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"~ The purpose of this study was to determinblif the written plans of

cethaJ 1 In addition, plans were examined for variation between

68 e1eman:2y& classroom teachers varied according to the teacher's con-
1,

primary (1-3) and intermediate teachers (4- 5) and the amount of time for
“which teachers were p]anning e P
Teacher deqjs1on making and planning is an important topic. of study.
Tha understandinglof decision making in tonjunction-with unde?standing
what occurs in the c]aséroom.w111'1aad toa mone complete picture of the
teacning/1earning prbcess (Morinek 1670;-Shave1$on, 1976; Mintz, 1979).
Research on preact1ve decision making has. shown that teachers typically

e

concentrate on what is to be taught and how it will be taught when,

planning for eJassroom_1nstruct1on. 0bJect1ves and evaluation decisions
. /‘ . . . -

are_not typically reflected in written 1é§§on pJans'(Yinger,-]Q?Q;

Mintz, 1979). | T
Certainly not all teachers plan alike. Some minor vartations in

grade level and teacher characteristics have been identified: For ex-

ample, primary teachers spend more time p]annépg for reading instructiont

- than do intermediate teachers. Also, teacners whose lesson plans req4

flect attention to student needs tend to be older than those teachers

whose lesson plans doTnot“ref1ect attention to studgnt;needs (Mintz,

1979’. Other teacher characteristics may inf]uente &he way in which
teachers plan for instruction. -

Conceptual 1eve1.is a personality dimension consisting, of djscrim-'
inating ski1]§ and interpersoﬁa1‘maturity. Both of thése characteristics
bear on the act of planning for instruction. A higher conceptua}ﬁ]eve]
(HCL) person is more likely to adapt to comp1ex enVironments by gen-
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erating new concepts, relyirg on imternal standards, and handling differ-
‘ent frames of references. HCL teachers have been shown to be more con-
cerned with the orientation of,the learner while LCL (lower conceptual

level) teachers were concerried with organization (Hunt, 1971; Harootunian

e N 1

& Yarger, 1978).

_ Harootunian and Yarger (1978) found that there were signtficant |
differences in HCL and LCL teacners in terms of.their instructiona1 deci -
sion making. In establishing reading groups, HCL teachers used more
sources of 1nformat1on, re11ed more on student skills, informal assess-
ment:rand the needs of students than'did LCL teachers. These differ-
ences were expected to be reflected in the written plans’ of teachers.
Spedifica]]y, it was thought that HCL teachers nou1d attend to student
needs through diagnosis, grouping, and information requests concerning

student characteristics, while LCL teachers wou]d*be more concerned with

~organizational items_such as scheduling and materials preparation.

METHOD e ’

A vo]hnteer group of 68 teachers from grades 1-5 nrovided the data
for th1s study. Teacherg/ were assigned to one of three planning simu]a-
t1ons in wh1ch they were asked to p]an reading 1nstruct1on for ten un-
‘familiar chi]dren as though it were, the beg1nn1ng of a_new‘sch001 year.
Teachers were*told to assume that they’were worring in their own sch601‘
and woquJbe using the sahe_Materia]s that were current]& available in
their ct%ssrooms The simulations varied in -the amount of time for |
which tehchers were asked to plan: the entire school year, several weeks,
ds var1ed ip.order to obta1n

/

the largest amount of information about what teachers were thjnking

or a s1ng1e reading period. . " The time perio

3 ) BN
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Teachers had to request information from a controlled data bank in
order tc find out about.the students for whom they were p]anning.a The
data bank conststed of tomp]ete sets of records, at each grade level,
for the ten ch11dren who comprised the representatiVe group’ f0r whont
the teachérs.were.p]anning. The records 1nc1uded data on h%?]th and
attendance, family background, teachers' comments, parent conferénces,

report cards, psychological consultations, test resu]ts, sociometric

{

data, previous reading programs, and information on special interests.

Teachers filled ‘in survey forins upon completion’ of thebsimUTations,
These were designed to gather both demographic data and information

about the teachers' typical planning procedures. A paragraph completion
" /7

. test was also administered to determine. each teacher's Conceptual Level.

T ' DATA ANALYSIS
The” paragraph completion tests werejscored at the Ontario Institute

for Studies in Education. - Paragraph. completion scores cdn range from

.
0-3. "Conceptual Level is a relative determination_on a\continuOus scale.

