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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION: TEACHER DECISIONS
FOR ESTABLISHING A LEARNING COMMUNITY CLASSROOM

B

Abstract

This study was conducted to answer research questions concerned with

decision making, management and organization, and characteristics of this
b

learning community classroom. The questions are as follows:

A. Decision Making

1. What is the decision model this teacher uses?

2. What is the nature of the preactive and interactive
decisions made by this teacher?

3. What governs this teacher's decisions?

B. Management and Organization

1. What is the interaction between this teacher'!s decision
making and the need to maintain activity flow?

2. How does this teacher establish a Learning Community
Classroom?

c. Characteristiés of a Learning Community Classroom

1. What are the key characteristics which are the essence
of the learning communicty classroom.

2. What behaviors are characteristic of pupil behavior in
this learning community classroom?

This report provides the background, rationale, procedures and findings

related to the study of a teacher who viewed pupil outcomes as her goal

and saw instructional interactions as her information processing priority.

The classroom management and organization system developed and established

by the teacher supported pupil and teacher on task behavior. The teacher

called the classroom environment she established a learning community.
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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION: TEACHER DECISIONS
FOR ESTABLISHING A LEARNING COMMUNITY CLASSROOM

by
Joyce Putnam

The purpose of the study reported here was to document and describe
a teacher's preactive/interactive decisions, related management and

organization teaching behaviors, and characteristics of the Learning

Community classroom which she established. This report will provide the

background and rationale, procedures and findings related to the study
of a teacher who viewed pupil outcomes as her goal and viewed her infor-
mation processing priority as instructional interactions. She established

an environment and instructional context which supported her pupil out-

comes and processing priorities.

This report presents findings in the areas of decision making, classroom

management and organization and characteristics established by the teacher.
This report is presented in four sectipns as follows: 1) Background,

2) Study, 3) Findings, and 4) Conclusion.

Background
The following section is organized around the three areas of decision
making, classroom management and organization, and learning community
characteristics., In the area of decision making, studies by McCutcheon

(1980), Duffy & Anderson (1982) and others concerned with planning and

s

decision making are considered. In the area of classroom management and

organization examples of studies considered are those by Kouin (1980) and

Anderson and Evertson (1980). Finally, work by Schwab (1980), O'Daffer (1979)




and others is reviewed as it relates to tne concept of a learning community
classroom. First is the information about decision making, second class-

X .
room management and organization and the final part of this section is the

discussion about learning community characteristies.

Decision Making -

McCutcheon (1980) and others have studied decision making and planning
and haﬁé been concerned with the nature of planning, influences on teapher
planning and with what teachers should consider as they plan. These
re§earche£s have found that teachers do not make, decisions based on the
use of a theoretical planning model that proceeds from the selection of
objectives to the instructional activities and through the ultimate
évaluation. During planning, teachers seem to focus on activity ‘selection
~ (McCutcheon 1980; Clark & Yinger, 1979) and on what is to be covered in a,
gggeral sense (Morine-~Dershimer, 1579). In some cases (Kyle 1980), teacﬁer
planning is constrained by perceived environmental restriction and turns
out to be merely scheduling text materials per the principal's (or other
institutional spokesperson's) expectations.

. While there is some evidence that some teachers make data based
decisions in preactive instruction there is little transfer of theory to
actual classroom interactive decision making (Duffy 1980). For instance,
in 1979 Duffy and Anderson began a large—sc;le, naturalistic study to
determine whether teacher conceptions of reading are the foundation upon
which teachers base instructional decisions about classroom reading instruc-
tion. The results of this research, in which the reading conceptions(;f
’ 23 elementary teachers were studied over three years, found that "classroom

teachers may possess abstract theoretically~based conceptions of reading,




but these conceptions do not significantly influence their teaching of
reading.” (pg. 10). Duffy noted that it is important to understand that
teachers do not reject theories of reading. Rathe;, the conception of
reading is mediated by classroom conditions tgat the teachers find more
immediately crucial. One concludes that even the best laid teaching plan
is usdﬁlly distorted or dropped during implementation. This seems to be
based on the teachers' perceptions of a particular way they must respond
to environmental factprs. The result of this perception is that environ-
mental factors set up a reactive teacher response and result in the teacher's
behavior rather than the teacher being in control while making data based
interactive decisions,

Similarly, studies of classroom practice do no; support the hypothesis’
about teacher decision-making. .The classic study in regard to classroom

reading practice in Durkin's (1979) study of comprehension instruction.

Durkin concluded that teachers do not teacher comprehension, they assess
students comprehension levels and then mention the topic to them. Similarly,
Durkir (1980) concluded that teachers monitor pupils through commerciai
materials and Mehan (1979) and Duncan & Biddle (1974) observed that the
teacher-pupil interaction is one in which the teacher asks a question,

the pupil responds, and the teacher sometimes provides an evaluative
response. These findings were substantiated by Duffy & McIntyre (1982)

in which they found that teachers perceive their responsibility in teaching
reading as "...piloting or guiding pupils through materials, with instruction
being limited to corrected feedback." Such interactions have been labeled
by Duffy & Roehler (1980) as '"reactive instruction". Thus, through a

synthesis of the findings of these studies, the impression is generated

that teachers do not make instructional decisions.




belief that teachers make substantive instructional decisions (particularly

Y

in the interactive phase of teaching). MNor is there évidence that teacher
decision-making is driven by some kind of ratioﬁal model, Instead, most
decisions seem to bé driven by the need to maintain acti;ity flow. 1In

féct, what is most striking about the research to date is that we know little

of substance about the decision making of effective classroon teachers.

.y )
Classroom Management and Organization

P
) . 4
Based on the available findiﬁgs, there is little to support the .
Classroom management and orgahization is a major topié of interest
for teachers, A synthesis of research findings in this area indicates 1
that presence of good classroom management and organization means that 1
good instruction is also present. The reverse is also true. Secondly,
we have learned that teachers can eitherhprevent eAnderson & Evertson,
1978; Brophy 1983) or encourage disruptive student behavior (Renni 1982;
Kounin 1976). Thirdly, Brophy (1983) in his latest review of research
findings concludes that prevention of problems must be the focus for study
by teachers and teacﬂer candidates rather than the study of restgring and
punishment techniques.
Anderson and Evertson's (1979) work has made a major contribution
to the prevention focus as well as a means for responding to this focus
(Evertson 1982), They have contributed a clear pic&hre of some of the
critical hifferences between how effective and less effective classroom

teachers begin the school year, They have also described specific sets

of teacher management and organization behaviors that result in student

on task behavior.
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The common underlying theme on which most studies to date have been
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based is how to stop or keep from having problem§ with students. A ,
perspective we haven't thoroughly explored yet is the one which assumes

the teacher can effectivVely manage children and instruction. Accepting

«

this pramise can result in posing such research questions as the following:

1. How are the routines, procedures, and éantioned pupil
behaviors which are taught to pupils by effective teachers

similiar and different.

2. Does a teacher's particular philosophy manifest itself
in specific management and instructipnal decisions and L

=

related behavior? .
The consideration of teacher management being driven by a specific Phile@bpﬁy
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v
LI

adds a new dimension to the work accomplished to date.
) . .

In this study we considered that there may be a philosophical inten- °

tionality involved in .he teacher's management and ‘instfuction decisions

P

For the study “N
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and their implementation. The subject said it was her intention to establish, i
$

as she had in the past, a learning community classrocom. g
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reported here, the way the teacher established routines and procedures
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was of interest., It was found that specific routines and procedures which
“ . :
: i
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she felt supported a learning community classroom and independent, respo
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sible student behavior were selected and systematically taught to the i
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“ pupils.
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Learning Community Classroom Characteristics

.,

©
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Classrooms which function as learning communities have certain identifiab

H
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characteristics (Schwab, 1979). These characteristics may ée described as
follows. The problems to be solved by the classroom group typically cequire ’

the interdependent thought, action, and cooperation of persons having a

variety of backgrounds, talents, and abilities. The blannidégand instructional

&
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approach used provides opportunities for the gr&up to achieve a sense of

s * r

+ commowf purpose and satisfaction as a result of communication and collabora- o,

L

tion. Record keeping systems monitor task completion and the apqﬁisition

of basic skills which allow for individuals to be intentionally placed in .
heterogeneous groups. The use of heterogeneous groupq’enéSLrages the

. .

Students to contribute their gdiverse strengths to collective problems.

3 ~ . . . .

- , A

Organization and management éystems are.designed ta promoté individual

. .

and group responsibility, a sense of shared membership, individuality, and

reciprocity in relationships, In such classroougmblanning and teaching is
not the function of the teacher alone. Planning and instructional experiences

are often provided through various configurations. The presence, of many -adults

-

and older or younger schoolmates as contributing members is taken as a natural

-~

pért of the learning community (Barmes, et al.; 1979).

H

~A~—N\\\ There is emérging evidence that the social context of the.claSSroom.
- I

an effectively promote academic achievement, and at the same, time, develop-
Y -
ent of unusually high levels of individual and social responsibility. For
. L ) ) :
example,” King (1971) has pointed out that each classroom is a cultural

system~-a subsystem of the school which, in turn, is a subsystem of the
.~ '
society. "Students learn to participate in the clagsroom system first..."

