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- Research-on Teacher Thinkingl

Christopher M. Clark and Robert J. Yingerz

A relativelynew approach to the study of teaching assumes that what
teachers do is affe~ted by what they think. This cognitive information-
processing approach concerns teacher judgment, decision making, and plan-

he study of the ‘thinking processes of teachers--how teachers gather,

3

ning.
ﬁrgaﬁiza, 1nﬁevpret§ and evaluate information--is expected to lead to an
‘understanding of the uniquely human processes that guide and déﬁerminé
teacher bohavior.

Th;g view of téaching developed as a logical ogtgrewﬁh of approaches
to research on teaching emphasizing teacher behavior. The teacher behav-
ior approach haa contributed u« greafr deal to QUEZKEQWLEQgE of what fééchegs

and students do in classrooms and how this behavior relates to student
1e§rning and aEtit§d25 (see Rosenshine, 1§?£;,Dunkin & Biddle, 1974;
Hédley, in presé}?_,Eut if the results of such feséafch are to be applied
~by Individual teachers in their clsssrooms;,adépta;igné gillihavé to bé
| made. . Each class ;gnsiéts of a unique aombination of pérgonélities, con=
straints, and opportunities. Teacher behavior that is sensible and
Vefféc%ive in one éettiﬁg%may QE inappfépfiate in a second sétéing, and

it is the individual teacher who makes decisions about appropriateness and

‘ Ithis paper 1is scheduled to appear in Curriculum Inguiry. In addition,
it will be published in 1979 in Conceptions of Teaching, edited by P.L.
Peterson and #.J. Wolberg and part of a series on Contemporary Education
published by the National Society for the Study of Education. =

ZChristprér M. Clark, coordinator of a study on teacher planning,
"1is a researcher at the Institute for Résearch on Teaching and an assistant “
.professor of educational psychology. Robert J. Yinger is also an FRT researcher
and co-investigator-with Clark in the teacher planning study.
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defines the teaching situation. Théféfsfa, if research is to be put into
practice--if a- general case is ?ﬁ be applied in particular situations-—- then
we must know more about how teachers exercise judgment, make daﬂisiang,
define appropriateness, and express their thoughts in their actions.

Sevaral metaphors have -bezen ggad to éeszribé the teacher in this

view of teaching. The teacher has-been called s clinical information

PIoCessor (Shulmﬂﬁ & Elstein, 1975, Shulman, 1975), a decision maker

i)

(Shavelson, 1973; Clark & Joyce, Not 1), a pla ner (Yinger, Note 2), .2

diagnostician Cviﬂganhaler? Wégngfi & Elstein, Note 3)} and a problem
solver (Joyce & Eataztguian; 1964). Yet, whatever metaphor is used, the
meﬁtai processes that underlie behavior afe always the focus of studyg
Research via.this approach often depends upen teachers' self—reparts af
their thought processes {(see for exampie, Clark & Peterson, Note 43 Hﬂfiﬁe &
Vallange, Note 5; Yinger, Note 2; Bussis, Chittenégn, & Amafél, 1976).7
XThéSE self;répcrts have bean obtained by a %artgt?iﬂf methods ranging ffém
_questicﬁnaé;es and iﬁééfvieésitﬂ “thinking Sl@uﬂ"ApfﬁEEdufés in which a
rtéaiher speaks 1nta a tape recorder while plaﬂning and "stimulatéd re- "
call" techmiques {(Bloom, 1954 Kagan, Krathwahl -Goldberg, & Campbell
1967) in which'a teacher v1ews a videotape of his or her awﬁ teaching
and attempts tg~repgrt on the de ,ans and judgments made while téaehlng.
In addition to taachers' self-reports of various kinds, techniques i
for dagg;ibing teacher judgment and decision making have bégﬂ borrowed
from- the psychological 1abara£a§y, especially policy-capturing tech-
-ﬁiques_ﬁsiﬁg the lens médel of EgaﬁrBfunswiek.CHaﬁmgnd, 1971; Rappo-

port & Summers, 1973). Attemp§s=have even been made to w:ite computer




programs that are mgde}éd ot the decision-making behavior of expert
reading diagnosticians (Eaﬂ;;, Vinsonhaler, Gardner, Wagner, Shulman,
Elsﬁéia, & Weinshank, Note 3).

¥What have we learned about the mental lives of teachers? Tc date,
research in this area has been directed at four topics: teacker plan-
ﬁigg, teacher judgment, teacher interactive decision making, and teachers'
implicit theories or pérspectives. Eééh of these areas will be reviewed

in turn.

Planning

Until récently, the literature on planning in education has been

mainly prescriptive. Many volumes have been written recommending specific

principles for curriculum planning (e.g., Andérssn; 1356; Caswell &

Qambeil, 1935; Gwynn, 1943; ﬁrug, 1950; Saylor & Alexander, 1974), and

" most recent methods textbooks include at least one chapter on teacher"

planning. Most of the work in curriculum planning to date has focused -

on a model of curriculum planning first proposed by Tyler (1950) and
later elaborated by Taba (1962) and Popham and Baker (1970). This

model recommends four essential steps for effective plamming:

£

1. Specify objectives,
2. *Select learning activities,
3. Organize learning activities,”
4. Specify evaluation procedures.
This model is basically a rational-means-ends model in which a plaﬁngr's>

first task is deciding what is to be accomplished, and then selecting the

appropriate learning activities;té accomplish 1it. Curriculum planning is

. characterized as a task that requires orderly and careful zhiﬁking; and

a

this model is proposed as a rational and scientific method for accomplish-

ing such a task (Taba,. 1962). ) L.

‘}
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The enly éegaztufezfram this rational model é? teacher planning that
has been advocated is the “integrated ends-means m@éél" (zahorik, 1975)
suggasiad by Macppnald (Hacﬁanaldg 1965; MacDonald, Wolfson, & Zaret, 1973)
and Eisner (1957);_ They propose that teachers de nat-begin their ﬁlanﬂiﬁg
by thinking about objectives and then proceeding to decisions about activities,
evaluation, and so forth; rather, teachers first focus on the typz of learn-
ing activity that will be prc&idéd faé the students. They argue that objec-

tives arise and exist only in the context of an activity, as a result of

objectives. Thus, in this medel, ends for learning become integrated with
means for learning, and the specification of goals prior to an activity

becomes meaningless.

= Iy

Though some researchers have long pointed out the importance of looking

=

at teacher behavior in the preactive setting {JaQRSOn,71955), relatively

few studies have ventured into this domain. Eﬁpirizal studies of teaghgr;
planning have~on1y Eaen conducted since 1970, and to date, the published
studies can still Eé counted on one hand.

The first empirical study of classroom planning was done bftzahgfik
;(197@), who éxaminéi‘the effect of  structured pléﬁﬂiﬁg on teacher élassrgom i
behavior. He provided sig of his- sample af'lé teachers with a partial lesson
plaﬁ éontaining Eehaﬁ;cfal cbﬁggtives and a detalled outline of content to )

be covered two weeks hence. He requested the remaining six teachers to,

reserve an hour- of instructional time to carry out a task for the researchers,

o]

" not telling them that they were going to be asked to te ch a lesson on -credit
cards until just before the appointed time; Zahorik analyzed_ recorded proto-
cols of the 12 lessons focusing on "teacher behavior that is sensitive to

~ students" (p. 144). He defined this behavior as "verbal acts of the teacher

3
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

syllabus plays. -

that permit, encourage, and develop pupil's ideas, thoughts, and actions"
(p. l&&); Upor examining the protocels of the plgﬁiérs and non-planners,
Zahorik noted that teachers who planned exhibited less honest ot authentic
use of the pupil's ideas during the lesson. e concluded from this that

the tvpical planning model - goals, activities and their organization,

and evaluation - results in insensitivity to pupils on the part of the

Taylor (1970) conducted a study of teacher planning in British secoun-

m

dary schools directed towards examining how teachers planned syllabi for

courses (though this seems to be more a study of curriculum planning than of

individual ceacher planning). By means of group discussion with teachers,

‘analyses of course syllabi, and the administration of a questionnaire to 261

EEE;ﬁEfS of English, =science, and geography, Tayla: came to the f@ilawiﬁg
general conclusions. The most common theme found across all of the data
collection modes was the prominence of the pupil; especially his/héi needs,
abilitieég‘ané inietestsgifollawed.by the subject matter,raims (goals); and
teaching methods, in order of importance. In planning for ccugség of study,
evaluation was not very important, nor was the relation between one's own

~course and the curriculum as a whole. Taylor concluded that most course plan-=

ning was unsystematic and ''only general" in nature and that most teachers

appeared far from certain about what the planning process requires. From

the study of syllabi, Taylor found large variation in style, size, and con-

tent and concluded that there is little consistency in the role that the |

Thrgﬁgh teacher ratings of the importance of various issues in cur:igﬁlum
planning and a féqtﬁr analysis of their respcnsés, Taylér identified four

primary factors of interest to his sample of teachers. -Thé results generally



indicated thét, when planning, the teachers tended to consider, in order
of importance: i)y“factors assaéiated with the teaching context (e.g.,
materials and resources), 2) prpil interest, 3) aims and purposes of
teach%ng, and 4) evaluation :QﬂsidEfatigﬁsi Rather than beginning with
purposes and objectives and moving to a éesgfiptic; of learming experi-
ences necessary to a&hieve:the abjectives (as the rational planning theor-
ists praposg), Taylor found ﬁhat these teachers began with the context of
éeazhlng, next cans;dered 1eatﬁ1ng s;tnatlaﬂs 11kely to 1nterest and in-
volve their pupils, and only after this consi ;‘zad the pur posas their
teaching would serve. Aisc,gcontrazy to the theorists' ideas, criteria
and Pfaéedures for avaluatingigﬁé'affectiveéess_gf tLe teachers’ course
af teaching vas an issue of only minor importance. These findings led
Iaylar to cénclude that curriculum planning should begin with the con-