1

A median split was used to 1dent1fy ‘two groups. The mean score for the
total teacher samp]e was 1.77 with a standard deviation of 0 4 and a
range from 1.0 to-2.7. The higher conceptua] level group-had a mean of
2 07, a standard dev1at1on of 0.24 and a range of 1.8-2.7.° Thirty?six :
teachers were classified as being in the HCL group. The ]ower conceptual
level groUp, consisting of 32 teachers, had a mean.of 1.44, a standard
deviation of 0.17 and a range of.1.0 to 1.7. .

Planning procedure categories were determined by the survey data,

The procedures that teachers listed as part of their typical planning
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were categorfzed and grouped with conceptually similar items. Categories

| provided the basis for the coding of written lesson plans obtained fraom

the simulation tasks. The same coding ;onventions were used for a]j
1esson‘p]ans; regardless of the time period. for which teachers were \
planning., o )

Two coders; including one of the‘ihve$tigators, worke? on the
coding:of the 68 lesson plans. Each codeé coded all of the p]aﬁs. - Re-
sults were checked fbr the critica]lperceﬁtage of agreement in a]1’cat§-
gories. The median percentage of agreement was 91 with a mean of 92.78
(Table 2). After the percentages wére computed, coders went over dis-
crepant‘decisions and reached consensus 'so that further tabulation

could proceed. o

A1l data-bank information requests were-organized and grouped into

conceptually related categories._ They were grouped as such: reading

level, special services, test results, grades and teacher cdmments, per-

sonal characteristics, family background, and pea]th and“attendance in-

L

formation. ‘
a

Some of the teachers consulted various materials as they were plan- .

ning for reading instruction. The matefia]s were grodped_into six re-
lated categories. These categories wefe: basal texts, screening tests,
teacher'ﬁ,perséna] maféria}s“(inc1uding plan books), teacher training

materials, reading kits, and media items.

| . . R ' .
‘Given the categorical nature of the data, all of the 1psson plan

L

codings., information requests, and materials to which teachers referred

. . s . \ )
were examined fpr- significance using Chi-Square tests. Tests were

performed on the basis of relative conceptual level, conceptual level -

4
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. and grade level, conceptua] level and simu]ation, grade. level, and sim-

ulation task. Each broad category was tested separate]j as the coding
1 . \ '\

!

. categories were not independeént. o A

o IS . RESULTS | | /
: \ :
| .

Lesson P]ans |

A

-~ [

HCL/LGL No significant differences were found in any of the nine
lesson plan.coding categories between higher and 1pwer conceptual Tevel
- teachers (Table 3). Nhen examining the’ two groups | in a 2x2 contingency |
. table by grade level, significant differences were found in method |
o decisions (34.10).; materials. preparation (‘E(l.OS);,\\and ei./aiuation deci-

-« 9

51ons u1<,05) . HCL primary teachers tended to'inciNde'method déci -
sions in their plans more freqUentiy than LCL primar; teachers while
LCL intermediate teachers tended to include method deiisions in their |

.p1ans more‘frequent]y than HCL 1ntermed1ate teachers This grade Teve]
difference pattern is also demonstrated in the use of qaterchs prepara-
tion and eva]uation decisions. HCL primary teachers me tioned materia]s‘
preparation and evaluation deC1S10nS more- frequent]y thap LCL primary
teachers:-while LCL intermediate teachers ment}oned materials prepara- , .
tion and evaluation decisidns‘more frequently than did HC ,intermediate
teachers. . | ) S h \

There was one significant di ffersace when HCL/LCL was\examined

with the ‘additional variable of simulation task (Table 3).i HCL teachers
nnntioned lesson scope more freduentiy when p]anning for an entire year's

program and a single reading lesson than did LCﬂ:teachers.whiie LCL

O _teachers used lesson scope more frequently when planning reading for a
. . i A

“~

o

severa1 week period (p<.10).




