International

EDUCATION
Enhanced student achievement is arguably the most important outcome of schooling at any level. Unfortunately, there are so many, often competing, claims about how to enhance student achievement that the
views often talk across each other. This leads to an “everything goes” attitude toward interventions and the
acceptance of weak measures of achievement. The result is that in many schools each teacher is permitted to
introduce their own methods and interventions.

Organization – Influences are organized by their point of origin: 1) student 2) home 3) school 4) classroom
5) teacher 6) curriculum 7) teaching approaches and 8) national/international setting.
Entries – Entries vary in length from 2,000 - 2,500 words (3-4 pages) depending on the amount of evidence
supporting each entry. Each entry includes the following sections.
* Brief introduction defining and describing the topic’s origins and history
* Research Findings (main section)
* Applications/Recommendations for practice
* List of 6-12 references
Presentation – In order to be accessible to all stakeholders in education (teachers, teacher educators and
their students, administrators, school boards, policy makers at all levels, concerned parents), articles have
been kept as nontechnical as possible.
International Expertise – Each entry is written by a recognized expert on the topic at hand, and to insure
international representation, half of the section editors are from outside the USA.

International Guide to
Student Achievement

This volume brings together and critically examines the major influences shaping student cognitive achievement and considers their relative importance. It does not tell people what to do in their schools and classrooms. It simply provides them with the first-ever compendium of research that summarizes what is known
about the major influences shaping students academic achievement. Readers can then creatively apply this
knowledge base to their own school and classroom organizational patterns, their curriculums and teaching
strategies, and their teacher training programs. The entries can, therefore, be viewed as intellectual building
blocks to be creatively mixed and matched into new or existing educational arrangements. Key features of
this groundbreaking book include the following.

Guide to

Student
Achievement

About the Editors

Eric Anderman is Professor of Educational Psychology and the Interim Director of the School of Educational
Policy and Leadership at the Ohio State University. In 1999 he was awarded the Richard E. Snow Early
Career Achievement Award from the American Psychological Association (APA) and he served as President
of Division 15 of APA in 2008. In addition to authoring and editing several books, he has served on the editorial boards of several major journals and as the Associate Editor of the Journal of Educational Psychology
from 2002-2009.

www.routledge.com
Cover image: © rubberball / GETTY

Hattie and Ander-

John Hattie is Professor and Director of the Melbourne Education Research Institute at the University of
Melbourne, Australia and Honorary Professor at the University of Auckland. The author of the international
bestseller, Visible Learning, he has served as President of the International Text Commission, and associate
editor of the British Journal of Educational Psychology. He has published and presented over 550 papers and
has supervised 160 theses students.

Edited by John Hattie
and Eric M. Anderman

International Guide to
Student Achievement

The International Guide to Student Achievement brings together and critically examines the major influences
shaping student achievement today. There are many, often competing, claims about how to enhance student
achievement, raising the questions of “What works?” and “What works best?” World-renowned bestselling
authors, John Hattie and Eric M. Anderman have invited an international group of scholars to write brief,
empirically-supported articles that examine predictors of academic achievement across a variety of topics and
domains.
Rather than telling people what to do in their schools and classrooms, this guide simply provides the firstever compendium of research that summarizes what is known about the major influences shaping students’
academic achievement around the world. Readers can apply this knowledge base to their own school and
classroom settings. The 150+ entries serve as intellectual building blocks to creatively mix into new or
existing educational arrangements and aim for quick, easy reference. Chapter authors follow a common
format that allows readers to more seamlessly compare and contrast information across entries, guiding
readers to apply this knowledge to their own classrooms, their curriculums and teaching strategies, and their
teacher training programs.
John Hattie is Professor and Director of the Melbourne Education Research Institute at the University of
Melbourne, Australia and Honorary Professor at the University of Auckland. The author of the international
bestseller, Visible Learning, he has served as President of the International Text Commission, and associate
editor of the British Journal of Educational Psychology. He has published and presented over 550 papers and
has supervised 160 theses students.
Eric Anderman is Professor of Educational Psychology and the Interim Director of the School of
Educational Policy and Leadership at the Ohio State University. In 1999 he was awarded the Richard E.
Snow Early Career Achievement Award from the American Psychological Association (APA) and he served
as President of Division 15 of APA in 2008. In addition to authoring and editing several books, he has served
on the editorial boards of several major journals and as the Associate Editor of the Journal of Educational
Psychology from 2002-2009.

International Guide to
Student Achievement

Edited by

John Hattie
University of Melbourne

Eric Anderman
Ohio State University

First published 2013
by Routledge
711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017
Simultaneously published in the UK
by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN
Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
© 2013 Taylor & Francis
The right of the editor to be identified as the author of the editorial material, and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been asserted
in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.
All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other
means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without
permission in writing from the publishers.
Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe.
Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
[CIP data]
ISBN: 978-0-415-87898-2 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-0-415-87901-9 (pbk)
ISBN: 978-0-203-85039-8 (ebk)
Typeset in Times
by EvS Communication Networx, Inc.

Contents

Acknowledgments

xvii

Introduction
John Hattie and Eric M. Anderman

xix

Section 1. Understanding Achievement
Section Editors: Eric M. Anderman and John Hattie

1

1.1

Defining Student Achievement
Thomas R. Guskey

3

1.2

Academic Achievement: An Elementary School Perspective
Alan Bates, Rena Shifflet, and Miranda Lin

7

1.3

Academic Achievement: An Adolescent Perspective
R. Trent Haines and Christian E. Mueller

10

1.4

Adult Education and Achievement
M. Cecil Smith

14

1.5

Academic Achievement: A Higher Education Perspective
Terrell L. Strayhorn

16

1.6

Developmental Education for Adults and Academic Achievement
Joshua D. Hawley and Shu Chen Chiang

19

Section 2. Influences from the Student
Section Editor: Mimi Bong

23

2.1

Entry to School
Collette Tayler

25

2.2

Piagetian Approaches
Philip Adey and Michael Shayer

28

2.3

Entry to Tertiary Education
Emer Smyth

31

2.4

Physical Activity
Janet Clinton

33

2.5

Gender Influences
Judith Gill

36

vii

viii

Contents

2.6

Engagement and Opportunity to Learn
Phillip L. Ackerman

39

2.7

Behavioral Engagement in Learning
Jennifer Fredricks

42

2.8

Goal Setting and Academic Achievement
Dominique Morisano and Edwin A. Locke

45

2.9

Self-Reported Grades and GPA
Marcus Credé and Nathan R. Kuncel

49

2.10 Conceptual Change
Stella Vosniadou and Panagiotis Tsoumakis

51

2.11 Social Motivation and Academic Motivation
Tim Urdan

54

2.12 Attitudes and Dispositions
Robert D. Renaud

57

2.13 Personality Influences
Meera Komarraju

59

2.14 Academic Self-Concept
Herbert W. Marsh and Marjorie Seaton

62

2.15 Self-Efficacy
Mimi Bong

64

2.16 Motivation
Dale H. Schunk and Carol A. Mullen

67

2.17 Friendship in School
Annemaree Carroll, Stephen Houghton, and Sasha Lynn

70

2.18 Indigenous and Other Minoritized Students
Russell Bishop

74

2.19 Low Academic Success
David A. Bergin

77

2.20 Learning Difficulties in School
R. Allan Allday and Mitchell L. Yell

79

Section 3. Influences from the Home
Section Editor: Andrew Martin

83

3.1

Resident and Nonresident Fathers
William Jeynes

85

3.2

Home Environment
Burkhard Gniewosz and Jacquelynne S. Eccles

89

3.3

Socioeconomic Status and Student Achievement
Jeanne Brooks-Gunn and Erin Bamgarner

92

Contents

ix

3.4

Welfare Policies
Lisa A. Gennetian and Pamela A. Morris

95

3.5

Family–School Partnerships and Academic Achievement
Andrew J. Martin

98

3.6

Parent Involvement in Learning
Wendy S. Grolnick, Jacquelyn N. Raftery, and Elizabeth S. Flamm

101

3.7

Maternal Employment and Achievement
Rachel G. Lucas-Thompson and Wendy A. Goldberg

104

3.8

Television and Academic Achievement
Andrew J. Martin

107

Section 4. Influences from the School
Section Editor: Catherine Bradshaw

111

4.1

Charter Schools and Academic Achievement
Ann Allen

113

4.2

Ability Grouping
Ed Baines

116

4.3

Evaluating and Improving Student–Teacher Interactions
Anne H. Cash and Bridget K. Hamre

119

4.4

Mixed-Grade Elementary-School Classes and Student Achievement
Linley Cornish

122

4.5

School-Based Mental Health
Erin Dowdy, Matthew P. Quirk, and Jenna K. Chin

125

4.6

Achievement in Faith-Based Schools
L. Mickey Fenzel

128

4.7

Class Size
John Hattie

131

4.8

Financing Schools
Eric A. Hanushek

134

4.9

Influences of School Layout and Design on Student Achievement
C. Kenneth Tanner

137

4.10 Grade Retention
Shane R. Jimerson and Jacqueline A. Brown

140

4.11 Inclusive Education
Geoff Lindsay

143

4.12 School-Wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports and Academic Achievement
Kent McIntosh, Sophie V. Ty, Robert H. Horner, and George Sugai