.

This was consistent with Young and Beardsley (1968) who also support that O

the structure of classroom interaction is important foﬁ,leatning.

[}

O'Daffer (1976) suggests that students need- interaction with others in

. -

order to maximize their potential as learners.: "When students work in groups c

and communicate more often with each other and with ,the classroom teacher, ,

‘ ‘ .

changes are affected in their approéchl This personal recognition from

€

others, ‘both peer and’ teacher, is a basic need that must be considered."

’

» A . , ' . . r_
(p. 27) \ " . .




Robinsoni(l976) reported an'experimental study in mathematics education
in which students Qere trained)to work cooperatiyely. Not only did she find
positive results in improved math skills, but she reports other positive
effects of teamwork. In her words the students were: '"...taught an attitude
of cooperation, pulling together, helping others, sharing problems and
solutions, and, indeed, unashamedly asking for aaelp, all neceusary values

of today's world citizen" (p. 206).

Bossert (1979) suggested that self-directed work behavior among
elementary school pupils was as§3é&éted‘with activity experiences in which
direct teacher control was miniﬁZifk Students in classrooms that reiied
heavily on group recitation and seatwork--tasks which entail high levelé
of teacher control--showed little ,elf—direéted behavior when confronted
with new, fairly undefined activity settings. While learning to work alone,
these students were dependent on their teachers for specification of proper
work procedures. By contrast, the childfen who were encouraged to choos;
and organize their own tasks learned to begin new activities on theif own -° )
without waiting for detailed instruction, Thus, there seems to be a growing
body of evidence to demonstrate that the approach to instruction callgd
learning community has merit. Because of the .clear philosophy expressed

\
and the support for this type of classroom in the literatd&e, the learning

communitx‘was selected as one form of instructi;n to study. '

The teacher who was selected for this gtudy was one who maﬁe conscious .
decisions with specific classroom and pupil outcomes in mind. Her claséroom
management and organization system %efle;ted the type of learning community

she wanted to establish and the pupil outcomes She‘specified. The next section

of this report describes the procedures. It will be followed by the findings

1lu

. »~

)

and conclusions sections,
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The Study

s ) .
The study reported here was based on the assumption that descriptiéns

of effective classroom teachers' systematic decisZons, management.and
organization and characteristics of théir classrooms are necessary if Qe
are to detérminé what similarities and d;fferences exist among effective
classroom teachers. Ccnsequently this study focused on a single teacher:
Ms, Jeannie LaSovégé:

Ms. LaSovage was selected for this study for four reasons. First,

for seven years she had been seen making what observers thought were

preactive and interactive decisions. Second, she was conscious of her

A

" decision making. Third, her instruction emphasized congnitive learning,

basic skills, social responsibility and individuality in her students.
FAN "
Finally, heF teaching resulted in ahove average pupil gains in reading
(Gates-MaqGinitie,Test,Form B, averaged 1.6 years in 1974~75 and 1.9
years in 1975-76). -
This section of)the report -contains four éubsections. The first

subsection presents the seven research questions, the second the setting,

the third data collection, and the fourth the data analysis,

guestions

This study was conducted to answer research questions concerned with

decision making, management and organization, and characteristics of this

? learning community classroom. The questions are as follows:

A, Decision Making

1., What is the decision model this teacher uses?

&

2. What is the nature of the preactive and interactive decisions
made by this teacher?

3. What governs this' teacher's decisions?

. -

A
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B. Management and Organizdtion

1. What is the interaction between this teacher's ’decisions
making and the need to maintain activity flow?

2. How does this teacher establish a Learning Community

classroom? N

C. Characteristics of a Learning Community Classroom
M « L d
1. What are the key characteristics which are the essence
_of-the learning community classroom.

{
2. ~What behaviors are characteristic of pupil behavior in
this learning community classroom? -

Setting of this Study

?he classroom chosen for this study was located in a midwest consoli-~
) 5

dated rural school district. The district covers 154 square miles and
ihcludes foyr counties, eight townships and three rural villages., The
" distrint serves a diverse but predominately Yow socioeconomic population.
The district's student enrollment was 2,004 with approximately 8% of the
‘Student ;o;uiation Hispanic in originv Due to the physical ;ize of the »
district, most studenvs are bussed,-séme from as far as 75 miles away.
The classroom studies was located in one of three portables next to
a K-6 gradé sciiool. The class was composed of 25 first and sécond graders,
all of whomﬂqet Titie*i*cf??érta.’ ‘Tie class met for half days during the
morning beginning on Seﬁfember 24th and disbanded in March due ton the

teacher téking a parentinz leave of absence.- -

4

‘Data Collection
?

— B ‘
Because we wanted to leqrn about the teacher's decisions and the .

dynamics of the classroom we utilizé the techniques of ethnography. é

Erickson (1977) has asserted that what is does best is:

- | 1z




++.. to describe key incidents in functually relevant
descriptive terms and place them in some relation to
wider social context, using the key incidents as a
concrete inscance of the working of abstract principles
of social organization. (p. 61)

The procedures included classroom participant/observations, debriefing/

Y verification sessions, interviews, and document collection. Data were

" collected for the entire time the class met from September to March.

Participant Observations, Clasér?om participant/observations can be
characterized as follecws. Classroom observations were more intensive
during the first three weeks of the academic séhool year than during the
rest of the school year. The reason for the intensive data collection for
this period of time was ;ased on studies by Tikunoff and Ward (1979) and

“"Evertson and Anderson (1%79) which indicate that classroom experiences at

the beginning of the year are very important influences on what transpires

thereaftear., L

The observations began on Spetember 24th, which was the first meeting
day for the class. Twelve of the first 17 days of class were observed.
Three of the next 10 school days'Gére observed. These 15 observations
were followed by nine observations which occurred during the November to
March periods. One oﬂservation occurred in November and two observations
per month were completed in December, 3anuary, February and March. A total
of.24 four-hour classroom obsé?vations wefe conducted for a total of 92
hours of observations (see Table 1). - :

Observations began an hour (8:00 a.m.) before the formal starting time
of school (9:00 a.m.) dnd ended approximately 45 minutes after the formal
ending (11:00 a.m.) of the class. The observation time incorporated all

periods that students Were in the classroom. Data were collected through

field notes, photographs and audio tapes.

bt
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Debriefing/Verification Sessions. The verification/debriefing sessions

preceded and/or followed the classroom observation sessions. These sessions
included the teacher making any comments she chose about the forthcoming

o
or completed lesson and then responding to questions poséd by the resea?cher.
The questions were generated from field notes and then read to probe further
»regarding teacher comments. Twenty-four debriefing sessions were held, one

for each classroom observation.

Interview Sessions. Three types of interviews were held. These

included researcher difected question/answer probe sessions, simulation,
~

and interviews related to writing an article., Field notes and audio tapes

were collected at each session.

The first type of interview involved collecting data of a demographic
nature and to clarify and/or explain observations and preiiminéry data
analyses. ‘

The second type of interview involves the teacher in a teacher educator
simulation., This was implemented in order to clarify the teacher's decisions
concerning content and process decisions at both the beginning and later
periods of the school ;ear, and to verify the.teacheg's iﬁ;tructional planning
process, The simulation supposed that another teacher Eéé'agked LaSovage
to help her plan a unit of instruction for a 3/4 grade classroom. The
teacher stated that she wanted to "teach" like LaSovage. The recurring
simulation interview questions were as follows: 1) What guidelines would
you give the teacher to help her select a topic of instruction? 2) What
questions do you ask the teacher? 3) What information do you need from

the teacher? 4) What do you tell the teacher? 5) How would you show the

teacher..,.? 6) What examples...?

14




The'third type of interview was an opportunity for the researcher and
teacher to write an article for publication. In the spring of the year,
the researcher and teacher collaboratively wrote an article describing
how the integration of subject matter was accomplished in this classroom.
Through the discussions while outlining the article the decisions were
documented concerning what would not be included. The researcher wrote
the article ?nd the teacher determined what needed to be added or deleted in
order that it reflected her intent and practice. The initial article and 4
! two major revisions were documented. This activity served as the final
data collection ‘and verification of the critical elemenks of the model for
the teaéher's decision making. w
Documents. Documents were collected from the teacher, children,
school administrators and aides. The d6cuments included student products,
sociograms, maps of special and temporal relationships, teacher planning

products, and an article written by the researcher and subject.

Table 1
Participant/Observer Classroom Observations \\\

First 17 days of class
(Sept. & Oct.) .~ 12 observations

Next 10 days of class
(Last 2 weeks of Oct.) - 3 observations

November - March ~ 9 observations

Total = 24 Classroom Observations/
Observer Observations




Data Analysis

The data analysis procedures are described as they were done for

each of the three areas of interest. First, the data analysis for the

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

questions related to the decision making topic is présented. Second is the .
description for the élassroom'management and organization area. Finally,

the procedures are described for the questions related to characteristics

of this classroom as a learning community. ’

Decision Model. The data were analyzed with the intent of creating &

model of ;ecision making. The data analyses procedures included analysis,
categorizing, ordering and verifying. Ultimately, three models were
created, with each subsequent model verifying elements of the previous
one until a final model (mo. 3) verified all elements. The analysis
-preceded as follows.

