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Abstract v

-

An experienced teacher of second grade participated in three

~

two~hour yearly planning sessions, one each in matheﬁatics, sclence,

and writing. ﬁhe teacher "thought aloud" as she planned, and two
‘= .

v

researchers pfesent at these cessions took written notes.

a

The teacher's methods of yearly planning for mathematics, scienéEL

and'hriting are.desﬁribed and contrasted in terms of a péocess model

of teacher planning. - Planning'for mathematics and science were more
similar to one ancther than theynwere'to yearly planning for writing.

The nature of yearly planning and its possible role .as'a link between
, . «

-

curriculum and instruction are discussed.

£y
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TRANSFORMING CURRICULUM IN MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND
WRITING: A CASE STUDY OF TEACHER YEARLY PLANNING!

»

'Christopher M. Clark and Janis L. Elmoréz

This stﬁdy>i§ paft of a program of research on teachér'planning
that has been underway at the Michigan State University Institute for
Research on Teaching sincé~1977. The ovefall purpose of -this program
is to descrite the part that the mental lives of teachers play imn

moving from thought to aé?ion and iﬁ transforming curriculum into

instruction. The research has been guided byrtwo models.of teachey

- . '

planning proposed by Robert J. Yinger (1980). Yinger's process model

. -of teacher planning describes the psjchological pfocesses that teachers

: . . g .
theoretically draw upon to create plans for instruction. Yinger's

-«

structural>model of teacher planning hypothesizes that teachers do

several different types of planning: yearly, term, unit, weekly,

‘

daily, and lesson planning. This study is a'désnnéptioﬁ of one second-
grade teacher's yearly planning in three subject matter areas:

mathematics, science, -and writing. )

-

- The summer months are thought to be a time of relative inactivity
for elementary-school teachers. Teachers enroll in university courses,

take well-earned vacations, and often work at part-time jobs unrelated

B

QJ ) . . :
to the teaching, profession. Researchers also behave 'as though.the

o
4

o

1Paper presented to the American Educational. Research Association,'
Los Angeles, California, April 17, 1981

2Christopher Clark is co-coordinator of the Written Literacy
Project at the IRT and an associate professor in the Departmeat of
Educational Psychology, College of Education, Michigan State University.
Janis L. Elmore is a research intern with Ehe IRT.
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‘summer months .are a relatively uninteresting and unprofitable time to
do research on teaching. These months are often devoted to data
analysis and Write—upqof information coilected_during.the regular
school year.‘.However, in our program 6f research on teacher planning,
it has occurred to us that, while most elementary-school teachers
kare not wotking in classropms during the summer, some important events
take place at-that time that shape and affect their planning and instruc-
tion for the toming academic year. Yearly planning is one of.theae
avents.

.Method'

Research on teacher thinking Has been investigated through the
use gﬁlstimulated recall, interviews, protgcol analysis, and think-
aloud ptoceddres, to nan;-a few. The_think aloud»procedure, used
guccessfully in earlier research on teacher planning (e.g., Peterson,
Marx, and Clark, 1978), was selected for.use in this study. “The |
think aloud method has also bean used to study the decision making
ptdcesses of.bank trust officers (Clatkson, 1962), chess players
(de Groot, 1965), clinical psychologists (Kleinmuntz, 1972), and
physicians (Elstein, Kagan, Shulman, Jason,‘& Loupe, 1972). This
method allows the teacher—planner mare freedom than the-tranitional
interview techniqué in.whicn—the researcher directs thé flow of the
information. It does not confine the researcher and teacher to
_discussion of past events aa does the method of stimulated recall.

In the thinking-aloud method, the teacher orally reports what he or
she is thinking about whilé actually»doing the task of interest.

For this. study the task was yearly planning, and the teacher talked
aloud while planning her mathematics, science, and writing curricula

w

for the coming year. : S : ’ ) o

Q . . ' . G




The Teacher

: £ . :
The teacher who participated in our.study, Ms. McComb,3 is a second-

‘grade teacher with eight’ years of_teaching experience. She teaches in

a self-contained classrooﬁ; and has done’'so for her entire teaching

\

career. Although Ms M//ﬂnb volunteered to. participate in the study,

° [ Ep— - - -

~

she was compensated at a competitive hourly wage for the time she spent

in planning sessions with the researchers.

Procedure

v

. . During the think-aloud sessions, Ms. McComb began her yeariy
planning for three subject matter areas: math, science, andiﬁriting;

Once each week for three weeks, she came to the Gollege of Educatjion

.~

building prepared rn do yearly planning in One subject matter or
aspect of the curriculum. The teachey met ‘th two researchers’ and,.

for approximately two ‘hours, engaged in a think-aloud planning session.

She was encouraged to make all of her thoughts and deliberations
avdible to the researchers, and each session was recorded both in the
form of writtem notes by the researchers and on audfvo,cap<. The

researchers occasionally asked questions for clarification purposes,

'

but the primary node_of activity involved the teacher planning aloud .

as though the researchers'Were not present.,

égalzsis

We describe t¢his case of yearly planning in terms of the process
model of teacher planning proposed by. Yinger (1980) In this process

model, Yinger describes three stages: .(a) the problem-finding stage,

o

(b)" the design stage, and (c) the implementation, évaluai:ion, and

o

SA psendonym i



routinization stage. - ’ , oot

The problem~finding stage of teacher planning involves a cvclical
interaction among teacher experience and knowledge, the teacher's goal
conceptions, the materials available for'use;uand the reasons that
prompted the teacher to plan (the planning dilemma). The product of
the problem—finding stage of teacher planning is an initial problem
conception, that; is, a definition in the mind of the teacher of the
task at hand. The design stage of, teacher planning consists of a second
cyclical process in which the initial problem conception is successively
elaborated investigated, and adapted until a provisional selution (a

-

viable plan) is achieved Because the yearly planning of the teacher
, in this study had not yet been tried out in the classroom, or carried

to a finer level of detail such as term planning or unit.planning, our

.

