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Abstract

___H,_“A_éé§é"§tﬁdy_é§§rbéch_£§ analysis of Teading lessons was taken.
Data on interactive behavior, interactive information processing, and
teacher conceptions of pupils were integrated and a critical variabie
was identified for consideration in further studies of teacher decision

making. - This variable is the amount of teacher-perceived discreparncy

classroom fééliéy_(éétﬁél events in the lesson). Three different

types of information processing and decision making were identified,
corrasponding to three different degrees of teacher-perceived discrepancy
‘hetween planm and rééiit?. These were: ’
1. Little or no discrépéﬁyipii'“iﬁégé-driEﬁted“ information
processing and "routine” decisions;
2. finor discrepancy — "reality ortented” information ’

processing and "inflight" decisions; and
3. Critical discrepancy — "problem-criented” information
processing and "f)ééfﬁ&ﬁé&“ decisions:

-~



AN INTRODUCTION 70 THE SOUTH BAY stopy 22

Studies of teaching have; for the most part, concentrated on the

visible events in classrooms and other places where téaching takes place.

student- behavior in a variety of wéyg.s The use of these §ystems has

resulted in a growing field of knowledge ahcﬁt the visible behavior cf .

teachers and students as they interact with one another.
Teaching as Behaving: The Visible Acts

The :ésuﬁs} of ﬁagifiég into teaching can be interpreted from

overate to shape teaching behavior. These pressures have great force

in the early years of a teacher's career (imcluding the training perioas.

% Tﬁié introduction is included, in its entirety, 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: i1'6. 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; Teachers' Conceptions of Pupils: The South Bay. i

Part III (Res. Ser. No. 59), G. Morine-Dershimer; and Teacher Plan .and
Classroom Reality: The South BayAStudyeeearzelﬂ,{Res. Ser. No. 60), G. Morine-

Dershimer.

2The researchers in the South Bay Stuuy were Greta Morine—Dersh;mer

of Syracuse University; Bruce Joyce of Brooksend Laboratories; and Kathleen ...

McNair of the California State Department of Education. .. LT e e = o

. 3See Anita Simon and Gil Boyer (Eds ) Mirrors for Behavior.

?hiladelphia. Research for Better Schools; for a compendium of ingtruments.

6



’Th?‘r?fftﬁt’ﬁﬁ““s’ﬁf@)?— e e

vi

They fiove teachers toward what Hoetker and ﬁlbrand (1969) have termed = . e

a recitation style 4 of teaching This interpretation emphasizes the finding

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

Other researchers haye reported that variety in teachiﬁg is associated

with pﬁpil learning (e.g:, Flanders, Note l), suggesting that those who are

Iy

not completely co-opted into the recitation styie are more effective teacuers
because their wider repertoire enables them to reach more learners and
pursue more goals tﬁéﬁhtﬁaéé who use only one style;

Dunkin éﬁd;iiddie (1974) have organized their research somewhat differemtly;
@?a&&&iﬁé a picturs of'thé relationships between variations in'tééching
style and skill and measures of effectiveness.(usuaii§ measures of stﬁdent
lea&ning). These authors are gemerally pessimistic because correiations

‘between measures of teacher behavior and student learning are frequently

gquite 1°w',,

Rbsenshine(1971), on the other hand, has taken an optimistic view,

emphasizing that a number of s'tiidies of certain teaching "skills" report
positive correlations with measures of student learning.
Gage (1978) presents research on teaching as a growing base of

""derstanding. He believes that teaching is a cc_sﬁpiéii art which science

informs gradually: To expect a few dimensions of teaching to correiate

belies both its many-sidedness and the state of deveIOpment of inquiry

into it.

v

-vcagéié view that teaching is complex, and that concepts describing +t

-

4
A style in which the teacher asks qnestions to elicit knowledge of facts;
“and the student responds in kind (Hoetker & AlBrand 1969) .

“No-
¢ . baz
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several recent studies: For example, McDonald and Elias, Note 2) and

- -

{

Berliner (1976); in ceparate phases of the same large, long-term investiga-

tion; report svideice that clusters or patterns of teacher behaviors may
ba aégéciétéa with complexes of variables of student achievement. They
suggest that single aspects of teacher behavior are un.ikely to be
 Sowerful determinants of student learning. .
There are still other Qﬁéétiggé about stability of tea<hing styles,
that is, how consistentiy teachers behave over rime. Medley (1977) has |
reported that a number of teaching style dimensions are relatively stable
(tﬁaf measures of teaching behaviors at one poist in time are correlated
wiEhYEhééé measures at another point in time). Shavelson (1976); on the
other hand, aggués that the correlations between aspects of teacher
behavior across time are moderate -- too low to permit eharacterization

~of teachers in teris of style regufariiies* We (the SéﬁEh ﬁéi Study

researchers) believe that certain aspects of teacher behav /qr are reasonably

'stable across time (Mediey s position%and that there are probably

clusters of teacher behavior which are reiate& to certain aspects of student
achievement (McDonald & Berliner's opinion): Research must go a long way;

' however, before causal relaticrships can be established between important
dimensions of teacher bebavior and student detlevaiait, even_though

knowledge is accumulating:

Teaching_ as_'lihinkir;g.—lhe_lnner Acts

In sharp conmtrast to the ‘targe amount of research on the observable

aspects of teaching bebavior is the tiny quantity that has been devoted
__to_the_stud}l.oi_how__teachers think —— how they process information. What
do teachers think about the individuals t‘hey interact with? What kinds of

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




studeuts and why? - .

confusing world of- the c1assroom, and how ds they deai with That infdrﬁa:ioné .
How do teachers plan lessons and units’ What constraints do they perceive°
v pany-alternatives do they censider? How do they categorize their

<

i -

.Xf
Most of the tiny group of studies on teacher thinking haJe not been

designed from a naturalistic point of view. Zahorik (Note3) points out
that plannlng hasatypically been studied from a prescr1ptive starnce,

focqsing on 1deal models and recommenaations rather than how teachers

“in practice typicaiiy prepare- for lessons. For ezample; much research"

learning; develop béhavioral objectives, and otherwise follow classfc
"instructional-systems" models. But naturalistic investigations have
indicated that very few teachers actually ise such a behaviora1 analysis
in preparing for their lessons (Popham & Baker, 1970) : p

~

Fifteen_years ago, Joyce and. H:rootunian.(1966), studying—the decision=

' making processes of preservice teacher, candidates, discovered that the

major decisions were made in relation to instructional materials for
chiidréﬁ. The teachers major sources of information about science came
from children's 1iterature rather than from adult-oriented books or manuals
that accompany the iﬁstrnctianal systems prepared by textBook_publishers.
Scientific knowledge about the kinds of information, that teachers use for
making "inflight" decisions is almost nonexistent.

Except for the 1nvestigations by Clark and Joyce (1979), Crist,

Marx, and Peterson (Note 4y, and Morine—Dershﬁmer and Vallance (Hote 5

there have been almost no studies of information processing during teaching

prior to this study. Thus, aithoﬁéh overt teacher behaVibr has been

' subjected to Aﬁaiygis by numerous category systems; there are fen ways of

ciassifyinrfthé.Eiﬁ&s of teacher thinking that go on regularly during tha

course of teaching. ' Yet; until the tﬁénghts and feelings which occur

9
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during teaching are explored, the visible bhsérvea behaviors may;pot be -

understood. i -
o= o L -
When a teacher asks_a question, an observer can teéétd thé visible

behavior cieariy enough without understanding the mind that formua*tes
‘the’question. However,_the reSuit is only a record. Unless the thought
behind the utterance is knoan, littie can be known about what caused it..
If téséa’réhérs and educators care to use “information about: teaching as.
a basis for iiiiiii'éiiing it, they need to understand why teachers behave

as they do. ) o
- 'j f/.

The investiation Teported here builds on this limited body of
e : o e
research to explore and try to explain relationships between the teaching
styles of a small group of teathété in one school and the types .of

tnfdrmation those teachers seek and use as théy teach.

Relationship to Prior Studies
The South Bay Study builds directly on two faifiai studies; one }iireéted

P

by Joyce at Stanford Hniversity (Clark & Joyce, 1979; Crist, Marx, & Peterson,
(Note 4), and osne conducted by MorineTDershimer at the Far West Laboratory
-~ R

féf/idueatidnai Research and Development (Morime & Vallance; Note. 5- Morine—'
The Stanford study examined te:a;her decision making i a laboratory

setting. -Twelve teachers taught new imstructional units to juniz~ high

school students previously unkhown to them. They taught each unit to

thiee different groups of eight students ‘each on three diiferent days:

‘Teacher planning (Petersom, Marxs & Clark; Note ?);1ntéractivé decision -

ﬁaking (Clark & Paterson; Note 8, and teacher judgment of pupils (Marx,

Note 9) were all examined in this study.

. f“”;;fﬂ;;;?ff' _ZZ;’ N , i
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The Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES) corducted by the Far -

West Laboratory examined téacher decision making in a - semx-controlled

I3

setting Forty elementary school teachers 1dentified as "more effectiv

r "less effective" (Berliner Hote 10) taught ‘two lessons based on.

curriculum content new to them to a randomly stratIerd sample of pupil

,,,,,,,,,,,

from their own ciasirooms; later; tney engaged_in some si ulated planning

tasks. ‘Teacher planning (bofh shotx- erm and long-term), 1nrerac31ve

decision making, teacher 3udgments of pupils; teacher 1udgments of other 5

teachers,’and pupii perceptions of teachers were a11 exam*ned. t. g

\

The Stanford and B1ES studies used somewhat different techniques to

i-

collec* data on teacher decision making, and arrived at complementary

findings. . The South Bay Study incorporated some data collection procedures

from these earlier studies, as well as 1nstituting some new procedures.

The similarities and differences are described here to illustrate the

continuity of these three studies: T .

“The. Invest;gation of Short-Term Planning

In the study directed by Joyce at SLanford teachers were givén new

curriculum materials and a perioa of time in which to pian a day s unit. of

instruction. The teachers were asked to "think aloud" as they planned their

-

oral planning was tape recorded *and later cooed uuder categories such as o’

objectives, materials; subject mattset, and process: The:study's results

indicate that teachers spent most/of their planning time deaiing with con-

tent to be taught. The teachers second largest area of concentration was”

. on instructionai processes (téaching strategies and lesson activities):

4

1esson ob*ectives.-

In the BTES; Morine-Dershimer collected teachers written plaans for

"two lessons in mathematics and readlng, both dealing with content

&

gprovided by researchers and nea tn teacners. These plans were analyled-~ R
o -

I u ,:
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to determine degrec of opecificlty, type of format; amount of atrention”

to goals;;gppil readiness, evaluation procedures, and zlternative procedures.

‘cutline format >but they included very few statements regardirg behavioral
goals, diagnosis of student needs;:evaluation of learning, or possible
alternative activities. The "more effective" teachers @ade more specific

Statements in their written plans; and mentioned instructional proc esses
to be used more often than the other teachers did.

In the South Bay Study, teachers planned and taught lessons in reading;

~

ownrclassrooﬁs: These teachers were interviewed about their plans in the

-

morning before their reading lessons began. They described their general

v
°

plan; and then answered questions about diagnosis of pupil needs, use of

-instructional mdterials; specif4c lesson objectives; teaching strategy; and
-sé;ting arrangements. Whlle diagnosis of pupil “needs,. lesson objectives,

r
and seating arrangements wéie seldom néntionéd in the initial plan state-
méﬁiéixggaéhér responses to probieg questions clearly demonstrated that
these aspects of the lessons were fiot being ignored but rather, were part

In the Stanford study, interactxve decision making was investigated
by use of a "stimulated recall" technique: 4An iﬁterViewer showed each

teacher four-brief (two to three miniites long) v1deotaped segments of

classroom interaction,,randomiy selected from a SO—minute lesson. &fter

viewingfeach segment, the teacher answered a series of questions;-as follows.
: N _

* °"1i. What were you doing here?’ -
.'\ A /'

2. What were~you:noticing about pupils° e
- Ty

3. bid you- have any instructional object1ves in mind at this point’

O : : B :_a;' .