7 t to be taught and accompanying lmp@rtant cantextual eunsidarat ions
(e.g., time, sequencing, resources), followed by :9ﬁ51dera;%nns of pupil
interests and attltudes, aims and purpases cf the cour se, learning situa-
tions to be Eféatéd; the philosophy @f the course, the criteria for judg-
ing the course, the degree of pupil 1nta:est fostered by the course, agﬁ
finally, evéluatiﬂh of the course. .

zahorik (1975) continued this line of iﬁquify by éxamining-thé usé of
behévia:éi objectives and‘thé "séparate endemeans“ model of planning as
well as the use of the "integrated ends-means" mﬂdél prapg;ed by MacDonald

(1965) and Eisner (1967). He asked 194 teachers to list in writing the

decisions that they make prior to teaching and the Gfdér in which they make
them, He classified thESEJﬂeclleDS into the following categﬂries. objec~
tives, content, activities, materials dlagnQSIS, evaluatinn, instruction,

- and Gfganigatian. He found that the greatest nmumber of decisiGQSTEanerned




pupil activities (indicated by 81% of the teachers). The dgcisian most

frequenglj_made first was content (51%), followed gﬁra,diszéﬁt second by

.behaviersl obéectiveg}ﬁl%%};-
Zahorik concluded ftgm this ézudygﬁﬁat teacher planning decisions do

not always follow logically from & specification of aﬁ%egtives and that,

in fact, cbjectives are not a particularly iﬁpoftamt planning decision in

terms of how often thegrare used. He also afgued%%ﬁat the iﬂtegratéd ends-—

means model does not appear to be a functioning redtity because of the

relatively few teachers (only 37) who began their plaﬁ,ing by making décisiansl
aggu; activities. - ;5 ’
Only reeéntly has research on teacher planning begun té-focus on de=-
scribing teacher decision ﬁaking in actual p%gnniﬁg situations. EECEfsah,
e,

Marx, and Clark (in press) examined planning ig a laboratory situation as

12 teachers prepared to teach a new instructional unit to groups of junior

high school students with whom they had had no previous contact. These

units were taught to three different groups of eight students on three -

. different dayg.,-ﬁufing theif(piénning periods, teachers were instructed

=

to "think aloud," and their verbal statements were later coded into planning

categories such as objectives, materials, subject matter, and process. The

)fgllawing results werfe obtained from this study: (1) ‘teachers spent the

largest proportion of their plunning time dealing with the content (subject
matter) to be taugﬁ?,agz) after subject matter, teachers concentrated their
: [ i e : . . -

planning efforts on instructional processes (strategies and activities),

E]

and (3) the smallest proportion of their planning time was spent on objec-

‘tives. These findings were consistent with those of Zahorik (1975) and

S,
(Y
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vodlad, fleiﬁ; & Associates (1970) and others. The third finding was alsoc

zimilar t6 results rep@rﬁed by Joyce and Harootunian (1964) and by Popham

v

Since the Peterson et al. study was conducted in a laboratory situation,
with sfudents and materials that the teachers were dealing with for the first

; not be generalizable to an actual

time, the results of their study may or ma
- e

y
classroom situation. However, a study by Morine {(Note 7) in a semi-controlled

classroom setting, faundrrasuigs consistent with thosesof ?Eﬁéfs&ﬁrét al. -
ng—iﬂe CDllECth written plans for two experimenter-pres Qf ibed leSSﬂns (ﬂng 1g*a
in mathematics and.cne in reading) taught by the teachers 1in théif own class-

- rooms taia subset of her ;tudanta.vsiéaﬁhef plans were analysedzacQOTding

to (1) sgeéifieigy;.fz) genearal forﬁat, (3\: tatement of goals, (4) source

:ef goal statements, ;5) attention to pupil background ané étgpazation, (6) 1i-

™~
dentifizatlgn of evaluation procedures, and C7) indiﬁéﬁiéﬁ @f possible alter=

Eﬁa;ive prazedureg. Hogineéfauﬁd khat teachers tended to be fairly specific
!and usé .an outl;ne form in Eh iz plans, yet paid little attention to be-
havioral goals, diagnosis gf student needs, evaluation pragedures,véﬁﬂ alter-
native gmgrseé of action. o

In a simulated setting, Morine had teachers plan a rﬁading program for

= : F
“""14 new students.. The task was designed ‘to identify the kind ‘of information ;
9 =
: (] o
gpeaghETS'conside: important for planning a reading program for a school
‘ yeaf; " Information was available from curulative fecords for each student,

and t?e resulting plans were analyzed according to the types of information
aboGt pupils that teachers requested, grouping proceduréé used, and the
diffgréﬁ;ia;]use of materials and support services. Morine found that, as

a group, the teachers tended to ask for the game kinds of information, were

L ' e . l;




fairly accurate in identifying the pupils"reaéing levels, and differed

little in grouping ﬁrgztitaziand use of support services.

Yiugef (Note Z) studied teacher planning by means of a detailed case
studg of the cesses involved in one elementary (first-second gfadé)
teacher's planning d32151ons during a fivea' nth period of instfuctinng The

' study was designed to addrass,aineed for descriptions and thanretical mcdels

of plaﬁning processes and to ezémlﬁé the usefuln ss of Qertain decision-
model;ng methods f r describing caﬁﬁlﬁx déci§ians as they occur in fiaid
settings. To acéompiish this; Yinger éd&iﬁ%péf%?ééﬁiﬁ&g and methodologies ;i
of bGEh Ethnggfaphy and jnfarmatlcn pf@c2551ng psychology.’

The‘studg iﬁvnlved two ph; = Gf data callectiaﬁ. In the first 12 weeks,
: - . A - g
Eﬁﬁrﬁﬁiﬁaiél}_ég full d 1V S were spentfgbsarving and récg;%ing‘;he teacher's

‘activities in both the pfeactlva andalntEIaQEiVE phase éf;téaghiﬂg; Also

-during this Phase, the teacher s planniug dgilsicﬁs WEfE reca:ded as she .
kY

“"thcught aloud" during her plaﬁnlng sessimns_ During the second phasa of

\ S

,tha data'collection ‘the teazher 5 plaﬁning was investigated through obser-

LS L -

vatiﬁns of hef bEh&Vlﬁf in the TEaEth Pléﬁning Shell (a simulatian task -

1fdevelcped for this Sﬁudy gsee Yinger, nate 2 fgr details), and in three
o v :
judgment tasks examiﬂing her perceptiaﬁs Df studenta and instrugtin,a

=3

f‘g.

activ;ties. Additianal classraom Qbservatians and iﬁterviews were also con= .

b =

égﬁiéﬁ d,ring Ehis phase.§‘“

Es

£

Twa Qentral aspec;s af ‘the teacheri* planning and instruction that

Aaﬁetgéﬂ in,fingérjs stud?_were: planniﬁg‘for iﬁstfucticna1 activities and

the use of tedching routines. Activities were described as the basic struc-

tural’ units of'élanﬁing and action in the claséroom. They were self-contained,
o . s ’ - . ) : ’

g nizatinnal units~ functloning as i;aﬁtrol;ed behavior sgtﬁiﬁgs“‘thaﬁ’WEfé o

=

. = A B - = : i : . . =
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shapcd and mclécd by. Ehc fccchcr to c%nfcrm to. her pufccpticng cnd purpcccs. s

' Seven. fcaturcc of instructioncl accidicics§Wcrc identified and presented cc

“routines, instructional rcutincs, managcmcnc ccucincc, and exccu;

1
<r

Aimccrccnt-concidcraticns in- placcing/dccisicns. The features included:

iccaticn, chucLutc anc scqucncc, d raticn, participcntc, acccptablc studcnt T4

l .
i N R
bcbavicr, instructicnal moves 0T rcuLincs, and ccnccnt and materials. = ¥

H
/

chching rcutincc cmcrgcd as ancthcr distinctive featucc of the tccchcr a8

ST : N

planning tcchnciogy.- Hcch of the plcnning bchavicr could be pc:traycd as .

--tbc scicction, créa icacicn, and scqucncing of ccucincc dcv%icpcd as. a rcculc

Y

of e xpcricnfc F g types of tcaching rcucincc wcrc dcccribei. activity

ive Planning

1'ucincc; Functicnally, routines‘were cnafcctcriccd as mcthcds ucc? to re=

[ -4

; duce’ thc ccmpleﬁity and incrcasc chc predictability of clascrccm activicics,

V‘Amcdcl cf tcachcf plcnningi In additicn cc data’ ccllccted in chi 7

.thuc»incrccsing f, ibility cnd cffcccivcnccs. C , 1 ;

The: £ irc‘t was a

Yingcr devclcpcd two models cf plccning in hiﬁ Egdy;-

=

Vo, N

structural mcdcl cf prcactivc pIanning, dcscribing plsnning at fivc 1cvclsf

. 1) yearly, 2) tccm, 3) unit, 4) wcekly, and 5) &%ily, At cccn lcvcl cf fi

! -

’-ccufccs used: in plcnninga the fcrm chat thc plan tcck, and thc S

=T fcr judging plcﬂning effectiveness. This mcdci was uscd fDr.?

if ng di fcrcnc ﬁygcs of plcnning and for prcpcsing strccegic fccccrc_

The” second mcacl of planning gcncrctcd “in this study was' a. thccretical » -

;. Study, S

.gei . mcdcl wcs bascﬂ on thg findings of cthcr tcachcr gianning studics

L

s and o on’ studics of " Planning in ﬂhESS: musical acmposi icn, art, and’ architec-

l e L e

turai dcsigp Eianning dccisipns were chatactcriccd by prccccscs cmphccicing

N e

tinding and prcblcm fcrmulaticn as well as Prcblcm sclving_ In ccnﬁ'
= LY .