First, the fieid notes from classroom observation tape transcriptions
and Type 1 interviews and classroom observations and teacher planning docu-
ments were read and notations were made in the margins regarding the type
of teacher decisions which might be involved. Second, the types of
decisions were classified into preactive or interactive decision categories.
The third step was identifying those decisions which involved instructional
content and management. &\At this point, a decision making model was
developed. The teacher was then interviewed to ascertain the accuracy
of this first model's representation of her perceptions concerning her
own decision making.

Next, the 1ntervie§ data regarding the teacher's planning of the
initial unit of instruction were analyzed. The steps in plaining as

reported by the teacher were identified and then integrated with the
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decisions identified in the first model above. This resulted in the
creation of a second model of this teacher's instructional decision

making. Again, the teacher was interviewed to ascertain her perceptions )

regarding the accuracy of the second version of the model, )
The teacher's feedback on the accuracy of the second model, new sets
of classroom observation data, and the interview data from the simulatic.

‘ were then analyzed. ‘After these data were analyzed and the types of
decisions classified, athird téacher decision model was developed. The )
‘ teacher was again interviewed and items of conflict or oneB which were
unclear were noted by the teacher and researcher. This model was then

set aside.

The field notes, tape transciptions frog the sesgions when the researcher
and teacher worked on writing the article, and the final copy of the a:;ijii—*-—~'J>///
were analyzed.: The documented decisions were i@entified. The framewo
for analysis ihpluded two categories. TFirst was the decision model developed

to date. The second was a list of items which the editor requested be

played down, excluded, or focused on.

Based on the analysis of these data, the final decision model was

verified.

Classroom Management. The data were analyzed with the intent of

identifying a system of implementing managennt preactive decisions, types

of interactive decisions, and behaviors/attitudes being taught which

appeared critical to the teacher's intent.
The field notes and tape transcriptions from debriefing/verification
interviews were read a: 1 margin notes regarding data relevant to a system

or particular behcviors/attitudes were made. Second, the noted areas were

o
~1
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dated and chronologically numbered. They were then cut into pieces (the

rest of the data were set aside) and sorted. The first sort was based on

categories related to attitudes, routines and content (e.g., external ____

L

classroom interventions, aides routines, reading, homebooks, envelopes

fér homework). i )
The sets of data resulting from the first sort were then analyzed'to .

determine whether there was any type of relationship among the iter in a

, ggta set and between various data sets. Two organizational systems were

identified. The first included all data which illustrated how m;hagement

and organization was taught to the students. The second system included

a set of five categories which illustrated what was taught to the students.

The categories are attitudes and related behaviors, routines, procedures,

and subject matter. The data items were again éorted. The data items not

fitting one of the categories were analyzed to determine if there was anything

of significance about their s{milarities and/or.differences.
The %tems in each set of data were documented to illustrate the

sequences in which they, occurred. o

Characteristics of this learning community. The field notes, tape

transcripts of debriefing/verification interviews were analyzed to determine
whether there were key characteristics which could be identified as the

-

essence of this classroom.

First, the data were read and examples of 1earhing commnunity character-
istics were noted, numbered, dated and cut into data items. These items.
were added to the set of data items used in the analysis of the classroom
and management set,

The items were then sorted into the three categories related to

characteristics of learning community, content, teacher, pupil, environment.

-
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All items left over were analyzed to determine whether they reflected

characteristics in a category not used. A new category was not found so

the items wére set aside.

. . . i N .
The items in the four data sets were noted and a second SOrt, was

~

completed. The second sort included four.categories. The four catééb{}es

were:

1. Items potentfally unique to a learning community classroom.

2. Items theoretically necessary to a learning community classroom.

3. Items that may or may not have any relationship to the learning
community, and :

4, Items which did not fit the learning community classroom

philosophy.

Findings

Data were identified regarding all three areas of interest and the
related seven research questions. In this section the three topics and the
related questions will be discussed in the foliowing order: 1) Decision

Making, 2) Management and Organization, 3) Characteristics of this Learning

Community Classroom.

Thus, the first part of this section is a description of the six
event decision making model which this teacher used, the nature of her
practive and interactive decisions and a description of what governed her
decisions,

The second part of this section’reports the éindings related to
classroom management and organization. First is a description of the
interactions between this teacher's decisions and activity flow. Second

is a description of how she established her learning community through

Jommd
w
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the systematic instruction of routines, procedures and certain behaviors

related to attitudes.

to the characteristics of this learning community and pupil behavior

characteristic of this classroom.

Decision Making

Three aspects of decision making are reported here. The t@réé
questions which were of primary interest weré concerned with the organi-
zation of the decision model used by this teacher, the nature of her
preactive and interactive decisions and the basis for these decisions.
The six event decision model which was identified will be ﬁresented
first. A figure of the model is preseﬁted and each of the six events
will be described. This will be followed by a description of the types
and sequences of the teacher's preactive and interactive decisions.
Finally, this section will include a description of findings related

to what formed the basis for the teacher's decisicns.

What is the decision model this teacher uses? The decision model

which is used by LaSovage has identifiable data collection, data synthesis,
and decision making characteristics. A sequence of six events were
identified in the model. The decision making characteristic itself is
composed of preactive and interactive decisions. The nature of each event
in the decision model will be discussed.

The decision model used by LaSovage has a sequence of six events,
(See Figure 1). In the sequential order the events are:

Event 1: Data collection and synthesis

Event 2: Preactive Decisions

U

2




Figure 1. LaSovage Decision Model.

Event 1 -
Data Collection:
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Event 3: a. Data Collection =

b. Interactive Decisions

Event 4: Reflective Thinking, Synthe31s and Preactive Decisions

Event 5: Interactive Dec1sions .

Event é: Data Collection and Verification

Event 1 is data collection. During the first event LaSovage reflected
on data she already possessed (e.g., wﬁat reading‘objectives 3rd graders
should achieve in reading) bringing data to a conscious level, She also
gathered new data. New data collection included such things as reading the

) . CA-60's, talking with teachers who had students the‘previous year and

’ -

schedules of school events. LaSovage organized her knowledge into six

o

categories. These are:

1. Knowledge -about self (interest, strengths, philosophy,

weaknesses)
&

2. Assumptions based on knowledge and experience (transfer,
learning, concept teaching)

3. Students previous experience and records (teacher talk,
personal, CA-60)

Y

4, Environment in classroom and school (how to use to enhance
learning) o

5. Curriculum (academic and personal and social responsibility
outcomes; topics)

6. Community (nursing home, parent desires for their children,
who can do what)

Event 2 is preactive decisions. The second event is the time when
o
LaSovage made preactive decisions based on a synthesis of knowledge she
had collected during Event 1. The tobic for the first curriculum unit

of the year was one which the teacher knew the content, had personal

experience with, held a positive affect, was in the children's past ,

experience, offered many opportunities for a variety of content knowledge

ERIC ‘ 2
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.not have to spend a lot of inte:actiyeuteaching time processing conteiit

- -

and hands on experiences, and provided cooperative working experiences.

> ¥

The teacher selected topics based on the above criteria so that she would -

information. She first determined what unlt of instruc;ion she would try

to develop with her students, She preactively planned an activity

(problem solving eask) which functioned as an'opportunity to collec:
specific data about the pupils and allowed teachers and pupile to L,
collaboratively plan a unit of study. The activiéy was pianneg—%o s’

.

/
involve whole group discussion and decision making, small group work,
. J i

and individual work. “She purposefully planned the activity.éo allow

for interactive assessment of pupils social and academic knowledge and

skills. ) T
N ¢

The selection of the units for instruction taught during the rest.
of the year were influenced by textbocks or the stated school curriculum. -
For example, this teacher determined whet concepts, skilis end/of facts
were presented in a text. She then decided which ones she'd incorporate
in her instruction during the year. Topics for units of instruction were ‘, .

tnen selected and developed on the basis of the following:

a., Children had necessary prerequisite skills or could gain
them quickly.

b. Potential for instruction of new concepts, skills, and/or s
facts. .

c. Connection to children's previous experiences,

d. Opportunities for pupil personal and social responsibility
experisnces, ’ . .

e. Opportunities for applying previously learned knowledge
and skills. ~ :

Preactive decisions after the first unlt of instruction always included

the newest data the teacher had about each pupil. She organized new data
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* -
.

about pupils as specific academic (e.g., what a specific child needed to .-

. < -

learn next in reading or in science or-in math) outcomes or as personal

' contpibutidn to the group, family, school, ‘nursing home, and/or recorded

or social respomsibility ocutcomes. Personal_ggsgbggib;;ity meant that .

this teacher was considering how the child handled him/herself in a, - 3
vd%ieté'of situations (e.g., assertive when has environmeﬁtal needs, stays' ’

on task, can say yes or no when asked to help someone else). Social

responsibility meant the teacher thought about such things as a child's

notes so didn't keep, asking the same question.) L ’ -
8 . L~ .
Thus, the teacher's preactive, decisions were based on her up-to-date .

s - . - .

