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4 ( Abstract .
o T

A year—long'study of 10 elementary 'school teachers was conducted

to develop an in-depth description of the organizing ooncepts used for . -
o v , . ,
processing information about pupils, Most of the teachérs demonstrated

i

flexibility of concept use, combined with moderate stdbfiity and accuracy
in predicting pupll success in reading. Teacher conceptions and

, predictions were responsive to specific aspects of instructional con-
text, including time of year, observational settiﬁﬁ, curriculum-

management system, and local pupilfachievement patterns. Comparison
{ »

of the fin&ings of this study to those of other studies dealing with. iy

the effects of context on\teaching led to a conceptualizatioﬁ OI

G

. - "{nstructional context" that describes three important aspects of context:

(1) level of immediaoy (classroom, school, local cdhmunity, and .larger
society,\(Z) rhythm of change (rapidly shifting factors, periodically

shifting factors, and sustained factors), and (3), direction of impact

» o

(teacher attitu&e, teacher information processing, teacher behavior,
1 N ’
' teacher effectiveness, and teacher change).

v

o




¢ - 4
| " AN INTRODUCTION TO THE SOUTH BAY STUDY'’?

Pl N ] ‘
. ]

Studies of teaching have,’fo?'the-mést‘gfrt, coﬁbentrated'on the

visible events in claéaroomh gnd other places yhere teaching takes place.

» v g
Over 100 systems have been developed to record and categorize teacher and
' student behavior in a variety o%'wgys;s The use of these systems has
\ . . N
rgsulted'in a growing field bf knowledge about the visible behavior of
tegchérs and students as they interact with one another. ;
. & ) ] '
’ ’\& : T d
Teaching as Behaving: The Visible Acts* ‘
The results of ‘inquifies into teaching can be interpreted from
A M '
¥ “§several points of view. Ce . . )

\
] » ° )

One interpretation suggésts that extremely strong noymative pressures

operate ta'shape teaching behavior. These pressures have éreat force et

-

in the eaély years of a teachér's career (including the training period).

L]

1This introduction is included,'fn’its eéntirety, in all four IRT published

reports on the South Bay Study: Teaching Styles at South Bay School: 'The
South Bay Study, Part I (Res. Ser. Nvc. 57), K. McNair and B. Joyce; Teachers' ,
Thoughts While Teaching: The South Bay Study, Part II (Res. Ser. No. 58), K.
McNair and B. Joyce; Teachgrs' Con:eptions of Pupils: The Sauth Bay Study,
. Part IIT (Res. Ser. No. 59), G. Morine-Dershimer; and Teacher Plan apd
) Classroom Reality: The South Bay Study, Part IV (Res. Ser. No. 60), G. Morine-
Dershimer. ’ "

2The “researchers in the South Bay Study were Greta Morine~Dershimer
of Syracuse University, Bruce Joyce of Brooksend Laboratories, and Kathleen
McNair ,of the California State Department of Education. .

~

~, ¢

L} | 3See Anita Simon and Gil Boye: (Eds.), Mirrors for Behavior.
{ Philadelphfa: Research for Better Schools, for a compendium of in?trumegts.
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.They move teachers toward what'Hoetker and Albrand (1969) have termed

a '‘recitation sty;e"4 of teaching. This interpretation emphasizes the finding -

. . Lo .
. that many teachers appear to use similar approaches (usually variations on

' . the recitation style). ' _ ' o

! . ]

' Other researchers have repofted that variety in teaching 1is associated

with pupil learning (é.g., Flaﬁders. Note 1),.sqggesting that those who are

"y not cdmplécely co-opted into the rec{fation&style are more effective teachers
because their wider repertoire enables them to react more learners and .

pursue m%re goals than those who use only one style.

A

' Dunkin and Biddle (1974) have organized their research somewhat differently,

providing a picture of the relationships between variations in teaching

"

étyle.and skill and measures of effectiveness (usually measures of stuydent
leérning): These authors are generally péssimistic because correlatiéns
. . 'between measyres of teacher behavior and student learning are frequently
- quite low. | o
Roéenshine(197l), on the other hand, has taken an optimistic”view,

' emphasizing that a number of studies of certain teaching ''skills' report

positive correlations with measures of student learning.

Gage (1978) presents research on‘teachiﬁg as -a growing base of

understanding." He believes that teaching 1s a complex art which science
informs .gradually. To expect a few'dimensions of teaching to correlate
directly and highly:with any few ﬁeésures of pupil learning, he says,
.' belies both its many-sidedness and the state of dévelopment of inquiry
into it. ‘: | .

Gage's view that teaching is complex, and that concepts describing it

will have to reflect that complexity is sdpported by the findings of

.
Sty bt - - -

! ¢

.

. A style in which the teacher asks questions to elicit knowledge of facts,
o and the student responds in kind. (Hoetker & Albrand, 1969)

ERIC | | ;.
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.zz; ;‘éeveral recent studies. For example, ‘McDonald and Elias, Note 2) ‘and

' Befliner (1976), in separate phases of the same large, long-term investiga=-,

»

' tion, report evidence that clustérs'ordpatterns'of teacheg behaviors may

be associated with complexes of.vgriables_of student achievement. They

& suggest that’'single aébects of teacher behavior are unlikel& to be

- - ¢
v . . -

powerful determinants of student learning. ‘ ,

v

There are gtill:other questions about stability of teach}ng\sfyles,

that is,_ho& consistehtiy teachers behave over time., Medley (1977) has
- . - ! .
-reported .that a number of teaching stylé dimensions are relatively stable '

¢
+

(that measures of teaching'behaviors at one point in time are correlated

1

| I :

" with those measures at'énother point”in time). Shagglson (1976), on the

g ' ) .
other hand, argues that the correlations between aspects of teachet

-

behayioi across time are moderate =- too low to permit characterization .

3

of teachers)in‘terms of‘style regularities. We (the South Bay Study

regearchers) believe that pértaln aspects of teacher behavior are_reasonabiy
. stable across time (Medley's position), and that there are probably

clusters of teacher thavtof'which‘are related to certain aspects of student

.aghievement (McQonald & Beriiner's opinion). Reéearch must go a long way,

however, before causal relationships can be established between important

14

dimensions of teacher behavior and student achievement, even though
' Q
knowledge 1s accumulating. .

s ‘Teaching as Thinking: The Inner Acts

In sharp contrast to the large amount of research on the observable
aspects of teaching behavior 1s the tiny quantity that has been devoted
to the study of how teachers think -- how they process informatioh. What

.do teachers think about the individuals they interact with? What kinds of

decisions do they make? What kinds of information do they receive from the




| ¥ .
) ' viii -

‘ .

confusing world of the classroom, and how do they deal with that information?

How do teachers plan lessons and unis? What constraints do they perceive?

How many alternatives do they eonsider? How do they ba;egorize their

students and whf?

Most of the tiny group of studies on teacher thinking have not been’

designed from a naturalistic point of view. Zahorik (NateIS)opoints out .

) L)

that planning has typically been studied from a prescriptive stasce, “#t

focusing on ideal models and recommendations rather “than how teacheys'”‘ : \

-0 LI

in prsctice typically prepare for legsons. For example, m:ch researth
on preactive decision making has assumed that teachers diagnose student . '

learning, develop beﬂZvioral objectives, and otherwise follow classic
. . \ ! "
"instructional-systems" models. But naturalistic investigations have

indicated that very few teachers actually use such a behavioral analysis

]

in preparing for their lessons (Popham & Baker, 1970)1 .
‘)

Fifteen years ago, Joyce and Harootunian (1966), studying the decision-

&

making processes of preservice teacher candidates, discovered that the

4]

“major decisions were made in relation to instructional materials for

children. The teachers' major‘sources of information about science came

¢
¢

from children's literature rather than from acult-oriented books or manuals
that accompany the imstructional systeﬁs prepared by textbook publishers.

Scientific knowledge about the kinds of f#nformation that teachers use for

making."inflight" decisions 1s almost sonexistent: s :
Except for the invkstigations by Clark"and\Jo}’(l‘-e (1979), Crist,

Marx, and Peperssn (Note 4), and‘Morine-Dershimer and Vallance (Nste 5),

there have been almost no studies of information pfocessfng during teaching

prior to this etndy. Thus, although ov;re teacher behavior has been

subjected to analysis by numerous category systems, there are‘gew ways of

/
classifying the kinds of teacher thinking that go on regulan{& during the

course Gf teaching. Yet, until the thz;ghts and feelings which occur




during teaéhing.are exblored, the visible observed behaviqrs may not be \

understood. v L N
' ' ' . e g S
* When a teacher asks, a question, an-observer can record the visible
'Y S . . - ™. .

‘ . L

behavior clearly enough without uhdexstanding thé.mind\thai formualtes

4 3

, the question.® However, the result is" only- a record. Unless thé°thdught ' -~
\ * N . * M

behind the utterance is known,»little:éan be:known about. what caused it.

If researchers and educators care to‘ﬁée‘infgtmatian about teaching as

-
<

= a basis for improving it, they need to understand wh teachers behave

!
~

as they do.

s ~ -

The investigation reported here builds on this 1limited body of . S .

research to éxpiore'and tfy to explain refationshipé.between the teaching

styles of a small group of t;échers in one school and the types of.,

. information'thbse teachers seek and use As Ehgy teach. ' .
. ! . 3
N * Relationghip to Prior Studies :
, ~ v 3 ~ -
. " .+ The South Bay Study builds directly on two prior studies, one directed

by Joyce at StaﬁfoEQ University (Clark &‘Joyce, 1979; Crist, Marx, & Peterson,
(Note 4), and ome conducted by Morine-Dershimer at the Far West Laboratory

for Educational Research and Development {Morine & Vallance, Note 5; Morine- -
!

~

~

Dershimer & Vallance, Note 6).

The Staniord study examined teacher decision making.in a laboratory
., - )

settihg. Twglve teachers taught new instructional'unifémto Junior high-

~

school” students previously unknown to them. They taught each-unit te

three different groups of eight students cach on three different days.