«,
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4. Were you éoﬂsidéring any alternative actions here?

5. Was there anything in this situation that caused you to behave
differently than; you had planned°

-

The principal findings were: (1) teachers considered alternative

4

trategies only ‘when the lesson was going poorly, (2) the primary cue

used to Judge how well the lesson was going was student participation and

invoivémént, and (3) teachers rarely changed from their plammed strategy;

even when instruction was going poorly.

The BTES alio sed a stimulated recall. technique to explore 1nteractive

Ou

decision making. Rut in this case the entire 20-minute lesson was .
vidéotépéd and played back to the teacher, who was,fnstruéée& to staﬁ the
tape at any point at which s/he was aware of having'made a decisiou. in

addition, the interviewer stopped the  tape at a point where a pupil gave

,,a*‘Incnrrect—answer—and—a—poxnt—where“there’was'a”transition from one

activity to another: At each decision point the teacher was asked-

1. What were you thinking about here?
2. What were you noticing that made you Stop and tﬁiﬁk@
3. What did you decide to do? -

i, Did you consider any alternatives’I

The decision points identified by teachers in this study were related

mainly to interchanges (decisions stemming ‘from immediate vérbal interaction)

. or planned activities (interactive decisions stemming from preactive
-decisions) Teachers focused on instructional process in discussing the

\ substante of theit decisions, but shifted to a focus on pupil characteris-::

‘tics when discussingithe basis for these decisious;‘ Few alternatives -

were considered. The "less effective" teachers tended to mention a
larger nuniher"'o'f items that they were taking into account sn'éﬁaéi'ani
&

iépécts ‘of decisions discussed than the "more effective" teachers. That

2

.is, they aﬁpeared to be attempting to process more information at a given
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decision point than the "more effective teachers. ) .

The South Bay Study incorporated some techniques from both pr°vious
studies in conducting stimulated recaLi interviews; as well as add1ng some
new investigative procedures. A teacher was videotaped during two

reading Iessons on the same day, one with a high ability group, and one

with a 1ow ability ~toup. At the end of the day both 1essons vere played

back to the teacher, first us;ﬁg two random stops for each tesson (as in

the Stanford studv), then playing the en*ire 1esson vack, stopping the

tape at Eéééﬁéf-i&éﬁtified dééision points (és in the BTES); Interviews
 were conductea at four different points in the school ygari to inﬁéstigaté
. ﬂ .

changes over time. Interactive behavior during lessons was ‘observed

and ‘coded to cofipare teacher decision making with classroom behavior.

——-The Investigation of Teache:

Teachers in the Stanford study were asked after each new lesson they

“ cognitive achievement test and an attitude inventory, which were ad-.
ministered after the -third teaching episode: (The students were unknown

to the téachérs'héfore the iesson; and each lesson was taught to a

.the student cues they used in making these predictions. The most frequently
mentioned cue was "student pirticipation;" Regression equations using the |
béhavioral cues identified by teachers were not good predictors: of actual
student achievement or attitude inventory results. Findings suggested
that teacher judgments about student attitﬁdes were more accurate than
their judgments abont cognitive achievement: |

In the BTES, a pupil sort task" was used to explore teacher

judgments about pupils.- After teaching two new 1essons to their students,.

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

0 i | _4 B - . N .114




-~ '7‘*(;,

t@ﬁummnmw@ﬁﬁﬁﬁa@miﬁm@mws

pupils: The iiiost.fre'qtiéntly iiséd basis was pupil participation: The
more effective" teachers generated more groupings using cognitive
characteristics as bases for categorizing, and also formed fore roups

where a pupii was singiea out as beiﬁg too different on a given charac—= ..

‘~.—

at five different points in the school year‘ this was done to explore

'cha'ﬁgés over time im p’u'p'il characteristics being observed. Teachers were

and June): These predictions were compared to pupil performance on

standard achievement tests _to_d_et_emine accuracy. __of teacher 3udgments.____

Th'e' predictions were compared to teacher rankings of pupils on other
7éachér-identified pupil characteristics to identify the cues used by

The three studies can-be viewed as a series of investigations which

explore a basic set of questionms; using somewhat different research
settings and data col-]:ecti:on techniques. The findings of the first two
studies complement and support each other fo important ways. The findings
of the South Bay Study extend, refine; and throw mew 1ight on the findings
of the earlier explofatory Studies. In addition, the results of the sBﬁEh

Bay Study suggest new questions for future research.

The Purpose of the Seuth Bay Study anﬂacl;groundinformation

. Our major objective in this study was to deveiop one or more

paradigms for viewing the ways that teachers process information, and

-

'.. .'. 15



A
to gederate and adapt methodologies by which information processing can be
studied efficiently and comprehensively. The South Bay Study is
essentially a case study of a single eiéﬁénféi§-§éﬁaal in a large
fietropolitan area: "It focuses on thé variety and stability of the in?orn;:

tion-proces51ng behavior of 10 teachers.

o The South Bay School is staffed by 20 teachers; a principal an

assistan® principal and two secretaries, it is served by three specialists
who are shared with other schools. The school qualifies for extensive’
ESEA Title I (federal) and SB 90 EDT (state) funds by virtue of the

economic conditions cf its neighborhood.-

in recent years, state and nationai funds have resulted in teachers'

participation in the selection and purchase of extensive instructionai

A—materials, especiaiiy in the areas of read1ng and mathematics. These

‘1nc1ude self-instructionai statioﬁs for reading and arithmetic; "concrete

1ds " and a variety of audiovisual materials and

' "skili—buiiders.

The 10 teachers who participated in the study teach grades one to

 five. Onz of them was male; nine were white and one was Black. All
10 teachers had taught for at least three years. Teachers designate
101; 102; and 103 taught first-grade; Teachers io&,ana 105 taught third
srade; Teacher 106 taught fourth-grade; Teachers 107, and 108 taught fifth-
grade; and Teachers 109 and 110 taught special education. |

Studyiﬁesign,and Methodology :
The South Bay Study examined three aspects of teacher behavior and

rhinking:A ’

1. Interactlveeteachina stvles, as reveaied by observation ef verbal.

. "How do the teachers teach”' "How are they similar’" "How do
“they differ?" "How consistently do they teach’"

16 ’




2. Thought processes while teaching; as revealed through "stimelated-
recall" techniques: ) ‘

"What do.they think about as they teach?” "How similarly

(differently?) do they think’" "How consistent are their:
. 'thoughts over tiﬁé’" 7

3: ' Teacher conceptrons of pupils, as revealed by categories used to
describe students and predict their behavior.

-~ "How do they descriE the children5" ~How similarly . . <
(dif ferently) do they perceive the children’" "How (and how

well) do they predict performance’

°

The Tovestigation of Teaching Stvles

Each of the 10 teachers was ohserved 12 times in the course of the
1976-77 year for a total of 120 observations:

ebservers were trained to use a complex categorTy system developed over

the years that is sensrtive to variations : in—teaching_style_and_strategy,5 -

uaté‘ESIIE&tea werE‘”“aI?ie&’t“—ﬁescrfBe_simiI*rifies—ana‘diff‘rences among
‘teachers and across*time; to determine stylistic di fferences.between :

' curriculum ‘areas; and to determine whether: the transactions between
teachers and students varied with student ability The purpose of this
aspect of the inGéééigéEiaﬁ was to-develop a picture of the teaching going™ -~

oh in the school, and its stability and variety.

The Study of informati'on Processing

Altogether, 60 lessons were videotaped as. the teachers worked.‘ Each
" of these tapes was played back to the teacher concerned and s/he was
occurred dnring the videotaped episodii The protocols dertved ‘from these
“stimulated recall” interviews formed the basis for the descriptions of

777777777777777777777 i

interactive information processing. Anaiysig of these protocols focnsed;

" on the content:of the recalled thoughts aud was structured to determine
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attempted to determine relationships between teachers and decision
making styles. ’

We also imterviewed teachers to determine their perceptions of their .-
o< teaching styles and information-processing behavior; C€haracterizatious

_ were developed of the teaching and information-ptocessing styles of each -

teacher; and these were reported to the teacher for confirmatiomor ——
- 3
disconfirmation: :

eaﬁééptiaﬁs‘af Pupils

" On five occasions throughout the school year, the teachers were

_ asked to categorize their students and describe the bases they used

: —for observing_the children as they worked with them (what cues thé? uséd~‘y
———4xﬂ+—Ehey—pet—tog€%her—these-eues—te—deseribe—the—ehiiérens—anéhthe-meaning——
 of -these descriptions for their teaching decisions); These data were
analyzed Eo determine ﬁafﬁatiﬁé ténde’nciési differences between teachers;

and the stabillty of characterxzations of tne students across time. We

also analiiéd the data to"try to learn how teachers arrived at their -
éhaiactéfiéatiéns of studénts; whether or not changes resulted from com~

tinued exposure to the chiidren, and the influence of a variety of
sources of information about pupils (direct observation, conferences with

ﬁarénts; test scorési etc.).

>

papers:

1. The Teaching Styles at Soith Bay Schocl: The South Bay Study;

Part I by . McNair & B. Joyce. This paper focuses primarily on the
_génerai‘patterns of teaching styles iﬁ;the South Bay School. The patterns
exhibited are those of -the Mrecitation method," or in curremt parlamce,

wiirect feachizg." - .- 18 . LT
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jﬁ: Teachers' Thoughts dhiié-iéaching:,mihéASAﬁfﬁ Bay Study, Part II
by K. McNair and B. Joyce: iﬁis'ﬁater examines teachers' fﬁcﬁgﬁt processes
ﬁﬁiié tézii:ihi'rig.c Stimnlated recali interviews of teachers werze used to
- ‘obtain data for analysis.

3. Teache her-Conceptions-of Pupils -= Ati-Outgrowth of -Instructional

Context: The South Bay Study, Part III by G: Morine—Dershimer. This

paper reports the general patterns of teacher processing of information
chﬁt.ﬁﬁpiié; including teacher conceptions of pupiis and predictions of
pupil sﬁccess;b,The iﬁfiﬁéﬁéé of the instructional context on teacher
information processing is highlighted.

4; Teacher Plan and Classroom Reality: The South Bay Study, Part v

by G. Morine-Dershimer-— This paper focuses primarily on an amalysis of

réiétionshipsiamong_inreractixe_hehavior,_inierag;i;e';'jsibﬁ making, and

interactive processing of information about pupils within specific lessons.

The influence of -the discrepancy between the teacher's expectations and the

actual events in the 1esson on teacher decision making is iliustrated in

three case studies: -

19 .




Flanders, N.A. AIeachereinfluence, pupil attitudes and achievement:
Final Report. Cooperative Research Program Project No. 397, Minneapolis,

Minn.: University of Minnesota, 1960.

L::iﬁ;—McDonaid F;,—&JEiias, P.--The. effects of teeehereperformance—on—vup11

learning. Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study: Phase 1I, Final report

(Vol. 1). Princeton; N:J.: Educational Testing Service, 1976.

Zahorik, J.A. Teacher s PlanningAMbdels, Paper presented to the

: American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C. 1975.

. o

'Crist, J., Marx; RW.; & Peterson. P.L.- Teacher behavior in the

organizational domain. Paper submitted to NIE, August 20, 1974.

perceptions of-class: on. Begxnning Teacher Evaluation
Study, Far West Laboratory, California, Technical Report 75-11-6,

November -1975. I — -

. Morine-Dershimer; G:; & Vallance, E. Teacher planning. Bégiﬁﬁiig o

10.

