most likely be high, and the classroom climate would be conducive to learning. Herbert A. Thelen supported the concept of matching teachers and students: “We remain convinced that any grouping which does not in some way attempt to ‘fit’ students and teachers together can have only accidental success.”


According to a second school of thought, there is some merit in exposing students to a great variety of personal styles during their schooling so they will learn how to interact with different types of people. Although some students might prefer the less structured, informal, relaxed approach while they are in school, a legion of high school graduates compliment their task-oriented, subject-centered teachers for having “held their feet to the fire,” thereby helping them to succeed after graduation in spite of themselves.


A third response to the question of whether a teacher should change his or her style holds that a teacher should be flexible, using more than one style with the same group of students or with differing groups of students. This answer combines features of both the first and second responses. Teachers vary their styles, if they can, for particular groups of learners, and by the same token, the pupils are exposed to a variety of styles. Whatever the strategy chosen, it must conform to the teacher’s inimitable style. That is why it is so important for teachers to know who they are, what they are, and what they believe. Rita S. Dunn and Kenneth J. Dunn spoke about the effect of the teacher’s attitudes and beliefs on teaching style.

The attitudes teachers hold toward various instructional programs, methods, and resources as well as the kinds of youngsters they prefer working with constitute part of their “teaching style.” It is true, however that some teachers believe in specific forms of instruction that they do not practice (administrative constraints, inexperience, lack of resources, or insecurity) and that others practice methods in which they do not believe (administrative or community mandates, inability to change or to withstand pressure). It is also true that teachers may prefer students different from those they are actually teaching.


“Style” and “method” are used rather loosely—and often interchangeably—in the professional literature. Fischer and Fischer cautioned, “Style is not to be identified with method, for people will infuse different methods with their own styles. For example, lecturing is not a style, in our conception, for people with distinctive styles will infuse their respective lectures with their own unique qualities.”

MODELS OF TEACHING


Whereas style of teaching is a personalized set of teacher behaviors, a model of teaching is a generalized set of behaviors that emphasizes a particular strategy or set of strategies. Lecturing, for example, is an instructional strategy or method. One whose predominant strategy is lecturing is fulfilling the model of lecturer. The contrast between model and style can readily be seen by a person who attends presentations given by two different lecturers.


Bruce Joyce and Marsha Weil defined a model of teaching this way: “A model for teaching is a plan or pattern that can be used to shape curriculums (long-term courses of studies) to design instructional materials, and to guide instruction in the classroom and other settings”;
 in the seventh edition of their book Joyce and Weil with Emily Calhoun noted, “Models of teaching are really models of learning.”
 The model or instructional role that the teacher displays guides the teacher’s choice of strategies. In one sense, the model or role is the method or strategy. For example, when the teacher plays the role of questioner, questioning is the instructional strategy or method. If the teacher directs students in using computer software in a particular subject, computer-assisted instruction is the method. On the other hand, if the teacher acts as a facilitator—a much broader role—a number of instructional strategies or methods may be employed. Students may choose their own materials, make up their own questions, and critique their own work, all under the general facilitating supervision of the teacher. Susan S. Ellis clarified the meaning of a model of teaching when she wrote:

Models of teaching are strategies based on the theories (and often the research) of educators, psychologists, philosophers, and others who question how individuals learn. Each model consists of a rationale, a series of steps (actions, behaviors) to be taken by the teacher and the learner, a description of necessary support systems, and a method for evaluating the learner’s progress. Some models are designed to help students grow in self-awareness or creativity; some foster the development of self-discipline or responsible participation in a group; some models stimulate inductive reasoning or theory-building; and others provide for mastery of subject matter.


In preservice teacher education, students usually gain familiarity and some limited experience with several of the more common models of teaching, including expository teaching, group discussion, role playing, demonstration, simulation, discovery, learning laboratories, programmed instruction, tutoring, problem solving, computer-assisted instruction, and mediated instruction. The assumption teacher education institutions make is that students will gain proficiency in one or more of the models (methods) and identify those with which they will feel most comfortable. Given the limited time at their disposal, teacher education institutions can only introduce students to the many instructional models, encourage students to identify their favorites, and help students to develop a degree of skill in carrying out various models.


Bruce Joyce identified twenty-five models of teaching.
 Joyce and Weil with Calhoun described fourteen models grouped under four categories or families: (1) information-processing, (2) social, (3) personal, and (4) behavioral systems.
 Mary Alice Gunter, Thomas H. Estes, and Jan Schwab explained a models approach to instruction when they described some nineteen models.


When we speak of models rather than methods of teaching, we convey the concept that a model is a generalized pattern of behavior that can be learned and imitated. Although teachers may develop their own enduring personal styles (which they may not be able to change easily or desire to change), they may develop skills inherent in a variety of models. Thus we might ask the same questions about models that we asked about styles: Can teachers change their models of teaching? Should they change them?


To the first question the answer must be yes. Were this not so, a significant portion of preservice and inservice teacher education would be useless. To the second question, a change of model is desirable if the teacher’s stock-in-trade is limited to one particular model, no matter how successfully the teacher carries it out. Teachers should be masters of several models of teaching. Different models are necessary to reach different goals of instruction.

Need for Variety


Variety of modeling is essential to successful teaching. Constant exposure to a single model can lead to restlessness and boredom on the part of students. Let us fabricate a very unlikely situation. A teacher develops a successful model that his colleagues admire. In their search for the “right” and “best” method, they emulate their colleague to the point where every teacher in the school adopts his model. Can you imagine what school would be like if every teacher were enthusiastic about the discovery method, for example, and attempted to use it to the exclusion of other models? Life could be extremely dull for students and teachers alike.