. Teacher planning (Peterson, Marx, & Clark, Note 7), interactive decision

making (Clark & Peterson, Note 8, and teacher judgment of pupils (Marx,

-

Note 9) were all 'examined in this study. - ; ' -

“~ [
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The Beginning'Teacher Evaluation Study (BTQS)-conducted by the Far

West Laboratory examihed teacher decision making in a semi-controlled

o

setting;"fOrty elementary school teachers identified as "more effective"
\ Pt *

r "less effective" kBérliner,Note 10) taught.two*lesSons hased on
curriculum content new to them to a randomly stratified sample of pupils
from their own classrooms, later, they engaged in some simulated planning
tasks. Teacher planning (both short ~term and long-term), . interactive
decision making, teacher judgments of'pupils,"teacher judgments o§ others
teachersl\and pupil perceptions of teachers were all examined. >,

The Stanford and BTES studies used somewhat different techniques to

-collect data on teacher decision making, and arrived- at complementary ‘

"' .,

findings. The South Bay Study incorporated some’ data collection’ protedures’

from these earlie studies, as'well as‘instituting some new procedures.
~ ! . $2 =

. The similarities and differences are described here to illustrate the

L)

rontinuity of these three studies. | et

8.

The Investigation of Short-Term Plannigg N . .
.-~ In the study dlrected by Joyce at §tanfo"d, teachers were given new

rurriculum materials and a period of time in which to plan a day 8 unit of

~ 4

-

insrruction. The teachers were asked to- 'think alowd" as theymplanned; their :

¢ ¢

oral planning was tape recorded ‘and later coded under categories such as
objectives, matErials, subject mattér and process.' The study's results o
“indicate that teachers spent most of their\planning time dealing with ctn-
tent to be taught. The teachers' sécond largest area of concentration was
on instructional processes (teaching strategies“and.lesson actiuities).

The smallest proporLion of their planning - time was’ spent on identifying

A3

"lesson objectives.. - P

In the BTES, Morine-DershImer collected teachers' written plans for

L3

two lessons in mathematics and reading,“both dealing with content

provided by researchers and new to teachers. These plans. were analyzed




to determine degree of ‘ﬁécificity, type of format, amount of atteantion

to goals, pupil readiness, evaluation proceduyes,’aqd a&ternatlve procedureg.

Teachers tended to be fairly specifi%_in their written plans and used ap
outliné format, but they included very few statements regarding behavioral
goals, diagnosis of student needs, evéluatian of learning, or possibie
alternative activities, The "mor; effective" teachers made more specific
. . statements in their wgittenoplhns, and mentioned instruétionai processes
to be used.more of ten than the.other teachers dih.
Iﬁ the South Bay Study, teachers planned and taught.leqsons in reading,
" following the gurriculum they ﬂbrmdlly used, to groups of pupils in their
own éiassrooms: These teachers were interviewed atout their plans in the
morning before their reading lessons began. They desdribeg their genexal
- . plan, and then answered questions about diagnosis of pupil needs, use of
h instructional materiali, specific lesson objectives, teaching strategy, ana
seating arrangqmenﬁs. While)diagnosis of:bupil ngeds,’lesson objectivesz
aﬁd seating arrangements were sel&om mentioned in the initial plan state-
ments, teacher responses to probing queétions clearly demonstrated_phat
these aspects of the lessqns were not bejing ignored but rather, were part

of their "mental imaéé" or get of ‘expectations for the lesson.

The InQestigation of Interactive Decision Making

In the Stanford study; interactive decision making was investigated
) by use of a "stimulated recall" technique. An interviewer showed each

teaéﬁer four brief (two to three minutes long) videotaped segments of

' classroom interaction, randomly selected from a 50-minute lesson. After .

' viewing ‘each segment, the teacher answered a series of questions, as follows:
& . 4
. 1. What were you doing here?

»y

L . ' 2. Waat were you noticing about pupils?

3. Lid you have any instructional objectives'in mind at this point?

LR 1r”

JAFuitext provid: c -
o A . Y {




4. Were you considering any alternative actions here? -
5. Was there anything in this situation that caused you to behave
differently than you had pianned?

The principal findings were: (1) teachers considered alternative

,dtrategies only when the lesson was going poorly, (2) the primary cue o

used to judge how well the lesson was going was student participation and -
CErS ‘\t

involvement, and (3) teachers

rely changed from theif plamed strdtegy,
even when instruction was going foorly. .
" ) .
ted recall technigue to explore interactive
"

decision making. But in this case the entire 20~minute lesson was

° &
.

"~ The BTES also used a stimu
videot;ped and played back to the teachegf who was instructed to stop¢ the
tape at any point at which s/he was aware of haviqg made-a.decision. 1In’
addition, the int;rviewer stoppgd the tape at a point where a pupil gave '
an 1hcorrect answer and a point where there was a transition from gﬁe
acti;ity to another. At each dec;siod'boing the teacher w;s asked:

l.. Whaq were you thinkifig about here? |
2. What were you noticing ghat made you stop’gnd think? . »
3. What did you deciée toldé?

4. Did you consider any alternatives?

The decision points identified by teachers in this study were related

mainly to interchanges (decisions stemming frow immediate verbal interaction)

’

or planned activities (interﬁptive decisions stemming from preactive

A ]

. N : )
decisions). Teachers focused on instructional process in discussing the

. , E P 5
substance of-theinsdecisiqgs, but shifted to a focus on pupil\cﬁaragtepisi

v

. tics when.discussing the basis for these decisions. Few alternatives

-

were consjdered. The "less effective! teachers teaded to mention a

. ¢ ‘ :
larger number of items that they were taking into account on almost all

aspecus of decisions discussed than the "more effective" tpqchers. That

‘is, théy appearéd to be attempting to process more information at a given

L

[ ’
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A decision pdint than,the "more effective" teachers. .

The South Bay Study incorporafed some techniques from both previous

studies in conductlng stimu‘ated recall interviews, as well as adding some
ra R , }
' new investigative procedhres. A teacher was videotaped dufing two

.

readlng lessons on the same day, one with a high ability group, and one
with a low ability ggoup.. At the end of the day both lessons were played

back to the teaeher first using two raadom stops for each lesson (as in K

| the Stanford study), then playing the entire. lesson back, stopping the
tape at teachers identified decision points (as in the BTES) Interviews

were conducted at four different points in the school year, to investigate

-"

" . changes over timé., , Interactive tchavior during lessong was observed

and coded to compare teacher decision making with classroom behavior.
\ o . .

¢ The.Inveséigation of Ieacher Judgments About Pupils
’ Teachers.in‘the-Stanford studylwere asked'after each new lesson they
SR taught to predict the ranh—order of their students in that lesson on a
Ve _ 'cognitive achievement test and-an attitude inventory, which were ad-
' ministered after the third teaching episode. (The students were unknown
to the teachers before the 1esson, and each lesson was taught to a l- c
s different"group of pupils.i In addition, teachers were asked to describe' )
the student'cues they used;in making these predictions. The moet frequently'v
mentioned cue was'"student participation.d; Regression equations using the
Abehavioral cues identified by teachers were not good predictors of.actual
student achievement or attitude inventory results. Findings suggested

that teacher judgments about studenc attitudes were more accurate than

K their judgmerits about cognitive achievement. ’

In the BTES, a_"pupil gort task" was used to explore teacher -
* . !
'Judgments about pupils. After teaching two new lessons to their students,

teachers were asked to sort their pupils into groups based on something

i Lo




A ]

- Bay Study suggest new questions for future research.

M e

they had observed about pupils during the lesson. The procedure wasg
repeated until the teacher could think cf ro new basis for-reérouping
pupils. The must frequently used basis was pupilAparticipation." Theb
nmsre effective" teachers generated more groupings using éoggiflv;'

characteristics as bases for categorizing, and also formed more groups

where a pﬁpil was singledAout as beingﬂtoo different”on a given charac~ .'-a..l

¢

teristic to be‘gppuped with other pupil;.

* The South Baywteachefs wgre interviewed using the pupil sort task
at five différen; points in the échool year; this was done to e#plore
changes over time in pupil éharacteristics being observed. Teachers were
askéd to predict pupil success in reading three times (September, November,.
and June). The;é predictions were cdmpared to pupil performance: on
standard achlevement tesfs to determine "accuracy'" of teacher judgments.,
Th; prédictions Qgré cémpared to teacher rankings of pupils on other
teacher-identified pupil characteristics to identify the cues used by

teachers in making predictions.

¢

Thé Continuity of Invesﬁ}ggpion

\ The three studies can be viewed as a series{of iﬁvestigations which
explore a basiq gset of questions, using somewhat~different research
éettings and data collection tectniques. The findings of the firgt two °
studies complehqnt and support each other in important ways. The findings’
of the South Bay Study extend,‘refine; and throw new light on the findings

34

of the earlier explbratory studies. in addition, the results of the South

The Purpose of the South Bay Study and Background Information
Our major objective in this study was to'devglop one or more |
paradigms for viewing the ways that teachers process inforﬁation. and

’
14
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r . to generale and adapt methodologiet by which information processing can be

'studied e1ficiently .and comprehensively. The South Bay Study is

essentially a case ntudy of a single elementary 3chool in a large‘

- i
,4 metr politan area.l 1t focuseb on the variety and stability of - thelinforma-.

. ' ] :
tion ProcLssing he avior of 10 teachers. ¥ 5 .

The %outh Bay School id staffed’ by 20 teachers, a principall an |

V-

: a:[istant principal,'and two secretaries, it 1s served by three pecialists |

who are +hared with other schools. The school qualifies for ext nsive

EﬁEA 1: LfE I (federal) and SB 90 EDT (state) funds by virtue of ‘the
| |

; eeon;niﬂ,g witions of its neighborhood.
. ‘ﬁn +j~e t years, stste and natiopal.funds have resultfd.in.teachers'
p%t?ﬂcip&tion’in the selection and purchase‘of}extensive énstructionai N

g materials, especially in the areas|of| reading and mathenaticsi These - ii'.
inelude self-instructional stations for reading and arithmetic, rconcrete a
aids," "supplementary readers, and a variety of audiovisual !materials andi I ‘

! ' 4

| The 10 teachers who participated in the study teach grad%s one to s

o "akill-builders

: | : : :
. | five. One of them was male, nine ueqe white and one was hlaék. All s

1

10 teachers had taught for at least three years. Teachers designated as-

101, 102,:and 103 taught first-grade; Teachers 104 and 105 taught third

. ‘ : | .
s grade; Teacher 106 taught fourth-g1a1e, Teachers 107 and 108 taught fifth- |

s

| grade, and Teachers 109 and 110 tayght special education. i- ',

Study besign and Methodology

The South Bay Study examined thqee_aapects of teacher behavior and

thinking:
. ) o _ E
l. Interactive teaching,styles, as revealed by observatlon of verbal
" interaction, including an' examination of variations between
teachers and stability of styles over time. : _ oo

"How do the teachers teach?‘ "How are they similar?" "How do
they differ?" "How consistently do they teach?"

oy, . . , 10
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recall" techniques.