_Ciark, CM:; & Peterson, P.L. T,,,;;H

Marx, R: W. Aieacherejudgments of students cognitive and affective

Teacher Evaluation Study, Senciaiigeport C. Far West Laboratory,
California, 1976. Sty )

‘peterson, P.L., Marx, R:W., & Clark, C.M. Teacher plzoning, teacher

behavior, and Student- aehienement, Unpubiished manuscript, 1977.

ecaii of interactive

decisions: Paper présented_at American Educational,Research Association

meetings, San Francisco; 1976. - ) : . S

cutcomes. i Unpublished doctorai dissertation. Stanford University,
1978. - :

Berlinmer, D. Developingfa sample of t ; for _intensive analysis

of classroom teaching. Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study Technical

Report. Far West Laboratory, -Califormia; 1975.

o



XX
References

Berliner, 5, Impediments to the study of teacher effectiveness. Jbﬁrﬁél
. of Teachsr Ediication, 1976, AZl(l), 5-13.

Clark; C.Mo; beée, B‘R. Teacher de cision—maklng and teacher effectiveness. In

Filexibiiity in teaching, New York: Longman Green, 1979. -

Dunkin, M.S., & Biddle, B.J: The stuiy of teaching. New York: Hoit, Rinehart :

anad W1ﬁ‘ton, lnc., 19747 "

Gagé, N.L. The scientific basis of the art of tedching: New York' ‘Teachers: -
_ College Press, 1978. 3 i

Hoetker, J:; & Albrand, W. The persistence of the recitation. American ~

Educational Research Journal, VI (March, 1969), pp. 145-167.

Joyce, ﬁ.iﬁfAiﬁeeteaehersiﬁnbiétéiesistéﬁi7 Molar and molecular codes
——+for—analyzing teaching y I - Stanford, 1977.

Joyce, B., and Harootunian, . The structureeoﬁeteachigg Ghicago-" ¢
Science Research Assqglgtes, 1966. < L

. Mediey, D.M. Teacher coiipetence and teacher

ancess-groduct research. Washington, D.C.: Americeﬁ Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1977.

e o

eness: A review of

Popham, J.W., & Baker; E: Establishing,1nstructional goals. Englewood
CliffS‘ Prentice-Hall, 1970. S

Rosenshine; B.; Teaching‘bei”";”'” and *eachievement " London:
National Foundation for Education Research, 1971.

Shavelson,VR.J Teachers' decision making. In P
metiods: N:L. Gage; ed.; 75th Yearbook 6f the National Society for

the Study of - Education (?art l) . Chicago: University of Chicago -
Press, l976. ) .




| “Teacher Plan and Classroom Reality:
" . The South Bay Study; Part IV

'Giété'ﬁbrine4ﬁershiﬁéfl

The South Bay Study was designed to collect data over time on

both the behavior and the thinking of a small group of teachers,
with the expectation that the two types of data would be related

and that these relationships would serve to illuminste the process

of teaching.—This paper presents—a microcosmic-examination of-the.

data, focusing on the critical relationship between teachet plan and

'tii§§r6bm;féﬁi%f§“iEiiﬁdiViéﬁﬁi*iE§§6ﬁéT;—Tﬁé;&igﬁfepaucy—ﬁétﬁééﬁ

these two entities turmed out to be an important factor in _the information
' - . 2l 7" - . q.
processing.and decision making of the South Bay teachers: . @

This paper differs from the other three reports of the study in.

. three ways: . .

1. The analysis presented here integrates all three sets of data.

- (interactive behavior; ;ggéiaétiVé,iﬂfdrmétibﬁ;pﬁoéé%é%ﬁgi and
B teacher- conceptions qg_ggyiiéigrghilé the preceding papers have

 examined each data set separately:

2. The approach focuses on the individual teacher éﬂgégéﬁniﬁ;

planning and teaching a specific tesson; rather than on the _
general patterns of a group- of teachers; the lessons analyzed

- here were all taught in January, when classroom routines were
well established. e R L. -

3. The analysis of stimulated recall protocols has been expanded = -

to iﬁciuge-éatégoEiéiiéfher than expressed teacher concerns:

PR - . ~
. . o .-

Lgreta MorineDérshimer, formerly with the Far West Laboratory;. is

now a professor in the School of Education at Syracuse University.:

-

e
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Method

Coding S jmulated Recall Protocols

is—a refined-versionnof,a:system we developed in an earlier sfudy of

teacher decision making (Mogine & Vallances 1975). This system includes

T L o &
four major types of categoriesi

1. Type of ﬁec:szon Point Epupil—related decision, plan—related

- decision, supplementary decision, explanation of routine

procedures, oradescription of specific events).

. 2. Instriuctional Concerns (pupil learning, pupil attitudes, pupil

Behavior, lesson content-information,7lesson content—skill or

process,; typical procedures, modification of procedures

commercially produced instructional materials; teacher-
produced instructional materials, plan—-related pacing, or -

3. Sources of Infbrmatzon (cbservation of pupiis verbal behavior,

. observation of pupils' nonverbal behavior, teacher expectation;

, teacher recall of prior kn0wledge, or teacher records).

‘5.’ Teacker Awareness (principies of instructicn identified teacher

feeiings expressedi_orialternative procedures identified) e

At any one decision point, a teacher could mention several types
of instructional concerns, several sources of information, or several

types’of awareness. For each subcategory, a measure was derived indicating
-k,

the percentage of decision points at which the teacher mentioned that

P

Pulling Out the Plan

- A& "teacher plan" 3‘i§ not a simple entit§ to identify. A variety 6f

2See appendix for definitions and examples of categories and subcategories.

3In this study, the phrase “teacher plan refers tc -the teacher's

detailed and comprehensive image or set of expectations for the lesson, rather-
than a written lesson plan. It is thisimental plan which a2 teacher carrie39

into the interactive phase of the lesson; and which appears to guide inter—
active information processing.

\)‘ . ‘ . . . 237 o =
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proceduras have been used to ferret out the kinds of decisions that teachers
make in planning. - Zahorik {(Note 1) asked teachers fétfospéétivéiy to list’

these decisions in the order in which they were made. Petersonm; Marx,

and Clark (1978) had teachers plan aloud into a tape recorder. Yinger

iﬁbig%&};gade extensive observations of teacher's activities during

the preactive phase, and recorded her planning decisions as she "thought

aioud. These studies indicated that- preactive_degisgggg_tena to focus

_\\,,

——

on subject matter conteant and instructional activities, rather than-on
"lesson ohjectives; But the preactive decisions and the written plan
i_: 7. » . - -

are two very different things:

Teachers typicaily record only minimal informatxon abont their

lesson pians ir their weekly plan books. Pa-tlcipants in the Beginning

’Teacher ‘Evaluation Study (BTES) (Morine-Bers himer, Note 53 agreed to write

lesson plans and Smeit them to interviewers, but statcd that this was not

their normai style of preparing for lessons. A comnarison of these lesson

plans with actuai*aEtivffies‘inffHE'§ﬁbsequent Tessons revealed that. these

péachérs had made preactive decisions about several important aspects of

Jessons that were not mentioned in-their written plans (Morine-Dershimer,

In the South Bay otudy, a planning interview was conducted with each

‘ e
téacher in an effort to pull out the ' unsta ed plans. . Just before the

school day started the teacher was askéd what sihe had planned for the

readingcieeson that was to be obsérved later that day. This ratherd
general question was followed by a series of specific -probes:

1. 1Is ‘there anything about the pupils that you want -to comment om in
E relation to-your planning9 '

2. Is t"re anything about the materials that you have selected that
i i;? want to comment on in relation to your planning? :
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3. Did your planning result in a specific dominant objective for this
particular lesson? T ) s

4. Could you comment on your. teaching strategy, or the instructional
process you're planning to use? '

.

5. 1Is there anything ‘about the seating arrangement that you d like

to comment on in relationm to your planning for this lesson?

. 6; Is this lesson different in any way from your typical reading

the planned Yesson: This pattern of response was quite similar to patterns
reported in previous studies (zahorik, Note l' Peterson et al.* 1978).
While the South Bay teachers rareiy mentioned pupil ability, specific

p

objective, teaching strategy, or seating arrangement in their responses

to the generai question, their ready responses to the probing questions

-

indicated that their mentai plans, or images'of the Iessons to be taugEt,

L. <

did include these as 5 cts of instruction._ Thus their mental images were

R

more detailed and covered more aspects of the lesson thaa their recorded

g was similar to that of the BTES (Morine-Dershimer,

°

Betermining Discrepancy—BeEWeenefian,and Realitz

A critical variable that emerged from the analysis of individual lessons
s
is the amount of discrepancy "that exists between the teacher plan and

_the classruom rea-ity.4 In stimmlated recall-interviews, as well as
/’/—,
 in pianning interviews, the South Bay teachers revealed a great deai

<

4Discrepancy refers . to the teacher" 'S perception of how closely the

. actual events. approximated hisiher expectations about how the iesson

- would probably proceeds - . -
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about their mental lessom plams; and they indicatedfhow closely the

actual lesson approximated their mentai image Lo

- . .
-~ t

mhe amount of teacher-perceived discrepancy between plan and reality

4

was measured by. ;1) the proportion of decision poinfs at which;a . \;i<%

teacher expressed "surprise at the event under discussion, or otherwise
ind;cated that the event did not rit well within the teacher's set of

expectations for the lesson; and (2) the- proportion of decision ooints at

which the teacher reported being disturbed -or bqthered by‘the event under

Sa
Fud

discussion.

A lesson where there was little or mo perceived aiséféﬁéﬁéy betwéén

plan and reality was one in\which "less thaﬁ 25% of the teacher—identified

o~
o 7

decision points in the lesson were described as" non—expected" events. '

Here, foﬁnd that teacher information processing was "image—oriented "

-

with teacher regall of previous knowledge abou: pupiis piaying an

important part. Decision points were handled by established’routines.

- one where SOZ or more. teacher—identified decision points were described

as non-expected events; but. 1ess than 25% were described as disturbing

or bothersome; I found that teacher information—processing in this
_ situation was reaiity oriented " with & fairly narrow ranéé of Eupiié E

behavior being observed Decision points here were handled by "inflight"

- .
X ~ E . : . . ¢~

.decisions;

A lesson showing a criticai discrepancy was one where 50% or more

-

of the decision points were described as non-expected events, and 50%

-

or more were aiso described as disturbing or bothersome Here, I. fﬁﬁﬁd'

thatateacher information processing was'"probiem—oriented " with

~

teachers tapping a broad spectrum of information about pupils. Decisions in .

2
k)

fthisrcase were postponed ‘to a. later time: .

‘e - . _,
: o . 2




Case Studies
Patterns in discrepancy between plans and actual lessons are

i, iustrated by the cases of three of fhe teachers who participated in.

the South Bay Study. Each case was developed from the %mg types’

. of information: - i ' 3

1. the teacher s general patterns of classroom interaction, inter-

active information processing, and conceptions of pupils,

2. a. specific lesson pianned and taught by the teacher in January,

] when classroom routines were well established; _
D -

. 3. the patterns of classroom interaction, interactive information

—

- processing; and conceptions of pupils exhibited in this specific

lesson; and

4. the degree of teacher-perceived discrepancy between lesson pian
and clasgsrooi reality.

Results and Discussion

| The three teachers described here differed from each other in their
approaches to the teaching of reading, but they were all quite representative

in Parts I ;aa It of the South Bay Study. Furthermore; the lessons

described here were fairly typical for each teacher.
The ca tudies are presented in a,sequence that corresponds to’

their piaééﬁéntialong a continuum of perceived discrepancy between teacher

—

plan and classroom reality.