Of course, the use of a single, consistent model by all teachers is not sound pedagogy; a model must be compatible with both the teacher’s style and the students’ styles of learning. Deductive thinking—in which a rule is given first, then many opportunities for applying it—is less time consuming and more efficient with some learners than inductive thinking, in which the applications are given first and the learners determine the rule from them.


Fortunately, the use of a uniform model by all teachers is unlikely. However, we can detect sentiment among some educators that there is both a “best” style and a “best” model of teaching. Grasping for surefire solutions to instructional problems, school districts throughout the country have often conducted inservice education programs designed to promote a single, supposedly universal, model of teaching.


Joyce and Weil viewed the search for the best model of teaching as a fallacy and noted that the research does not champion one model over another.
 You will, of course, discover differences of opinion on the propriety of certain models. Some experts reject models that cast the teacher in the role of subject-matter authority and information-giver. Ernest R. House would supplant the model of teacher as information-presenter with that of teacher as tutor.
 Caine and Caine, drawing on research on the brain, expressed the view that educators in the twenty-first century “will need to have mastered the art of facilitating self-organization by students and others. . . . They will need to have sufficiently broad cognitive horizons to be able to integrate new ideas and new information and to facilitate their introduction into ongoing and dynamic student experiences.”


Proficiency in a variety of models would seem to be in order for there are times when direct presentation models may be more productive than more indirect. Carl D. Glickman counseled:

There is value in some traditional elements of schooling. For example, there is merit in reconsidering whether exchanging pencils for word processors or relying on pocket calculators instead of mental calculation have improved education. There are clear benefits to directly teaching students particular content, insisting on clear penmanship, and having students memorize certain material. Therefore, there are traditions to be retained at the same time that different configurations of time, space, methods, tools, and technology are incorporated.


Yet, Glickman made clear that teachers cannot become better teachers if they repeatedly teach “the same lessons in the same manner.”


Much has been written attempting to describe the characteristics and traits of effective teachers. Yet, as James H. Stronge observed in considering the qualities of effective teachers, “Effectiveness is an elusive concept when we consider the complex task of teaching.” 
 That teaching is complex is affirmed by the comment of Elizabeth Ellsworth, “. . . pedagogy is a much messier and more inconclusive affair than the vast majority of our educational theories and practices make it out to be . . . pedagogy poses problems and dilemmas that can never be settled or resolved once and for all.”

TEACHING SKILLS


Up to this point we have been discussing styles and models of teaching, both of which are germane to selecting particular strategies or methods. We will now add a third dimension that bears on selecting instructional strategies—teaching skills. A word is needed to signify the interrelationship between style, model, and skill of teaching. “Method” would be a tempting word to use if it did not already convey the meanings of both “strategy” and “model”—for example, the strategy of lecturing equals the model of lecturing. For want of a better term, the coining of which we will leave to others, we will use the ambiguous word “approach” to signify the interrelationship among the triumvirate of style, model, and skills. We might chart this relationship in the form of a simple diagram, shown in Figure 11.1, in which the shaded area represents the teacher’s approach.


Let’s take a simple illustration of this relationship. The teacher who consistently plays the role of facilitator (model) is likely to be a person who is student-centered, friendly, and relaxed, and has skill in advising, counseling, and serving as resource a person (skills). At the risk of redundancy, we might say that facilitator is the teacher’s model and facilitation of learning is the teacher’s instructional strategy (method). 

INSERT FIGURE 11.1

The Teacher’s Approach


What skills are pertinent to a particular approach? For example, what skills are required for lecturing—a method used at some time or other by most teachers? We might list the following:

· ability to enunciate

· ability to project one’s voice

· ability to use proper grammar and sentence structure

· ability to “read” students’ facial expressions

· ability to sustain interest

· ability to relate content to past and future experiences of learners

· ability to speak to level of audience

· ability to deal with individuals causing distractions

· ability to stimulate thinking

· ability to organize thoughts


All of these abilities are generic teaching skills. We may define generic teaching skills as those instructional skills or competencies that are general in nature and can be employed by teachers in any field and at any level. The converse, special teaching skills, are specific abilities that must be demonstrated by teachers in a particular field or level. The foreign language teacher, for example, must be skilled in the generic competency of varying stimuli, while also being adept at projecting specific stimuli unique to the language being taught. Skill in translating one language into another is a special skill of a foreign language teacher, not a talent that must be evidenced by every teacher.

Generic Competencies/Skills


For many years educators have taken an interest in identifying generic teaching skills or competencies. Dwight Allen and Kevin Ryan compiled a well-known list of generic teaching skills.
 Madeline Hunter and Douglas Russell listed seven steps—in effect, teaching skills—of planning for effective instruction.


The state of Florida has identified generic teaching competencies and skills that all its teachers should possess. Florida’s 2006 version of competencies/skills, which forms the basis of the Professional Education portion of the Florida Teacher Certification Examination, includes fourteen knowledge areas with two to six competencies/skills in each knowledge area. An example of one knowledge area and its competencies and skills is shown in Box 11.1. All persons seeking Florida teacher certification must pass not only the Professional Education Examination but also tests in a subject area (teaching field) and in college-level academic skills.


With appropriate training teachers can learn to master the generic teaching skills. Although generic teaching skills may be employed by all teachers at all levels, it does not follow that any teacher at any level or in any field can use any particular generic skills in just any given situation. Although every teacher should be able to ask probing questions, for example, each teacher will need to decide whether the nature of the content and the learning styles of the pupils will make probing questions appropriate.


Whether the skills are generic or specific, teachers must demonstrate a variety of instructional skills that can be adapted to their own styles and models. Research on teacher behaviors suggests that teaching skills can be imitated, learned, modified, and adopted.