descriptions are primarily of the problem—finding and’ design stages,

)

”
"and stop ShOIL of the implementation, evuluation, and routinization

stage. .
After each planning session.the_researchers met to review the
think—aloud planning that the teacher had done and to begin data
analysis. The data.included audio tapes of teacher speech and notes-
~ on teacher behavior’during the planning sessions. Teacher statements

e,
and observed behavior were sorted into three categorieS' (l) problem—

finding statemnnts and behavior, (2) design statements and behavior,
~and (3) explanation and.justification statements and'behaviprf
‘ For’each session with the teacher, a chronolegical narrative was KN
written that‘described the teacher's seqﬁence of’planning behavior,_,
the issues and concerns_raised doring each phase of the’planning

.process, and the teacher's explanations and.justifications for her cur-

riculum transformation’ decisions. Finally, the three session descrip-




“mathematics curriculum. Mathematics is one of the most highly valued

- g af
XN

tions were compared and contrasted to produce a, list of distinctive-
features of the generic process of yearly planning, and to generate_ ‘71

hypotheses about the relationships between the process of yearly planning
and (1) teacher curriculum-specific experience, (2) the form of .gurr ulun

materials, and (3) the teacHer's implicit theory of effective instruction.

L] -

) ' Results

Planning for Mathematics Teaching g

" “The first subject matterithat.Ms. McComb dealt with in her yearly
. \ 5 ' -7 i . : '

2
N

? : - '
planning was mathematics. Thelprevious academic year was the first

time that she had used the Developmental Mathematics Project (DMP) -

2

parts of the curriculum for this teacher, and, on the whole, she very

much liked this new curriculum, which makes extensive-use of concrete

- manipulable materials and provides the teacher with very elaborate and

a

specific instruction: about.what to teach and how teo teach it. The

LN

problem—finding stage of Ms}‘McComﬁis yearly planning involved talking
- " .

and thinking about Successes and failures with this curriculum during

the past year. These successes and fajlures can be categorized'primari

-

as teacher knowledge and experience factors, including the fallowing:

--The class did not finish the entire set of units prescribed
' for second grade.

-~The seguence pf topics did not seem to make the best of sense.

--The students were sometimes unmotivated. - -
e = I3 - - [l
--The teacher experienced problems with how to manage the time .
of students who finished a particular unit or activity before
the rest of the class. :

s
M -

--The teacher experienced a management problem with slow learners,
. especially those who had trouble with readingwthe instructions
for problems. -~

© (]

——The .teacher felt that the most productive times of the year
(prime time) were not wéll ‘matched with the most important
" units or, topics in math,, - A e

T “

_ . . : e b . ,
! & S - Q. o . .
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Ir addition to these knowlédge and experience factors, the teacher

N
o "

had some clear values ‘or goal conceptions about math that figured in
& .

. this problem-finding stage. Mathematics is an important subject matter

‘for this teacher, in that, she herself enjoys mathland'believes that

V many elementary—school students are unnecessarily turned off or intimi-

dated by mathematics and that arl of their subsequent experience.with

- 0

math is adversely affected At a -more detailed level, the teacher had
some clearly expressed ideas about which topics or units within the DMP
curriculum were most vital for studentsqao learn well. A final goal

~ conception that-seemed to play a role in the problem—finding stage
was that the teacher felt pressure to complete all of the units that

the curriculum developers identified as appropriate for second graders.

£

During the past year, the class completed nine.of the 13 units or topics

provided by the curriculum. For the coming year, the teacher was

-

determined to try to_be more efficiént and successful at completing all
, Vo R - . Sl
or almost all of the 13 available units.

- .‘ *

In the case of yearly planning for math,. the teacher s" initial

>

problem conception seemed to have four parts: (l) a revised sequence

of math units, (2) a schedule for teaching the math units, (3) the task “

‘of selecting or rejecting topics if tHere was not sufficient time to -
13 - ' . :
- cover all-of'thE§, and (4) a process of fine-tuning or adjusting the’

mode of instruction and other aspects of teaching within each unit.

Taken together, this'prohlemiconceptioq"answers the questiont‘"What is

N

necessary to solue-my planning dilemma?"

The Dee. . Phase . k o N

After coming up with the initial problem conception, the teacher

proceeded through a cyclical process of practic;& problem-solving.
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Step one of the cycle was to list each of the math.unit tqpics and to

-

refer to her roll book, the teacher curriculum guides for each'unit;
and a calendar to detefmine the length of time devoted to each unit .

during the past year, K and the sequence in which they were addresség.

.

The.resulting list of- topics, duration, and sequence information'was

then used in conjunction with each of the teacher guides in the second

‘ “ -
step of the cycle. The second step involved the teacher doing a mental
. . o
review of each topic taught during the past year. This mental review

‘addressed the content of each unit, the dnration of each unit, the

A
reasons why it was as long or as short as it was, tiie method of instruc—

tion used for® each unit, and the remembered outcomes of each unit in

terms of student mastery and teacher satisfaction with the proces3e
Also considered in this mental refiew'was the relationship betwebn each
unit and the topicsthatimmediately preceded and followed it. Finally,
the value'or importance of this unit as a part of the mathematics
experience of a second grader was agdressed.

Parallel to ‘this mental review of each topic, the teacher began-
to make decisions about  the sequence of.units and the duration of each
for the coming year. Sequencing and scheduling were two important
aspects of the teacherws initial problem conception. The teacher
recorded her sequencing and durdtion decisions by annotating the list -

(j?f topics made earlier in the design stage with a priority number and -
. . .

a note about the length of time to allocate to gach topic. The sequencing

and duration decisions seemed to be based on the teacher's memory of how

L S
L

\these lessons -had -proceeded during the previous year. For example,

Ms, McComb decided to change the sequence of the first three DMP math

lunits during the year. She planned this change in%order to provide

[

some relief for the stud&pts from the heavy use of numbers, which was

o S e

\‘1‘ » . ‘ . ] ,11




. ’
. /

the emphasis of Units 1, 2, and 3. In her .new plan, Unit 3.waa schieduled
for late in the year and replaced by Unit 28, a "fun unit on measurement

using water in variouely sifed and shaped containers.