Teacher 102 perceived little or no discrepancy between plan and reality.
The information processed in this lesson was derived more from the pian
than - from ‘the reality, and could be characterized as "image—oriented.

Teacher 105 perceived some- minor discrepancies between the plan for

‘the lesson and the réality of the lesson as it progressed. The informa-

-

tion that was processed in this lesson was derived more from the reality

than/from the plan, and can. be characterized as "reality-oriented.

i

- ; | ; : ; : ;??;




"Inflight" decisions were made in this lesson.

Teacher 103 perceived more serious discrepancies between the plan
and the reality of the classroom. The informatiom tﬁat was processed was
more varied, possibly reflecting a search strategy, and can be charac-
ferized‘as‘"problem—oriented "  Pecisions in this lesson were postponed; — — -
and the teacher gave descriptions of the events rather tban discussing
| decisfomsz—— ... | -
The case studies which follow illustrate in detail these differemces -

{5 teacher’ information processing and decision making.

Teacher 102: Image—OrientedAlnfermatieneBrocessing

Teacher 102 had developed a first-grade classroom designed to promote

cognitive independence in pupils, but social independence was not a-basic
goal.. The general pattern -of classroom interaction was similar to that

of the total group of South Bay teachers, with heavy use of factual
infornatioﬁ processing; and a strong incidence of implementing instruc-
tioﬁ, directive procedures; and positive feedback. With regard to
conceptions of pupils, this teacher focused primarily on pupil personality

‘traits and on pupil ability/ach evement.

In the stimulated recall interviews, T "eacher 102 tended to provide
explanations of the classroom routines that were being used, rather than
to disciss decisions being made at‘tﬁe time. The decisions that were

discussed were aliiost exclusively pupll-related decisions. This teacher's

~
content (emphasis on skill or process); ‘typical procedures, and .

commercially produced materials also being mentioned to: some extent. The o
most frequently reported sources of information were observations of
" pupils’ verbal behavior and teacher recall of previous kmowledge about




~_

The January lesson for Teacher 102 was ome in which the teeghér“w§s<\;\<
working with two iga-ééhiév1ﬁg pupils who were reading aloud from a

Sullivan reader. The interaction patterns in this lesson were similar to
the t%picai patterns for this teacher; except that the proportibﬁé of
higher-crder information processing and of student talk were ﬁﬁéh highér

than normal; and corrective feedback was slightly higher than normal. The

-

stimulated recall protocol was also quite similar to this teacher's overall
pattern of response. The following excerpt from the étiﬁﬁi&ted,reeaii

will illustrate the trend of this teacher's thinking.

[Jose is reading aloud:
Teacher: No. 1’
Teacher's comment: He's struggling, and I didn't know whether he'd

get the "zh" for ' 'want". Often times they 11 say "want" (rhymes
with "can't"). Then I give them a chance to try another sound for
the "a". But I want them to do it themselves; so I'm waiting to |
give him a chamee to do it. Then if he doesn't know £f, I'1l g0

ihead and tell him the "a" says "ah", and then he'll get it.

. [Miles is reading aloud
Teacher: What is this sound?]
Teacher's comment: I do go 66&5 to Jose here too, so I'm

teaching the sound to both of them even though Jose might not be
following alomg in the book. They both have been given cards o
practice these sounds at home: If I come across the sounds that
'they have on thedr drill ééf&g; 1 circle them in the book, so
.. they stand out a little bit. |

_ 5’5? L R

L : 5Material in brackets represents the action or dialogue occurring in




[Miles is reading atoud:

- Teacher: ﬁq;v This has the "ah" sound.

Miles: Whant.

- — ~Teacher: I just want to hear "ah."
Miles: What
_Teacher: O.K.
Miles: What the little rabbit knew.::]
‘Téiéﬁe: s comment: You mnotice I point to all the words for
them because they're inclined to be wiggly. Eventually I'11
switch them to markers and have them do it on théir own.

But sometimes, just fioving the markers, they move it down two

how fluently they Te reading;

[Miles: is reading aloud:

Teacher: O:K: What does this sound say now? Just this sound: ]

Teachers' comment: I notice that Miles, quite often, when I ask
 hiz what a sound is, when I circle a sound; he wants to tell me
' the whole word. And i;ﬁ never quite sure now if hé'é ﬁéﬁéfiiiig

the whole word or if he. reaiiy sees the sound. I want him to

know the "ow" in there, 'I don't want him just to kiow the word.

- Qi
IS




Teacher: ¥o. ]

7 |
Teacher!s comment: You see; Miles is different: Miles can
i go ahead and say "want" (rhyming with can't) and then change

it to f"ant" (pronounced correctiy) because he Rnows it

doesn't make sense, 0thers will say "want" (rhyming with

can't) and not switch over. Jose doesi't switch over on his

own. (At the close of this lesson; the teacher worked with a

group of kindergarten children who were getting an. early

introduction to reading.)
This protocol demonstrates Teacher 102's tendency to provide explana-
tions of the typical ciassroom procedures almost half of the time, and to
discuss decisions being made during the lesson only about half of the
time: The strong concern with pupil 1earning (knowledge of sounds,
ability to recognize a given sound in a variety of "situationé," or words)
is ciéarly evident; aiso Observation of pupils' verbal behavior was the
principal source of information used, although the teacher aiso operated
| on recall of individual - differences between these pupils that had been
éxhibited in éariier lessonms. im important {aﬁﬁaﬁaié of instruction

for this teacher was cieariy stated (i.e., that pupils should correct -

théir own errors), but it was also evident that this principle vas

selectively applied. (If Jose could mot correct himself, he would be

told the correct. sound.)

" The verbal interaction inelided in this segment of the protocol

ésaﬁiaﬁg the high incidence of étﬁ&é&th\t’ai{c and " higher-order _iﬁfé?maaaa
processing lre’é'o'r'dé'd in this lesson. Tﬁe réa_éiﬁg these children were doing in-

volved constant'appiication of the deﬂad ng principles they had iéérned;

o ' ('ﬁi& were not relying on a sight Vocabulary ) The teacher s frequent

A ".. . - . 71

e
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The verbal interaction in this lesson reflected fairly closely
Teacher 102's overall objective to heip pupils develop cognitive
independence. The stimulated recall protocol indicated the teacher 's
general satisfaction with the events in the lesson: Alternative
procedures were discussed in terms of standard procedures being used
somewhat differently with different pupils. There was no indication
.that the teacher was questioning the effectiveness of any of these
procedures. Thus the image that emerges from this protocol is that of
a teacher who has selected and refined an instructional system that
fits an iﬁportant objective; and who is quite satisfied with the way
that system is operating. -

The responses to the pupil sort task at the close of this lesson

rexemplified Teacher 102 s general emphasis on pupil abilityiachievement,

and a tendénc? to single pupils out. There were only six pupils present

in the room during this afterncon lessom, so ail the groups fotmed were
N o '
quite small. The labels included:
1. pupils who were working nicel y alone (4 pupils), and pupils
_ working with me (2);

< 2. pupils who entered the class late and are now working with the
kindergarten children I'm introducing to Words-in-Color. 2);
: pupil who did work with the kindergarten children; but is
now working alone (1); pupils who read with the aide while oo
T read with the kindergarten children (2); pupil who reads. with

the morning group but stays in the afternoon because there ]

no one at home (1); and
3. pupils at the bottom of the class; who may not finish the
.first-grade books . (2),pupi1s who shouléd finish all the
first~-grade books (ﬁ)

_In response to the interviewer s request that she group the pupils

according to their success in the day s 1esson, Teacher 102 formed two

groups: pupils who did very well (3); and pupils that I didn't read

with today(3) ';] B SR

" The concepcions of pupils that were reported for this lesson were



than on specific behaviors ohsérved during the lesson. 1In the stimulated
recall protocol, teacher recall of prior information about pupils was a
more rrequently reported source of information tha“ observations of |
actual pupil ‘behavior. Together, these facts indicate that Teacher 102
was mot collecting very much new information about pupils in this
lesson: Teacher awaremess was focused on instructional principles '
béing used, and the few alternatives mentioned rélatédlto how these

To summarize,; the January lesson for Teacher 102 was an instance
of a typical lesson in a sﬁoothly:opératingvinstructionél system: The
teacher plan and the classroom reaiit§ were quite cioséiy matched: The
teacher information processing in this lesson.can be characterized as
'image—oriented‘“ the teacher was operating rimarlly on pre—formed images
of the pupils and of the instrictional pro ess. The reality of the
situation did not "intrude" because there was very little discrepancy
between the teacher's expectations and tﬁé actual events in the lesson.
The decision poiﬁiéﬂtHAt did arise were handled readily by established

toutines, and few "on the spot" decisions ware required.

Teacher 105. iéaiicyeorientedsinﬁéiaéiiéﬁ_Efaééééigg

A principal obJective in Teachér 105's third-grade classroom was for

children to learn,responsibility. With the sxception of the screduied ‘

meetings of reading groups, childrem had the option to choose which of

“several assigned tasks they would work on suring each reading period.

Teacher 105 was usually videotaped during a group reaaing lesson; however,

and the classroom interaction patterns in the’ lessons were very similar

tion processing andla_persistentmuse of instructional implementation,

.,

ﬁﬂ S :;E;



-directive pfééé&ﬁfég; and positive feedback. 1In describing cﬁérécteristics

In the stimulated recall interviews, Teacher 105 tended to discuss
decisions rather than to offer éxplénétions of orocedures. Pupil-
related decisions were mentioned most frequentlyi but plan-reiété&

decisions and supplemental decisions were also mentioned. lﬁstructional

attitude, lesson content (emphasis on information), and mocification of
procedures. Thé'ﬁésE‘fféaﬁéﬁtiyrméntidﬁéd source of information was

: N T
observation of pupils® verbal behavior.; Téécher awareness was expressed

primarily in comments about instructional principles being used.

The January lesson for Teacher 105 involved the slow reading group.
The typical procedure for this group was used; i.e., introducing new
words from the story (written 65 the éﬁéiisaarai, followed by siient
comprehenéion iﬁéstions.

The interaction patterns in this lesson were very similar to those
typical for tﬁig teacher. Patterns of réspdﬁsé on thé'stimuiatéa'récaii

frequently than ﬁsuéi, and there was an increase in both observation of
- . - - 7\7 - _ - _ . ~ . o

pupiis' verbal behavior and teacher recall of prior knowledge about

pupils. No comments were made to indicate teacher awaremess of imstruc-

tional principles used' teacher feelings; or instructional alternatives.
The following excerpts from the stimulated recall protocol exemplify

both the interactive behavior and the teecher s thinking in this lesson.-
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tréachér reads néméé of children who are to work om the audio
; ck of the room,
2

- and caiis up the group that is to read. ]

to—alot of -different things

Teacher's commentr —L'm

"t the beginning because my aide is out. She usually
handles gétting kias to work on tﬁé’audié tapes and then I
céﬁ just get started with my groups. |

[Teacher: First of all if you are in the car; you might be
one of two piaCes; Where might you be?

~

Pupil: The city.

_Teacher; O0.K.]
fééchefié éaﬁﬁéﬁti Tﬁat was sort of 1ntefé§fiﬁ§ because I was
iébkiﬁg fb;,“fféﬁi" (seat) ot "béck"— and Mark came up with
“éity.“ My thought was &iff rent than what 1'd planmed. T _
thoagﬁt, maybe I can get'hiﬁ to see 6§§6§1tés'u§iﬁg “eity."
And I said, nwell if §5u‘ré ot in the city, where are yauiﬁ

And he didn 't “come up with "country," ‘he came up with ' "town.'