= : : Ly -
: i = B * B = %

Tl

&
y Pk
i)




explerutien. The aefend stage was pfeblem fnfmulatien and aelutien, the

L1

trast te traditienal mgdel of pl inning emphas;aing the statement ef

geala the apaeifieatian of alternatives, ‘and the eheiee ameng alternaﬁ

tivea, "this model plaeed more emphas s on finding and developing the

"Three atagea‘ef plapﬁtng were tegteaeﬂted in the ?laneieg,madeI?,

The first atege; problem finding, was portrayed as a-diacevery_eyele

vhere the teaeher s goal eeneaptians, her knawledge and experienee, her

notion oi the plaaning dilemma and tbe matetlela available fet plaﬁnlng

interaetedite prnduee an ;nitial preblem euneeptien wnrthy ef further '

i

=meehaniam prepeeed for earryisg eut thia preeeas was the "deaigu eyele.

- fglay a._ majerarale in future plannlng delibetatiena.

yIn thia eyele, problem eelving was eharaeterleed as a deaign process in-

velving pregreaelve elaberatien of plan over time. Elaberatiee, iﬁv 5=

tigatien, and adaptation were prepuaed as phares thraugh whieh plana

E f : ulated The th;rd atage of the p ﬂning mndelfinvelved imple—,

i =

meetatien ef the plan, ita evaluatien, and i eventual feetinisatien.,

Thia atage empkasieea the contribution of evaluatien and reutinieatieﬂ s

te the teaeher s reperteite ef kaewledge and experienee, whieh in tutn

i B e e =T

‘/ . ., L. v g 5

Lk

L
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' i§§§p3ffjud’,ént e . . R
A ‘ zﬁé
Judgmant is thought to be one’ of the important cugnitive prngesges in = &

_ the méntal life of the tea:heri Johnson (1972) defines judgmgnt as the
'1}“a§sigument of an ﬂbjéht to a small number of pecified catagnries“ (- 339)
ﬁiicugnitivg psychﬁlagists (e Be» Newell, 1968, Juhnsﬁn, 1955, 1972) lacgte
"¥judgm£nt at Ehe end of a se quence af aperatinﬂs ﬁithin prnblem saiviﬁg where “¥

;it is brought En béaf in selecting ;he mnst,pramising algerngtives fat

_Lprablam sélutian.‘ Th*s view of judgmeﬂt fallaﬁs the jurisptudential ﬁaﬂel

 of callgcting Evidenze on all sides af an’ iasue and weighing the evidenca

L]

:grefully befnre reaching a cﬂnalusinn.-
sS#?gs*‘When is judgment most impartant in teaghing? At this eg:ly stage uf
-E;research on teachgr ‘thinking an anpirigally—baseé ans&er to this questign is

not yet availahle. Variaus atudies suggﬂst Ehat :ea:her juﬂgﬁeat piaya an - ‘f

aehievement   ‘-

'“1mpgftsnt part in pIEdicEing student cagﬂitive gnd affective_

T(Hgfx, 1978* Shsvels@n, Caduell & Izu, 1977-'Joy:e, Hgfine-nershiner,
{‘H;Hair, Note B), preﬂieting teachers uﬁe af ingtructianﬁl ﬁavea fShavalsnﬂ

?uf

 §€ al., 1977), esaker planﬁiﬁg (Yiﬁgér, Hﬁtg 2), teaehera tegagnitinn‘
ﬁ.% effeative teaching (Andersnn, 1977), and Eeleetingeinstructinnal activitiea!“

(Ciatk Wildfang, & Y%ﬂger, Nate 9) It seems 1ikely Ehat Eeacher judgment‘

£

18 1mpnrtaﬂt in many ather cgntexts as weli the brevity af gbis list ia  ;
o largely due tu the n’wnéss af Ehis area cf inves:igatiﬂﬁ. ‘

Reaearchers ta date have degcribea .agtars EEkEﬁ inta accﬁuﬁt by teacherg

&

'aﬂd the relgtive weights given to these factafs in reaching a. juagmeng ;

<

: ?(the judgment-pr cess) They*have -also invastigated therac:u:ac' cf :eagth

' judgmenta, partigulafly teacher pfedictians af student gchiev-;nt or atﬁi—vf'

¥

[N

;.tudes. Fiﬂaily, meﬁhadalagical questians;dealiﬂg With matters auch as hﬂv

I
o
L

,)‘-

15 0
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achers use infgfmaﬁinﬁ of varying reliability and haw varying the.amount .
_ (
of information availabie affects the judgment process Or judgmental accuracy\
_ﬁévé also be en éxﬁlaféf ' __;q ;

Anderaaﬁ (1977) studied the jgdgmént pnlicieg Qf 164 high gchagl iéachers,
whom she asked to rate 36 diff Etéﬁt hypathgtir-l deaaripriana af teachars on -
9-paint scale ranging from "a very pgpr high schaal teacher tg an gut~
standing high schunl feaﬂhéf. | Each ﬁeacher rated one of siﬁ difféfeﬁt sets

of prafilgs. " The gsets were varied in the number of teacher Eharagtégistics:
= \‘ N

(4, E, or 8) included in the proiilés and in the form of,pfgsentaticg-af
‘these chafacteristicg (verbal gstatements or numafical al '%) After rating

=the profiles, each teacher was asked to (1) rate the impgrtaﬂce ‘of each
i

| teachér chatactéfigtiz individually on a 9—p§iﬁt scale ‘and (2) rank order .

thé'téaﬁhéréEh&EEEtEfiEEiQ&;V

The téacher charact ristics or "cues" uséd in the pfafileg for this

‘fgtudy were Eelected by AﬂdEfSﬂﬂ on the basis af pfeviaus regea:ch eanceraing
. 3 _

teagher:QUalityﬁ(e g., Bridges, nge, Btﬁwn, & Gfeenwaad, 1971; Isaacsan,

McKeaahie, Hilhalland Liﬂ, Hcefe‘ler Baerwaidt, & Zinn, 1964* Rasenshiné
& Eurst, 1971). Thé &ues wera:_ L e :

: 1. Hcmewark raquiremeats ' T

ﬂ- =
F

S 2. Interest iﬁ iﬂdividual students

", . . i . .
- . - 4 =

I 3. ] Establishment of . DbjEQtiVéE : ) e s
s iﬁ! Faifﬁess in grading ’ :
. 5,. Kncwledge §§ ‘subject - }7 o ' N

6. “Clafify,af'expianatipﬁs

= 7. Encaufagement of- class discussion ) o . g
- = ) B -,7 . - . . - ‘ ) % . L N Y
; 8. Eﬁthusiasm v
P - - : : _ S -

a= L, -

: H

L. 5 . . o -

. T N . B oo .
¢ Co e 18 e < . .
e . T . . 733 . . ¢ N .
) — o . : S . ERTI T




Andersﬁn faund that the teaﬂth characteristiga most impnrtant in
reaching a judng1t of teache; effectivenéss we:e.l inrgregt in individual
students, knowledge of aubject, and giafity “of explanatigng. Ihe:;bgracf '

tefistic least 1mpnrtant to these judgments was homework requiréﬁents-

i

~Teachérs who fated verbal prafiles were signifigantly less consistent in'

their rating than thgse who rated numerical prgfileg.: That is, the carrélg— s

SO ”

- .

- tinns betweeg the level cf a pastigulaf cue and the ratiﬁg given that ﬁre—i*

file by a téscher were more stable when teachers rated numerieal p:afiles.
‘f“?

ThE nuﬁbéf of cues availablé did’ ggt influénce the cansisteney ﬂf teacher o

:atings.ﬂ LT ' : R T ST
o ¢ ! o ‘ : C -

: QE—}A : . R
L When Anderééﬁftampargd teachers rathgg af the impartancé af :ues in-1~5i

: théif own judgment with their aﬂtual use af thesn gues in making judgments, e
,aé' ﬁ_; N . i
she faund gtfnng agréeméﬁt **This was especially truglfar cuég cansidered xl.¢;

.S’F

ta bé least impnftaﬂtthamely, hémgwark requirements, Eﬂzauragement Df Elasg

L .- . 4 -
discusaian, and esggb"shgent/éf 3bjeg§;ves. Far the cues cﬂnsidered ta be : -

B f : :

' mast impurtant, Hor

ever, there werg)}ngansistenci s Eétwekn teacher'ratings—ﬂfi

* T

of eues,and=tﬁef, use gf‘the cles to juégg pfgfiles.a-Enthusiasm;'fa:,g.-

gxample, waé rate é nd ’g nked very high but when the tea:hgrg'i léd:@fa—
.,uﬁiles,égzEghnhargzieristics su¢h aé knnwledge of Eubjéﬁt and fairnésg in

EradfgéX;eré taken in EV cco at more stron gl han Eﬂthusiasm. Ihis fiﬂd— i;":

ing iﬂdi:ates that, wheﬂ making judgments, Eeachers may base tbéif deciaians

>nn a palicy that is*different iramvthe puligy ‘they repart using., "W;~f~~5}h

(- A study by Shavelsan et 31._ (1977) iivegtigated the seﬂsitivity tf ‘; @%

1. =

o

: k.
tgacher judgmént to the feliability of iﬂfarmatian received and teacher

L] Y . L.