P

Duration decisions were less well specified than sequencing.

B S . : ‘\
decisions. The teacher's géneral way of dealing with duration was to
o, . X

express the_feelin that sheg ould be more efficient the second time
'r . g ‘ < J b s ] F] .

thrdugh the curriculum and therefore be able to coVer thé samg material

in less time than in thevpast year. Also, the students whom she planned

to teach during the goming year had béen exposed to the ﬁirst—grade

¢ version of the DMP curriculum, unlike their predeo%ssors. The teacher
thought that,this prior experieﬁte with a lower ieyel of the curriCulum ‘
would help move them all through the units at a faster pace. .
. . . " ) . . . . . .
Ly -- -

Another consideration-that arose with regard to ,sequencing and.

v e -

duration decisions had to do with the best times of t?e year for pro-,

“ductive instruction, an idea that we call prime time. A significanto .
change in the sequence'of units for .the coming yearvinvolved regcheduling .
. N - © ol * "._. ~ X B

- )

for the months of Februar§ and March,two units that the teacher identi-

’ (S -~

fied as the most important ones for second graders to learn well: S
During the pre%ious year, these units were-taught in-ﬁay andeune, .

and the teacher felt: that the students were too distracted by the events .
. r.x»

of spring, the end of ‘the year, and so on.to get'the most out of these.:{

important activities.

“ )

‘ I
A third process that also proceeded in paralel with the mental

review ol”each topic and the sequencing and duration decisions was a B
\ o

fine tuning of the instructional methods and other aspects~of the teaching

. - . o

of each unit. These ideas and decisions did not seem tb be a primary

¢

focus of the design stage of yearly planning, but " seemed’to occur-

A . i . . 3 ; - . )
serendipitously as a bv-product of mental review. Some examples of fine
. e .

. . . .




e

tuning include the use of whole group instruction instead of independent
dinstruction 1or some units, the integration of one math unit into the
science curriculum, the use of additional college-student aides for
belping slow readers through the math curriculum, and the use of
optional antivities suggested in the teacher's guide by students who
fiq}sh their daily work early.

The product of the design stagelbf yearly planning, in Yinger's
terms, is ; provisionai solution to she planning dilemma. Ms. McComb's
provisional solutioh consisted of a iist of mathematics topics in a
new sequence, annotated with information about allocated time
(duration), and a few notes on the topic of fine tuning of instructionél
methods, integration with othef subject matters, and the like. She
indicated that this listing of topics and sequence and duration was
a very satisfactory and complete product of a yearly planning session,
and that it would constitute all that she really needed to get off

to a good start in the teaching of math for the coming year. Although

' the researchers suggested the possibility of displaying this product-or

plan in a more graphic form, perhaps using a calendar format, the teacher
said that she did not feel this would be particularly ﬁecessary or useful,
in that she didbnot like to express hér pléné'in the form of'graphic

representations.

Reflections on Yearly Planning for Math

It seemed to us that McMcComb was somewhat‘constrained in her
yearly planning by the content of tbe'curriculum'itself;-~A1though she
felt free to express her own implicit thedry aboqufhe relativé iﬁpof—
tance of topics or units within the cufriculum, she d4id not, at first,

step outside the boun&aries of fhe DMP curriculum o evaluste the

&~

~

G

’ 1
L B . A
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extent to which the various units and topics fit her macro-level
conception of mathematics for second graders. Likewise, the teacher
did not feel free to tinker with the activities or micro-level content
within each unit. Her experience of the past year indicated to her that
the curriculum was written in such a way that changing the sequence or
omitting activities within a unit would probably lead to difficulties
farther down the line (i.e., uithin that same unit) and 8o the units
. were treated as intact and indivisible building blocks. v
We did get some hint of Ms. McComb's macro-level theory of second-

grade math when she talked briefly about supplementing the TMP curriculum
with "math-folder" work and special units that she herself would create.
The math-folder work was largely computation practice and drill,
which she believed were inadequately addressed within tne DMP curri-
culum, and the supplementary units that she mentioned were one on telling
time and another on counting and making change with coins and paper
money . This'suggests to us that Ms. Mcpomb did have an implicit
notion of what second-grade math shbuld look like and did not\feel
constrained to limit math instruction to only what was provided by
the DMP curriculum Yet, the fact remains that during this planning
'session, she seemed to define the task as one of adapting the DMP
curriculum in the light of last year's experience to fit her values,
teaching style, management difficulties, student needs, and school
calendar.

It was“alsominteresting‘to observe the cyclica} or parallel pro-
cessing that went on during the mental review of’eag;\unit taught during
the»previbus year. The tegcher seemed to vividly recall how each

unit went and particularly®the problems encountered apd the reasons for

those problems. She seemed literally to be reliving this storehouse

¢
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of experience and, in the process, getting ideas for how to do things
differently,\more efficiently, and more satisfactorily in the next

year. Ideas for fine tuning of the instructional procese and for

changing the sequence and duration of topics seemed to spring out

of the mental review and reflection process. The most «camatic example K
of this was the idea to teach one of'the math units as part of the

science curriculum--an idea that had never occurred to her before, and

an idea that reflected & degree of integration that was not typical

of other parts of her curriculium.

Yéarly Planning for Science Teaching

Ms. McComb's yearly planning'for science teaching involved
examining a new edition of the Science Curriculum Improvement Study
(SCIS) that the district had purchased. She had taught SCIS for three
years and was quite familiar.with and enthusiastic about the curriculum.
The new edition of SCIS used the same model of inetruction as the earlier '
edition, but néd a number of new featnres thatvthe teacher ha& not
encountered before. During_the yearly planning session,vshe ex_amined~
*the teacher's guide for this new curriculum fot the first time.