The teachers’ personal style, the models they follow, and the teaching competencies and skills they have mastered all affect their design for instruction. For example, teachers select strategies that match their personal styles. They follow models to which they are receptive and choose strategies for which they have the requisite teaching competencies and skills. The effective teacher implements a variety of teaching strategies as well as assessment strategies that are discussed in the following chapter.
BOX 11.1  Florida’s Professional Education Competencies and Skills 

	Knowledge Area 10
	

	10. Knowledge of how to plan and conduct lessons in a variety of learning environments that lead to student outcomes consistent with state and district standards (Planning)

1. Determine instructional long-term goals and short-term objectives appropriate to student needs
	2. Identify activities that support the knowledge, skills, and attitudes to be learned in a given subject area.

3. Identify materials based on instructional objectives and student learning needs and performance levels

	
	

	Source: Excerpt from Competencies and Skills Required for Teacher Certification in Florida, Eleventh Edition, copyrighted 2006, appears by permission of the Florida Department of Education, Assessment and School Performance Office, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400. Website: http://www.firn.edu/doe/sas/ftce/pdf/ftcomp00.pdf, accessed March 15, 2007.


TEACHING: ART OR SCIENCE?


The question whether teaching is an art or science has been debated almost from the time a person with the label “teacher” met with one or more disciples for the purpose of imparting some aspect of knowledge or belief. Foremost among those who view teaching as an art is Elliot W. Eisner whose widely known work, The Educational Imagination: On the Design and Evaluation of School Programs, perceived the teacher as artist attuned to the qualities of life in the classroom and demonstrating “connoisseurship.”


David Levine proposed the use of the expression “teacher as artist” to replace “teacher as technician,” and “school as an experiment in democracy” in place of “school as factory.”
 Levine held that teaching for democracy “is a complex undertaking beyond the ability of teacher as technician.”
 Henry A. Giroux painted a larger role for teachers when he stated, “What classroom teachers can and must do is work in their respective roles to develop pedagogical theories and methods that link self-reflection and understanding with a commitment to change the nature of the larger society.”


On the other hand, those who lean toward the identification of generic teaching skills, the specification of instructional objectives, sequencing of content, national and state standards of achievement, and typical assessments would view teacher as scientist.


Successful teaching probably falls somewhere between the two poles.

ORGANIZING FOR INSTRUCTION


Planning for instruction involves selecting the following components:

· goals

· objectives

· strategies

· learning resources

· evaluation techniques


We discussed selecting instructional goals and objectives in Chapter 10 and considered selecting strategies and, indirectly, the resources needed to carry them out in this chapter. Choosing evaluation techniques is the subject of Chapter 12.


Somehow the teacher must bring all the separate components together into a cohesive plan. Both long-range and short-range planning are required. Long-range plans will be examined in Chapter 13. Let’s look now at the more immediate types of plans: the short-range unit plan and the even shorter-range daily plan.

Unit Plans


The unit plan—also called a “learning unit,” “teaching unit,” or simply, “unit”—is a means of organizing the instructional components for teaching a particular topic or theme. Many years ago William H. Burton provided a still-serviceable definition of a unit as follows: “A unit is any combination of subject-matter content and outcomes, and thought processes, into learning experiences suited to the maturity and needs (personal and social) of the learners, all combined into a whole with internal integrity determined by immediate and ultimate goals.”


Although units may be written narrowly within the confines of a particular field, for example, “Changing Decimals to Fractions,” current efforts to integrate the curriculum promote the creation of units that cut across the disciplines. Even with a seemingly narrow theme like “Changing Decimals to Fractions” by selecting appropriate strategies the teacher can call on multiple intelligences and incorporate other learnings including linguistic, scientific, civic, vocational, and artistic.


The unit plan ordinarily covers a period from several days to several weeks. A series of units might actually constitute a particular course. The daily plan organizes the instructional components of the day’s lesson(s). A unit serves as a source of a number of daily plans. Ordinarily, instructional planning progresses from course to unit to daily plans.


The writing of unit and daily lesson plans is a key skill that teacher education institutions seek to develop in preservice teachers. Some institutions insist on a degree of meticulousness and thoroughness in writing plans that is rarely seen in practice in the classroom.


You will find considerable variation in the structure of unit plans. Burton offered a useful outline for a unit plan, as follows:

· Title. Attractive, brief, and unambiguous.

· The Overview. Brief statement of the nature and scope of the unit.

· The Teacher’s Objectives. Understandings (generalizations), attitudes, appreciations, special abilities, skills, behavior patterns, facts.

· The Approach. A brief account of the most probable introduction.

· The Pupil’s Aim or Objective. The major objective which it is hoped the learners will develop or accept.

· The Planning and Working Period. Learning activities with desired outcomes for each activity.

· Evaluation Techniques. How evidence will be gathered showing that the objectives of the unit have been developed.

· Bibliographies. Books useful to the teacher and books useful to the learners.

· Audio-Visual Materials and Other Instructional Aids with Sources.


Analysis of various unit outlines shows that a unit plan should contain the title, the level or course for which it is intended, and the amount of time to be devoted to the following minimum essentials:

· instructional goals

· instructional objectives (cognitive, affective, psychomotor)

· instructional procedures (learning activities)

· evaluation techniques (preassessment, formative, summative)

· resources (human and material)


Units are written to be used; they are living documents and should be followed where helpful and augmented, reduced, revised, and discarded when inappropriate. Box 11.2 provides an illustration of a unit plan.
BOX 11.2  Illustrative Unit Plan

	Title: Financing Our Community’s Public Schools

Level: Senior High School—Problems of American Democracy

Time: Five Days

A. Instructional Goals

1. The student will understand that quality education is costly.

2. The student will understand that ignorance is more costly than education.

3. The student will become aware of sources of funding for the schools.

4. The student will become familiar with problems of financing education in our community.

B. Instructional Objectives

Cognitive

1. The student will describe the role and extent of local involvement in financing the schools.

2. The student will describe the role and extent of state involvement in financing the schools.

3. The student will describe the role and extent of federal involvement in financing the schools.

4. The student will explain the process by which public moneys are expended for the schools.

5. The student will explain what our public moneys buy for the schools.

6. The student will compare salaries of teachers in our community’s schools with salaries paid outside of teaching.

Affective

1. The student will take a position on the property tax: necessary, too high, too low? Reasons must be stated for the position taken.