: ﬁillingness to ravise iﬂitial Judgments whén presented with additiunal iﬂ=

;fﬂrmatian; Dne hundfed and sixty—fnur graduate students iﬁ educatign (119i*;3
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of whom were teachexg) were:given information describing Hiéhael, a hypéi

tifal tifth-grade: student. (Analysis of the data indicated that there

y,were no differences bEﬁHEEﬁ teachers and non-teachers;’ theféfafe, we will :
refer to all pérticipants in thig study as, téazhers-) Three typgs Gf—iﬂfqrf

N mgtian abﬂu_ the hypgthetiﬁal ‘gtudent were prnvided.e father's Qéﬁupgti@né.
the gtudent's use of tim?, and .the student 8, intelligegge.- Each téaeﬁer
was pfeséﬁtgﬂ withbgne student déscriptiaﬁ cantaining either pasltive Qg

‘fnégative infarmati@n frﬁm either a feliable or. unfeliaﬁie snurce, After

Jf:gading the iﬁfc:matian about the st tident, the teachers respnnded to faut

! questi@ns that requifed an exeraise of judgménti Lx

- '\ . .
1. What is the pfnbability that Hichael will’ ‘get mostly .-
A& and Bs on his repart :ard? e , ? N
2. Im Eelecting instruztinnal materialsfarhﬁchael in
" reading and math at the beginning of the semester, = = * .
. ;. what- kinds of texts and instrugtianal aids wagld Jou '
' primarily usa? L STy
: 33; Fifth“grade 1ével ' < 7 b o
. bi Fifth grade level and/or abave e R
,-fﬁi-iFifth graﬂé laval andﬁbr below™ = . o E A

y B > &;ﬁ - # £ e ) . . T . °
3.7 SUPPDEE “that during a math lessan?‘ygu ask Michael a '
+ question anﬂ he hgsitated Wﬁuld yau. ST T
4

- o a. Réphrsse the same questian in nrder to- clarify it’

Y b. Ask a .similar question that is easier to answer? .,
. . c. Further explain the probiém, ‘then fepeat the 'same . w
T question to Michael? . P L

©. . d,i Ask the same, question, to another studgnt? ’ '

N S é;ﬂ?AnaWé: the question yaufself’ :

N 'szHDW_iEpEfﬁant 1is it for Hi;hael that ynu make a painf of o

i < praising‘him every time hi: "does™ gagd wark? e
# ' s 5 : 3L

) ‘ ) a;f Very impartan; e ’ e C . . T ey
i . b. "Important : - C T R
¢  Somewhat-impoFtant Bl o
] . d. Somewhat unimportant - Vi e §
Y e. Not important at all S '

.

e e WL it




Aftéf answering these qUEEEiDﬁS the téachers wera given additiaﬁal

)

;igfarmatiaﬁ that wa gain variéd systematically as tﬂ reliability aﬂd pna—

VitiVE ér nagaﬁiyeAvaleﬂeé. This additiunal infcfmatiau cancerned acadamiﬂ ,?i

ability, ‘eur ’ity aﬁd attitude towards school. The teaghsrs again aﬂswered

the same Eauf quégtians in 1ight of this new informatian but withaut Ieﬁéfz3t¥ﬁ

1L
’ ,‘J

ring tn their earl

The major fiﬂding of this dy was that tgachérs were gensitive taz

A P u"

feliability af the infufmatinn they received and that they revised their‘»

initial predictiens Df student hievement hen pfesented with additianal

-assess tha prcbabilities nf gccurrgﬁcé of uncert ]

unkﬂawn quantities.. Théy faund that péaple in géneral,wafé nei,

- ;

ability (i-é;; theftéachﬁr s answer ta Quéstieﬂ 1) wagxthe majﬁr factar in_lg;

'fkiﬁg thig decisi%n. /ﬂuwever; aEter additianal infarmatian had been givén ;%

’l‘

= i‘

iia teachers answers ta the questigns abaug instruetioﬂal maves -

R lx

.:n

(questigniﬂg and :einfercement strategies) -dndic gééﬁ;;hgj theré was ng ;é;,f

1 =

nship bgmwaen the deséiipgigﬁé.gf;fﬁé stﬁ&ent;andlteagherﬂji

‘sys;EEaE,z relat

o
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'P Ediﬂtiﬁns abaut their nwn pedagagical behavior. The agéhors sﬁgéest that-

Eéécherg fespcnses to- thega 13tter two judgment tasks depenﬂed on factnrs
.ﬂat méasufed in the ex riment,rsuch as persanal preference fﬁr teaéhing
style or philasaphy of reaghinéi L —— ;.a -
' andal (Hate lD) undertﬁak a study to’ investigata the pussibility gf

=tfaining téacherg to mﬂdify their judgment paliﬁies by using a fefm nf z‘,
cegnitive feadback (Hammaﬂd 1971) caupled with tfaining regarding the i
relevance of variaus infafmatian SOUrces. Fifty=fgur teachers in tfaining ’
'!ﬁEfé'asked to judge ‘the likelihnad of 108 hypathetigal students being in-

strugtianal prabléms in a classraam setting. These gtudent dgscriptiaﬂa

.were develnped by presenting all passible gombiﬂatiung af five d, ,1ptive fﬂ

:vgfiables.n SES, IQ, gradegrbsgx, and cumments abaut student petsanality. s

=

Eaf eagh teacher 5 judgments,!a multiple regressiﬁn aﬂalysis wag egnductéd

LIS “", o

_whigh p:ﬁduaed a méasufe af the teacher 5. judgmeut "palicy“ (the Eelative

= - -,

’ weightg assigned to eazh varlablg y TeachErs then paftigipated in feedbac'

'iaﬂd training sesgians iﬁ whigh theit judgmen;~palicies and the cue vafiahl,

. 1
< e ; - 3 A\

ware discusged. Aftef thase ses inns, the téachérs ag§in Iatéd'thé same'

T ¥ - e
i HEEN . . L

¥

set af student descriptiaﬂs op the same quégtian. S o
. . e e -\J =& -i : . - . =
. ﬁf@ Mnndol fgund significantuchéngeg in thnse teachgrs wha participated

:,eedbazk sessians as—aampared—tﬁﬂthagErteachérs v»fl-ntssx—r;.,=
T AR é%f : -
’ had no training or féedback.: She“faun& that the tfainingaandéfeedback

rftEaLthE madé Eéwef dEViStLﬂﬂE frﬁm the apjﬁﬁ : uliéy.at ﬁhich the' tfain-

;}ing was ditected than did the cgntrcl (nu-feedbaci/tfa}ning) teagher

This ghange in judgment paligy wag largely dug Ea a murg Equal Wéighting‘i“r
3] /’ i . '\\} ) =
- °f the ‘tive iﬂff’matit’ﬁ SG‘AEEE bY ihe teachers ’fﬁceiving training and -
| - § oo ."'».,;a

fgggﬁgak} Handgl cancluded frﬁm thig study that cagnitive feedback and
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training can be suc fully used to mndify judgment policies f‘t’*cheféi'%

Sﬁe further cancludéd that if nptimal weighting pattérns can be develaped

fgf impartant teacher judgments, training programs- could. be develgped to -
: ) £

facilitate the lear;i1g af more eé%éctivg and efficient décisian making.v'
. One gf thg , fieul ies in desigﬁing studiés of teacher judgment is -
"idéntifyiﬁg the cu é T f atures af the objects tg ‘be judgéd that the £
. teach@rs will actually use in ﬁnming to a judgment._ One appraach ta this

problem involves the researcher sélécting ‘features based o his or her f

S'intefestsg phi or EXPEIiEﬁEE; or feviéw ﬂf empirieal literature dealing ,1? 

with Ehé phenngﬁa nf ;nterést. Annther gppraach invalvés'selectian ﬁf

. cués after infarmal discussiﬁn betwaen thg rgséafcher and 3xperienced judges

A thifd apprgach is rapfesented in', study by Glafk et al; (Nate 9),

] o ﬂ&% e . .
wﬁéféin “the eséarghars attémpted te idggtify the features nf 1anguagé arts -

and patential ugefulneg

L

tary s;haﬁl taaghers gxamined'dégéfiégiénE _n4

activitiggg

*

sattractiveness fﬁf teééhiﬂg in theirsclsssraams. A%ter ratiﬂgvall af the"

7"—"1ﬁed_§afﬁmaffivitrf“faf§d—; :ﬁste

the féaturés that cantributed to their judgment af thg aEtivitiy s

:tﬁfagtlveness.ﬁffhg ‘ chgfs then repéared this pfacedute fat the activi—
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1; “Each- activity feature 1déntified by the teachers Wés
“typed on.a 3 x 5 card; 407 of thege statements were -

- spreduced: * —

2. Twa of 'the fEEEEIEthS indapendantly categafizéd eagh’r
of the 407 teacher statements.

3. The twa fesgarchers ‘compared’ their categﬂrizatiﬂns af the
. teacher statements,,clarified their own policies far o
v”categﬂrizaticn, and negotiated a final set of 13 cate-

. gories into whiéh-all 407 t&a:her gtatements Eauld be

fsarted.

. I
: -

The features of the language afts a

e BE L.

::tivities iden;ifiéd 'b? thF Eéﬂﬂheﬂ

-

;;featureg have been grnupéd uﬂﬂéf fﬁul headings. £

Vjth rela E t@ students,~the subjegt matter, the_teachet, and thé 1earn ng

.’gﬁvifaﬁﬁﬁht.gf‘ T A .;?é_ﬁ;;_,ﬂ, s

rabla s e e
Language Arts: Activitieg Idgntified Lok
flugnzes on Teacher Jﬁd 'ent il

‘—Frequency af“Use v 75

-

EV %;?; “;.‘ : | . lok.;
PO T

ﬂgtivatian and Invclvemeﬁt
. Eagn;tive Gutcameﬂ . o . .
Affe:tive Outenmesv~ B '

S Fit. Betweeni?ufpnse ‘and’ Process - T SRR
- Fa 7 16 _ H

= HEEningfulneggg,;-_“h_w_ e . 7rl,ﬁ- : » 7
i Iangible Praduct o e e o 1{:' ——




: In Ehia judgment exerc;uej the ‘teachers mgst frequéntly mentiﬂﬂéd

: éctivity,featufés ;hat;were rélatéd to student behavior. tudent mativstian

and involvement was mentioned most frequently as a;b&sié-far aceepting or -
S e T

féjéctiﬁg’a 13ngUage'aft5factivicy;xf@li&wed by fagtﬁresrafvactiviﬁiés j-
thaught to: influé e o g"‘ive af-affeéfiveﬁsfudent ﬁatzames;"_' k
In the subject matter categnry of agtivity“featuras identified bygbb

