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'Agstract
The authors discuss the effgptiveness of reading instructioﬁ,_in
particuiar; the contrast between the typical reading educator's expectations
about his/her réle of decision making in effective instructionland~the amount
of decision-making noted in research. of actual classrooa practice. In studies‘
of reading\Practice the authors found few examples of decision making. They
'suggééﬁ\:hat effective teachgrs do make instructional decisions but that

researchers' ability to isolate such decisions depends_updn an understandingb

df both the teacher's environment and the nature of instruction,




INSTRUCTIONAL DECISION MAKING
AND READING TEACHER EFFECTIVENESSI

Gerald G. Duffy and Deborah Ball2
Educators orten assnme decision making to be integral to effective
instruction either because they assume that teachers have alternatives from
which to choose or becanse they assume ‘that a teacher who reflectively iden-

tifies alternatives is more effective than one who merely reacts or follows a

- ~

teacher's guide.
| 'ln the typicaliscenario, a teacher collects a variety of data about
pupils, thinks about these data in terms oﬁ a theoreticalborientation or-a
particular belief system,vand'then makes decisions about how to instruct. The
decisions are reflective, involving selection from among alternative hypothe-
”ses.based both upon the data collected and the parameters of the teacher's
theory or belief system. Hence, Kamil and Pearson (1979), representing
reading, argue that the theoretical orientations of teachers result in difxer--
ential decisions because "different models dictate different (and sometimes
opposing) instructional methods." 'Cooney (1981) makes the same point, about.
:'math education, saying that teaching .
is a process of’ gathering information, making a diagnosis, and
constructing a response based on that diagnosis. While much of this
process may be quite automatic, some situations require conscious
decision making. The act of generating and considering alternatives

in constructing a response--that is, making an instructional
decision--is of paramount importance in teaching. (p. 67)

lThis paper is forthcoming in a publication of the International Reading
Association on reading teacher effectiveness.
. - Y
2Gerald Duffy is co-coordinator of the IRT's Teacher Explanation Project
and a professor of teacher education at Michigan State University. Deborah

Ball is a graduate assistant with the IRT.



Similarly, characterizing research on teaching generally, Clark and Yinger

“

(1979) describe the teacher. as

. constantly assessing the situation, processing information about the
situation, making decisions about what to do next, guiding action on
the basis of these decisions, and observing the effects of the ac-
tion on:the students. (p. 247) ’ .

Positions such as ‘these are based on two assumptions about teaching and
teacher effectiveness. First, it is assumed that there are indeed alterna-
tives from which classroom teachers can choose.  Second, it assumes that the

I e . s ,-

' ¥
teacher who is reflective in identifying such alternativ%s’iﬁgm9~e 1ike1y -to .

'be effective than the teacher who merely reacts or follows a teacher

Surprisingly, there isgﬁittle evidence that such teacher decision making
is an important component of @nstructional effectiveness. 1In fact, it is
unclear at this point whether the kind of decisions described by Kamil and
Pearson, by Cooney, and by Clark and Yinger are made at all...

In this paper'we will examine instructional decision making as it relates
to the instructional effectiveness of reading teachers. We review .the exist-
ing research‘and suggestlreasons for the lack of a relationship between

reflective teacher behavior and instructional effectiveness.,

Background

Reading educators assume -the importance of instructional decision making.

' They are uncomfortable (1) with researchers (e.g., Rosenshine, 1981). who argue

for the creation of “master developers" who can write instructional scripts '
rather than for the development of "master teachers" who make their own

decisions, ‘and (2) with instructional programs such as DISTAR3 that seemingly

leave little decision making to the teacher,

3DISTAi‘\ is a commercial reading“program published by Science Research
Associates (Chicago) in which much of the direction to teachers takes
the form of scripts.
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. There are two explanations for this belief.
One lies in the coﬁplexity of reading and reading instruction. Reading