For the second grade,  the SCIS is divided into two major Sectipns

r "kits,' one entitled Life Cycles and the other entitled Interactionsﬁ
and Systems. At the school at which Ms. McComb works, only one set of
the student materiais, experiments, apparatus, and so on, 1s available.

Q

It is shared by .two second—grade'teachers, who“have agreed to alternate
> . )

.the sequence in which the two major parts of the curriculum are taught.

°For the coming year, it will be Ms. McComb's turn to teach Life Cycles

during the fall semester and to begin teaching Interactions and Systems

=
| 3
e
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a

after the Christmas holiday. 4

o —— e et i o

Problem Finding Stage

For Ms. McComb, the problem;finding stage of yezrly planning for
the teaching of science was relatively short. At the beginning of the
sessilon she'seemed to have defined the problem as one of reviewing the
teacher's guide for the revised curriculum to determine the.ektent to
which new and different activities, materials, and procedures had been
added to the earlier version of SCIS with which she wes familiar. ”
Further, she had decided.to deal with only half of the.currieuldm.

. damely, the Life Cycles part, thus treating the science curriculum as

two separatémcurricula. In part; this was due to the'independehce

of these two _halves of the SCIS package and in part it was due to the

4It is interesting to note two things here, First, the influence
of an external and economic reality, namely, having only one curriculum
Package to share, on the sequence of instruction and on teacher planning.
-The second factor of interest is that, in an earlier interview, Ms. McComb
. talked about the instructional implications of the sequence in which these
two major science topics were addressed. She reported that, because the
Initeractions and Systems topic and activities required a considerable .’
amount of writing of reports and descriptions by her second’grade students,
that there was something to be said for teaching that kit in the second
semester, after her students had gained a reasonable amount of proficiency ..... .
in writing. 1In contrast there were advantages to teaching the Life Cycles
unit in the winter and spring, because many of the phenomena that are
embodied in the curriculum also become visible in the world outside the
classroom as spring proceeds. An. additional pracétical consideration men-
tioned during the yearly planning session was that the Life Cycles activi-
ties often required ordering shipments of live materials that must be
carefully cared for if they are to survive. The fall term with its many
holidays and early weeks devoted to getting the classroom social system
started provides more scheduling difficulties for integrating the live
shipments intc the curriculum, and requires more planning attention to the
timing of the arrival of these shipments so that, for example, they do
not arrive at the beginning of a holiday weekend when they cannot be pro- '
perly cared for over several days. A third problem with teaching the Life
Cycles unit-in the fall is that, as cold weather sets in, it is’ &ifficult
to grow plants in the classroom, especially when the school building
,heating system is turned off over the weekend.
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fact that Ms. McComb would be sharing the kit and materials with another
second-grade teacher and wole have access to only the Life Cycies materials
until the end of the fall semester. Therefore, the planniﬁg'session
ﬁe report here has the characteristics of both term planning and yearly
platining comﬁined.

The only material thag Ms. ﬁcComb used in this planning session was
the teacher's guide for the Life Cycles section of the SCIS.
She had already looked through the kit and student materials for this
part of the curriculum at school to get an idea ofjwhat might be new

@

and" what parts of the curriculum were carried over from the previous

edition. She began planning by examining the teacher's guide, ski@ming

- over parts of the guide that appeared to be identical to the earlier

7

editicn, and spending more time in detailed reading and interpretation
of parts of the guide that dealt with new_activities or materials.

She confirmed that the discovery mode of learning and .instruction was

still the mode to be used for this new edition of the curriculum

and spént the majority of her plarning time figuring out how new \
components such as a set of "experience r~ards" and a new $tudent manual -

were intended to be used by the curriculum developers. That is,Aa

-subor&iﬁate.part of the prqblem—finding.br definition of the problem

for yearly plénning was a kind of self-administered inservice training
in which Ms. McComb had 1mpli¢itlywaccepted the expertise of the
curriculum developers and taken on the task of implementing this new

curriculum as they intended it to be taught.

The Design Stage
After skimming the entire teacher's manual and noting the obviousiy
new and:different features of the reviped curriculum, Ms. McComb shifted

1ty
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to the design stage of the planning process. In addition to analysis
and understanding of the new features of this curriculum, a second
consideration during the design stage was scheduling. _The teacher's
guide provides a graphicvdisplay of a semester schedule, indicating
the sequence of chapters and activities gnd a timetable for orderingv
live shipments with sufficient lead time to be coordinated with instruc-
tion. The teacher examined this schedule and noted that the 17 .weeks
bortrayed in the schedule was quite compatible with her 20—weeh semester.
She also noted that there were six live shipments available in the
revised curriculum compared with three in the earlier versicn, although
the six live shipments were grouped for ordering purposes into three -
packages of two. It was at this'stage of the degign process that she
discussed some of the. actual and potential problems of doing the Life
Cycles part of the curriculum in the fall (holidays, the early part
part of September being devoted to getting started and the cold
~weather and heat turned off in the school building over the weekend

o

©  making it difficult to grow plants).

?

After scheduling considerations were addressed briefly, ‘Ms.

L

McComb began a fairly close reading of the first: chapters in the teacher 8
guide that dealt with actual classroom acti‘lties, She seemed to be
mentally contrasting the activities performed during the past year

'under the old curriculum with thenactivities described in the new

r

7 guide. She particularlylikedthe comprehensiveness of the new curriculum

-and the fact that it.seemedgto be much more systematically related
to the science experiences'qf students in'first grade. The first
chapter began with a. .xeview of terms and concepts that bear on the Life .

Cycles unit that first—grade SCIS students had been exposed to during

the previous year.AA
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As Ms, McComb examined each of the chapters in some detail she
expressed considerable enthusiasm for the new curriculum. She stated
that she had always enjoyed teaching SCIS, and that the new version

seemed to be’a lot more thorough, with more variety in the student-——— — - —
]

actlvities than in the earlier version. She also reported that she '

~

had begun to feel a bit stale and bored with teaching the earlier .