)

|

[

i 2. Thought processes while teaching, as' revealed through "stimulaced
|

, "What do they think about as they teach?' "How similarly - A
. (differently?) do they think?" "How consistent are their
thoughte over time?" | )

3. Teacher conceptions of pupils, as revealed by categories used to,
describe students and predict their behavior.
~— ;
'+ "How do they describe the children?" "How similarly
(differently) do they perceive the children?”" "How' (and how
well) do they predict performance?

The Investigation of Teaching Stvles

Each of the 10 teachers was ohserved 12 times in the course of the

| .
1976-77 vedr for a total of 120 observations.

Observers were trained to use a complex category system developed over
theiyears that 1is sensitive to variations in teaching style and strategy.5
DatL collected were analyzed to describe similarities and differences among . "
teabhers and across time; to’determine stylistic differences betneen

curriculum areas, and to determine whether the transactions between

teathers and students varied with student ability. The purpose of this

~aspect of the investigation was to develop a picture of the teaching going

on in the school, and its stability and variety. , " \
i A B

The Study of Information Proeessing

‘Altogether, 60 lessons were videotaped as the teachers worked. Each

of these tapes was played back to the teacher concerned and "s/he was

interviewed to recapture the thoughts that were in his/her mind as events

occurred during the videotaped episode. The protocols derived from these

" "stimulated recall" interviews formed the basis for the descriptions of

interadtive information processing. Analysis of these protocols focused
on the content of the recalled thoughts and was structured to determine

' ' A
similarities and differences among the teachers and across time, bet:egp/f’”

-subject areas, and between ability groups of students. In addition,/we

16

3Thie ‘system 1is desccibed in Appendix A of Part ..
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attempted to determine-relationships between teachers and decision =~ °

A A
¢

making styles.

We also interviewed teachers to determine their perceptions of their
s

own " tesching styles and information—processing behavior. Characterizationa
were developed of the teaching -and information-processing etx%:e of each
teacher, andgthese were reported to the teacher for confirmation or

disconfirmation, J

Conceptions of ?ggils'

. On five occasions throughout the school year, the teadhers were.

&

asked to categorize their students and describe the bases they used
for observing the children as they worked with them'(what cues they used,
how they put together those cues’ to describe the children, and “the meaning

of these descriptions f01 their teaching decisions) These data wvere

'anaiyzed to determine normative tendenéies, differences between teachers,

and the stability of characterizations of,the students across time. We
also analyzed the data to try-to 1earn how teachers arrived at their
 characterizations of students, whether or not changes resulted from con="
tinued exposure to the children, and the influence of a variety of
sources of information about pupiis (direct observation, conferences with

parents, test scores, etc.).

1]

'Organization of the Report

The report of the South Bay Study i1s organized into four separate
papers: ' A | :

1. - The Teaching Styles at South Bay School: The South Bay Study, °

Part 1 by K. McNair & B. Joyce. This paper focuses primarily on the
general patterns of teaching styles in the South Bay School. The patterns
exhibited are those of the "recitation method,'" or in current parlance,

"direct teaching." : 1*7

s A _ _ 1y

4
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N : [
. 2 Teachers' Thoughts While Teaching: Thggﬁputh Bay Study, Part II

by K. McNair ana'B. Joyce. This baper examines tgachers' thought processes

while teaching.: Stimulated recall interviews of teachers were used to

' \

obtain data for analysis. . o : : !

3. Ieachg;;éonceptions of Pupils -- An Outgrowth‘of-Instructional _
Context: The South Bay Study, Part III by G. Mor}ne-Dershimer. This
-paper reports the general patterns of.teacher processing of information
. about pupils;.including teacher conceptions of pupils and predictions of
T : : Vo .

pupil success. The influence of the instructional context on teacher

. information processing is highlighted.

4., Teacher Plan and Classroom Reality: The South Bay Study, Part IV
by G. Morine-Dershimer. This papér focuses primarily on an'analygis of
'relatfbnshipq among interacgive behavior, interactive decision ﬁaking, and
interactive processing of information about pupils within specific lessons.
The influence of the disc;eéancy betweeﬁ the teacher's expectations and the

actual events in the lesson on teachér decision making 1s illustrated in

three case studtes.
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6.

7.

_8.
9,
10.
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Teachers' Conceptions of Pupils - _
An Outgrowth of Thstructional Context: The South Bay Study, Part Imr

Gréta Moriqe-Dershimerl
¢ ,l

As Bruner pointed out (Bruner, Goodnow, & Austin, 1956), the con~

)

cepts people use to organize fheir world form the basis for their obderva-

¢

'tionii their thinking, and, most probably, their actions. It is these

concepts that make it possible for them to manage the flow of sensory

: t
input with which they are constantly bombarded. In studying the informa-

tion processing of teachers, therefore, researchers must‘examine the. '
concepts teachers use to organi?e their obserﬁationé of.bupils, for" i
these concepts form the basis of teachers' thinking, problem"soiving, and
decision ﬁaking abqyt pupils, | . ) | ‘ .

In the South Bay Study, Joyce, ﬂcNair, and I inéerviewed 10 ;eacherd
periodically over a school year to develop an in-deptﬁ des;ripéion‘of
their conceptions of pupils. "The findiﬁgs suggest that teachers' organi+
:fational concepts were neither rigid nor unchanging. Iﬁétead, they

exﬁibited an ability to use a range.qf concepts to organize th?ir observa-
tions of pupiis. Furthermore, the concepts they used, as well as theié
predictions for pupil success, appeared to be responeive to the ihstrhc-
tional context in which‘their observations occurred. ‘ ' -
The specific.aspects of instructional context.that seemed important
in helping to shape teacher conceptions c¢f pupils were (1) time of year,
(2) observational setting, and (3) curriculum-management system. There

were distinct shifts over time in the types of categories the teachers

used to describe their pupils. There were also clear shifts in the types

1Greta Morine-Dershimer, formerly with the Far West Labotratory, is now
a professor in the School of Education at Syracuse University.
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of categories used in different observational settings' (i.e., generel

'

observations vs. observations in specific leesons) Although these

variations exinted individual teachers exhibited some stability in the

‘y

types of categories formed. These patterns of,stability are interpretable,

at least'in part, in terms of characteristics of tne curriculum-manage-
ment system used by the indi&iduai teachers. Thus, teachen conceptions
of pupils app 'ar to be embedded in an instructional context., ‘(ﬁ
The contextual factors that were importent in shaning teachers'
predictions of pupil success were- (1) the cutriculdm—management system
and (2) local pupil achievement characteristics. Teacher predictions of
success were not strongly reiateﬁ to their categorizing of pupils with‘\
, regard to other characteristics,.except_for those characteristics viewed
as eeéentiaf‘for success in the_pafticular curricuium—management system
‘cperating in a given classrdom. 'rédictiOns were rather unrealistic
when viewed from the perspective of ‘national achievement test norms but
were realistic in relation to achievement test ‘norms est’);ished by the

~

"local school district.n Teacher predictions ‘also appeared to be shaged

o

; by the instrnctional context. -

This papér describes the data collection, data analysis, and |
'findings that point to the importance of instructional context as a -
facton'in:underetanding the concepts teachers use when.they process

information about pupils in their classrooms, and the predictions they

make about pupil success in learning.

Data Collection

The principal source of data was a categorizing task called the
N

"pupil sort task" (Morine & Vallance, Note 1). This task was administered

[

to teachers at five times during the school year:

2
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1. at the end of the first day of school in'September:

2. shortly after teachers-received pupils' diagnostic reading test

scores in November;
3. in January, directly following a reading lesson;
“ 4.. in March, directly folloning LY reading lesson, and

5. in late May, shortly before the end'of school. - o -

On each occasion, teacﬁérs were intervieued individually by one

of the three’ researchers. Each teaclier was~presented with a deck of

3 x 5 cards, and on each card-was written the name ‘of a pupil in their

class. Interviews were conducted as follows:

sy
'

Interviewer: We're interested in the kinds of things that you
have been observing. about pupils.(during the first day of ..
school; during these opening weeks of school; during this
reading lesson that you *just taught; during the past school year)

Coumd you take these cards and group_tpe_gupils. putting tegether

the names of pupils you think behaved or responded in similar .

ways? You can have as many groups ag you like and ¥s many names"
“in a group as vou like. I will be audiotaping vour comments

so that I don't have to take too many notes. Any questions?.

After the teacner completed each sort, the intérviewer asked:

a. How are the children in each group . similar? Please describe .
- - each group's characteristics. '
b. How are the subgroups difrerent from each other? s
c. Can vou think of another way that vou might divide these
pupils into subgroups? Are there some other kinds of
behavior that vou noticed? Try putting them together in a
different wav. : . N

This procedure continued until the teacher couldn't think of any
new groupings. Finally the interviewer said: )

We're also intexes ed in vour estimations of pupil success in
reading. Could" v »group the pupils one more time according to°
(September and VoVémber) vour predictions of the success they
will have in reading this vear; (January and March) your

" estimation of the success thev had in the reading lesson today;
(May) vour predictions of the success they’ will have in. reading
next vear? . -

~

- e
.
2 ; ..
. y
. .




The interviewr were taped, and the interviewer took detailed notes.

| . . . . Q
. , .

v . ’él- ’ . "‘i -
~ Data Analysis - '

Ny

-~

The steps in datw analysis for this aspect of the study included°-

! 1. Developing and refining coding systems to describe teacher
o responses; : .

/ .

P 2. coding of responses by two independent coders;

3. checking inter-coder reliability and obtaining coder agreement
on disputed items; # _ ) *

i [ ‘ . G o .

4, ﬂanalyzidg coded responses for each task to identify teacher
0 similarities and differences; - .

5. identifying shifts in teacher respomses over time; and

6. relating this study's findings about teacher conceptions of
pupils to findings in theoBeginning Teacher Evaluation Study
(BTES). |

Developing and Refining Coding Systems o »

A system for categorizing ‘teacher responses«to ‘the pupil sort task

developed in the earlier BTES was refined for use in this study. Two

AEN

independent coders coded each teacher response to the. pupil sort task. .,

[y

Initial-agreement of these. two coders was .77 for coding content of the

~

\ :categories, .43 for coding structure of ‘the categories, and 85 for

1 \

coding valence of category Iabels. Where coders disagreed (chiefly in
coding the structural aspect of ' 'unique" categories -- those péculiar~toh

one teacher), the coding was discussed and a-mutual agreement.reached.