146

4.13 School Connectedness
Clea McNeely

149

x

Contents

4.14 Teacher Mentoring, Coaching, and Consultation
Elise T. Pas and Daniel S. Newman

152

4.15 The Link between Student Mobility and Academics
Bess Rose and Catherine P. Bradshaw

155

4.16 Service-Learning
Shelley H. Billig

158

4.17 Single-Sex Schools and Academic Achievement
Shirley L. Yu and Isabel Rodriguez-Hejazi

161

4.18 Summer School and Student Achievement in the United States
Jordan D. Matsudaira

164

4.19 Within Class Grouping: Arguments, Practices, and Research Evidence
Yiping Lou

167

4.20 Special Education and Academic Achievement
Benjamin Zablotsky and Michael S. Rosenberg

170

4.21 Social and Emotional Learning and Academic Achievement
Jessika Zmuda and Catherine P. Bradshaw

173

4.22 Middle School Transitions
Eric M. Anderman

176

Section 5. Influences from the Classroom
Section Editor: Julianne Turner

179

5.1

Classroom Instructional Contexts
Debra K. Meyer

181

5.2

Academic Motivation and Achievement in Classrooms
Lynley H. Anderman

185

5.3

Elementary Classroom Management
Inge R. Poole and Carolyn M. Evertson

188

5.4

Emotion and Achievement in the Classroom
Thomas Goetz and Nathan C. Hall

192

5.5

Secondary Classroom Management
Anne Gregory and Jennifer R. Jones

196

5.6

Homework and Academic Achievement
Jianzhong Xu

199

5.7

The Role of Formative Assessment in Student Achievement
Aryn C. Karpinski and Jerome V. D’Agostino

202

5.8

Peer Influences in Elementary School
Gary W. Ladd

205

5.9

Acceleration for All
Henry M. Levin and Pilar Soler

209

Contents

xi

5.10 Ability Grouping
Janet Ward Schofield

212

5.11 Collaboration in the Classroom
Noreen M. Webb

215

Section 6. Influences from the Teacher
Section Editor: Anita Woolfolk

219

6.1

Teacher–Student Relationships
Heather A. Davis

221

6.2

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
Mary E. Dilworth

224

6.3

Classroom Management and Student Achievement
Jerry Freiberg

228

6.4

Fostering Student Creativity in the Era of High-Stakes Testing
Bree Frick

231

6.5

Nontraditional Teacher Preparation
Belinda G. Gimbert

234

6.6

Quality of Teaching
Laura Goe

237

6.7

Methods for Studying Teacher and Teaching Effectiveness
Alexander Gröschner, Tina Seidel, and Richard J. Shavelson

240

6.8

Teachers’ Expectations
Lee Jussim

243

6.9

Teacher Enthusiasm and Student Learning
Melanie Keller, Knut Neumann, and Hans E. Fischer

247

6.10 Teachers’ Cultural and Professional Identities and Student Outcomes
Revathy Kumar and Linda Alvarado

250

6.11 Teacher Intelligence: What Is It and Why Do We Care?
Andrew J. McEachin and Dominic J. Brewer

254

6.12 Pedagogical Content Knowledge
Julie Gess-Newsome

257

6.13 Teacher Beliefs about Teaching and Learning: The Role of Idea-Oriented Pedagogy
Richard Prawat

260

6.14 School Reform
Linda Valli and Carla Finkelstein

263

6.15 Teacher Efficacy
John A. Ross

266

6.16 Teachers’ Epistemological Beliefs and Achievement
Gregory Schraw, Joanne Brownlee, and Lori Olafson

268

xii

Contents

6.17 Teacher Motivation and Student Achievement Outcomes
H. M. G. Watt and P. W. Richardson

271

6.18 The Relation of Teacher Characteristics to Student Achievement
Xin Ma

274

Section 7. Influences from the Curriculum
Section Editor: Rayne Sperling

277

7.1

Values Education Programs
Terence Lovat

279

7.2

Activity-Based Learning Strategies
Kira J. Carbonneau and Scott C. Marley

282

7.3

Bilingual Education Programs and Student Achievement
Jill Fitzgerald and Jackie Eunjung Relyea-Kim

285

7.4

Intelligent Tutors—Strategy Types
Bonnie J. F. Meyer

289

7.5

Creativity and Creativity Programs
Heather L. Hammond, Lauren E. Skidmore, Amanda Wilcox-Herzog, and James C. Kaufman

292

7.6

Outdoor Education
Justin Dillon

296

7.7

Role of Discussion in Reading Comprehension
Ian A. G. Wilkinson and Kathryn Nelson

299

7.8

The Impact of Calculators on Student Achievement in the K-12 Mathematics Classroom
Aimee J. Ellington

303

7.9

Second Language Vocabulary
Yongqi Gu

307

7.10 Language Teaching Curricula
Eli Hinkel

310

7.11 Measurement of History Achievement in the United States and Europe
Mark Smith, Joel Breakstone, Sam Wineburg

313

7.12 Reading: Phonics Instruction
William E. Tunmer and Alison W. Arrow

315

7.13 Repeated Reading
William J. Therrien and Sarah J. Watt

320

7.14 Reading: Sentence Combining: Grammar Programs
Bruce Saddler and Nicole Bak

322

7.15 Extracurricular Activities in Secondary Schools
Boaz Shulruf and Grace Ying Wang

324

7.16 Improving Academic Achievement with Social Skills
Frank M. Gresham, Michael J. Vance, and Jeffrey Chenier

327

Contents

xiii

7.17 Visual Perception Programs
Barbara Hanna Wasik, Adrienne N. Villagomez, Sheena Berry, and Sandra B. Evarrs

329

7.18 Reading: Vocabulary Programs
A. Wilson, R. Jesson, and S. McNaughton

332

7.19 Achievement in Adolescent Health Education
Megan Sanders, Rashea Hamilton, and Eric M. Anderman

335

7.20 Writing Achievement
Mark Torrance and Raquel Fidalgo

338

7.21 Reading: Comprehension Programs
Janice F. Almasi and Barbara Martin Palmer

342

7.22 Response to Intervention: The Sum is Greater than Its Parts
Paul J. Riccomini and Gregory W. Smith

345

7.23 Successful Mathematics Achievement is Attainable
Patti Brosnan, Aaron Schmidlin, and Melva R. Grant

348

Section 8. Influences from Teaching Strategies
Section Editor: Christine Rubie-Davies

351

8.1

Goal Orientation
Andrew J. Martin

353

8.2

Goal Setting and Personal Best Goals
Andrew J. Martin

356

8.3

Keller’s Personalized System of Instruction
Eric J. Fox

359

8.4

Concept Mapping
Joseph D. Novak

362

8.5

Direct Instruction
Gregory Arief D. Liem and Andrew J. Martin

366

8.6

Reciprocal Teaching
Annemarie Palincsar

369

8.7

Cooperative, Competitive, and Individualistic Learning Environments
David W. Johnson and Roger T. Johnson

372

8.8

Peer Tutoring School-Age Children
Dilara Deniz Can and Marika Ginsburg-Block

375

8.9.

Problem Solving
R. Taconis

379

8.10 Problem-Based Learning
David Gijbels, Piet Van den Bossche, and Sofie Loyens

382

8.11 The Search for the Key for Individualised Instruction
Catherine Scott

384

xiv

Contents

8.12 Instructional Simulations
Jennifer J. Vogel-Walcutt, Naomi Malone, and Sae Schatz

389

8.13 Programmed Instruction
Deborah V. Svoboda, Andrea L. Jones, and Kimberly van Vulpen, Donna Harrington

392

8.14 Multimedia Learning
Richard E. Mayer

396

8.15 Technology-Supported Learning and Academic Achievement
Peter Reimann and Anindito Aditomo

399

8.16 Feedback
Helen Timperley

402

8.17 Individualized Instruction
Hersh C. Waxman, Beverly L. Alford, and Danielle B. Brown

405

8.18 Worked Examples
Paul Ayres and John Sweller

408

8.19 Spaced and Massed Practice
Dominic A. Simon

411

8.20 Questioning
Scotty D. Craig

414

8.21 Effects of Testing
Jaekyung Lee and Young-Sun Lee

416

8.22 Metacognitive Strategies
Linda Baker

419

8.23 Mentoring
Brian Hansford and Lisa Catherine Ehrich

422

8.24 Teacher Immediacy
Ann Bainbridge Frymier

424

8.25 Teaching Assistants
Peter Blatchford and Rob Webster

428

8.26 Time on Task
Tamara van Gog

432

8.27 Study Skills
Dale H. Schunk and Carol A. Mullen

434

8.28 Matching Style of Learning
Steve Higgins

437

8.29 Two Types of Perceived Control Over Learning: Perceived Efficacy and Perceived Autonomy.
Nir Madjar and Avi Assor

439

8.30 Distance Education
Yong Zhao and Jing Lei

442

Contents

xv

8.31 Home School Programs
Andrea Clements

445

8.32 Evidence Based Reading Comprehension Programs for Students with Learning Disabilities
H. Lee Swanson and Michael Orosco

448

Section 9. Influences from an International Perspective
Section Editor: Julian G. Elliott

451

9.1

Some Challenges to Educational Achievement in the Russian Federation since the End of the Soviet Union 453
Julian G. Elliott

9.2

Large-Scale Assessments of Achievement in Canada1456
Kadriye Ercikan, Maria Elena Oliveri, and Debra Sandilands

9.3

Student Achievement in Israel: The Challenges of Ethnic and Religious Diversity
Yariv Feniger