-

' [Teacher: We have some people that are ﬁéGiﬁg'iﬁ our story

today, and up on the board is the name of some people ‘that

Can you find something

]

' are moving iﬁ;b the,apartment house.
op there that you thimk is a name?
Pupil: Movers.
Teacher: Those are the éééﬁié that -move yau,‘sﬁt can ?6& find
. tHe name of the peppié that are going to miove? ]
Their iﬁtérvrétéiioﬁ of "name" and mine is

-really different at that point.

féachefféi§66ﬁéﬁE3
7 They really got stuck on

‘ ) ﬁiﬁé\?été.’i'ﬁ | | , | | . 35 .




[Teacher: I'm thinking of a clue that might be up there on the
 board that would let you know it's someone’s mame. (Pause)

What is there differenmt about people's names?]’

Teacher's comment: At this point I realized that .capital letters . L

. needed some work. They could not see that that helped them

find a_name -

[Teacher:' What does your name start with?

Pupil: A capital.

teacher: Does everybody's name start with a capital?

pupil: I don't kmow.

_Teacher: Ask Jerry and ééé if his does. _ : s

Teacher: So if you look up on thé bosrd for a word thAt staits
with @ capital letter, you might find the game of ‘somebody:

!

Anybody see a mame? . ;

Pupil: Bob Johnson. - : ;
’ . /
Teacher: That might be the person who's moving im: O:K. Who can

£ind me a word that ...l _ .

Teacher's comment: I realized that we hadn't ever solved the name

-V

' of the people who were moving in, and I just decided we've -
‘worked at it 16§§'éﬁéﬁéﬁg and it's going to come when thay '\\\

read the story. :
N

[Teacher: Open to page 92. Look at the pictures: What can you
tell me about the family that's moving in? 5
Pupil: They're Mexican.

Pupil:: No.. They're Black.
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_ Teaciier: Gee, we've got & lot of different opinioms.]
Teacher's comment: They really got hung up om what natiomality

‘they were. . I wasn't looking for that-—- just that they were -

. a family, that.there was a boy-—- sort of setting the situa-

tion. But they got into if he was brown or black. So I just

sort of tried to change it a little bit: o

ifé;&ﬁé?i We can't see the boy's face right now, but what kind of
 face do you thiak he has on? |

Pupil: ﬁgcwn; )

Teacher: I tﬁiﬁk i‘ﬁbrdéd'that ﬁtdng;'hecaﬁsé 1 said Gﬁéf does

-

has? ] :
. Teacher 105 had planned the lesson carefully and had certain
these expectations were not met; the téa’d_iéf did not view this as a p’up’ii‘ -

-

error, but rather as a difference in interpretation between teacher and
supil. ‘The decisions, then, tended to be whether to work with the pupil's
interpretation or to try to gﬁift the pupil over to the Eéééhé}‘g inter-
pretation. This resuited in the teacher's emphasis on pupli-related and
_piéﬁiréiéted decisions. In this lesson, interestingly emough, the teacher
focused on teacher-pupil differences, rather than on individual differences,
direct teaching; with mafaly factual questions asked, and with brief,’
factual answers from pupiis;' Thé use of positive feedback is evident,




N i
The generally positive and accepting view of pupils that emerges

from this protocol typified Teacher 105's whole approach to the class-
" room. fﬁii/perspeééiVé probably contributed a great deal to this

'téééhé;;é'éxéréggéa belief that pupils should be given some résponsib;1i5§

Responses to the pupil sort task following this lesson reflected .

this teacher's overall focus on imvolvement im imstruction. The groups

formed included: ' , —

i. involved in the lesson more than usual (2 pupils); attemtive but
not as responsive on their own as they usually are (3), had
problems today that were pcssibly caused by teacher's wording (1);

2.. students who interacted ﬁ%g@iéééh,dtﬁér;:éékiﬁg questions about

capital letters in their mases-(4); students who stayed out of
this interaction (2); and : : '

4

. 3. pupils who have been on the perimeter but today seemed to be

trying extra ‘hard (2), pupils who were already conscious of

the need to be concentrating during reading (4). =
Whea the iﬁég?@féﬁéf asked the téaéﬁé; fd sort pupils according to
their success in the lesson, the groups formed were: the pupil who -
was doing the best (1); successful students, -feeling good about themselves,
‘not needing iats of extra help (3)3 unsuccessful students, whose reading
piébiems were particularly moticeable today (ij;téﬁa pupils who made a |

decision on their own as to what to do-durinmg this period (12).

Teacher 105's conceptions of pupils in this lesson were highly
This attention to specific pupil behavior. in the ﬁupii sort task was
paralleled by the iact’that sbservation §f verbal behavior was the
principal source of information mentioned in the stimulated recail
protocol. Teacher recall of prior kuowledge was mentioned as an
information source for only 30% of the decision points discussed. These
responses iﬁdiéatélfﬁét this teacher was collecting new information about

38
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pﬁpils during the lesson. ThéEé was no expressed awareness of the principles
of {instruction being used, or of alternatives that could be followed,
but there was a clear énphasis on modification of procedures and plan-

related decisions; indicating that the teacher had a plan and a procedure

in mind.
To summarize, the January lesson for -Teacher 105 was an instance of
'a lesson whers the teacher did perceive a discrepancy between the

as pupil errors for the most part. The discrepadcy was not critical to
pupil 1eariing.v There was no perceived discrepancy in relation to the.
teacher‘s--na'ior goal for the teacher noted that pupils took respomsibility
for self-manggement and followed the established patterns of classroom
organlzation/ The teacher information processing in this 1ésson caﬂ be

characterizld ds "realits —or1ented.~. The teacher was very aware of the
Y : Ty

pupils' actpal behavior; although observation was focused by the plan

for the ledson. Problems were handied mainly by "inflight" decisions,

rather tham routines.

Teacher 103: Problem—Oriented lnformationrﬁroeessiag
/
Teacher 103 attempted to foster both cognitive and social independence

in children in hér first-grade classroom. Fost of the lessons observed
for this teacher were small group lessons introducing new tasks and
activities which pupils would later 'ca'rry on independently. The
téécher estimated that only @bout 10% of her instructional time was
normally devoted to these group seiting‘s; This teacher's typical
_interactive pattern; in these group situations, showed a heavy use of
factual information processing, with directive procedures, instructional

1 implementation, and positive feedback also clearly in evidence. Student
Q - T :
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and teacher talk was avenly divided There was a iow incidence of highér-

this was somewhat misleading in this case, for the activities in which

the pupils were engaged required a great deal of conceptual level

inforﬁation processing; This thinking was evidenced in their manipula—

tion of materials, rather than in their comments, however. Teacher 103

. was very ciose to the group norms in interactive verbal behavior. With

regard to. conceptions of pupils; this teacher focused on pupil personality

traits (especially self- direction) and on pupil growth or progress- in

tearning:

in the strmuiated recall protocols, Teacher 103 tended to. discuss

,,,,,,,,,,,

wéfé‘occurriﬁg. The principal instructional concerns discussed were

pnpii cognition, ﬁodification of procedures, and lesson content, with an

emphasis on the skill or process being taught. The principal source of

‘being used; and eipressions of féElings experienced at various points‘in

the lessons. .

»

»X The January lesson was a fairiy typicai example of Teacner 103's

) grgng\instructional process, as were the verbal intéraction exhibited

and comments on the stimulated recall protocol. Tn this-iéggai; the

abiiity. The teacher presented three sentences written with picture—
symbols to represent sounds The children decoded these sentences,

l
reading them aloud Then"with the aid.of charts that presented associated

picture—syﬂbols and letter symbols, the children rewrote the sentences

40 , . | :_,..7,..__2_ :;_;

e .
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in lettar symbols, using individual chalk boards.
. A few excerpts.from the stimulated recall protocol; including samples
of the verbal interaction which the teacher was discussing, wfil serve to

give the flavor of the lesson and this teacher's thinking.

[Pupils, in unison, feé&ihé picture-symbols: Look at that cake.
Teacher: NaQ; we're going to write the sentence on your
| chalkboards. We're going to start with the first word.
What was the first word again? ;
_Pupils: Look |

Teacher: That's right. Look. I~

Teacher's comment: After we had done this for a while, it came a lot

B easier. I was amazed‘at the littie:struggles that were going on

‘to get that first word on that chalkboard; I had attempted. to

pick kids that I thought were pretty close ‘together, but they
! 2 ;

ol -
< -

weren't all at the same point.
£ .

Pupil writing on chalkboard makes am error; writes "tat" instead
" of "that".'] :
Teacher's éaaﬁéﬁta I was trying to think 556ut how I was goimg to

éﬂythiﬁg_éxcept just tﬁ say to a child, "EB&E at _._." -Wﬁét

’

Batﬁéfga e was tbat when I gaia, "Iook at " it ind&cated

F

. there was a mistake; instead of just saying, You've made a
~ | mistake. A P = o } i
- She had soms trouble corzecting that. She'd ﬁf&ttéﬁ Htat"
‘;iiétéia of "th," 0, she tried to squeeze in the "h" and the;é
.; h 2 . ) - - .'; - ").
Q - ' e S ){Zi
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wasn't room, so she had to erase the "a", then she tried to

“like dominoes, you squeeze ome in and they all fall over.

"[Pupil has written "Look at that” on chalkboard. There is not
enough room left to fit "cake" on the same line, but he starts
to write it there anyway.

Teacher: Why don"t you put that on the next line?]

' Teacher's comment: I wish I had let him figure that out for
himself, but I interfered. I should have just let him try to
fit it in, and if he couldn't; then he would know:that he kad -

to go down to the mext line. They've worked on chalkboards

ehough. But im @y need to get through this lessom, I said,
"{hy don't you erase that; please?” I knew it as soon as

I'd said it: 7 N

[Pupils reading aloud from their chalkboards, in unison:
‘Look at that cake. ]

‘Teacher's comment: I decided I wasn't going to be too picky about
their following my directions. I had said; "Point to your °

“words;" and Dennis was pointing, but Tricia over here wasn't,

- and Gina was still making her last letter. So; I just quickly

was trying: to think whether there was any point in my being

that ,particular about it.

;;__'_,- And I was aware that there was so much going on here.
Steven was left handed and he was sounding out those words,
'get he was having to concentrate on mot Tubbing out the chalk-

with his left hand and Tricia was concerned because her chart

"
N
|
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way 1ying flat on the desk, and she's a little short; and was having
trouble looking up at the letters. And Gina was concerned because

shie was'kaving trouble making the letters. There were & lot of

things to see. A ‘ ~ o

[Pupils writing a second sentence on their chalkboards, while

teacher observes:]

Teacher's comment: There were SO many ways of anproaching this with
the kids: Dennis finished first, and poor Gina was still over
there trying Ea'gef it donme. It just reaffirmed for me mot to

o ‘do this kind of group thimg very often because Dennis had to '

) sit and wait,fand Gina may have ‘elt pushed and in competition
' with someone-else ..... So. while I think;it—s—important—to—do—tﬁings
in groups ,§6Tné'tﬁé§_; 1 was glad I dida't do this kind of . thing "
sl1 the tizme. L ‘ i
- ['This lesson ended wifh the teacher moving about the Foom talking
individually with pﬁpiis who hadﬁheen'ﬁorking indepen&éntiigi
Teacher 103°s attention ES:dEtails of pupil's nonverbal behavior is
ciéaii§ évidént»in this protocol, as is the tendency to engage in
ccnstructive seif—evaluatlon.' fhis teacher's ohjectiGe was to E&Ve
C

children master a new task, so that they could later work on sﬁmilar‘
task§~independént1y; The verbal interaction indicates that a fairly
directive approach was taken for accomplishing this goal. The téaéhér‘s

report of the interactive thinxing that accompanied this approach suggests

that the téééher was very amare of and not very satisfied with; the

»,

compromises being made in this iesson.