-~ “

. Analysis of Similarities and Differences Among Teachers

- When all teacher respomses had been coded, I exanined,the data to
_didentify general.and individual-patterns'gf responses on all tasks, as well
as'changes over timeﬂin teacher responses to~th% pupil sort.task. Because
this was a.deseriptive stuay,.the basic statistics used wete frequencies;

ey

means, and percentages. I made no attempts to differentiate teachers on




Y

~ &

: . Y . l
cance were made. . \ :

' Results = » S

* Teacher responses to the pupil sort task were gnalyzéa according to

content, logical structure, and valeace. Each of these areas will be

discussed in turn. - o

*
J . '

Content of Teacher Concentions of Pupils . '%;;

oA

.

When.categof@zidg pupils on .he basis of their observatdons, teachers.

" used six different typeg.bf pdpil charaéteristics. These were, iﬁ order ’

.

T of (requency uged: (1) abillty/acbxevenent, (2) invalvementxzn ' .

instruction, (3) personality, (4) peer relatlonshxps, (5) activ;ty orzenta-
* tion, and (6) drowth/progress.2 ’ " '& (’

. , .
The content of teacher conceptions of pupils shifteq over time in

@

ways that dgre consisteng with Feachers; chﬁnging tasks. In Sgptember, o
.when teagh;rs-were just getting to know thgir pupils, they focused on
pupil personality (23% of all categories formed). In November, when they
were, well into the instruéfionalibrpgram, thgy focused on pupii involve- )
ment in instruction (22%.of categories formed);.vIn June, as the} looked
back over the year -and evalygted ﬁhe results of thei~ efforts, they-

focused on pupil growth/progress (15.6%) and‘on peet ‘telationships (15.6%),'
that is, on both the cognitive and social development of the pupils

with whom they had been working. Thus teacher conceptions of pupils were.

responsive to the contextual factor of time of year. At no point in the ,

’

21n addition, an interviewer-initiated characteristic of predicted .
(or observed) success in reading was used by teachers on each occasion that
“the pupil sort task was administered. These categories are defined in
Appendix A.' .

. . (_ )




4
i ol

_year was pupil abiiity/achievement a dominant characteristic for ceachers

observations of pupils in specific readi 1essons (in° Janhary and March)

-activity orientation in specific lessons compared to the total absence

pupil personality and/or pupil involvement in instruction provided a ;

. ’
(‘f.., . . a

\“‘ . » . \
in their organization of information about pupils (3% of categories in . %
September, 5% in November, and 12.5% in June) .

Shifts in teacher focus over different observational settings were.
also evident when the content of teachers"general'observations of pupiis

PR N

(in'September, November, and June) wag coﬁpared to the content,of their

v oo, 2

 The evidence demopstrates that teachers tended to focus on different

Shpil characteristics in different observational settings. 0

.By €ar the most marked difference was the heavy.teacher use of the
~

of use of this category in generel observat._is. Pupil personality and : 0 .ﬁ

peerqrelationships,were important factors in their general observations .
L} ) R -

of pupils (17.5% and '10.7%, reénectively) Pupil ability and the activities

in which pupils were engaged were important factors in teachefs observations o
of pupils in specific lessons (16. 1% and 17 7%, respectively). Pupil | v -r°;
involrement in instruction was an important.factor in bcth types*df |
settings (15 5% general' 16% specific)

A schematic summary of individual.teacher similarities and differences

in content focus in presented in the Pigure. This figure shows\that

central focus for most of the 10 teachers.,
The differences in teacher focus appear to have some relationship

to the curriculum-management systems in operation in their classrooms.

For example, Teacher 103 had created a curriculum-panagement system'
: P . ! _— o
that was highly complex. Students did a great deal of independent work, o
vy :

A

. ™
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:Figure: Content of Teacher Conceptions of ?upiih: A Schematic Summary
of Similarities and Differences in Teacher Focus. (Each number
represents one of the 10\participating_teachers.)

3
* choosing from among a variety of optional activities.and progressing a;'
| their own rate. To keep this éystem funct}oning, the teacher had to be
kanq was) vefy aware of pppil personalitj facgons such as self-direction, -
and also had to be alert to-evidence that pupils were or were not con-
tinuing to develop new skills and concepts (pupil growth/progress).
Teagher_lOé,'on the other hand, was working with.a group of mentally

retarded children. Her chief instructional goal was to assist theee ' -
children in a;hieving a minimal competency in .reading. Thus, she was

highly attuned to each individual child's ability and achievement levels.

Teacher 101 had chosen to use individualized instruction in reading.

A | w. _. 2
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Pupils worked alone on materials the teacher selected. For this curriculum-

management system to be effective, 1t was eesential that pupils attend

to their assigned tasks, so it was necessary for the teacher to be aware
of pupil involvqnent in instruction.-‘

. These examples illuecrate ‘the general finding that the focus of
individual teachers on particular types of pupil characteristics is

related to the type'of curriculum-management system,.used.3

ngical Sftucture of Teacher Conceptions of Pupils .

Three types of groupings used by teachers in the pupil sort task
deserve special mention. These groupings, which exemplify teachers'
( .

logical approachee to the' task, have been named 'unique Lebelﬂ\categoriee,

"mixed breed" categories,'and’"slngling out" categories (see Appendix A

for definitions). .
There were.some changes over time in frequency of teacher use of all
three-épecial grouping tybes. The most prominent'ehift for all three

occurred from September to November. Mixed breed categories were‘only

formed in September (13.3% of all categories formed) and November (2.4%),

" and the November®occurrence invélved only one grouping by one teacher.

Teacher use of slngling out groupings w;s very high (50% of allicategories'
formed) in September, but it dropped-narkediy in Nc;ember (20%)'and stayed
ebout the same in June (19.5%). Teacher use Pf unique label categoriee

was limited in September (5.5%),'increased in November (18.5%., and dropped
agein in June (9%). These shiftf in teacher use of tne chree_groupings
guggest thatJthellogical'étrucbure of teacher conceptions ofvpupils is

responsive to the different conditions existing at diffeqent points.in.

[
i

Jorroborative detail relative to the findings on content of teacher

conceptions of pupils is presented in Appendtx B, through an examination —
of one particular case.




1 ' . the school year, withﬁparticularly strong effects noted on the.first-day

| ' : N E ’ ! : ’ . l . i
Lo of ‘schpol when the children were new tb the teachers and, thetefore, o
[ b i ' ; o :
' only limited information was available. ; ' ? R | !.;

' When the special effects of the first school day are removed, a move

accurate assessment can be made of the effeﬁt observational setting has on

t
'

' the,lotical structure og.teafher responses to the pupil'sort task. Consid-

ering ,Oveuber and June as examples of teacher responses based on general

‘

v observations'of'pupils, and_banuqry and March as examples of responses based

on obsgervations from specific lessons,.the data show that there was little‘

L

difference in use:of unique label.categories in the two situations (13.7%, . -

— general;,12.9%,,specific). There was some tendency for teachers to single

pupils out more when they grouped on the basis of specific lessons (19 1%, '

4

general; 27%, specific), but this was not a strong cifference. In

\

general, there was less ShifL over time and over observational setting in .
. » N . :
‘the logical structure of teacher respgnses. to the pupil sort.task than there
i ' , ! I
was in—the content of teacher responses. {

Three aspects of the.logical structure of teacher conceptipns have
been examined in detail.. These are 'logical consistfncy, singling pupils

ouﬁ, and ' folcus and variation in category use. “ | | .i | '
' ' [ !
The degree of logical consistency exhibited by.t achers was determined . &

9 '~, by two ﬂsctors. (1) whether or not a teacher formec dnique label

categories tkat were. oonsistent in substance with each otherlor with the -~

)

-;standar7 catlegories formed by that teacher, and (2) whether or not a , b
. ' :

teacherlfor ed a mixed breed categoTy. , | | - -
' S Tefcher|tendency to single pupils out was determined by the number

|  of occﬂfions Onnghich a ' eacher formed alsubgroup of a single pupil
’ . I ! '

. and by|the number of pupils who _were singled out over|the course of the

| ‘ i
[ I . ' | : ' ’ Co I : .> '
year 0 ' 4
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.. Teacher patterns of focus and variation in category use were

@etermined by teacher tendency to .form several groupings over time “, W_ .

in a single .category area (focus), and to use several different category

areas' (variation).. The concept of focus and variationlin'category use
i;mgkin to a concept of ''process ab%}ityﬂ defined by Schroder, Karlins,
‘and Phafes (1973), who suggest that for information proéessing to be
effective, teachershneed té use a breadth (i.el: rangé or'variation) of :
categories as well as 'to demonstrate some depth of information (i.e.,
| focus or emphasis) in a giveﬁ cafegory area.
Six teachers shéwed a great ‘deal of.similarity to each other in their o
tendenc§ to display both focus and variation in category use, to ekhibit
logical consistency in their categorieg, and to single bupils.out rather A
infrequently in their groupings. This pattern c;n be characterized as
flexibility of concept use.
| Four teachers stood out as different from the main growp. (Three of
these four teachers wéfe also different from the larger group in terms of
the curriculum-management systems they implemented. These teachers all
worked in highly individualized settings, and most of thelir inéeraction
| withlpupils was on a one-to-o&e basis.) These four teachers displafed
\ less logical consistency and less focus or varilation in category use
than the other six teacherg. They also used singling-out groupings more

1

frequently. This pattern of logicdl structure can be characterized as

a rigidity of congept use.

Note that this more rigid pattern of concept use occurred with all
three of the teachérs who worked in highly individualized instructional
settings. The information-processing demands on the teacher are

necessarily greater when the teacher is inceracting with and attempting




te

[ ‘ l )
to perceive each child as an individual, In trying to-deaf:with the

~increased amount of information about each pupil which the individualized
. v
'"”,t ‘ " instructional "setting makes avallable, it may be necessary for the teacher

I's

. . : .
to control the flow of information by restricting the types of information

perceived. Thus, a more restricted set of concepts is used through which

‘to view the world of’ the ‘classroom.