_:.teachers, thé feature singled nut. most f:equently was the estimated diffi—-

.( ; ‘,E‘ N

- culty gf the activi V’fﬁt that teacher a8 clsss. This f’ature 8 ffequéncy N

. af menticn .was prabably inflated due ta the fa;t that tBE»laﬁguagéiafts

"

agtivitiea were intended far Etudéﬁts in the upper eleﬁéntary gra&es, while:ﬁr

faur éf the.tea:hers taught;primary grade scudentsﬁ’:"“”' 11 -

Half af the activigy features that rel to ﬁﬁe'tiaéhefjﬁgre*cﬁ'zéfﬁé

_ with the match between the activity desgripti,n and the teaehér E p 2d

nf haw ccmfartable he or she would be’ in exe;utiﬂg this ac;ivi‘fﬂ

mainin; fEﬂtu*éS 1n this ﬁatégﬂfY had ‘to dﬂ with haw diffizult the az:’j Ly

ta set up, manage, and avaluate, and whether the activity pfa

= B ._‘ev

bengfit ES thé tgacher in addi;iﬂn tﬂ its stated pu*pnse..’ ”}

} waﬁid EE

‘ﬁhé'féachef was warkingi !Fﬂf éxamplé, samg a:tiyities*weré—jﬁﬂged-ta'beﬁ

. L F

An analysis ‘of the teacher camments cgncerning the fauf agtivities

£

d- highést by a 1 ea&héféé&ﬂé“khé five activities ratéd lawast'indicated*?

judgments waﬁ studeut mativaticn aﬂd invalvement. The secand mgst frequent¥
_ ; ; TE

*L;nfluence on pasi tive eaghEt ratings was difticulty 1evel nf the activity; ug
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.The t hird festute cantfibuﬁing to positive teacher judgments was the fit

be tween- the stated purpase of the activity and the pfﬂgess nf teaching B
invglved in the agtivity. That is, activitiés rated highgst by the teaahers

 wefe thnse high on student mativatian aﬁd invalvement, low in diffigulty,

a

and t ose that vere petceived as gacd ways to teach the ;gntent.:.ln the "' .
<

case of the five activi;ies rated 1awegt, the mast pawetful 1nfluence

1identified by the teachers was ﬁhg difficulty af tha agtivity for: students.

¥ 1

:Thé;seéand feature that influanced teachers tc feject fhese activitigsfwas .
: =~ . - _! o - .-

the amount of démand that the agtivity placed on the teaﬂher. That is, ac—.
: tiiitiea Wergsgafgﬂ as unattractive if they were seen as 0O diffi ult ‘for

V,Qd nts or- tan,demanding fnr the téachef.

R

th

Haﬂ; (1978) studied the judgment that teachérg éfocisé when they

predi;t :agnitiqe and affggtive studgnt achievement. Twelve experienzed

teazhgrs taught a seriég of ﬁhfeé 5@2151 studies lesséna tﬁ graups:;rr_’

3 7it§bigp sthgél students in a- /The eachers hgd not - .-

met these students befa:e the taaehing EPisndes began.' After each aﬁigﬁé‘ ;

'Ehree*50=minuté 1esgans, the teaahers madé predictiung af tha réﬁkéérde:i1

of theif studénts gn both a Eagnitivé a;hievgment teat ani an attitudé in=

vEﬁtafy to be administgred immgdiately after thé third ggaghiag—gﬁgﬁfggfﬁﬁ#l
% . - gﬂgﬁﬂ :‘ ; -
*‘In‘aﬁditian,_the teathﬁrs wetefaskeﬂ to degcribé thegsgudentebghaviﬂr or - —=-

"atherfgues that they used 11 makiﬁg pfedictig;é ab@ut

esch studentpmh

Ha:; found that thése teachers were not, Epéci ic about the behaviaral::

Bé

L;éﬁés'an which Lhey based their judgménts abaut future azhievgnent

. att i d ’f- he mcst frequently mentiaﬂad cue was "student participatinn,.g:fu

1

but . h *ta zhers did nct identify QbSEfYahlE behaviafs ffam which théy .
_ erred _

I S e Sy

W
1

friﬁferfed studéﬁt patticipatiaﬁ




Marx also fo gﬂd thst regrégsianuequatinng usiﬂg the ‘behavioral cues

'idéntiﬁied~b teschners as. entgfing inte their judgments were not ggad A
[ .

!

3

Ppredic ctors Df actual student achievemént and attitnde 1nventafy results. .

12 teaehera Etudiéﬂ suggests that teacher judgments about:

Thé déta on one of t ¢

studénc attitudes may 'be more. ac curate than teacher judgments about cngnitive

,aghievément!' Fat this teaghaf, the cnrrelgtian between predigted gtudént L

=

'perfafmance on the attituée invaptnry and the* aﬁtual student perfnrmange an , ~
‘the attitude-toward-self sc:ale vas .72. For all teachers ‘combined, the ,-,,,’4@' U

median :grrelatinﬁ between teacher predietiana and tﬁdent outcomes was .24

for achiévemént and 35 far attitude=tcwafdigelf

o= *

Anather Etudy of teacher jgdgments nf students was Eanducted by Jnycef L

f

§ﬁ=§lf (Nate 3)'¥—Ten teachets in the ssme elemengary schnel petfgrmed a

ipupil ﬁsgrt“activity 4n which they=ﬁeré agked ta sart csrds cﬂntaining ;he_ 

ﬂEmEE af each of their pupils into two or more categaties. Tﬁe teagherﬂ .

Q o ¥
- 1

:wefe thén asked ta describe the basis Qﬁjwhich pupils weré assigned ta ) o

.4

’ thesé different categﬁxi&s, This pfgcedure was repeaﬁed several times .. {)} u§

L8

uﬁtil the teachers cﬂuld think of no ‘more categaries intﬂ which ta garr f??‘v{

—Tﬁéif'students. This pupil ori iteghﬁique wss useﬂ Five times dutiﬁg the

’Eéhéﬁl ygar:v in Séptember (at the end of the fitst day af schggl); Navembgf,:_;

January, Hafch aﬂd June. " e Coe _ : f'

— L - . 2T - = L=

’ The :ategafieq that were most fréqugntly used by tea:herg in gﬁrting '

E%thgif'studentg were studént PEZE 1ity and Et“déﬂh iﬁvalvementiQ Dthe: .

_’bases fér pupil snrtswe ( n grd%faaﬁxitequengy) student abiliiy and

= ﬁi

_;achievement, peer télatigﬂghips, student perfnrmange iﬂ a pgrticnlaf activity

o e . - - S
- E

~and stu&ent g:awth aﬂd pfng s8. The high frequency of student invalvement =

jiggxa basig fgr the pupil sort is cangistént with Hafz 8 findings gited above: _“f

£f,

- EE

“"&H




it
.,
-

: and with' the findings in the Clark et ala,(Hate 9) gtuﬂy.

g &

An a&ditian&l pfncgdure used in the JDYEE et al- stud

: . £ "

. ‘4

“Eéaﬂﬁefs to prédiEE studeut enawafeyear reading achievemént.

: [y i
7 wy

" made these predictions twige, ane at the end gf thavfizst day QI schbal

“and- anc"in Navember.giﬁﬁ mast srriking finding fram this part gf thé .;

3\. E P

Aistudy was Ehat teac
o

staﬁtially bétﬁééﬁwSeptEmber and ﬂﬁveﬁbgi even thqngh the teaghezg prEi'i,'

&sumably had much more infefmatian ;haut theLr stud%nts based:ﬂnﬁirree

£

E’m

’ manths af experiéngg and the availabiiity ﬁf éiagnostic feading test fesults.
3 SR

_This remarkable stability uf taacher juigmeats ggntfgsts_with finding

riminating between sthdents wha wuuld

¢"Téachers wefe 1&55 accurate in diaa

i

= . .. ‘ . -] : w

ey
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=

Teacher Intefactlve Decision Makj;g

o ) =
Interactive decision making refers -to those decisicns made during the

act of-teaching. The geacher is seen as a decision maker who 1is constantly
X H

assessing the situation, prEESEiﬂg infgrmatiﬁn abnut the situatign, makiﬁg

I
7

decisicns gbout ﬂhat to do naxt, guiding action.on the basis of these déci=.

-

rgiﬂns, and observing the affects of thesa aﬂtians on students. The fUﬁda—

mental quegtianainderlying khis wcrk is, "What fractinn of teaching is re-

fléctive and what fraction is reactive?“ It {8 the anatomy of the tEfléi—

& ‘I"‘” '

tive artiﬂn of teaching’ tbat is interéstiﬂg to réazar;hérsjﬂn,teacher inter-

active decisiaﬂ making. ‘; : L U

All studies:af “teache i,t . ti decision making dépeﬁd on the

’ teacher siself—fépurt GF the gecision made. :The most cofmon methad of ob~-

‘taining these seleTepcrt data is stmg variatian of a prccedufe ‘in which &f

s
- B

Viﬂéﬂfﬂ?é af ﬁhe teacher s teaching perfarmance is replayéd to atimulate 2o
fécall @f thé teaﬁhiug situaticn_ I, me studi?g-anly ghart segmentg of
g . . z . .
l,yed (e - ark & B térson, Note 4) while n other

WISy
— [

iré videatape 15 replayed (e.g.3 ngine & Vallaﬁceg Hate 5) In Ehé=

L

) latter zasegitha ideatape may bé stsppea by the teacher when he’ ur;shé,

= = .‘.’! -

remembefa having madé a degisicn, or .the fésearcher may gcntral the idaﬁtih

) , R o oo
- £icatian of "critical incidents." 'In most cases, ‘a standard set of qﬁestianS'

x -

is asked Sf the: téacbér aftEr the viewing af eafh videatape segmentrgf'ihtér%'

3

veét. Thé teazher 5. tespanses EG these queatipﬁs are audiataped andzsubse?
*ﬁr‘ [ ]
v quently désgribed either by use af a, Eoding,ﬁystem and frequency ;aunts, by

=

a narfative pfacess descriptiﬂn,‘ar bath.

!