The goal was to have children succeed at this task so tﬁey could

f pruceed with confidence on their own. It was disconcerting to realize
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children identify and correct their own errors socthat they could be
more accurate in their iﬁdepeﬁdent'ﬁork; Sﬁt the pressures of time

esulted in the teachef's compulsion to point out errors rather that

with the group setting was heightened by an awareness of so many detaiied_
differences in pupil responses to the task. This type of discomfort
probably had contributed greatly to the teacher's original decision to
emphasize independent activity as the basic instructional process in the
ciassroom.: | ' -

Teacher 103 s responses to the pupilesort task at the close of this

-4fé§§an”réfiectea.simiiar concerns and 5{{&&{}5& to detail. The groups
formed included°

1. children I interacted with over reading (11 pupils), children
I didn’'t interact with 4);
2. children who were more ééfggggfgga sure of themselves today

3. ‘children who are making important gains in reading skills and -
growing by ‘leaps (5);, children who are fairly advanced and

progressing step by step (6); and \

4; children in the group who interacted with each other (2)"\
children in the group who focused on the task and did not ‘&
interact with othefs much (2) 7 : . : !

ﬁn the 1nterViéwer=initiated grouping of pupiig-a&eaEaiag to;théii

success in this particular reading lesson, the teacher first formed one

mgot*their‘work done. Then the teacher indicated that if pupils were

ranked against each other, they would fall iato four different.gronps;
This final grouping was based mainly on ability/achievement and the




24

descriptors ﬁerei top children who sound out words really fast %); two _
groups who are kind of in the middle (4) and (3); and bottom children who
can sound out words but do it slowly (4):

féacher 103's conceptions of pupils in this lesson were fairly

at least 4rt to observations from the legson itself: They were

Fied. rather than focused; for they dealt with pupil personality, growth/
progress, and task @éiféEﬁéﬁéé. This éEEention to a uafiétj of pupil o
behaviors was also evident in the stimulated recall protocol; where the

principal sources of information were both verbal and nonverbal behavior

of pupiils: Teacher recall was mentioned as an informaLion source on only

10Z of the decision points discussed.

Thése rééponéés indicated that the teacher was collecting a'gaaa——f————;i
3 .

The EéaéﬁéE had a plan i miﬂa; but ‘this plan did dot éérve to focus the
ohservation of pupils very sharpi§;v
To summarize, the January lesson for Teacher 103 was an imstamce

- where there was an importaﬁt discrepancy perceived between the teacher plan.
and the classroom 'réaiit’j; The teacher comments presented in tié;é stimulated.
recall protocol indicated concern with the differences between ‘the - |
teacher s expectations for the lesson and the reality of the 1esson‘as it
progressed. This concern was réflécfed in the coding of the stimulated

’ecall pfaiaéai by the increase in description of events (from a "normal"
337 to 522 of the decision points) and an accompanying decrease in

discussion of decisions made.

- T T T T I

"The discrepancy not-ced by the teacher was primarily related to pupii'

o

differeqces that surfaced in the lesson. Since group instruction was

Q - ,'d : <
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not the typical mods for this class, the semse of discrepancy was
focused on"this particular 1ésson; rather than on the instructional system .

as-a whole.

The teachér information processing in this lesson can be characterized

555&;65Ei6§,5f pupils during this lesson. This can be considered analogous
to the search for information that typifies effective problem solviag
behavior. Decision ﬁakiﬁé in this lesson was postponed. - That

is; few immediate solutions to problems were identified. The decision

points discussed tended to be reports of the teacher's indecision, rather
than adjustments for the lesson that was in progress. -

.
~———The thtee case studies present éﬂ_iﬂiéréétiﬁg.ﬁrogréégigﬁ with regard
to the amount of teacher-perceived disc-epancy between plan and reality.

For these lessons, diffefenééé in amount of perceived discrepancy were
accompanied by differences in the type of information about pupils that
was processed during the lesson, as well éé;ﬁj differences in decision

making behavior: - I N

-When 1ittle or no discrepancy between teacher plan and classroom

reality was ﬁéttéiﬁé&;;tﬁé teacher processed information derived largely

from preformed images of the lesson and the pupils, and matters were
handled by established routimes: When a mimor discrepancy petween plan
and reality was perceived, the teacher processed information derived
largely from pﬁﬁiifﬁéhévibr exhibited during the lesson, but observations

-of pupils were focused by the plan the teacher had in mind. Inflight

decisions were made in this situation:
A clear shift was observed when the teacher perceived a more serious.

' discrepandy detween plan and reality. . The teacher processed more varied

45
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""" Observation was mot clearly focused by the .
teacher plan, and took on some qualities of a search strategy. Qeéisiaﬂs
in this situation were postponed; and the teacher shifted
from discussing decisions being made to providing descriptions of the
iesson events. 7 |

The'data from these case studies demonstrate that the amount of
‘discrepancy Between teacher plan and classroom reality was a critical
variable.in the information pféééé_éiﬁgaﬁa aéeisn;ﬂ_ making of these

teachers. These lessons were not isolated cases: For 18 of the 60

lessons on which stimulated recall data were collected teachers were

also iﬁtervieﬁed regarding the conceprions of. pupils that they formed

during that lesson. On the basis of the combined sets of data, these

Iessons can be classified as examples of iﬁaéé—ofiéite& ééaﬁr lessons) ,

reality-oriented (11 lessons), or problem—oriented (three lessons)

Minor Discrepancy Critical Discrepamcy - .
[ e — Teacher Plam

Image- Reality= Problen=

Oriented Oriented Oriented

Information - Information Information

Processing; = ,7Proce381ng, - Processing;

Pecision  Decision pecision

Points Points Points _

_Handled by Handled by Bandled by
~~Established Inflight Postponement

Routines Decisions of Decisions

>?igﬁfe- A Graphic Summary of Observegfﬁifferences in Teacher Information

Processing and Decision Making

7
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Earlier studies of teacher decision making have separated the

processing (e.g., Morine & Vallance, Nota 4) and Morine-Dershimer &
Vallance, Note 5). The South Bay Study findings éﬁéééé% that

ships among t_iié teacher plan, the classroom reality, and the patterns of
iﬁtéiéétii;é- information ﬁféééééiﬁg and decision making ~ For it would |
.éﬁﬁééE that the éﬁéﬁﬁf of ﬁéiééi@é&'&iééiéﬁéﬁéj~BéE§éaﬁ-Eéééﬁé§vﬁiéiréi&'
ciéssrbbm reaiiiy may be a crucial factor in determining whether inter-
‘active decision points are handled Sy'éétéﬁiisﬁé& routines, inflight
decisions; or ﬁBéfiSiiﬁéﬁéﬁj: of .'aééf}:éiéiié to a _1Etéf time when  .the

opportunity for more Eéfiééfi§§ thinking will be availabie:

.
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: Appendix

t

General Explanation
This category System contains four major categories, each of which

. contains several sub-categories. The major categories are: -

N 1. Type of Decision ‘Point —- the kind of decision, Or nondecision;

p that the teacher is reporting; .

2. 'Instructional Concerns - the elements of instruction that

. command the teacher's attention, i.e:;. that the teacher réports =
N noticing, : L . B}
: ) ' ' d

i .indicates s/he is alert to during the lesson, and

4. Teacher Awareness -- the varieties of cognitive and affective

responses that the teacher mentions experiencing during the lesson.

\
N

At each teacher-designated decision point; the teacher s comments in the

i

stimuiated recall 1nterviews are coded to 1ndicate the type of decision point

under d1scu551on, ‘the Instrnctlonal concern(s) mentioned (more than~one may be

reported at any glven decision point) and the sources of information,referred

“to (may be more than one) _ When a type sfateacher awareness is reported thiS'

.1s also coded but this does not occur at every decision point.

~

In the section which follows, each subcategory is ‘defined, and examples

are given of teacher comments that illus*rate each subcategory. The sentence
\

cr phrase that determines the coding de51gnation is presented in the context

F ]

of the teacher s other ccmments, rather than\1n isolation, in order to give the

reader a clearer. idea of the application of this coding system.

s

~ihe use of multiple coding, as described above, is iiiustrated below, :

'ﬁith_tﬁo éxampies:



31

Co i.r There's decision making right here.
Type of Decision Point. I stuck something in. One of the

' supplementary decision. vocabulary words they had was "metal
and as I was reading phrases and leaving
out the words and developing their - -

Source of Information: YocéEﬁléf", some of them were caying

- pupils' verbai behavior '‘medal and some were saying "metal .-
I hadn t planned to bring in the two
B '”ningsmand—themtworseggrate

< Instruction@i;COﬁCErﬁéz

: lesson content, . sgellin352 but I just brought out the

information fact that they were saying two different:
: words; and then we talked about _the

separate meanings: So they pulled me

into decicing to go ahead and get that

-

straightened out.

s 2. At this point, two of them had
: one answer and the rest of them had-
- something different. I decided to
Type of Decision Point: give'them more clues as to what it )
ﬁﬁﬁii—féi&fé& &ééi§i6& con1d4bg,4bgcause*theygnerefcunfusai;
. most of them were Baying "sock™ and
7777777777777777 it was suppOSed to be ' sack.;ﬁ I said

_pupils’ verbai behayiQr"—i re madeout of paper or cloth
and they still said "sock." They haye

-a tendency to jump to conclusions, yoh

. know; so I gave them more. clues as to

* what it could be. .
Teacher Awareness. IgdgglzglikeAzegzellgzheﬂLQhatgthe :
principle of 1nstructibﬁ answ:r is, becaiise it's not really
helping them too much. _ _
P T o Although some of the clues on these
Instructional COMCrn: . c.rds are really ambiguous; or things

PrOdﬁzzgezgiiiiZtional  that these kids don't have in their
« materials : EXPEriences.

e e e et <
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Subcategory Definitions and Examplas

I. Type of Decision Point

A: Pupil-related decision. Teacher reports a decision to behave in a

particular way, based chiefly upon characteristics or behavior of

an individual pupil or group of pupils: Examples include:
. 1. Whnen I realized Ruben might not be able to see, I moved my chair
¥ .~ backs o 7 S 7 _
/ j 2. _Her speech pattern is going a little bit more rapidly, and
" therefore she's kind of slurring over her words. So' I
fuphasized to say the words more clearly and distinctly.

3. I decided I had dome emough with them. They were getting

-antsy and needed to move on.

B. Plan-related decision. Teacher reports a decision to behave in
a particular way, based chiefly upon the original goals of the.
lesson. Examples include: -

1. 'I was having to bite my tongue to_keep from showing.them

how to make a "K", because we've done the letter "K™ and- . .

—~ —————we're practiced 1it, and all three of them were having trouble
: getting the "K" written. My tendency was to rush in there
and help them with the "K"; but then I realized that, you

know; ‘this wasn't a handwriting lesson, .and 1'd have to focus

on the "K" at another time: .