2. The student will take a position on the statement: Teachers are underpaid. Reasons must be stated for the position taken.

3. The student will take a position on federal aid to education: pro or con? Reasons must be stated for the position taken.

4. The student will take a position on the statements: The schools cost too much. There are too many frills in education. Reasons must be stated for the position taken.

5. The student will take a position on offering vouchers or tax credits to enable parents to choose the school their children will attend. Reasons must be stated for the position taken.

Psychomotor

None

C. Instructional Procedures

1. Read the district superintendent’s annual report (distributed printed document or, if available, on the school district’s website) and discuss the revenues and expenditures.

2. Read this year’s school budget and compare with proposed budget for next year. Account for changes in the total amounts each year.

3. Draw a chart of the percentages of money spent by the locality, state, and federal government for support of the community’s schools.

4. Prepare a bar graph showing the total number of dollars expended this past year by the locality, state, and federal government for the community’s schools.

5. Report on your family’s school tax and show how it was calculated.

6. Invite a school principal to class and interview him or her about expenditures and revenues for his or her school.

7. Invite the superintendent, a member of the superintendent’s staff, or a member of the school board to class and interview him or her about expenditures and revenues for the school district.

8. Report on the costs of one federally supported program in our community’s schools.

9. Consult and discuss publications of the state department of education on financing schools in the state.

10. Compare amounts of money raised throughout the state by property taxes and by sales, income, and other taxes. ch11.
	11. Compare salaries of teachers in our community with salaries of (1) teachers in other communities in the state, (2) teachers in other states, and (3) persons outside of teaching.

12. Account for variations in amounts of money raised for the support of education by localities of the state and in the total amounts of money available to these localities.

13. Account for variations in amounts of money raised for the support of education by the various states.

14. Compile a list of average annual costs of selected items for which schools must pay, including instructional supplies, equipment, heat, lights, water, salaries of all personnel, insurance, and maintenance.

15. Report on the costs of vandalism in our com munity’s schools for a one-year period.

16. Write a report advocating either greater or lesser funding for our community’s schools. In your report show what is to be added or cut.

17. Suggest improved ways of funding the schools.*

D. Evaluation Techniques

1. Preassessment

Construct and administer a pretest to assess students’ entry knowledge and skills. Sample questions might include:

a. Estimate the total amount of money spent for the public schools of our community this past year.

b. How is the property tax determined?

c. Which spends more money on our community’s schools: the locality, the state, or the federal government?

2. Formative evaluation

a. Daily oral questioning of the students by the teacher on the more difficult aspects of the lessons.

b. Daily summaries by students and teacher at the end of each lesson.

c. Teacher’s evaluation of student products, as charts, graphs, etc. 

3. Summative evaluation

4. Quiz on the day following conclusion of the unit. Sample test items may include questions similar to those of the pretest plus additional items.  A combination of objective and essay test items may be used.  Sample test items might include: 

(1) Essay: Explain the process by which our community raises money locally for the schools.

(2) Objective: In reference to taxation, a mill is written as:

(a) 01

(b) 1.0

(c) .001

(d) .0001
E. Resources

Human

· School principal.

· School superintendent, member of the superintendent’s staff, or member of the school board.

Instructional Aids

· Computer, projector, and visuals.
Printed Material

· Publications of the local school board.

· Publications of the state department of education.

· Publications of the U.S. Department of Education, including:

The Condition of Education: Statistical Report Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, annually.

Digest of Education Statistics. Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, annually.

· Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United States. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, annually.

· The World Almanac and Book of Facts. New York: World Almanac Books, annually.

Websites

· School district

· State department of education

· U.S. Department of Education, http:// www.ed.gov/index.jhtml

	
	

	*Students may choose to make a PowerPoint presentation on a topic listed above or a related topic of their own choice. Note: This illustrative learning unit is based on the illustrative resource unit shown in Chapter 14.


Lesson Plans

Lesson plans chart the daily instruction. Conceivably, lesson plans could (and sometimes are) written without reference to any written unit plan. However, on strictly logical grounds, lesson plans that are higher in quality, better organized, and more complete are achieved more often with unit plans than without them. Creating units is essential to holistic planning.


Like unit planning, lesson planning is an individual exercise. According to Laurence J. Peter, “A lesson plan is simply an outline prepared in advance of teaching, so that time and materials will be used efficiently.”
 Peter pointed out that “various types of lessons require different kinds of lesson plans.”
 We might add, on a philosophical level, “Various types of teachers, various types of learners, and various types of subject matter require different types of lesson plans.” On a practical level, “Various types of administrators and supervisors require different types of lesson plans.”


A six-part outline for a lesson plan that can be followed subject to modification for special situations contains six components:

A. Objectives

B. Activities

C. Assignment

D. Evaluation Techniques

E. Bibliography

F. Instructional Aids and Sources


A sample lesson plan based on the illustrative unit plan is shown in Box 11.3. The less experience a teacher has, the more complete that teacher’s unit and lesson plans should be. It is desirable for both experienced and inexperienced teachers to prepare rather complete unit plans to fully communicate their ideas. Experienced teachers, however, will discover ways to simplify and shorten lesson plans. Once the unit and lesson plans have been made, the teacher can pay attention to matters of teaching style, model, and skills.
BOX 11.2   Illustrative Lesson Plan
	First Day

Unit: Financing Our Community’s Schools Fifty minutes
A. Objectives

Cognitive

1. The student will list three sources of funding for the schools.

2. The student will describe the source(s) of local funding for the schools.

3. The student will define “property tax,” “assessed valuation,” and “mill.”

Affective

The student will take positions, giving reasons whether the property tax is equitable, too high, or too low.