460

9.4

Academic Achievement in Finland
Jennifer Chung and Michael Crossley

462

9.5

Ghana
David Peterson del Mar

465

9.6

Academic Achievement in South Africa
Anil Kanjee

468

9.7

Educational Assessment and Educational Achievement in South America
Jorge Manzi and David D. Preiss

472

9.8

Changing Definitions of Student Learning and Achievement in Postconflict Nepal
Shabnam Koirala-Azad

475

9.9

A Historical Perspective on Educational and Academic Achievement in Nigeria
Charles Okonkwo and Richard Tabulawa

478

9.10 International Large-Scale Assessment Studies of Student Achievement
Petra Stanat and Oliver Lüdtke

481

9.11 Academic Achievement in Singapore
Pak Tee Ng

484

9.12 Academic Achievement in South Korea
Jongho Shin

487

9.13 An Overview of Student Achievement and Related Factors in Taiwan
Jeng Liu

490

Index

493

Acknowledgments
As noted in the Dedication, the idea for this guide came
from Lane Akers, and he has been instrumental in ensuring it has come to fruition. His passion for this volume has
led to wonderful meetings and dinners, the extensive use
of Skype, and a set of standards and structures which is
evident throughout. His team at Taylor and Francis have
added to the pleasure of completing this book: thanks to
Julie Ganz, Lynn Goeller, Lori Kelly, Andrew Weckenman,
and their teams.
One of our first tasks was to select editors for each section, and this is one task where it became evident we had
made great choices Each editor recommended entry titles,
world-class scholars, attended to the details, and added so
much value to the total corpus. Thanks to Mimi Bong, Andrew Martin, Catherine Bradshaw, Julianne Turner, Anita
Woolfolk Hoy, Rayne Sperling, Christine Rubie-Davies, and
Julian Elliott for their outstanding work. We also are deeply
indebted to Ashley Marietta-Brown, who spent countless

hours communicating with the editors and authors, and
keeping us organized.
Close to 250 authors contributed to this guide, and every
one of them responded to our sometimes many requests.
Asking academics to write less than about 2,000 words on
their passion and, in some cases, their life work requires
remarkable discipline and sometimes good humor—these
attributes were consistently evident in all interactions.
For both of us, the learning has been enormous—we have
learned about the main ideas from the best in the world,
we have found new friends and colleagues in our section
editors, and we have enjoyed working together across
continents in forming and creating this volume. We met
(Skyped) Sunday nights, and once again the time for creating books comes out of family time, hence our gratitude to
our families for supporting us—thanks to Janet, Joel, Kyle,
Kieran, Bobbi and Jimmy (from John) and to Lynley, Sarah,
and Jacob (from Eric).

xvii

Introduction
JOHN HATTIE AND ERIC M. ANDERMAN

The purposes of schooling have been debated from the
early days of Plato to the divergent prescriptions put forth
by modern day political parties. Some want to foster
the development of 21st century skills while others urge
greater attention to basic literacy and numeracy. Given the
ubiquitous presence of the Web, there are calls for schools
to develop critical thinking and evaluation skills. Likewise
there are expectations that schools will develop positive attitudes, physical fitness, belongingness, respect, citizenship,
and the love of learning; that is, the attributes of character
development. Perhaps the most common expectation,
however, is the development of achievement, and that is
the focus of this book.
For as long as schools have existed, enhanced student
achievement has been the most important outcome of
schooling at any level. While there are many definitional
contests about what “achievement” means (see Guskey,
entry 1), there are also many, often competing, claims about
how to enhance student achievement. Often it seems that
the various claims are talking across each other, that there
is evidence to defend almost any method (short of unethical
ones). Every teacher seems to have a recipe for enhancement, and the variability among these recipes is enormous.
This has led to an “everything goes” attitude toward interventions where permissive policies allow each teacher to
introduce his or her own methods and interventions.
Likewise, school leaders will sometimes introduce some
innovation or “new idea” to enhance achievement knowing that these methods have not worked elsewhere. The
proverbial argument is that “it is different here” and just
needs some local adaptation. To quote Thomas (1979, p.
159) “virtually anything that could be thought up for treatment was tried out at one time or another and, once tried,
lasted decades or even centuries before being given up.
It was, in retrospect, the most frivolous and irresponsible
kind of human experimentation, based on nothing but trial
and error, and usually resulting in precisely that sequence.”
Thomas was referring to the study of medicine and noted
how evidence-based medicine was the mechanism for driving out dogma, as dogma does not destroy itself.
One of us (Hattie, 2009, 2012) has documented the effects from over 900 meta-analyses related to achievement.
The evidence shows that if the bar is set at the standard of,
“Can we enhance student achievement?” then 95%+ of all

interventions are successful! The question thus is not “What
works?” but “What works best?” Fortunately, there is a massive amount of evidence with which to address this question.
The 165 entries in this book provide a reasonable sample
of this evidence. Later editions will provide even more.
Given the many influences that can have positive effects on student achievement, the constant question every
system, school, and teacher should ask is how much each
influence impacts on achievement growth. The impact can
then be compared to typical effects and can be used as a
benchmark to seek even greater impact. Furthermore, there
may be critical moderators to the claims about what are
the best influences on achievement. For example, is there
a need for different programs for boys and girls, for gifted
and nongifted, for minority and majority, for low and high
socioeconomic status? Despite the hunt for moderators, the
evidence for their presence is often difficult to document,
particularly in a replicable manner. There is no doubt, however, that the search for these moderators is critical. The
entries in this book note some moderators, but they are not
as prevalent as many believe. There is little evidence, generally, for local adaptations, that is, for modifications based
on “we are different here.” While the search for moderators
is legitimate and should not cease, the search for evidence
is the key, not a belief in moderators. Thus the mission of
this book is to assemble and to critically examine the many
possible influences shaping student achievement, to seek
evidence where there are moderators, and to consider the
implications for school and classroom practice.
This book is termed a guide and a major reason is to
distinguish it from the many handbooks that are available.
Handbooks typically have denser, 20+ page chapters whereas this Guide aims more for quick, easy reference. It aims
to provide guidance based on the best available evidence in
this Guide, and to this end we have invited an international
group of scholars to write brief, empirically supported
articles that examine predictors of academic achievement
across a variety of topics and domains. As readers will see,
achievement is operationalized somewhat differently across
domains. Thus achievement in literacy may not be measured
in the same way as achievement in physical education.
Chapter authors represent an array of prominent scholars
who provide up-to-date empirical examinations of variables
that are related to academic achievement.
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John Hattie and Eric M. Anderman

In all but the first and last sections, authors follow a
common format that allows readers to more easily compare
and contrast information across entries. Each chapter begins
with a brief “Introduction” to the topic. This is followed
by the main “Research Evidence” section that summarizes
empirical research related to achievement in that particular
domain. The final section concludes with a “Summary and
Recommendations” section that summarizes the main
takeaway messages from the chapter and offers recommendations for practice, policy, and possible future research.
A brief overview of the book’s nine sections follows.
Section 1: Understanding Achievement:
Edited by Eric M. Anderman (Ohio State University)
and John Hattie (University of Melbourne)
Achievement is not a straightforward concept. As Guskey
notes in the first entry, student achievement is the basis of
nearly every aspect of education, but there is no shared
understanding of what it is. The current debates about
“curricula” indicate this contestation. Achievement can
differ across subjects, in complexity (e.g., from surface to
deep understanding), in forms of evidence (e.g., essays,
performances, constructions), can be seen from an attainment versus improvement perspective, can relate to what
we know, do, and care about, and can change in meaning
as students progress from early childhood to elementary,
high school, higher education, and into adulthood. It is
also the case that achievement does not exist in isolation.
Attitudes can affect achievement just as achievement
affects attitudes. The search for causes, influences, and
effects of achievement are voluminous, as the entries in
this book illustrate.
Guskey opens with a discussion of the many, hotly contested meanings of achievement and shows how the lack
of a shared definition often defaults to some standardized
test. He then focuses our discussion of achievement on what
takes place in established instructional environments, specifically in classrooms and schools. Of the many dimensions
of achievement the most commonly used demarcations
are between cognitive, affective, and psychomotor. These,
however, are also multifaceted. For example, cognitive
can relate to subject matter knowledge and understanding
(e.g., history, science), to understanding critical or civics
thinking, to knowing about one’s culture, society, and social
mobility, to participating in learning events (e.g., raising
rabbits, watching falling stars), and to the development of
key competencies (e.g., managing self and collaborating
with others). And hovering above everything are debates
related to the uses of achievement (e.g., in developing
character) and their use in examinations which can open
or close future opportunities for the student.
There are also important distinctions between attainment
and improvement or between proficiency and progress.
Currently, there is pressure throughout the world to demonstrate that all or most students reach prescribed levels of

