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Abstract

This review summarizes and synthesizes the research literature on
teachers' thought processes from its beginnings (in about 1970) to 1983.
The litgratufe is organized under four major headingsz. Teacher
Planning.»Teachefs' Interactive Thoughts and Decisions, Teachers'
Attributions, and Teachere' Implicit Theories. The paper also includes
a theoretical model of tae relationships among the four major topics
reviewed, as well as their relationships to teacher and student behavior
and to the conte#ts of school and classroom. The authors conclude that
more than a decade of research on teachers' thinking has taught as
much about how to think about teaching as it has about the thought
processes of teachers. . They call for more integrated research -efforts
in which the several afpec:s of teachers' cognitive activity, typically
studied in isolation, are examined in all of their interactive

compl xity.
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_ TEACHERS' THOUGHT PROCESSESI

Christopher M. Clark and Penelope L. Peterson?

Zhe thinking, planning, and decision making of teachers comstitute
a large part «f the psycﬁological context of teaching. It is within
this context that curriculum is interpreted and acted upon. Teacher

behévior is substantially influenced and even determined by teachers'

P .

lThis paper is a chapter in M. C. Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook
of Research on Teaching, third edition. New York: Macmillan, in
press. '
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thought processesf 'Iheae'arg the fundamental assumptions behind the
literature that has come to be called research on teacher thinking.
Practiti?ners of this branch of educational research seek first to

describe fully the mental lives of teachers. Segond._they hope to

understa?h and explain how and why the observable actiQities of

teachers' professional lives take on the forms and functions they db.

They ask when and why teaching is difficult and hoﬁ human beings manage

the complexity‘pf classroom teaching. The ultimate goal of research on

teachers' thought processes is to construct a portrayal of the cognitive

. psychology of teaching for use by educational theorists, researchers,

policy makers, curriculum 3ésigners, teacher educators, school
administrators, and‘teachers themselves.

Our aims here are to offer a framework for orga?}zing research on f
teachers' thought processes, to summarize aqd comment upon this diverse
body of work, and to make recommendations concerning the future of
research on teache? thinking. Earlier reviews of this literature
(Clark & Yinger, 1979a; Posner, 1981; Shavelson & Stern, 1981).have been
helnful to us in conceptualizing the organization of the field and in
identifying the relevant studies. In compiling research reports for
this review our main criterion was topical. That is, we searched the
educational research literature for reports of research on teaching
whose titles and abstracts suggested that a primary focus of the

research was some aspect of teacher thinking (e.g..'planning, decision

making, judgment, implicit theories, expectations, attributions). The

research reporte included in this review constitute a mixture of

o
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published journal articles and less widely available conferencé papers,
technical reports, and doctoral dissertations. It is an indication of

the newness of this field that most of the work has been done since

1976. : | N

Beginnings of Research on Teachers' Thought Processes

In his book Life in Classrooms, Jackson (1968) reported the results

of one of the first studies aimed at describing and understarding the

mental constructs and processes that underlie teacher behavior. The

.descriptive,character of his study was a striking departure from o\

contemporary research on teaching and did not fit easily with the then
dominant correlational and experiuental rese;rch paradigms. In 1968 it
was difficult to see how description of life in a few classrobms could
contribute much to the quest for teaching effectiveness. But the real
power of Jackson's research was not to be found ir prescriptions for
teaching that might be derived from the work. Rather, Jackson's
contribution to research on teaching was conceptggl. He portrayed the
full complexity of the teacher's task, made concéﬁtual distinctions that
fit the teacher's frame of reference (such as that between the preactive
and interactive phases of teaching), and called the attention of the
educational research community to the importance of describing the
thinking and ﬁlanning of teachers as a means to fuller understanding of
classroom processes.,. In sum, Jackson's argument ' as as follows:

A glimpse at this "hidden" side of teaching may

increase our understanding of some of the more

visible and well-known features of the process.
(Jackson, 1966, p. 12) <
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In Sweden, Qshllof and Lundgren 21970) conducted a serieg of
studies of the structure'of'the teaching process as an expfession of
organizational constraints. While this work was primarily concerned
with the effects of contextual factors on teaching; ;t revealed some of
the mental categories that teachers use to'orgaﬁize and make sense of
their professional experiences. Like Jackson'sy the Dahllof and
Lundgrep contribution was brimarily conceptual. Of parqiculay
significance in the Dahllof and Lundgten.research was the phenomonon of
' a small subset of a élaqg (ranging in achievement

level from the 10th to 25th percentile) thét the teacher used as an

informal reference group for decisioqs about pacing a lesson or unit.

-

'During whoié-class instruction, when the students in the steering group

seemed to understand what was beingepresented, the teacher would move

the class on to a new topic. But when the teacher believed that the -

steering~group students were not uqderstanding or performing up to his/her

standards, s/he slowed the pace of instruction for all. The steering
group 1is impofcant as a concept both bécause of its empirical
verifiability and because it shows clearly how teachers' mental
constructs can have significant pedagogical consequences.

In June 1974 che'National Institute of Education convened a
week-1long National Conference on Studies in Teaching to create an agenda
for future research on teaching. The participants in this planning
conference were organizgd into 10 panels, and each panel produced a plan
for research in their area of expertise. The deliberations of Panel 6
on "Teaching as Clinical Information Processing" were of particular
importance to the development of resegrch on teacher thinking. Panel 6

was chaired by Lee Shulman and included a diverse group of experts on

L]
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the psychology of human information processing, the anthropology of
education, classroom 1ntéraction reseg;ch, and the practical realities
of teaching. Panel 6 produced a report (National Institute of
Education, 1975a) that enunciated a rationale for and defined the
assumptions and the domain of a proposed program of research~on
teachers' ;hought processes. The panelists arguéd that research on
teacher titinking is neceseary if educators are to understand that which
is uniquely human in the process of teaching:

It is obvious that what teachers do is directed
in no small measure by what they think. Moreover,
it will be necessary for any innovations in the
context, practices, and technology of teaching

to be mediated through the minds and motives of
teachers. To the extent that observed or
intended teacher behavior is "thoughtless," it
makes no use of the human teacher's most unique
attributes:. In so doing, it becomes mechanical
and might wellebe done by a machine. If;
however, teaching is done and, in all likelihood,
wi.l continue to be done by human teachers, the
question of the relationships between thought and
action becomes crucial. (p.1l)

Beyond this logical argument for attending to teacher thinking, the -

Panel 6 report went on to cite research on human information processing,
which indicates t£at a person, when faced with a complex situation,
creates a simp.ified model of that situation and then behaves rationally
in relation to that simplified model. Simon claims that, |

Such behavior is not even approximately optimal with
respect to the real world. To predict . . . behavior
we must understand the way in which this simplified
model is constructed, and its construction will
certainly be related to (one's) psychological
properties as a perceiving, thinking, and learning
animal. (Simon, 1957; cited in National Institute of
Education, 1975a, p. 2)

To understand, predict, and influence what teachers do, the panelists

argued, researchers must study the psychological processes by which
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téachers perceive and define their professional responsibilities anq~

situations.
The Panel 6 report is explicit about the view of the teacher that
guided the panelists in their deliberations and recommendations for .

research: .
' A
The Panel was oriented tcward the teacher as
clinician, not only in the sense of somgone
diagnosing specific forms of learning
dysfunction or pathology and prescribing
particular remedies, but more broadly as an
individual jesponsible for (a) aggregating.
and making sense out of an incredible
diversity of information sources about '
individual students and the class collectively;
(b) bringing to bear a growing body of empirical
and theoretical work constituting the research
literature of education; somehow (c) combining
all that information with the teacher's own
expectations, attitudes, baliefs, purposes . . .
aind (d) having to respond, make judgments, render
decisions, reflect, and regroup to begin again.
(National Institute of Education, 1975a, pp. 2-3)

In short, the Panel 6 report presented an image of the teacher as a
professional who has more in common with physicians, lawyers, and
architeéts than with technicians who exe;ute skilled performances
according to prescriptions or algorithms defined by others. This wiew
of the teacher as professional has had a proiound effect‘on the
questions asked, methods of inquiry.employed. and the form of the
results reported in research oan teacher thinking. Moreover, the Panel 6
report influenced new initiatives in research on teaching in a more
instrumental way--in 1975 the National Institute of Education issued a
request for proposals for an Institute for Research on Teaching that
would focus on research on teaching as clinical information processing.

An Institute for Research on Teaching was established at Michigan State

11
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- University in 1976, and this organiza;ion initiated the first largé'

program of research on the thought processes of teachers.

A Model of Teacher Thought and Action

A major goal of research on teacﬁer thought processes is to
} | increase understanding of h&w and why the process of teaching looks and
works as it does. To assist the teader 1h visualizing how the several
parts of tbe research literature on teacher thought processes relatehto
one ancther and how research on teacher thought processes complements
the larger body éf research on téaching effectiveness, we have developed
. the model of teacher thought and action presented in Figure 1. We make
no claims for-the empirical validity of this model, but rather oifer it
as a heuristic device thgt may be useful in making sense of the
. . literature and as an "advance organizer" for the topics and information
. that we will present.
éThe model depicts two domains, each represented by a large circle,
that are importantly involved in the process of teaching! (a) teachers'
thought processes and (b) teachers' actions and their observable
effects. These two domains differ in at least two important ways,
First, the domains differ in the extent to thch the prbcesées
involved are observable. Teachers' thought processes occur inside
teachers' heads and thus are unobservable. In contrast, teacher *
behavior, student behavior, and student achievement scores constitute
observable pheéomena. Thus, the phenomena involved in the
¢ teacher-action domain are more easily measuré& and more easily subjected

to empirical research methods than are the phenomena involved in the

teacher-thought domain. As will be discussed in the next section on

12
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Figure 1.. A model of teacher thought and action.
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methods of inquiry, the domain of teachers' thought processes presents
challenging methodological problems for the empirical researcher.

Second, the two domains represent two paradigmatic approaches to . ' %3
research on teaching. Prior to 1975, the dominant research paradigm was 5|f
the process-product approach to the study of teaching effgctiveness. .:iYC
Process-product researchers have been concerned primarily with the
relationship between teachers' classroom behavid;, students' classroom ) -
behavior, and student achievement. In contrast, the domain of research Ci
on teachers' thought processes constitutes a paradigmatic approach to |
research bn'teaching that has only recently emerged. We will now ‘;

briefly describe each domain.

Teachers' Actions and Their Observable Effects

The action domain is whe;e classroom teaching actually takes place.
Teachers behave in certain ways in the classroom and their behavior has
observable effects on students. Process-product researchers have
typically assumed that causality isunidirectional, with teachers'
classroom behavior affecting students' classroom behavior, which
ultimately affects student achievement (see, for example, Dunkin &
Biddle, 1974; Doyle, 1978). In the model shown in Figure 1, we assume
that the relationships among teacher behavior, student behavior, and
student achievement are reciprocal. Moreover, rather than representing.
the direction of causation as linear, we think it 1s more accurate to
represent the direction of causatioq as cyclical or circular. Our «
circular model of teachers' actions and their observeble effects thus
allows for the possibility that teacher behavior affects s‘&?ent

behavior, which in return affects teachar behavior and ultimately

student achievement. Alternatively, students' achievement may cause

14
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teachers to behave differently toward certain students, which then
affects student behavior and subsquently student achievement.

The relationships among the three variables in the domain of
teacher actions have been investigated systematically by researchers
of teaching effectiveness. 'This research is summarized and described
by Brophy and Good (in press). Unfortunately, however, most researchers
of teacher effectiveness have assumed that the relationship between
teachers' actions and their observable effects is a linear,
unidirectional one and have not explored the possibilityrof reciprocal

effects as we suggest in our model.

Teachers' Thought Processes

Three major categories of teachers' thought processes are
encompassed within this domain: (8) teacher planuing (preactivg and
postactive thoughts), (b) teachers' interactive thoughts and decisionms,
and (c) teachers' theories and beliefs. These categories reflect the
researchers' conceptualization of the domain of teachers' thought.
processes more than an empirically derived categorization of the domain.
The first two categories represent a temporal distinction between
whether the thought processes occur during classroom interaction (i.e;.
teachers' interactive thoughts and decisions) or before or after
classroom interaction (i.e., preactive and postactive thoughts). These
categories follow from Jackson's (1968) distinction between the
preactive, interactive, and postactive phases of teaching. These
distinctions were first used by Crist, Marx, and Peterson (1974) as a
way of categorizing teachers' thought processes because these

researchers hypothesized that the kind of thinking teachers do during

15
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classroom interaction w&uld be qualitatively different from the kinds of
thinking teachers do before'and after classroom interaction. |

As we will discuss in our review of research om teachers' thought
processes, the distinction between teachers' interactive thoughts and
decisions and.their:preactive thoughts and decisions has been retained
by researchers and appears to be ;mportqnt. The kind of thinking
teachers do during interactive teaching does appear to be qualitatively
different from the kind of thinking they do when they are not
interacting with students. In contrast, the distinction between
teachers' preactive and postactive thoughts does not seem to have been
retained by researchers. These-two categories have heen subsumed under
the category of "teacher planning." Teacher planning includes the
thought processes teachers engage in‘prior to classroom interaction but
also includes the thought processes cr reflections they engage in after
classroom interaction that then guide their thinking and projections for
futuré classroom interaction. For example, teacher planning includes
the reflections: the teacher has at the end qf a given day that then
cause the teacher to plan a certain activity for the class the next
morning. Thus, because the teaching process is a cyclical one the
distinction between preactive and postactive thoughts has become
blurred. :

The third category, teachers' theories aéd beliefs, represents the
rich store of knowledge teachers have that affects their planning and
their interactive thoughts and deci;ions. The arrows in the model
indicate these effects. Of course, teachers may also develop theories

and beliefs as a result of their thinking during classroom interaction

and their planning prior to and following classroom interaction. Thus,

16
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as the arrows in the model indicate, teachérs' interactive thoughts and
decisions and teacher planning, respectively, may also affect teachers'
thoughts and beliefs.

We have included these three categories of teachers' thought
processes--teacher planning, teachers' interactive thoughts and
decisions, and teachers' theories and beliefs-~because to date the
research on teachers' thought processes has been directed toward these
three major topics. 1In our modei and in our subsequent review of the
research on teachers' thought processes, we have chosen not to separate
out a fourth caﬁegory. teacher judgment, which has been treated as a
distinct category by earlier reviewers of this research. (See, for
example, Clark & Yinger, 197%a; Shavelson & Stern, 1981). We decided
not to discuss research on teacher jﬁdgment as a separate category
because teacher judgment is but one cognitive process that teachers use
in their planning and interactive decisién making. Thus, we have
subsﬁmed the research on teacher judgment under the appropriate category
of teacher planning, teachers' interactivé thbughts and decisions, or
teachers' theories and beliefs.

In sum, the three categories in the domain of teachers' thought
processes reflect the state of the field in research on teachers'
thought processes and thus reflect the researchers' conceptualizations
of the field. For this reason, we have chosen to use these three
categories as the organizing topics for our review of the research

literature.

Constraints and Opportunities

A complete understanding of the process of teaching is not possible

without an understanding of the constraints and opportunities that
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impinge upon the teaching proceas, Teachers' actions are often
constrained by the physical setting or by external influences such as
the school, the principal, the cdﬁmunity. or the curriculum.
Conversely, teachers may be able to behave in a certain way simply
because they are given a rare opportunity to do so. Teachers' thought
processes maf be similarly constrained. For example, teachers may‘have;
or perceive that they have, less flexibility in their planning because
certain curriculum decisions have been made already by the school
district or the principal. Alternatively, other principals may give
teachers more flexibility and opportunity to engage in planning and
decision making. Indeed, the extent to which responsibility and

pargicipation in the decision-making process are given tb teachers (here

defined as constraints and opportunities) has been shown to be an important

variable that defines effectivezschools. (See, for exaﬁple. Good &
Brophy, in press). Therefore, we deem ﬁhis variable an impoftant'one
that needs to be included in any model of fhe process of teaching.
Moreover, as we shall discuss in our review of the research on ;eachers'
thought processes, research findiﬁgs suggest that teachers' thought
processes are affected profoundly by the task demands and the teachers'
percepti;ns of the task. We view task demands as encompassed githin

constraints and opportunities.

The Relationship Between the Domains of Teacher Thought and Action

As the double-headed arrow between the domains of teacher thought
and action in our model indicates, there is a reciprocal relationship
between these two domains. Teachers' actions are in a large part caused

by teachers' thought processes, which in turn affect teachers' actions.

A 520
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However, we contend that the process of teaching will be fully
understood only when these two domains are brought together and examined
in relation to one another. We hope the model presentéd in Figure 1
will serve as a useful step toward achieving s&ch a synoptic view of the

process of teaching and will also aid the reader in underscanding the N

Iq the remainder of this paper, we will réview and discuss the |
research that has been done on teacher planﬁing. teachers' interactive
ghoughts and decisiong, and teachers' theories and beliefs. Before
beginning our review, however, we provide a brief cverview of the
several methods of inquiry that have been used in-research on teachers'- o

thought processes.

‘-rf?-z'.'-.' .
LS T AEN T, DAL

Methods_of Inquiry

' The systematic study of teachers' thought processes demands that

o
g

researchers. deal with serious technical, methodological, and
epistemological qhallenges. This research depends heavily on various
forms of self report by teachers, and the central methodological problem ey
is how to elicit and interpret valid ;nd_reliable self reports about

cognitive processes. The use of verbal reports as data has been

criticized by Nisbett and Wilson (1977), and their arguments have been

challenged by Ericcson and Simon (1980). Ericcson and Simon indicated R

- that verbal reports will be most reliable and valid as data vhen a

person is reporting on the contents of short term memory, that is, that

-

which s/he is currently attending to. Less reliable and valid data will
result from probes that are vague and general or that require

respondents to use inferential processes to complete or elaborate

partially remembered information.

2y 19
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In the studies reviewed here._the researchers usually employed
various combinations of five methods of inquiry. thinking aloud.
stimulated recall, policy capturing. journal keeping,and the repertory

grid technique. Often these methods were supplemented by interviews,

| fie¥d observatipﬁs. and narrative descriptions of the task, the context,

and the visible behavior of the participants in a study. We will
briefly describe each of these methods. (Shavelson, Webb, & Burstein,

in press, discuss these methods further.)

(4

Thinking Aloud

The thinking aloud method consists of having a teacher verbalize
all of his/her thoughts while engaged in a task such as planning a
lesson (e.g., Peterson, Marx, & Clark, 1978) or making judgments about
curriculum materials (e.g., Yinger & Clark, 1982). The teacher's
verbalizations are recorded. usually on audintape but occasionally on
videotape (e.g., Smith & Sendelbach, »1979), and, later transcribed to
create typewritten protocols. The protocols are then subjected to
various -kinds of coding systems (almost always created by the
investigator) to produce descriptions of the content of teacher thinking
and the sequences of cognitive processes that teachers follow while

planning, making decisions, and teaching.

Stimulated Recall

The stimulated recall method was used originally by‘Bloom (1954) -
and consists of replaying a videotape or audiofape of a teaching episode
to enable the viewer (usually the teacher of the episode) to recollect
and report on his/her thoughts and decisiens during the teachiag

episode. Variations in the use of stimulated recall include replaying

' B 20
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;oniy researcher-selected poi.tions of the-recording versus replaying the

complete tape with researchers asking prespecified questions each time
the tape is stopped versus soliciting open-ended commentary from the

teacher while the researcher controls when to stop the tape versus the

teacher éontrolling when to stop the tape or the teacher sharing control

with the researcher. The tegcher's reports and comments about thoughts
and deéisiqns while teaching are audiotaped, transcribed, and subjected
to content anglys;s. Connefs (1978a) and Tuckwell (1980a; 1980b)
provide a summary, an. analysis, and recommendations regarding techniques
for conducting stimulated recall sessions and analyses of the resulting
protocols. Calderhead (1981) offers a more thegfetical and
philosophical analys}s of the limits and possibilities of stimulated

recall in the: study of teaching.

Policy Capturing

Policy capturing is a method borrowed from laﬂoratory pgychology
(e.g., Hammond, 1971; Rappoport & Summers, 1973) for use in studying
teacher judgment processes. In a typical policy-capturing study, a
teacher is presented with a series of printed gescriptions of studenés.

hypothetical teaching situations, or curricular materials. These

descriptions have been edited by the researchers,so that all possible

combinations of as many as five fea;ures or “cueé" appear in the full
set of objects to be judged. The teacher is asked to make one or more
judgments or decisions about each printed description, usually recorded-
on a Likert scale. The goal of this approach is to produce mathematical
models (usually linear regression equations) that describe the relative,

weightings that teachers attach to the features of the objects being

judged as the§ make judgments about them. The resulting equations

L = ~
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represent the "policy" of the teacher in re'ation to thé.domain in which
the judgments were made (e.g., assignment of students to reading groups,
selection of curricular materials). 0f the several methods used to
study teaéher thinking, policy capturing depends.least on teacher
self-reports. However, the'methdd ig limited to relatively simple
judgment situatiqns that involve ;.Bmalllnumber of cueé or features
(typically five or fewer) that can be identified a priori by the
researchers. (See Yinger and Clar¥ (1982) for a comparison of the
strengths and limitations of policy-capturing and think-aloud methods in

research on-teaching.)

Journal Keeping .

The primary application of joﬁrnal §eeping in research on teacher
thinking has been in the study of planning. Teachers are typically
asked to keep a written record of their plans for imstruction as they .
develop and to comment in writing on the context in which thei;-plans
are made, their reasons for selecting one course of action over another,
and their reflections on and evaluation of their plans after they are
brought into action in the classroom. Journal keeping is usually
supplemented by frequent interviews, both to encourage and support the
teacher in the often demanding and unfamiliar process of journal keeping’
and to clarify and elaborate unclear or incomplete journaL entries. In
some cases, the researcher enters into a written dialogue with the
teacher in the pages of the journal. Joqrnal entries are subjected to
content analyses and the date are used to generate descriptions and

models of the planning process and the factors that influence it. (For

a discussion of the use of dialogue journals see Staton (1982).) Yinger

22
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.and Clark (1981) discuss theoretical aand practical issues in the use of

journal writing in research on teaching.