[ 4 , . .
data bank on each child; the group as an emtity in itself; the academic

L4 .

and personal and social outcomes; her philosophy about the type of classJ;

’ ,
.
1

room she wanted to operate; and the knowledge and skills she eonsciously
. * {

- f

hEld. et % ‘j’

b

decisions she made were in response to the !

They t:yp? of preactive
following three questions: -

a. What content will be taught? . f

b. How will the content be taught? .
c. Who will be taught what content by what methods? ' -
Event rhree is data colSection and interactive decisions.’ The third

event involves the teacher observing her students during the activity . . ,

planned for data collection and collaborative planning. .The teacher |,
implemented her plan for the collaborative planning activity. This ’ ) T :
activity took from two to eight hours of class time and ran from two to

four days. The entire activity was organized in five sequential steps . .

-

following for this teacher'to identify patterns in pupil behavior for

24
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making future decisions. All five steps in the sequence zllovwed for data

collection. The fifth step was also used to organize the children's

thinking. The first step was the introduction of the topic and a discussion

«~ ‘which allowed for the tying, of the topic to pupils and teacher's out-of=-

B Ty S — U

Q
[

CN e .
[ ) school lives. Dyring the first step the teacher. observed to identify pupil

behavior patterns in the foilowing five areas. -
o » * . =

) 1. ' Students who had cr had nc previous experiences with the. .
. - . topic. o

o 2. Students who volunteered to.speak and those who didm't.. -

'

3. Students who could wait for a turn and remember what they
y ‘! wanted to contribute and those who couldn't.

- . 4. Students who made linkages with what the teacher ‘or pupils
. : had said previausly, .

Q
. 5. Pupils who "centered" on inappropriate parts of sentences.

. . ' . N R . -
7 '

The second step was doing the hands on part of the activity (e.g.,
_making applesauce).’ This step included small group.and individual tasks.
The teacher ;as concerned with identifying subject matter kn;wledge,,
skills for facts and the pupils aﬁility to work with others and b; Ehem-

selves.

N The third step was whole group processing. This step always resulted

-

in a product. Usually it was an experience story. During this step the ~
. ' . -
teacher gathered data about the pupils abilities to:

1. Tell about what they had done (e.g., sequence, affeét,
- accuracy, fluency, particular observations).

) 2. Act as a group member (e.g., listening to others, tie
suggestions to what was already agreed to or said).

. . 3. Wait for turn.

The fourth step required that each pupil do a writing task by him/

herself. While pupils were working the téacher collected data about:
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l
1. On/off task behavior .. \

— 2—Letter—formation -

3. Grammar.- .

4. oral reading (experience story)

5. Student's experiences which could be tied to the topic co- .
The fifth item (finding out about how the studen? could tie his previous /

experiences to the topic) became the focus for this étep as the year .

Y

progressed. After the first unit of instruction the teacher collected

data for items 1-4 during the ongoing lessons.
Interactive decisions that the teacher made during Event 3 wera

based on’ her need to collect data. In the first five steps in this .

N

' event the feacher had set the scene to observe for patterns of behavior.

In the final step of this event the teacher made interactive decisions

about how te interact with each child. Tha decision was *based on the
original data held from Event 1 and data which was collected in the first .
part of this third event. The teacher thus checked out previous aséump-

tions by asking a child to explain or show her how to do something. Once

3

the teacher had determined what pattern to check out the interactive decisions . ;
became content diseriminations. J4aother way to describe this is as responses

in a previously learuned decision chain.

The second type of interactive decisions were made during a whole

-
«

‘class discussion concerned with what could be learned and how it could be

-

learned. The studeﬁtsfkave suggestions}of things they could do. Wheﬂ
bossiblé they said what they would‘likelto learn. * For example, pupils

suggested during one discussion that they ‘could make apple bark, gc to ah

apple farm, read Johnny Appleseed. One ‘student said he wanted to know how

-

electricity worked. He wanted to get a hot platé. By the end of the year ///

S 26
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these conversations included such things as questions from pupils indicating
they were concerned wfth practicing or applying specific skills or knowledge.
The teacher's interactive decisions were based on a synthesis of student
input, making suggestions back to the class of probable tasks students

could do, and organizing suggestions by content topics and writing them

on the board.

By the end of Event 3 the teacher had data on specific pupils knowledge
and skills. She also had an idea of how each pupil woéked individually in
- a small'group and as-a member of the class group. She also had some data B

about who was interested in doing what in the up-coming unit of study.
Finally, she had a teqtative organization plan for activities and curriculum.

Event 4 is reflective thinking, synthesis and preacrive decisions. The

fourth event in the decision model provided LaSovage with the opportunity

her proposed academic and personal and social responsibility outcomes for

pupils (identified in Event 1).

The teacher processed the above data in order to make a second set of

5 »

i
to tighten up her data on the pupils and the propcsed unit of study with

preactive decisions. These preactiveydecisions answer the following questions:

.1. Is there enough pupil interest and likages to previous
experiences to warrent pursuing this topic? s

2. Will multiple activities for one individual or small group -
be provided or will everyone essentizlly do the same things?

3. In what content activities will each child participate? .

4. How will we proceed from here?

By the énd of Event 4 this teacher either had a plan for working with
the class dufing Event 5 or for starting a new assessment activity. If
the'answer to question 1 concerning a pupil interest and tieé was no, the

teacher selected a new topic and proceded with Event 2 and 3 again. When

- 1Y)

{




25

the answer to question 1 was yes, then questions 2, 3 and 4 were answered.

Thus, the next time the teacher and pupils met she was ready to begin
Event 5.

Event 5 is interactive decisions. During the fifth event inter-
active decisions were made by the teacher with pupil input concerning
completion of specific tasks and criteria for and number of specific’
oejectives to be achieved éuring the unit of study. These decisions
yere_pa@g at the beginning of the event and reviewed at the end of the
stﬁayeof the unit. At the beginning of this eQent the teachér used
both small group'and individual conferences to determine the assignment
of specific tasks., She used individual conferences for QQtermining
specific objectives for pupils.

The interactive decisions which were made during the fiégt part of
Event 5 were ones which dealt with increaing or decreasing levels of
difficulty specified in the objectives, the number of objectives to be
achieved and/or number of specific tasks to be completed.

While the unit of study progressed the teacher made decisfons concerning
whether pupils had satisfactorly completed tasks and objectives. If pupils
completed objectives at tbe specified level new objectives were identified
and the pupil was asked to help pick new activities‘related to the unit.
Here the teacher made interactive decisions concerning performances, next
objectives and appropriate tasks. The interactive decisions made toward
the end of the unit of study were concerned with adjusting specific pupil
tasks and/or teacher expectations and with bringing organized closure to
the units of study.

The end of unit intereactive decisions were made with pupil input,

The teacher's observations of where each pupil was with tasks and objective




26

achievement were used to determine when to have a class discussion concerning
closure. During the class discussion the teacher and pupils selected a

date to end the unit.
Once a date had been set the teacher then interacted daily with

those who had not completed tasks., She made adjustments in requirements

for those pupils who needed them. For those who finished she and the pupil

- ——

discussed what could be done until the ending date. For these pupils she

also tasked them during these discussions thas making anothér interactive

decision.

E

Event 6 is data collection and verification. The sixth event involves

the collection and verification of evaluation data. As the unit of study
closed, the teacher systematically interacted with each pupil. She evaluated
what the pupil was-able to do relative to the objective s/he had been assigned.
She recorded this data. On occasion the pupil had a written evaluation test

to complete. These the teacher used to document individual pupil performance.
The written tests required different pupils t; do diffefent things based on
the criterion levei'of their objectives (e.g., recall, recognize, develop).

The data from this event was used to verify the teacher's previous
evaluations of pupils and her records. This is a place where she looked for
data which was in conflict with what she had already determined. The data
from this event was then used to begin planning for a new unitgof instruction.
Thus, the‘cycle back to Event 1 had begun and the teacher proceeded through
all six events again. This cycle occurred 5 or 6 times a ye;r.

What is the nature of this Qearher's preactive and interactive decisions?

It was found that the teacher made both preactive and interactive decisions.

Examples of preactive decision making will be illustrated first followed

by a description of interactive decisions,

25
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First, a description of this teacher's preactive decisions. For

‘this teacher, preactive decisions were those she made when planning a

unit of instruction or at specific times during the implementation of a
unit of instruction. These decisions were made whén she was "alone"
(children were not present) and.had the time to reflect and synthesize.
She made preactive decisions in twe sequences. The first séquence

occurred before she started instruction of a unit and the second cnce

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the unit was in process,

L}

The first sequence of preactive decisions were concerned with manége-
ment of pupils and their accomplishments and with the content and process
of instruction. For this teacher a 1ea;ning community philosophy was cited
as the basis for her decisions relative to the management system she wanted
to develop. Thus, preactive decisicns about management and organization ;f
pupils‘and instruction were made to support: i) group work, 2) cccperation,
3) use of routines and procedures which released the teacher for mere
instruction time, 4) use of community members inkthe classroom, and 5) use
of the ;ut-of-classroom community. The preactive decisions in this area
were minimay. Basically this teacher said I'm once again going t; develop
a learning community classroom. I know what that is, I know what routines
and procedures I'll establish. Consequently, the decisions related to this
category were of a fine tuning nature. The teacher reflected eon fbutines
or procedures which had hindered the learning community development the
prev.ous year. She thought about things she had done in years previous to
this first school year, but hadu't included in her plans for the current
year. Finally, she thought about ideas she had had about new things to try.