attainment. In any large cohort of students (especially at
the national level), it is common to find that achievement
in school subjects is normally distributed; that is, as many
above as below the cohort mean. Expecting most or all
students below the mean to subsequently perform above the
mean is unrealistic because standards tend to be set above
the average. Schools that do not have all their students above
the mean are often identified as problematic and in need of
intervention. Further, it is not uncommon for these schools
to include a heavy population of students from lower socioeconomic areas thus making it more difficult to achieve
a common high standard. Conversely, if improvement or
growth is featured, then schools with a heavy population of
students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds may be
much more successful. It may also be the case that schools
with a heavy population of students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds may have many above the the mean
but show few who make adequate progress.
Each of the subsequent sections contains entries on the
major influences on achievement. The term major refers
here to the most often discussed or used influences and does
not imply greater impact. Entry writers were advised not to
overuse meta-analyses and effect sizes, but to be inclusive
in their review of studies across many methodologies (including qualitative studies). Being unable to include every
possible influence, we have focused on those that seem to
have a significant impact on achievement.
Section 2: Influences from the Student:
Edited by Mimi Bong (Korea University)
This section focuses on what the learner brings to the
achievement situation; that is, their phases of development,
their health, gender, personality, and attitudes. Not only
are their goals, levels of concentration, and persistence
important in terms of how, when, and how often they engage
in learning, but these elements can also be significantly
modified by schools. Some students have greater opportunities to learn based on the success of their prior learning
experiences, their cultural aspirations and influences, and
their physical and developmental differences. Entries in this
section focus on students’ developmental characteristics,
their motivation (e.g., self-efficacy, attributions, and social
motivation), and on students with special needs.
Section 3: Influences from the Home:
Edited by Andrew Martin (University of Sydney)
There is much debate about the influence of the home, and
the entries in Section 3 outline many of the most important ones. Whereas these factors may be critical to many
students’ academic success, it is noted that their effects are
variable. Further, once students arrive at school, schools
are asked to make improvements in attainment and growth
notwithstanding home differences. When schools were
made compulsory, the argument was that experts (educators)
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could enhance learning in what societies considered valuable ways, as expressed in the curriculum. Now, however,
there is recognition of the need for home–school partnership
and parents are being asked to take more responsibility for
the success of their child’s learning. Questions are often
asked, for example, about the effects of different family
compositions (e.g., single, two parent, resident or nonresident fathers), the influence of resources in the home (e.g.,
socioeconomic influences, home environment, maternal
employment, television), and the various ways parents can
interact with the school. The entries in this section address
those issues and should be of interest to all stakeholders in
education, including concerned parents.
Section 4: Influences from the School:
Edited by Catherine Bradshaw (Johns Hopkins
University)
The influence of variability among schools can be quite different across countries. For example, the variance between
schools in New Zealand and Australia is among the lowest
in the world, while the variance between schools in Germany and South Africa is much higher. Given two students
of similar abilities, it matters very little what schools they
might attend should they move between New Zealand and
Australia, whereas school differences can be quite critical
when moving between Germany and South Africa. In some
countries (e.g., the United States), variability in students’
school performance is used as a marketing tool by realtors
to lure families into neighborhoods known for having high
achieving schools.
Within all countries there are major policy debates about
the nature of schools, especially about initiatives concerning their mission, direction, and use of finances. School
leaders and policy makers tend to show special interest
in the visible arrangements of their schools such as their
physical configuration, class sizes, within or between ability groupings, single sex vs. co-ed enrollments, the extent
of summer classes, the climate of a school, the presence
of para-professionals, extracurricular and service learning
programs, and grade retention or promotion standards.
National and district debates also center around alternative
forms of schooling such as those found in charter schools,
private schools, inclusive schooling, and faith based schooling. The entries in this section offer rich information for
school leaders to work through as they seek to maximize
student achievement and teacher development.
Section 5: Influences from the Classroom:
Edited by Julianne Turner (University of Notre Dame)
Perhaps the greatest concern of educators is how to organize
their classrooms to ensure effective instruction for all students. Thomas Good and Jere Brophy noted in their classic
text that classrooms are one of the most important entities to
consider when thinking about students’ education (Good &

xxi

Brophy, 1987). There are many configurations when setting
up classrooms, such as tracking and acceleration, and within
each, the management of classrooms is critical—maintaining control and a high sense of fairness are necessary but
often not sufficient conditions for learning to occur. When
students are grouped in classrooms, this leads to important
questions as to the peer effects on learning, and the ways
teachers can develop collaboration as well as maximize
students’ motivation to maximize learning among peers. In
addition, the instructional practices that are selected for any
particular group of students and implemented at the classroom level have powerful effects on student achievement.
Section 6: Influences from the Teacher:
Edited by Anita Woolfolk Hoy (Ohio State University)
After accounting for the variance among students, the next
most powerful influence on student achievement is the
teacher. This means that there is considerable variation in
the effects that teachers have on students’ academic achievement. Every student is aware of these differences, but school
policy often assumes that teacher variance is not sufficient
to be incorporated into policies. This leads to policies in
which all teachers are grouped together as if they were all
similar in their effects.
Research relating to the training of teachers and their
subsequent impact on students’ learning is an underresearched topic. Levine (2006, p. 109) described teacher
education as the “the Dodge City of the education world.
Like the fabled Wild West town, it is unruly and disordered.” There are many claims about the importance of
teacher content knowledge, intelligence, professional
identities, beliefs about achievement and teaching, motivation, enthusiasm, efficacy, and expectations. Certainly the
relationship between teachers and students lies at the heart
of the learning experience in most situations. This section
examines how these factors relate to the quality of teaching
and also looks at some of the methods for studying teacher
effectiveness, including the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards.
Section 7: Influences from the Curriculum:
Edited by Rayne Sperling (Pennsylvania State
University)
The stated curriculum is important but, as noted in the
introductory section, there are many other outcomes of
schooling not included in most curricula. Although reading
and numeracy are central in most countries’ stated curricula,
there are well debated and contentious issues as to what
is to be included within these domains. Other curricula
include writing, languages (native and bilingual), social
skills, values, social studies, drama and the arts, health, and
various extracurricula domains. Debates also include how
best to implement major curricula, such as activity learning,
individualized instruction, and creativity methods.
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Section 8: Influences from Teaching Strategies:
Edited by Christine Rubie-Davies (University of
Auckland)
Most teachers develop a method of teaching that seems
to work for them and then continue to refine this method
over their careers. This does not stop those responsible for
faculty development programs from introducing alternative
methods, and in some cases, requiring the use of a single
school-wide method. Some of these methods relate to specific teaching programs such as mastery learning, problembased learning, reciprocal teaching, direct instruction,
simulations, cooperative learning, programmed instruction,
inquiry based teaching, or co- or team teaching. Other less
programmatic methods include concept mapping, peer
tutoring, multimedia learning, problem solving, individual
instruction, computer-based learning, and adjunct aids.
Another set of teacher influences includes specific actions such as questioning, use of worked examples, metacognitive strategies, use of feedback, cognitive task analysis,
and matching methods or styles of learning to specific
groups of students. And finally, teacher influences include
teaching students how to learn on their own via study skills,
time on task, frequent testing, goal setting, spaced vs.
massed practice, self-verbalization, and self-questioning.
This lengthy section examines the most prevalent of these
methods knowing that the list will only grow longer as the
learning sciences continue to broaden.
Section 9: Student Achievement at the National
and International Level: Edited by Julian G. Elliot
(Durham University)
Among the major influences on achievement, not only
in terms of how it is conceived and measured, are the
international methods of evaluating achievement impact
across countries. There are many systems for such crosscountry comparison and their importance in making policy
directives is increasing. Because it is not possible to cover
achievement in all countries, this section includes a carefully selected sample based on countries with highly variable systems: South Africa, Finland, Singapore, the Russian
Federation, Nepal, Taiwan, Canada, South Korea, Ghana,
Nigeria, Israel, and South America.

Audience and Presentation
The audience for this book is enormous. It includes anyone
who is a serious stakeholder in education: politicians, superintendents, regional officers, school board members, school
principals, teachers, professional support staff, academic
researchers and their graduate students, and involved parents. In order to be accessible to such a large and divergent
audience, entries have been kept as nontechnical as possible
and follow a common structure: (a) a brief introduction, (b)
major research findings, and (c) implications for practice.
The sections have been organized according to their point
of origin: student, home, school, classroom, teacher, curriculum, and teaching approach.
This book does not attempt to tell people what to do in
their schools and classrooms. It simply provides them with
the first ever compendium of research that summarizes
what is known about the major influences shaping students’
academic achievement across the world. Readers can then
creatively apply this knowledge base to their own school
and classroom organizational patterns, their curricula and
teaching strategies, and their teacher training programs. The
entries can, therefore, be viewed as intellectual building
blocks to be creatively mixed into new or existing educational arrangements.
We appreciate that it is not inclusive of everything we
know about influencing achievement. There are many handbooks that delve far more deeply into the topics presented
here. A large number of these can be found on the Routledge
website: www.routledge/education.
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for students to learn to “recognize and manage emotions,
care about others, make good decisions, behave ethically
and responsibly, develop positive relationships, and avoid
negative behaviors” (Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, &
Walberg, 2007, p. 192). At the level of the school, the SEL
framework can be used to promote social and emotional
conditions as necessary for learning and academic achievement (Osher et al., 2007), including physical and emotional
safety, school connectedness, social emotional learning, and
a climate of high expectations for achievement and behavior. Implementation of SEL programming at the individual
and school level is expected to provide a foundation for
improved test scores and grades, as well as reductions in
behavior problems (Greenberg, 2006).