The Repertory Grid Technique

The repertory grid technique has been used in the study of
teachérs' implicit.theories.‘ Thig technique‘wag developed by Kelly
(1955) as a method £or.diacovering the personal constructs that
inf;uence individual behavior. An individual is presented with a series
of cards on which are wr;rten single words or statements about the
domain’ of intereét to the investigator. 'The'subject is asked to
indicate which cards are alike or different and to explain why. The
resulting groupings and their associated rationales are labeled as
"constructs" by the investigator. The constructe and their componeht
elements are then arrayed iq a grid.}ormaﬁ to show (either by inspection
or through factor analysis) the relationships among conétructs.
Variations in the repertory g:id technique include having the respondent
generate the elements to be sorted (e.g.f Munby, 1983) and involving the
respondent in anhlysié of the'relationships among components through

clinical interviews (e.g., Olson, 1981).

Teacher Planning

Researchers have conceptualized teacher planning in two ways.
First, they have thought of planning as a set of basic psychological
processes in which a person-visualizes the future, inventories means and
ends, and constructs a framework to guide his/her future action. Thie
coniception of planning draws heavily on the_theories¢ﬁnd methods of .
+ cognitive psychology. Second, researchers have defined planning as !"the

things that teachers do when they say that they are planning." This

. \"} - ‘
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Jefinition suggests a phenomonological or descriptive approacy to
research on teacher planning in which the teacher takes on an important
role as informant or even as research collaborator.

Both of these views of teacher planning are represented in the”
research literature either explicitly or implicitly. These two
different starting points for the study of teacher planning probably
account for the variety of methods of inquiry in use and for the
challenge that reviewers of this literature face in pulling together a
coherent summary of what has been learned. Planning is challenging to
study because it is both a psychological process and a practical
activity.

We have organized our review of the research on teacher planning to
address three major questions: (a) What are the types and functions of
teacher planning? (b) What models have been vsed to describe the
process of ‘planning? and (c) What is the relationship between teacher

planning and the teacher's subsequent actions in the classroom?

Types and Functions of Teacher Planning

What aré the different kinds of planning that teachers do, and what
purposes do they serve? The answer to both parts of this question seems
to be "many." That is, many different kinds of planning are in use, and

they serve many functions.

Types of planning. Table 1 summarizes the findings of eight

studies in which researchers investigated the types and functions of
teacher planning.. Yinger (1977) and Clark and Yinger (1979b) determined

that during the course of a school year, experienced teachers engaged in



Study
Clark & Elmore (1979)

Clark & Elmore (1981)

Clark & Yinger (1979v)

McCutcheon (1980)

Morine-Dershimer (1977)

Morine-Dershimer (1979)

Summary of Findings of Eight Studies of the Types and Functions of Teactar Plannng

Method of Inguir

Observation, inter-

view, & journal
keeping.

Think aloud
during yeerly
planning.

Written descrip-
tion of plans
by teachers.

Ethnography.

Observetion,
analaysis of
written plans
& interview.

Interview, ob-
servation &
stimulated-recall,

Table 1

Teachers

S teachers of
grades K-5.

1 teacher of
grade two.

78 elementary
teachars.

12 teachers of
grades 1-6.

20 teachers of
grade 23 20
teachers of
grade 5.

10 elementary
teachers.

&

Subject<ﬂ§§tar

ALl .

Mathematics, Sclence,

Writing

All

All

Reading, Mathematics

1.

1.

1,

2.

3.

1,
2.

3.

1,

2.

1.

2.

0¢
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Planning early in school year focuses on
establishing the physical enuironment /ﬂd
social system of the classroom.

Functions of yearly plannings a) to adapt
curriculum to fit teacher's knowledge and
priorities, and unique classroom situation}
b) for teacher to learn the structure and
content of new curricula; c) to develop a
practical schedule for instruction.

Eight types of plannings weekly, daily, unit,
long range, lesson, short range, yearly, term.
Threa most important typess unit, weekly,
daily.

Planning functions to a) meet immediate
psychological needs of .the planner, b) pre-
pare the teacher cagnitively and instru-
mentally for instruction, and c) guide the
intersctive processes of instruction.

Much teacher planning is never put on paper.
Functions of written lesson planst 8) to
meet adminstrators' demands, and b) for
substitute teachers.

Long range planning viewed as counter
productive because of unpredictable changes
in schedule and interruptions.

Most lesson planning done mentally rather than
on paper.

Outline or list of topics most typical form
of plan,

Mental "image" of a lesson plan used to

guide teacher behavior during routine
“instruction,

Lesson plan largsly abandoned when activity
flow is threatened with disruption,

oho2g
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Smith & Sendelbach
(1979)

Yinger (1977)
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R

Summary of Findings of Eight Studies of the Types and Functions of Teacher Planning ?

Metiiod of Inquiry

Observation, think
aloud, & stimulated-
recall,

[
Ethnography, ob-
servation, &
interview.,

Yeachers Subject Matter

4 teachers of </ Sclence
grade six. '

- .

1 teacher of All
combined grades
182,

i,

2.

3.

1.

2.

3.

Principal Findings

Teachers depend heavily on published
teacher's qi'ides. .
Plarning produces a mentsl image of the unit
to be taught.

uhile teaching, the teacher tries to recall
and enact this mental image of the plan
(with very little of the plan on paper).

Five types of planning: yearly, term, unit,
weekly, and daily. .

The "activity" was the basic unit end
starting point for planning.

Routines are used to simplify complexity

for both teacher and students.

12
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as many as eight different types of planning. The names of six of these
eight types designate a span of time for which the planning took place:
weekly, daily, long range,. short range, yearly, and term planning. The
remaining two types (unit and lesson planning) describe a unit of
content for which the teachers planned. Judging from these empirically
derived typologies of teacher planning, we would conclude thgt
substantial teacher energy is devoted to structuring, organizing for,
and managing limited classroom instructicnal time.

Yinger's (1979) finding that routianes are a principal product of
teacher planning (also supported by the work of Creemers & Westerhof,
1982; & Bromme, 1982) sugﬁzkts that teachers respond to the press for
simplification and effics .nt time management by planning. Yinger defined
routines ac sets of establ’_.ned procedures for both teacher and students
that function to control and coordinate specific sequences of behavior.
He identified four types of routines as products of teacher planning:
(a) activity routines, (b) instructional routines, (c) management
routines, and {d) executive planning routines., Routines ". . . played
such a major role in the teacher's planning behavior that hgr”planning"
could be characterized as decision making about the selection,
organization, and sequencing of routines" (Yinger, 1979, p. 165).

The relative importance of different types of planning was also
explored bv Clark and Yinger (1979b). Unit planning was cited most
often by the teachers as most important, followed by weaskly and daily
planning. Only 7% of the teachers in this study listed lesson planning
among the three most important types.

Researchers have also investigated the dynamic relationships among

different types of planning. Morine-Dershimer (1977; 1979) found that

29
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teachers' written plans seldom reflect the teachers' entige plan.
Rather, the few details recorded on a written plan were nested within
more comprehensive planning structures, called "lesson images" by
Morine-Dershimer. These lesson images, in turn, were nested within a -
still larger construct -called the "activity flow" by Joyce (1978-79).
For elementary teachers, the activity flow encompasses the year-long
progress of a class through each particular svbject matter. It is
concerned with the balance of activities across subject matters in a
school day or week.

Further ;upport for the idea that teacher planniqg is a nested
process comes from a study by Clark and Elmore (1979). Clark and Elmore
interviewed and observed five elementary teachers during the first five
weeks of the school year and found that teachers' planning was concerned
primarily with setting up the physical environment of the classroom,
assessing student abilities, and establishing the social system of the
classroom. By the end of the fourth week of school, the teachers had
established a system'of schedules, routines, and groupings for
instruction. These structural and social features of tha classroom then _ .. ._ . ..___
persisted throughout the school year and served as the “ramework within
which teachers planned particular activities and units. Other studies
o>f the first weeks of school also support the conclusion that, to a
significant degree, the "problem space" (Newell & Simon, 1972) within
which teacher and students operate is defined early, changes little
during the course of the school year, and exerts a powerful, if subtle,
influence on thought and behavior (e.g., Anderson & Evertson, 1978;

Buckley & Cooper, 1978; Shultz & Florio, 1979; Tikunoff & Ward, 1978).
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Functions of planning. Findings from research on teacher planning
suggest that teachers have as many reasons to plan as they hqve types of
planning. Clark and Yinger (1979b) found that teachers' written
responses to a questibn about why they plan fell into three clusters:
(a) planning to meet immediate personal needs (e.g., to reduce
uncertainty and anxiety, to find a sense of direction, confidénce, and
secur;ty); (b) planniﬁg as 8 means to the end of instruction (e.g., to
learn“the material, to collect and orgadlze materials, to organize time
and activity flow); and (c) planning to serve a direct function during
instruction (e.g., to organize students, to get an activity started, as
a memory aid, to provide a framework for instruction and evaluation).

In-an ethnographic study of the planning of 12 elementary teachers,
McCutcheon (1980) confirmed that some teachers blan to meet the
administrative requirement that they turn in their plans to the school
principal on a regular basis. These teachers. also indicated that
special plans were necessary for use by suﬁstitute teachers in the event
the regular teacher was absent. These plans for substitute teachers
were special both because they included a great deal of background
information about how "the system”" in a particular cla;sroom and school
operated and because the regular teachers tended tc reserve the teaching
of what they judged to be important material for themselves, and they .
planned filler or drill and practice activities for the substitute

teachers.

Pianning and the content of instruction. The most obvious function
of teacher planning in American schools is to transform and mbdify
curriculum to fit the unique circumstances of each teaching situation.

In one of the only studies of yearly planning, Clark and Elmore (1981)
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asked a second-grade teacher' to think aloud while doing her yearly
planning for mathematics, science, and writihg. The teacher reported
that the primary resources she used in hef yearly planning vere
curriculum,materialq (especially the teachex's guiﬂes). her memory of'
classroom interaction during the previogigxfa?, and the calendar for the
coming school yaar."Her process of ygaé;;g%lanning, typically done
during the summer months, consisted of reviewing the curriculum
materials she would be using during the coming year, rearranging the
sequence of topics within curricula, and adding and deleting content to

be taught. A broad outline uf the content to be taught and, to a lesser

extent, of how it would be taught, emerged as she mentally reviewed the

events of the past year and adjusted the planned sequence and pace of .

teaching to accommodate new curriculum materials and new ideas
consistent with her implicit theory of instruction. Through her review
of the past year, reflection on her satisfaction with how things went,

and modifications of the content, sequence, and planned pace of

A

" {nstruction, the teacher's yearly planning process served to integrate

her own experiences with the published materials, establishing a sense
of ownership and control of content to be taught (Ben-Peretz, 1975).
Yearly planning sessions satisfied her that she had available the
resources to provide conditions for learning that wuuld be at least

equal to those she had provided during the previous year. For this

teacher, yearly planning decreased the unpredictability and uncertainty

that attend every teaching situation.
The Clark and Elmore study (1981) of yearly planning supports the
jdea that published curriculum materials have a powerful influence on

the content and process of teaching. In a study of teacher planning for

'
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gixth~grade science instruction, Smith and'Sendelbach (1979) pursued
thgs i&ea at the level of unit planning. Working with the SCIS (Science
Curriculum Improvement Study) science curriculum, Smith and Sendelbach
compared explicit d;;ections for a unit of instruction provided in the
teacher's manual with foyr teachers' transformations of those directions
into plans, and, finally, with the actual classroom beh#vior of one of
the fo.~ teachers while teaching the urnit. Observation of the four
teachers during planning ses3ions combined with analysis of think aloud
and stimylated recall interview data revealed that thg principal product
of a unit planning session was a mental picture of the unit to be
taught, the sequeﬂée of activities within it, and the students' probable
résponses. These mental plans were supplemented and cued by sketchy’
notes and lists of important points that the teachers wanted to be sure
to remember. Smith and Sendelbach characterized the process of
a€tivating a unit plan as oné of reconstructing the plan from memory,
rathe}‘than of carefully following the directions provided in the
teacher's guide.

Smitﬁ and Sendelbach argued that the lack of a strong connection
between the published curriculum and instruction created the potential
for distortions or significant omissions in the content.of science
instruction. From their classroom observations of one experienced

| .
teacher implementing her uﬂit plan, they concluded that thg}quality of
instruction was degraded somgwhat by both planned ané‘ynintended
deviations from the SCIS curriculum. They attributed these deviations
to the teacher's limited subject matter knowledge, difficulty in finding
information in the teacher's guide, and to the presence of inherently

compiex and confusing concepts.
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Summary. Three points are of special interest concerning the types
and functions of teacher planning. First, researchers on teacher |
planning have tended to focus on a single type of planning and to study
teachers at only the elementary level. To fully understand the task J
demands of teaching and the ways in which teachers respond to these
demands, researchers ;eed to describe the full range of kinds of
planning that teachers do during the school year and the
interrelationships between these kinds of planning. Second, the modest
to insignificant role of lesson planning reported by experienced
teachers is interesting. Lesson planning is the one type of planning
that is addresseﬁ directly in all teacher preparation programs. Yet
lesson planning is rarely claimed as an important part of the repertoire
of experienced teachers. Perhaps differences between expert and novice
teachers dictate that teacher education focus heavily on lesson
planning. But this anomaly may also indicate that some of our teacher
preparaticn practices bow more to the task demands of the university
calendar, methods courses, and supervision models than to those of the

public school envifonméhﬁ:“.Fiﬁali&}“fhe functions of teacher planning

—— e e

that are not directly and exclusively concerned with a particular
instructional episode serm to have been slighted in the research
literature. Researchers and teacher educators should think more broadly
about what teachers are accomplishing in their planning time and avoid
narrow comparisons of what was planned with what was taught as the major

criterion for evaluation of planning quality. <

What Models Describe Teacher Planning?

The second major question asked by researchers on teacher planning

is, "What modﬁls describe the planning process?” The logic of an

ERIC
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industrial production system underlies the most wideiy prescribed model
for teacher planning, first proposed by Tyler (1950). This linear model
consists of a sequence of four steps: (a) apecify objectives, (b)
select learning aptiv%ties. (é)*organize learning activities, and (d)
specify evaluation procedures..?Thia linear model has been recomme;ded
for use at all levels of educationai planning, and thousands of
educators have been trained in its use. It .was mot until 1970 that
researchers began to examiﬁa directly the planning processes in use by
teachers and to compare what was being practiced with‘yhat was
prescribed. Table 2 summarizes the studies conducted by these
researchers. '

Taylor's (1970) study of teacher planning in British secondary
schools was d;rected toward examining how teachers planned syllabi for
courses. Using group discussions with teachers, analyses of course
syllabi, and a questionnaire administered to 261 teachers of English,
science, and geography, Taylor came to the following general
conclusions: The most common theme in the teachers'_course planning was
the prominence of the pupil,—especially pupil needs, abilities, and
interests. Following the pupil as & focus of planning, in order of
importance, were the subject matter, goals, and teaching methods. 1In
planning for courses of study, teachers attributed little importance to
evaluation and to the relationship between their own courses and the
curriculum as a whole.

Taylor described the course planning process as one in which the
teacher begins with the context of teaching; next considers learning
situations likely to interest and involve pupils; and, only after this,

considers the purposes that teaching would serve. Taylor indicated that
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Tabla 2 2

Ten Studies of tha Planning Process: Summary of Findings

Study Method of Inpiry Teachers Subject Matter Principal Findings
Clark & Yinger (1878) Journal keeping, 5 elementary Writing Two styles of planning consistent with the
intervieus, & teachers. general features of Yinger's models
observations, 1. Comprehensive planning
2. Incremantal planning
Favor-Lydecker (1981) Think aloud. 7 upper elementary Social otudies Five different styles of planning.
teachers & 4 under-
graduates.
McLeod (1981) Stimulated 17 kindergarten Various 1. Intended learning outcomes considered
recall. : teachers. ' " . during planning, while teaching, and after
' teaching. .

2. Types of intended learning outcomess
Cognitive - 57.7%
Social/affective - 35%
Psychomotor /perceptual - 7.2%

fMorine-Dershimar & Analysis of 20 teachers of 2nd Reading & Mathematics 1. Outline form for most plansy fairly specific.
Vallance (1976) ‘ vritten plans * & S5th grades. 2. Little attention to behaviorsl goals,
for an experi- diagnosis of student needs, evaluation, or
menter-prescribed alternative courses of action.
° lesson. x
Neal, Pace & ] Questionnaire & 19 elementary Elemenatary planning 1. Attitudes toward systematic planning
. v model favorable by teachers and
Case (1383) interview. teachers & 8
student teachers. student teachers.
. 2. Experienced teachors belleved that the
. - systematic model is useful primarily for
\ ' novices and, occasionally, when planning
. a new unit.
™ " 3, Studunt teachers used the systematic .
planning model only when required to.
Peterson, Marx, & Think aloudy 12 junior high Social Studies 1. Largest proportion of planning time on content.
Clark (1978) tesching in school teachers, \ 2, 2nd focus = instructional strategies &
lsboratory ' activities.
setting. . 3. Smallest % = objectives.
' )
(Y]
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Taylor, (1970)

Yinger (1877)
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Ten Studies of the Planning Processs

Method of Inauiry
Observation & '
intervieuw.

Group discua-
sions, analysis
of course
syllabl &
questions,

Ethnography,
obsewg'g:on. &
interv .

Quesionnalire

Table 2 (continued)

.

Teachers

& junior high
uchool teachers.

261 British
secondary
teachers,

1 teacher of comblned
grﬂdes 14 2.

§

194 elementary
teachers.

Sub ject Matter

English, Mathematics,
Social Studies,
Spanish/French

»

English, Sclence,
Geography

ALl

Elementary planning.

Summary of Findings

1.

2.

1.

2.

3.

ot

Principal Findings

Least experienced teacher planned sccording
to Tyler linear model.

"Content" decisions most frequently made
first in planning (51%), followed by
learring cbjectives 28f%).

Major focus of planning (in order of
importances a) pupil needs, abilitles, &
interests; b) subject matterj c) goalsy

d) teaching methods.

Evaluation was 1little importance in course
plal'ﬂimo

Little concern for relationship of planned
courss to the curriculum as s uholae.

Three stage, cyclical planning models

1.
2.
3.

1.

2.

Problem finding.
Problem formulation snd solution,
Implementation, evaluation, s
routinization.

"pupil activities" was the most/ frequently
reported focus of planning (81%).
YContent™ decisions most fr tly made
first in planning (51%), foll by
learning objectives (26%).
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teachers gave minor importance to the criteria and procedures for

evaluating the effectiveness of their course of teaching. Taylor

N

concluded that in curriculum p}anning teachers should begin with the
content to be taught and accompanying important contextual
considerations (e.g., time, sequencing, resourcec). Teachers should
then consider pupil interests and attitudes, aims and purposes of the
course, learning situations to be created, the p-ilosophy of the course,
the criteria for judging the course, the degree of pupil interest
fostered by the course, and finally, evaluation of the cdﬁrse.

Zahorik (1975) dontinued this line of inquiry in a study in which
he asked 194 teachers to list in writing the decisions they made prior
to teaching and to indicate the order in which they made them. He
classified these decisions into the following categories: objectives,
content, pupil activities, materials, diagnosis, evaluation,
instruction, and organization. He found that the kind of decision
mentioned by the greatest number of teachers concerned pupii activities
(81%). The kind of decision most frequently made first-concerned
content (51%), followed by decisions about learning objectives (28%).
Zahorik concluded that teaéhers' planning decisions do not always follow
linearly from a specification of objectives and that, in fact,
objectives are not a particularly important planning decision in terms
of‘quantity of use. ’

More recently, researchers have turned their attention to
describing teacher planning by observing and audiotaping teachers'
thinking aloud during planning sessions. Peterson, Marx, and Clark
(1978) examined planning in a laboratory situation as 12 teachers

prepared to teach a new instructional unit to small groups of junior

. | 0
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~high school students with whom they had had no previous contact. During

their planning periods, teachers were instructed to think aloud, and
theif verbal statements were later coded into planning categorieé
including objectives, materials, subject mattef. and instructiocnal
process. The primary findings of this study were: (a) teachers spent
the largest proportion of their planning time dealing with the content
to be taught; (b) after spbjéct matter, teachers concentrated their
planning efforts on instructional proces;es (strategies and activities);
and (c) teachers spent the smallest proportion of their planning time on
objectives. All three of these findings were consistent with those of
Zahorik (1975), and Goodlad and Klein (1970). The third finding was
also similar to results reported by Joyce and Harootunian (1964) and by
Pophém and Baker (1970).

In interpreting the Peterson, Marx, and Clark (1978) étudy. one
needs to consider the task deq‘nds on the teachers. The researchers
provided the teachers with'unfaqiliar materials from which to teach, and
thay limited preparation time to 90 minutes immadiately preceding
teaching on each day of the study. Because the teachers did not know
their students in advance, the teachers may have placed more emphasis on
content and instructional proceﬁsea in their planning than would
normally be the case. Finally, the researchers provided the teacﬁers
with a list of six general teaching goals, expressed in terms of content
coverage, process goals, and cognitive and attitudinal outcomes for
students. Under ghese circumstances, it is not surprising that the
teachers devoted little planning time to composing more specific
objectives ard used the largest part of their planning time to study the

content and decide how to teach it.
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Morine-Dershimer and Vallance (1976) obtained results comnsistent -
with those of Peterson, Marx, and Clark. Morine-Dershimer and Vallance
collected written plans for two experimenter-prescribed lessons (one in
mathematics_qnd one in reading) téught by 20 teachers of second and
fifth grades in their own classrooms to a small group of their students.
The researchers described teachers' plans in terms of (a) specificity of
written plans, (b) gen2ral format of plans, (c) statement of goals, (d)
source of goal statements, (e) attention to pupil background and
preparation, (f) identification of evaluation procedures, and (g)
indication of possible alternative procedures. Teachers tended to be
fairly specific and use an outline form in their plans. Their written
plans reflected little attention to behavioral goals, diagnosis of
student needs, evaluation procedures, and alternative courses of action.
However, the teachers reported that writing plans for researcher-
prescribed lessons was not typical of their planning, and cbservations
of their classroom veaching behavior revealed that much of what the
teachers had planned was not reflected in their written outlines
(Morine-Dershimer, 1979).