Grade Leve]/S1mu]at1on Two significant differences wé e found when

1esson plan coding categories were' associated w1th grade level. Inter-
mediate teachers' 1esson p]ans shered more concern W1th schedu11ng

(p<. 10) and subJect coord1nat1on (p«<.01) than did the . plans of pri-
mary teachers. Schedu]ing was also a significant factor when associated
with the amount of time for which teachers were planning (p £.05).
:Teachers pianning_for several weeks used scheduling more frequently

. than teachers,p]ann%ng for-other time periods (Table 4).

Information Requests

HCL/LCL Seventy-six percent of the sample requested data bank
infqormation; 81% of the HCL teachers and 72% of the LCL teachers. There
was one significant difference in the information requested from the
data bank by HCL aqd LCL teachers (Tabje 5). .Significantly more HCL
teachers requested fam1]y background data than d1d LCL teachers (p<-05).
One s1gn1f1cant difference was found when 1nformat1on requests were
assoc1%ted with conceptyal level and s1mu1at1on task (p.<.05). HCL
teachérs tended to request more information -concerning pupil character-
1st1qs in long and short term planning while LCL teachers tended to re-
quest persona] characteristic data when planning for, severa] weeks

¢ .

(Table 5).

L4 A ' .
Grade Level/Simulation One significant difference was found when

N

infprmation requests were associated by grade level. Significantly more
intermediate teachers requested test result information than did pri-
| mary teachers (p<.01).. The ambunt of time. for whiéﬁ teachers were

. planning resulted in one significant difference (p<.05). Teachers in

Simulations One and- Three requeSted family background ihformation more




2
D

*“the teachers generally pTah alone. Thirteen percent of the sample said

-7-

than did teachers planning reading instruction for a several week per-
jod (Table 6). - B o

Materials Requests

Sixty-three ﬁercent (43 teachers) reférréd to materials while com-
pleting the planning simulations. One significant difference was found.
Signhificantly more HCL'teachers\Eonsultéd reading kits in their plan-

./"ning than did LCL wteachers, (p«.05) (Table 7). There were no si’gnifi—
-cant differences when HCL/LCL was examined by grade level or time for
which teachers were planning (Table 8). )

Survey Data +

_P)apning Style Survéy data indicate that the majority (57%) of

they plan some activities alone and other activities with another teach- |
i er, fifteen percent occasionally share ideas and ]5% usually plan with
someoné else. . Tﬂere were no significant differences when this data was
comparedg;conceptual level.
| Timerséent‘bnﬁﬁﬁanning HCL teachers spent.anywhere from 1 to 20

<

hours per week planning for instruction. The mean amount of time for

planning was 6.3 hours with a standafd deviation of 4.27. HCL teachers
spent fram 12:5% to 75% of this time plannifg for reading. The mean
pertentage was 52.34 with a stand;}d‘deviation of 16.14. The range of
time spent on planning was the same fof LCL teachers. The mean fime
was 7.2 hours with a standaid deviation of 4.73. LCL teachers spent

“from 17-90% of this time planning-for reading, The mean ‘percentage was

42.41 with a standard deviation of 17.28;,
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‘ DISCUSSION

HCL and LCL teachers appear to plan reading instruetion iﬁ similar
ways. No significent differenceswerefound in terms of conceptual,]eve]
alone. However, grade level and length of time for which teachers were
planning appear to be. important mediating variables. It is possibje
,that'pIanning is. such a procedural activity that teachef characteristics
are not powerful enough to oVercome'the process. Grade level, the time
frame for which teachers are‘planning; and other situational factors
will need~to be  considered in any description of teachef decision mak{ng.

An interesting sidelight of the study was the usefulness .of the
“planning procedure categor%es which were obtained from the>teachers' g
..pl ning'descriptions Cons1der1ng all of the teachers in the study, .
79

,—ujg,

4% used d1agnos1s in their plans; 73.5% used group1ng, 52.9% used

ubject- coord1nat1on, 83.8% used basals; 60.2% usdd 1esson scope} 50%

_.__0.—-——
%
3

c
wn

w.gn.. ,8_»

scheduling; 67.6% used method dec1s1ons, 64.7% used materials

preparation; and 41.2% used eva]uation decisions. As expected, teachers ‘

~. ey,

con; entrated on‘what was to be taught and how 1t was to be taught. There
h
§

_ ' .
was ]1tt1e mention of ob3ect1ves Eva]uat1on wag uitlized as a tool for

deo1d1ng the pace and content of futune lessons.
An understand1ng of te&sher dec1s1on making will need to conséder.