E

The earliest studycf teacher interactive decisian making is repcrted

F a

»d Clsrk and PEtEISQﬁ

by Clark and chge (Note 1}, Marx and PEtETEGﬂ (1975), _

M =

= = . #

(Htte é) Twelve éxperieneed teachers taught a saai&l studigs unit to three ‘

' . " fH= L . .
A - : B . ! . ; ¢ 5 T R
e T - . e B ’ o
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a prViEUS study (Befliﬁeg, Note 11) as more effective -and less effective.
Three majot types of decisicns were idEDtlfiEd (1) interchanges (decisions

relating to insEamtanaDus verbal- inﬁeraction), (2) planned activities (inter=

~active degisioﬂs directly related to preactive decisions), apd (3) unplanned

aﬁtivitiés (decisions to iﬁclude an activity not arigiﬁaily patt of thé

_"135, on plan). In genetai the archers fnund that nearly all cf the ’
decisions couvld be categorized as either iﬁtafchange or planned decisions
(gpPraiimately 48% in each category) and that there was anlyislight grade

level variation in this pattarn‘

I

When fESpOnses of more and less effective teachats were compared, no
significant differences were found. A general pattern observed in. all

teachers' responses was that teachers focused more on thé ingtructioﬁal

praéegs than on studént"chafacteristics or aehav[ar when commenting on ‘the

substance (focus) of theif decisio When Ehg_cansideratiops and bssés for
£ ;

%Ehe Eea;héts' dgaisians ‘were: raferred to, however, the fo:ug chaﬁged. In

' these instances, ‘student cha*attarigtics were more prgmineﬁt than instfuc=
tinﬂal pracegs cansideratians. Additional fiﬂdings in thé 5tudy were Ehat

‘few decis l -ernativis were meﬁti@néd by the teachers-and that references -

& £3
to aagnitive agpeets of the lesson were mcfé=frequent than reférénéas:tq

ffégti aspa”‘s,‘ : e T ‘ - )

Hafland 1Hote 12) sfudied the interaczive thoughts cf six volunteer

teachers from two schoals, two each at the first third and si?th-grade

ievéls. Each teacher participated in two stiﬂulatéd ‘recall sessions; video-
tapes ﬂf language arts and mathematics iessans were used: far the teachers

nf first and thitd gtades, and two language arts lessons. were used with the

El

/ ., ;;_,_ | .



sixth-grade teachers. )
Marland sna;vzed the tranSFripts of stlmulated recall interviews using

two different categery systems; the first analysis a category system devel=

oped by Marland himself. Each "thought gnit" was judged to be in one of

11 categories: perceptions, interpfetaticns, prospective tactical delib- '
# : "
erations, retrospective tactical deliberatigns, reflecﬁigns, anticipatians,

information~pupil, infofmat;cn—mther, gcal statements, fantas*LS and feelings.

' ¢

For the second analysis, Marland examined the transcr ip s for instances
of psychologically meaningful events ingludiﬂg§ decisions, forfeit decisions,

deliberate acts, impulsive acts, cognitive 1iﬁkin§; field detachment, ex-

ternality, internality, principles, beiigfs, rules, case.histories, and ,

instances of accurate or inaccurate recall by teachers.

Marland' results are summarized below under Ehfegahaaéiﬁgs: Con ent:i

of Teachgrs' Interactive Thoﬁghts;-Fﬁnctiaﬂiaf Tdachers' Interactive

Thﬂughts;xIﬁdiVidual‘DiffEfEﬁQES in Teachers' Interactive .Thoughts.

Content of Tgachgrs' Interact i”"Théughts
= ' The teachers %tddiédrby Marland feportad thinking, abaut tnpiﬂs and

events in the present, past; and?fu;ufa_ Present events included student

behavior, teachers’ interpretations of student Eehéviér; and the téaghérs’
own affective states. Tgachefs' thaughts about the past in:luded fEfléCtiﬂﬁs

H

on past events' in a 1355§n and fecri al from memory of factual infermatian-

thought tc ba useful in a lesson, such as persnnal infarmatinn abaut par—-

ot
=

ticular studenﬁs, cufriculum cnntent, principles of teaching, andvbéliéfs
abaut-children, Teachers' thoughts abgut the future in:luded Eactigs.tg_:

be used next, predictiaﬂs or visualizations of d,:gr ions the lesson might

Ed

také, expe¢ﬁatians for student behav1or, and student leafning objec ctives.

- - 3 -
. X

e

o
c




_ Intéractive thnughts mozt Erequen 1y reported by teachers were prospe tive

tactical deliberations (20.3%), reflectlons (la 8%), percepriors (15.6%),

interpretations (11.§Z), and;an;icipatloﬁs (8.7%). Interactive thoughts
caﬂcarniﬂg inform tlcnipupil, information-other, and féelirg accounted

for 5 t D£ of the thoughts reported. Relatively few thoughts were repgrted

in the remaining catkgories of tact al delibaration retrospective, goal

. I 4 )
statement, and fantasy. E S

Ihg,?ggﬁtipn”ongggchgrsfrIngeracgive Ihagg§§§

Marland's data on the fuﬁcﬁié,s of teachers’ intefactive‘thcughts in-

.dicate that four fuﬂCthﬂS account for the. majctlty of the cases: (1) cor-
: récting or adgustiﬁg the lesson when it is not gaiug smoothly, (2) dealing
with parts af the lesson that are uﬁpfedictab1e in prlnclple (e.g., prompt-

ing a student who gives a partial answer), (3) regulating own behavi@r by |

refe ence to cethaiﬂ principles of te ac hing, and (4) adapting dnstructiodn
to iﬂd*vidual students. Canspizuaus by their absence from the ;ga:hérs'

”pratéaals weée fcur other pDagible functions of teachers'’ intéfaetive thaughtsz

i

‘teacher se 1fémunitoring, checkiﬁg of the accuracy of teauher 1nterpretateﬂs
cf studem; behav1or, consideralion ‘of alternative teaching tactics, and _

cptimization;éf instruction. Teachers rarely gave any gégsiﬁe:atipnrto
L' - ) - = o :3 ) A .:,

t og'sgudentsi They .}

their own teachlng étyle, its ff actlv

ded to- npatate on the basis of hgnches and intuitians abaut Student cog—

nit*ve and affective states rather than treating first 1mpressiaﬂsfas hypa= i

the%es to be thted by furiher Qbservatlﬂﬂ or direct ques;icns. Teachers

did thiﬁk ab@ut tacti aI moves ta be’ made in a lesscﬁ but usually w;thcut

considering alﬁargatlvgsi Ffnally, the teachers tended not to think about

improving an instructional situation éxceﬁﬁ when it was going poorly.

[

LA

o : .- ’ 3 . . ' ' ’ Lo
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Individual- lefe ences and Teachersf Interactive Thoughts

An intriguing Ee;aﬁiarahip baiwpen the teacher individual difference

\ 1

measure and teachers' self-reports of interactive thaughts was that omne

teacher (cHaracterized a

4]

having an abstract belief system) ws:s MOre open

to making adjustments te expectations held for students compared to the

remaining five teachers (all of whom were characterized as having concrete
- A . '
belief systems). There were no other systematic relatiﬁﬁshiPs between

teacher information pracessilg and teacher presage and cgntextual variables.
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Igazhgfg' Implicit Theories

Because much of the judgment and decision makiﬁg that téaChéES exercise
&

follows from interpretations of their etpérienges, it is important to study how

teachers make sense of their world. The study of teacher thinking!iszbased il
in -part on the assuﬁpﬁian that, in cféating a problem space, the teacher

refers te a’perso§al pérspecfiVE (Jane-lck Note 13}, an implicit theory

{Snow, 1§75),{E§ncgptual systém (Duffy, Note l&),_at belief system (Brophy

& Ggad 1974) -about teaching and 1earniﬁg. Thus, the teacher defines’ such

things as Ehe elements of the classroom sitnatiun that are most impafﬁaﬂt,

the rélaﬁighships among them, and the ordar in‘which they shauld ba con-

 sidered. (Amgng Efearchers, these various ways of chafacterizing teachers'

éancept ual bases carry SllghELy different méanings ) For the purpose gf

this review ve have chosen ta use ihe Expressinﬂ teachers implicit theaties

to refer ta ﬁhis ccllgcticn of research, and several different research

" approaches will be discu ssed,

‘QQQBEEIS,~this iﬁterpfetatian than aerves as a basis fcr the actions he or

Janesisk (Note 13 ) used an athﬁagraphia appfnach (Wilson, 1977) ta derive,

describe, and validate the desﬁript;an of t-e perspact ive of a single sixth-"

gﬁade teacher in whnse tlassrcnm sha becam= a_partigipant—abservet for

i

seven months, Exténgive field nctes based on classroom observations and

teachef intetviews*Wezé éﬁalyged weekly to build and defiﬂe a description

K A

of the teacher s perspe i' According ta Janesick a perspectiva is a

reflectng, sncially—defived iﬁterpretatign of . that which the teacher en-

=

she'cgﬁstruéts; It is a combination of béliafs and behavior aontinual}?

fied by social iﬁteractian thaz enables the teacher to.make sense of

) FT) 2 -
his or héf world, 1ﬂterpfét ig, and act rationally within it.

Y B



31

could.

Janesick found that the perspective of the teacher she studied

be characterized by his concern for creating a st table and cohesive group

and maintaining that group. The teacher made plans and interpreted events

, . ] , .
in terms of their impact on the ' gfoupness af ,the class. Most classroom

activities were group activities; the feacher ccnsldEfed himself to be the

leader of the gfsup and defined his role accordlngly, He modeled and em-
phasizgd céaperatian and fespect for ather group membefs and he designed

activitles thag ganﬁtated a high level group consenhsus.

=

A more focused apprgaﬁh to studying teachers' impllcit thearie$ has

been takén in the subject matter area of, reading. Duffy (Note 14) and

his colleagues had approximately 350 teachers-engage in a Proposition Sort

exercise in Whlth they sorted 36 propositions §b§tt reading and reading =~

“instruction into five zategories ranging from "most like me" to "least like.

me." These propositions were drawn from an analysis of the literature on -

reading. The anélyéis revealed five majér concepticns of rgadiﬁg: basal

. text, linear skills, natural 1aﬂguage, incefast, and int rated whéleg

An additional categary of canfuse [fr strated was added zand six prap ti

o Eﬂnaistéﬂt with each of these conceptians of reading were generated.