The student will express an opinion and give reasons as to whether he or she believes expenditures for schools in the community are more than adequate, adequate, or inadequate.

B. Activities

1. Set induction: Students will listen to the teacher read a recent editorial from the local newspaper on the needs of local schools. The class will discuss its perceptions of the editorial’s accuracy (eight minutes).

2. Using a projector, the teacher will show charts selected from the district superintendent’s annual report to the school board. Students will respond to teacher’s questions about interpretation of the charts (ten minutes).

3. Using the same data, students will prepare original charts and/or graphs showing sources and amounts of funds for the community’s schools this past year. Copies of the superintendent’s report will also be available for students’ use (ten minutes).

4. Students will listen to teacher’s description of sources of local funding. Key points: property tax, assessed evaluation, tax assessor, exemptions, and millage (ten minutes).
	5. Students will calculate amount of school tax to be paid on the following properties (five minutes):

a. A house assessed at $150,000; no exemptions; millage rate of 8.5 mills.

b. A house assessed at $250,000; homestead exemption of $5,000; millage rate of 6.52 mills.

c. A house assessed at $350,000; homestead exemption of $25,000, plus senior citizen exemption of $5,000, and veteran’s exemption of $5,000; millage rate of 7.15 mills.

6. Closure: Teacher will ask students such questions as: Which level of government spends most on the education of young people in the community? Approximately how much money was raised locally for schools last year? What percentage of funding came from the state? What percentage of funding came from the federal government? What is the current millage rate? (five minutes).

C. Assignment (two minutes)

1. See if you can find any articles in the local newspapers or on the Internet about costs of education in the community, state, or nation.

2. Ask your parents how much school tax they paid last year and, if they do not object, report to the class how much it was and how it was calculated. Also ask your parents whether they believe the property tax is too high, too low, or about right.

D. Evaluation Techniques*

1. Spot-check students’ in-class work on charts and calculations of property tax.

2. Ask students to respond to teacher’s oral questions at the end of the lesson.

E. Bibliography

1. Copies of the district superintendent’s annual report to the school board.

2. Editorial from local newspaper.

F. Instructional Aids and Resources Computers Projector and visuals



	*Teacher will schedule students who would be willing to make a PowerPoint presentation later in the week on the data prepared today in Activity B3.


PRESENTATION OF INSTRUCTION


After planning and organizing for instruction, the teacher proceeds to direct the students’ learning experiences in the classroom. Entire volumes have been written on effective means of presenting instruction. Britzman commented: “Teaching is fundamentally a dialogic relation, characterized by mutual dependency, social interaction and engagement, and attention to the multiple exigencies of the unknown and the unknowable.”


Since this text focuses on curriculum development rather than instructional methodology, a discussion of methods of teaching will not be attempted in any detail. Instead, I would like to make a few general observations about presentation of instruction and direct you to a few sources for further study. 


Research on effective teaching in the 1970s and 1980s supported commonsense principles to the effect that students learn more if teachers expect them to learn, focus on the content to be covered, keep them on task, provide adequate practice, monitor their performance, and care about whether they succeed. There is some evidence that for certain types of learnings and for certain types of students, direct instruction of the total group by the teacher is more effective than other strategies such as small grouping, inquiry, and Socratic techniques.


Evidence also shows that coaching is an appropriate technique for some types of learnings and students. Teacher training should make prospective teachers aware of the wide range of instructional strategies possible and help them develop proficiency in the use of those strategies.


For studies on the effective teaching research you may wish to consult some of the references in the bibliography at the end of this chapter, namely works by David C. Berliner et al.; Wilbur B. Brookover et al.; Jere E. Brophy and C. M. Evertson; Jere Brophy and Thomas L. Good; N. L. Gage; Bruce Joyce and Beverly Showers; Lawrence W. Lezotte and Beverly A. Bancroft; Donald M. Medley; Barak V. Rosenshine; Jane Stallings; Herbert J. Walberg; and Merlin C. Wittrock, ed. Handbook of Research on Teaching, 3rd ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1986), 35 chapters on research on teaching.


The complexity of teaching is readily evident in the roles expected of the teacher. D. John McIntyre and Mary John O’Hair, for example, viewed the teacher as an organizer, communicator, motivator, manager, innovator, counselor, and ethicist as well as fulfilling professional, political, and legal roles.


Although many, perhaps most, educators accept the validity of the effective teaching research on generic teaching skills, some see the generalizations on effective teaching as limited. Current research on teaching has moved in the direction of case studies of teacher performance as opposed to the “process-product” orientation of the earlier studies. Newer foci include more astute recognition and provision for individual differences in the classroom (see below and Chapter 15, “Provision for Exceptionalities.”) more emphasis on social aspects of learning (e.g., cooperative learning, school as a community of learners), and realistic (“authentic”) learning and performance-based (“authentic”) assessment in place of standardized testing.

INDIVIDUALIZED VERSUS GROUP INSTRUCTION


Controversy swirls around the respective efficacy of individualized versus group approaches to instruction. Proponents of individualization maintain that instruction must be geared toward the needs of the individual learners. Thus, we have seen strategies of programmed instruction, self-pacing, independent study, tutorials, guided independent study, and computer-assisted instruction in many classrooms. Proponents of group instruction point out that for some purposes, teaching entire groups is more efficient and practical in our mass educational system than attempting to individualize instruction. Consequently, teaching groups or subgroups in the classroom, be they hetero geneous or homogeneous, has been the time-honored approach to schooling. Research on teacher effectiveness has supported direct instruction of whole groups, at least for certain purposes.