- I bhad written some questions on the board over there; and

I had given them paper to answér the third question, about
comprehension, and I noticéd that it wasn't working out
like I thought, because they were so hung up in writing
sentences and spelling a word right that they were missing
the pointy I just really wanted to know if they had read

o NI

R the story while I was trying to get the SRA group together;
and 'so T decided 1'd just abandon .the idea of answering the

questions on paper, and they could just tell me orally what

they had read. . o o - |
C. Supplementary decision. Teacher reports a decision to include i
topic or activity that was not part of the original plan; based-

on a sudden idea, or on“the suggestion of a student. Examples

“include: | AN . o

1." Right here I decided that they could all go and get their
dictionaries; sincé they thought Chris was cheating by
using-his (to think:of words begirning with "ci™). I

figured that if they could find- "ci" in the dictionary, .. .. |

- = *- -“theycouldfind the words, and that i
‘ Ki#Y two birds with one stone. .I'm going to have that
_ 'kid (Chris) plan all my léssoms:. - -
2. I hadn't planned on. that at all, but it struck ®e as I was
talking about today's lesson; which is a little whimsical

thing about this cute little walrus, that we.were going

o . e V . - ' __— 53 - . .

was perfectly all right-

|

7
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to read another story about a wairus iater tnat s really a
tragic thing. Ome'of the charactergfis gored to death by

a walrus. So I thought, I think I'1ll show them that here's
another story, but it's really a different one. .. .

iiplanation of roﬁtinerproce&ures. Teacher expiains a routine that

is being n§e§71nithe lesson; but does not report amy interictive
EEEiéion reiation to use of that routine. Examples include:

1. You'll see that they aren't paying very miich attention. I
don t make théﬁ follow when another’ chila is reading. For

reading is enough much less trying to follow when someone
else s reading, so I don t insist that they lock at each

~ word as another child is reading. -

2. When I’ 'm going around checking with individual kids like
this, I make a list of who it is I listen to —— if I listen
to them reading sentences, or listen to them reading .a book,

or watch them doing a workshe:t——and them I justiassess. I

either give them a plus, or a check, or a minus, and then

use, that as a basis for who' s going ‘to move. on- to what at = __ . :;
some future point. - v . -

Description ofALPECific events. Teacher describes what is happening

at that point in the lesson and may giﬁeebackggg____informatinn;'::

1I.

—~

but—does—not—explain routine procedures related to the event or

: Eeﬁoft any decision related to it. Examples include.:

1. I noticed that Lonnie caie up to. the board three times amd ff* -

never wrote one ‘word. If you asked her anything about what

we did I don't think she could tell you one -thing, 'cause

" -. I don't think she's paying attention, but she wanted to be
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-; there's beeniparentai encouragement for her to come up and
ask questions, and I've encouraged‘it a lot, so it's a good feeiing

1

{ right at this momert to hear ‘her asking these questions.
Lo S

] . *: a § : . / .

F '

Instructional Concerns - T , ; - : ;;

A,

Pqpii learning. Peacher comments upon what pupil(s) alrezdy knows or -

about recent pupil changes in knowledge, or about what pupil'S) does nOt yet
know but may need to know. Examples include- s

1. She was saying something 1like "tubm . She wasn't putting the -
? "g" sound at’ the end:. She was.the ouly one that didn't have that sound.

--I asked-her if she knew that sound,. because it's kind of a tricky

one for them, and she said she dldn t, 'so I had another child say

-

*

EKC

ull Toxt Provided by Enic [l

“The term "concerns is used here—ftu. the sense of "matters that command attention, "
rather than in the sense of "worries."~ . .

.
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o the word so she could hear the sound -
2. He's having troublse with the difference between a capxtal : | and

a small h here; so I was wondering at this point just how to
get across the idea that it's the same sound, the same word.

I'11 probably work with him on some flash cards, using this

type of thing with different words, and getting him zeroed in on
the fact that it's the same word regardless of whether it
begins with a capital or small letter..

3. He had something pretty hard on that paper. .It was on mnitiple

meanings of words, but it included some obscure meanings of

‘common_words. I decided to-give him more help than I would

have some oftheother kids, even though he's a strong student,
because I knew it was a hard paper.

Pﬁpil attitudes/affect.f Teacher coumments on feelings that pupiis may

be experiencing. Examples include:

1. He was giving a definitxon, and he s sort of a smart-alecky kid,

_“but when he gave it in that way, the kids laughed and he was

o gmbarrassed, and I caught his embarrassment. They were
laughing at him because he said "it's the player you play with."”
So I was trying to. show that in some ¢1all way he could be right,
~ but still clear up what an "opponent"” really is. o
2. Madeline really needs more direction, more reinforcement. She's
one that if .my finger is there to guide her she feels miuch better.:
So I have to repeatedly go back to her and. assist her; and I have

to pull away a little bit to see 1f she can struggle. I want her

7 to struggle a little bit on her own, but I don't wamt her to

struggle 50 much that she 5 going to be defeated.

or/attention. Teacher comments on observations of  pupils

C N
[ 2

releted to discipline or classroom management; Examples include:

conscious 'of whether or not they are paying attentionm, because -

they are very wigg]y, and they don't always give me their

attention. !
Do you hear that "drum going in the‘background == somebody" s-banging

" on the desk, or. something’ I was wondering; let's see; how can

‘I solve this one now, without having to leave this post. I

noticed Barbie (a cross-age tutor) was giving: tlash cards back
there, and I made a decision right sbout then to have Barbie g0 -~

over and speak to them:’

1; I wzs watching to see if fhey were paying attention.w i'm very

\
\
\

Lesson éontent—informatioﬁfi Teacher comments on the facts or concepts

"that are being covered in the lesson,~ Examples include.

1. There were Several that couldn't answer. So I'm asking one person

to go back-and read the last paragraph aloud to the group, to find

out. And that way I'm trying to emphasize, you kmow; that things

i are divided into paragraphs. Lve been shobin? them about para-

| graphs.
2. | We talk about. Japanese customs all the way through these stories,

about taking your shoes off as you enter, and so forth and one

N
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. of the Japanese customs was giving two toy dogs to a mewbora baby,
.80 that's why I asked them to skim the page, ‘cause -I wanted them -
to‘find the Japanese custom.

Teacher comments oa the techniques or

procedures that are being taught in the Iesson. Eiéﬁﬁies include:

words from the gcture sounds that I was giving them; and if

" they were going to be able to do that when they got to’ the work-
. sheets. I decided that Alfonso really needed a little rore
practice, and so did the child on this side. Well, actuaily, all

 three of them needed it, so that's why I continued.
2. ‘I'm really more concerned now with the Pprocess and proccdures of

-to really iero in on them. I find that if I can spead more time

. gow in gettiﬁg techniques and procedures and the self-motiviation

going, then I'm going to have less of a hassle later om; in pulling

groups out and doing small group instruction. So that really is

the main focus of any of the reading lessons I'm doing right now. -

© Typical procedures~’ Teacher comments on the instructional or management

routipes that are Béiﬁ§ used in the classroom. Examples include:

e

1. I realized that we had just about come to the end of this part of

. the story - we'll read the next part tomorrow - so I gave them the
worksheets to do, and also gave them the directions, I alyays like
to read the directions with them; and thken they d> it at their seats.

2. f Einte& the aﬁsﬁer _that they had neﬁer'oﬁned any :hbes, and when

I realized that he.had not read it carefnliv encngh and that's

why I want bim to find {t, to prove it to me. I try to do that
(with an incorrect answer), and I'1l also, if someone else is

eagarly waving their hand; I'll call on them, too, to_see whae

their answer.is. And then if I get several answers, I'11 zsk them

all to reread it, to' see what's right.

Mbcification of proeedures;r Teacher comments that a »Ypical instructional

1. They were getting antsv- and they needed to move onj and I was

feeling the need to geé to the other kids: I was trying to

decide how much. I shonld give them as a contract (Independent
work) bzcause they had spent sc much time with me: I knmew I
couldn’t give them a full contact, expecting them to do as much
as the other children had done; so I was trying to decide what

I should cross off (on’ their contracts).

L

2. 1 was bothered, because. back at this table wers a group of kids

with my aide, getting things checked, and over at that table were

the kids 3ust finishing their audiotape drill and my aide shonld

settled and both groups were making notse. And I kept waiting

for -her to settle down one group or another, and it didm't happen.

So I finally decided, 0.K., I'm going to have to stop and at least

get Ornie - group qnieted. iMaybe that wiil get. her to get her group

. uieted down - -v'"'\' .- ° .
Cqud oo aaderam e 5313-
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1 materfiais. Teacher corments on

published textbooks, or other manufactured teaxhing materials being used
in the lessoa. Examples include:

1.° It may go against the grain in a lot o‘ people, but the repetition
in this program is exactly what poor learners need. Scmetimes =~

repetition can get boring; and anyone would tune out, biit that

doesn t Seem to _happen in this particular program. 1t seedms to

be a challemge to them, but the repetition is, I think, what

gets through; because if you hear me say mmmm for ten months,

you re gonna know what mmmm" is by then. It's phenomenai how
many times you gc over the sounds in months, or in a week, aud

they dc catch on.

2. There §as one thing I noticed here: The typc was bothéring hér;-

about that. This. has happened to her on two n~r three occasions.
It's not a very good "3" they have in. this book: ~

0-

T ié??h?r,ff groégceq instructional materials. Teacher comments on materials
he/she has prepared for use in the lesson. Examples include:

1. I'm trying to get them away from my drawing everything for them,

and so sometimeés (om a worksheet instead of putting a- word and
a picture for that word) I leave a space blank so they can . do
~their own picture, and alsc so they can sound that word out for

themselves; because if they have a blank space there, then they
will read the word to find ontiwhatito draw. Eventually I will

have them draw all the pictures themseives (as well as copy the

‘words).
2. She interrupted. The paper she brought up was made up of sentences

that I had put on a ditto; and the words in_ these sentences were.
taken from books that she had read previously and she knew every
word on that page.- But sometimes these children— when. I say

sometimes, I mean-cftentimes — they can read the pr*nt in one :
book, but when we change into anotﬁer book with the s2me vocabulary,
they don't recognize one wotd. I ve often wondered if other teachers
realize that; or know it; or believe it, because I'believe it, — And -
these dittoes are for that purpose; So that they get to see the

words in dxfferent context. - . ‘\
\

J. Plan -- related pacing: -Teacher comments on timing of activities, or
speed of content coverage im a lesson, giving a lesson pian5daiiy

schedule; or long-term curriculum outline as the principal reason\for

what Is occuring. Exzmples include: \<

1. The way I have it set up, there are 96 pages" -in each book and if\

we take 5 pages a day, we can do one b°°?,a,99n5§,7and it works _ \',
) ot good that way. It's not too much, acd its fair '\\\\\
2. I looked up at the clock, because a lot of times I forget about

recess and we run over; so I was trying to keep track of the

time, so I could see if we were golng to have enough time (for
thqm to do tkeir worksheets)
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zgpil::grelatedapaeing. Teacher comments on the timing 95,,,§§Y§§§9§2, .

or speed of content coverage. in a lesson, giving pupil characteristics or

pupil _responses as the principal reason for what is occurring. Examples
“include: . :

i.i How long I stayed -on each word here depended on how qyickly they

got it. I kind of waited until they all got "aaa" (short a).
Someone started out with "aaa" and "cat" but I waited until
Atheyaall got "cat." I think someone was saying something else,

like "can", at first, and I waited until they finaiiy caught on,

~ and then went on.
2. In my mind I'm always trying to decide, when one person like ‘that
is having trouble; whether I should take the whole group's- time.

‘And it depends on how much time it takes; and how much he¥p the
child needs. _'Cause there are a few— in—that‘group that I take

by themselves afterwards because: they really aren't reading as

wrll as the rest of the group. but it's always a decision I have

to make, whether to take the time then or later.

III. Sources of Infcrﬁiticn

A,

Observation of pupils' verbal behavior.
Teacher indicates awareness of an oral communication from a pupil.
‘Examples include:

1. "I was asking them to start making a robot at héﬁe, 2nd I heard
someone whisper, "I'Il get'my dad to build one." And then I E
thought, O.K., I'd better nip that one. I think probabiy some"

parents are going to ‘help their kids more than others: But I
try when they come in with them to accept "them, regardless of

what they look like. ©Like last year, I accepted the one made out

of.a. cerea1 b6§, that didn't really look like a robot.
2. He said "electric" and the word was “electrical." I wanted
him to say the word corvectly. So I looked back at him. I

didn t say anything. I just lodkéd at him.