In his five-month field study of one teacher, Yinger (1977) drew on

his observations, interview data, and think-aloud protocols to create a

theoretical model of the process of teacher planning. He viewed teacher

planning as taking place in three stages. The first stagé is a
discovery cycle in which the teacher's goal conceptions, her knowledge
and experience, her notion of the planning dilemma, and the materials
available for planning interact to produce an initial problem conception
worthy of further exploration. The second stage is problem formulaticn

and solution. Yinger proposed that the mechanism for carrying out this
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" process is the "design cycle:"~ He characterized problem solving as

a design process involving progressive elaboration of plans over time.
Moreover, he proposed that elaboration, investigation, and adaptation'.
are the phases through which teachers formulate their plans. The third
stage of the planning model involves implementaticn, evaluation, and
eventual routinization of the plan. Yinger emphasized that evaluation

and routinization contribute to the teacher's repertoire of knowledge

and experience, which in turn play a major role in the teacher's future

planuing deliberations.

A significant contribution of Yinger's way of conceptualizing the
planning process is that he proposes a cyclicgl rather than a linear
model. He postulates a recursive design cycle'similar to the processes
hypoth;sized to go on in the work of architects, physicians, artists,
designers, and other professionals. In addition, he acknowledges that
schooling is not a series of unrelated planning-teaching epispdes. but
that each planning event can be influenced by prior planning and
teaching experiences and that, potentially, each teaching event feeds
into future planning and teaching processes. He represents the cycle as
a continuous, year-long process, in which the boundaries between
planning, teaching, and reflection are not sharp and distinct.

In a further investigation of the Yinger model, Clark and Yinger
(1979b) asked five elementary teachers to design and plan a two-week
unit on writing that the teachers had aever taught before. The teachers
kept journals documenting their plans and their thinking about planning

during a three-week period, and they were interviewed twice each week.

The journal keeping and interviews continued and were supplemented by
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observations during the two-week period when the teachers were
implementing their plans.

'Clark and Yinger described the teachers' unit planning as a
cyclical process, typically beginning with a general idea and moving
through phases of successive elaboration. This tendency of teachers to
mentally visualize, elaborate, and modify their plans was further
supported by data from a later study of teacher judgment while planning
(Yinger & Clark, 1962; 1983). In.that study, six teachers who thought.
aloud while making judgments about published language-arts activity
descriptions were seen to change and adapt the activity descriptions to
fit their own teaching situations and experiences before passing
judgment about the quality and usefulness of the activities.
Visualization of the teaching activity being enacted in the specific
context of their own classrooms seemed to be an essential feature of the
planning process for these experienced elementary school teachers. One
could hypothesize that the availability of detailed knowledge structures
about a particular teaching setting provides the experienced teacher
with the tools for mentally trying out learning activities and
distinguishes the expert planner from the novice.

In the Clark and Yinger (1979b) study of unit planning, two of the
teachers' unit plans consisted of a short problem-finding stage, brief
unit planning, and considerable reliance on trying out activities in the
classroom. Clark and Yinger referred to this approach as "incremental
planning" and described teachers who employed a series of short planning
steps, relying heavily cn day-to-day information from the classroom.
They characterized the remaining three unit plans as products of

Ycomprehensive planning,” in which the teachers developed a thoroughly
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specified framework for future action. When compared with incremental
planning, comprehensive planning involved more attention to the unit as
a whole, and more time and energy invested in specifying plans as.
completely as possible before beginning to teach. Both approaches to
unit planning seemed to work well for the teachers who used them.
Incremental planning saved time and energy while staying in touch with
changing student states. Comprehensive planning provided a complete and
dependable guide for teacher-student interaction for the whole course of
a unit, reducing uncertainty and increasing the probability of achieving
prespecified legrning objectives.‘

This notion of "planning styles" of teachers was examined further
by Sarde (1982). She found a relationship between individual
differences in planning style and amount of teaching experience. Sardo
studied the planning of four junior high school teachers who varied in
teaching experience from 2 to 30 years. The planning of the least
experienced teacher consisted primariLy of. daily and lesson planning and
followed the Tyler linear modei most close. ', while the more experienced
teachers tended to be less systematic planners, to spend less time
pianning, and to concern themselves with planning the flow of activities
for an entire week rather than with the fine details of éach lesson.

Similarly, Favor-Lydecker (1981) studied the social studies unit
planning styles of 17 teachers of upper-elementary grades (4-6) and of
four advanced undergraduate elementary education majors. Each of the 21
teachers thought aloud during a two-hcur planning session for a unit on
ethnic heritage. Favor-Lydecker described five different planning
styles that characterized the 21 unit plans: (1) teacher-student

cooperative planning, (2) brainstorming, (3) list and sequence planning,
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(4) culminating event in sequence planning, and (5) culminating event as
goal.statement planning. | L

One recent study tested the possibility that the reported rarity of
use of the Tyler model of planning might be due to inadequate training
of teachers in its use .or to unsupportive contextual facgors. In an
interview study, Neal, Pace, and Case (1983) contrasted student teachers
(n = 9) and experienced elementary and special education teachers
(n = 19) in their attitudes toward and use of the Tyler systematic
planning model. - They found that both undergraduates and experienced
teachers expressed moderately favorable attitudes toward the systematic
planning model, but that experienced teachers believed it was useful
mainly for student teachers and not for ;hemselves. Five of the 19
experienced teachers reported using the systematic planning model only
when developing a new unit, and the remaining 14 teachers reported that
they did not use the model at all because they believed that ii took too
much time, was unnecessary, or was implicitly rather than explic.tly
included in their informal planning. The student teachers reported that
they followed the systematic planning model closely when they were
required to do so in planning two sample lessons, but, when not
specitically required to, most reported not using this model in planning
practice teaching lessons. ' The results of this study contradict the
hypothesis that teachers do not use the systematic planning model
because they are not well trained in its use or because the
organizational environment is not supportive. Novice and experienced
teachers alike demonstrated knowledge of the model, and the teaching

environment (a mastery learning system) was organizationally supportive

e
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of it. Yet the systematin planning model was not the approach of choice
for either beginning or experienced teachers.

McLeod (1981) provided a new perspective on the role of learning
objectives in planning by asking not_whether objectives are the starting
point for planning but rather when teachers think about objectives.
Working with 17 kindergarten teachers, MclLeod conducted a
stimulated-recall.interview with each teacher, using a videotape of a
20-minute to 30-minute classroom.;ctivity taught by the teacher earlier
that same day, The purpose of the interviews was to determine when
teachers formulated intended learning outcomes in terms of four stages:
?reactive Stage 1 (before planning activities or selecting materials),
Preactive Stage 2 (afteriplannihg but before teaching), Interactive
Stage 3 (during the act of teaching), and Postactive Stage 4 (duringl
reflection after a.teaching episode) (after Pylypiw, 1974). The'
interviews were also used to determine what types of intended leatning-
outcomes (cognitive, social, and psychomotor) teachers formulated at
each stage.

Averaging the responses across the 17 teachers, McLeod found that
the largest percentage of intended learning outcomes was identified
during the interactive stage (45.8%). This was followed by Preactive
Stage 1 (26.5%), Preactive Stage 2 (19.5Z), and by the Postactive Stage
(8.2%). The data also indicated that 57.7% of the intended learning
outcomes were cognitive, 35% were social or affective, and 7.2% were
psychomotor or perceptual. Interestingly, teachers reported identifying
social/affective intended learning outcomes primarily durirg the
Interactive Stage, and cognitive.outcomea predominantly during the

Preactive and Postactive Stages.
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;Unfortunately. in her investigation, McLeod relied primarily on
stimulated-recall interviews. She could have supplemented the
stimulated-recall data to good effect with classroom observations and
with thinking aload techniques to describe the use of learning outcomes
as it was happening. However, this research does much to broaden the
concept of gogls. objectives, or intended leérning outcomes and their
roles in planning and teaching. In earlier studies researchers tended to
dismiss learning objectives as a rare and, therefore, unimportant
elemeﬁt in teacher planning, even characterizing teachers as interested
only in activities rather than in outcomes. Mcleod's study suggests
that teachers can and do think about and act to support.bbtg specific
and general learning outcomes for their students and that it is
hazardous to study the process of teacher planning in isolation from
interactive teaching and postactive reflection.

The role of student learning outcomes in planning and teaching has
been examined by several other researchers as well (e.g., Ccnnelly,
1972; Eisnmer, 1967; Eisner & Vallance, 1974; Raths, 1971; Toomey, 1977;
and Wise, 1976). The concensus seems to be that planning for teaching
necessarily involves the teacher's intentions for learninmg, but that the
degree of specificity and explicitness of these intentions varies with
the teacher's conception of the teaching-learning process. Toomey
(1977) found, for example, that compared with more process-~oriented and
student-centered teachers, teachers charactefized as content and
teacher-control oriented tended to be very specific in their

articulation and use of student learning objectives.
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Teacher Planning and Teachers' Classroom Behavior

The third and final question concerns the iink between teacher
planning and action in the classroom. Researchers have demonstrated
that teachers' plans influence the content of instruction and ;ﬂe
sequence of topics (e.g., Smith & Sendelbach, 1979;:C18tk & Elmore,
1981) as well as the time allocations to elementary school subject
matter areas (Smith, 1977). Now we turn to the few studies in which
researchers have examined how teachers' plans influence what happens in
the classroom. Table 3 presents the principal findings of theﬁe
studies.

Zahorik (1970) compared the effects of structured planning with the
absence of structured planning on teachers' classroom behavior. He
provided 6 of 12 teachers with a partial lesson plan containing
behavioral objectives and a detailed outline of content to be covered
two weeks hence, He requested that the remaining 6 teachers reserve an
hour of instructional time to carry out a task for the researchers, not
telling them fhat they were going to be asked to teach a lesson on
credit cards until just before the appointed time. Zahorik analyzed
recorded protocols of the 12 lessons focusing on "teacher behavior that
is sensitive to students" (p. 144). He defined this behavior as 'verbal
acts of the teacher that permit, encourage, and develop pupils' ideas,
thoughts, and action;" (p. 144). 1In comparing the protocols of the
planners and non-planners, Zahorik judgedhthat teachers who had been
given plans in advance exhibited less honest or authentic use of the
pupils' ideas dutring the lesson. He concluded from this that the linear

planning model--goals, activities and their organization, and
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Table 3

- ) SN
L)
Teachers Subject Matter .
3 teachers of 5th Mathematics
grlde. '
6 teachers of pre-
school.
12 junior high Social Studies

school teachsrs,

12 elementary Leason on creoit cards.

teachers.
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Four Studies of Links Betueen Planning and Actlons Summary of Findings .

Principal Findings C

Positive correlation between planning statements
about small group instruction and cbserved use
of small group instruction. ’

Planning € rned with selection of materiesls
and arrangement of physical environment of
classroom.

A ' Sy
Positive corrclationé\betmn focus of planmning
behavior and focus of tharactlve teaching
behavior. ) \
Teachers given plans 2 ueek\s\ln advance noted
as behaving "less sensitively- toward students®
than teachers not given plans.
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evaluation--resulted in insensitivity to pupils on the part of the
- teacher.

Unfortunately, 2ahorik did not determine the degree to which the
teachers who received the lesson plans in advance actually planned or
elaborated the lesson. A competing explanaﬁion for these findings is
that the teachers who had no advance warning about what they were to
teach were forced by the demands of the task to concentrate on their
students' ideas and experiences, while those teachers who knew the

.+ expected topic of instruction for two weeks prior to teaching were
influenced to focus on the content rather than on their students.

In the Peterson, Marx, and Clark (1978) labotatorf study of teacher
planning, teaching, and student achievement described earlier, a number
of positive relationships emeréed between the focus of teachers'
planning statements and their classroom behavior. For all ceachefs,
planning on the first of three days of teaching was heavily weighted
toward the content to be covered. However, the focus of their planning
shifted on days two and three, with planning for instructionel prbcesses
becoming more prominent. The proportion of planning statements dealing
with the ié#rner vas positively related to teacher behaviors classified
as "group focused." The proportion of planning statements dealing with
the content was positively and significantly correlated with teacher
behavior coded as "subject matter focused." These findings suggest that
teacher planning was relased to the general focus.or tone of interactivé

teaching, rather than to the specific details of verbpal behavior. They

also suggest that the nature of the work done during the preactive

planning period changes with situation-specific teaching experience. As
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the task demands'on the teacher change, so does the nature of
appropriate preparation.

Carnahan (1980) studied the planning and subsequent behavior of
nine fifth-grade teachers as tl.ey taught the same two-week mathematics
unit. The quality of the teachers' written plans was determined by
rating plans that focused on ;arge groups as low in quality_gnd plans
that focused on individuals or small groups as high in quality. (This
criterion was chosen because the curriculum materials that the teachers
were using incorporated a similfr bias.) Classroom observers rated
instruction for teacher clarity, use of motivation strategies, and
student engagement. The main result of interest here is that Carnahan
found no statistically significant relationship between his ratings of
plan quality and the ratings of teaching quality. However, he did find
a significant positive correlation between the total percentage of
written planning statements about small groups or individuals and‘the
observed use of small groups 'in the claesroom. This and other.findings
in Carnahan's report indicate that the main relationship between written
plans and subsequent classroom interaction was in the dorain of
organization and structuring of teaching rather than in the domain of
specific verbal behavior. During interactive teaching, the responses of
students are unpredictable and therefore verbal dialogue may not be a
profitable focus for teacher planning.

The influence of teacher planning on classroom behavior in the
teacﬁing of preschool children seems to be souwewhat different from that
observed in higher gradés. Hill, Yinger, and Robbins (1981) studied the
planning of six-tegchers who constituted the'staff of a university

developmental preschool. During a 10-week period, the researchers
d
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observed the teachers' Friday afternoon group planning sessions, staff

1

meetings, conferences with student teachers, materials selection from
the storeroom, and their arranging of their classroom environments.
They also interviewed the teachers about their planning processes and

copied planning documents and records.

v
o

Hill, Yinger, and Robbins found that much of the teachers' planning
centered around selecting and arranging manipulable maﬁerials. The
school storeroom was an important source of teachers' ideas for learning
activities. Once the teachers identified the appropriate materials,
they then focused on how to arrange these materials in the classroom for
use by the children and on how to manage thé transitions into and out of
these activ;ties. The teachers spent three or more hours per week
arranging the physical environments of their classrooms. When an
activity did not go well, the teacher's first improvement strategy was
to rearrange the physical environment. Because teaching-in this setting
depended so much on “he materials selecte@ and arranged by teachers,
teacher planning had a substantial influence on the nature of the
children's ledrning opportunities. Also, the demands of teaching appear -
to have influenced the nature of the planning process in this setting.
These foy; studies, takén together..suggest that teacher planﬁing
does influence opportunity to learﬁ..content coverage, grouping for S
instruction, and the general focus of classroom processes. They also
highlight the fact that the finer details of classroom teaching (e.g., ’
specific verbal behavior) are unpredictalle and thﬁfefore not planned.

Planning shapes the broad outline of what is possible or likely to occur

while teaching and is used to manage transitions from one activity to
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another. But once interactive teaching begins, the teachgr's plan moves
to the background and interactive decision making becomes more

important. )
P -

Summary of Research on Teacher Planning

Research on teacher plgnning provides a direct view of the
cognitive activities of teachers as professionals. This literature is
almost exclusively descriptive and deals primarily with the planning of
experienced elementary teachers. The research indicates that there are
as many as eight‘different types of planning that teachers engage in
during the school year. These types of planning are not independent,
but are nested and interact with one another.

The curriculum as jublished is transformed in the planning process
by additions, deletions, changes in sequence and emphasis, teachers'
interpretations, and misunderstandings. Other functions of teacher
planning include instructional time allocation for subject matters and
for individuals and groups of students, study and review of the content
of instruction by teachers, organization of daily, weekly, and term
schedules, meeting administrative accounta! {lity requirements, and
communicating wﬁgﬁ;%ﬁﬁstitute teachers. Teachers also report that the
planning.pfoéess proddggs immediate psychic rewards in the form of
feelings of confidence and reduction of uncertainty. Taken together,
these findings suggest that teacher planning has direct connections with
variables studied in the general literature of research on teaching such
as structuring, opportunity to learn, and time on task. Teacher
planning also secms to be an appropriate topic of inquiry for

researchers studying implementation of educa;iunal innovations.

35



ERIC

-«

46

The task of modeling the planning processes o° teachers is far from
complete. The literature is in veasonable agreement that a narrowly
construed version of the linear "rational planning model' proposed by
Tyler does not describe the planning behavior of experienced teachers.
But it is not clear whether'the several styles and models of planning
described by Yinger, Toomey, Favor-Lydecker, and others are functionally
superior to the Tyiet model. Furthermoge, it may be that training
novice teachers to use a version of the Tyler model provides them with

an appropriate foundation for developing a planning style compatible

~with their own personal characteristics and with the task environments

“in which they must teach. Continued study of the planning behavior of

teachers might be more profitable if researchers shift to longitudinal
designs and a cognitive-developmental framework instead of continuing to
accumulate descriptions of the planning of experienced teachers.’
Teacher planning reduces but does not eliminate uncertainty about
teacher-student interaction. Classroom teaching is a complex social
process that regularly includes interruptions, surprises, and
digressions. To fully understand the operation o;%teacher planning,
researchers must look beyond the empty classroom and study the ways in
which plans shape teacher. and student behavior and are communicated,

changed, reconstructed, or abandoned in the interactive teaching

environment.

Teachers' Interactive Thoughts and Decisions

Researchers on teachers' thinking have attempted to describe the
thinking that teachers do while interacting with students in the
classroom. More specifically, researchers have been concerned with the

extent to which teachers make interactive decisions that lead them to
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change their plans or their behavior in the classroom. For example,
while teaching a lesson, a teacher may make a decision to continue with
'Lé teaching strategy that s/he had planned to use or not to continue
with the strategy as a result of a decision. Researchers have attempted
to map the interactive decisions of teachers and describe the influences
on teachers' interactive decisions as well as to identify the cues that
the teachers use to make interactive decisions. Finally, researchers
have investigated the relationships among teachers' interactive thoughts
and decisions, teachers' behavior, and student outcomes. An important
question here is whether teachers who are considered effective in
producing positive gains in student achievement differ in their patterns
of interactive decision making from teachers who are considered less
effective in promoting student achievement.

In the following sections, we will ;eview the research on teachers'
interactive thoughts and decisions that has addressed each of the above
topics. We will discuss findings on the broader topic of the content of
teachers' interactive thoughts and then move to a more narrow focus on
findings related to teachers' interactive decision making. First, we

will provide an overview of the methodology used in these studies.

Overview of Studies Usir- Stimulated-Recall Techniques to Study

Teachers' Interactive Thoughts and Decisions

Table 4 presents a summary of the method and procedures of 12
research studies in which researchers used stimulated-recall interviews
to elicit self-reports of teachers' interactive thoughts and deciaioms.
As can be seen from Table 4, the 12 studies varied considerably in the
grade level and experience of the participants, the number and subject

matter of the lessons that were videotaped and used in the
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Table & (continued)
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stimulated-recall interview, and the gFtual format of the
stimulated-recall interview. Eleven of the 12 studies were done with
elementary teachers and students from grades one through six, and one
study was done with seventh- and eighth-grade students. ‘Although most
studies included several tgachers. each teaching more than one les;:n.
Wodlinger (1980) focused on only one teacher, and several investigators
taped only one lessoﬁ for each teachef (Fogarty, Wang, & Creek, 1982;
Morine & Vallance, 1975; Semmel, 1977). The subject matter of the
lessons varied considerably across the 12 studies and included reading,
language arts, spelling, mathematics, social studies, and physical
education. To illustrate how the format of the stimulated-recall
interview differed, we will describe one study and then use it as a
basis for comparison.

In a laboratory study of teachers' interactive thoughts and
decisions, Peterson, Clark, and Marx (Peterson &.Clark. 1978; Marx &
Peterson, 1981; Clark & Peterson, 1981) had 12 experienced teachers each
teach a two and one-half hour social studies lesson to three groups of

seventh- and eighth-grade students. Teachers were videotaped while they

were teaching. At the end of each lesson, each teacher viewed the

videotape of thé first % minutes of the Tirst hour of teaching and three

1-3 minute segments of each hour of instruction to "stimulate recall" of

their interactive thoughts during instruction. After viewing each of

these four segments, the teachers responded to the following questions:
1. What were you doing in the segment and why?

2. Were you thinking of any alternative actions or strategies at
that time?

3. What were you noticing about the students?

4. How were the students responding?
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5. Did any student reactions cause you to act differently than you
had planned? - .

6. Did you have any particular objectives in mind in this segment?
If so what were they? :

7. Do you femember any aspects of the situation that might have
affected what you did in this segment?

In contrast to the above study and the study by Housnef and Griffey
(1983) where teachers viewed only selected segments of the videotape of
their lessons, teachers viewed the entire videotape in eight studies
(Morine & Vallance, 1975; Marland, 1977; Conners, 1978b; McNair,
1978-79; Lowyck,‘1980; WOdlﬁnger, 1980; Fogarty et al., 1982; & Shroyer,
1981), listened to the entire audiotape of their lésson in one study
(Semmel, 1977), and viewed the entire videotaped lesson twice in one
study (Colker, 1982). However, even in these studies where the inter-
viewer played the entire tape to the teacher, the procedure differed
according to whether the teacher selected the videotaped segments that
were the focus of the interview (as in the Lowyck, Wodlinger, & Shroyer
studies), whether the teacher and interviewer weréiﬁoth allowed to
select segments that were the focus of the interview (as in the Morine &
Vallance, Marland, McNair, Conners, and Fogarty et al. studies),or
whether the interviewer selected the segments that were the focus of the
interview (as in the Semmel & Conners studies). Moreover, in the
Peterson, Marx, and Clark study and in the studies by Morine and
Vallance, Housner and Griffey, Semmel, McNair, and Colker, teachers
xeSpondegﬁzo a structured interview with a prespecified set of
questions. In contrast, in the studies by Marland, Conners, Lowyck,

Wodlinger, and Shroyer, the format of the stimulated-recall interview

was a clinical one in which a few general and specific questions were
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predetermined by the researchers, but the actual questions varied from
interview to interview as determined by the interviewer.

Although the format of the stimulated-recall interviews differed
considerably across the 10 studies, the coding and analysis of the
stimulated-recall interviews Qére similar in all the stud;es. The
teachers' responses to the interview were audiotaped and coded by
categofizing each of the teacher's statements or "thoughts' into one of
several cat%gories. The number of complete thoughts in each category
was then tafiiedmand compared across content categories. We turn now to

the findings from these studies.