. . . ~.
version of SCIS and was ready for a change to make it more interesting \\\
for her. This comment was interesting to us in that it speaks to the

question of psychic rewards for teachers as a potential reason for or

explanation of teacher planning and the desire‘for curriculum change.

'In this case, Ms. McComb had taught the old version of SCIS for three

years consecutively. Much of the surprise and challenge had gone out of
this teaching for her. The new curriculum, withuits more'elaborate :
activities and supporting materials‘was, in a way, like a' new toy for
the teacher that provided an opportunity for her to bevmore enthusiastic
and interested in science education. . . .
As Ms. McComb continued in the design stage of the planning process,
she spontaneously drew a contrast between planning for science instruc-
tion and planning for mathematics instruction. She pointed out that_

science instruction was different than- math in that it had never Been

a problem in the past to finish the entire science curriculum, whereas,

Y I

~with mathematics, the main challenge for yearly planning was to schedule

carefully 'S0 that all of ‘the intended material could be covered

0

Another difference between planning for science and for math was that

the teacher reported letting her students work longer on a science

' .. : . - [ R
toplcor activity that they really got interested in, but this kind

. of flexibility in response to student interest was never mentioned as

a‘planning consideration when dealing with mathematics. .Finally she "

1 . : ‘
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characterized her planning for science instruction during the schdol
year as being more a matter of weekly planning and scheduling, whereas
she seemed to belileve that yearly or at least term planning was the
_me,sﬁmi@portant kind of preparation for math imstruction.
In her first pass through the teacher's guide during the prbblem—
finding stage, Ms. McComb noted that a new set of materials called
"experience cards" was part of the revised curriculum. .At that time
she did not discuss how éhese cards would be used; Later, dUring‘her
close teading of éhapter 1 of the teacher's guide, Ms. McComb iden~
‘tified the experience cards as awsub—prbblem in the design stagez pf
yearly planning. She spent considerable time figﬁring out how the
?urricu]uQ developers intended that the cards be used, and on making
decisions about how she would include these experience cards in her
own classroom organization. Sﬁe teﬁtatively decidedrto szt up a table
in her:classroom as a learning center for using thesé cards. . She
considered,the alterhatives of making the cards option51 for studéngs
or . of dévoting‘aﬁ entire science period to ha&iﬁg all students work
some cbncéfn about,whether hér~second~grade'students would be ready
to'wo?k'independently at tbe-begihning of the schooi;year; eépecially

if these cards required reading and interpretation by the student.

Considering the second alternative, she described fhe‘pmééibility

of devoting a scierte period to work on ;hevéxpe;iegce cards, duripg
which she would demonstrate the activities and, procedures to tﬁé

.entire élaQS'and.then allow the students £o work individually on the
designated activiti;s. Rathér'thannmaké a final decision at.fhié point'“

in-yeé}ly planning, Ms. McComb decided "that shevwould‘experiﬁen; during
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the fall term, using what she called a "trfal and error process" to
determine how best to manage the experience cards. At the same time,
she indicated that the experience cards seemed to contain interesting

and fun activities that were well correlated with the content of the

«

”**—\chapterff””“” ‘
In finishing her reading and analysis of Chaptecr 1, Ms. McComb
returned to the question of time.and scheduling hriefly by:noting
that it wouid probably take at least two weecks for her class to complete
.all of the activities in Chapter 1, which was a lonner period than
she would have devoted to these activities during the past year with
the earlier version of the curriculum. At this’point in her planning,
she also indicated that she had a sufficient grasp of how the new
curriculum'was different from the preuious version.‘ She said that
her planning Wouldﬁcontinuewin the same pattern that characterized
her analysis” ‘of Chapter 1, namely, a relatively close reading of the
activities and their supporting materials. Ag with the math 5
curriculum, we got the impression that much of the detailed planning
- for instruction in science had been delegated to the curriculum developers
) and that Ms. McComb's planning problem ‘was more a matter of figuring
out their intentions and learning how to execute the- recommended pro-
cedures than it was a matter of modifying, supplementing, or
-elaborating the curriculum.‘;-
" At this point in the process, when the teacher.seemed to be

[
s

finished with yearly planning, the researcher raised the question -of

\hoz\::e teacher would handle the fact that the revised curriculum °
seemed to demand more class_time than the previous version did. The
teache:\reronded that she would probably schedule 1onger science - ) )

'ﬂperiods_or,morexof“themAduring anymgiven—week-andithat—a polieyachange-~;‘f~—~~

21 . o ° w o=
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3
at her school for the coming year would help to provide more time for

instruction and would make planning easier for her. Thie policy change.

was the principal's decision that there would be no school~wide

scheduled recess during the day. .The timing and-duration of récess

would be left to each teacher, and Ms. McComb intended to have recess
less frequently and to schedule it tor times when it would not interfere
or otherwise constrain an instructional activit§ in progress. She did
not mention or seem topconsider the option of. teaching less than the

- full science curriculum as presented in the teacher's guide. This

seemed to be because of her enthusiasm about the teaching of science,

the novelty of this new curriculum, and also because of the polished

and comprehensive structure and attractive packaging of the new

curriculum. The new curriculum was presented as a3 kind of seamless

¢

garment that did not encourage subdivision or rearrangement of its
‘parts. The- only component of the new curriculum that seemed -to be

optianal was’the experiencé cards, and the teacher Seemed to, find

>,

these so- attractive that she wanted to use all of them.

e e

In predicting how her subsequent planning for the teaching of ' -
a
science would proceed, the teacher said that she did not intend to ¥
read the entire teacher s guidefor}the Life Cycles part of the curri—
.culum during the summer. Rather, she felt that she had a sufficiently

.comprehensive grasp of the new curriculum to get off to a good start

" In the fall and tﬁat:she could read about each chapter and its
activities a cpuple of weeks in advance of teaching them more profitably
than to try tn read, understand, and prepare for.the entire term in ;
oneior two sittings. One of the reasons.that ns. McComb gave for-

-planning in°this way was that she might get confused by all of the

—— g e

details ‘of several diEferent.chapters coming at her at once. A second

) d'f”)

)
-
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reason gilven was that it seemed more fun and exciting to her to discover

what was going to happen next gradually rather—thamat a single sitting.