LIRS
\

In any event, the patterns of teacher difference in logical structure

.

displayed in this study suggest that the logical structure &f teacher

conceptions of pupils is responsive to. the curriculum-management system in
." .

which the teacher operates, and that individualizedrinstructional settings

may help to shape teachers' concept formatIOn'in particular ways.

i

e --Valence of Teacher Conceptions of Pupils. ... ... ... .. SE—

. The labels that teachers used in distinguishing between pupll groups

\

they‘formed during the pupil sort task can be categorized by valence (posi- °

"

tive, neutral, or negative) as well as by content (type of pupil characs~

e

teristic identified).
There were clear shifts in teacher patterns of labeling over time

with regard to valence. The general pattern from fall to spring was that

!

negetive labeling peaked in November,'then decreased; neutral labeling

increased steadily over the year; and positive labeling remained fairly

stable. This pattern“suggests that the contextual factor of time nay be

t

important in helping to shape the valence of teacher conceptions of pupils.
There was also some variation in the valence of teacher responses to
the pupil sort task across different observational settings. The overall

pattern was that most puplls were labeled positively in both yeneral and

A
These findings are illustrated in Appendix C by an examination of one °
teacher's responses to the pupil-sort activity.
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specific observational settings, but the positive labeling was much

greateriin the specific observational ae;pings. ~This pattern suggests

that the valence of teacher conceptions of pupils is somewhat responsive

‘

to observational setting.
There were also indiVidua} differences in Valence of_taycpefs' con~
ceptioﬂs'of ﬁupils. Five teachers were predominantly'poaitive_in thei&

labeling of pupils, three were predomihantly neuttél, and twntwere'

* LA

preddhinantly negative. Interestingly enodgh, it was the speciél éducation‘

i)

teachers who were predominantly_negativé in their labeling of pupiis.

- \

The pupils of these teachers differed sharply from the norm in their :
intellgctual, social, and physical develbpment. Thus the terms.that these

teachers used to describe these pupils have generally negative connotations
«

Tlﬁ”ihé”é8665£16ﬁ5I"éyéiéﬁ”aé‘ﬁ“ﬁﬁélé:MEIﬁﬁbﬁgﬁ”fﬁé"féﬁihéfé”tﬁéﬁéélVés'“”m'“
may not View their pupils as negatively as their labels suégeat{ The other
teachers who displayed'aimilarify in patterns of labeling did not appear

to be as strongly similar in the-curricuiuﬁwmanagement systems -they
i@pléﬁented as w;re the speciﬁl education teachers,

This,fin&ing suggests that the valence(bf teacher cénceptions of
pupils may be somewﬁat respon;ive to the contextual factor of the

) ’
curriculum-management system the teacher uses, particularly with regard
to the type of pupils who are the teacher's fellow participants within

: 5 4 . ‘ ,
that .system. In general, the valence of teacher conceptions of pupils

showed less responsiveness to the 1nstructional context than did the logical

3
¢

structure and the content of their conceptions..

5The general pattern of valence of teachers' conceptions is illustrated
in Appendix D in an examination of one teacher's responses.

hY
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, A Composite View With Additional Evidence From the BTES

»

When the data reéarding the content, the logical structure, and the

valence of teacher conceptions of ﬁupils-are viewed together, the differences

in amount of responsiveness to factors of instructional context become clear.

The content of teacher conceptions appeared to bé responsive_to all three
contextual factors:’ tiée, curriculdﬁ-mhﬁagement system,. and observatioﬁal.
sécting. The‘evidence‘from thié study suggests that logical strueture.waq.
responsive so the contextual factors of time an& curricuipﬁ-maﬁageﬁéut
system, butionly miniyal shifts occurred 1h relation éo observational .
setting. The valence of teacher éonceptio;s clearly rshifted over time,

but demdné;rated‘much'less responsivéness to cufriculumaﬁanagement syétem
or observational settigg.

Time ofmyea;happeared to be the“strongest éontextual factof, for
shifts over time occﬁrred“in all three aspects of teacher conceptions
bg'pupils} ébﬁ%ent, Logical structﬁre, aﬁd'vhlénce. Both content and
iogical structure appeared to be'résponsive to the contex.ual factor of
currichlumémah;gement system, while only the content of categorical
thinking demonstréted 4 clear shift in'relation to dbservational setting;
Generally, teachér conceptions pf pupils were responsive to the
instructioﬁal contegts within which they were formed.

'1Further'evidence;to support the thesis that teacher conceptions of
pupils are embedded in the instructional context wlfhin which they are
formed is provided by data-fgom the earlier Beginning Teacher Evaluation
Study (BTEé)\(Morine & Vallance, Note i). This study was conducted.with
40 teachers in a variety of school districts throughout“California.
These 40 teachers foﬁmed a "known sample” from a larger group of 200

selected to demonstrate differences in teaching effectiveness as

measured by pupil gain scores-in special two-week Expérimental Teaching

[ | J3
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Units in reading and math. Teachers in the BTES were interviewed using
the same pupil sort task thaf‘was used in thelSouth Bay Study, (See the

”special introduction to this paper for more detatls.)

" L3

The general responses of both the BTES teachers and the South Bay
teachers to the pup11¥sort task showed basic similarities. The
differences‘that occurred can readily be interpreted in relation to -
differences in the contextual factors of observetional setting ahd L

)

instructional system. ' .

The two administrations of pupil sort task in the BTES were both,
based on specific lessons that had‘just heen taught, one in reading and
one in math. Thus the pupil'sort'}nterviews in the BTES were quife“
similar to the January‘and March interviews "in the_Sou&h Bay:Sthdy, which
provided the'examples of teacher responses in a specific observational
setting. | |

| Several of the findings in the ETES correspond to findings in the

aSouth Bay Study. |

For ' example, involhement in instruction was an important bupil
cheracteristic for teachers in bosh studies. In the BTES it received
the most emphasis of any category (39%Oof the total groupings). In the
South Bay Study, it was a category of emphasis .over Fi e for six of hhe '
10 teechers, and 1t was stable across ohservational settings (15.5%, ganeral;
162, specific). > | |

Pugil ebility/ach;ebement was‘also a moderately important pupil
characteristic in both studies. In the BTES, where categorizing was
based~on obs;qvaxions in specific lessons, it rahked third in teacher
emphasis (15% of the groupings). In the South Bay Study, it also

received emphasis in the specific observations (16% of the groupings),

though not in the general observations.

34 '
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éupil pe;sonality is a pupil.characteristic fhat receivéd-very little
‘emphasis in thg specific observations‘éf teachers in. the South B#y Sfudy\‘
(9.52 of the groupinga); it Also received liftle empha;is in the observa- |
tipng-(all specifip lessons)'of.thé tea;hers in 1he BTES (7%). 0
One clear difference between teacher responses in the two studies

3

appears to be related to ‘a diffegence in the observational setting. Tﬁe"
) , -
category of pupil behavior (in the sense of needing discipline) received

strong emphasis in the BTES.(ISZ of the categories formed), while this
cétegory was virtuaiiy ignoréd by teachers in the South Bay Stdﬂy. The one
teacher grouping in ﬁhe South Bay Study that Qould fit ﬁost appropriately
into this category was ;oded as a urnique label category, bé;apse pupil
behavior was mentioned so infrequeptly by the South Bay teachers. The

ehavior may stem from the fact that
b e S TR .

5éiffe;ence_1n'emphgsia on_pqpil‘b
teachers in the Squéh Bay School were acgustomed to classroom opservers
~and videotaping of lessons prior to the advent of thé study, and were '
more relaxed about the impressibn they and their pupi}s might be making
on the observer/interviewer. For teachers in the BTES,on the othgr hand,
having-classrooﬁ observers and videotaping of lessons were new experiencés,
and they tended to show concern ébbut the impressi&n they gnd their pupils
were making. Thus the difference in emphasis on pupil behavior can be
interpreted as responsi@e to a difference in the context of the observa-
tiqnal setting,‘with‘teachers in the BTES tending to.observe their
pupils through what they perceived £0>be the ‘eyes of the unfamiliaF
ciassroom observer/interviewer. \

A majér difference between'the circumstances unde; which data were
collected in the two studies was familiarity of curriculum, Tegchers
in the South Bay Study were teaching lessoﬁé sased on -familiar curriculum

materials of their own selection to'homogeneous,groups of pupils, also of
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their own selection. ' Tgacheis in the BTES were teaching lessons baséd
‘on hew curriculum materials provided by resegrghers to'heterogeneo&stw
(randomly stratified) groups of pupils selected by tesearchers. xhe
instructfonal systems ydxhin which teacher categorizing of pupils
occurred in the South Bay Study .were clearly less controiled than thoée in
the'earlier'BTES; One zifference-in category emphasis 1n.the two studiéb
can be'interpreted as related to thi; difference in the contextual‘factor
of instructional system. Pupil comprehensioh was a categbry that received
strong ahghasis iq[the BTﬁS (22% of groupings formed). References té
bupil comprehension occurred infrequently in the South ﬁay Study. . When
pupil comprehension~was.mentioned,.it Was 1in relation to pupii :ésponse to
a specific task within the lesson and was coded within the activity |
orientgfion category. | |

| The difference in emphasis on pupil,comprehension may stem from the
cht that because teachers in the South Bay Study were discussing lessons
that were part of the regular cdrriculum flow and were working with

homogeneous pupil groups, they tended to expect most pupils to undefstand

the mate;ial being covered in the lesson and did not differentiate\'
frequently aﬁong pupils on this basis. Teachers in the BTES, on tau other
hand, were discussing iessons outside ‘the normél curriculum flow and
were wovking with heterogeneous groups, so they tended to be con;erned
about pupil comprehension of the unfamiliar materiél, they expected :upil

‘hifferences,and they differéntiated among pupils on that basis. Thus this
difference in category emphasis can be viewed as an exémpie of the
responsivenes§ of the content of teacher conceptions to the contextual
féctor of the instructionél system.

Another interesting comparison of findiﬁgs between the two studies is

]

~related to the types of grouping that differeﬁtiated teachers with

3% |
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high and low pupil gain scores in the BTES. . Teachers withrhigh pupil
gain scores generated significantly\morc instances of singling out

(p « .05) and" -groupings with cognitively-oriented bases (p < .01)

than did teaghers with low pupil gain ‘scores. Teachers with high pupil
gain scores used pupil performance on a task within a lesson as a.basis
for grouping more frequentlp‘than teachers with low pupil‘gain scores,
and this difference approached signiflcance. Teachers with high pupil.