The Content of Teachers' Interactive Thoughts

Six studies have described the content of teachers' interactive
thoughts. These are Marx and Peterson (1981), McNair (1978-79),
Colker (1982), Marland (1977), Conners (1978b), and Semmel (1977).
Despite the variability in the methodology used in these six studies,
the findings are remarkably similar. Table 5 presents the percentage of
teachers' interactive thoughts by content category across the six
research studies. In this table, we placed similar categories
side-by—side so as to permit comparison of the percentage of teachers'
interactive thouéhégmih_;imilﬁr ca;;gories across studies.

Several findings emerge from an examination of Table 5. First, a
relatively small portion cf teachers' reports of their interactive
thoughts dealt with instructional objectives. Teachers mentioﬁed
objectives only 14% or less of the time across the four studies that

used objectives as a category. Examples of teachers' reports of

interactive thoughts about objectives include the following:
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" Percentage of Teachers' Interactive Thoughts by

Content Category Across Six Research Studies

B

Mars A Petarson Mchalp Colker Marland Canners Semmal
Category L Category S_  Category i, Category A Category -3  Category L
. A
P jectivas 13.9 Objectives 2.9 Goal Statementa 2.7 Objectives 5.4
|
} Contenti
fontunt 6.5 Facts & ldeaa 13.8 Content 5.5
hnsztuctlonnl Procedures A
J:IOLEGulO! 30.9 Task 28.8 Tactical 1nstructional Inatructlon
stetiols 6.1 mateclals 8.8 Oellberations 23,5 wmoves .21.7 and/or text 19,2
Lnarne: 42.2 Laasner 3s.l Leasner 4Al.S (Totsl Learner §0.,0) | Total Laacrner 44.1) Learner 59,6
t InformationiPupll 6.8 InformationstPupll 9.7
| . MediationiPupll 1.3
. Perceptiana 15,8 Perceptions 1.8 Reiteration
: (About Laearner 14.4] [About Learner 12.8] of Bahavior 21.2
l Interpretations 11.9 Interpretations 16.8
{About Lasrner 11.6) {About Laacrnar 15.2)
I Anticlpation 8.6 Expactations 4.3
{About Laazner 5.6) [About Learner 4.3)
Raflections 18.8 Self-auarangsa 7.7
{About Learnar 11.6] [About Learnet 1.0}
InformationiOthar 6.1 1InformationiOther 1.0
Geliafs Ge 8
Feallnga 5,8 foellngs 6.5
Fantaay 0.1
Other then
Learner 58.86
Tima 6.6
-\
"
<
B
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1 wanted them to see the connection between the
"Sh" sound and the S-H, that they all had S-H's
on them.

I wanted them to identify ‘the senses that they
were using.

Second, a relatively syall percentage of teachers' statements about
their interactive thoughts dealt with the conteant or the'subject matter
(5% to 14% across three studies). An example of such a statement is,

At this point here I wanted to focus in on the idea

of Japan being today an industrial nation, rather
taan an agricultural nation.

Third, a relatively larger percentage of teachers' re~orts of their '

interactive thoughts dealt with the instructional process including

instructional procedures and instructional strategies. The percentage

' was amazingly similar--202% to 30%Z--across the five studies that used a

category like "instructional process" in their content analysis. Here

are some examples:

I thought after I explained it to her, "1 didn't make that
very clear." :

I was also thinking that I couldn't ask them to come down
to the carpet one group at a time.

I was thinking that they needed some sort of positive
reinforcement.

At this point in the lesson I felt I had reviewed what we
had already talked about yesterday.

1 was trying to guide her into the sounding without actually
having to do it.

Fourth, in all of the six studies the researchers found that the
largest percentage of teachers' reports of their interactive thoughts

were concerned with the learner. Examples included the following:

I was thinking that they don't understand what they're doing.

I was also thinking, "Tricia's kind of silly right now. If
I ask her, I probably won't get a straight answer."

I expected him to get that.

You can't always tell with the kids you krow, whether they're
truly inattentive or whether they're just mulling over what
has been going on.

Say -

-
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.So they were concentrating on that.
And nobody was listening at all.

In the studies by Marx and Peterson, McNair, and Colker, the .
percentage concerned with the learner was approximately 40%. In the |
stﬁdy by Semmel (1977), the percentage was higher (60%), perhaps because
this Qas the only study in which teachers were dealing with exceptional
children (i.e., children with a severe reading difficulty) or perhaps N
because in:this study each teacher was teaching only one child. 1In
contrast, Colker (1982). found no significant differences between
teachers' reports of 1nteractive¢thoughts about learners in a tutoring
situation‘compared to a small-group situation or a large-group
situation; Thus, Fhe greater focus on the learnér in the Semmel study
is probably due to the fact that the students were exceptional children
or possibly to the fact that the teachers were'preservice rather than
inservice teachers.

In the studies by Marland and Conners, a small percentage of
teachers' reports of their interactive thoughts were categorized as
"Information: Pupti." However, a further analysis of their data shows
that a large froportion of teachers' statements about the learner. were
includedlin their four categories entitled, "perceptions,"

"{nterpretations," "anticipations" ("exceptions"), and "reflections" ... . ... .
("self—awareéess"). The percenglge dealing with the learner in each of
these four categories is indicated in brackets in Table 5. If one adds
together the percentages about the learner in each of these four
categories with the category of pupil information, thén the total
percentage of teachers"reporﬁs of interactive thoughts dealing w;uﬁlt?kr
learner in the Marland study is 50%--a percentage that comes close to
the percentages reported in the other four studies. If‘'one conducts the

-

same analysis on the categories in the Conners study, one finds that the

e L 3
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total percentage of teachers‘(etatemgnts about the learner, including
pgrceptione about the learner, integprétations about the learner,
expectatiqns—ahoué;xhe learner, self-awareness about the learner,
information, and mediation about the learner, is 44.1%.

In sum, then, in all of the six studies, the greatest gercentage-of

teachers' reports of interactive thoughts was concerned with the

learner. If one looks only at the studies in which normal learners were
taught, e percentage of interactive thoughts reported about the
I;arnerriiz\Bgtveén 39% and 50%.

While the results in Table 5 present‘a consistent picture of the
percentage of teachers' reports of interactive thoughts that fall into
each of several broad categories (i.e., objectives, content,
instructional process, and learmer), they glso.suggeat théi it may be
uséful to subdivide these categories into more specific ones. In
Eontrast to the categories used by Marx and Petersaon (1981) and McNair

(1978-79), Marland's (1977) categories reflect more of a "cogni.ive

processes" description of teachers' interactive thoughts:

Perceptions: Units in which the teacher reported a sensory

: experience (e.g., was seen ar heard).
Interpretations: Units in which the teacher attached subjective
’ weaning to his perception.

Anticipations: Speculative thoughts “or predictions made
" interactively about what could or was likely to
occur in future phases of the lesson.

Reflections: Units in'which the teacher was thinking about
past aspects of, or events in, the lesson other
than what he had done.

- " Conners (1978b) and Lowyck (1980) used similar categories to describe
teachers' interactive thoughts. These’catégoriés come closer to

describing the processes that teachers engage in during teaching, and,

d o |
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as such, move closer to a cognitive processing analysis of tegching
similar to the analyses of human problem solving and decision making
that have been conducted by co%aépive psycholugists (see, for example,
Shulﬂzn & Elstein, 1975). Moreover, thesc results suggest that, in the
future, researchers might cormtruct a conteunt x processes matrix of
teachers' interactive thoughts. The content would reflect what the
teacher 1s thinking about during interactive teaching (e.g., objectives,
subject matter, instructional process, the learner, materials. or time)
and the processes would reflect how the teacher is thinking about it
(i.e., p;rceiving interpreting, anticipating, or reflecting).

All the categories in Table 5 reflect interactive thoughts that are
directly related to :he teacher's task of teaching. With the possible
exception of the category "fantasy", nome of the categories suggest that
teachers' thoughts ever include off-task thoughts such as thouéhts about
what they are going to do after school or about their personal problems
3 This is in distinct contrast to the content of
students' reports of interactive thoughts dur.:g a stimulated~recall
interview. When students are shown videotaped segments of themselves in
a teaching-learning situation, they freely admit to and describe
off-task interactive thoughts (set, fo: example, Peterson, Swing,
Braverman, & Buss, 1982; Peterson, Swing, Stark & Waas, 1983).

Because it seems unlikely that teachers' interactive thoughts are
always task relevant and likely that off-task thoughts would sometimes
intrude, .then the high frequency of task-relevant thoughts shown in
Table 5 may b: an artifact of the stimulated-recall procedures. If the

teacher has control over stopping the videotape and talking about

3Thanks to Gregory Waas for this observation.
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his/her interactive thoughts, then the teacher is likely to pick only
those places where s/he is having task relevant interactive
thdyghts. Moreover, because the interviewers did not convey to the
teachers that it was .acceptable to have off-task thoughts, the demand
characteristics of the situation may have been suég that the teachers
felt obliged to report only interactive thoughts;that were on-task.
Thus, teachers may have_selectively recalled or reconstructed their
reports of their interactive thoughts to reflect only task-relevant

thinking.

Teachers' Interactive Decisions: Definition and Frequency
While some resgarchers have attempted to describe the content of
teachers' interactive thoughts, other researchers have attemptéd to
identify teachers' *nteractive decisions. The rationale for such a
focus on teachers' 3nteractive decision making is best summarized in the
i
following statement ?y Shavelson (1973).
\ .
Any teaching act is the result of a decision,
whether conscious or unconscious, that the
teacher makds after the complex cognitive
processing of available information. Tils

reasoning leads to the hypotiiesis that the
basic teaching skill is decision making. (p. 18).

4

The above quote by Shavelson suggests that each action of the
teacher is based on an&iﬂﬁeractive decision by the teacher. However,
because of the obvious meghodological problems involved in any attempt
to probe the unconscious, most researchers have restricted their
definiticns and defined teacpers' interactive decisions as a 'conscious
choice" by the teacher during classroom ingtruction. For erample,

Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1979) defined a decision as a conscious act

T e
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that occurs when at least two alternatives are available--the choice to
change bechavior and the cﬁoice not to change behavior.

. Similarly, Marlaad (1977) defined a decision as a conscious choice.
However, Marland then used a more restrictive operational definition of
an interactive decision. Marland coded a teacher's report of
interactive thinking as an "interactive decision" only if it included
all of the following: (a) explicit reference to consideration of
alternatives, (b) evidence that the teacher made a selection and became
committed to one of the alternatives, and (c) evidence that the teacher
followed through in the lesson with his choice of alternatives.
Marland's category of a "deliberate act" appears to more closely reflect
a broader conception of an interactive decision as a conscious choice.
Marland categorized a teacher's interactive thoughts as a "deliberate
act" whenever a teaclier saw the need for some action or response but
considered only one course of action or whenever a teacher reported that
he took a certain course of action and then stated the reason for doing
so. Thus, by combining "deliberate acts" with Marland's category of
“{nteractive decisions," we would argue that Marland and Sutcliffe and
Whitfield appear to be in agreement on what constitutes an interactive
decision: a teacher's conscious choice b;tween continuving to behave as
before or behaving in a different way.

Moreover, Morine and Vallance (1975), Fogarty, Wang, and Creek
(1982), Wodlinger (1980), and Shroyer (1981) also agree with this
definition. Morine and Vallance (1975) directed the teachers in their
study to identify points oa the videotape during the stimulated recall

interview where the teacher remembered consciously saying'to

himself/herself, "Let's see, I think I'd better do this now," or "1
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guess I'1l try doing this" (Morine & Vallance, 1975, p. 49). Fogarty et
al. (1982) asked the teacher to stop the tape at any point where s/he
recalled anyrthoughts or decisions.

Similarly, Wodlinger (1980) defined an interactive decision as
consisting of statements or units in which the teacher's thoughts were
focused upon the delivery of instructional material or student learning
and in which.the teacher mentioned the consideration of choice behavior
as in the following:

They weren't too sure yesterday, and they had

problems with this stuff, so (I thought I would

go back and ask those particular people, that

were having problems yesterday.) So with

Laura and Steve, you know, (I specifically asked

them a question just to see if they were able to

understand them from yesterday.)

(Wodlinger, 1980, p. 282).
To be coded as an interactive decision, Wodlinger indicated that the
teach.r must have reported a deliberate choice to implement a specific
new action.

Shroyer's (1981) category of "elective action" also fits into the
above definition of teachers' interactive decisions. Shroyer first
identified what she called "student occlusions." She defined a stud;nt
occlusion as a student difficulty or unexpected student performance in
the classroom. She then argued that when confronted with a student
occlusion, a teacher elects to feSpond with some action. She further
indicated that her term "elective action" was what she meant by a
decision, but that she chose this term as an alternative to "decision"
because "decision has traditionally implied the consideration of

alternatives, a process for which research on interactive teacher

thoughts has found little support' (Shroyer, 1981, p. 10).
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These investigators have converged on a definition of an "
interacﬁive decision as a deliberate choice to implement a specific
action. Given this definition than, one can ask the question "What is
the frequency of teachers' reported interactive decisions?" Table 6
presents five studles that report results addressing this question. In )
spite of the variations in methodology employed in these five studies
(see Table 4), the findings reported in Table 6 are remarkably
consistent. Across the studies. the estimated number of interactive
decisions made by teachers ranged from .5 to .7 per wminute. The results

of these studies are consistent in suggesting that, on the average,

teachers meke one interactive decision every two minutes. Thus, these

data suggest that the decision-making demands of classroom teaching are

relatively intense.

Teachers' Consideration of Alternative Courses of Action

The above results on the prevalence of teachers' interactive
decisions are in sharp contrést to statements by others, such as MacKay
and Marland (1978) and Lowyck (1980), who have indicated that teachers'
interactive decision making during instruction does not occur as
frequently as was expected. Thig discrepancy may be due to the fact
that, originali}, some researchers such as Peterson and Clark (1978)
suggested that teachers' decision making during interactive teaching
involved the teacher considering two or more alternative courses of
action when s/he observed that the lesson was not going well. This
conceptualization followed from Snow's (1972) description of teacher
thinking during classroom instruction as a cyclical process of
observation of student behavior, followed by a judgment of whether
student behavior is within desirable limits, followed, in turn, by a

L 4

73



ERIC

Table B

An Analysis Across Five Studies of the Freguency of Teachers' Reported Interactive Decisions

9

Mean Frequency Average Length Estimated _ Ranga Across Teachers Rangz of Mean
Stud Cateqory Name Per Lesson of Lesson in Number of of Mean Decisions Decisions (Acts)
y gory Minutes Decisions (Acts) (Acts) Per Lesson Across Lessons
" Per Minute and Teachers
Fogarty, Wang, & Creek Interactive Decisions 8.4 15 0.56 - _ 4 to 1l a
(1982) :
Morine & Vallance (1875) Interactive Decisions 11.9 20 0.59 ' a a
Marland (1977) Total of Interactive .
Decisions and
Deliberate Acts 28.3 60 0.47 10 to 35 6 to 43
Wodlinger (1980) Interactive Decisions 24,1 35 0.69 b 15 to 33
Shroyer (1981) Elective Actions 22,2 45 0.49 8 to 36 a

Note. aInformation not

b

74

provided in written report.

N = 1 so no range can be computed.
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decision to continue the teaching process unchanged or to search memory
for alternative teaching behavior that might bring student behavior back
within the limits of tolerance. If no alternatives were available in
memory, the teacher would continue the classroom behavior as previously;
1f the search yielded a plausible alternative, the teacher might decide
to act on that alternative by changing the course of instruction or

might ignore the alternative and continue as before.

The Peterson and Clark model. Peterson and Clark (1978) presented

a model of this sequence of events. This model of a teacher's decision
processes durlng teaching 1s presented in Figure 2. 1In addition,
Peterson and Clark (1978) identified four alternative paths through the
model. These paths are summarized in Table 7. In Path 1, the teacher
judges students' classroom behavior to be within tolerance. In other
words, the teacher judges that the students are unders;anding the {esson
and are participating appropriately. In Path 2, the teacher judges that
the students' classroom behavior is not within tolerance. For example,
the teacher mzy judge that the students either do not understand the
lesson or perhaps are being inappropriately disruptive or withdrawn,
However, the teacher has no alternative strategles orabehavior in |
his/her behavioral repertoire. Imn Path 3, the teacher again judges that
the students' behavior is not within tolerance, the teacher has
alternative strategles or behaviors available in her/his teaching
repertoire, but the teacher decides not to change teaching behavior to
attempt to bring student behavior back within tolerance. Finally, in
Path 4, the teacher judges that students’ beﬁavior is not within

tolerance, that s/he does have alternative teaching strategies

ERIC 76



ERIC

64

Teacher

classroom

behavior

Cue

Decision:
Point 1

Yes

observation

levels within
tolerance?

Decision

Alternatives
available?

No

Continue Point 2
Declision Behave
Point 3 Differently?

Yes

New teacher

classroom

behavior

" Figure 2.

Continue

Peterson and Clark's (1978) model of teacher interactive

decision making.
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differently to bring student behavior

back within the limits of tolerance.

Table 7

four Alternative Paths for Teacher Information

<s

Processing During Instruction
(from Peterson & Clark, 1878)

Decision Points
Student Behavior Within Tolerance
Alternatives Available?

Behave Differently?

Path 1 Path 2 Path 3 Path 4
Yes No No  No
- No Yes Yes
- - No Yes

Peterson and Clark (1978) categorized the reports of the cognitive

processes of 12 teachers and found that the greatest majority of

teachers' reports of their cognitive processes could be categorized as

Path 1,

The average frequency of Path 1 ranged from 71% to 61% across

the fhree days of teaching. Peterson and Clark argued that because the

cvclical repetition of Path 1 represented a teacher's report of

conducting business as usual, it
reports most frequently followed
he was asked if he‘were thinking
strategies, "As this point? No.

only time I think of alternative

was not surprising that teachers'
this path. As one teacher put it when
of any alternative actions or

None at all. It was going along. The

strategies is when something startling

happens.'"+ (Peterson & Clark, 1978, p. 561).

Teachers reported considering alternative strategies in only 20X to

30% of the cases across the three days of instruction.

This latter
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result is consistent with the findings of other investigators. For

example, of the average of 28.3 interactive decisions and deliberate

acts reported by the teachers in Marland's (1977) study, only 24% (5.8) '

of them involved the teacher's explicit reference to considefing one or
more alternatives and evidence that the,teacher followed through with
his choice of alternatives.

Some discrepancy exigts between the findings of investigators who
have attempted to determine how many alternative courses of action
teachers tend to consider when they consider changing their behavior
during interactive %eaching. In their study of 18 second-grade teachers

and 20 fifth-grade teachers, Morine and Vallance (1975) found that

teachers considered an average of three alternative courses of action.

Marland (1977) found that in the vast majority of interactive decisions,

teachers reported considering only two alternatives. In a study of one
teachgr, Wodlinger (1980) found that the teacher éonsidered only one
course of action for the majority of her interactive decisions.

The above data on the relative infrequency with which teachers
consider alternative courses of action during interactive teaching
and the above results, which suggest that when teachers do consider
alternative courses of action they do not consider many alternatives,
suggest that the model proposed by Peterson and Clark (1978) may not be
an accurate reflection of the decision-making processes that teachers
;ngage in during interactive teachiné. Shavelson and Stern (1981)
propoged an alternative model that was based on the work of Joyce
(1978-79), Peterson and Clark (1978), Shavelson (1976), and Snow (1972).

.

This model is shown in Figure 3.

1
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- Teaching el
Routine
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Remember
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Shavelson and Stern's (1981) model of teacher interactive
decision making.
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The Shavelson and Stern model. Shavelson and Stern (1981) based ‘

their model on the assumption that teachers' interactive teaching may be
characterized as carrying out well-established routines. Regearch on
teacher planning suggests that teachers form a mental image that is "
activated from memory as a plan for carrying out Interactive teaching.
(See the section on teacher planning for a further discussion of this
research.) Shavelson and Stern argue tl.at, g

These images or plans are routinized so that once

begun, they typically are played out, much as a

computer subroutine is. Routines minimize

consclous decision making during interactive :

teaching and so "activity flow'" is maintained.

Moreover, from an information-processing perspective,

the routinization of behavior makes sense.

Routines reduce the information-processing load

on the teacher by making the timing and sequencing

of activities and students' behavior predictable

within an activity flow. (Shavelson & Stern,

1981, p. 482) :

Indeed, the idea that during interactive teaching, teachers follow
routines did not originate with Shavelson and Stern, but has been
suggested by several researchers, including Yinger (1977), Morine-
Dershimer, (1978-1979), and Joyce (1978-79). Shavelscn and Stern's
(1981) unique contribution is in presenting a model in which decision
making during interactive teaching is portrayed as occurring when the
teaching routine is interrupted (see Figure 3). As in the Peterson and
Clark (1978) model, the teacher's decision making process involves the
observation of cues and the determination of whether the cues (student
behaviors) are within tolerance. However, Shavelson and Stern propose
that if student behavior is not within tolerance, the teaéher then
decides whether immediate action 1s necessary. If immediate action is

necessary, the teacher then decides whether an alternative rouktine is

available and, 1f so, to initiate that routine; whether delayed action
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‘may be used rather than immediate action; or whether .to continue the

classroom teaching routine as before.
An advantage of the Shavelson and Stern model is that it

incorporates the idea of "routine" as an important concept to explain
; P P P

fteachefs' interactive teaching behavior and decision making, and it

incorporateé the findfng that feachers,_for the most part, do not
consider a large nﬁﬁbér of alternative coursés of action (théy may
consider only one alternati@e'teaching toutine). But the Shavelson and
Stern (1981) model, like the Peterson and Clark (1978) model, still
assumes that the only 'antecedent for the teacher's interactive decisioﬁ
is observation of student cues and the Judgment tﬁat the students}

behavior is not within tolerance. We turn how to the work of

k4

N

researchers who have investigated the antecedents of teachers'
interactive decision making and examined the extent to which observation
of student cues serves as the antecedent of teachers' interactive

decision making.