Personalized Instruction


What is clear in today’s teaching is the challenge of providing for individual differences within the context of mass education. We should distinguish individualization in which the same content is presented to all students with some adaptation of methodology in order to achieve the same objectives from individualization which entails varied content and varied methodology to achieve personalized objectives.


For decades teachers have attempted to identify the most effective means of meeting the needs and interests of their students. The literature is filled with discussions and examples of ways to personalize instruction.
 Almost every description of effective teaching includes some reference to recognizing and caring for differences in student backgrounds, abilities, personalities, learning styles, interests, and needs.


Recognizing the difficulty of attending to differences in the classroom, teachers continue to search for and try out new techniques or modifications of older approaches. Judging by the wealth of books and other media on the topic, the search for better ways to meet individual differences continues. Three instructional approaches currently command the attention of teachers. All three are interrelated, borrow from previous principles in the history of instruction, owe a debt to progressive philosophy, and give credence to time-honored principles of effective teaching. Dressed in current terminology and with the underlying principle of adapting instruction to individual learners are the philosophy and practices of:

1. Differentiated Education, otherwise known as “differentiated classrooms” and “differentiated instruction.” The teacher who differentiates instruction creates and carries out varied, flexible learning activities designed to meet the differences among students in multiage, multiability, and multicultural classes.

2. Constructivism. The teacher who engages in constructive techniques of instruction starts with the knowledge learners bring with them to the classroom and leads students to constructing new knowledge. Using thought-provoking questions and activities constructivist teachers provide many opportunities for students to process their learnings.

3. Scaffolding. Using coaching techniques, pacing and sequencing the learnings, and supplying help when necessary, teachers assist pupils to progress incrementally toward achieving objectives.


These approaches should be perceived as sets of practices, not specific techniques, but rather, dispositions to the use of a variety of methods to help learners achieve the instructional objectives. Fundamental and common to all three approaches are individualized instruction, active learning, the role of the teacher as facilitator, and interaction between teacher and students and among students.

Technology in Instruction


Along with the three R’s, students today must—and do when they have access to the hardware and software—develop skills in using the ubiquitous computer. No one can minimize today’s need for teachers to possess computer skills for instruction, word-processing, record management, presentations, distance learning, and research so that they may in turn help students to perfect these skills.


The computer, in reality, makes the world the classroom. It enables schools to offer open education in its broadest and technological sense. More and more students are using the Internet in their studies and enrolling in online courses. In acknowledging the pervasive influence of computers, teachers should not overlook in their planning other technological media like the overhead projector, television, VCR, DVD player, and digital camera. Effective teachers today combine more traditional teaching techniques using common instructional supplies and equipment with newer technological aids when creating multi-media projects.


Interactive video offers a relatively new direction in individualizing instruction building onto the technology of computer-assisted instruction and combining it with features of video presentations. Gary W. Orwig and Donna J. Baumbach provided a simple definition of interactive video when they wrote: “Interactive video is a video message controlled by a computer program.”


Whereas typical video presentations place the learner in a passive role, interactive video permits the student to assume an active part by responding to its presentations. Orwig and Baumbach described three levels of interactive video, albeit the first level uses no computer: (1) video disc player without a computer, the least expensive setup, capable of the least interaction on the part of the student; (2) video disc player with internal computer; and (3) video disc player controlled by an external desktop computer, the most expensive arrangement, possessing the greatest capability for interaction.
 Orwig and Baumbach saw interactive video as “a powerful instructional medium, and it has the potential to change the way people learn.”
 They commented further:

As interactive video becomes established, it will probably have a greater impact upon individualized instruction than all the self-paced workbooks, programmed instruction, drill and practice, lap-packs, computer-assisted instruction, and other “individualized” techniques combined.


With each passing year we witness increased use of the new technologies brought forth by computers, laser video discs, and interactive video. In many cases the electronic strategies are incorporated into the existing curricula; in others, they become alternatives to traditional textbook-oriented instruction.

Cooperative Learning


New versions of group instruction as well as individualized instruction have arisen. A considerable amount of research and experimentation transpired in the 1980s on presentation of instruction through cooperative learning, which is sometimes referred to as collaborative learning. Robert E. Slavin acknowledged that the concept of cooperative learning was an old idea and went on to define it in the following manner: Cooperative learning is a form of classroom organization in which students work in small groups to help one another learn academic material.


In advancing his noncoercive lead-management control theory in the classroom William Glasser clearly supported cooperative learning, observing that “it is hard to visualize any quality school that is not deeply involved in this method of instruction.”
 
Slavin noted a key element of cooperative learning—group performance—when he said, “The term refers to classroom techniques in which students work on learning activities in small groups and receive rewards as recognition based on their group’s performance.” 
 Fran Lehr commented on the composition of groups, defining cooperative learning as “an instructional system that allows students of all achievement levels and backgrounds to work in teams to achieve a common goal.”


Cooperative learning research brings to the forefront old arguments about the relative merits of competition, cooperation, and individualization in the classroom. Competition among individuals for the teacher’s approval, praise, smiling faces, grades, awards, and other forms of recognition has been a time-honored practice in our schools. We know that competition among pupils can produce negative effects, such as stifling motivation, especially when students cannot compete on an equal basis. David W. Johnson and Roger T. Johnson called attention to more than three hundred seventy-five studies conducted in the past ninety years on the effects of cooperation, competition, and individualized instruction in student achievement, and concluded that cooperative learning, furthermore, resulted in more higher-level reasoning, more frequent generation of new ideas and solutions (i.e., process gain), and greater transfer of what is learned within one situation to another (i.e., group-to-individual transfer) than did competitive or individualistic learning.