Observation of pupils' nonYerhaifhehavior. %é&éﬁéi indicates aware-

ness of a pupﬂ;'e facial expression, or posture, Or gesture, and

reads meaning into this. Examples inc1ude°

-ii I related to what she nad just read and made a comment. about it,

to _see her resction; to see if she remembered what she had read,

‘and the way she smiled at me, she knew what she had read, and so

this is a way of checking up on comprehension.

2. I was seeing them, you know, searching around the bottom, and )
looking up and zround, and kind of looking at each otier's fhalk' )
boards, and I was just taking that as a clue that they weren t
zercing in, writing the way they were supposed to:

4

Teacher expectations. ' Teacher comments focus on their expectations
regarding pupil behavior and learning, rather than on their‘actual

.observatious. Examnles include:

8



1. I was thinking that it was going to be an uphill pull to get .

them to pay sufficient attention for me to explain the lessonm,
and right after that, even though I went over it with them,

they didn't know what to do-- they didn't follow. But this
is a very low group, and you would have to stand on your head.

2. - That was a decision, for me to ask them,.'what sound does 'a’

make?" before we actually got into our books. I guess I was
. trying to tune thew in before we got gtarted on our books, be-
. . cause like the word "man" and "mat" both begin with an "m",
' and after teaching as long as I have, I'm fully convinced

{ that some children only look at the beginning letter and guess.

They don't see the whole thing; and you've got to train fﬁéﬁ
to.do that. .
D. Teacher recall of prior knowledge: Teacher indicates awarenmess of

Information relative to a pupil or event, specificaliy, information

that was obtained before the lesscn began. Examples inmclude:

1. There I'm making z special effort fict to upset Cheryl; because

she has been having problems here and it home. She has home
problems, and so she's been very semsitive, and she's had
crying spells;, and so forth, and so I was really trying not to

~ upset her. I asked her in a nice way to read silently.
2. 1'm re-explaining the directions here tecause she raised her

hand and asked for help. Now, the boy mext to her wiil mot
raise his hand at all or ask for any help, no matter what, and
a lot of times his things are wrong; so as I was passing her,

1 glanced over his shoulder to see how he was doing.

E. Teacher records. Teacher indicates use of information that has -
been previcusly recorded. Examples include: T

1. There.was some indecision here because I ‘thought this group.

+/as working on chart 5 (Words-in-Color chart),; but some of

the children thought it-was chart 6. That's when I decided
 to go back to my desk and check my motes, and it was chart 5.
2. There I stopped because I noticed one group that was being

tutored, they weren't really looking like they were paying
attention. They were talking instead of reading. But I
couldn't remember what the (cross-age) tutor's mame was, SO I
had to check my schedule to see who the: tutor was. :

IV. Teacher Awareness

' A. Priaciples of instruction: Teacher states a gemeral rule that

'sihe follows in a certain type of situation. Examples Imclude:
< - - \
3. I won't allow a child to just; to struggle over a word. If

they come and ask for help, then I will read right along with
them. I wcn't read it for them, I will read with them;.and
I will give them the sound. If they say, "I need help with the

sound,™ I will just give it to them; and them have them try
- to put that sound into a word. Otherwise it's'a testing
: situtation, not a learning situtation: _
- 2, If we're just doing creative writing; and they ask me how to
spell a word; them I'1l write it on the board. But iIn reading

(seatwork) when I have to help so many people and they're doing

so many different things, I don't have time to spell a lot of

38

words and so forth: 'So I really don't Cér%}?;““t how. they spell



gmﬁar& at that point. The only- time I care about how to

' spell a word is in spelling; Teally.

Teacher feelings expressed. Teacher describes emotioms s/he was

experiencing at a particular point in the lesson. Examples included:
1. I was really happy with what they did there: When I said, °©
“"If you looked it up in a ‘dictionary, what would it say?" They

‘were just blank, and then they laughed 'cause nobody could -think

of a definition. But then they thought a minute longer; and_

they started using words like "vibration," "repeating," and I was

_____ really happy: Nobody came up with "reverberation,” but they

came up with synomyms for it, and I felt that they knew more
what I meant by defining "echo" than they had two minutes before,
and I felt really gratified. o o 4

2. 1I'm getting irritated with Deobrah here, beczase for some reason
I guess she really wants my attention. She will call me, and

1'11 walk clear across the room to her; and she asks me some
dumb question that she already knmows the answer for. .She was

buggin me. I wish someone would show me how to kind of stop
her from asking. just really dumb questions. You know, like -~
30 I write on this lime or this line? Do I breathe? -~ something
that's just obvious, that she could solve herself: That's what

I was thinking about. -It had mothing to do with the tesson.

Alternative procedures indentified. Teacher describes a techmique or

1. 1'm deciding here that if I hold the chart up and just ask them

procedure that s/he considered using in a given situtation in place
of the one s/he actually used. Examples include: h N

to find the "a" sound and write it, I would be purely testing.
And" there was a flicker in @y . head of, am I going to test at
this point or am I going to-assist, and I decided that I had
to assist. I wanted it to be correct the first time, so I
would assist all the way through-- you know, took for this
clue, look for this mext clue ~-and then 1'@ test later om.

J

2. Tony came back in Septenber and he was reading with nmo periods,

nio mothing, he just went on. And I called periods "stop signs"
and said, if you're driving a car and don't stop at the stop
signs, then you're going to get hit by the car é§§iﬂg;§rbﬁndfthe

block. So anyway, here it is the begimning of the £ifth week,
and I totice that he's taking a breath at each period; and

starting over again. He didn't .every time, but it wasm't
as bad today as it has been, and I didn't mention once about
stopping for the period. I should have praised him for it, but

I was afraid to interrupt. him, because he was doing so well.

°
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No. 45 Clinlcalgpzoblem,soiv1ng in rsading: Theory and fé;éarch. D. Gil,
' . ks Hoffmeyer J. VanRoekel,; J. Vinsonhaler; & A. Weinshank: 1979. $3-30

No. 46 Defining read;;ggﬁiagnos;;+4gﬁﬁy what, and how?, D. Gil; J:.F: Vinsonhaler,
& G. Sh~ . -1979. S$z. 00

No. 47 Teacher sptions of reading and_ theirginfiuence on instruction‘
' R. Bawde... 5. Buike, & G._Buffy. 1979. $2. 00

No. 48 :Iheﬁpotentxal influence—oigtextbooks on teachersggselertlon of contene
for elementary school mathematics. T.M. Kuhs, & D.J. Freeman. 1979.

$2. 50

43 The curriculargcnnCEpts of integratioqgandAmeaningfulness in reading
and writing 1ns;ruction W:H. Schmidt, L. Roehler, & M. Buchmann. 1979.
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No: 50 Classroom strategyestudy Investigating teachers’® §Efééégié§ with
problem children. M.M. Rourxemper & J. E Brophy._ 1979. $1.25

No. 51 Influence of teacher tole definitibn on strategies for coping with
problem students. M.M. Rohrkemper & J.E. Brophy. :1979. $2.00

No. 52 Content déecision making and the politics of education. J. Schwille,
A. Porter, & M. Gant. 1979. $2.50

No. 53 @ closer 1lcok at standardized tests: D: Freeman, T;;Kﬁﬁé; L. Knappen,
& A. Porter. -1979. 8i:.50 o

No..54 Survey method and its use in research on general mathematics. G. Belli.
1979.  $2.30 : -

No. 55. Three studies of teacher planning. C. Clark & R: Yiﬁgéf; 1979. $2:.50

% No: 56 Planning the school year: €:M: Clafﬁ & J.L. Elmore: 1979:

oach s Jouth Bay school: The South Bay study, Part I. K.
McNair & B. Joyce. 1979. '

% No. 58 Teachers' thoughts while teaching: The South Bay study, Part II: K:
McNair & B. Joyce; 1979; ‘ )

* No: 59 Teachers' conceptions 6?i§y?f1é= The South Bay Study, Part III. G.
Morine-Dershimer. 1979.

* No. 66 Ieacher plan and classroom reality: - The ébﬁtﬁ_ﬁé& étﬁé?; Part IV. G.

Morine-Dershimer. 1979.
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No. 1 Teachers' covcerns and conceptions of reading and. the_teachlng_cf_r;ead%ng:
A& literature review:. G. Belli, G. Blom,& A Reiser. 1977. $2.25

eachers am foward a proper division of labor.. C. Kennedy.
1977. Lumlted nufiber of free copies.

No. 2

No. 3 A causal analysis of attitudes toward leadership training in a classroom
setting. J.E: Hunter; R.F. Hunter & J.E. Lopis. 1978. $2.00

* No. & The teacher as colleague in ciassroom,research. 'S. Fiorio & M. Walsh.
) 1978. : : '

W

No.

Form and Functicn in mother-toddler conversational turn—taking. M:-L:
-Donahue. 1978. $l 75 :

No. 6 Individual school buildings do aegguqtifor differences in measured pupil
' performance. L.W. Lezotte & J. Passalacqua: 1978. $1:25

No. 7 Research on teaching: A dynamic afea of inquiry. J:E: Lanier: 1978: $1.25
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Test desipn: A view fromgpractice; £.S. Shulman. 1978. $1.75

Relationships between test1ng and curriculum: A;C; Porter. 1978. $1.00

Psychology . and mathematics education rev1s1ted1441916 L.S. Shulman. 1978.
$1.75

Science and mathematics education: Retrospect and prospect. L.S. Shulman
& P. Tamir. 1978. $2.00 . '

Relating theory togpractlce in educat;onalgresearch A wdfkiﬁg#ggpér.'
L.S. Shulman: 1978. $1.75

Classroom discipline: Toward a d1agnost1c model integrati
thoughts and actions. D Git & P:S: Hellerx 1978. $1.00

' Attention and modality effects in STM: A second look. T. Evans & J. Byers.
.1978. $1.75 '

Mere ethnography: Some problems in 1ts useA;n—educatidnaigpracttce
F. Erickson 1979. $2.00

On standards of descr;pt;vesvalldxty in stud1es of c1assroom activity.
F. Erickson. $2. 00 )

Changes in school chardcteristics coincident with changes in student

achievement. W:.B. Brookover & L .W. Lezotte. 1979. $5 00 (Executive
Summary $l 00) ' z

Advances in teacher sffectiveness research, J:E. Brophy. 1979: $2.00

Research on teaching in the arts:’ Rev1ew, analysis, crltloue. L.S.
Shulmar. 1979. $2:75 :

Unidimensional measurement and i ' J.E. Hunter
& D W. Gerblng. 1979. $3.00 :

Hsing observationgtoglmnrove your teachlng. J.E. ﬁféﬁh?. 7i979; $1.50.

Patternsﬂof,sophlstication and naivety in anthropology.7 Distinctive
apvroachescrocthe study of education. F. Erickson. 1979 $2.60

Teacher centersfsgIhe,new marketplace forsteacherceducators° A resounding
maybe! L.W. Lezotte: 1979. $2.00

-

Five faces of research on teaching. C:M. Clark. 1979.

-




Conference Series

»

No. 1 Corrent dircctions in research on teaching: A meeting of the Invisible
College of Researchers. on Teaching. November 17219, -13976. "1977. $4.25

No. 2 FKeport of a seminar on field research methods in education. P.A. Cusick:
1978. -$1.50 . :

No: 3 Proceedings of the Research-on-Teaching Mathematics Conference, May 1=4,
. 1977. 1978.. §8.25 - |
No. &4 ieachéi’siéf:rﬁﬁ’iﬁg new roles in research: A challenge for the education
community. L.D. Shalaway, J.E. Lanier et al., 1978. $3.50
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I production and should be available 7 October 1979. Please write for exact

srice and publication date. Advance orders can be taken and held until.
publications are available.