During the beginning of the year in which this study occurred this

teacher having reflected then selected pupil task and achievement record
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keeping or reward systems for a variety of achievements or activities. , e

For example, three systems for sight words were identified. The first 4
was a round tin can in which each pupil kept his/her wogds when they \ !
introduced. The second was a plastic baggy té put words in once the
pupil recognized them in a stimulus response situation. Finally a check
off chart for use when the pupils transferred the recognition of the
sight‘words to the reading situation. Pasteing pieces of clowns tcgether
was selected -as -a system toukeepNEFaek—o%~comp}eﬁion~of'an activity (not
to be confused with levels of achievement as describeq in the first ex;mple).
- If this teacher wzs going to have a room theme as she had done previously
(The Year of the Circus) all recording systems would have supported the
theme. This was not the case during the study year. A
A second set of preactive decisions which this teacher made which. , .
differed markedly from these above had to de with data she had about pupils
personal behavior towards others and their on/off task behavior. The
teacher decided that based on the data she had received the previous year
¢ (that many pupils in this particular group demonstrated off task behavior)
she would begin to establish on the first day of class the expectation
that each pupil would participate in his/her learning.
o A third set of preactive decisions involved content and process -
decisions. The teacher was concerned about who would be taught what and
how would it be taught to them. The following is a description of this

teachgr' process for making ccntent and process preactive decisions. As

described in the decision model the first sequence of centent and process | /
reactive decisions occurred before a unit of study was implemented in the
lassroom while the second sequence occurred once the unit of study had

egun,
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For the content and pfbéggg>§féécti;é‘deéiéions in thé fi;sf sequenéé;
the teacher consciously reviewed what she knew about the 1) curriculum;
2) herself; 3) objectives; 4) students;: and 5) classroom rescurces, school
resources, and community resources. In addition, she reviewed-the student
records and any new texts or materials which had become a part of the school
curriculum since the previous year.

° Then, based on her initial synthesis'of the information above, the

teacher identified and listed those pupil outcomes for which she would hold

herself accountable. She developed a recording system for her use in docu-
menting the pupils' achievement of the objective she would teach. This
recording system was reviewed each time a major change in study occurred.
The updating helped the teacﬁgr "... keep in mind what needed to be worked
on while she was planning her lessons and also when she was with the pupils”
(interview 3/12/81).

After the teacher had completed the méntal review, she then selected a
topic theme (e.g., apples) for study. Next, she gathered any additional
information she felt she needed in order to develop the topic into an area
for study. The teacher then decided on a ﬁroblem solving experience for
the initial instructional activity. The problem solving experience was a
task inwhich both teacher and pupils participated. Once the topic and concrete
experience had been chosen, the teacher listed on paper potentially related
activities (11/13/81 planning documents).

Figure 2 illustrates what the teacher did in column one, the questions
she was answering by her actions in column two and finaliy in column 3 the

decisions she made.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]
i
; Teacher Action Teacher Posed Questions Predctive Dacistons

L. Teacher reviews, curric~ 1. What should pupils in this 1.0 select mAnAgEMAnt system,
ular macerials, student grade know and be able to 2. Selsction of an activity
records, environmental do? and content area.which
factors. 2. How will students behave will,

2. Teacher ceflects on own and interact in this room? a) allow for assessment
areas of current eathu- 3. What pupil outcomes will of pupil language, writing
siase and knowledge. I hold myself and the and reading knowledge and

pupils accouttable? skills,
. 4. What potential conteat b) be something teacher
i will we.study (first, is naturally excited about
i second) 30 enthusiasa will be
i 5. What potential methods of communicated,
P L inscruction will I use? | ) allow forcellaboracton—
} 6. What an I particularly so- chat pupil will begin
i excited and interssted to gain experience {in
i in ac chis time? participating in decisions
X about what and how they'll
| study, and
i d) the conteat will be
{ well known to teacher so
; she can keep her mind on -
i collecting data from pupils.
: 3. Recording Systems.

Figure 2. Preactive Decisions: Sequence 1.

At this point, the entire process. had resulted in the teacher having
1) identified a system for classroom management, 2) identified an area of
study, 3) synthesized related knowled, 4) listed pupil outcomes, 5) listed
possible activities, and 6) identified potential recording systems. The
teacher did not make any final decisions about the plans at this time.
Instead, she kept the decision tentative unti} after the problem solving
task had been completed with the students.

The second sequence of preactive decisions occurred after the imple-
mentation of the uﬁit when the teacher had collected data from her inter-
actions with the pupils. This occasion occurred after the initial two to
six hour problem solving experience had been completed. After this she
reflected on the data she had collected through watching and interacting

1

‘with her studeuts. These preactive decisions were concernmed with content

<
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The teacher decided at this time whether the students' life

and activities,
experiences provided enough ties to the new content to make the unit potentially

successful. At this time she also determined if there was sufficient interest

exhibited by students to pursue the partigular area of study. When the answer was

10, a new problem solving task was idenkified and the process started again. If

~

the answer was yes, then the teacher again worked with individuals and small

groups of students. She again collected data preparing herself to make additional

T "preactive decisions.

from a specific topic of study and together
done. Based on this data, the teacher then made the preactive decisions as to
whether the pupils would have th= option to cheose among activities or work as

an entire class on a single activity., Once these preagtive decisions were made

they were communicated to the pupils and che teacher aad class were ready for

an extended period of study. Figure 3 illustrates the velationship between the

teacher's behaviors, questions and Jdecicionms.,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teachar Action

Tecconer Yogad Quastions

Presctlvq Beuisions

Tezchar records daca

—
.

Wnac are yerr eni goauls?

. Content te be taught.

collectad about pupils 2. Vhat does each spasific 2. Methods of {ascvuccion.
2) knowledge and skiila child kawys tow? 3. Firsc objective for
b) intarescs 3. Were pupils inceresced in individusls or groups
Teacher reviews records. the concent {uvolved in of individuals
Teacher reviews and of the ccncrate asuivicy? 4. Recordiug aystems for
year grade level pupil 4. Who had what pcevious t83x%s 3nd academic
, outconas. experience? rhat will cutcomes will be used.
; contribute to ths study 5. Simulacions to<be used

Figure 3.

Preactive decisioas:

af this consenc?

Are there eaough ties to
students’ praviouz cxpari-
ences Lo Warrent pursuing
this area?

What clasaroom personal
manszgement behaviors must
bs taught?

tu tascher personal and
social responsibilicy,

Sequeace 2,

34




32

InZconclusion, two distinct sequences of preactive decisions were made.
The first sequence occurred to solve the problems of 1) where to start a

unit of study, 2) identifying and collecting data for deciding who would

>

¥

be held accountable for what, 3) determining whether the proposed unit of

study's topics was linked to each child's %ife, 4) establishing a positive
affect about the topic and experiences, and 5) gaiﬁing the students input

for_consideration d;;ing the, second preactive decision séquence.

The second preactive decision sequence occurrence to solve the problems
of 1) how will we organize for this unit of study, 2) what resources will be
used or who will do what and 3) for what will each child be held accountable.

Second is a description of this teacher's interactive decisions. For
LaSovage, interactive decisions are madé with students present and sometimes
made in collaboration with them. They can be characterized in three types.
The first type are those interactive decisions related directly to teacher
and pupil collaborative planning sessions, The second type are interactive
decisions made during the actual period of time a unit is under study. These
decisions related to instruction, including the use of resources, changes in
outcomes pupils are held accountable for, the reorganizing or changing of
an activity, and early in the year the need to hold classxoom meetings to .

~

discuss teacher and pupil behavior. The third type of interactive decisions
related directly to items which caused or had the potential for causing ‘
interruption in the planned flow of activity. The stimulus for these decisions
were people or events out of the control of pupils and teacher and peculiar
enough that previous experience had not provided a basis for knowing how to

incorporate the event into the flow.

The first type of preactive decisions (those related to collaborative

planning sessions) are characterized by the nature of the asgsessment task
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or "teacher as learner" perspective. When this teacher and pupils met to
colliboratively plan énd/o: decide on something, the teacher's purpose was
to communicate her thoughts and feelings and to understand or learn what
the pupiis thoughts and feeling were. Thus, this first type of interactive
decisions were made primarily about selecting particular probing questions
and pupil tasks in order to generate data concerning a specific pupil's
knowledgE,Askills, and/or interests.

The interaction with a given pupil gave her the data on which she based
her decisions concerning the concrete or abstractness of her questions. The
data‘;lso was used to decide whether to pursue a direction, change direction
or bring closure to the conversation.