Student social and emotional development is considered
by many to be intrinsically linked with academic learning
and achievement (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, &
Schellinger, 2011). Social skills are critical building blocks
because learning is directed, motivated, and facilitated by
positive relationships with teachers, peers, and parents.
A student’s ability to recognize and regulate emotions is
also essential, as unmanaged emotional stress can detract
from engagement in learning opportunities and hinder
academic progress over time (Elias et al., 1997). Waters
and Sroufe (1983) highlighted the significance of social
and emotional competence with regard to students’ ability
to “generate and coordinate flexible, adaptive responses to
demands and generate and capitalize on opportunities in the
environment” (p. 80); these factors in turn are linked with
academic achievement.
Schools’ emphasis on teaching social and emotional
skills can be traced back to the 1960s. At the time, much
of the programming focused on civic responsibility and
moral character development. Over the last two decades
the promotion of social and emotional learning (SEL)
through school-based universal preventive interventions has
emerged as an approach to fostering academic success (CASEL, 2005). The SEL framework incorporates competencepromotion and positive youth development perspectives,
and focuses on strengthening protective mechanisms and
mitigating risk factors (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak,
& Hawkins, 2002; Guerra & Bradshaw, 2008).
The broader SEL framework features both individual
and school-level strategies. At the individual level, SEL
programming provides instruction in mastering five
interconnected, core competencies: self-awareness, selfmanagement, social awareness, relationship skills, and
responsible decision-making (CASEL, 2005; Elias et al.,
1997). SEL programs provide the opportunity and structure

Research Evidence
Several studies have been conducted over the last 15 years
to examine the effects of universal SEL programs on
various academic, behavioral, and attitudinal outcomes. A
series of meta-analyses and reviews have concluded that
universal school-based interventions are generally effective
across a diverse range of outcomes, including academic
performance (see CASEL, 2005; Catalano et al., 2002;
Wilson, Gottfredson, & Najaka, 2001; Zins et al., 2007;
cf. Social and Character Development Consortium, 2010).
For example, the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and
Emotional Learning (CASEL, 2005) reviewed outcomes on
80 SEL programs, with the goal of providing guidance to
educators in selecting appropriate SEL programs. Roughly a
third of the programs reviewed included components which
integrated SEL with academic curricula. All the programs
examined produced positive academic outcomes, and 83%
resulted in academic gains (Zins et al., 2007). In a metaanalysis of 165 published outcome studies of school-based
prevention programs, Wilson and colleagues (2001) found
that SEL-oriented programs resulted in reduced drop-out and
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improved attendance. In another review of 25 school-based
prevention programs, Catalano and colleagues (2002) found
that 19 (76%) resulted in statistically significant improvements in academic achievement. The U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration (SAMHSA; 2002) report on
model prevention programs supporting academic achievement has also documented increased grade point averages,
improvements in standardized test scores, and improved
reading, writing, and math skills resulting from school-based
prevention programs including SEL components.
More recently, a large-scale meta-analysis was conducted
of 213 universal, school-based SEL programs serving approximately 270,000 kindergarten through high school
students (Durlak et al., 2011). The meta-analysis investigated the effects of interventions to promote social and
emotional development on multiple outcomes, including
academic achievement. Academic performance measures
included grade point averages and standardized reading or
math achievement tests. The results demonstrated a significant, 11 percentile-point gain in academic achievement
(p≤.05) in comparison to controls. A secondary goal of the
meta-analysis was to determine whether existing school
personnel could successfully implement SEL interventions;
the authors found that SEL programs delivered by teachers
were effective across all outcome categories, including
academic achievement. While programs delivered by other
school staff (e.g., counselors) were effective across fewer
outcome categories, those delivered by nonschool staff were
least effective and did not significantly improve academic
performance.
Although the findings regarding the impacts of SEL
programming on academic outcomes have generally been
favorable, a recent multisite randomized trial of seven different SEL programs did not demonstrate impacts on student
academic achievement, behavior, or social-emotional development (Social and Character Development Consortium,
2010). The report highlighted the importance of the fidelity
with which SEL programs are implemented, as prior research
documents a clear association between high quality implementation and student outcomes (Domitrovich et al., 2008;
Durlak et al., 2011). For example, Durlak and colleagues
found that implementation quality was an important moderator of program impact, such that programs implemented
with high fidelity produced significant effects across all
outcome categories, including academic achievement. In
contrast, those programs that experienced implementation
problems failed to achieve a positive effect on academic
performance and a number of other outcome categories.
Further, the authors found that adherence to the following
four evidence-based practices moderated program impact:
a step-by-step training approach (S), using active forms of
learning (A), focusing sufficient time on skill development
(F), and having explicit learning goals (E). Programs following all four “SAFE” procedures demonstrated significant
effects across all outcome categories, including academic

performance, whereas those programs that did not follow
all four procedures were only effective in about half of the
outcomes.
More empirical research is needed to identify the specific
mediators of the impact of SEL programs on enhancing
academic outcomes (Durlak et al., 2011). For example,
the available research suggests that executive function, a
set of cognitive skills necessary for goal-directed behavior
such as inhibition and planning, may play an important role
by improving cognitive-affect regulation in the prefrontal
cortex (Greenberg, 2006). Beyond the individual-level, SEL
programs may enhance school environmental supports (e.g.,
a climate of high expectations for academic performance,
and safe, orderly classrooms), teacher practices, and student–teacher relationships, which in turn may translate into
improved academic achievement (Catalano et al., 2002;
Durlak et al., 2011). There is also a need for additional
research on SEL programs at the middle and high school
levels, as there are comparatively fewer programs which
have been created to be developmentally appropriate for
adolescents.
Summary and Recommendations
The research base on SEL and academic achievement has
grown over the last two decades and generally presents a
strong rationale for educators, policymakers, teachers, and
the public to consider incorporating SEL programming
into standard educational practice. Empirical findings
from several studies and recent meta-analyses indicate that
SEL-oriented interventions can directly improve academic
performance and related outcomes for student success, such
as attendance and drop-out. As a result, there is growing
support for SEL programming in U.S. federal legislation,
such as the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
It is important to keep in mind that these positive
outcomes are the result of carefully planned, well-implemented, teacher-taught SEL interventions. To optimize
effectiveness, selection of research-based interventions
responsive to the target population is key. The CASEL
(2005) publication may be a useful starting place to select
an appropriate intervention. Schools may also consider
training teachers and staff to implement SEL programs,
rather than hiring outside implementers, as research indicates that SEL programs taught by teachers and school
staff produce the most positive results (Durlak et al., 2011).
Schools should also receive adequate technical assistance or
coaching when implementing programs in order to ensure
high implementation quality (Domitrovich et al., 2008), as
implementation problems have been found to significantly
diminish the effects of SEL interventions. Finally, schools
may consider integrating SEL programming with academic
material, as this approach capitalizes on the interdependence
of multiple dimensions of human development (Durlak et
al., 2011; Zins et al., 2007).
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skilled teachers than those in higher tracks, thus potentially
further undermining their achievement.
Because tracking and its potentially differential impact
on different groups of students has been so controversial,
a substantial amount of research has been conducted to illuminate tracking’s impact on learning. This is a complex
task, presenting major methodological challenges. For example, comparing the academic growth of initially low- and
high-achieving students in tracked schools to assess tracking’s effect is problematic because initially high-achieving
students might well learn more than initially low-achieving
students even if they were all in the same classes, leading
to misleading conclusions about the impact of tracking.
However, researchers have developed numerous ways
to deal with such problems, at least partially. For example,
sometimes it is possible to compare the progress of students
in school systems using tracking to that of academically
similar students in systems not using tracking or in systems
that start tracking earlier in students’ lives, which allows
comparison between the learning of initially similar students
in tracked and untracked environments. Also, new and
relatively sophisticated statistical procedures have helped
to clarify the extent to which any differences found between
high- and low-achieving students in tracked schools are due
to track effects rather than to initial differences between
students.

A fundamental decision that all educational systems must
make is whether and how to group their students. Some
forms of grouping, such as grouping by age, are commonly taken so much for granted that they are hardly even
recognized as an actual decision. However, other forms of
grouping are subject to much more controversy. This entry
focuses on one such practice, tracking or streaming, which
is the division of students into specific sets of classes within
a school based on assessment of their academic ability or
achievement, so that students attend all their classes with
others of a roughly similar academic level. The purpose
of this practice is to provide students in each track with a
curriculum suited to their current skills and their anticipated
educational and career goals. For example, three tracks
within a school might be named “academic,” “general,”
and “vocational,” or “basic,” “college-prep,” and “honors,”
reflecting the kinds of students they enroll and the subject
matter taught. School systems vary widely with regard to
the extent to which students’ and parents’ preferences can
impact the particular track in which a student is enrolled.
Those who support tracking compared to heterogeneous
classrooms argue that it increases learning by allowing
teachers to target instruction more precisely to students’
existing skills. Specifically, they contend that high- and
average-achieving students are better off with tracking because the presence of low-ability students does not limit the
kind of material taught or slow their progress and that lower
achieving students are better off because they are spared the
threat to their self-esteem posed by constant comparison
with their higher achieving peers. In contrast, those opposing tracking point out numerous potential disadvantages.
For example, sometimes factors like social class or racial/
ethnic group membership play a role in track placement,
further disadvantaging already disadvantaged students by
unfairly concentrating them in stigmatized lower tracks. In
addition, low-track students are sometimes taught by less

