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Abstract

This study aims to examine the elements of 'good instruction' presented by various scholars and to
examine the meaning of whether the elements are truly in accordance with good instruction. In addition,
the criteria used for the teacher's teaching evaluation and the professor's lecture evaluation will provide

implications to match the elements of 'good instruction'. When I review the literature on good

instruction

in a comprehensive manner, it can be seen that the elements emphasized as the characteristics of good
instruction are similar to the characteristics of efficient

words, it can be confirmed that the factors

such as

instruction or effective
clarity of

instruction, In other
instruction, sufficientness of

communication(interaction), diversity of method, and effectiveness of learning are emphasized as the

characteristics of good

instruction. When 1 look

into the

instruction evaluation items of the class

observation book in elementary and secondary schools and the lecture evaluation items implemented in
universities, as with the instruction evaluation of elementary and secondary schools, the characteristics of

'good instruction' such as empathy, authenticity,

respect,

close relationship of care, restoration of

relationship between instructor and student, encouragement, enlightenment, and improvement of thinking
ability are rarely reflected in the lecture evaluation of universities, Therefore, it is necessary to approach
the good instruction from an open perspective, and to approach the more essential perspective.

Key words : Good instruction, Good teaching, Educational reflection, Public education
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<Table 1> Items of Instruction Evaluation of Elementary and Secondary

School Items of Instruction Evaluation

Is the learning goal presented to the target level?

Are the contents selected and re-organized to achieve the goal?

Is the teaching-learning activity suitable for the learning type?

Does it promote learning motivation by properly inducing learning motivation?

Is the teaching activity stage organically progressing?

Does it promote individual learning according to student level?

Do they use teaching methods suitable for subjects and learning objectives?

Do students participate in discussion, cooperative learning, and other learning methods?

Question types are various and stimulate learners' thinking?

Is the pre-planned process going smoothly?

B elementary Are the learning preparation and learning results organized faithfully?

school Are they participating in learning independently with a clear sense of purpose?

Does the learner exchange opinions or cooperate with each other?

Is it a learning training for thinking, problem solving, creativity and personality?

Are learning activities developed through an exploratory approach?

Does the evaluation work in an effective way?

Are the evaluation results returning to learning activities?

Is it done by qualitative evaluation in quantitative evaluation?

Do you give appropriate tasks for learning in the class?

Are there enough materials available for learning guidance?

Are they used in a timely manner according to learning situations?

Is it presenting learner-centered data rather than simple presentation data?

Is the setting of learning goals appropriate?

Is the learning plan creative and systematic?

Is the volume of the lesson appropriate?

Does the evaluation plan match the learning objectives?

Did it synchronize students to achieve their learning goals?

Are there questions that can promote students' thinking activities?

Are individual learning and cooperative learning considering individual differences of learners?

Is student-centered self-directed learning implemented?

Is there a strong interaction between teachers and students in the entire class?

Are there enough various and appropriate learning materials provided according to learning
tasks and learning methods?

E high school Is confirmation and feedback properly performed in the course of learning?

Was the formative evaluation properly performed?

Is the writing structured, clear, concise, and appropriate?

Is the learning space and facilities efficiently maintained?

Is the autonomy, accountability, and cooperation of behavior being carried out in the learning
activities between teachers and students, students and students?

Does the teacher's language and attitude help the learner to form the right personality?

Did students have the opportunity to express their opinions freely?

Are students cultivating their ability to solve problems in a comprehensive way?

Are they contributing to the improvement of classroom class?

Is there a high possibility of generalization in the field?
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<Table 2> Items of Lecture Evaluation of University

University Items of Lecture Evaluation

The lecture plan was planned and systematically written and executed.

The professor followed the lecture time.

D university  The lecture covered the knowledge and contents of the field extensively.

Professors increased students' participation in class by question and answer and discussion.

Through this lecture, the knowledge and ability of the field developed and deepened interest.

Is the lecture presented with a logical system that is easy to understand?

Did an example or question help you understand and apply the subject of the lecture?

K university - - 3 .
Did the expression and the explanatory behavior be effective?

Did the lecture promote students' deep thinking?

The lecture plan was presented in detail.

Teaching materials helped students to understand and acquire knowledge.

The lecture was systematically conducted according to the lecture plan.

The professor took the class into consideration the degree of understanding the class.

The teaching method was appropriate for understanding the learning contents.

Interactions with students such as questioning and exchanging opinions were smooth.

E university - -
The appropriate tasks were given and helped to learn.

The evaluation was fair and received feedback on the evaluation results.

In the case of absent, supplementation was made.

This lecture helped to cultivate knowledge.

I am satisfied with this lecture.

I would like to recommend this lecture to another student.
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