In practice, the seq;ence involved the teacher deciding (sometimes
this decision was made preacfively) what to ask a specific pupil and asking
it, a pupil's response, two or ;hree teacher probes and their pupil responses,
and a closure statement. Generally, tlis teacher started by asking the'pupils
to demonstrate something (e.g., read this, show me, tell me). Based on the
pupil's response this teacher then asked probing questions, TFor example, she
would say, "Remember when you showed me how to figure out words in that family,
how did you do it? Will that work here? Show me how."

After listening to the pupils' responses the teacher brought closure to
thé interactions in one of two ways. She asked pupils to tell what they'gzeded
to do or she told them. For example, she said to the pupil, "What does it
look like you need to work on next?" When she summarized she said, "You
need to work on 'such and so' next. Listen for the assignmeht related to
this, that is the one you will be working on."

When this teacher was working with the whole class for the purpose of

communicating and gathering information the results of her interactive

36 \




decision

s, two different regponses we

.

re observed.

The First was & decisio

about what to link to what. It appeared as the teacher processed the

student data outlou

d by making linkages between studen

.

whom she ¢hought could work together when the unit was under study. The

second appeared to be a respon
Wwhen to end a discussion was importa
" eross check
what was expected bef
understandings at Fhe end o

wer

e clear about what was happenin

her understanding and selected

her and their expectations.

Figure & illustra

tes the teachers actions, 4

in the first sequence of interactive decisions.

se to pupils and was the clos

nt to this teacher.

f discussions gave her clear d

g and thus could be held acco

pupils' understandings as to

ore-bringing closure to a discussion. She felt clear

uestions and decisions

ts' input concerning

ure decision.

She appeared to

ata, the pupils

untable for

]
i D
)
; Teacher Action Teacher Posed Questions Preactive Decisions
! 1. Step one {nvolved the 1. What does student (e=n) 1. Selection of specific
. teacher describing a know and able to do students to do specific
' concrete experience in academically? tasks.
! which everyone would 7. What social and personal 2. Scllci:ion/fomlcclon
. perticipete and the skills and experiences. of specific questions
: teachar's rationale for does each child exhibit? to ask pupils. When to
. suggesting the accivicy. 1, Whet group communication continue to probe and
! 2. Scep two involved the and independent study when to discontinue &
. class doing the concrete behaviors need to be 1ine of questioning.
: asctivicy (e.g., 8 taught to vhom? 3. Supporting or scopping
. treasure hunt, making 4, What experiences are pupil behevior so chat
' applauucc). shared by pupils and activicy. flow, data
. 3. Step three involved which experiences are collection, pupil demon-
. students ansvering who, uniqie? stration and pupil needs
. -what, where, when,. vty * are all maximized.
questions in both a
group and individual
.experience story. .
i 4, Step four included
1 writing an experience
‘ scory about previous
experiences releted CO
. the concrete experience
. topic.
1
!

Figure 4.

interactive decision:

Sequence 1.

(VY]

ERIC -3 \

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




35

.

The second sequence of interactive decisions are those made during
1

the actual study of a unit. They are not of an assécsment nature as was
the first type. This second sequence of interactive decisions involved
decisions about four major topics. The fouf'topics are:

1.. Instruction - What do I say or do to provide instruction for
a particular concept/skill/fdct with a particular child?

-

a given pupil is being held accountable will I suggest and/or
agree to? U

X

3. Activities - So that pupils will be successful, how must I
reorganize an activity or change activities?

4. Pupil Behavior - What must I do so that this individual(s)
gets 1in control of his/her behavior?

Each of these four topics of interactive decisions are described be;pw.
Instructional interactive decisions are the first type. They include
decisions about 1) what to do and say during an instructional interaction
&ithéa pupil, and 2) what to do and say to keep individuals within a group
on task, Based on the teacher's preactive}decision about the objective of
a légéon (whether the entire class or oﬁe individual was inQolved) she
guided the pupil through the experience. The guiding was observed as shap;ng
the pupil's responses until s/hé had a:correct response. Data about the
pupil's interest and family previous work was integrated inte the teacher's
comments., After the pupil gave the correct respo?ses the teacher made
the second interactive decision. This was what would the pupil do next.
Based on the pupil's responses she said things like: 1) Take a break and
then come back to work with me again, 2) Here are the materials you need
in order to practice, 3) Go help —___ s %) Ask Javier to help you ____ ,
5) When we do x activity, you'll be able to apply this ___ .

The second type of instructional interactive decision was made during

whole group instruetion and involved keeping all students involved in a
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task for the entire period of time. An exampl of these interactive - f
decisions is keeping a slow working student on task. During whole group -

instruction the teacher usually had tasks the students di& during the /
activity. Within the fet of tasks were several that any child could A /
accomplish while the better students could do them all,

-  During the whole group .instruction, the teacher monitored the task )

——
!

accomplishment of slower students. £ Periodically, she would say to a

.

pupil "inish this task." The teacher and class would move on. After a
task or two the teacher walked to the pupil's desk and say "go to

page xx and look at the board for examples and listen to me for

directions."
-

The effect of these interactive decisions was that at times the

‘entire class appeared to be working”on a single activity; kowever, one or
-
two individual assignments and two larger group assignments were being

given and monitored. These interactive decisions related to pacing for

*

individualizing instruction were based on all the datz the teacher had

about individual students.

The second category is outcome interactive decisions. The interactive

decisions made about pupil outcomes were directly related to the stated,

o
1]

pupil objectives. Pupil objectives had criterion which were uéderstood

!

by the teacher and pupil to demonstrate learning at a "new leqkning",
"practice", or "application" level. éivén a terminal behavidr, each level
had an explicit measure (i.e., before I snap my fingers, the %irst time
you see it and without hesitating, ‘after you think about the parts).

While working with pupils fne teacher would sometimes decide that the

pupil was being help accountable at an inappropriate level. She




-
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.

- k4 .
would tell the pupil this and what she obgserved that made her changg her

mind. She said what the new criterion was and then shook hands wiph the

’

pupii on the new agreement. oL )
. /jThe third categorf'is'activit; interacgive detisions, The'geachéf

felt that if the pupils were working then an activity should flow with
. minimum problems. Thus, when there was a problem with an actiwvity and t?e ‘
teacher had determined it was not because pupils weren't working she ma&e
an interactive decision to -top or reorganize a given activity.’ ﬁhat this
teacher said on these occasions was, "I didn't teach this right- and I have !
to figure out what to do to heln you."

In thi;;type of situation, the specific decisions the teacher made
were to 1) stop add if neederl, gather more data from pupils, 2) wait until .
she'd had time to preactively plan something different and/or 3) change
activities immediagely or restructure thé one wnich was stopped.

The fourth category is pupil behavior intéractive decisions. This
teacher's classroosm maangement behaviors were directed by her desire to have
pupils be responsible for their own behavior. The documented interactive
decisions she made about maangement were based basically on whether she
or a pupil could or couldn't continue to work and resulted in a major
disruption in the class or quiet interactions with a student or two,

Given the information that people were off task, the teacher determined
how the pfoblem could be handled efficjently but in a way that would support

pupil responsibility, not teacher external controi. The teacher felt that

the cost of poor, on the spot decisions would lead to more of her time

spent nn management.

What govérns this teacher's decisions? A set of beliefs and assumptions

govern this teacher’'s decisions. It was found that the teacher was conscious

4y

o,
o
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of a set of beliefs which she believed she acted on and which were documented
as a basis for observed decis;qgfj For example, it was found. that the teacher
consciguslf believed that the primary function of schooling was teaching
personal and social responsibility. Her comments and her behavior indicated

that she felt academic learning was the major personal responsibility of

Students and that the major social responsibility was to help others learn,

Other specific beliefs which were bheaviorly documeﬂted included items
concerning a) use of évaluation data to determine pupil objectives; and
b) students motivation and responsibility gained through participation in
decision making about their work. -

In general, this teacher's decisions and behaviors were governed by
a set of beliefs and assumptions which included knowledge from the areas of
e&ucational psychology, sociology, instructional psychology, growth and,
development and classroom maangement and organization. The categories of
learning, evaluation, and the role of the teacher have been used to classify

the teacher's beliefs and assumptions. They are as follows:

Assumgtiogg

o A. Students,
) Students enjoy learning.
Students whe participate.in planning their own outcomes and
related activities are more likely to achieve. .
Students will become responsible learners if given the oppor-
tunity and then held accouuttable for the responsible *
. behavior.
Students will behave appropriately when taught how to distinguish
between appropriate and inappropriate behavior for a given
setting. .
Students have a responsibility to help other students Jearn.

B. Learning.
Socialization (a la Piaget) that is working with others, is
necessary for learning.
Heterogeneous grouping and acceptance of diversity ig necessary
for genuine socialization.
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-
C. Curriculum.
Content which has some direct relationship to the students'
previous concrete experiences has the most potential for
being learned.

”Iﬁtégtation“of~content~provideSMStudencs—withwlearning,_,A«
experiences that are closer to out of school (real life)
_application experiences.
Curriculum based on integraticn of content has naturally
incorporated the principle of Esaching for transfer.