Research Evidence
Influential reviews of the literature on tracking have quite
consistently concluded that tracking widens the gap between initially high- and low-achievers by undermining
the achievement of initially low-achieving students (Gamoran & Berends, 1987; Oakes, Gamoran, & Page, 1992).
Some have also concluded that tracking further increases
the achievement gap by increasing gains among initially
high-achieving students (Hallinan & Kubitschek, 1999).
Tracking appears to have little impact on average students’
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achievement, although this issue has received less attention
than tracking’s impact on high- and low-achieving students.
These conclusions are generally consistent with the
results of research on the impact of both components of
tracking: changes in the composition of classes and of the
curriculum. Specifically, a substantial body of correlational
research suggests that average peer achievement levels are
related to individual achievement gains with higher achieving peers leading to more achievement gains, controlling
for the individual’s initial achievement (Schofield, 2010).
Also, a more challenging curriculum itself is likely to be
associated with more learning.
It is unfortunate that many studies of tracking do not
address the broad issue of whether, overall, tracking increases or decreases achievement, focusing rather on the
issue of its impact on the achievement gap between initially
high- and low-achieving students. Perhaps this is partly
because different forms of tracking may have quite different effects, making it hard to draw any overall conclusions
about tracking’s impact. For example, schools with less
mobility between tracks produce greater inequality and
lower academic achievement than tracked schools using
more flexible practices.
However, two kinds of studies do speak to this issue.
First, meta-analyses generally suggest that the overall
impact of tracking is small to nonexistent (Kulik & Kulik,
1982; Noland & Taylor, 1986 cited in Wilkinson et al.,
1999; Slavin, 1990). Second, studies employing data from
large international studies like PISA, PIRLS, and TIMSS
have explored the relationship between the age at which
curriculum differentiation begins and students’ overall
achievement, as well as the achievement of different kinds
of students. (Although curriculum differentiation was typically studied, normally students in these studies were placed
in classes, tracks, or schools with different curricula on
the basis of their achievement, making findings from these
studies relevant here.) One of these studies concluded that
both initially high- and low-achieving students are negatively affected by tracking, although low-achieving students
were more negatively impacted (Hanushek & Woessmann,
2006). Other analyses of PISA data concluded that reading (but not math) scores are lower in countries that track
students early in their educational careers than in those that
track them later (Organization of Economic Co-operation
and Development [OECD], 2004, 2005). Regarding the
achievement gap, analysis of TIMSS data from 54 nations
suggests that early tracking increases the achievement gap
between students from different social class backgrounds
(Schuetz, Ursprung, & Woessmann, 2005).
Overall, it appears that tracking tends to lower the
achievement of initially low-achieving students and that
in some cases it may increase the achievement of initially
high-achieving ones. Thus, the question of what causes such
effects arises. Numerous factors, from differences in the
financial resources devoted to students in different tracks to
the increase in social class and ethnic group homogeneity
that commonly accompany tracking, have been suggested.
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Another factor that may account for the differential
impact of tracking on the achievement of high- and lowachieving students is the way in which tracking impacts
teachers’ behaviors. Indeed, a major review of the literature
concluded that teachers’ behaviors are influenced by students’ social and academic background in a way that helps
to explain school and class composition effects (Thrupp,
Lauder, & Robinson, 2002). For example, teachers assign
more homework in high-ability classes than in low-ability
ones (Oakes, 2005).
An additional factor often implicated in tracking’s
impact on the achievement gap is the changes it creates in
peer group processes. A massive review of the literature
from many countries on this topic concludes that although
the direct impact of peer effects is very modest, they often
impact achievement indirectly by shaping many aspects of
the instructional and social environment affecting achievement (Wilkinson et al, 1999)
Summary and Recommendations
The primary rationale for tracking is that it will improve
student achievement by allowing teachers to adjust the
content and pace of instruction to students’ ability level.
However, there is very little reason to believe that tracking
improves achievement, except for high-achieving students
in some cases. Indeed, evidence suggests that it frequently
undermines the achievement of initially low-achieving
students, thus increasing the achievement gap. Because low
socioeconomic status and minority students are more likely
to be found in lower tracks (Mickelson, 2001), tracking also
decreases the potential of education to foster social equality.
Because of tracking’s effects on the achievement gap,
many school systems have de-tracked, creating more heterogeneous classrooms. However, consideration of such
a change often mobilizes strong opposition on the part of
the parents of high-achieving children. School systems
concerned about the impact of tracking on the achievement gap that face strong pressures not to de-track should
consider using flexible modes of ability grouping by subject
matter. Schools maintaining tracking systems should (a)
use a flexible tracking system that encourages movement
between tracks, (b) raise the performance requirements in
lower-achieving tracks by providing more challenging work
there, (c) make sure that the teachers of lower-achieving
students are at least as qualified and experienced as those
teaching higher achieving students and that their approach
to teaching is designed to stimulate student interest and
involvement.
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land above, and that’s where he’s talking to him. And
that’s why maybe Cody can’t see Victor ‘cause he’s
from the land above and he’s talking to him from up
there.
Nancy: Maybe’s he’s just a figure, but he always has this
thing on his face that he doesn’t have…
Matt: But he, Cody kept saying “three tiles up, two to the
left.”
Teacher: That was interesting
Andrew: You mean “three tiles down, two to the left.”
Nancy: Yeah, he was talking about the ceiling.
Sam: He thought it was a real place where people lived
and stuff, but he said the funny thing about it was, he
never gave them a name.
Andrew: And also, the reason why I don’t think Victor
was in the land above, well how could he be talking
from the land above because remember when Cody
said he could hear him, hear the screeching on the
floor from when Victor was pulling up a chair to keep
Cody company.
Teacher: So that’s. Are you saying that’s evidence?
Andrew: Yeah.
Teacher: Interesting.
Andrew: So how could he be from the land above? I mean
he could be from the land above, but how could he be
talking from the land above?
Matt: But how do you know people can’t travel from and
to [the] land above?
Nancy: This isn’t realistic. This isn’t like nonfiction, so
anything can happen.

Engaging students in classroom discussions about texts
is thought to be a powerful approach to deepening their
understanding of the texts and fostering their general comprehension abilities. Martin Nystrand (2002), one of the
leading proponents of discussion as a means of enhancing
reading comprehension, defined discussion as the “free
exchange of information among students and/or between
at least three participants that lasts longer than 30 seconds”
(p. 30). However, discussion can be defined more generally
as the open-ended, collaborative exchange of ideas among
a teacher and students or among students for the purpose of
furthering students’ thinking, understanding, learning, or
appreciation of text (Wilkinson, 2009). Participants present
multiple points of view on the topic, respond to the ideas of
others, and reflect on each other’s ideas in an effort to build
their knowledge, understanding, or interpretation of text.
Engaging students in discussion about texts may provide an
alternative means of fostering students’ reading comprehension abilities beyond the explicit teaching of comprehension
strategies (Wilkinson & Son, 2011).
To illustrate, the following excerpt is taken from a discussion between a teacher and a small group of 4th-grade
students about a story called Victor, by James Howe. The
story is about a young boy, named Cody, who is incapacitated, lying in a coma in a hospital bed. Cody creates an
imaginary world (“The Land Above”) inspired by the ceiling tiles in the hospital to help him get through the illness.
During his stay in hospital, a mysterious man named Victor
visits Cody and tells Cody stories about what his life will be
like when he grows up. The teacher and students are trying
to understand who Victor is:

Note that the students had considerable responsibility for
constructing their understanding and interpretation of the
story. Michelle stated her opinion and the teacher asked a
question that probed for the reason for her opinion (“Can
you tell me why you think so?”) that elicited a variety of
responses. Most of the contributions came from students
and there were many consecutive exchanges among students

Michelle: I think Victor’s an angel.
Teacher: You think Victor’s an angel? Can you tell me
why you think so?
Michelle: Because he, well maybe he comes from like the
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with only brief, occasional comments from the teacher.
The students appear to have been genuinely interested in
exploring the issue of who is Victor, they asked questions
that built on each other’s responses, and they challenged
each other’s views, often using evidence from the text, in
a collective effort to make sense of the story. This kind of
exchange stands in contrast to the traditional recitation
model or I-R-E pattern of classroom discourse in which
the teacher Initiates a question, students Respond, and the
teacher Evaluates the response. In a recitation model, the
teacher controls the direction of the discussion and has
interpretative authority. Students take a passive role as the
teacher shapes and guides the students’ learning.
Research Evidence
The origins of discussion as a teaching method can be traced
back to Socrates and Plato, though research on discussion
about text as a means of enhancing students’ abilities and
learning has a shorter history. One of the first empirical
studies on the topic was a doctoral dissertation by Casper
(1964) on the effects of the Junior Great Books discussion program with gifted fifth-grade students as measured
by a test of intellectual operation based on the work of J.
B. Guilford. The 1980s and 1990s saw a proliferation of
approaches to conducting high-quality discussion about
text. There are now a large number of discourse-intensive
pedagogies that serve to disrupt the traditional I-R-E pattern of classroom discourse in favor of more open-ended,
collaborative exchanges of ideas among participants for
the purpose of improving students’ comprehension of text
(e.g., Beck & McKeown, 2006; Beck, McKeown, Hamilton,
& Kucan, 1997).
Several major studies have shed light on the incidence
of discussion about text in teaching of language arts.
Commeyras and DeGroff (1998) surveyed the teaching
practices of a random sample of 1,519 K-12 U.S. literacy
teachers and related professionals and found that only
33% of respondents reported that they frequently or very
frequently had students meet in small groups to discuss literature in their classrooms. Commeyras and DeGroff also
found that discussions were more common in elementary
and middle school classes than they were in high school
classes. In a large observational study of eighth-grade and
ninth-grade language arts and English classes in eight
Midwestern communities in the United States, Nystrand
(1997) found that open-ended, whole-class discussion
averaged only 52 seconds per class in eighth grade and
only 14 seconds per class in ninth grade. Similarly, in
an observational study of 64 middle and high school
English classrooms in five U.S. states, Applebee, Langer,
Nystrand, and Gamoran (2003) found that the amount of
time spent on open discussions averaged only 68 seconds
per class. Discussions also seem to be relatively uncommon in UK classrooms (Alexander, 2006). Thus, despite
educators’ recognition that discussion has potential value,
discussions about text are quite rare.