Cooperative learning, as currently defined, emphasizes the positive aspects of heterogeneously grouped pupils working together to help each other. As such, it is distinguished from other cooperative methods of instruction such as small group discussion, group mastery learning, and peer tutoring, and from individualized methods such as programmed instruction, individualized mastery learning, interactive video, and independent study which retain individual achievement as the major goal. With cooperative learning, individuals are responsible to their group for the group’s progress.


Cooperative learning techniques that are in practice place four to six pupils in groups, depending on the project under way. Groups are deliberately structured by the teacher to include a balance between high and low achievers, boys and girls, and ethnic backgrounds. You can easily infer that the goals of cooperative learning include but go beyond subject matter achievement into the development of group pride, self-esteem, social and emotional skills, respect for diversity, willingness to help one another, and a sense of responsibility.


Students in learning teams take responsibility for particular portions of the task, and they must share what they learn with their group in a way that group members will comprehend. Groups may be restructured from time to time depending on the tasks to be accomplished. The teacher may assign grades both for the group as a whole and for individual members of the group. In some variations of grading under cooperative learning practices, grades represent the amount of progress made by individual members of the group. Group members’ dependence on each other serves as a motivator; in effect, it creates a positive form of peer pressure. Competition among teams provides a healthier climate than does competition among individuals.

In your reading or observations you will encounter specific adaptations of cooperative learning developed by individuals who have conducted research on this mode of learning. Among these are Learning Together or Circles of Learning (David W. Johnson and Roger T. Johnson), Jigsaw (Elliott Aronson et al.), Student Teams-Achievement Division or STAD (Robert E. Slavin), Team-Assisted Individualization or TAI (Robert E. Slavin et al.), and Group Investigation (Shlomo Sharan et al.).


In planning, implementing, and evaluating a cooperative learning strategy teachers must take into consideration whether the facilities are conducive (or can be made conducive) to cooperative activity; whether students possess the ability to work together, sharing responsibility for the group’s endeavors; or whether some training in group processes is required.


Robert J. Marzano, Debra J. Pickering, and Jane E. Pollock observed that “cooperative learning should be applied consistently and systematically, but not overused.”
 Reminding teachers that “Any strategy, in fact, can be overused and lose its effectiveness,” they concluded, however, “Of all classroom grouping strategies, cooperative learning may be the most flexible and powerful.”


Increased emphasis today is placed on active involvement of students in their learning process not only by enabling them to work together but also by providing them with opportunities to choose learning activities and to evaluate their own performance. 

SUMMARY 


Selecting instructional strategies is one of the final steps in planning for instruction. Instructional strategies are derived from a number of sources, including the objectives, the subject matter, the pupil, the community, and the teacher.


Teachers vary in their styles, models, and skills. By style we mean the unique, personal qualities that a teacher develops over the years to distinguish himself or herself from all other teachers.


When we speak of models of teaching, we mean a generalized role—a pattern of methods—such as discussion leader, online instructor, or tutor. The so-called Socratic method of stimulating thinking is a model. Jesus, for example, used both a model (preacher) and a method (sermonizing).


Skills of teaching are those generic and specific competencies necessary to design and carry out instruction. Lesson planning, for example, is a generic skill; that is, it is pertinent to all teachers at all levels. The ability to teach pupils to perform the division of whole numbers is an example of a specific skill. Both the models and skills must be compatible with the teacher’s style. Instructional strategies must be appropriate to the teacher’s style, model, and skill.


Instructional strategies, styles of teaching, and teaching skills are all selected, adopted, and implemented to successfully fulfill instructional goals and objectives. The ultimate purpose of all strategies, styles, models, and skills is the fostering of student achievement.


The various instructional components should be organized into, among other types of plans, short-term units and daily lesson plans. Although teachers may design their own formats for unit and lesson plans, generic outlines are suggested in this chapter. As teachers gain experience, less detail in planning is possible. However, some planning is always necessary. The reader is referred to selections from the now large body of research on effective presentation of instruction.


The chapter concluded with discussions of several strategies for presentation of instruction, called “delivery systems” by some people.

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION 

1. How do strategies, models, and styles of teaching differ from each other?

2. How would you go about matching a teacher’s style and the learners’ styles?

3. How do generic teaching skills differ from specific teaching skills? Give examples.

4. How do you account for the fact that specifications of generic teaching skills differ from state to state?

5. Which do you believe is most effective in promoting student achievement: individualization, competition, or cooperation?
EXERCISES 

1. Select an instructional objective and design at least three strategies for accomplishing it.

2. Observe several teachers, describe their styles, and tell what makes each teacher unique.

3. Describe with examples how a teacher’s style affects selection of instructional strategies.

4. Select one of the models of teaching described by Bruce Joyce and Marsha Weil (see bibliography) and describe it to the class.

5. Select one of the models of teaching described by Mary Alice Gunter, Thomas H. Estes, and Jan Schwab (see bibliography) and describe it in class.

6. Prepare a report on the Comparison of Teaching Models in Caine and Caine, Making Connections (see bibliography), p. 124.

7. Debate the issue: Teaching as an Art vs. Teaching as a Science.

8. Observe several teachers and try to identify the models they are using.

9. Select one of the generic skills described by Dwight Allen and Kevin Ryan (see bibliography); demonstrate it in class or videorecord your demonstration of the skill and critique it in class.

10. Select one of the generic skills discussed by Made line Hunter and Douglas Russell (see bibliography); demonstrate it in class or videorecord your demonstration of the skill and critique it in class.

11. Search the literature on instruction, find several outlines for unit plans, compare them, and select or create an outline you would use, stating reasons.

12. Search the literature on instruction, find several outlines of lesson plans, compare them, and select or create an outline you would use, stating reasons.