- L

e

Antecedents of Teachers' Interactive Decisions

Marland (1977) investigéted.the antecedents of teachers' reported

interactive decisions. He found that 44% of teachers' reported

3

¢
interactive decisions and deliberate acts cccurred in response to a

judgment by the teacher that the students' behavior was not within
tolerance. These indications were (a) student deviance, noise,
restlessﬂess, inattgntiveness, or disruption (antecedents of 20% of
teachers' reported iﬁtéractlve decisiéna and deliberate acts); (b)
incorrect, unsatisfactory, delayed, or incomplete student response or
work (antecedents of 19.5% of teachers' reported interactive decisions

1

and deliberate acts); and (c) students' apparent lack of understanding

- .
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(antecedents of 3% of teachers' reported interactive decisions and ‘
deliberate acts). a

For the purposes of this discussion, the most important point is
that Marland found that the majority of teachers' reported interactive
decisions occurred not in response to an observation by the teacher that
student behavior was not w%thin tolerance but rather occurred in
response to other factors. Teachers reportéd making interactive
decisions in response to aostudent question or a student-created contact
with the teacher (19% of the reported interactive decisions); when
identification of a respondent, participant, or student to be helped was
needed (10% of the decisions); when there was a transition point in the
lesson from one activity to another (82 of the iecisions); when the
teacher anticipated a probiem or a difficultf (2% of the decisions); and
in response to other miscellaneous factors, including insufficient time
left in the lesson (5% of the decisions), shor.age of materials (4% of
the decisions) and late arrivgl of aides (1% of the decisions). In
addition, Marland founc that the majority of teachers' reported .
deliberate acts did not occur in response to student behavior but in
response to othexr factors. A large percentage of teachers' reported
deliberate acts (29%) involved the teacher's selection of a student
respondent or particiﬁant. selection of a specific teaching technique,
or.selection of appropriate examples in contenc. Also, a number of
deliberate acts\occurred in response to a student initiated @omment,
question, or contact (11X).

In his study ofw: single teacher, Wodlinger (1980) also found that

51% of the teacher's reported interactive decisions had antecedents that

. ~

83



ERIC

L | |. \ 71

originated.vith the teacher or the enviro ent rather than with the
|

student, Hodlinger reported that 16% of th teacher s reported
interactive decisions originated with the teacher 8 cognitive state or
affective stnte. This occurred when the teacher's thoughts or feelings'
were the stimuli for the formulation of an int%ractive decision. The
following excerpt from a stimulated recall protqcol illustrates this
category of interactive decisions: '

I was mad. I was very cross, because, ym,

Michael had lost his math book and . . . and

1 was trying to decide what I was going 'to do

about it, ah, at that point. I thought of

some alternatives and thought,"Well, this isn't

the time to deal with it," so I sort of left it.

(Wodlinger, 1980, p. 116) ' '

In addition, the environment, including time constraints,
interruption by another &adult, and instructional materials and
equipment, served as antecedents for 35% of the teacher's reported
interactive decisions. The antecedents for the remaining reported
interactive decisions (49%) did: involve observation of student cues,
including the teacher's assessments and estimates of student behavior,
student cognition, student affect, and other student characteristics, as
well as the teacher's judgment of the lesson's progress and the lesson
strategies that she was employing.

Similarly, Fogarty et al. (1982) found that although cues from

students served as antecedents for the majority of teachers' reported

interactive decisions (64%), non-student cues served as antecedents ior

a large part of them. Finally, although Housner and Griffey (1983)
found that teachers' observations of student behavior served as
antecedents of 85% of teachers' reported interactive decisions, thic

uncharacteristically high percentage probably reflects the fact that the

:
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stimulated-recall interv.ew included a specific question on whether
teachers' observations of.student behavior caused the teacher to behave
differently than s/he had planned.

The resﬁlts of\g policy~-capturing study by Shavelson, Atwood and
Borko (1977) also support the conclusion that factors other than
teachers' judgments About students may_aerve'as-éntecedents for
teachers' interactive decisions. Shavelson et al. presented 164
graduate students in education (about twé-thirds of them teachers) with
a description of - a fictitious student named Michael. Sixteen different
stories were constructed about Michael and presented to the subjects.
These stories contained initial and additiongl information about Michael
that varied in valence (Michael was pé;trayed as high or low in ability
and effort) and in terms of reliability (the information was presented
so that one could infer it was either reliable or unreliable). _Each
subject read only one description of Michael. .After reading the
description, the subject was asked to make one simulated .
pre-instructional decision and two simulated interactive decisions. The
results indicated that when subjects were asked to méke an interactive
decision that consisted of deciding what they would do if the student
failed to :zaswer a question dufing a mathematics lesson, the subjects
considered the information about the student andi the ability estimate
irrelevant to their interactive decision. A similar picture cmérged
when the subjects were asked to make an interactive decision about
reinforcement strategies for Michael. Again, the information about the

student presented in the scenarié had little\effect on the subjects'

reported interactive decision. The authors concluded that subjects’
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interactive decisions depended on information that was not me#sured in
this experiment. !

Although the findings from the Shavelson et al. study support the
conclusion that factors other than teachers' judgments about students
may contribute to teachers'- interactive decisions, thesé results should
be interpreted with caution. Subjects' responses to a questionnaire may
not bear any resemblance to teachers' interactive decision making during
an actual classroom situation. In addition, in simulations of this
type, subjects are limited to the information provided (in this case,
information on the ability and effort of Michael). By limiting the
available student cues the researchers may have artificially restricted
the natural variance in subjects' decisions (see for example, Clark,
Yinger, & Wildfong, 1978, Yinger & Clark, ;983.) In addition, the
antecedent of a teacher's interactive decision as postulated in the
Peterson and Clark model is the teacher's observation of the student's
behavior rather than t;e teacher's judgments of the student's states of
mind (characteristics such as ability and effort), which were the
antecedents that were varied in the Shavelson et al. atudy,—~fhus.
perhaps 1f student beﬂavior had been varied, then subjects' judgments of
student behavior may have affected their reported iﬁteractive decisions.
This hypothesis is supported by the results of a study by Cone (1978).

In a policy-capturing study in which 50 teachers were presented .
with a description of a fictitious student, Cone (1978) found that the
type of deviant student behavior had a significant effect on the :
teachers' reported managerial decisions. Teachers selected more severe
managerial strategies for student behavior that was more severe than for

student behavior than was less severe (in order from most severe to less
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- severe: physical aggression, speaking out, out of seat, and noise.)

However, the way the student was characterized--as having a hisﬁory of
deviancy or as having no history'of deviancy--also affected the
teachers' reported man#getial decisions. Teachers selected more severe
managerial strategies for°deviant students with a history of deviancy
than for studentslwith no history of deviancy. Theée reaulté confirm
that teachers' judgﬁents of student behavior may be an important
antecedent of teachers' interactive decisions. However, the question
still remains as to why student charactéristics were not importantly -
related to teachers' reported interactive decisions in the Shavelson et
al. study, but were importantly related to teachers' 1nteféctive
decisions in the Cone study. )

A possible explenation is that students' behavior and
characteristics are more importantly related to teachers' interacti§q
decisions concerning classroom ;anagement than those concerning
instruction. In his study of one teacher, ﬁodlinger (1980) found that
students were the antecedents for more of teachgrs' reported interactive
decisions dealing with classroom management (54XZ) than they were for
teachers' interact;ve decisions dealing with instruction (46%). When
Wodlinger examined the type of information the/ﬁeacher used in making
interactive decisioﬁs, he found that observed student behavior more
frequently served as information the teacher used in making managerial

decisions'(341 of the time) than as information the teacher used in

making instructional decisions (17% of the time).

Toward a8 New Model of Teacher Interactive Decision Making

Considering the above research findings, we would suggest that

neither Peterson and Clark's (1978) nor Shavelson and Stern's (1981)

87 B
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models of interactive decision making are sufficient. Both models need |

to be revised to.reflect two important points. First, a model of

. teacher interactive decision making should reflect the definition of

interactive decision making as a delibé}ate choice to implement a
) } . ' - : ’
specific action rather than'a choice of actions from several possible

alternatives. Second, a model of teacher interacti;e décision making
should reflect the finding that the majority of teachers' reported
interactive decisions are preceded Sy factors other than judgments made
about the student. These factors might include judgments about the
environment, the  teacher's staﬁe of mind, or, the appropriateness of a'
particular teazhing strategy. Thus, while a large proportion of a ;
teacher's interactive decisions do seem to occur as a result of a
teacher's judgment about student behavior, a model that facuses only on
student behavior as the antebedent of teacher £nteractive decisions (as
do the Peterson and Clark (1978) and Shavelson and Stern (1981) models)
does not accurately portray the processes 1nvol;ed in teacher
interactive decision making.

Further specification of a model of teachers' interactive decision
making requires research on the process whereby a given antecedent
condition influences a teacher's interactive decisions. For example, in
their wmodels, Peterson and Clark (1978} and Shavelson and Stern (1981)
assumed not only that student bebavior was the only antecedent of
teachers' interactive decisions, but that ..ere is a threshold mechanism
whereby student behavior affects teachers' interactive decisions. 1In
other words, ‘a teacher was assumed to make an interactive decision only..

when student behavior was judged by the teacher to be beyoad a given

threshold, at which point the teacher judged that student behavior was

38




ERIC

76 | i

affected teacher intevactive decision making, no research haslbeen done.
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not within fo;erghca. Although in.pfoposiqg their'quele, these

researchers assumed & threshold mechanism whereby student behavior
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to determine whether this is really the case. Research is needed to 5

describe the process whgreby aﬂgiven antecedent condition results in an

interactive decision by the tedche;. Spch studies migh} enploy a.
prdcess-traciqg approach similar to the one used by Yinger (1977) in.his
study qf a teaghQ?'s planning throughout a séhool year. Future models h _;
of teachers: inte;SQFivé decision makiné also need to sake into account .
the finding By WOdliﬂEq§ (1980) that more than one antecedent often

\ 5

serves to stimulate the ﬁggchet's formulation of an interactive
. AN

decision. ) {? \

Specification of models of\géacher interactive decision making by |
Peterson and Clark (1978) and Sha@e{son and Stegn (1981) may have been :‘\:
premature. " Calderhead (1981) suggeséhg that such models may be overly \\§
constraining. Indeed, we now argue tha;"these models may have led o

research on interactive decision making in the yrong direction because

their originators assumed that ‘student behavior was the only antecedent
condition for teachers' interactive decisions an& tha£ teachers consider
several possible alternatives, strategies, or courses of action when.
making an interactive decision. We would suggest, theréiore. thath
before specifying a new mndel or revising the existing models of teacher
interactive decision maiing, researchers should first do more
descriptive research on how teachers make interactive decisions.
Specification of a new model of teacher interactive decision making

should await the findings from this research. Obviously, such an

approach assumes a descriptive focus on teacher interactive decision
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making. At some pqint. researchers may want to be gtescrigtive. In

' ;ocher words, researchers may determine that more_effective teachers are

those who focus uvn student behavior as the primary antecedent condition
for making an interactive decisjon. We turn now to the 1issue of

3

teacher effectiveness'and teacher interactive decision making.

Teacher Effectiveness and Teachers' Interactive Decision Making

Much research on teaching has been devoted to identifying ‘the
behaviors of effective teachers with the intent of using the findings‘to
increase teachera' effectiveness (see, for example, Dunkin & Biddle,
1974; Peterson & Walberg, 1979; Brophy & Good, in ﬁress). Thus, one
might ask the question, "What kinds of interactive decisicn making do
effective teachers engage in?" or " What constitutes effective
interactive decision making by a teacher?" Aithough, as we shall
discuss, iittle empirical research has bheen directed toward answering
these questions, scveral researchers ﬁave attempted to conceptualize the
interactive decision making of en effecfive teacher.

Doyle (1979) described an jdealized strategy for a teacher's
information processing. He suggested that at the beginning of the
school year, the effectivé teacher consciously directs attention toward
gathering information about arparticular classroom group (e.g.s the |
steering grouﬁ). To gather this information, the teacher implements a
limited number of activities that have becoune automatized or routinized
for the teacher. Given the routinized nature of these activities, the
teacher can then direct her/uiis conscious processing of claasréom events
toward observing and monitoring behavior task initiations by students
(e.g., off~task behavior cr misbehavior by students). As the students

learn the classroom routines, the teacher can intruiuce more activities

30
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u_operations, recuxring lessons,- and even instructional moves. The
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that then, in turn, become routinized. 'Conqurrently. the teacher's

conscious proceasing becomes fine tuned and efficient. Eventually.'all

regular activities will be routinized, including administrative

. teacher's conscious processing will then be available for specialized

purposes such as scanning the room periodically, monitoring particular
students or groups of students in the classroom, and solving problems in
areas that cannot be routinized. As Doyle put it,

.In view of the frequency and the cost~-in terms

of reaction time and consequences--of unexpected
events, it would seem adaptive and efficient for

a teacher to direct conscious processing primarily
to discrepancies or anomalies. By specializing in
discrepancies, a teacher can anticipate disruptions

and reduce the effects of immediacy and

unpredictability on task accomplishment. (Doyle.

A similar picture of effective information processing during

interactive teaching has been presented by Joyce (1978-79) and Cormno

(1981). Corno, for example, argued that effective classroom ;eachers
ought to be consciously engaged in information processing. Teachers
should be attending to and observing students' faces, actions, behavior,
and voices. They should "see, hear, and then organize and check their
perceptions to pace and maintain the flow of inmstruction and help

accomplish instructional objectives." (uorno, 1981, p. 369).

Empirical reseatch on the relationship of teachers' interactive

decision making to student on-task behavior and achievement. Only three

empirical studies, Peterson and Clark (1978), Doyle (1977), and Morine
and Va lance (1975), have attempted to describe the thought processes
and decisions of effective teachers during interactive teaching.

Peterson and Clark (1978) and Morine and Vallance (1975) used the
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..criterion that has been.ueed.tipipally to define effective teachers;

namely; studentsf scores on an achievement test. In contrast, Doyle
(1977) used student clas&room behavior as the criterion. He defined
succ?ssful tea;hers as those who maintained high levels of student work
involvement and low levels of disruptions in their classrooms.

The first'study we will adc 'ess is the;one by Petersbn and Clark
(1978) described above. Peterson and Clark categorized teachers'
reports of their cognitive processes during interactive teaching into
one of four-pgths and then related. teachers' scores on the paths to
students' achievement scores (see Figure 2 and Table 7). One might
argue that a more effective path for teacher information processing
during instruction would be Path 4, and a less effective path for
teacher information processing would be Path 3.. In other words, one
might hypotﬁesize that when an effective teacher observes that student
behav;or during classroom interaction is not within tolerance, s/he
first considers whether alternative teaching strategies or behaviors are
available in his/her repertoire. If so, s/he then decides to behave
differently and to engage in new classroom behavior to bring student
behavior back within the level of tolerance. This information
processing path (Path 4) appears to reflect thes kind of’processing that
a successful classroom manager would engage in as indicated by Doyle
(1979). Doyle suggested that the successful classroom manager .
recognizes behavior task initiations (e.g., classroom misbehavior)
immediately and intervenes early. This early intervention has the
advantage of neutralizing a student's misbehavior before his/her peers
reward it or public consequences occur. In contrast, the teacher's

failure to initiate action that would bring student behavior back within
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tolerance (Path 3) would conatieute ineffective classroom management as
described by Doyle and might be considered to éonetitute ineffective
teaching.

In support of the latter conclusion, Peterson and Clark (1978)
found that teachers’ reported frequency of following Path 3 was
gignificantly negatively related to atudents' .achievement acorea.&i
Teachere whose reports of information proceeaing during interactive
‘teaching were most often categorized as Path 3 had etudents who achieved
lower scores on & multiple éhoice achievement test (r = -.50, p < .05,
one-tailed test) and on the factual content of an esgax\test (x = -.64,
p < .05, one—taileoitest). Oo-the other hand, toe frequencies with
which teachers followed the other paths, (Path_l. Path 2, or Path 4,)
were not significantly related to students' achievement scores.

Intereatingly. Pete%%on and Clark (1978) also reported information
about the planning of these game teachers. They found a significant
positive correlation (r = .51, p < .05 , one-tailed test) between
teachers' planning statements about objectivee and scgres on Path 3. 1If
a teacher reported haviag alternative teaching etrate&iea in mind but
did not report behaving differently, it may have been because the
teacher saw himeelf/herself as pursuing an instructional objective that
s/he had in mind as the result of planning. Thus, a teacher's reported
decision not to behave differently may have been a logical one based on
instructional objectives that the teacher had established during
planning. This interpretation is consistent with the findings of a
study by Zshorik (1970) in which teachers who had two weeks to prepare a
lesson were rated as less flexible and more rigid than teachers wvho had

had no opportunity to plan. However, even though the vcachers'

h]
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information processing may have had a logical basis, the present data
still inJicate that teachers wha reported that stndent;behayior was |
outside tolerance but who reported that they did not change.their |
behavior tended to be less etfective teachers--to have students who
achieved less. . | ‘

In the second study, Doyle (1977) obsexved 58 student teachers for
the full duration.of tneir student teachin@ assignments, which varied
from 8 to 16 weeks. He observed each student teacher for one class
period each week. He used an ecoiogical approach in taking fieldfnotes
and in writing classrqom descriptions. The findinés showed'tnat.
compared to unsuccessful teachers, successful teachers had the following
cognitive skills: (a) rapid judgment, (b) chunking, and (c) ¢
differentiation, Successful teachers learned 59_9355_5325§ judgments
during interactive teaching. To einplify and deal with the demands
created by the complex classroom environment, successful'teachersiused
cnunking, or the ability to group discrete events into larger units, and
they differentiated or discriminated among units in terms of their/.
immediate and long-term significance. |

This definition of "differentiation" is what Corno (1981) ref&rred
to as "selectivityﬁ“ Cotno argued that effective teachers engage in the
cognitive process of selectivity--separating out important from salient
{ncidental information--during interactive teaching. Similarly, Doyle's
categories of chunking and rapid'juogment are included in Corno's
category ot "transformation." Transformation of information involves
the processes of 'comparison, integration, rehearsal, and elaboration.

e

In sum, then, the research findings from the study by Doyle (1977)

)
confirm the portngyal of the effective teacher as one who engages
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actively in cognitive processing of information durin@ teaching but who
engagee ih epecific‘kinde of processes, such as chunking and
differentiation, which enable him/her.to eimplify end make sense of the
complex classroom environment. | .

" In euppert of this latter statement, Morine and Vallance (1975) : 'z
found that less effective teachers mentioned specific aspects of their |

decisions more frequently and referred to mere items of information

J\ Q-A!

‘used in making their decieions than did more effective teachers. 1In e

other words, 1ess effective teachers reported having mote thinée ;n nind

as they discussed their interactive decisiong during a stimulated-recall | 7 //
intefview. (See Table 4 for a deecription "of the study and’the method.) -b‘.
In this study, more effective teachers were defined as those whose .
students had higher gain scores on an achievement test, and 1ess
effective teachers were defined as those whose students had 1ower gain
séores on an achievement test. Thus, the definition ef teacher
effdctivenese was the one that has been used typically in
proeess-product studies of teaching effectiveness.

K . Morine and Vallance reported that. compared tq\teachers with high
student achievement gains, teachere with low student achievement gain
scores tended to mention a larger number of items that they were taking . s
into;account on almost all aspects of interactive decisions that they
discussed. This finding might be interpreted to mean that less
effective teachers were not engaging as.frequently in the cognitive
proc%sses mentioned by Corno and Doyle such as chunking,
differentietion. and selectivity, which would enable them to simplify
the Lmount and kind of information that they vere taking in during i

interactive teaching. Perhaps wore effective teachers mentioned a

© e
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smaller number of items because the? had successfully "transformed the
complexity of the environment into a concepﬁual system that enabled them
to interpret discrete events and to anticipaté the direction and flow of

classroﬁm activity" (Doyle, 1977, p 54). This conclusion 1s firther

‘3 substantiated by research comparing the interactive decf&ion making of

!

beginning and experienged teachers. P - ©
“w . .
i & .0
: : \ . )
Studies-of the interactive decision-making processes of beginning

\
.

N
versus experienced teachers. Calderhead (1981) compared the comments of

.

beginning and experienced teachers in response to descriptions of common

\&

»classroom critical incidents. ‘Calderhead presented the critical
] \incident orally to the teacher (e.g., "Phe clas% is working quietly when .
‘ ra group of children start talking amongst themselves'). He then asked‘ :1
the t;anher, "What more do you need to know to make up your mind what to
do, and-what would you do?" In’'analyzing experienced and beginning
teachers' responses to this task, Caldernfa&ﬁfonnd a marked difference
in the nature aﬂgwsonhistication ;f their interpretations and
understanding of classroom events. He fonnd that beginning teachers

seemed to either lack the conceptual structures to make sense of
classroom events or to have simple undifferenticted structures.
Moreover, beginning teachers did not seem to extract the same kind or

.level of meéaning from the description of the critical incident as did

3
s

-

experienced teanhers.
In recent years, coénitive psychplogists have ured the word

“schema" to describe the way knowledge is stored in memory. (See for

example Anderson, 1977; Nisbett, & Ross, 1980; Rumelhart, 1980). As

Nisbett and Ross (1980) put it:

36
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, ~ Peoples' generic knowledge also seems to be
organized by a variety of . . . schematic,
cognitive structures (for example, the
knowledge underlying one's awareness of what
happens in a restaurant, one's understanding
of the Good Samaritan parable, or one's
conception of what an introvert is like).

To describe surh knowledge structures,
psychologists refer to a growing list of
items, including "frames,” . . . "acripts"

. . . "uclear rcenes" . . . and "prototypes"
. « o in addition to the earlier and more
generic term "schemas" (Nisbett & Ross,

1980, p. 28). :

Although Calderhead (1981) did not discuss his findings in terms of
experienced teachers having different schemsta from beginning teachers,
we interpret his results to suggest that experienced teachers may have
better developed knowlehged structures or schemata for phenomena related
to classroom learning and teaching than do rovice teachers. Similarly,
ve infer from the findings of Doyle (1977) and Morine and Vallance
(1975) that effective teachers may also have better develrnped schemata
for classroom events than do ineffective teachers. Some relevant
schemata for a teacher might include: (a) knowledge underlying his/her
conception of what school children are like and (b) knowleage underlying-
his/her awareness of what happens in classrooms.