Y L

gain scores generated unique label ind episode-related groupings more
frequently than teachers with low pupil gain scores; this difference was
a ptrong trend, but not statistically significant.'. |

In thekSouth Bap Study, it was:apparent that singling pupils out,7
using cognitively-oriented bases for grouping (é.g;, pupil ability/*
achievement), using pupil performance on a task as a basis for groupgﬁg

N

(i.e., activity orientation), and using epiaode—related groupings wgrﬁﬁgil
patterns that were responsive to the observational setting. Each of fhete
types of categories occurred more frequently when te‘aAchers Mgrouped pﬁl-s
on the basis of their observations in a specific lesson thanrthey did
when teachers grouped pupils on the basis of their general observatgons.
Of all the types of responses which differentiated between teachers
of high and low pupil gain scores in the BTES, only the use of unkﬂue
label categories did not appear to he responsive to the ohservationa&
setting in the South Bay Studp. Teachers in the South Bay'Study used
unique label categories with about the samc\frequency in both specific
and general settings. This comparison of\findings from the two studies\
suggests'the possibility that teachers may he differentially responsive
to observational setting in thelr conceptualizing about.pupiigfiébat -
is, more effective teachers may show more change than less efﬁective'

\ -
teachers in the content and logical structure of their responses to

37
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~ the pupil sort task when the setting varies from general‘observations

\

{-about-pupils;tb observations in specifig lessons.: This 1is a possibility

that would be interesting to investigate further, parpiCularly since the "

e 4

gQidence from the South ﬁay-étudy suggesgs that teacher conceptions_of
pupils are generally less responsive to the conééxtdal fagtor of '}~
_observaglonal_setting than,to.the factors-of time.gnd instructional system.
io_summarize, severai.of tﬁg findings of the South Bay Stud§ are
consistent with fiﬁdingé in the earlier BTES. Where differences in
findings occur, fhey-éeem go“be interprefable in liéhtlof differenges
in thg iés;rucﬁional contexts in which data were collected. Thus'the
‘data from_gpe'BTES t;nd to support my thesis thég teacher conceptions of

pupils are responsive to and embedded jn the instructional dgntexts within

which they éré formed.

Teachér Predictions of Pupil Success R o : X

One'véry important aspecﬁ_of tedéher.conceptions of pupils is teacher

t

T . ] 3
predictions "of pupll success. Research has deménastrated that teacher
expectations are related to teacher effectivenesqﬂﬁbrophyu&”EQertson, 1976;
.McDonalg & Elias,'Note 2).. The South Bay Stday provided an oﬁbqrtuﬁity

to examine relationshipé between teacher. predictions (expectations for -

"

success) and teacher processing of information about-papils,.hs well as

L

relationships petween teacher prediétions and pupi} achievement.
.The teachers in the South"Bay Study were willing to predict pupil

success in teading-as early as the. first day\bf.séhoql,\énd thereafter

-
- ®

several times-dUring the year, These predictions were fairly stable

over the school'year, and teacher ratings of pupils were fairly accurate

-,

when comgared to pupll performance on‘spring achieQement teatsl

Teacher predictions of pupil success were not strongly related to

-~




teacher categorizing.of‘pupils on other characteristics, except with

regard to characteristics deemed important by the individual teacher for
productive functioning in his/her classroom. Predictions of pupil success

were rather unrealistic when viewed from the perspectiveof national
| "\

achievement test norms, (e.g., teachers predicted that 35% of their pupils 3

' would be "successful” in reading, while ofily 25% actually scored above

[}

the 60th percentile in spring reading achievement tests), but their .

predictions 'did seem realistic in relation to the local achievement
norms established by the'school district on the basis of several years
‘bf testing (e.g., 40% of the pupils scored above the.60th percentile
on district .norms in spring reading achievement tests). 'Thus.these '

teachers expectations for pupil success appeared to be, predicated on
what might be termed their ‘perceptions of the. "situational realities

(1) the characteristics essential for effective pupil’ functioning in

a particular classroom, and (2) the patterns of pdpil achievement in a
particular community. These'situational realities are‘important aspects

Y
of the instructional context in which the teacher operates.

As desgribed in the previous -section on data”c01lection, we obtained
teacher predictions of pupil successlfrom the "pupil’ sort. task." In
September and November, at the cdnclusion of the pupil sort task, we asked

teachers to group the pupils according to their predictions of pupil
reading success for the year. 1In June, they were asked to group pupils
according to their predictions'of success for the following school year.
The Metropolitan Achievement Tests in reading and mathematics were.
administered,by teachers to all pupils in the school in October and

again in April. Those test scores were used to compare teacheg predic-

' tions of pupil success in reading with actual pupil performance.

\




Prior knowledge of pupils. We were surprised to find that 417% of

the pupils were known to the participating teachers'prior to-the first

~

day of school. This may be because the school has a fairly sEable pupil .o .

and teacher population. The number of pupils entering or leaving a
classroom during the course of the school year ranged from five to 10, . .
with a mean of seven pupils per classreom. Nine of the‘lo teachers in
this study had taught at the South Bay School for three years or more,
and the one teacher new to, the school at the time of the study had wofked
in the district for'several years before joining the South Bay staff. |

" The teachers had prior contact with '17% of their entering pupils in an

Anstructional setting such ag summer school. 8iblings of 83% of the’

children had previously been pupils of these teachers. This prior
-
experience with the incoming pupils and thelr Lamilieé\probably contributed

\
to the teachers' willingness to make early predictions-about reading

achievement. , ' | R #

¢

Stability of teacher predictions. An analysis of the relationships

o <

between a teacher's grouping of pupils on the basis of,predicted reading

success on two separate occasions showed that in 41% of these paired.

groupings tnere was a strong tendency for pupils to oe rated the same on
both occasions.
To obtain a clearer picture of the degree of relationship between ) .
two different groupings, 1 computed contingency coefficients for each
teacher describing the degree of relatedness between September and
November predictions, September and Tvne predictions, and November and
June predictions., For six of the elght teachorslwho made predictions
of reading success on all three occasions, there was a higher degree

of relationship between the Jc~ ver and June predictions than between

o
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the September and June predictiona. Two teachere'had about the same
degree of relationship between bofh of these pairs of groupings. Two

others had ‘low coefficientq for both of these pairs, because due to

. interviewer oversight their June groupings were not ectually predictions

of reading success, but .of pupil growth and general success, respective%y.
These data indicate that teacher expectations for pupil. success in
reading changed somewhat betweenuSeptember and¢ November, as teachers were

getting acquainted with pupils, but stabilized between November and’June.

.
+

Relationship of predictions to other pupil eherachfistics.o Analysis

revealed that only 227 of the groupings based on predicted reading success

were.felated to other types of grouping; that 1s, there was not a strong

tendency for pupils fo be rated the same on two different characteristics.

‘An overall "halo" effect'waslnoé etrongly evidenced by these teachers.

However, teacher predictione of pupil success in reading were related
! o ) A

to their ratings of pupils on ebaracteristics deemed important for

4

‘effective functioning within a given classroom. I computed contingency

| . 0 | |
coefficients describing the degree of relationship between teacher

predictions of veading suéEeés and :eacher conceptions of '"important"

prpil characteristics. For each teacher, the September and November -

\

‘groupings based on tue pupil characteristic receiying most emphasis by

‘that teacher over the course of the year were compared.to predictions

of success made at the same point in time.‘ (As was demonstrated in the
first section of this paper, the pupil charecteristic emphasized by ‘
the individual. teacher was an outgrowth of the particular currieuluﬁn'
manegement system used by that teacher.) Where a teacher did not form

a wiouping in his/her cétegory of emphasis in September or November,

no comparison was made. The eata in Table 1 demonstrate that there werre

relationships between teacher expectations for pupil success in re.ding

4]
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Table 1. Teacher Predictions of Reading Success: Relationships to
".Import:ant" Pupil Chaxac'teristics .
] ¥
Teacher Emphasized Pupil Time of Grouping
' €haracteristic " Sept. Nov.
101 . Involvement in .
Instruction .71
102 ‘ '."Personality
(outgcing vs. shy) - .56
103 - Personality , .
" (Sept.:self-direction) .
"~ (Nov. :self-confidence) .70 .68 ,
- 104 Involvement in ' A . :
Instruction: . .57 . |
105 - Personality | : N
) - (outgaing vs. shy) , .68 7 .57 ' :
106 Personality {
P (Sept.:talkativeness) i
' ~  (Nov. ‘:happiness) .39 . 56 '
¢7 0 107 Personality : I
(outgoing vs. shy) " .63 .65 -
. 108 ‘ Involvement in . _ !
! Instruction .73
109 Ability/Achievement 76 .83
110 Peer Relationships .61 .67 o
and teachers' characterizations of pupils on ‘the basis of other qualities

they considered to be importén;. The degree of relatedness was somewhat

less -than that discussed earlier, where predictions at two .points in

time were compared, but not markedly so. Teachers were somewhat less

apt to rate the same pupil as high (or low) on two different characterlstics

at the same point in time (e.g., predicted reéding guccess and involvenent
42
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in instruction in Septembur) thanlthcylwore.to rate the squ puphl -
. | t . ' 4 ' . . i
. ) . . ‘ : y | .
K : : as h*sh (or low) on the same characterlstic at two differeat polnts ) ' i

in t.me (e.g., pfedfcted reading‘sﬁccegé 1q»Sebtémbct and gune)._ L
But most tkachers-cended to see'rglatioﬂshibé between what they |

considered to be important pupil characteristics and the probnbillty

+ . 1 ., g \ !
-of pupil success in readingp
D |l | , .
Accuracy of teacher predictions. The relatioﬁsﬂip betwenn'teacher

b

_predictions of pupil success 1n readlpb and actual pupil performunce
I
is examined in Tabie 2, whcre tcugher predicticns in Qoptember (after

"the first d y of Sﬂhool) anﬁ again iv Novvmbel (after teachera had

4orked widh cﬁildren for . two munths) are compared to pupil pertormanc

. ' \ , 1
on the reading portion of thé Meqropolitan ALhievemeut Tes%s admlniatvred

by tEacherslin April. : S ' . ‘ ;
; . R | | ’
. o ! |
‘Table 2: Compalihon ot Teacher Predlcetions with Pupll Perfornance
on Apri} AthvvemunL lvhbx\((unLlugvnuy Luulllcluntu)

!