- - Likewise, - she reported that her term planning for winter and spring

semester on the Interactions and Systems part of the curriculum would

probably be done over the Christmas holidays. She felt that this

part of the curriculum would be so similar to the Life Cycles part
=7

that:there would be a great deal of transfer from her planning and
instructional experience in the fall to her planning and instruction
in the winter and spring.i“Finally, Msf\McComb.reported that there
was an inservice workshop inrthe revised version of the curriculum
schedule for early fall; This inservice workshop was scheduled by
the school principal, who is the chairperson-of the district 'SCIS

curriculum committee. Npte that there is presumably considerable

support,_hoth admini-trative and psychological,'for planning for :

science instruction at_t;is school and for making the implementation -
. Y P .

_of the new curriculum d success. Ms. McComb reported that.her

‘principal previously had looked through the new curriculum materials’
and that they had at least one conversation about the similarities E ST

~and differences betwéen-the old version and the new one. ‘ _ i

"

Reflections on Yearly Rlanning for Science .. © SR _—

The process*of yearly planning—for scienEE“instruction involved .
¢ =

a relatively short problem~finding stage. .It seemed that Ms. McComb

had already identified an initial problem conception upon arrival Vﬂﬂlﬁﬁl_p-

il - * -

: namely, to analyze Ehe new . curriculum teacher s guide for similarities", s

S ¢ouand differences from the curriculum guidethatphe had used during

the.previous year, The design stage of term planning involved two

distinct kinds of activity. first, reviewing the~general structure

~O ‘
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" of the revised curriculumand identifying componefits that were new and
required understanding and unique;preparation, and second, analyzing

in more detail the content of each chapter and its subordinate

[y

activities. This content analysic also seemed:to involve a process

v <

. of visualizing how these activities would be organized and_would

operate in her classroom, along with a visual recall of how similar

processes were organized and operated in her claSsroom during the past

year. This process of visua;ization and comparison is illustrated

most graphically by the events concerning the experience cards.
described above. . ' . 4

"After the teacher had conpieted the design cycle twice (once for

o

the total curriculum structure and once for the first chapter of-

¢

the teacherﬂs guide), she was satisfied that ﬁer major question}or
initial problem conceﬁticn had been largely answered or solved. That i

is, she had confidence that she now knew ‘enough about the differences

between the revised curriculum and the old curriculum that éhe_could
carry¢out successful,science instruction for’tne fall ternf She had
worked out a few of the details of .classroom and activity management,

and developed some tentative ideas about acccnncdating tneiadditicnal
b , o : _ . i

time‘requirements of the new curriculum. The fall inservice workshop

' was seen'as;another opportunity to consider these issues‘dnd'perha?s

receive some expert advice on thiese matters. ~In short, she had reached

' the :point of diminishing returns for ,yearly planning and_&és_ready
to set these materials and considerations aside until much closer

~'to the Beginning‘of school.’

%

Yearly'Pianningifor Writing

At the time of this study Ms. McComb 's school district was
° < N v,

: ‘preparing to implgment a new writing curriculum for grades kindergarten ‘f-
. f)g . .

, - * ! -

2

@ -
3 - ¢




‘and even fifth graders were of the type that she and her second-grade
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A}
through 12. This curriculum was called the "Common Writings," and

was locally created by a committee of district teachers working together

Ly

‘for about one .year. The committee/pad representatives from each grade
level and was chaired by the high school principal, a former English

teacher. The Common Writings curriculum was distributed to all

teachers during the Fall of 1978. At that time, a half-day inservice

introduction to the curriculum'was.conducted, and all of the teachers
were encouraged to familiarize thcmselves with the Common Writings and

v
to try out the curriculum voluntarily during the current school year.»

£

Problem—findingistagg, In planning for writing instruction for»

the coming year, Ms. McComb spent very little time in the problem-

finding stage. It seemed as though’ the planning task itself was

obvious to her and already well defined at the- beginning of the

-

planning session. Qur impression.of'her_definition ot the planning task '

task was that it involved three parts: 4 ) 'l ,
. i
1. to examine the Common Writings curriculum and ddentify
which of the suggested activities in this curriculum
were already part of her own' usual writing instruction
plan,-ﬁ' - o :

2. "to.review the successes of the past school year in the
area of writing, and 7 ) < »

‘_ 3. "to slightly elaborate a new idea for creating a writing
' center in the classroom. . o

M

" The design stage. In the process of yearly planning fon/writing,

Ms. McComb read each of he activity descriptions as ‘a kind of stimulus (.

for recollecting and describing what kinds of writing act%?ities she

had engaged in with her students during the previous year.- She formed

" and strengthened her opinion from this.review that ‘the Common Writings

, T

listed for sccond grade were much too modest and few in number. ‘She

.pointed out that ‘many-of - the activities earmarked for third :and - fourth\.»

s

, L e _
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students had done during the past year.

»

In addition®“to producing and developing a_characterization of the

" . . B -
‘Common Writings curriculumr the mental review-of the activitiesdgf >

the brevious year seemed gradualiy to give Ms. McComb positive feelings
- about how successfui the teaching.of writing had been in her classroom.

§he became quite?enthusiastic about dhat an excellent groun of students

she_had.hadland,bow effectively and enthdsiastically they took to the

many writing tasks that_she had led them through.

The design stage was complete when Ms. McComb had lovked through

)

]

each of the activity descriptions in the Cymmon Writings curriculum

0 -

'and'had compared them‘to what she had done during the.previous year.
fSomewhat to our Surprise, the provisional sol tion to her planning

dilemma was to. try to do almost exactly what she’ had done during the'

!

previous year. Her reasoning seemed to be that -&ince she judged the

'previous year to have been very successful in the eauhing of. writing,

AN
\

\
and since the activities that she and her students‘h\ engaged in=far

'exceeded in number and level of sophistication the a tivities‘
- N / ,.. R . . .