)
%

' clearly*their conceptions ﬁf reading.

From among the 350 teachers who' campleted the. Propg51rlcn So;t.e;ata3

E i L

- cise, 37 teachers marifested clear and sttongly—held balief systems about

féaéiﬁg.: A varlaticﬂ af Keliy Rale CDﬁCEPt Repertory Tegt“LRE? Test),m, .

was then adminlsteréd to thesé teachers in arder to refine and specify more

s’ . . o H
."l

i e . H &

In thE second phase of this study, 31ght teachefs who evidenced sﬁfangr

3
-

belief patﬁéfns on Ehe prop, ion sort exercise and the REP Test were

observed tea hing or 10 diffefent nccaslans.' Ethnagfaphic field nates and
b e A ] = T ETUREE N Y:‘

E A7

B e ;: - o L o o
: E-#t J¥j & . < ' 2 . .-
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teachers” instrus;iqusl behsviur reflected uhsir conceptions of fssdlng_ it

was found that:

E Only four teachers csusistsutly smpluysd practices which
directly reflected their beliefs; these included two teachers
who had structured beliefs (basal/linear’ "skills), a )
teacher who had an eclectic view, and one of the teachers
having an unstructured belief system (natural language/
interest/integrated whole). Of those whose practices
did not reflect their beliefs, two of the teachers having
strong unstructured bslisf systsms were. found tu ‘be ;
sdmiulstrssivslysimpossd p:sgssm rsflscting a struututsd;
view. Two other teachers holding unstructured views, N

' huwsvsr, did not consistently reflect their beliefs; one
of the -teachers employed practices which, to a large degree,
were ¢ounter to the unstructured belief system.she espoused,
while a second teacher operationalized unstructured beliefs
only some of the time with some pupils and some activities.
(Duffy, Hots lé PD- TSD) ' ‘

g

%

. In ths study by Marland (Noss 12) &sscribsd in- the ssctisu au-tsschsr
_interactive decision msking, one of the snslysss of the stimulstsd rssall

prutosﬂls indicated that teachers rsfsrred to certain pfinciples of tssehiﬁg '

b

when sxplsining their c¢lassroom behavior. These principles of tssshiug appear
'to'ssfvs the, same functisufss.uhst*ws Esvs,ésllsd iﬁplisit“thsusissi

Hsrlsnd s data yieldsd five pfinc1p1ss of tsschiﬁg hs . seemed Eufpsufsuudlyf

iuflusnss é, chsr bshsvior or were msntignsd by at. lssst,tws of th six

st B ==
AR =

':Esschsrs sgudisd- ths principls of’ sompsnsstisn, Ehs principls of strstsgis

lsnisncy, the princinls of powsr shsring, ths prinsipls sf pro gfsssius ;

' shscking, sud ths priﬂsipls sf suppressing em iéns

1

Rle Ths principls of sumpsusstion rsprsssnts su attempt on ths psrt of the-
'Atsssgs: ts dissriminsgs‘in favor of;ths shy, ths Lutruvsrtsd ths low abilicy
groupé and the culturally 1EPOVEfiEhE§;_ Two of thsﬁfsuf_tssshsts who spplisd '

{

G
l‘ \[:_w_u. ]
. o~
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this principle were grade one teachers; this-principle figured less promin-

ently in the explantions af_tgaéhers af'higher grades.

The principle of strategic leniency is a variation of the pgiﬂgipie of -

- compensation. Strategic leniency refers to a teacher’s tendency to ignore

£

La]

inffactiéns 6f classroom rules by children who the teacher regards as v

1

ﬁeedlng spec1al attention.
The @flnciple of ‘power sharing ‘jnvolved the teacher usiﬂg the infﬂfmal

peer power structure to influence students. In this way, the teagher was

‘seen as sharin ng both ;gsﬁcﬁsibili'y nd authafity with certain students.

That is, the teacher wauld saleckively t21nfcrca the goad behavior of stu-

dants who Sh% pefc31véd as clase leaders in Grdef to use theilr iﬁfluence

on ‘their peers as an iﬁstrumpnt‘for classroom management.
The princlpla Df pfagrassive Ehéckiﬁg involved pariadically cha:kimg

pfcgfeés, identifylng problems,. and prav1dlng en;cu agement. for low ability=

;

group students duriﬁg seat.work. Iﬁ add;tion to the d c as istaﬁce pro-

V;ﬁed duriﬁg this ‘checking, the teacher who utilized. this ?tiﬂciple alsg

B

feasanéd ‘that zhe was pfcvidiﬂg stimulus var;atian for students With short ii
=4

.
S

attentlon spaﬁs.

* - - la=

The ptln:iple of SU?FIES%lﬂg emotions was derived from teacher repurts

= L] - . = [ il

yf“Ehat they cansa1dusly suppressed. Ehe ematianal fealings that they were |
‘EKPEFIEﬁCng while teathing This principle was EVQkEd because Qf the belief
.that, if they expresged their fEPlingS aﬂd emgtions, it might overly-ex;ite
the stpdEﬁts and enzéufage:them to égpress theif own‘fe%gings aﬁd éﬁaﬁé&%g;
.thﬁg'gfeéﬁiﬁ§ é ménagemént problemi | ! |
| A fourth apptaazh to: chara:terlziﬁg teachers' melicit thgoties invalves

I3 . o

the use ﬁf-the c;iﬂlcal 1HEEfVlEWa Eussis et al (1976) interviewaﬂ 60

TR e i
& .
T ) CA

i * . -

- : : ; A B V
s oot s de
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elementary school’ teachers who were attempting to implement open or informal

approathes to instruction. The objective of the study was to investigate

understandings and perneptia, regarding ¢ urrigu1ﬁi; children, and the

working Eﬁviranmentf [ :h EeaCth was intafviewed far approximately two

ané one-half hours.’ Tfaﬁscfiptigns of the interviews were :gﬂed using a ¥

;;fﬁf this purpose. -

To interpfet the téachéfs uﬂderstanding of curricg;um, the IEEEEIEthE

grouped the teachefs into four graups that were characte’ ized by different

curriculum construct systems." Group one, whigh 1ncludgd 122 of the

teachers, was character 1ged as having "grade-level, facts and skills" -as a ™

B3
=

daﬁinant priority, there was also little evidence of experiemerit or change
in the Qufrigulgmi Group two (camprising 22%" af tﬁe teachers) alsﬂ exhip~

sted "grade-level . facts and skills" as a dominant priority, but ‘there was

much more evidence of. change in theif exparimentatiaﬂ with the cﬁr:iculum.
Whereas Ehé curriculum construct systems of the teachers in group one

appeared to: be firmly set, the :anstruct system iﬁ group twa seemed ta be

;less EEtabliﬂhéd and there was ‘more emphasis on student invalvement_ Far

graup thréé (394), "grada—lével facts and skills" was an expressed prinrigyir

but not the dnminant one. Btaader priﬂrities dﬂmiﬂated ~and there was more

Eviden:e gf a patentially rich currieulum _ Grgup fnur, zampris g 25% of'

=

the teaahersg,shawed 1itﬁle EVidEﬂEE ‘of preaccupation withg"grade—level facts

and skills" and was inEnEéd taward more :ampfehensive priafities. :;;f :g:;{

. Fiﬁdiﬂgsfabaut teachers understandings of Ehildféﬂ were summarized
ﬁﬁdgz thfee;headingsz Chi1dren g Needs and Feelings, Iﬂterests and Chgiee,i
and Regipracity in Sacial—zﬂteracticn. They grcuped the te aﬁﬁ”%g 1,ta fnuf

5nrientatians an the questian of children 5 ematianal ﬂeeds and feelings.




" A. Needs and feelings are only.remotely perceived and lack
eiity (0% of the teachersle . AR

B. Needs and feelings are pgfceived as real and thair 2x-
pregsion as desirable, but they arte also seen to be in

conflict with learning (15% of the teachers). - s

C. Tha expression of needs and feelings is seen as a
necessary ccﬁteyf'far learning (32% of the ﬁéachgfs);,

D. The éxpf2551an of needs and feelings- is!seen as integral .
to and inseparable frcm thé learning ptfocess (33% of the
“teaachers). ) ' A .

it

In ahalyzing teacher fespomses to questions about student interests

and student ch@iéL Bussis et a

m
(= N

. aga ain gfauped teaah?ts ac:nrding ta

fﬂuf grientatiéns. Drientatlan A teachefs (ZDZ) did nnt talk much abn t

£

lchildfen s inuere ts or. 'héicés: Tﬂé achers ténded to use sex—rgle,

steréétypes in the few cases in which they did discuss interests (e.g.,

s

) &
”bnys are interzsted in science) Student choice was very limitedi

=

T chers in orie Latlan B" (30%) believed that wafthwhilg learning

did occur when children pursued Lhéif intérests but stuaent zhgiae was "

_iny permitted withiﬁ glective areas of thE curfi ulum and not within the

" ual traits or states. Co e T : S

care subject matters; Studént intatest was seen as synonymgps th énjny-
5 .
meﬁt. Chaicé was seen as “a pfgcess nf seleatian from amnng a few nppnrtun= .

; .