What does research show about the effects of discussion
on reading comprehension? There have been three major
reviews of the role of discussion in shaping students’ reading comprehension. Nystrand (2006) provided a broad,
narrative review of the role of discussion in promoting
reading comprehension. Murphy, Wilkinson, Soter, Hennessey, and Alexander (2009) conducted a meta-analysis of
42 studies of the effects of nine approaches to conducting
text-based discussions on measures of teacher and student
talk and individual student comprehension and learning
outcomes. Murphy, Wilkinson, and Soter (2011) followed
up with a review of the literature on the role of discussion
in enhancing students’ comprehension, focusing on the
results of studies in which researchers assessed the effects
of discussion on measures that are independent of the texts
discussed. Collectively, these reviews show that the effects
of discussion vary depending on the nature of the discussion and the type of study. Many approaches to discussion
are effective at promoting students’ literal and inferential
comprehension, producing effects as large as 3.0 standard
deviations for single-group design studies and 0.8 standard
deviations for multiple-group studies. Some approaches are
effective at promoting students’ critical thinking, reasoning,
and argumentation about text, producing effects as large
as 2.5 standard deviations for single-group studies and 0.4
standard deviations for multiple-group studies.
The effects of discussion also vary by type of outcome
measure. The effects of discussion have been assessed on
measures of teacher and student talk, researcher-developed
measures, including complex writing tasks (e.g., persuasive
essays), and commercial, standardized tests of reading
comprehension. By and large, the effects are greatest on
measures of student and teacher talk—student talk increases and teacher talk decreases—they are smaller on
researcher-developed measures of comprehension, and they
are smaller still on commercial, standardized assessments
of comprehension.
A number of other factors seem to moderate the effects
of discussion on reading comprehension. One factor is the
kind of talk. Increases in student talk do not necessarily
result in concomitant increases in student comprehension;
rather, it seems that a particular kind of talk is necessary
to promote comprehension (cf. Wells, 1989). Productive
discussions are structured and focused yet not dominated
by the teacher. Students hold the floor for extended periods of time and they are prompted, either by the teacher
or by other students, to discuss texts through open-ended
and authentic questions. In productive discussions, there
is a high degree of uptake where the teacher or students
incorporate the ideas of others into their questions and
build on each other’s ideas. Another moderating factor is
students’ reading ability. The benefits of discussion seem
to be more potent for students of below-average ability than
for students of average or above-average ability, presumably
because students of higher ability levels already possess the
skills needed to comprehend stories. Yet another factor is
time spent discussing texts. Interestingly, it seems that the
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greatest effects of discussion become apparent in the first
three weeks in which discussions are implemented.
Why does discussion seem to benefit students’ reading
comprehension? As reviews of the research suggest, the
key agent is the talk in the discussion. But what does the
talk accomplish? The views of scholars who do research
on discussion differ on this issue. Some scholars argue that
the talk in discussion fosters greater student engagement in
making sense of the text (e.g., McKeown, Beck, & Blake,
2009). They contend that the talk serves as a tool to help
students organize their thoughts, make inferences, reason,
and reflect on the meaning of the text. Some scholars take a
more social view of learning and argue that the talk makes
students’ thinking public, enabling them to learn how others
think about the text and prompting them to come to terms
with different points of view (e.g., Almasi, 1994). Some
scholars take an even more social view of learning and argue
that the talk enables students to coconstruct knowledge and
understandings together (e.g., Wells, 2007). According to
this view, the talk functions as a vehicle that enables students
to combine their intellectual resources to collectively make
sense of the text. Neil Mercer (2000), a British psychologist who studies language use in the classroom, calls this
process “inter-thinking.”
Regardless of which perspective on talk is taken, the
talk in discussions seems to be especially productive when
students are encouraged to consider others’ perspectives
and to explain, elaborate, and defend their positions; that is,
to argue constructively about the issues raised by the text.
Students come away from such discussions knowing not
only how to think critically and reflectively about the text
they have discussed but also, it is hoped, how to apply these
ways of thinking to other texts in other reading situations
(Reznitskaya et al., 2008).
Taken together, the level of evidence on the effects
of discussion on reading comprehension might best be
described as moderate (Kamil et al., 2008). Although
current studies suggest that discussion improves reading
comprehension, producing some medium to large effect
sizes, more experimental and quasi-experimental studies
of the topic are needed. Much of the research consists
of single group prepost design studies or multiple-group
studies with criterion measures that afford little confidence
in the veracity of the outcomes. It is important to seek evidence of the effects of discussion beyond measures of the
effects on learning and comprehension of texts that were
the subject of the discussion—measures of students’ abilities to comprehend new, unfamiliar texts and to perform
novel comprehension-related tasks. It stands to reason
that enabling students to engage in discussions about texts
should improve their comprehension of those same texts.
The more interesting and important question is whether the
discussion enables students to acquire the habits of mind
to transfer their comprehension abilities to new texts and
novel tasks (Wilkinson & Son, 2011).
It is also important to compare the effects of discussion to those of explicit instruction in comprehension
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strategies (cf. McKeown, Beck, & Blake, 2009)—the
currently favored approach to teaching comprehension.
There is ample research showing that instruction in small
repertoires of comprehension strategies produces robust
gains in students’ comprehension, especially for students
with learning disabilities, and that the benefits can transfer
to new texts and novel tasks (Wilkinson & Son, 2011). If
discussion-based approaches to teaching comprehension
are to gain traction in classroom instruction, more research
is needed that compares discussion about text with explicit
strategy instruction.
Summary and Recommendations
For teachers, professional development is fundamental
to the implementation of productive discussions. As indicated earlier, there is considerable consensus about what
is involved in conducting productive discussion about
text. But conducting these discussions is not easy (perhaps
this why they are so rare in classrooms). Although there
is good understanding of their general framework, there
is no one way of conducting discussions; there are no
prescribed moves that can be applied with all texts and all
topics because what a teacher needs to do depends on the
momentary ebb and flow of discussion. For most teachers,
implementing productive discussions about text requires a
substantial shift in their knowledge and beliefs about their
role as a teacher and about the role of talk in learning and
its potential benefit for students’ comprehension. It also requires a deep conceptual understanding of what constitutes
productive talk about text. For these reasons, sustained and
scaffolded professional development is fundamental to the
implementation of productive discussions about text
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Introduction

There is much debate about the appropriate role of TAs.
There is ambiguity because in one sense TAs can help pupils
indirectly by assisting the school to enhance teaching (e.g.,
by taking on teachers’ administrative duties), but many TAs
have a direct teaching role, interacting daily with pupils
(mainly those with learning and behavioural needs), supplementing teacher input, and providing opportunities for
one-to-one and small-group work. This direct instructional
role affects boundaries between teaching and nonteaching
roles and has been controversial in the UK (Bach, Kessler
& Heron, 2004) and elsewhere (e.g., Finland, Takala, 2007;
and the United States, Giangreco, 2010).
Given the scale of the increase in TAs, and their direct,
educational role, it is vital to ask about the impact of TAs
on pupils’ educational progress. Worryingly, such evidence
is very thin. This chapter, therefore, makes heavy use of
the largest study yet conducted on TAs—the UK 5-year
Deployment and Impact of Support Staff (DISS) project
(Blatchford, Russell, & Webster, 2012)—which was set up
to describe the characteristics and deployment of TAs and
other school support staff, and to address, for the first time,
their impact on teachers, teaching, and pupils.

The Growth of TAs Worldwide. Since the early- to mid1990s, there has been a phenomenal growth in classroomor pupil-based support staff. These adults are known in
different countries by different names: teaching assistant,
classroom assistant, and learning support assistant are
common in the UK; paraprofessional and paraeducator
in the United States; and teacher aide in Australia. In line
with the UK Government, in this paper, we use the generic
term teaching assistant (TA) to cover these equivalent roles.
A recent international survey reports a general increase
in TAs employed in schools in the United States, Australia,
Italy, Sweden, Canada, Finland, Germany, Hong Kong,
Iceland, Ireland, Malta, and South Africa (Giangreco &
Doyle, 2007). We are also aware of increases in use of TAs
in New Zealand. The growth and numbers of TAs seem most
pronounced in the UK. In 2011, TAs comprised a quarter
of the total school workforce in state schools in England,
and over half of all support staff. TAs are therefore now a
sizeable part of the school workforce. It also seems numbers
of TAs have been increasing at a faster rate than teachers. These data aside, it is difficult to obtain exact figures
on the number of TAs and their proportion in the school
workforce. There is an urgent need for international data
on TA employment.
One principal reason for the growth in TAs worldwide
is the way inclusion into mainstream schools has become
the favoured means of educating children with special
educational needs and disabilities. TAs are seen as integral
to this process. Another reason, in the UK at least, was to
help deal with problems with teacher workloads—a main
contributory factor to the crisis in teacher retention during
the 2000s. The English and Welsh Governments in 2003
implemented The National Agreement, as it was called, to
raise pupil standards and tackle excessive teacher workload, in large part via new and expanded support roles and
responsibilities for TAs and other support staff.