D. Evaluation. .
Evaluation of academic achievement is based on the individual's

performance. .
Evaluation of group task completion must include: cooperation;
participat’on by all membetrs; and meeting subject matter

demands. . .
Evaluation must occur at both formative and summative levels.

E. Teacher Role.
The teacher teaches. .
The teacher holds a position of authority and responsibility.

The teacher speaks as an experienceéd and mature adult.
The teacher retains the ultimate accountability and decision
making—-power-s -
The teacher solicites input.
The teacher seeks group consensus.
The teacher commuhicates rationales for decisions to pupils.
Cor The teacher communicates decisioms to pupils.

2

During interviews and debriefing sessioné, the teacher articulated
the above assumptions as the rationale for coutent and process decisions.
For example, the use of the initiating problem solving experience was
based on her belief that pupils need to participate in the selection of
what they would study and how they would study. Her selection of topics
was based on her belief th;t each pupil must have some previous concrete
gxpefience wnich s/he could link to the new topic for study. She alsg
referred to these items when explaining her reasons for specific decisions
made relati;e to specific students. For example, individuals were held

accountable for different levels of performance at different times. Omne

student might be given several seconds to recognize sight words, but

within a day or so, the pupil needed to get them within one second. However,
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until the student quickly (without disrupting the flow of reading) recognized
the words in the book s/he was reading, no credit for "knowing" was given.

Thus, the teacher used her belief about "knowing" and "types of evaluation"‘

in establishing procedures for practicing and application.

Management and Organization

-

This section of the paper will describe the findings relative to two
questions, " The questions are concerned with the interaction between
decisions and aétivity flow and the establishment of the learning community
classroom.

What is the interaction between decisions and activity flow? The inter-

action between the teacher's decision making and the need to maintain activity

flow can be explained in two way;. First, smooth activity flow was a primary
goal for this teacher. From this perspective, she initially established her
role and the pupils' role in the enviromment to facilitate smooth flqw of
activities. From another perspective, she useg personal and social responsi-
bility and academic ocutcomes as the focus of her de;iiions and instruction.
From this perspective, she viewed appropriate personal and social responsibility
within a classroom as facilitating academic outcomes. Thus, the activity flow,
student and teacher behavior could be evaluatedrin terms of how well pupils
were léarning and how were they helping others to iearn.

The management goals in the classroom were parallel to her curriculum
and pupil goals. The management.behaviors were taught, practiced and

evaluated during the initial part of the year., Thus, management was a

A
1

-

prerequisite to consistent long égrm activity flow.

An interesting interaction between the teacher's interactive decisions

and activity flow was observed when environmeatal distractions occurred

JEBREEEESSS e
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which might be expected to disrupt the pupil outcome flow. One example

is visitors to the classroom, Visitors were not encouraged to sit on the
outskirts of the class and "not interfere", instead pupils were assigned

to visitors ;o tell what and how they were learning. The occasion was used
to facilitate pupil accountability. Another example is unscheduled T
assemblies or pupils bringiny unscheduled show and tell items to class.
Unless the presentation clearly contributed to some student goal it was

not attended to by the group. The reason for not participating was discussed
and the planned agenda of events was then carried out. In the case of the
pupil with a special show and tell item it was shared with the teacher and

a friend or two or scheduled for the next app;opriate show aad tell.

The results of the teacher remaining in control of thé class schedule

was that routines and procedures were taught which facilitated the integration

of potentially disruptive events into the class agenda. Thus, ﬁéhy decisions
made during the early part of the year were concerned with establishing
routines and procedures to handle predictable, potential disruptions,

The second perspective which can be used is the teacher's belief tﬁat
. i \

distractions by pupils or external elements interferred with student lquning
: , /

and the teacher's instruction., Thus, she consciously taught pupils how. to
P [N

stay on task, and to take responsibility for and monitor their 1earnihg.\\

/
/

She taught them how to get, offer and give help. She also taught them h ﬁ§

H

Z.o~

to say no they didn't need help or that they didn't know how to give the

help requested, Consequently, pupils off task behavior and related teacher

-

responses were virtually nonexistent after apporximately 25 days of school.

In addition, the teacher also knew her own limits for distraction and taught

the pupils not to do those things which would disrupt her. For example,

. w_/
4.4
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she became conscious of students when more than one was waiting in a quiet
line. Thus, the pupils were taught when and how to look elsewhere for
help or go on to another task when they observed another pupil in line.

How does this teacher establish her learning community classroom? It

should be noted that fhg essence of LaSovage's learning community classroom

was established in 30 contact hours, 15 class sessions or 21 calendar days.
At this point iﬁ time, instruction, practice, feedback, and application
experiences had been provided for routines, procedures éhd behaviors related
to certain attitudes.

The teacher used a process for establishing and demonstrating the
routipes,'attitudes and procedureévwhich she feit were neceesary for her
learning community classroom. The process was the same for agll three
categories, AIt involved instruction with modeling; demonstrations by pupils

with feedback; "prastice with feedback; appl ications; and recalling.

The concept of helpful was taught both as an attitude as well as a

procedure. The procedure involved knowing how to do certain things and

.

knowing when it was appropriate to do each one. Students were required to

know know the procedures as follows:

e e e et

1. How to offer help to someone;

2. How to ask for help;

*

3. How to listen to the helper;

4. How to help (tutor);

5. How to say you couldn’t help;

6. When to say you couldn't help; and

7. How to say you didn't want to help.




Related attitudes which the teacher taught were: ‘ ,

1. Being helpful is necessary in this classroom. . .

2. It is okay to say no or to be told "I can't help you."

The initial instruction took the form of discussion, teacher reading
stories to class, and role plays. First, the teacher told the pupils about
the importance of helping. She é;ve examples of how she, her child, husbaﬁd,
mother, father, sisters and brothers helped each other. Then she asked pupils
to give examples of how they helped others out of school. Next this t;acher ‘
told how she helped students in the classroom. Then she asked the pupils
to give examples of how they helped in school. i

Next the teacher read a story and showed poster pictutes of children
and adults. After the story, the children were asked who, what, where, when
questions with a focus on who was helping and who wasn't. The teacher then
led a question and answer sessions asking pupils to say how they thought

the children and adults were helping in the pictures. Next the teacher

and pupils voted to determine which picture they would use to write a story

about. The story was writtem. ____ R o

In order to provide role playing experiences, the‘ﬁeacher and two
children, before school began the next day, planned one role play about
taking someone's pencil and one role play about teaching someone something
you know. | '

The next day, during the opening activities, Steve yelled, "Marty
took my pencil:" The teacher stopped the flow and attended to the disruption.
She began by saying, "gteve, did you see Marty take your pencil?" Steve said,
"No." The teacher said, "But your pencil is gone?" Steve said, "Yes."

The teacher said, "What can you say?" The teacher then processed student

46
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behavio? and feelings resulting in three conclusions. The first was "report
observations only". The second was "If you have a problem and can't solve
it yourself, with anogher pupil, and/or teacher, turn out the lights to get
everyone's attention". The third was "If you need something, ask. Someone
will help and if you are asked to help, do what you can." - |
The teacher then implemented the pupils and her planned role play for
teachiné the pupils how to help (tutor) one another. After the role play
the teacher asked the pupils to tell her what was done and how the helper
and helpee felt at different times.
After the first two days, the teacher then provided qpportunities for
the children to give and receive help. 'When problems arose, she stopped
the class, stated the problem, and asked what had they said before about this,
' or how was this done in the role play. Students daily rgceived feedback or
stated in a self-evaluation mode how they &ereAdoingvor—how others were doing.
« Examples of feedback are:
1. "You had to ask three people to find someone to help you

with . I'm glad you stuck to it, now you have -
this done."

" 2. "our work is not done and I saw you helping Frank most of
the morning. You like to help. You'll have to figure out
how much time you can help and how much time you have to do
your own work. See me tomorrow."

Applications of the helping attitude and behaviors were made regularly
since the teacher used the peer help as an integrated part of her instruction.
The teacher was observed making comments daily like, "Marcus can help you
with this if you have trouble, He has already mastered it." Or, you've
got this right now. You can help others who'are still working on it."

&

After Thinksgiving and Christmas breaks, the teacher reviewed &&%b the

class how they "helped". The discussions were only about two minutes in

\
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length and several students gave recall type responses to the teacher's

inquiries.

The routine for taking home a homework folder and bringing it back

was taught with the same process used for the procedure explained above,

However, for this routine the instruction was telling the pupils what to do
‘ and why. The teacher then asked asked the pupils to repeat the instructions
back to her.
The role play involved one student walking in the door with his folder
;ﬁd one student without it. The teacher played herself and interacted with
them as she would the next day,
One the morning after the students had taken their folders home for

the first time, The teacher positioned herself near the place in the room

where pupils who had brought their folders—and had -a-signed-slip would _go.

As each student came in the room, she gzeeted them and said, "I see you
have your folder. Did you read to someone last night? Do you have a signed
slip?"

If the student didn't have a signed slip, she directed him/her to his/her
desk., If s/he had a signed slip, then ~aSovage directed thé student to come
to the bulletin board where she was. She said, "I'll sh~w you what to do

next .