Interestingly, the findings from a study by Calderhead (1983)
indicate that the schemataexperienced teachers have for school children
or students may diffei significantly from the schemas that beginning
teachers have for school children or students. Calderhead (1983) used
interviews, the repertory grid technique, and stimulated recall to study
the perceptions of six experienced teachers, six student teachers, and
six teachers who were in their first year of teaching. He found that

experienced teachers appeared to have amassed a large quantity of

knowledge about children in general. As Cald.rhead put it, "experienced

\
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teachers in a sense 'know' their new class.even bgfore.they meet them"
(Calderhead, 1983, p. 5). Calderhead reported that experienced teachers
knew the kinds of home background students had. They had an idea of the
range of knowledge and skills ;o expect in their class and of the likely
number of children who would nee§ special help. They knew the types of
misbehaviors and discipline problems that would occur. They knew the
kinds of experiences that students tended to have had prior to school
and the kinds of activities that the children engaged in outside of
school.

Differences between experienced and novice teachers in another kind
of schema--knowledge underlying.their awareness of what happens in
classrooms--may lead experienced and novice teachers to fpcus on
different types of student cues-in their interactive decision making.
For example, ﬁousner and Griffey (1983) found that while negative cues
from students frequently resulted in both experienced and novice
teachers' reported decisions to change their behavior (about 45% of the
time), positive‘student cues resulted more often in experienced
teachers' decisions to change their bebhavior than in novice teachers'
decisions to change their behavior (30% and 6% of the time for
experienced and novice teachérs, respectively). With remarkable
similarity, Fogarty et al. (1982) found that, of all the cues that led
to their interactive decisions, novice teachers reported focusing on
students' disruptive behavior most frequently (27% of the cues
reported). In contrast, experienced teachers reported disruptive
behavior infrequently in their reports of cues that led them to make
interactive decisions (6% of the cues reported). These results suggest

that experienced and novice teachers may differ considerably in their
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perceptions of classroom events as well as their underlying schemata fog
what constitutes an approp}iate flow of classroom events. |

Cognitive psychologists have argued that schemata affect perception, :_.
understanding, remembering.'learniqg, and problem solving. One can well
imagine that the experienced teacher would have better devélopea schemata
as well as schemagamoré relevant to.the.teaching_situation than'woﬁld
beginning teachers. Similarly, the achemaUagf effeccive_teacheré might
differ significantly from the schemataof inefféctive teachers.
Presumably, having an appropriate schema for the conception of what a
fourth-grade child is like as well as an appropriate'schema for events
and life in a fourth-gr#de classroom would be particularly important and
useful if one were a fourth-grade teaéher.: Such schematawould obviously
affect the teacher's perceptibn of-events during interactive;teaching.
affect the teacher's perception of the students, enhance the teacher's
understanding of events that may occur during interactive teac?ing. and
aid the teacher in problem solving and decision making during

interactive teaching.

Training Teachers in Effective Interactive Decision Making

Peterson and Clark (1978), Doyle (1977), and Morine and Vallance
(1975) investigated the relationship between variables related to
teachers' interdctive decision making and a criterion variable of
effective teaching, such as student achievement or students' on-task
behavior in class. §1milar1y. Calderhead's (1981; 1983) studies were
Qegcriptive. Thus these studies fall within the correlational part of
the correlation—gxperimental loop that has served as the basis for
classroom research following the process-product paradigm (Roéngshine &

AN
Furst, 1973). The purpose of correlational research is to identify
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teaching behaviors that can then be/manipﬁlated or taught in
experimental studies to determine if training teachers to engage in
these "effective" pehaviors leads to an increase in student achievement.
ﬁnfortungtely, no experimental stddies ha&e been undertaken in
which researchers have attempted to train teachers in interactive
decision making skills and then to systematically evaluate the effects
of such training on students' achievement. Altkough some researchers

have attempted to train teachers in effective decision making skills,

these researchers hdve not systematically evaluated the effects of

training on students' achievement. For example, Bishop and Whitfield‘
(1972) created "cfitical incidents" to serve as simulation exercises for
preservice téachers to practice interactive decision making. They
proposed that presefvice teachers should read the critical incident and
then be encouraged to develop decision-making skills by asking
themselves the following questions: (a) What is the cause of the
criticai incident? (b) What decision areas are involved in the critical
incident (e.g. cognitive learning, affective learning, pupil-éeacher
relationships, teacher-adult rglati;;ships,_apparatus and aides,
organization and administration)? (c¢) What criteria should be applied
in making the decision? (d) What options are available? (e) Do I have
enough information? (f) What is my decision? and (g) How would I
evaluate my decision? Although the above model for training teachers in
{intetactive decision making was proposed by Bishop and Whitfield in
1972, Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1979) noted that the techaique had yet to
be applied widely and evaluated systematicglly in teacher training.

However, Sutcliffe and Whitfield argued that educators should train

teachers in interactive decision making and, concurrently, evaluate the
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effects of ﬁraining on teacher effectivéness, including the effects of
training on student achievement gaifns. | -

Although we would agree that, eventually, researchers should
conduct. such experimental studies. we would argue that training teachers
in a particular model of interactive decision making is premature. From
the correlational reseé}ch. we have gleaned the notion that ineffective '
teachers' 1nteractive.decision ma@ing may involve: (a) the teacher
cognitively pnggessiﬂg too great a variety and quentity of information
during the ongoing classroom interaction without simplifying the
information, through processes_such as chunking -and differentiaﬁion. 80
that the information can be used effectively in interactive decision
making and (b) a téacher's dec;s;on not to change behavior even when

student behavior is judged to be unacceptable, even though the teacher

5,\

believes'thgt s/he has alternative strategies or behavior available that
could change student behavior.

We do not have a clear idea, however, of what constitutes effective
interactive decision making by a teacher. The teachers who in the
Peters?n and Clark (1978) study reported following the path which, on
the face of it, would appear ﬁo be the most apptoprigte and effective
fo¥ interactive decision making, were not significantly more or less
effectivé than teachers who did not report following this path. On the
other hand, if we can believe the findings regarding effectivé teachers
as being better at simplifying, differentiating, and transforming the
information perceived during classroom interaction, then perhaps
researchers should focus their experimental research not on training

teachers in interactive decision making but on training teachers to

¥,
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perceive, analyze, and transform thelr perceptions of the classroom in

ways similar to those used by effective teachers.

Teachers' Theories and Beliefs | . S

Nisbett and Ross (1980) have suggested "that people's understanﬁing |
of the rapid flow of continuing"socialrevents" often depends on their
"rich store of generai kndwledge,of objects, people, events, and their o
characteristic rela;ionship" (p. 28). ,Nisbett and Ross indicated
further that some of this knowledge is organizeg in schematic, cognitive
structures wh;le‘other knowledge 1s represented as beliefs or theogies;
"that is, reasonably explicit 'propositions' about the characteristics
of objects:pr object classes" (p. 294).

As a person whose daily task ts"to understand and interpret the ,-.
rapid flow of social events in a claséroom. the teacher obviously relies
on these same kinds of knowledge structures-that have been described by
Nisbett and Ross (1980). We have already described how the first kind
of knowledge structures or schemata may affect teachers' information
processing and behavior during planning and dqring classrobm
interaction. In this section we will discuss the second kind of
knowledge, propositional knowledge, which is represented as teachers'

theories or beliefs.

Teachers' Theories and Beliefs Abodt Students:

Teachers®' Attributions for the Causes of a

Student's Performance

Psychologists have argued that the theories with the most
significant and far reaching consequences are those that focus on the

general causes of human behavior (see, for example, Heider, 1958;
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Weiner,°197£; and Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Similarly.'in coﬁsidering
teachers' theories #nd beliefs abeout atudents}-;ome researchers have
suggested that the most iméortant beliefs teachers have about students
aré those thét deal with teachers' perceptions of the causes of
students' beh@vior or, in othe:.words, teachers' attributions for the
causes of students' performance (see, for examble, Darley & Fazio, 1980;
Peterson & Barger, in press). Indeed, Dafley and Fazio (1980) and
Peteréon and Barger, (in press) have_suggested that teachers'
attributions for the causes of students' performance may be important in
attempting to understagd how teacher expectancies affect student
achievement in thé& classroom. For these reasons, in our diacussion of
teachers' ;hgories and beliefs about the student, we will focus on
teachers* attributions..

, ’u’”
Although the research literature on teachers' attributions is

large, we will conéine our review to research that addresses four major
questions: (a) How have researchers conceptualized teachers'
attributions for the causes of students' successes and failures? (b)
What factors affect teachers' attributions for the causes of students'
performance? (c) What is the relationship between teachers' |
attributions for the causes of students' peformance and teachers'
behavior toward these students in the classroom? and (d) What is the
relationship between teachers' attributions for the causes of students'
performance, teachers' planning and interactive décision making, and

students' achievement? (See Peterson & Barger, in press, for a more

complete discussion of the research on teachers' attributioms.)
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How researchers have conceptualized teachers' attributions for the

causes of students' performance. Researclers have differed

o gignificantly in the category systéms they have used to describe

teachers' attributions for the causes of students' performance. TabI®a8
presents four alternative category systems that have been used to
describe and categorize attributionms. Weinef. Frieze, Kukla, Reed,
Rest, and Rosenbaum (1971), Frieze (1976) and Bar-Tal and Darom (1979)
developed their categories originally to des?ribe stﬁdents'.attributions
for the causes of their performance, -ﬁowever, these categories have
been used'subsequgntly by other researchers to describe teachers”
attribution. In contrast, Cooper and Burger (1980) developed their
categories using teachers rather than students as respondents, and they
developed the categories explicitly to describe teachers'-attributions '
for the causes of students' perfodmance. : '

The four category systems in Table 8 also differ to the extent that
tﬁey were generated by the investigator a priori or in an attempt to
categorize attributions provided by"ﬁﬁbjects in a free-response
situation. Weiner et al. (1971) sgggested that their

experimenter-generated categories were the most common and general of

the perceived causes for successes and failures. Frieze (1976) asked 51

college students to-explain their own and others' successes and failures
on academic and non-academic tasks. She derived hef céding scheme from
the college students' open-ended responses. Bar-Tal and Darom (1979)

asked 63 fifth-grade students to provide explanations for the grade that
they had just received on a test., The researchers then categorized the
students' attributions for the causes of their peformance into the eight

categories shown in Table 8. Cooper and Burger (1980) asked 39

-
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Table 8
A Summary of Categories Used by Researchers to Describe Students' and Teachers' Attributions
for the Causes of Students' Successes and Failures
(adapted from Cooper and Burger, 1980)
] v \ '
WUeiner et al.'s ; ' Bar-Tal & Darom's ' *  Cooper & Burger's
(1871) Categories Frieze's (1976) Categories (1979) Categories -« (1980) Categories
Ability Ability - Ability ! ' Ability (academic, physical, or emoticnal)
Effort Stable Effort | Effort During Test Previous Experience
Task Difficulty Immediate Effort h Preparation at Home Acquired Characteristics (habits, .
Luck Task Irterest in the Subject Matter attitudes, self-perceptions)
Other Person ' Difficulty of Test Typical Effort
Mood Difficully of Material Interest in the Subject Matter
Luck Conditions in the Home Immediate Effort
Other Teacher Attention
Teacher (quality and kind of instruction,
® directions)
Task
Other Students
. Family
Physiological Processes (mood, maturity,
health)
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elementary and secorndary teachers to list three studente-jn their class
that they expected to do well acacemically and three that they expected
to do poorly. They then asked the teachers to list why the outcome wac
predicted for each student. Cooper and.Burger derived their cateéories
from the teachers' free responses.

Most researchers on teachers' attré?utions have tended to use some
subset of the categories presented in Table 8 or some paraphrasing or
adaptation of these categorieé. In addition, researchers have been
concerned with some larger more encompassing dimensions of attributions
such as whether the attribution is to a cause internal to the student

v

(e.g., effort or ability) or external to the student (e.g., luck, task

'‘difficulty, or the teacher) and whether the attribution is to a stable

cause {(e.g., ability, task difficulty, or_typicél effort) or to an
unstable cause (e.g., luck or immediate effort). Furthermore, as we
shall show, researchers have beén concerned with whether teachers tend
to attribute students' successes and failqres to themselves (i.e., the
teacher) and thereby take responsibility for students' performance or
whether thef tend to attribute students' performance to factors other
than the teacher (e.g., students' effort, ability), thereby escﬂewing
responsibility for the students' performance. ‘An implicit assumption of
researzhers has been that if teachers fail.to accept responsibility for
students' successes or failures and thus fail to see a.relationshig
between their behavior and studenfs' performance, they would be less
likely to work to improve their students' performance in the classroom.
Thus researchers have been concerned with factors that affect teachers'
atéributions and, in particular, the extent to which teachers accept

responsibility for students' successes or failures.
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94 .
Factors that affect teachers' attributions: The self-serving bias.
K .
Attribution theorists have hypothesized that a person's causal

attriButions'will Le affected by whether the person is an actor 1ﬁ the
situation (i.e., one of the par:;cipqpts in the social ingeraction) or
an observer (1.e., an onloqker who 1is uninvolved in the social
1nterac;1on) (see, for example, Jones & Nisbett, 1971). Becagse
teachers are active particibhn;g in“theiplassroom 1nteraction'process
that leads to students' .successes and failqres, teachers' attributions
for student performance“might be affected, or biased systematically by
their role as an act;f rathér than as an observer. The teagher's role
as an actor may lead to two diffefent patterns of aﬁtributions: (a)
'ego—enhancing or (b) éounterfdefensive. - Ego-enhancing or self-serving

'attributions'occur when, as .a result of being a participant in the

social interaction, teachers attribute a student's successful

[}

performance to' themselves as teachérs and a student's failure to factors
[ ] . 3

other than the teacher. Teachers thereby enhance their eges by
accepting responsibility for‘students' successes wh;lésylaming the
attributions occur when the teacher accepts responsibi}ity for students'
failures and gilves credit to the students themselveg for successes. -
Research findings have been inconsistent in igzicating the extent

to which being an actor in the situatiop leads the teacher to form
ego-enhancing attributions for the student's pérformance. Table 9
presents the findings from this research. Four studies have found that
being an actor in the situation leads the teacher to form eg;-enhahcing

attributions (Johnson, Feigenbaum, & Weitby, 1964; Beckman, 1970; Brandt,

Hayden, & Brophy 1975; and Wiley & Eskilson, 1978). In contrast, three
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Study
& s (197)

Seckman (1970)

Sechman (1973)

SeddGah (1TM)

Brardt, Haydwn, 'Y
Grogty (1975)

Jahvvson, Feigarbum
& Wilby (1964)

fioss, Blertrewer &
folly (197)

Tetlock (1380}

1 4

¥iley & Esmilmon
(1978)
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Table §

Studles Investigation \he "Seif-Sezving” Bles in Teschats' Attribution. (Cgo-Lrewrcing Attritatione)

Sub jects
Undecqraduate students In srhcotional
eaycholagy.

Prasatvice teachets wets the
Steachers”; urderytaduats pyychology
students ware the "obervers.®

Prosatuice and insetvice teachers
es3lgned tendnmly to be eithet
“reachaz® or "obvesver.”

40 pazents and § taschars ef oth, Sth,
& 62N grede students (408 were from
alnarity growps).

Undergredusts students in Lntroductaory
peychology.

Presarvice teschars entolled in @0 peych
coirem.

Presarvice snd Inservice tsschure wete
Staschars™; uncergradustes wete
Steachere” or “observers.”

-

Undecqreduste studants in Introductory
Peyctology secved ee "cbservers.”

128 slesentazy school teachscu.

Tosh

Tesching 8 concept classificeiion (*1
0 o 10-yser old sals Confeimretls in
one 13-ainute seesion.

Tsaching sethesstice to tmd flctitiovs
eolementery school children.

Teaching mathewstice to & fistitiow
f1¢ih-grade student,

fescrace gave sttritutione for nigh,
medlum, & low petforming stucente in
thelr clessas; esch patent feted
nis/Met child on sttriatione fot
porformence.

Teaching governmart to o fictitious
fourth-grade stutent in four d-ainute
lectutes.

Teaching ssthemstice to teo fictitious
fousth-giade bOyS.

Tesching spelling to s slath-grede
Confecderste of the expstimenter.

fead slauleted saterisls from the
fass et ol., study (lrﬁumm&
tescheza' sttributions which

varied systesstically) end fetec the
teachere.

Caspleted guustloveite sfter foview-
ing the rile of o flctitlous stugent
wu varied Ln ssx, rece, end pest
perfoteece.

Rewiite

gachers” sttrituted student's feilure significantly aore often te
Wersalves than to Uhe student oF the situstion thay sttributed
stutent's mcceases slynificantly mre often €8 the-qtudent his-
self, (Nosi-delmnive steribytion.) "\

“leachars” stiritutad 8 studnt's mccessful performwis to them-
selves 83 taschees Mol 8 stasnt’s fellute ta factors/other than
teatmr (1.0., charecteristicy of stutent or \he e tion),
(Cyo-snhanclng attiliutinm.) “Quservers® stititnfions wese not
sffectut hy ntudent peclfurssnce, /
y

STeachars” stiritatad sny charmys in studeit's tlormace to theee
saives (L.8., (countar-cefensive sticibutions) sote often then did
"obeetvers.”

e
On open-sndnd gmations, perents of wmcesaful studwits wete mte
likely to sention teaching than teachers. (Teachers nuver sentiorned
teschin) ss 8 fartor on COM-arerd gumitions,) On estructured
questions, perents stbrituted peiformarce ot oll levels to, tescher
factors se often as to child factare (auility & offart), while
teaschers sttributed petformence sore often to ehild festure tan to
thalr own teerhlng,

"Teachera® wro taught wmecessful students 88algred sore rosponsi-
billty ta themsalvas (fothar than ta the stucient) than did tsechace
who taght unuceessful stusents, (Ego-ehwicing of sall -sarving
stititations.)

Teschers sttributed an Isptovemsnt Ln the student’s petfoimance ta
theswelvas o8 testiwre; they otiributed o Lok of Lspcovemsnt to the
stusent himself. {Lgo-evancing stiritutions,)

Stescheie” stiribniled Student’s fellure mote oftan to themseives
then to student Nlneslf ond stirituted student's success mors often
Lo the atutent than o the tsachwry this offect wes more pronnced
for ertual teactwes then for wderylediate "teschers.” {won-
dalensiva attributions,) Undecgreduats “shearvers® and "teachete®
did rat differ significantly Ln twir sttributiumwe,

Wypolhwale was that teacheis’ counter-defemive (ron-defensive)
sttributions sre "salf presentatios” dealyned to creste fevoreble
tepeeasioms In othere. Comlstent with thie Iypatheals, cbsatvess
toled muderatsly contar-defeniive tasctese (Uose in the Ress
etudy) o8 signlficantly mose competent than the moduretely ot
highly deferive (Cgo-enharcing) teachest.

Teechers wers tated sa playlrg o aste lsputtant role in muxcesaful
performence of & student then In uneuccessful gesforesrce. {tgo-
evwrcing sttzitdivwe. )

LA R .
BE%T ":-'da PP ....;Lh
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studies found support for a counter-defensive bias in teachers'
attributions (Beckman, 1973; Ross, Bierbrauer, & Polly, 1974; and Ames,
1975). Peterson and Barger, (in press) suggested that the results of
these seven studies are not necessarily inconsistent and may be
interpre;ed as indicating that teachers are less likely to make
ego-enhancing attributions in more naturalistic situations. They argued
that in contrast to the previous experimcrtal studies by Johnson et al.
(1964) Beckman (1970; 1973) Ross et al. (1974), and Ames (1975)
were more ecologically valid because the researchers emnloyed an
actual student confederate and permitted the "teacher” to interact
during teaching with the "student." The findings of these latter
t;o studies imply that in actual classroom settings, teachers would
be more likely to make counter-defensive than ego-enhancing attri-
butions for the causes of students' performance.

Why might teachers in an actual classroom setting be more likely to
make counter-defensive than self-serving attributions? Tetlock's (1980)
results support the hypothesis that teaqhers' counter-defensive
attributionﬁ are "self presentations" designed to create favorable
impressions in others (see Table 9). In an actual classroom setting,
teachers would be likely to be concerned about the impressions that they
are making on persons that they come into contact with on a daily and
regular basis, including students, parents, fellow teachers, and the
principal. Thus, teachers would tend to make counter--defensive
attributions to enhance their perceived competence. In the end,

teachers' counter-defensive attributions may also be self-serving.
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As an extension of this argument, Peterson and Barger (in press)
proposed that in a naturalistic classroca setting teachers might even
show a humility bias in their attributions. In the only study to date
in which teachers' attributions for the cause of the performance of
actual students in their own classroom were compared with parents'
attributions for the same children, Beckman (1975) found that, on
open-ended questions, teachers ggggs_mentloned teaching or the teacher
as a factor determining a student's performance (see Table 9). Perhaps
{in a situation in which teachers know their students well and in which
they are concerned about creating a favorable impression (in this case,
with the experimenters who would read their responses and the parents of
the students who also provided attributions for the cause of their
child's performance), te;chers may not take credit for their students'
performance because they do not want to appear arrogant. A desire to
create a favorable impression my have lead to a humility bias in
teachers' attributions.

Ames (1982) proposed an alternative explanation for the
inconsistent findings regarding the self-serving bias in teachers'
attributions: that teachers' attributions are affected by an additional
factor--teachers' "value for responsibility." He hypothesized that a
teacher's value for responsibility involves three key beliefs: (a) that
teaching is an important activity..(b) that teachers engage in
intentional acts to produce positive outcomes, and (c) that students'
success is generally feasible given the situation and constraints. Ames
predicted that high-value teachers would take responsibility for their
own actions and for the performance of their students (i.e., attribute

students' performance of their own effectiveness to themselves). In
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contrast, Ames predicted that low-value teachers would attribute

student perfétmance to the student himself/herself or to situational
factors. Ames did note cne exception. He hypothesized that high-value
teachers would attriﬁute a successful student performance to the student
because this attribution was logically consistent with the belief that
good teachers reinforce their students for success to encourage the
studentsto work haxd.

Although Ames's (1982) hypotheses are appealing intuitively, little
research has been done to test whether teachers' value for
responsibility does indeed affect teachers' attributions. Ames (1982)
reported the results of twc studies that supported the hypothesized
relationship between teachers' value for responsibility and teachers'
attributions. However, in both these studies the findings were based on
questionnaire responses from college instructors, and the obtained
response rate was extremely low in both studies (39% in the first study
and 31% in the second study). Because of this low response rate, the
results may not be representative; in particular, the results may
biased if, in fact, only those instructors who placed a high value on
teaching (the topic of the questionnaire) were the ones who returned
their questionnaires. Thus, although Ames' results are provoé;tive,
more research is needed that explores the relationship between the value

that teachers place on teaching and their attributions for students'

performance in the classroom.