“both teacher character1st1cs apd situational var1ab1es ‘Although a :

s

teacher's conceptual level made\some d1fference in.the type of informa- _

tion and materials used to formuTate decisigns (for examp]e HCL teach-
ers used family background 1nformat)on and reading kits more frequent]y
than did LCL teaéhers);.other factoé§ need to be. taken into considera-

tion.

10

v
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Teacher Training Inplications ; ' N

For many years teacher training programs have relied on the educa-
tiona} p1ann1ng model. (object1ves mater1als, act1v1t1es, and evalua-
tion); Teachers do not appear to use th1s mode] when ‘planning. In-
stead, they concentrate on activities and organization. In addition,
this model does not take into considerat1on situational var1ab1es such )
as grade level, type of students 1nvo]ved, and the amount of time fqr ‘ B
which teachers are.planning. It is 1mb9rtant that’preservicé students
be exposed’to'a planning modet that is both functiona] and f]e?ib]e.
A program which identifies relevant variab]es and allows students: to
pract1ce p]ann1ng in a var1ety of s1tuat1ons and time frames would’ ap-

pear.to meet this need.

"y
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. ; " : - Table 1
Lesson Plan Coding Categories

~ -

. o | | <
- Dbiagnosis Plans specifically mention the. use of/ diagnostic tests and/
« or take into account the children's reading level.

Grouping P]ans list thlyfbrmation of various groups for read1ng 1n- '
struction. _ .

\

Subject Coordination P]ans cite the coordination of phonics, reading, -
spelling, and other re]ated subJect areas.

'Basa1oManua1 Plans indicate the use of a- basal teachér'sﬂmanual.

-

) ' Lesson{§cqpe Plans 1nd1cate the content ‘to be covered in the ]esson

Schedu11ng Plans indicate the: schedu]ing of time for lessons during
the day and/or specifically ment1on the amount of content to be covered
) dur1ng a specific time period.

Method Decisions Plans indicate a dec1s1on regarding the appropriate'
teach1ng method to be used during the lesson.

Mater1als Preparat1on Plans 1nd1cate the need for. the preparat1on of
materials prior to the Jesson being p]anned -

Evaluation Decisions Plans indicate the use of eva]uation techniques
- in order to determine the lesson's effectiveness.

..’ U ~ ' ’
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L . Table3d “~ ' . 7 )
~ . Chi- Square Comparisons of Lesson Plan’ L '
Coding Categories by Conceptual Level, - . . . . , ;
- ) Conceptual Level and Grade Level, ‘ C : ,
| - and Conceptual Level and Simulation Task .~ .~ . - '
- L ) . ' h.; tr) ) \- \ ” . ) - .
‘ o . o N HCL]LCL'and '_ HCL[LCL and -
' ._Categqr_y T © HCL/LCLe - Grgde Leveld R Simﬁ]ataon Taslg e
4 , Y . ) . . .l s o ;ﬂ. ‘\ z .
p Diagn051s " N A I .99 T2 Y,
" ) . . . o o . ' L& . ..
Groupmg - i .33 .39 . . 42 - N ,
- , . ‘," ’ ,r C . . ..1, ‘o
.. Subject -Coordination 2.12 - L .54 - . 2.62 . %
_— e ' v " o ; ' A
Basal .- o .27 _ o .- 103 .
Lesson Scope .42 . .48 * w. . 8.75* e
Scheduling : .94 .. 38 - 2.47 2"
Method Decisions ) .09 2.88* ‘ .45 e
. , - "
Materials Preparation  1.88 3.90%* . 4.03
o | “Evaluation:Decisions ] ' ] 5.06%** , 256 -
. - I‘ ) .
adf for all Chi- Squaré comparisons = 1
baf for all Chi- -Square compam;:ons = 2 . .
T vNote: NS 210
.* R<.10 :_ . ‘.I
**p g .05 )
\
»
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. - 'Cbi-Squarq Comparisons of . _ > v _ ;
Lesson Plan Coding Categories by - . oy
, Grade Level and Simulation Tagsk -
. . S _ ' yE
. Category - - Gradé Level? ' \' B Siﬁu]ationb
Disagno,s'i_,s' . - s .96 ' . T ‘ .37 :
. Grouping . | 156 S 4.1 -
Subject Coordination Yagws . o ze0
Basal. -~ 1 ‘ 1.75 SO . .35
N S . ’ -
Lesson- Scope _ ) R 1 ) — .74
Scheduling . . . .2.80% | : 6.50%% -
: L . . R ' o '
Method Dedisions ° 2.4 - S .69
Qatertals Preparation . ..31. ' R T
. Evaluation . S 60
- , . | . | . . . ’ \ .
adf for all Chi-Square comparisons = 1 ) ~7
,bdf‘for all Chi-Square comparisons = 2
;.. Note: NS p».10 . _ ' |
e * p&do -, C e / !
™ pg.05
*xkp & 0]
1$ ‘
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. . " Chf-Square Comparisons of Infomatwn Requests by