. ;

r— \

Lt | .
Scptember November : %

Teacher i *rodictions Predict lons o
. : — vk s . - P
101 o ' o . 80 Y '
1 ' ‘ ‘I ' ° ' . ' ) ‘
o102 S Y L o
- o SN - | T , ? -
' 103 . AR : L 66 o i
s . bb LT | |
105, : L6 ' \ .68
_ ; ‘ i
106 x 65 r 68 '
\ -‘ ) ' . ' . ' ' '
107 o .58 o DA |
108 I VR 55
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o | ’In predictiﬁg reading success, teachers pléced pupils in one of
fiv; groups: very successful, successfui, average, -unsuccessful, and very
unsu%ééssful. On the Metropol{ﬁan Achievement Tests, pupils were Epnked
according to their quarkile placement, bﬁsed on national test norms.
Scattergrams were constructed using these two bases, and the continéency
coefficients presented in Table 2 were calcg}ated from these scattexgrams.

. The .teachers were fairly "accurate" in predicting pupil performance, -

even on the first day of school in Seétember; However, the contingency -~

coefficients in September are not high enough to suggest that teacher

predictions about lack of,success foreordaired pupil fajlure. In fact,

&eachers tendéd to avoid placing pupils in the "very unsuccessful" group.

Of'thé 170 ;gpils for whom both September predictions and April achieve- J

ment.data are available, 6n1y.15 were predicted to be "very hns&ccesa-

ful." By contrast, 45 pupils wefe predicted to be "very successful."

' Teacher 101, who showed a remarkable‘degree of accuracy in compari-

s;n to other teachers, achieved this by choosing to make predictions

for only 12 of the 25 pupils iq the class, while other teachers made

predict ions for almost all their pupils.

‘ The Novémber predictions were more accurate than the September ones

for all teachers®except Teacher 101. It is interesting to note that

while teachers HWad received diagnostic t%Ft data on pupils shortly

‘before the November interviews, they did not generate any groupingé

based on the;e dagé, and when questioned they indicated’thAt they

had nO; yet looked at the data. Apparently, the increased accuracy /

of the November predictions was a result of the teachers' interaction

with their pupils over a two-month period.

’




Type of predictive error. Teacher reluctance to pred#ct'lack o

of success for pupils, and optimism about the number of pupils who would

¢

be very succesaful in reading, is 1llusthated further in Table 3.
Teachers 'erred" in their predictions about pupil success primarily by
.- predicting success for pupils who actuqlly scored in the iower two
quartiles in the May achievement tests. In contpast, very few pupils.
- who were,predicted to be unsuctessful actually scoreexln the upper two
qua;tiles in spring achievement tests. In general, tl.en, teacher e;rof
was in the direction ef overrating rather than enderrating.

Table 3: Type of Error in Teacher Predictions

ot

September ' November

A
' % Pupils % Pupils % Pupils = % Pupils
- Predicted Predicted Predicted - Predicted
High, - Low, High, Low,
. Teacher Scored Low Scored Hign Scored Low Scored High

L

101 - 08 08 08 | 00

102 | 15 00 19 . . 00

103 15 04 03 03
104 13 © 07 05 05
105 .15 04 07 . 00

1

106 35 00 13 - N0

107 | 17 00 15 00

108 24 05 19 19 -

The number of pupils predicted to be successful on the two

occasions was almost identical (71 in September and 69 in November),

but there was some shift in which pupils were predicted to be

| 5
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successful; this“ahift appears to ‘account for the increased accuracy

. of tehchér predictions in November.

. o

\

The over-optimism

Teacher predictions and achievement test norms.

-~

‘of the South Bay tgachers is examined furthér in Table 4, where

L /

teachg@'"ernors" in predicting ‘success aré broken down to compare

pupil Ach;evement based on national test norms with pupil achievement

based on local district ;eé; gbrms, developed over several years of

testing. For six of the eight teachers, Mhe error rate drpps markédly

"when"actual~pupil'ach1evemeht.is_defined_iﬁit@r@§’°fu1999;ﬂd19tr$°t

. ..test morms. It is clear that when these teachers predicted pupil

"success in reading, they defined success in the context of local probabilities;

B
I
!

By locgl norms, the South Bax teacherg were not unrealistic in the general

pattern of their predictions for pupil success.

Table 4: Efrore in Teacher'suSeptember Predictions: National
: ' Performance Norms vs. Local Performance Norms
% Pupils Predicted Total Error
High, Scored Low Rate
According According According Accordiwg
_ to Nat'l., to Local to Nat'l" to Local’
.Teacher Norms " Norms ! Norms Norms
101 08 . 08 16 24
102 ' 15 08 15 08
103 15° 08 19 . 06
104 13 . 00 20 07
105' 15 04 19 .08
106 35 00 35 00
4107 17 00 17 04
' 2 19 29 38

108
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The Meanings of Context

I haQe focused on the‘ apparent effects of -what has been termed
-"{nstructional gontext".on teacher information processtng..specifically
oﬁ the procéssing éf'informption about pupils. The factors of' instruc-
Qionai context I identified 1nc1ﬁded:'_time of year; observakional
Petting; curriculumLmanagement system, and local pupil achievement
éharacteris%}cs. How can these findings b; related to other research

dealing with the effects of éon:ext on teaching? . -

N\
It is impossible to. relate the findings of' the Sputh'/Bay Study to .-~

AS

other research on the context of teaching without comparing and
contrasting the varibus meanings of context being used. The first -
" s application of the South Bay Study findings, then, 1s an attempt. to

further conceptualize the meanings of context.

”

There are at least thregllévels of impediacy of context referred to
in recent stud;es:.'the él&ssroom level (Brophy & Evertson, Note 5); '_
the school level.(Stailings, éory,.fairweather, & Needleé; Note 3;
e Hall, Zigarmi, & Hord, Note 4); and thelevel .of thé larger society,
including state, nationhl,

\

énd international levels (Wallace; Note 6).
. The curriculumumanagement-systeﬁ, an impoftant contex{ugl factor 1dené£;ied
in the South Bay Study, 'is a classroom level fa?tor at the' South Bay school,
since teachers have some freedom to choose the spécifib curriculum-
managemgpt system they will use,

Another important contextual f;ctor ror the South Bay teachers was
local pupil achievement patterns. This suggests tth'another context
level needs to be considered, 1i.e., the local community level. It would
seem'probéble that factors in the more immediate levels of conpext

(e.g., the classroom) would have mor immediate and direct effects on

teaching and teacher information processing than those at more distant

4y
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Y .
levels (e.g., the national society), but future reseurch'coulo be designed
to examine this ouestion further. y
Another aspect of context referred to in recent studies is the "rhythm" ..

(or speed) of change. Some classroom contextual factors mentioned in the
Brophy and Evertson study (Note 5) shiftlminute by minute (e.g., teacher0
initiated vs. student-initiated contacts) or hour by‘hour te.g;, reading
vs. math), while others are sustained, for the teacher, at least, over
several years (e.g., first grade vs, fifth grade)‘ School 1evel C
policies such as thc variable grading systems menfﬁoned by Stallings, et al.
(Note 3) are typically sustained for geveral years, while the societal
level factors.referred to by Wailare (Note 6) may be sustainedwfor a
decade or more. in the South Bay study the contextuai/factor of time
of year shifted periodicaliy, while the factors of curricuium-managnment
syqtem and local achievement patterns were sustained over several years,

- It would seem logical that rapidly shifting contexts would yleld
rapidly shifting effects, while sustained contexts would yield sustained
effects. For example, for the South Bay teachers the sustained factor

- of curriculum-management system was realted to a long-term infotmatiOn-f

processing focus on certain pupil characteristics, while the shifting J

* .,

factor of time of year related to shifting emphases (pupil personality

in September, growth and progress in time). 1f tkis had not been the

case, these factors could haveﬁbeen intsrpreted‘to'be rather weak .
, contéxtual factors. Future research might attent to the "rhythm" of

context as a means.of'eventuaily devising methods for measuring the

"strenght!' of a contextual factor.

Direction of impact is another aspect of context referred to in

" recent studies. BroplLy and Ryertson (Note 5) are concerned with the

lmpact of context on teacher behauior and teacher effectiveness. Both

18
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. Stallings et al (Note 3) and Hall et al, (Note 4) speak to the impact of

context on teacher change, and Hall et al. refer a&so to impact on

teacher attitude. The South Bay Study investigated the impact of

conte#é on teacher thinking, or information processing. Further research |

. 18 needed on the impact of context on each of thebe teacher variables, as

well as on the linkages between and among them. i : ' _f
‘Based on this prelitinary conceptualization of the conteit éf teaching

. ]
(or "instructional context'), the South Bay Study can be characterized as

pertaining to the classroom and local community levels of context, focusing
“primarily on contextual factors that have a sustained rhythm, and o
investigating the impact of these factors on teacher information processing, .
Thﬁs, one important application of -the: South Bay- Study is_that it
has contributed to the initial developmental stages of a potentially useful
conceptualization of instructional cpntext which may put qducational_ "

researchers one step closer to the goal of conceptual clatity about-

the effects of context on teaching.
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-] - Abpendix A

Coding. for the Pupil Sort Task T ' ) (.

A. "Standard" Categories Generated by Teacliers . , . ‘ .

. Categories that were‘used frequently by a number of
¢ teachers are called "standard" categories. They are sub-
divided into the category types listed below. ‘

1. Ability/Achievement. Groupings that refer to academic
potential or performance of pupils. Fxamples of labels
from a variety of groupings coded in this categery are:
Motivated, high potential, going forward.o.a a continuum; .
‘definitely retarded, many learning problems; very capable, )
producing at a high level; .high ability; low, lov ability.

.2. Involvement in Instruction. Groupings,that refer to pupil
behaviors such as attentivenese, receptivity, talking to '
neighbors, keeping on task, and general participation in
discussions or lesson activities. . Examples of lapels from
a variety of groupings coded in this category are: need
more.of teacher's attention during lesson; quiet workers,
may talk, but not disruptive; keep on task; teacher must
kéep very close contact with them' willing to accept
instruction,, to participate, not just ‘passive.