.described in the Common Writings curriculum, that t repeatuthe

..’ -

"‘activities of the. previ us year would be more th, ,sufficient. She

“like herself - . -':

"The .only uncertainty that Ms. - McComb referred t\\innplanning for
N :

"writing concerned how’ rapidly-and:éuccessfully her hew students§§QEld N

M-

take- to the task of becoming writers.. She described her last class \*\~i,__~

as. very talenté& and exceptional in this regard and was uncertain -
about_how comparable,her studentslin thevcominguyear would be to this -

- ’ 3 . R N N
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exceptional group. From this, we inferred that she had an implicit

R "7 .
notion that ability in anqsenthusiasm for writing.iay be a talent or

cl

individual aptitude that is not particularly suscéptible to instruction.

a,

) Y .
‘If she is lycky enough to have another class that takes to writing
o8
quickly and cooperatively, then next year will be much like lasc year.

If, in contrast, her students are not épontaneously interested in and
<3 _ _ :
gifted as writers, then some of the Jore challenging and demanding

writing activities will have to be eliminated.

Reflections on Yearly Planning;fér Writing

As we have said elsewﬂére (Elmore, Note 1), writing is very
= different from other parts of the eiementafﬁ?school~curricu1uﬁ. Unlike
reading, math, social sru&ies, And science, Ehere are relatively few
elasorate curriculum systems that support the teaching of writing. -

What materials do)‘xist seem to be largely ad hoc collections of

— ) L T .
activities that lack a unifying theoretical or even structural

organization. For these reasons, it is particularly interesting for
2 e
us to observe the process of teacher'planning in writing because much -

of the'instructibh that, 1s planned must be invented by the teacher

.
-

rather than borrowed from ® curriculum or textbook author or publisher.
In Ms. McComb's case, we saw an example of a draft -version of a
U . 3
’ o . . .
. 1oca11y-Produced curriculum for writing being examingd and evaluated

bi an exberienéed‘tgacher. The result of this comparison was that the

teacher felt her:bwn idéﬁs and experience in the teaching of writing

. X AN
were much more useful and complete than those presented as minimum

]
N E

S stgndards 4n the Common Writingé curriculum. Because Ms. McComb,
could document having done far more than the minimum set of activities .'

described in the Common Writings curriculum, she tended to discount
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its value to her and eventually decided to let her own experience be
her guide in the teaching of writing,for the coming year.

.

) Another feature of intérest in Ms. McComb's planning for writing
instruction was that she considered herself to be an active and effec~
> tive writer. She reported that she ha& written a short stgry and sub—"
mitted it for publication and thdt she dié a considerable amount of
poetry and letter writing, all of which she enjoyed very muck. It
seemed to us thag the elaborateness and success of her writing
instruction in the past year was, at least in part, affected by this .
personal interest in the process of writing a;g.by the teachier's own |
enthusiésm About being ; good writer.

In deseribing the annual cycle in her writing curriculum, our
teacher reported that the early part of the, year was largely devoted
to working with her stgde?ts on writing complete sentences and on’
paragraph skills. iShe reported that her second graders needed a
great deal of work on tﬁese skills during thé first two months of
school. Oncé these fund522§tals were mastered, then the writing
ég;ricu%umvbecame a relatively independent series of activities in report
ana story w}iting. .Many of, these tasks were related to holidays during
the'yeér, others were.integrated with the science, reading{ and social

studies curricula, and still others were special projects such as the
auéobiographical writi;g involﬁéd with the "Person of the Week"
‘activity and tﬁe c;lhinating %ctivity of the year: the production of
a book by eacﬁ stu&ént.

Our impréesion of Mb;.McCoh?‘s implicit theory about writing is
that, oﬁce the mechénical prerquisites are mastered (printing, sen-

tences, %pd paragraphs), that ;hé most important thing for students

to do is to have a relatively large number of opportunities to write.
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>

The nature and variety of these writing tasks did not seem to be a

subject of concern for Ms. McComb. This iﬁplied that practice or

experience with writing is the_best teacher. There was relatively

little emphasis, during the yearly planning session, on how writing

i

would be taught,or on the procesé of writing itse{f. This may be an
artifact of the way in which the yearly planning‘:ession was conddcted,
but it may also reflect an interesting difference between writing as

a topic of instruction and, say, science or math.

. Another difference between planning for writing and planning for
m;th or sciencé/was thét Ms. McComb did not seem very concerned with
bgipg able to fi; in all of the topics and activities in writing
during the year. 1In other words, the question of scheduling and
.;equence did not come up as an important topic for yearly planning in
writing instruction. Scheduling and sequencing were central concerns -
in Ms. ncComb's yearly planning for sciencé and math. Again, tpis
may reflect the difference in détéil and extensiveﬁess of the curricular
materials and associated activities availableoin these three subject
matter areas.: But it may also reflect the idea that doing two or
three fewer writing activities during a given year wouldinot leave her
students with émbarrassing gaps in their knowledge or exéerience.

Math and science may be hierarchically structured with specifiable
prerequisites for more advanced work in third grade and beyond, but
writing. does not seem to be thought of in this manner.

In summary, Ms. McComb planned to try to duplicate a succéssful
year of writing instruction. She examined and set aside the Compon
Wriéings curriculum as too modest for her purposes.” She planned a

two-stage writing curriculum in which the first stage involved direct

instruction in writing complete sentences and paragraphs, and the second

. - (}(‘
“ . L ey
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stage invol#éd an eclectic vafiety-of~attivities that she had found
to be successful in the:past. Her c?;teria for successful activities
included the idea that children's writing shovld be related to. what'
,is going on in their 1liv ; at the time (meaningfulness), and that
they shou1d ;earn to be systematic and painéfaking as they produce
their best work fqr final copy. She believed that learning to write
is hard ﬁork, but that éecond-grade students are capable of it aﬁd

that they can reap the benefits of 'being good writers if theyvapply

themselves.