Students who didn't have their folders were asked to think abdut yhere
they left it. LaSovage closed her eyes and put her index fingers by
eyes. Some students would get up to go to the lockers ard return with them.
Some said tgings like, my brother burned it up or my mother wanted to keep it,
or my grandmother gave it to you before school. LaSovage talked to each about
consequences of not being able to do something because their folder wasn't

there (e.g., practice Halloween poem).




always put the folder in the same spot. Only one boy continued to ‘have
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On the third day of school, all students had taken and returned their

" folder once. By day four, all but two students had done it twice. On the

fourth day, LaSovage had the class think about where they would put their

folder when they went in the door at their home. She then told them to

problems after the first fifteen days of school with materials.
The attitudes which received dttention through the model were:
a. Being positive
b. Enjoying learning
c. Helping and being helped are your responsibilities

d. Teachers are responsible for teaching and pupils are responsible
for learning

The routines which were systematically established were:

a. Folding hands and looking iu eyes of leader at the beginning
of a whole group presentation;

b. taking home every night a book at independent reading level,
teaching to someone older having slip signed, returning slip,
answer questions about book, mark chart;

c. take home foldar every night and bring back folder every
morning;

d. storing certain things in certain places.
Routines are sequences of behaviors which did not involve problem solving
or interactions with other students in class,
Procedures are events or sequences of steps which required interactions
with other pupils. Procedures that were systematically established included:
a. Voting to decide,
b. Problem identification
c. Evalua;ion of self and others,

d. How to help,

<
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e. Before school study, . . \\
f. Initiate asking to be evaluated or to be helped or to help.
In conclusion, the teacher established a learning community classroom by

selecting attitudes, routines and procedures which she felt contributed to

" the philosophy she held. Shéisystematically taught and reinforced the attitudes,

routines and procedures. S

Characteristics of this Learning Community Classroom.

This teaéher's classroom system involved pupils and teacher interacting
about curriculum, activities and pupil/teacher behavior. The teacher called.
the classroom a learning community. Whét was of particular interest were
two questions.. The first was concerned with whether there were characteristics
which appeared to be unique to this learning community classroom system. The
second was what the pupils' behavior seemed to characteristic of in this learning

community classroom taught by LaSovage. In this section the essence of the learning

community or its key characterisitc will be“described first. Second, will be

e G —

a description of the pupil characteristics. _ —

What are the key characteristics which are the essence of the Learning

Community Classroom? We found that the key characteristic in this classroom

which reflect the philosophical underpinnings of a Learning Community as
described by Schwab (1979) was the teacher and pupil collaboratiYe decision
making sessions. The idea of shared responsibility and responsibility to -
self and others was evident in the collaborative sessions.

Collaborative planning sessions essentially were concerned with the
plann;ng of a unit of study. In addition, group and teacher planning also
occurred for special occasions (a trip, a visitor, a party) and for solving

difficult classroom problems,

<t
<
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| What behaviors are characteristic of pupil behavior in this Learning

Community classroom? It was found that pupil behaviors were characterized as

cooperative, helpful, initiating, assertive and responsible in nature. These

are characteristics found among students in classrooms not established as I

léérning communifies. Howeyer, it is impossible to imagine this learning
community classroomwlthout these student behaviors.

Examples of the personal responsibility to academic learning on which
the teacher focused were found. " For example, it was also found that pupils
& could describe what they were doing and what they were learning from a
particular assignment. Related t; this, an example éf assertiveness was
found in that pupils in this class initiated telling visitors and the researcher

N about academic and/or persomal/social progress. For example, one day Tony

reported he could now recognize a set of sight.words he'd been working ons

On another occasion, Margaret offered the fact that she raiged her hand in

class now. -

Thé personal and social responsibility behaviors related to helping were

observed regularly. Tﬁé pupils in this class were observed making decisions
about when they would ask for help, offer help, decline help offered to them,
or decline to help others. The result of these behaviors was a sense of
community working together so everyone would learn. It is this sense of
community and the sense of responsibility for and pride in one's own and
others learning achievements which seems importané. Numbers of behaviors
or categories don't communicate meaning of those behaviors in practice.
Perhaps the following two stories will help fo illustrate the semnse of personal
and social responsibility the pupils in LaSovage's class communicated.

LaSovage quit teaching before the end of the school year. She took a

parenting leave. Her class was integrated with the other first and second

oL




e —geeotid gradeér reported to the researcher that:
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grade classroom. After the children had been in their classrooms for about

a month, the researcher was in the school building completing the data

collection, . ) ] =

The first illustration involves responsibility both persunal and
sociagl. About a month after the redrganization of LaSovage's'pupils, it
was discovered that the other teachers felt they were now having management

problems. However, it was reported that the problem wasn't with the

. ~

'
learning community pupils but with the other children. It seemed that the

teachers felt the other children were too demandi;g w&%le the learning

[
commynity children were better organized, more patient and consistent in ‘

”~

doing their assignments,

&

Those kids don't know to get help., They keep asking the
teacher the same thing over and over. They should,write

it down so when they get back to their seats they ébuld
remember how to spell it and not keep going back six times.
When you ask someone to spell a word you have to have your
paper and pencil. .- ’

pup——

The second example which illustrates the.Spirit of community involves
a pupil who had trouble both in becoming socialized to th lear;{ng community
classroom and in learning to read. The first time he "read" to Lhe cléés
they broke into spontaneous applause. At the end of the year the boy asked
me if I remembered when he "didn't use to do his work". When I said yes,/
he responded, "Well, I always do it now". I gaid I also remembered when he
would yell or cry when he couldn't make é;okies or dunk for apples because
he hadn't worked on his tasks. I asked him if the teacher should have let

him do those activities. His response was: "Oh, she always wanted me to,

but I couldn't because I didn't do my work. But, I always do my work now."

(4]
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Conclusions

' The subject of this study said she wanted her pupils to gain certain

-

gqu?gic, personal and social outcomes. She believed §he best way for
them to learn these was throdgh a system which supported those outcomes.
She described the system as a learning community. The subject's role as
teacher in the learning communiEy was influenced .by what she considered as
her knowledge about instruction, learning, and what she determined were
-important pupil.outcomes. J
It would be interestiug to find out how this teacher came to be.

However, how this teacher arrived at the schemas she holds for pupil out-

comes, learning community and her knowledge is not apparent in this study.

© <

- Also, wha parts of which schemas influenced the development of others. is.’ S

much too complex to sort through after the fact. However, knowing vhat

there is a complexity to the teacher's ideas and their implementation is

very important., First, it is important that we know that teachers do develop

coﬁplekwscheﬁ;;hon which they operate. Second, the complexity of this
teacher's schemas as understood by her provides a lens which screens out
many considerations other teache;s may make, thus maﬁing thinking time
available for those things she considers necessary.

Consider, for example, the following. This teache}'s classroom was
effectively structured to keep pupils on task.. After the initial period of

establishing the environment she rarely had occasion to respond to student

behavior as a management problem. Of thosé occas?ons when she did respond,

a certain percentage of the responses were intermalized or habituated responses.

Of those times left when a conscious decision and response was necessitated,

the teacher had the pupil outcomes and "how we behave in this learning commumity

93
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¥

classroom'as stated guidelines rhich iniediately limited her responses.

Four points seem important. Firsc, the teacher consciously processed

-

information and made decisions. The nature of the information and decisions

appears to be differeut from what teachers are reported to do in other

.-

Studies.

Second, while the teacher's schemas were viewed by others as extremely
<37 )

complex, they were actually viewed by the teacher as organizing structures '
for simplicying the teaching task.
Third, wnile the teacher's schemas appeared to be complex, her use

of resources was unusually eimple. The teacher avoided using many types of

materials one typically sees in other classrooms. She seemed to be resource -
’ . N

conscious. For example, instead of finding 12 different assignments for
12 different skills, she used one experience story which inéorporated the

12 skills, Sets of materials were used over and over for a wide varigty,of.

(\

purposes. (This necessituted that pupfis Eeep track of things for Qeeks.)

L

This cesearcher had the impression that_all the materials used-by the %eacget
with the pﬁéilé could be pfzced in one grocery bag.

A féurth point is anotiner way the teacher simplifiZd her teaching was
in the use of recording systems that were deceptively simple and that did-
not ‘depend on her for their maihntenance, For example, éhe te;cher established
eiaborate—aﬁd visually attractive ;ecording systems., These éOnttibuted to
the pupils' abilicy to record when tasks w;:e Eompletéd and when certain
1evelé of learning were aghieved. "They offered a system wﬁich was easily
gianced at by the teacher as she interacted with individusl students.

Finally, this teacher decided that instructional interactions were a

priority for producing her intended outcomes, She recognized her information

processing limitations and rhus, e3tablished a management system which did not

*
t
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' . require her attention for it to.function and also maximized the potential for
learning to occur. She also recognized the importance of providing an
instructional context which proroted multiple objectives and thus allowed her

the thinking space and opportunity for her to individualize instrtiction.

Doing all of this required elaborate schemas.

~
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