L

Other factors that affect teachers' attributions. In addition to

the teacher's role in the classroom interaction, researchers have
hypothesized that other factors also affect teachers' attributions for

the causes of students' performance. These factors include the
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teacher's perception of the student's past performance as well as the
student's characteristics, including race, social class, 2uad sex.

Peterson and Barger (in press) concluded that research findings
show that teachers use information about a student's past performance in
making attributions about the causes of the student's present
performance so as to maintain a consistent picture. Teachers are likely
to attribute an expected outcome, such as success by a student perceived
as high in ability, to a stable factor such as ability. On the other
hand, teachers are likely to attribute an pnexpected outcome, such as
success by a student perceived as low in ability to an unstable factor
such as luck. One insidious outcome of this impression-maintenance
attribution bias is that even if a student works hard to dispel a
teacher's misconception of his/her lack of ability, the student might
not receive full credit from the teacher for his/her actionms.

The effects of race and social class on teachers' attributions are
less clear. Researchers have hypothesized that teachers perceive that
black -.udents have less control over their successes and failures than
white students and that black students' failures are due to bad luck

rather than lack of ability. Findings by Wiley and Eskilson (1978)

‘supported this hypothesis. Cooper, Baron, and Lowe (1975) showed that

the effect of race on teachers' attributions was mediated by students'
social class. in addition, Domingo-Llacuna (1976) and Feuquay (1979)
found that the effects of race and social class were more complex when
teachers' internal and externgl attributions for students of different
races were broken down into specific attributions, such as ability,

effort, and luck for the causes of students' successes and failures.

s 114 e



ERIC

100

In contrast to the findings for race and social class, sex of
student has not been shown to be a significant factor affecting
teachers' attributions. For example, Wiley and Eskilson (1978) found
that cex of the stimulus student in a description provided to teachers
had no significant effect on the causal attributions that tquhers made
for student performance. Similarrnon-significant cffects of séx\qere
reported by Hanes (1979). On the other haﬁd. Dweck, Davidson, Nels&n,
and Enna (1978) reported significant sex differences in the
attributional statements that teachers made to girls and boys in their
classrooms. Teachers were more likely to make statements attributing
failure to a lack of effort for boys than for girls. However, studies
by Blumenfeld, Hamilton, Wessels and Falkner (1977) and Heller and

Parsons (1981) have failed to replicate the Dweck et a1t§R1978)

findings.

The relationship between teachers' attributions and teachers'

behavior. Attribution theorists have stated that a significant

relationship exists between a teacher's attributions for the causes of a
student's performance and the feedback that the teacher gives to the
student. In an initial study, Weiney and Kukla (1970) found that the
greater the student's success, the more positive the teacher's feedback.
Students who were perceived by the teacher as expending effort were
rewarded more and punished less than students who were perceigsa“gé not

trying. Perceived effort was a far more important determinant of reward

w

and punishment than perceived ability. ¢

Most research on the relationship between teachers' attributions
and their behavior has tended to support the conclusion that teachers'

attributions to effort are highly predictive of the teachers' feedback
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to the student. Research in support of this conclusion includes studies
by Silverstein (1978), Medway (1979), Meyer (1979), Cooper and Burger
(1980), and Covington, Spratt, and Omelich (1980). The only contrary
evidence has bees teported by Couper and Baron (1977; 1979). Table 10
summarizes the results of the studies. Peterson and Barger (in press)
concluded that the majority of the evidence suggests that students who
are perceived by teachers as expending effort (i.e., teachers attribute

their performance to effort) are rewarded more and punished leés by

- teachers than students who are perceived as not really trying (see

Peterson and Barger, in press, for a more cbmplete discussion of the
results). They also suggested that teachers' affect or emotion may
serve as a mediator between teachers' attributions and behavior. In
support of this position, Prawat, Byers and Anderson (1983) found that
teachers were angry when they perceived that a student had failed due to
lack of effort.

Although the majori;y of the research has examined the relationship
between teachers' attributions and teacher feedback, two studies have
explored the possibility that teachers' attributions may affect other
kinds of teacher behavior. The results of a study by King (1980)
suggest that teachers' attributions for the causes of a students'
performance may affect the number and kind of interactions the teacher
has with the student (see Table 10). Brophy and Rohrkemper (1981)

reported that teacher attributions for a student's performance affected

_the types of goals the teacher set for the student, the way in which the

teacher controlled and managed the student's behavior, and the type of
educational practices that the teacher used with the student. While

these latter findings are suggestive rather than conclusive, they do

L™
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b jects
§ slementary teechere.

82 pre-service Lsschere.

.

354 students wrwolisd In
intcoductary peychologyt
helf wete tandomly eesigned
to the "teschet® condition,

{ Bth grede teectw: and 2
"euccessful® students and
2 "ursuccensful® studente
in tw cless (cese study).

24 elonentacy teechsts wm
had ssch teferted ® child
for speclel sducetion.

Table 10

Task

Nine terget stucients ware selectad for whom the
teachess Ned high, medium of Low supectotions, re-
spectively. Teschete were ssked Lo sesign rongonci-
bility for ssch student's perfncsarce to (s) per-
sonal ar (D) ewirormental factors. Terget

student -tescher behavior was OLS#fved.

Resgonee to Meyer (1879)
}

fesed o questiormaire in which e nccossful o
wmuccessful stugent wes desciibed and wete pressnted
with 12 ceusel stiributions for student's peEforesnce,
For sech stiribution the teacher stated how stromgly
(s)he would praiss/cziticite the student wd ether
{s)ne would work sote/lsss with the student,

-

Guestlonnaite describing sight fyllute situstions in
tarms of ovetsil sffort (high of low), stanility of
effort expenditure {stadble or unstable) and direc-
tion of wnstsbis low effort. " feachete” dltparesd
feachack to ssch student,

Intetvisws wilh and cbssrvetiom al students snd Uhe
teachs:.

Teechucs wete swkad Lo fste the lspottexe of exch of
Uw followlng factore in conte'buting to the student's
me Jor problews; sbility) sffoct; od justment ot
pucsonality) home situatlon) wdcetlonal preparetiéng
tesching. Teachets vere obsarved intesacting with the
target chlildeen,

' .. 117

Suxdiss on the Relstionship Betwesn teschers' Attritutlane end Tesches Bshavio:

Bemiite

Percelved responeibiilty for succass did nol pradict teecher praise)
patcelved tesponeibliity for fellure did ot pradict tescher
criticisn. As patceived rawponsibility for mxcess ircreased,
runoer of nagstive behavior interection dec.csased and fraquency of
child-cisated intaractiions decressedi o8 perceived rosponalbility
fsilure ircrensed 90 did child-crasted procedurel interactions.
Performence sxpectstlons ware mote potwnt predicters of texchers'’
foedback then ware teachwsa' sttributions.

(e) Effort & solility ere mot orthogonal in tesl i1fe, they covaryh,
(b) laborstory studies much ss those dore by Feyar 4 sttritution
Uworlsts show different results than those using face to face
interaction; {(¢) Meysr's cun date show that low ebility sttributions
resulted In le33 not mote fevard.

Teachere showed o grester lntention to criticize frilure when it s
dus.to integnal,‘umstsdis, teachec ineffoctive cruses (1.8
sttention, phsiclogicel processes, imeedliste sffort). Fellure
coused by sxternel events (tesk, teacher, other stydents, faaily)
led to thé lwast intention to critlclze. Crostar intentinn to
preise Sccess when canaed by teachet influerce (1.8., sttention,
iamsdiste offart, Interest, tcecher) than by little influece Sy
peychologicel pricessas, family, other students, Lask).

Low student effort, teyaruluss of steblllty, led to wote MEqitive
teachas fowdback than did high effast, Low sffort pupile were seon
by teacheis o8 loss cosclentious, 1999 sotlvatcd, less persistent,

sore 1lkely ta procrestinate snd leiier, Indeed, punivtwent did oot -

depend on tescher Infvierces sbout stucent shillty but on sotlve-
tional lshellng, (Findings suppact Reyut, 1979).

Stugent A {sucuess sttribute to sallity by the teacne:) way often
colied un hy the tescher W sw wenten to charge® the pace of di-
raction of lssen. Stuw 8 (surcess stttibuted to sfroct) was
belisved by tescher to "cetch on® with murmat cluss, When student
tepmestad help, the teacher sspected the prublem to be minor end
hatd "cotch on® with wmurest cluew. Student C {Lech of mccons 2B
to lark of sbillty) was providwd exiltional stadomlc support by
teochust helpuwl has wshiatew) tosk twpiinvants and wurkes! Lheu 8
ptoblea with hat,  fesclar frugunt enters bl with Stwkent €,
Student 0 (Lerk of matess dm ta leck of offutt) was seluos Lntezs
sted with by Uw teacher.

teschers' sffort sttributions were the only stiributions thet
significently predicted teechar's vea of criticiea (scLounting for
378 of the oversil 635 veslebility In tescher ceiticlem predicted.)
lgectmrs gave soje criticiem to students whoss petforaancy vas
sttritaitendt to jow ve. high effort. foschars’ stiritutidne were o}
reloted Lo toatwin' use of pielse. ‘
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Tedble 10 {contimmd)

Stuxies on the Reletionship Betwwen Teschers’ Attzibutions end Teaches Sehevior

Stuoy Sbjects Tow ] Results
ayer (1979) Criticiem of Coopsr end Saron (1877). Criticizad persoral resporeibllity mesure used by Cooper end Baron

for rot looking specificelly st adiiity ve. s?fort., Attritation
studies heve mhown that outcomes stizibutsd to high effort recelve
more preise then low effort. Attributlions to low sbllity receive

*  asore prelse than etiributlons to high sdbiilty. feyer slso presenisd
his own date which showsd 8 eignificant positive feletionship be-
twsen effost eno tescher Teward while the reletionship betueen
sbility end tescher sevaro varied according to ability-sffost

-

cortelstion.
Stiveretein (19M) 93 teschers In gredes Evelusted 24 fictitious studente whe varied in Significant main effect of sffort with gemeetzs =7iagt being wvelu-
1 theough 12. slicuationsl disensions, sdilily, effeet, and ted mote positively regerdlese of sbility or outcome.
autcome (within-3S deelgn).
’
L ¢
»
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indicate teacher behaviors that might be investigated in future studies

of the relationship between teachers' attributions and behaviors.

The relationship among teachers' attributions, teachers' planning

and interactive decision making, and students' achievement. For the

most part, research on teachers' attributions has proceeded separately
from research ca teacher plannigg and teaghers'-interactive thoughté and
decisions. Virtually no overlap exists between the names of researchers
whose research we described above in the sections on teachers' planning
and interactive'decision making and the names of researchers who have
conducted research on teachers' attributions. Even though teachers'
attributions were mentioned early on as an important topic to be
considered in research on teachers' thought processes‘(see, for examgle,
National Institute of Education, 1975a), this research has not been
integrated into the ongoing body of research on teachers’ thought
processes. It 1s‘not surprising, therefore, that we found no studies
that investigated the rela%ionship bgﬁween teacher;; attributions and
teachers' planniné or between teachers' attributions and teachers'
interactive thoughts and decisions. Presumably; the effect of teachers'
attributions on teachers' behavior would be%ediated through teachers'
thought processes either prior to instruction (e.g., teacher planning)
or during instruction (e.g., teachers' interactive thoughts and
decision). Thus, the link between teachers' attributions and teachers'
preactive and interactive thoughts and decisions remains an important
one that needs to be examined.

A similar problem exists with regard to the relationship between
teachers' attfibutions and student.achieVement. Although researchers on

teachers' attributions have assumed iﬁﬁlicitly that teachers' ~
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attributions for the causes of students' performance have subsequent
effects on students' performance and achievement, they have not
explicitly studied the relationship between teachers' attributions and
student achievement. Similarly, researchers'on teachinpg effectiveness,
who have been concerned primarily with effects of teaching on student
aéhievement, have tended not to focus qg.teachers' attributions although
they have considered the potential effects of teachers' expectations on
student achievement. (See, for example, Brophy, 1982).

In sum, although teachers' attributions are obviously central to an
understanding of the mental life of teachers, research is needed that
explicates the relationship between teachers' attributions for the
causes of students' performance and teachers' preactive and interactive.
thoughts and decisions. In addition, research is needed that moves from

laboratory settings in which researchers employ questionnaire and

3 gimulation methods to study teachers' attributions to real-world

classroom settings in which researchers study teachers' attributions as
part of the teachers' ongoing thoughts and actions during everyday
teaching. In these settings, researchers also need to investigate the
relationship between teachers' actual attributions for the causes of
students' performance, teachers' thoughts and behavior, and students'
classroom performance and achievement. Only than will there be a better
understanding of the importance of teachers' beliengabout gtudents, as
represented by their attributions for the causes of stgdents'

performance.

“

+
Teachers' Implicit Theories of. Teaching and Learning

Research on teachers' implicit theories constitutes the smallest

and youngest part of the literature of research on teacher thinking.

4
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' Yet, according to Munby (1982), inquiry into this topic is central to a

corplete and useful understanéing gf thought processes in teaching.
While researchers may learn.md;h that is interesting and useful from a
technical point of view from research on teacher planning, interactivé
thinking, and teachers' attributions, they can make sense of these
findings only in relgtion‘to the psychologigal contexé in which the
teacher plans and decides. :For an individual teacher, this
psychological context is thought td be comppsed of a mixture of only
partiallﬁ articulated theories, beliefs, and values about his/her role
and about-the dynamics of teaching and learning. The purpose of
research on téachers' implicit ;hehries is to make explicit and visible
the frames”of reference‘through which individual teachers perceive and
process iniormation.

Studies of teachers' implicit theories are difficult to summarize
briefly. Reports of several of the studies have been published as books
or reported in lengthy dectoral dissertations. Thus, our condensation
of this research ie';;::z:arily selective and incomplete in its details.
This section m{ght best be used as an annotated index and guidz{to this
literature rathe} than as an exhaustive summary and review.

As is the cdse with much of “the teacher thinking literature, the
studies of ceacheréf’implicit theories are small-sample descriptive
research. The nine studies summarized in Table 1l constitute those that
focus on teachers' implicit theories directly. The methods of inquiry
included ethnographic participant observation, clinical interviews,
stimulated-recall, and the repeftory grid technique. The terms used to
designate the topic of study included the teacher's pérsonal perspective

(Janesick, 1977), conceptual system (Duffy, 1977), principles of
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Study

Bussis, Chittenden,
& Amarel (1976)

Conners (1978b)

Duffy (1377)

Elbaz (1981)
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¢ Table 11

Nine Studies of Teachers' Implicit Theories

Method of Igggit¥ Teachers

Clinical.lnterview 80 elementary teachers
implementing open or
informal teaching.

Stimulated-Recall 9 elementary teachers)
one each from first,
third and sixth grades

_ J in three schools.
Pid

Repertory Grid 8 teachers of beginning
Technique & reading,
Observation

Clinicel Interview 1 teacher of high school
Observation English.

Findings

Four contrasting orientations identified for
each of four aspects of teachers' belief
systems: 1) curriculum priorities, 2) role
of childr¥n's needs and feelings, 3) chil-
dren's interests and freedom of choice, and
4) importance of social interaction among
children.

1. Three ovaerarching principles of practices
‘a, Suppressing emotions '
b, Teacher authenticity
c. Self-monitoring .
2. Five general pedagogical principless
a. Cognitive linking
b. Integration
¢. Closure
d. General involvement
e. Equality of treatment

Four of eight teachers behaved in ways consistent
with their espoused belief systems about teaching
reading. The teaching behavior of the remaining

four teachers departed, to various degrees, from

their espoused beliefs.

1. Five content areas of téacher practical knou-
ledye.
a, Curriculum
b. Subject matter
c. Instruction
d. Milieu
e. Self
2. Five orientations of practical knowledges
a. Situational
b, Social
c. Personal
d. Expuriential

e. Theoretical
3. Three structural forms of practical knowledges

a. Rules of practice
b. Practlca) principles

o [Im.'n_;(.'s | 1 2 3
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Study
Ignatovich, Cusick,

& Ray (1979)

Janesick (1977)

Marland (1977)

Munby (1983 )
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Nine Studies of Teachers' Implicit Theories

Method of Inquiry

Q-sort

Participant Obser-
vation

Stimulated-Recall

Repertory Grid
Technique

Table 11 (continucc) ,

" YTeathers

47 elementary teachers,
22 elementary principals,
& 12 administrators.

1 teacher of sixth grade.

6 elementary school
teachers; language arts
and math lessons by 2
first yrade and 2 third
grade teachers; language
arts lessons only by 2
sixth grade teachers.

14 teachets of junior
~aigh school.

801

Findings

1. Teachers-and principals had similar beliaf
systoms effective teaching that stressed
the huaanistic, social, and group process
aspects of the teacher's role.

2. Administrators implementing "national
management systems" defined effective

)teachlng in terns of standardized test
results, administrative evaluation, and
the influence of ocutside forces on class-
TOCMS.

Teacher's perspective centrally concerned with
creating and maintaining a stable and cohesive

gQroup.

Five principles of practice documenteds
1. Compensation

2. Strategic leniency

3. Pouer sharing

4, Progressive checking

5., Suppressing emotions

1. uide individual differences in teachers' role ..
definitions linked to variations in curricu-
lum implementation. '

2. The number of constructs needed to describe a
teacher's implicit theory ranged from three
to six. -

3. Five most common constructs in teachers'
implicit theoriess
s. Student learning and developmental goals
b. Student involvement
c. Teacher control and authority
d. Student needs and' limitations
e. Motiva' lon

J]
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Study
Olson (1881)
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Table 11 (cohtinued)

Nine Studies of Teachers' Implicit Theories

Method of Inquiry

Repertory Grid
Technique & Interviews

Teachers

8 teachers of science in
three British comprehensive
sacondary .schools.

1,

2.

Findings

High teacher classroom influence and control
was the primary construct around which
teachers' theories of good teaching were
ovganized. '

Teachers transfoimed and distorted new
curriculum to fit their implicit theories
‘of teaching. '
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'practice (Harland.,1977s. construct system (Bussis, Chittenden, &

Amarel, 1976), practical knowledge (Elbaz, 1981), and implicit theories

(National Institute of Education, 1975b). Although each of these terms

‘has a somewhat differediwﬁéaﬁing;nfﬂéiﬂkéi& in~common the idea that a

teacher's cognitive and other behaviors are guided by and make sense in

_relation to a personally held system of beliefs, values, and principles. ",

Prior to the researcher's intervention, these systems are typically not
well specified, and -the céntral‘task of the researcher is to assist the
teacher in moving from an implicitly held and private belief system to
an explicit description of his or her cognitive frame of reference.
Because much of this domain is unexplored territory, a great deal of
energy has gone into inventing and discovering appropriate language to
describe teachers' implicit theories in ways that remain faithful to the
teachers' own felt sense of what they believe.

Some reseaichers have focused on teachers' implicit theories abéut
a particular part of the curriculum (e.g., Duffy's 1977 work on
conceptions of reading). uther researchers have been concerned with
teachers' general conceptions of their role (Janesick, 1977; Munby,
1983), with their beliefs about curriculum (Bussis et al., 1976), and

with the principles they use to explain their own interactive behavior

(Marland, 1977; Conners, 1978b). Elbaz (1 ) was more concerned with
discovering the structure and content of tea hers' practical knowledge
than with describing the particulars of the knowledge held and used by
one teacher. Ignatovich, Cusick, and |Ray (1979) provide a striking
picture of the conflicting belief syftems about teaching held by

teachers and administrators.
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Teachers perspectives of their roles as teachers. In a seven-month

long ethnographic field study of a sixth-grade teacner and his class,

Janesick (1977) attempted to discover and describe the perspective held

by that teacher about his role. Taking a symbolic interaétionist-view.
Janesick defined a perspective as a reflecaive, socially-derived
interpretation of experience that serves as a basis for subsequent
action. The teacher's perspective ;ombines beliefs, intentions,

v
interpretations, and behavior that interact continually and are modified
by social interaetion. At any given time, a teacher's perspective
serves as the frame of reference within which s/he makes sense of and
interprets experience and acts rationally.

Janesick found that the broadest and most dominant aspect of the
teacher's perspective wgéjgis commitment to creating and maintaining a
stable and cohesive classroom group. The teacher made plgns and
interactive decisions and interpreted classroom events in terms of thelr
impact on the group cohesiveness of the class. He defined the most
important aspect of his teaching role as that of group leader. Group

consensus and cooperation were his main criteria for a successful

classroom activity.

Teachers' conceptions of reading: A study by Duffy (1977) of

teachers' conceptions of reading differea;from Janesick's work in
several ways. Rather than building a picture of one teacher's
conceptions inductively, as Janesick did, Duffy began with a typology
consisting of five contrasting approaches to the teaching of Teading,
derived from literature review: basal text, linear skills, natural
language, interest, and integrated whole. A sixth conceptual system

labeled "confused/frustrated" was added later. The purposes of the

129
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Duffy study were to describe the distribution of these conceptions o{

the teaching of reading among teachers and, in a second phase of the

’

study, to compare teachers' espoused belicfs with their actual classroom

behavior. - /

Duffy had 350 teachers of beginning reading sort propociticaal
statements about the resding process into five categor:.. rarcing frouw
"most like me" to "least like me.". Each of the six conceptions of
reading listed abovc was represented by six propositions, giving a total
of 36 propositional statements to be sorted.‘ Only 37 of the 350
teachers were found to manifest strong “"pure types' of concéptions-of'
reading. This finding suggests that perhaps the conceptions teachers
hold about the teaching of reading do not fit neatly into the
research-based typology and that they may be more complex and eclectic
than those of reading researchers.