The Natuse of Yearly Planning

Ms. McComb's three episodes of yearly planning have a number of

elements in common. 1In general, it seems that her yearly Planning

. was aimed at settiug a projected schedule of instruction for each

3

subject, analyzing and rearranging curriculum materials, and
establishing an overéll structure for the coming scﬁool year within
which other levels of planning and actio; wopld'be carried out. ' Ms.
McComb's yearly planniné‘for hathematics,'gcience, and writing con-
sisted largely of creating a synopfic picture of the coming year.

This broad_outline of what_she ﬁoﬁld teach and, tp a lesser extent,
how she would teach it, emgrged from a process of mental review of

tﬁe events of the past year, combined with adjustment of the o
sequence and pace of teaching to gccommodate new curriculum materigis

and new ideas consistent-with her implicit theory of effective instruc-

tion. Yearly planning was a time for making the "'big decisions," and

| was not a time for gettiﬁg bogged down in day-to—daygdetails.

Ms. McComb's yearly planning in the.three different curricular
areas provides some interesting contrasts. The mathematics curriéulum

materials and the science curriculum materials were similar to one

o 2
o0

%
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another in that they were both elaborate‘cdmméfcially—pro&ﬁced systems.
Ms.'McComb had onerfﬁll year of'éxperience teaching éhe math curricu;um )
and had taught an earlier version of the sciencé curriculum for three
years. In both cases, it seemed that she defined her major task in
yearly pianning as‘oné of rearrangingktAe sequence of units with;n

the curriculum to fit her experience and priorities. 1In neither case

did she change the content or structure of student activity within a

unit. In th; éase of yearly planning for mathematics, ‘we have evidence
that she used the fiéét &ear of teaching a new curriculum as a kind of
pilot test that served as the basis for.curriculum revision and
adaptation. In the case of_science, Ms. McComb's yearly planning\wagq
more focused on how the new edition of the curriculum was .different
from the earlieé?vers;oB with whicﬁ she was both familiar and satisfied.
Yearly plénﬁinghfor writing instrugtion diffefed from planning
for the other two subject matters in a number of ways. The new Common
Writ;nés curriculum was neither polished nor eiaborate. The credibility

of the authors of the Common Writings curriculum was not well established.

And the Common Writings curriculum was offered merely as a set of ideas

s he :

for minimum performance in writing at“each grade level. All of these
factors'changed the task of yearly planning for»Vriting instruction

~ to one of deciding whether or not to use the Common»Writings at all

rather than one of how to Lse the Commoﬁ>Writings curriculum. 1In the

end, Ms. McComb decided that the teaching of writing that she had done
during the past year was much more_elabo:até_andﬁﬁatisfactory“thaﬁ the
the list of minimum activities offered by the Common Writings curriculum.
-In short, the Common Writings curriculum had been judged and found
-ﬁanfing. "Be default; yearly planning for writing instruction consisted of

\

2



reaffirming;her intenpion to teachlin the same way that qhe had during
tﬁe previous year. |

In yeari§ plaﬁping, Ms. MéCoﬁb‘s curriculum transformation decisions
were concerned with time allocation, sequencing units, identifying
similarities and- differences between new and old curricula, and supple-
menting published curricula by adding"addipidnal content. The primary
resources that she brought to bear in yearly.blanning were the curriculum
materials themselves (especiaily the’teachers' guide), her own memory
of classroom interaction during the previdﬁg year, and:a calendarffdr
thé coming academic year. ?n rationalizing her planning decisions,
Ms. McComb appealed to her o;n beliéfs and values abbpt the relat?ve
- importance of subject matters, ;he fypical abilities of secpﬁd-gfade .
students, And what she knew about the prior experiénces ofﬁher
incoming class (e.g., the facts‘that thef &ill have been expbsed to
the first-grade version-of the DMP math and SCIS science). She stopped
'yearly planning iﬁ é‘giVen subject area after achieving a general ,4F
understanding of the curriculum ma;eridls and their components, and
aftef she had ¢onfirmed that shelcoula "cover the material in the
time available to her. N |

fn—gne sense, thelcurriculum transforﬁations that.Ms. McComb made
in her yearly planning for mathematics, science, and writing may seem
triVial. The coﬁtent and activities of'the math and science curricula
remained.intact, and she judged that theiCommon Writings would be
subsumed by-her‘owﬁ pre—existing writing curriculum. But, in another
. éense, Ms. McCoﬁb's_curriculum transformations(were of great signifir
cance. By carefully examining, evaluhting,-and fine tuning (or fejecting)
" each set of curriduiar materials and, aﬁvthélsame.tﬁme, réflecting on
the events of her_most recent year of‘teaching, Ms. McComb estabiishéd

0
v
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a sense of ownership over the curricula (Ben;Peretz, 1975). ’éhe trans-
formed them from "theirs" to "mine;" and prepared herself and her
materials for the next stages in the planning-action process. The
fewﬁvisihle changes in topic sequence, unit duration, and instructional
wode that she did make were changes needed to adapt.these curricula

to the unique needs and circumstances of this particular teacher,
classroom, and school. Yearly planni_ng served to satisfy Ms. McComb
that she had what she needed to provide conditions for learning at
least equal to those that she had provided during the previous year.

In an important way, her yearly planning decreased the uncertajnty

and unpredictability that attends every teaching situation.

Conclusion

This description of three episodes of yearly planning by a
single teacher is a modest beginning for curriculum theorists,
researchers on teaching, and teacher educators who wish ‘to understand
the relationship between curriculum and instruction. Teacher yearly
planning clearly plays an important role in this relationship, and it
may constitute the flrst step in the process of bringing academic
content to life in the classroom. More research is indicated on the
variety of ways that teachers“accomplish yearly planning,.on the role
it plays in relation‘to other types of planning, and on the potential
effects of training both prospective and experienced teachers in

alternative approaches-to yearly planning. B

°
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