- ities pfesgﬁtéd by tne teacher. - As with thase oriented taward graup A,

these teachers thaught abuut int&résts and choilce in terms af gfnup pro

?Eusitieaﬁ(e;gg; the interests of fi fth—grade boys) rather than as- individ—

“. : :

W

Orie ﬂtatianC téachéfs (22%) differei ffﬂh Drientatian B teachers iﬁ
that they tnﬁught abnut iﬁEEfE & nd chcice in terms of individual pattetns

rather than grnup pfﬂﬂensities and théy were cﬁﬁcéfﬂéd withAthEféSE and

chéiee in §he_i@re;cufrigu1um areas of reading and mathemaﬁigs as well as in

E

sl
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a1

the elective areas. They saw student interests as manipulatable

4o

]

)
e
114

teacher and easily influenced by factors external to the student such as
peer pressure Or the atiractiveness of materials. They a;cépﬁed the expres-
sion of gt;éent interest at face value JituﬁLE probing to dl cover tha

meaning of a particular axprasgian of 1nta;gszi Studenﬁ choice was seen

both_as a process of sele cfion from among alternatives and an 3pportunity

for the 'student to exercise responsibility to follow through on his or her

Ehﬂiéé; o

DriEﬂtatign D féaghers (28%) aségmed thatsiﬂteéest is a qudlity of all

children and that there is continuity and strangth in this interest. Teacher

bbservation and inquiry were seen as means’ af bringiug out StudEﬂt ‘iaterests.
Their péféé}@éd respgnsibility was not to ;:eate interest but to identify
- the interests already held by stuﬂents. _Interests were not thought of as

needs to be sat iEflEd but rather as usaful starting po i its for investigations

tnto all par*s of the curriculum. Extandiﬁg interests bayona théirﬁinitial :

expression was an‘important learniﬁg abjective Fnr thése teachers.' Thedir -

u

notion gf student :hoice was of a ccn;ingingipraqe of childfen evaluatlng

[
]
the directions in which pgrguit”éf their interests were takiﬁg thém These

E]

) Eééchersvbelievé.it is important to héip“ghg student focus on the skill of

; - I

l

makiﬁg gau& Ehﬂlﬂééiiu the FIOCESS fiéxténéing his ér?hér inéeréstg;'inﬂludﬁ

e
!

e iﬂg’thé choice of not nxﬁpnding a patticuiar interest. ' o o l T

Finally, Eussis et al. grauped teachers into’ faur orientations with 3

tegard to thait beliefs about the fole of sncisl int action amgng Eh%;drégi;
Dtientatinm A teachers (18a) reparﬁed ﬁhat interactinﬂ among students éas

. ' ,
génerally not signifiaaﬂt far 1earning Drientatiou B teachers (Eé) EF |

:hildren 8 sogial iﬁteractian as patentially iﬂteffgfiﬁg with learﬂ;ﬂg;

T o - - s N

BT
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. :

7inaﬁrgtian‘g reacheTrs—37%)- saw-childrent E—Sailal,lnggtattléﬁ asrs_gfﬁiasg
of 2hildren'instru§gingiaﬂa anothet (é.g}, as peer tutars) or as a éfgcess
of 1earning sa:ialiy accepted norms for bebaviofi Driengaiion D téachetg
(40%) perceived interaction as a pEDQESS of children learning fram ‘one :

another in.boﬁh the gégnitive and social-emotional. demains.

.

ased on the categorization cf *hé Eeachers responses to the watking

- = .

environment se;ticn of the interview, the tesaar:hers rated ,the tagcﬁers on

'the cﬂmplexity of Fhalf views about ather adult rcles in institutignal paliﬁ

cies and the initiative they seemad to be taking “in the ﬂevélapment of "work-
'ing relatigﬂships. They foﬁna that 1n most every ‘school the aides and

parents were much more sallﬁntlﬁ the teéch2fs thinking than_wefe the Pfiﬂ—:
cipal and school. ‘Ratings of iﬂitlafLVE.fDE the development of ﬁggking re-
lationships w~= highest for aides and parents and 1awest for’ school adminis~

trators, with rati;is for the develnpment of a. wdrking felatianship with

) étth‘taaghers falling samewhere in between. A ccmparisan of the teachers’
i
views of the adul -as- fasource and the child—as-regaurge suggested what the .

sn

ifesearchers refer to ‘as a pyscholnglcal cansistenay in,thinkiﬁg abaut aéults

p_a
i

and children,; For examplej.xeacﬁers who saw ta resgurce value in children
aiso-had 1ﬁﬁ;maan ratings on develnpment of. watking relationships with other. -

adults, and the majority of’ teachets wha saw high resource va;ue in chil— ‘

dran a;so gave a high rating to dévelapment of adult resauzces. Eussi et

i al.-cqﬁ'luded from these fi dings that constTuct systems :egaﬁding the devel-

o . . -

éﬁmentiaf human resaurces emb:ace bath beliefs abﬁut :hildren ‘and beli efs

—~—about—adudtEv—c ,A o Ly

o
&
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Canh;u51a,§
| The studies reviewed in this cﬁapﬁgf are in the vanguard of the a??fgagh
to research-cn éeazhing that,%mphasiges teacher £hinkinga Many §f th?se
studies raise.more questions about method and substance than they aq5wer_
Yet wé have made some progress in learning about the ﬁantai lives of teachers.
~On the topic of teacher pianning, the available 1itafaturé:5uggeséé tﬁa;»
. , .

teachers do not seem to follow the "fatianal model" that is often pféséribéd

in ;eacher training and currizulum planﬂing. In par "'Eul , the taacheféx\‘g-

‘studiéd neither began nor guided -their planning in relation to clearly

sp cified obgéctives or goals. Rather, teacher ﬁlanniﬁg seems to begin with

the content to be taught and considerations about the gettimg in which - $§
&
EéaaﬁingAwill také place. The focus then shifts to stLden* involvement-as

a pracess ijective. The activity, rathér than the objective, -seems to” be

=

the unit of planning. Ylngef s model (Hgtg 2) ﬁurthaf propuses that plan-

H
=il

njng is the pragfesgiv 1abgtatiaﬁ of a major idea, in contrast tﬂ the o

dgfelﬁpment of a number of altefnative§ aﬁd Ehé selection of. the Dptimum

slternative fram this set.

Reaeatch on ﬁeachef planﬁiﬂg should fnggs on more rep:esentativ field ’g

;Eudiés af ‘the planning prccéssﬂta complement descriptlaﬂ and analysis of

4
teacher planning in highly cgn::alied labg:atary settings. anond this,‘f X

there is a need for résearcﬁ on the psychalngy Gf planning, as well as de— -

SGfiptulefthE pfﬁcéss. At this time we knaw very little abaut Why teachers

=plan, hcw teagher planning behavfbr changes with axﬂEfi'i ce, éﬂd whather

iﬂdividual diffEEEﬂCE vafiables iﬂfluéﬁce the quautity and’ stylé of EEacﬁ f

planning.» Flnaliy, there is a need for research on the talatiaﬂship be'ween i
I

plaﬂﬁing and subsequent action. This last: question is pefhaps the most .

A
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i_énd-iéarning.gén be seen?‘f*'/_“ B j,*.-:' ~“,f'*”=; R

S B = S 3
K -.»'7'—)‘

;;-g bgut téacher judgment are l E' 1 ar cut than thasg abdut

.ﬁiteachet planning. Thé small number cf teacher ju&gmént studiés yield results}}

:-bfateménts about " téa&het judgment. Thédstudies uf teachet judgmdnt reviewed
1jhere invnlve teachers making gudgments abaut 5tudénts, (Mbﬁﬂﬁl ﬁgte 10'

%

;d materials (Glark et al., Nate 9) The Evidénce is mixed an the exteﬂt

which’teachers judgmen s fléxible aﬂd réspansive to new inffrm>tig

i studént achievemént and the weights thaﬁ they assign ta

fagturs that influénc

x; e 3

- théir juisﬁenﬁ Mnndél's studv suggests that training can be used ta :hange o

ot
o

aﬂhera judgment policigg. T e ﬁ“v

PPN

F 7 future resesrch ‘on gacher judgment ta be u_ ful 1 -palicy and train

) L7 i
}é = .:','

ing decis nrg,'a greater-number and- variety nf atudies is 7équiradw§—'studies

=l

'ftéa:her judgmgﬂts abﬂut studeﬁLs, gufricuium mgterial

-

%f and ather 1mpu

;’;'

m&kimg Tev iewed her”’féfi
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The methad of ﬁandugting sEimulated recall inte?views has changed fram using )

§ : I
} very éhart, :andamly-selected videutaped _segments, gnd asking a gtanda:d Eet

znf quest;nns abaut‘each segment ta reviewing a videntape iﬂ its Eﬂtiéﬁty o

KIS

;:jénﬁ'giving the teaehe; cnntrﬂl over whgn to stap t'

i . _
ﬁental procesges tn focus on. Anathar tréndfhas hgen to mﬂve fram,the lab— e

the real clas room. »Bath ﬂf”thesefdevelapmenchhave'“ c

Z}J‘atnry situatien
;*msdé the prablemg of data redugflﬂn and analysiE more: ghallenging, hut have_i

alsﬂ iﬁcrEaaed the fepresentativenass ef the situstiﬂﬁs under study.
ractive decisian

The fgw find"gs available indigate that teagher i

tmakiﬁg agcurs primarily at times when there aré‘interruptians nfgihe aﬁgning

Tha teachers Etudied seem tn he maﬁi—' 2

ins :uctianal pracegs by students.

tafing student invalvement as their primary indéx ﬂf smnuthnegs af the inﬁ‘

=

structianal prﬂcegs.

Eaﬂgidéred alternatives but hardly ever implemented thoge altérnatives# Thatr

e




- . ;i‘- . ¢ '- 1 - [{l i
: L Réseatchérs on” teacher thinking have made- a pramising 5tart toward :ﬁﬁij
‘;’ S Y I S b ~-V_
s'*~understanding ‘the IEEEQDE why teachers béhave as. they dﬁ. Tﬁis understa,d -a
- ‘;ing shuulﬂ g:aw and dgvelnp Esﬁm re es ch af this kiﬂd ia dnne, the maat ’
? S L TN
‘exciting pnssibility is that‘résearch on. teacher thi kiﬂg may unita |

behavigr with»thage af

cuﬂzarns uf reaeazch&rs on. instructicﬁ and;teschgf

PR : ’ ',\ . . L L t
e in tha minds of EEEEHEIE ag thay make the pl S, judgménts, and deciéiéﬁs"ﬁ:ff
T - - Y S
'f:that guiﬂe their héhaviér. indeed thé éhiﬁkix Qf teaahers may be thé L
,_strategic research site ithat yﬁéldg the ' ‘ : ¥
.? tiﬂn. B = a 'ii ' ) i = o . s N R ‘ . ol
L T ’ X ' |
= ) i HV - . ‘ - i .
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