Conceptual Leyel, Conceptual Level and Grade Level,
and onceptua] Level and Simp]atwn Task

T HCL/LCL and_—— ~  HCI CL/LCL and -
Category __HeLLed Grade Level® . Simulatign’ Taskb
Reading level , -+ ., a8 0 | S PY A
€ ., N ‘ Speécial Services 1.3 E o 0 ' _ ’ ' ”.29.
. / }est Results . oV o’ o o "o
o Grades/Comments B | L 0 - RS 97
Persopal Characteristics o ¥’ T . \.06__ \ . 6.62%
Family Backg?ound .. | 1‘}.91* : _ 0 . : ’ .(.)4,5'
Health/Attendance \] ‘}.'09 02 “ " 2.05

.7 3df for all Chi-Square coxﬁparisons,= ]
Cx bdf for all Chi-Square compajasoms = 2.

2 .
. Note: &lS P> 10 : ’ v )
* pg.05 ~ T
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f' | | .Table 6
: * Chi- Square Comparisons of Informat1on Requests by
- o ' by Grade Level and Simulation
. T Ia '
. Category ‘ "dkade Level® & SimutationP
: . Reading ‘Level - .. -12 . 79 .1 5
’ Special Serviéesf, R 02 . -~ .06 .
b Test Results 9.39% | .86
' s ‘ - ' ' ' ' . :
- Grades/Comments - .27 . “ o .69 .
Personal Character{stics A A1 . .33 !
* ~Family Background R : 6.45% R .
Health/Attendance .18 - .55
. -~
-8df for all Chi-Square comparisons = 1 R
byf for all Chi-Square comparisons = 2
Note: NS p>.10 - ‘
* pgL .05 '
**p £ . 0] .
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| § Table 7 ,
L - " Chi;Square Comparisons'of Materials = . "
C . ' Consulted During Planning by Conceptual Level,

Conceptual Level and Grade Level,
and Conceptual Level-and Simulation Task

- . ; ‘) ~ HCL/LCL and HACL/LCL and
Category HCL/LCL®~" - Grade Level? Simulation TaskP . -
— 7 . \
, . Basals ~ | .06 t 12 : .80 .
Screening Tests .06 CoLaz o | 39
: - : - - (
Personal Materials o030 : 0 > - 2.50 '
" Teacher Training Materials 40 ‘ T o 3.75"'
‘Rading Kits -~ 5.21* .06 75
Media 2 0 .66 4.06
a4f for all Chi-Square comparisons = ] ’ /
‘bdf for all Chi-Square comparisons = 2
- Note! NS p».10 % . T
* pg.05 R&\ : o ‘ ., . .
| | / | . | . S
b
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. Table 8
Chi-Square Comparisons of Materials . : 2 ‘
- ‘Consulted by Grade Level and Simulation '
R4 .‘. ‘ ’ e . . -
' I - “ ‘ \/ . . s B ]
Category - . . ' Grade Level? Simu]ationb
B | .
- Basals . - . .62 o - .09
. ) " ~ ' . . . : - . . . v 4
Screening Tests _ f : .99 . . 1.18
s Personal Materials 39y . . . 1.5
" Teacher Training Materials 118 59
Reading Kits - *° ‘ .93 | 0.
N 4
Media ~ * 0 , 07
. | . -
S o

df forall. Chi-Square comparisons =-1]

N bdf for all Chi-Square comparisons = 2 N ) , | "\
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