In the second phase of the Duffy study, the 37 teachers who
manifested strong unitary conceptions of reading completed a modi.ied
version of the Kelly Role Repertory Test to refine further and specify
more clearly their beliefs about reading. Eight teachers from this
group who continued to manifest clear and categorical conceptions of
reading were each observed teaching reading in their own classrooms on
10 occasions. The extent to which these teachers' instructional
behavior reflected their expressed conceptions of reading was determined
by analysis of ethnographic field notes and post-observation interview
data. Duffy reported that,

Four teachers consistently employed practices which
directly reflected their beliefs; these included two
teachers who had structured beliefs (basal/linear

skills), a teacher who had an eclectic view, and one

of the teachers having an unstructured belief system
(natural language/interest/integrated whole). Of

130
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those whose practices did not reflect their beliefs,
two of the teachers having strong unstructured belief
systems were found to be smuggling elements of
unstructured practices into an administratively-
imposed program reflecting a structured view. Two
other teachers holding unstructured views, ‘however,
did not consistently reflect their beliefs; one of
the teachers employed practices which, to a large
degree, were counter to the unstructured belief
system she espoused, while a second teacher

[ﬂ operationalized unstructured beliefs only some of
the time with some pupils and some activities.
{) (Duf\fy 1977. ppo 7"8)0

_The Duffy study of conceptions of reading portrays a flexible and
complex relationship between teachers' implicit theories and their
clagsroom behavior. The results suggest that constraints on teacher
behavior such as mandated curriculum materials, résources. time
available, habits, and student abilities may interpose between theory
and action and account for observed discrepancies. Because the study
design began with researcher-selected categories of conceptions of
reading that descriled only about 104 of the teachers surveyed, the
results speak as much to what teachers' conceptions of reading are not

as to what they are.

Teachers' implicit theories and beliefs in open education settings.

Bussis, Chittenden, and Amarel (1976) described teachers' understandings
of curriculum, learners, and their working environments througﬁ use of
extensive clinical interviews of 60 elementary school teachers who were
- attempting to implement open or informal instruction. Transcripts of
the interviews were coded using a coding system devised by the
researchers. The Bussis et al. description qf the teachers' "curriculum
construct systems" revealed a tension between the press to emphasize
grade level facts and skills and the need to work toward broader

— developmental and process goals for learners. The researchers

L__Ig; | o 131
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identified four ofientations among these teachers ranging from heavy and
exclﬁsive emphasis on grade level facts.and skills to primary emphasis
on broader development§1 goals. The teachers' orientations concerning
students' emotionalineéds and feelings ranged from the position that the
needs and feelf%ga of students were relatively unimportant or irrelevant
as a teaching.priority (202fof'the teachers) 2o‘the belief that the
expression of.needs and feelings was integral to and inseparable from
the learning process (33%). Similarly wide variance was found iﬁ
teachers' beliefs about the importance of students' interests, freedom
of choice in what and how they learn, and about the role of social
interaction amox{g children as a means to learning. (See Clark & Yinger,
1977, for a more extensive account of the results of the study.)

Bussis et al. moved beyond the a priori category system approach of,
Duffy to a coding approach derived from:teachgrs' responses to clinical
interviews. The results highlight the wide variations in teachers'

belief systems even within a sample of teachers who shared a commitment

to open education and informal learning. /

Principles of practice. Two doctoral dissertations completéd at

the University of Alberta (Marland, 1977; Conners, 1978b3,-while
primarily concerned with the thoughts of teachers during the interactive
teaching process, also revealed much of interest about the principles
that guide and explain ;eacher behavior. One of Mgiland's analyses of
stimulated-recall interview transcripts permitted him to derive five
principles of préctice that were mentioned independently by at least two
of the six teachers studied or that played a powerful role in
influencing the interactive behavior of one teacher. These priuciples

of practice, can be described as follows:

132
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The principle of compensation rgpresented an attempt on the
teacher‘s part to discriminaie 1; favor of the shy, the introverted, the
low-ability group, and ;h; culturally impoverished. Two of the four
“teachers who applied this principle were first-grade teachers. This
principle figured less prominently in the explanations of teachers of

higher gtades.

The principle of strategic leniency was a variation of the

<~

) 3
principle of compensation. Strategic leniency referred to a teacher’s

'tendency to ignore infractions of classroom rules by children who the

teacher r:gardéd as needing special attention.

The brinciple of power-shar;g§ involved the teacher using the
informai peer bower structure to iéfluence students. In this way, the
teacher was seen as sharing both responsibility and authority wich,
certain students: That is, the teacher would selectively reinforce the
good behavior of students whom she perceived as, class leaders to use
their influence on their pee?s as an instrument for classroom

management.

The principle of progressive chgcking involved péfiodically
checking progress, identifying problems, and providing encouragement for
low-ability-group students during seat work. In addition to the direct
assistance provided during this checking, the teacher who used this
principle also reasoned that she was providing stimulus. variation for
students with short attention spans.

]

The grinciple of suppressing emotions was derived from the reports

of teachers who said that they consciously suppressed the emotional
feelings they were experiencing while teaching. This principle was

invoked because of the belief that if they expressed their feelings and

N
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emotions, it might overly excite the students and encourage them to
express their own feelings and emotions, thus creating a management
problem. : e |

The five principles of practice identified by Marland seem to deal
primarily with student characteristics. , Compensation, strategic
leniency, and power sharing all require that the teacher know his/her
students well enough to judge which ones would benefit from the kindé of
selective qgsponsés indicated by each principle. Suppressing emotions
is a preventative strategy involving teacher self-management for the
sake of orderiy classroom management. By implication, teachers who use
this principle believe that their students are emotionally volatile and
that-expression of emotions by students is inappropriate and constitutes
a breakdown of classroom management. Progressive checking is, in part,
a straightforward strategy for dealing with the ta:k demands of
seatwork. But the teachers also explained their instructional
managementébehavior’in terms of its appropriateness as a treatment for
children with short attention spans. In Marland's analysis, qonceptions
of knowledge or conceptioné of a particular subject matter are
conspicuously absent among principles guiding interactive teacher
behavior, | ' -

Conners (1978b) replicated and extended Mgrland's results with ﬁine
elementary teachers. His analysis of stimulated-recallaprotocols
revealed that all nine teachers used three overarching principles of
practice to guide and explain their interactive teaching behavior:

suppressing emotions, teacher authenticity, and self-monitoring.

The principle of suppressing emotions was similar to that described

by Marland. But in addition to its use as a disruption-prevention

L4
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strategy, Conners' teachers reported using what could be called "visible
suppression of emotions" (e.g., remaining silent and stern-faced until
the class quiets down) and-iatentionally violating this principle by
occasionally expressing angeror frustration to make a powerful :
impression on their students. This last example suggests that
principles of practice.can be used flexiBly by teachers and even
appropriately contravened in certain ci;cumstances.

The principle of teacher authenticity involved teacher‘presentati&n

of self in such a way that good personal relationships with students and
a socially constructive classroom atmosphere would result. This
principle_was expressed as a desire to behave iu ways that were open,
sincere, honest, and fallible.

/
The principle of self-monitoring was defined as the need for

teachers to remain aware of their behavior and the estimated effects of
it on their students. For the teachers interviewed by Connors, thisn
principle seemed to be acted upon at a global and intuitive level of
judgment, for example, by asking oneself "How am I doing?" regularly
during teaching.

Connors also identified fivé general pedogogical principles held by
teachers: cognitive linking, integration, closure, general involveéént.
and equality of treatment. The first three of these principles dealt

with how information to be learned should be organized and presented.

The principle of cognitive linking dictated that new information

should be explicitly related by the teacher to past and future student

learning experiences. The principal of integration called for

opportunities for students to practice and apply s&;lls and concepts

learned in one subject area in other subjects apd contexts in pursuit of

135 o
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transfer of training: The Principle of closure involved teacher
commitment to the importance of summarizing, reviewing; and tying
togeth;: main points at the end of a lesson or unit. Taken together,
these three principles imply a view of the student as an active learner
who stores and ret;ieves information on the basis of meaningful"
connections among facts and coné&pts and for whom transfer and
integration require explicit practice.

The final two principles claiﬁed by Connors' teachers dealt with

their commitments regarding the social dynamics and ideology of the

classroom. The principla of general involvement was expressed as the

desire to have all students participate fully in class activities, to
minimize student isolation (self-selected or otherwise), and to help shy
or withdrawn students to overcome their reluctance to participate. The

principle of equality of treatment called for fair and consistent

treatment of each student. It is possible to imagine classroom
situations in which thece last two principles would conflict, for
example, violating the principle of equality.of tredtment to provide
épecial attention, encouragement, or reward to a withdrawn student for
his/her full participation in‘a learnidg activity. This hypothetical
example suggests that principles of practice, while useful as general
guides for planning, organizing, and teachirg in the classroom, are not
sufficient by themselves and require artful interpretation, balance,
compromise, and, occasicually, intentional violation to serve the
experienced teacher well.

Elbaz (1981) examined the practical knowledge of one high school

English teacher who was developing a course on learning skills at the
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time of the study. Elbaz reports.the particulars of éhis teacher's
practical knowledge in.great detail in her doctoral dissertation (Elbaz,
1980; 1983). For the purposes of this review, the most relevant
findings concern the nature of teacher's practica; knowledge, as
summarized in Table 1l1. The five content areas of-teacher practical
knowledge (curriculum, subject matter, instruction, milieu, and self).
are largely self-explanatory and not at all surprising. The five
orientations of practical knowledge claimed by Elbaz (situational,
soclal, persona;, experiential, and theoretical), taken toggther,
suggest that a teacher's practical knowledge is not acquired vicariously
and abstractly (as in a teacher preparation course) but is learned,
tested, and developed through field experience.

The three structural forms that Elbaz uses to describe the
teacher's practiczi knowledge (rules of practice, practical principles,
and images) provide a particularly useful framework for thinking about
the research on tecachers' implicit theories and about the dynamics of
those theories in use. According to Elbaz, rules of practice are brief,
clearly formulated statements prescribing how to behave in frequently
encountered teaching situations. Implementation of a rule of practice
is a simple matter of recognizing a situation and remembering the rule.
In contrast, a principle'of practice is a more general construct than a
rule of practice, derived from personal experience, and embodying
purpose in a deliberate and reflective way, which can be drawn upon to
guide a teacher's actions and explain the reasons for those actions.

The use of a principle of practice depends largely on teacher
reflection. Thirdly, images are personally held mental pictures of how

good teaching should look and feel, expressed by the teacher in terms of
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brief metaphoric statements or analogies. According to Elbaz, teachers
work intuitively rather than analyticaliy to realize their images of

good teaching.

Comparisons of teachers' implicit theories with those of curriculum

developers. Two related studies of teachers' implicit theories took as

their starting point the problem of implementation of new curricula.
Both studies employed a version of the repertory grid technique to
elicit labels fér constructs that the teachers used in thinking about,
evaluating, and élassifying teacher and student behavior. In both
studies, each teacher's own words were used, in large measure, to

describe his/her implicit theory of teaching. In the first study, Olson

(1980; 1981) presented a list of .20 teaching events, selected to reflect -

a wide range of science teaching methods, to eight science teachers who
were implementing a new curriculum in British secondary schools. Each
teacher was asked to sort and group the éO statements, to discuss the
basis for grouping with the investigator, and then to coin a label for
each group. These labels were termed "constructs”" by Olson. Finally,
the teacher-generated construct labels (plus five construct labels
supplied Olson) were arrayed along the horizontal axis of a grid, with
the 20 statements about teaching and learning arrayed along the vertizal
axis. Each teacher then noted the degree of relationship between each
construct and each teaching/learning statement. The results of this
rating process were used to describe relationships among coustructs
through correlational analysis and among statements about teaching and
learning through factor analysis.

Olson determined that, for these teachers, the most important

underlying construct in their implacit theories of teaching was

138



ERIC

121

classroom influence. The new science curriculum being implemented at
the time of the study called for reduced teacher influence in the
classroom "as a consequence of project features such as: free ranging
discussion episodes; downplaying in the design the importance of content
in science teacﬁing and examination preparation; requiring teachers to
instruct outside their discipline" (Olson, 1981, p. 265). According to
Olson's analysis, the teachers dealt with the tension between their
belief that teacher influence should be high and the curriculum v
developers' belief that teacher influence should be low by .
"domesticating” the curriculum project so that it became compatible with
their implicit theories of good teaching:
For example: discussions became lectures or
recitations; intellectual skills development
was translated as content memorization and
examination rehearsal; the integrated design
was translated as a patchwork of specialized
content to be unravelled and resewn; criterion
referenced assessment was translated as norm
based. In short, after a period of
experimentation during which they saw their
influence declining, the teachers re-established
influence through varied domestications of the
project doctrine (Olson, 1981, p. 265).

In a related study of the implicit theories of teaching of 14
junior high school teachers, Munby (1983) used the repertory grid
technique in two sessions, separated by three days. In the first
session, the investigator asked eacn teacher to generate a set of brief
statements describing what one might see during a visit to one of the
teacher's classes, After generating about 20 descriptive statements
(called "elements" by Munby), each teacher was asked to group the caxds
on which the statements were written into as many groups as made sense

to the teacher. Next, each teacher was asked to discuss the bases for

his/her groupings and the distinctions and other relationships between
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groups of statements. The investigator recorded the terms and phrases
used by each teacher to 2xplain and rationalizé the groupings, and these
became the "contructs" constituting the teacher's implicit theory.
Finally, the "elements" and "constructs" were listed along the two axes ;
of a grid, and the teacher was ask:d to consider each element in turn | |
and rate the strength of its association with each construct.
Between the first and second interviews, Munby factor analyzed the-
grid to produqe construct groupings. The pu;posgwof the second
intevview was to discover what beliefs and principles underlie the
resultant factors. This interview and analysis process produced labels
for each of the factors and teacher explanations of the relationshipg
hetween the factors. From the trgnscripts of these second 1nterv1eﬁs.
Munby identified a set of teacher statements that constituted the
principles and beliefs that he characterizes as 'phrases, statements, or
terms which convey significant meaning to the teachers and to us about
their professional activity"” (Munby, 1983, p.27).
Munby makes a forceful case that the most appropriate mode for

reporting findings from his research is the case study. His report

offers excerpts from 14 case studies that illustrate the wide individual

differences in the implicit theories of teachers working at the same

school and even within the same subject matter specializations. The

existence of these idiosyncratic variations in beliefs and principles is

used by Munby to explain how and why a nominally common curriculum is
inevitably interpreted and implemented differently by each teacher

teaching from it. In describing the generel nature of teachers' ;
implicit theories as derived from this study, Munby found that each

teacher enunciated between three and six principles. The five most
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frequently mentioned:construct categories were: (a) student learning
and developmental goals, (b) student involvement, (c) teacher conﬁrol
and authority, (d) student needs and limitations and, (e) motivation.
| The Olson and Munby studies provide a semse of both the variability
and consequentialit} of teachers' implicit theories about Feaching._ )
Both researchers make a persuasive case for staying close to the
language of practice in eliciting and describing teachers' belief
systems, a position also supported by Elliott (1976). When implementing
a significant cutricular; organizational, or instructional change, these
researchers argue that teachers' belief syétems can be ignored only at
the innovator's peril. These findings are supported by the results of a _ i y
Qfsort étudy by Ignatovich, Cusick, and Ray (1979), in which the belief
systems of elementary teachers, elementary principals, and of those
administrators. attempting to influence c¢lassroom procedures by
implementing rational management models were contrasted. They found
that both teachers and elementary principals' belief systems emphasized
positive relations between teachers and students, a constructive
classroom social system, and humanistic approaches to instruction. 1Iun
contrast, "rational managemeht system" administrators defined effective
inscruction in terms of student achievement on standardized tests,
abstract models of classroom learning, administrative evaluation, and

the influence of outside forces on classrooms.

Summary. It is difficult to synthesize a clear and unequivocal set
of conclusions about teachers' implicit theories from this small and
eclectic collection of studies. At the very least, we ran say that
teachers do seem to hold implicit theories about.their work and that
these conceptual systems can be made mor¢ uxplicit through a variety of
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diréctrand indirect inquiry techniques. Even within what appear to be
relatiQely homogeneous groups of teachers (e.g., teacher; implementing
open education approaches),there is wide variation in the content and _
orientation.of.teachersf implicit fheories. The several studies that
dgscfibe teachers' principles of practige suggest that relativély few
such principles (3 to 6) are needed to describe a teacher's implicit
theory of teaching. “ |

The principles of practice that teachers draw upon to e;plain their
interactive teaching,behavior deal (directly or indirectly) with student
characteristics and states, teacher states, and, to a lesser extent,
with the structure and organization of subject matter. Duffy's (1977)
study of conceptioﬁs of reading suggésts that the correspondence between
teachers' espoused teliefs and classroom behavior is not alﬁays high and
is moderated by circumstances that are beyond the teacher's control.
This study also signalled a gradual move away.from the language of
researchers and toward the language of teachers in describing teachers'
implicit theories.

The Ignatovich et al. (1979), Olson (1981), and Munby (1983)
studies raise the possibility that conflict between teachers' implicit
theories about good teaching and those of administrators or curriculum
developers may explain historic and continuing difficulties in
implementation of educational innovationms. Elbaz's (1981) analysis of
teachers' practical knowledge, espec’ally concerning the three
structural forms of practical knowledge, holds promise as an organizing
conceptual system for future research and modeling of teachers' implicit

theories and belief systems in use.
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Conclusions

The Second Handbook of Research on Teaching (Travers, 1973) did not

include a chapter or even a reference to research on teachers' thought
processes. The research reviewed in this chapter and the view of
teaching and inquiry that guide this research are new. Many of these
studies raise as many questions as they answer, about method as well as
about teachers' thought.processes; These limitations notwithstanding,
however, our review suggests a number of brogd conclusions about
research'on-teachers' thought processes.

First, the research shows that_thinking plays an important part in
teaching, and that the image of a teacher as a r;flective professional,
proposed originally by NIE Panel 6 on Teaching as Clinical Information
Frocessing (National Institute of Education, 1975a), is not far-fetched.
Teachers dq_plan in a rich variety of ways,.and these plans have real
consequences in the classroom. 4Teachers make decisions frequently (one
every two minutes) during interactive teaching. Teachers do have
theories and belief systems that influence their perceptions, plans, and
actions. This literature offers us an enriched picture of what teaching
is by adding rich descriptions of the mental activities of teachers to
the existing body of work that describes the visible behavior of
teachers.

Because this reséarch is so new, each study seems to break new
ground. At this time, there is 1ittle that could be called a systematic
and cumulative body of research. Most of the research on teachers'
thought processes has been done with elementary school teachers, and
there is a conspicuous absence of attention to the thought processes of

secondary school teachers. Researchers have also tended to focus on
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relatively discréte and isolated aspects of'teachers' thoughts and
actions, rather than on the whole process of téaching or on the
relationships between, for example, teacher planning aﬁd interactive
thoughts and action in the classroom. While a narrow focus may be

useful early in a research enterprise, the time seems right for more’

| comprehensive study of the full variety of teachers' thought processes

in relation to teachers' actions and their effects on students.
Similarly, a vast majority of teachers participating in this.research
have been experienced teachers. The literature proﬁides liftle sense of
how teacher planning, interactive thinking and decision making, and
implxciﬁ theories and beliefs develop over time, and, therefore, what
kinds of interventions might help thege processes along. Longitudinal
studies of the development of teéﬁhers' thought processes would be one
anéwer to this need. /

The many different conteit# in which these studies of teacher
thinking have been done highlights the variety of task déﬁands
encountered in teaching. Teachers' thought processes seem to
constitute more or less adaptive array of responses to perceived task
demands of the profession. This literature provides a reasonably good
start at describing teachers' cognitive behavior, but has not done an
adequate job of describing the tas%s and teaching situations that call
for thoughttful teaching. Researchers would do well to work
simultaneously on descriptive models of teacher thought processes and on
descriptive models of the tasks of teaching.

while research on teachers' thought processes is new, it ha- deep

roots in early teaching effectiveness and curriculum research. Studies

of teacher thinking are potential sources of hypotheses about and
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explanation of some of the puzzling ahd contradictory findings:bf
process-product research on teaching and of curriculum change
imblemencation research. For example, if the teacher's implicit theor
about learners or his/her mental image of effective teaching were
contrary to that embodied in.a new curriculum or an experimental teaching -

method, s/hé would be unlikely to bring the innovation alive with great \\\\

enthusiasm, thoroughness, and persistence. Alternatively, if an

innovatién or experimental treatment were introduced after a teacher's
yearly and term planning were complete, it would be unlikely that the
innovation would be integrated into the classr?om activity flow as |
thoroughly as the researcher would hope. Teac%er thinking, as
represented in this literature, can be thought of as a set of moderating
contextual factors that could influence substantially the outcomes of
teacher effectiveness and curriculum effectiveness studies.

While no single study has documented ever§ aspect of the thought
processes of a teacher, from this literature we can elaborate on the
pictire of the teacher as a reflective and thoughtful professional that
was originally sketched out by NIE Panel 6 (National Institute of
Education, 1975a).

The emerging picture of the teacher as a reflective professional is
a developmental one that begins during undergraduaie teacher education
(or even earlier) and continues to grow and change witi. F.ofessional
experience. The teacher education majors who would become professionals
in this sense are firmly grounded in the‘aisciplines and subject matters
that they will teach. Their study of subject matter focuses on both

content and on the cognitive organization of that content in ways useful

to themselves and to their future students. They have had both
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supervised practice in using the behavioral skills and strategies of
teaching and have also been initiated into the less visible aspects of
teaching including the full variety of types of planning and interactive
decision making.

The m;turing professional teacher ié one who has taken some steps
toward making explicit his/her implicit theories and beliefs about
learners, cur;iculum, subject matter, and the teacheg's role. This
teacher has developed a style of planning for instruction that includes
several interrelated types of planning and that has become more
streamlined and automatic with experience. Much of his/her interactive
teaching consists of routines familiar to the students, thus decreasing
the collective information processing load. During teaching, the
teacher attends to and intently processes academic and non-academic
soclocognitive events and cues.

Experienced teachers have developed the confidence to depart from a
planned course of action when they judge that to be appropriate. They
reflect on and analyze the apparent effects of their own teaching and
apply the results of these reflectiéns to their future plans and

actions. In short, they have become researchers of their own teaching

effectiveness.

~d

A decade of research on teachers' thought processes has taught asl
much about how to think about teaching as it has about teachers'
thinking. Most educators would probably have agreed with the authors of
the NIE Panel 6 report that teaching is a complex and cognitively
demanding human process (National Institute of Education, 1975a). The
research reviewed here has begun to describe in detail the many ways in

which teaching is complex, demanding, and uniquely human.
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