13. List several specific teaching skills for a teaching field you know well.

14. Write an essay with appropriate references in support of or opposed to training in generic skills for all teachers.

15. Critique Florida’s generic competencies and skills and decide whether you agree they are essential competencies for every teacher.
16. If your state has a required or recommended set of generic competencies, critique those competencies and decide whether you agree they are essential skills for every teacher.
17. Take a position, stating reasons, for state testing of teacher competency.

18. State your views on on-the-job assessment of beginning teachers for state certification.
19. Tell whether you believe there should be some process for national certification of teachers based on national standards. State your reasons and tell whether you believe the process should be required or voluntary.
20. Design a five- to ten-day-long unit plan appropriate for teaching toward a specific instructional goal.
21. Design a lesson plan (a daily plan) based on the unit plan that you prepared for Exercise 20.
22. Report on some of the research on effective teaching, particularly studies of time on task (academic engaged time) and direct instruction.
23. Report on the applicability and effectiveness of coaching as an instructional technique.
24. Group exercise: You are a state task force. Your task is to draw up a set of defensible generic competencies that all teachers in your state would be required to master.
25. Locate and evaluate several articles that critique the effective teaching research. (See, for example, “Beyond Effective Teaching” in the bibliography.)
26. Prepare an oral or written report on one of the following:
a. Mastery learning

b. Peer tutoring

c. Differentiated instruction

d. Constructivism

e. Scaffolding

27. Conduct a demonstration of one of the following technologies adapted for classroom instruction:
a. Computer-assisted instruction

b. Interactive video

c. PowerPoint presentation

d. Online instruction

28. Prepare an oral or written report on the philosophy, purposes, procedures, and problems of cooperative learning.
29. Prepare an oral or written report on one of the following adaptations of the concept of cooperative learning:
a. Cooperative Integrated Reading and Comprehension (Nancy A. Madden et al.)
b. Group Investigation (Shlomo Sharan)
c. Jigsaw (Elliott Aronson et al.)

d. Jigsaw II (Robert E. Slavin)

e. Jigsaw III (A. Gonzalez and M. Guerrero)

f. Learning Together or Circles of Learning (David W. Johnson and Roger T. Johnson)
g. Student Teams—Achievement Division (Robert E. Slavin)

h. Team-Assisted Individualization (Robert E. Slavin et al.)

i. Teams-Games-Tournament (David DeVries and Robert E. Slavin)

30.  Report to the class on PRAXIS/Principles of Learning and Teaching/Pathwise and the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) Standards for Beginning Teacher Licensing and Development discussed in Paul R. Burden and David M. Byrd (see bibliography).
31. Describe in a written or oral report each of the five “memory lanes” identified by Marilee Sprenger (see bibliography).
BOOKS-IN-ACTION

Becoming a Multiple Intelligences School Package, 2000. Ten books and a 15-min. videotape. Thomas Hoerr, consultant.
PROFESSIONAL INQUIRY KITS 

Constructivism Series 2, 1999. Two 30- to 40-min. videotapes: Putting the Learner First and Case Studies in Constructivist Teaching. Facilitator’s Guide. Shows constructivist principles in educational settings. Jacqueline Grennon Brooks, consultant.

Curriculum Integration, 1998. Eight activity folders plus videotape. Shows teachers how to plan and execute an integrated unit. Carol Cummings, consultant.

Learning Styles, 1996. Multimedia kit shows a learning-styles approach to instruction.
VIDEOS

At Work in the Differentiated Classroom, 2001. Three videotapes: Planning Curriculum and Instruction, 48 min. Managing the Classroom, 33 min. Teaching for Learner Success, 28 min. Experienced teachers show how to manage a differentiated classroom.

A Visit to a Differentiated Classroom, 2001. Sixty-minute videotape with an Online Viewer’s Guide.

The Brain and Learning, 1998. Four 25- to 45-min. videotapes. Workshop outlines, handouts, and overheads. Facilitator’s Guide. Presenters: Geoffrey Caine, MariAn Diamond, Eric Jensen, Robert Sylwester, and Pat Wolfe.

The Common Sense of Differentiation: Meeting Specific Needs in the Regular Classroom, 2005. Three 35- to 45- min. programs on one DVD and a comprehensive Facilitator’s Guide.

How to Scaffold Instruction for Student Success, 2002. l5- to 20-min. videotape. Teachers explain scaffolding techniques.

The Understanding by Design Video Series, 1998–2000. Three 25- to 55-min. videotapes. Grant Wiggins and Jay McTighe explain facets of understanding and the process of designing instruction.
Note: Media in Books-in-Action, Professional Inquiry Kits, and Videos can be acquired from: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1703 N. Beauregard St., Alexandria, Va. 20311-1714.
WEBSITES 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development: http://www.ascd.org

Community Learning Network: http://www.cln.org (on integrating technology)

Curriculum Planning Guides (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction): http://dpi.wi.gov/pubsales/ planning.html

Education World: http://www.education-world.com/a_ curr/curr218.shtml (on scaffolding)

Educators’ Reference Desk: http://www.eduref.org/ Virtual/ Lessons/index.shtml#Search)

Funderstanding: http://www.funderstanding.com/ constructivism.cfm (on constructivism)

International Society for Technology in Education: http:// www.iste.org

Internet Public Library: http://www.ipl.org and http:// www.ipl.org/div/farq

Lesson Plan Page: http://www.lessonplanpage.com (lesson plans)

The New Curriculum: http://www.newcurriculum.com/ index.php (on integrating technology into teaching)

Open Educational Resources Commons: http://www. oer commons.org (shared materials for teaching and learning K–12 through college)

Phi Delta Kappa: http://www.pdkintl.org School Discovery: http://schooldiscovery.com (lesson plans)

TeacherspayTeachers: http://www.teacherspayteachers.com (educators buy and sell course materials) 
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