3. Personality. Groupings that refer. to affective characteristics
suclr as amount‘of self-direction, amount of self-confidence,
degree of positive self-image or happiness, and possession
of an outgoing or shy nature. Examples of labels from a,
varjety of groupings coded in this category are: self-
confident; need spoon-feeding, mothering; happy, contented;
quiet and shy; super-initiators; really happy with themselves.

4. Peer Relationships. Grdupings that ‘refer to friendship
patterns, to social interaction among pupils, or to social
status .of pupils vithin the class. Examples of labels from
a variety of groupings coded in this category are: pupils

- who are most caring about otliers in class; big buddies;
all alone, an isolate; kids who like to work together;
loners; much interaction between these pupilk, most respected
people in our.class.

+

5. ‘Activity Orientation. Groupings that refer to the task .
" on which a pupil was working, or the pupil's response to a ' ‘]
‘given task. Examples of labels from a variety of groupings
coded -in this category are: group working with teacher;
group working on their own; good job of skimming to find
information; could remember double consonant rule; didn't
pass the written quiz; pupils éngaged in task of their own
. choosing; worked systematically on the puzzle of words with
short vowels.,

. o --‘ L S T .\ irg: a1 e ‘1 O
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U6. Growth/Progress. Groupings that refer to*a change in pupil :

skill or knowledge. Examples of labels from a variety of

groupings coded in this category are: lafgest gain+makers;

making important gains in reading skills, going by leaps;

most progress in reading; greatly improved -- these kids .

stand out from all the rest; kids that grew a great deal

more than teacher anticipated, showed fair amounthof advance-
ment from level where they were.

"Special" Categqries Generated by Teachers

Categories that were used infrequently and do not fit °
readily into any of the standard category types listed above
are called '"special" categories. They are suh-divided into
the types listed below. o o .

1. Mixed Breeds. Groupings that contain sub-groups which are
not discrete from each other, or which do nof f£it readily
under a single overall label. , An example of a Mixed
Breed grouping is one that contains the following labels
for subgroups: well behaved, .willing, courteous; teacher
watched them for problems; looked poor on sheets of infor-
mation from prior teacher; tested system; bright; upset;
expected shyness, but he wasn't; she hit teacher in stomach
accidentally; didn't respond partjicularly.

2, Unique Labels. Groupings that refer to bupil‘characterls— v
tics that are attended to by, only one teacher. Examples of
labels from a variety of groupings coded iun this category
are: able to deal with abstractions; limited Englishj high
in fine motor coordination; kids concerned about fairmess
to others; sports-minded pupils; conferences where teacher
might get somewhere, parerits will do something to help.

3. Singling Out. A sub-group consisting of a single pupil.
‘ Standard categories, mixed breeds, and unique labels can all
contain one or more instances of singling pupils out.

Positive, Negative, and Neutral Labels

A

Labels attached to each sub-group of pupils are coded. as

- positive, negative, or neutral according to the connotation that

terms used in the label have 1n common usage. This does not
imply that the teacher using the label necessarily thinks
positively or negatively about the pupils so labeled.

1. Positive Labels. Examples of labels coded as having positive
connotations in common usage are: very bright; bright, dependable
helpers; very eager to participate; good job of stating two
vieWwpoints;. happy, contented; children who work independently,
are self-directed, carry through on their own, seem mature; .
quite receptive; not introverts. ~

L]




2. Negative Labels. Examples of labels coded as having’
negative connotations in cummon usage are: verbal skills
below average for the group; almost infantile; erratic
work and behavior; immature; concentrate on work poorly;
followers - they are manipulated by the older ones; rock
bottom - least progress expected; frail, weak, frightened,

3. Neutral Labels. Examples of labels coded 2arhaving neutral
. : connotations in commoli usage are: average; sborts-minded;
middle rdnge of self-directedness; fair, able to hold their
own; didn't work with them this morning; know these pupils;
' . kids who were working on their own, not with the teacher.

"
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Appendix B

1 B \
1

Patterns of Content in Teachers' Conceptions of Pupils

\

- _ The éeneral patterns of teacher thinking with regard to the content ‘
‘of their conceptions of pupils are reflected in this' teacher's response |
to the pupil aort task. o L

Categories that this teacher used over the course of the year were:

.« 1. September (first day) -- non-itiators, initiaturs, super-
initiators; :

2. November -- pupils who are happy with the work they're doing
(and I agree), pupils who are happy with the work they're
. doing (but I gtill think they need a lot of work), pupils
i who are concerned about their academic work (but I think _—
" they have nothing to be concerned about), pUpils who are o . )
corcerned about their academic work (and I agree); ™ ' ‘;
3. January -- pupils who were more iuvolved in the lesson than
usual, pupils who were attentive but didn't respohd on their
own as much as usual, pupils who had problems today .
(possibly it was my wording in expiaining the task); ’

4., March -- pupils who were woéking on a task chosen by the
teacher, pupils busily engaged in a task of thelr own
choosing, pupils who eventually got . to the task but had
trouble getting started; and
3. JuAg -- kids that grew or achieved a great deal more than 1
" .anticipated (either in behavior, academics, or socially),
those who showed good progress, pupils that I haven't
brought along as far as I'd like to have done.
The shift from.a first-day focus on personality characteristics to
(gnlend-of-year focus on growth and progress is clear from these examples,
f:h is the shift from a focus on general personality traits in the
.. general observations (September and November) to a focus on engagement ,
in a particular ‘task or lesson in the specific observations (January

and Marcﬁ). Throughout the year the theme of pupil independence and

responsibflity waz repeated. This theme is consistent with teacher

56




37

105's curriculum~management syatem, in which pupils were given a set of

assignments to complete during the week but were provided with optians

as to the times at which they would work on- those assignments. . The

‘e,

particular organizational.concepts which this teacher used in grduping.f

.pupils thus lend support to the Lhesis that teacher conceptions of

pupils are embedded in the instructional context.
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Aggendixlc

-, '

'Eattérﬁp of Logical Structure in Teachers' Conéeptions of Pupils

¢

-~

An’examination of one teacher's responses to the pupil-sort task

illustrates the general patterns found in logical structure of teachers'

e -
conceptions of pupils.

In Séptember this teacher initated only one grouping of pupils,

'This was a mixed breed grouping in which the major descriptors were:

they &ere well behaved, willing, courteous; I watched them forkproblems;
‘ot they looked "poor" on the preliminary data sheets. Seven pypils

were sing]ed out and described as not fitting into any group. The
deSC;iptors for these pupils were: he kicked up his heels and teéted

the system, she enlivened things today; I yatched to see if he'd be

! ’

‘resentfdl; he is unexpectfedly bright; I expected him to be shy, but

he wasn't; ‘she hit me in the stomach accidentally; she just didn't

requndlparticulariy. In November this teacher initated three grdqpings.

. One: of chgm was a unique labe. grouping where the descriptors were:

pagenf conferences where I might get somewhere (some children will ;et
a pdbr répoft, but their parents will do something to help, and other
childreﬁ“are doing well); parent conferences where I won't get anywhere.-
In March this teacher initiatnd two groupings, both of which related to
pupil ability and achievement. In June three groupings were initated,
and all related to pupil in@olvement in instruction.

These groupings provide examples of the general pattern of teacher -
tendency to use more mixed breed.ang singling out categories in September,
and‘to generate more unique label categories in Nermber. The March

and June responses are less'typical, but 1n each case they illustrate

use of a strong focus, with little variation in the concepts used to
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organize the observations of pupils, ' oY

The curriculum~management system which this tesche; attempted to

G

Ty | i |
install in the classroom never became fully functional, and management o

problems were a concern throughout the year. Thus the flowwsf informa-

tion (in the form of pupils' vegbal and physical behaviqr) the teacher

¢

had tg process was never quite under--control.’ This teacher*s"genera11y4-~~~"« —
. ‘ .

limited and rigid use of concepts may be the only form of teacher :

o
.
i . o .

contro]l that could be successfully exerted in thig situation, in’orqer AR

.
Pl

to make information processing a manageable task. The logical structure
of this teacher's responses to the pupil sort task thus provides a

& e . N
detailed example that is supportive.of the thesis’ that teacher concep- . 0

tions of pupils are responsive to the instructional context in which’ . W

they are formed.
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Appendix D
\

Patterns:of Valence in Teachers' Conceptions of Pupils

The general pattern of valence in te;:§pr responses to the pupil
" sort cam.be illustrated by-examining one teathers' pupil groupings.

" 1In September this teacher's first grouping included‘seven different
"groups of pupils. The descriptors were: mature, bright, high expecta-
‘tions, outgoing . toward‘teacher and classroom; sweet, likeable, good )
reputation, better behaved than reputation predicted' unnoticed;
needed discipline, and in a class by himself (a child who was single; , g
out). Four of theae.iabels were positive, one was neutral, and\two were
negative. Sixteen pupils were grouped under.positive descriptors, - a
eight under neutral deseriptors, and four under negative descriptors}

In November one of this teacher's groupings included the following
'descriptors:* children who work inoependently, are self-directed,
carry through on their own, scem mature (10 pupils); children who are
somewhat'seif-Qirectei, but more dependent thaniiitﬁt group (8 pupils);
| ehildren who need a %ot of téacher'reiniorcement (12 pupils). Even
the lowest-rated children are described in neutral rather than.negatire
terd% here. |

In banuary,.one of this teacher's five_gronpings used similar types .
of leoels: children who achieved more than usual (4); children who
acnieved about as usua’. 5)3 children I didn't work with, so I wag B
only passively aware of them (10). Again, only positive and neutral
labels were applied. |

AFhis teacher's final grouping in June was formed under the overall

heading of "kids who've beén behavior problems by degrees." Even here

6o | ,
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the descriptors are no£ strongly negative. . The labels used were: kiq%
‘'who ‘seem to evoke a 1ot of negative responses on my part (4); .
kids who have evoked some negative resppnses, but mostly positive -

they're mofe neutral (Q); kids who I respund to in 'a mostly postive

way (15). ' g \\“

Theae reaponaea illusmrate the generally positive tone of teachers'
y

deacriptioha of pupils, and also illustrate the general pattern of

slight shifte towagd increased use of_eqptral labels o;:?,time. The °
atebllity ol this teacher's geherel paé%ern of labeling over;all
inte.wiews 1llustrates the fact that the 3a1ence of teecﬁer responses

to the pupil sort task was less fesﬁoneive to thelcontextual factors
of time'of,year:lobaervational settings, and curriculum-management

aystem than the other aspects of teacher conceptions of pupils.
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