Research Findings
Impact of TAs on Academic Outcomes. Reviews by
Alborz, Pearson, Farrell, and Howes (2009) and Slavin,
Lake, Davis, and Madden (2009) show that experimental
studies that examined the effect of TAs who deliver specific
curricular interventions (mostly in literacy), tend to have a
positive impact on pupil progress when TAs are prepared
and trained, and have support and guidance from the teacher
and school about practice.
However, other experimental studies report negative
results. Klassen (2001), in a study of 67 pupils who had a
statement of special educational needs (SEN) for a specific
literacy difficulty or dyslexia, and who were assigned ad-
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ditional support for literacy, found they made less progress
than their unsupported peers. Finn, Gerber, Farber, and
Achilles (2000) found that there was no compensatory effect
of having TAs (extra to teachers) in larger (“regular”) classes.
Curricular interventions led by TAs take up only a small
part of pupils’ school days, and a main limitation of research
in this field is the lack of rigorous empirical studies of the
impact of TAs when judged in relation to normal forms
of deployment under everyday conditions over the school
year. Such results were provided by the DISS study (see
Blatchford, Bassett et al., 2011; Blatchford, Russell, &
Webster, 2012). This used an alternative, longitudinal, and
naturalistic design within which the analysis studied effects
of TA support (based on teacher estimates and measures
from systematic observation) on 8,200 pupils’ academic
progress in English, mathematics, and science under normal
classroom conditions. Two cohorts of pupils in seven age
groups in mainstream schools were tracked over one year
each. Multilevel regression methods were used to address
the independent effect of TA support on pupil outcomes,
controlling for factors known to affect progress (and TA
support), such as pupils’ SEN status, prior attainment, eligibility for free school meals, English as additional language,
deprivation, gender, and ethnicity.1
The results were striking: 16 of the 21 results were in a
negative direction and there were no positive effects of TA
support for any subject or for any year group. Those pupils
receiving the most support from TAs made less progress
than similar pupils who received little or no support from
TAs, even after controlling for factors likely to be related
to more TA support (e.g., prior attainment and SEN status).
Furthermore, there is evidence from the DISS study that
learning outcomes for pupils with the highest levels of need,
who are typically those who receive the most support from
TAs, are worse (Webster et al., 2010). These results are
troubling, and we turn to likely explanations once we have
looked at other effects.
Impact of TAs on Pupils’ Behaviour, Motivation, and
Approaches to Learning. It would seem to follow
from reports of teachers (Blatchford, Bassett et al., 2011;
Blatchford, Russell, & Webster, 2012) that assigning TAs
to particular pupils, usually those with problems connected
to learning, behavior, or attention, would give these pupils
more individual attention and help them develop confidence
and motivation, good working habits, and the willingness to
finish tasks. Schlapp, Davidson, and Wilson (2003) identify
the benefits of classroom assistants more in terms of the
range of learning experiences provided and effects on pupil
motivation, confidence, and self-esteem, and less in terms
of pupil progress. The DISS study found the presence of
TAs helped maintain classroom focus and discipline through
an extra pair of eyes.
On the other hand, there are concerns that TAs can
encourage dependency, because they prioritise outcomes
of activities rather than encouraging pupils to think for
themselves (Moyles & Suschitzky, 1997). Giangreco (2010)
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has argued that overreliance on one-to-one paraprofessional
support leads to a wide range of detrimental effects on
pupils (e.g., in terms of interference with ownership and
responsibility, and separation from classmates).
The DISS study examined the effect of the amount of
TA support on eight scales representing so called Positive
Approaches to Learning (PAL) (see Blatchford, Bassett et
al., 2011; Blatchford, Russell, & Webster, 2012); that is,
distractibility; task confidence; motivation; disruptiveness;
independence; relationships with other pupils; completion
of assigned work; and follows instructions from adults. The
results showed little evidence that the amount of support
pupils received from TAs over a school year improved these
dimensions, except for those in Year 9 (13- to 14-year-olds),
where there was a clear positive effect of TA support across
all eight PAL outcomes.
Impact of TAs on Teachers and Teaching. Although effects of TAs on pupils’ academic learning is worrying, it is
worth noting that the DISS study consistently showed that
TAs and other support staff had a strong positive effect on
teachers’ job satisfaction, levels of stress, and workload—
chiefly by relieving teachers of many of their administrative duties (Blatchford, Bassett et al, 2011; Blatchford
et al., 2012). Results from systematic observations also
confirmed teachers’ views that TAs had a positive effect in
terms of reducing disruption and allowing more time for
the teacher to teach.
Summary and Recommendations
How do we account for these negative results found by
the UK DISS project? One obvious explanation might be
that pupils given most TA support would in any case have
been likely to make less progress. However, such explanations, in terms of preexisting characteristics of pupils, are
unlikely because key pupil characteristics that typically
affect progress (and TA support), such as SEN status, prior
attainment, and measures of deprivation, were controlled
for in the statistical analyses. To be of any consequence,
any potential factor would need to be systemic across all
year groups and subjects, and related to both attainment
and TA support.
So, if pupil factors do not appear to be explaining
the negative relationship between TA support and pupil
progress, what is? The wider pedagogical role model
(presented in Figure 8.4) was developed to summarise and
interpret other results from the DISS study concerning the
broader context within which TAs work, and which are
likely to maximise or inhibit their effectiveness.
The WPR model has three key concepts:
1. Preparedness. Preparedness concerns the lack of training and professional development of TAs and teachers,
and day-to-day aspects of planning and preparation before lessons, and feedback afterwards, which are likely
to have a bearing on learning outcomes for pupils.
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•
•
•

Practice
Prioritise task completion over learning
Reactive not proactive role
‘Close down’ not ‘open up’ discussion

Deployment

• TAs have a direct instructional, frontline pedagogical role
• Routinely support lower attaining pupils and those with SEN
• Support pupils one -to-one and in groups, in and away from
class

• Pupils separated from teacher and mainstream curriculum

•
•

Conditions of employment
Goodwill of TAs and other support staff
Line and performance management
processes

•
•

•
•
•

Preparedness
Little training for teachers to work with and/or manage TAs
Lack of planning, preparation and feedback time with teacher
Limited subject and pedagogic knowledge

Characteristics
Support staff typology
Age, gender, ethnicity, qualifications and
experience

Figure 8.25.1 The wider pedagogical role model.

2. Deployment. The DISS study found TAs have a direct
pedagogical role, interacting with pupils, usually in
one-to-one and group contexts, and predominantly with
pupils with SEN. The more severe a pupil’s needs, the
more interaction with a TA increases, and interaction
with a teacher decreases. Pupils’ interactions with TAs
are much more sustained and interactive than those
they have with teachers. This might seem pedagogically
valuable, but it also means that TA-supported pupils
become separated from the teacher, missing out on
everyday teacher-to-pupil interactions and mainstream
curriculum coverage (especially where TAs are given
responsibility for leading interventions away from the
classroom).
3. Practice. The DISS findings show that pupils’ interactions with TAs are much lower in quality than those
with teachers (Rubie-Davies, Blatchford, Webster,
Koutsoubou, & Bassett, 2010). TAs are more concerned
with task completion than learning; and inadequate
preparation leads to TAs’ interactions being reactive. In
addition, teachers generally open up pupil talk, whereas
TAs close down talk, both linguistically and cognitively
(Radford, Blatchford, & Webster, 2011).
Conclusions
Though data are limited, there are signs of a huge increase
in the use of paraprofessionals working in education, many
with front line educational roles. The largest study to date of

the impact of TAs on pupils’ academic progress has shown
that there is a negative relationship between the amount
of support from TAs and pupils’ academic progress. The
findings from DISS, and the work of Giangreco, show that
TAs in the UK and the United States have a predominantly
remedial role, supporting lower-attaining pupils and those
with SEN. Teachers like this arrangement because they can
then teach the rest of the class in the knowledge that the
children in most need get more individual adult attention.
But the more support pupils get from TAs, the less they get
from teachers. It is perhaps unsurprising then that these
pupils make less progress.
The WPR model summarises the most likely explanations for the DISS study findings. There are likely to be
similarities with the ways in which TAs are deployed
and prepared in other countries apart from the UK (e.g.,
Giangreco, 2010; Takala, 2007), although only the DISS
project has so far been able to produce data on the effect
of TA support on pupil attainment in such a large scale and
systematic way.
Future research needs to examine the possible explanatory factors of preparedness, deployment, and practice of
TAs in different countries, where TAs may have different
characteristics and different systems for deploying TAs
may operate.
It is the lowest achieving pupils who benefit most from
high-quality teaching. As Giangreco. (2010) has argued, we
would not accept a situation in which children without SEN
are routinely taught by TAs instead of teachers. The pres-

The Impact of Teaching Assistants on Pupils

ent remedial role of TAs lets down the most disadvantaged
children. There needs to be a reconsideration of the use
of TAs in the context of the inclusion of pupils with SEN.
We have been careful to stress that these effects are not
the fault of TAs. Instead, these effects are attributable to
decisions made about them, often with the best of intentions, together with inadequate training for teachers on how
to work with TAs, and a lack of opportunities for them to
properly brief TAs before lessons. There is a clear need for
a fundamental rethink of the appropriate pedagogical role
of TAs. It is important to address untested assumptions that
they help to raise standards. Should TAs have a primary,
frontline instructional role? If so, what should this consist
of? If not, what would a secondary nonpedagogical role
consist of? It also means reexamining the role of teachers
to ensure they adopt an inclusive pedagogy, are not reliant
on TAs teaching on pupils with SEN.
Note
1. Further details on the rationale for this approach and further
justification for claims about the causal role of TAs on pupil outcomes
can be found in (Blatchford, Bassett et al., 2011).
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