educators believe'that»feading is not a one-dimensional skili that can be

"ﬁaught" with scribts;'vlnsteéd, reading involves a variety of cognitive pro-
cessés, abilities, skills, and affective conditions that lead to a variety of
"outcomes. Further, the students are themselves complex, rep;eéenting various
' knoﬁledge backgrounds, experiences, abilitiés, and gptitudes. When the com-
'plexity oflréading interacts with the complexity of students, a variety of
potential instructional al;ernatives'become possisle. Hence, reading edu-
cato:; view instruction as a continuous selection fromvahong alternatives.
The second explanation lies in the reading educator's belief that
teachers are professionals; not fechnicians. The tension tha; exists bgtween
+  these two kinds df‘behavlor; is illustrated 1n»Gage'; The Sciqntific Basis Of-
the Aft of TQQChinQ (1977). On the one hand, Gaée argues for professional
.behévio; when he writes that "no_ene can ever prescribe successfully all the
twigts and turns to be taken as the . . .~classroomiteacher J;es judgment,
Suddpn insight, sensitivi;y,.and agility to promote learning" (p. 15) and whén
he argues that teaching is an,ért that calls for intuition and improvisation
as well as "departures from . . . rules, formulaé, and algofithms;" However,
he glso suggests technical behavior by describing ;he’fegl role of the teachér
as "bringing the student into ._:_; interaction with the lnstructional materi-
als" and by claiming that materials, much more than teachers, are actﬁally
responsible for providing .content covérage.
Th1§ conflict between the teaéﬁer as technician or manager of the in-
structional gnvironment and the';eacher as a brofessional who thinks and makes
judgﬁentg is fundaﬁentallto understand1ng the position of reading educators.

While the technician uses the science of instruction in relatively inflexible

ways, the professional adapts.scientific knowledge tc meet the ‘shifting




demands of the 1nstructiona1 situation, Reading educators typically subscribe
‘to the latter and,'asls result, put a priority onm decision naking.

Howevery there.is 11ttie evidence that decision making is important for
teacher effectiveness, 1In reviews of teacher effectiveness research Brophy,
1979; Duffy, 1981} Meoley; 1979), there is little mention of decision mak{ng;'
Instead, the most heavily emphasized correlates of effectiveness are the
amount of allocated 1nstructional time; the amount of time in which students
are engaged on task, the degree to which the teacher maintains an academic
focus, the'closenesS'with which.the teacher monitors student response,'and the
" pace maintuined by the teacher to insure content coverage. In short, the
focus is on efficient instructional management, either‘in terms of éenerating
more instructional time or keeping pupils engaged.

Similarly, there is little evidence of decision making 1nvstndies of
classroom reading practices. For instance, Durkin's (1978-1979) now classic
study of cLassroom comprehension instruction portrayed teachers "assessing"
and "mentioningf comprehension, neither of which-suggests that teachers make
vdecisions or select from among alternatives. ‘Similarly, Duffy and McIntyre's
(1982) study of six primary grade teachers provided little evidence of in-
structional decision making. Instead, they report that the teachers "operated
‘within the guldelines of the basal text eno its affiliated workbook end,lin
effect, abdicated instructional dec{sion'mekiné to these materials" (p. 19).

in sum, while reading edncators believe in the importance of decision
making, it nas not yet been establishee as an important aspect of teacher
effectiveness, and studies of precticing classroom teacners indicate that even
effective teachers engage in little reflective decision making during reading
instruction. Despite this, researchers have recently learned some things

about how teachers decide what to do and what they think about during instruc-

tion.
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Research on Teacher Decision-Making4

A variety of both labératory (simulation) and- classroom-based studies
has been completed 50 learn more about how teachers think about what they do,
‘However, studying thié invisible world of thinking presents significant
methodological challenge;, Four basic approaches have been used: videotaping
followed by stimulated regall; think-aloud methods, policy-éapturipg tech;
niques, and ethnographic case studies.

Stimulated recall interviews are used most frequently, in this process-
tracing method, thebteacher views a videotape of him/hergelf plaﬁniné or
teaching a classroam lesson and is asked t§ stop the tape wLenever s/he
wishes to comment on or discuss thoughts>or decisions occurring at that par~
ticular momént in the lesson., The researcher may also question cr probe.for
thoughts and decisicas. |

The think-aloud method, another process-tracing apptoacﬁ, calls for a
teacher to talk into a tape recorder as s/he plans a lesson or makes other
preactivé decisions (e.g., forming reading groups, Sselecting appropriate
1angqage'arts activities, etc.)., This method may als§ be followed by a stimu-
1ated"recall 1ntefview as:described above. The think-aloud approach is most
appropriate in studies of preactive teacher thinking because verbalizing one's

thoughts during instruction interferes with the process of interactive teach-

1ng.‘

“Research on teacher decision making and cognitive processing is rela-
tively recent. 1In addition to the review provided here, the reader may also
. wish to consult articles by Borko, Cone, Russo, Atwood & Shavelson (1979), )
Brophy (1983), Clark & Yinger (1979), Shavelson (1976), and Shavelson & Stern
(1981), each of which provides a particular perspective for examining teacher
decision making._



In policy-éapturing studies, teachers are given hypothepical description;
of students énd/or situations and ;sked to report the judgments or dectsions
they make and the cuéé to which théy attend in making théi} Judgments. The
approach has béen used to study a variety of decision-making situations, from
manabement of student behavior to-content selection.

Finally, ethnographic case studies of individual teachers. have pro?ided
rich descriptions of teacher behavior which, in turn, lead to insights about
the hidden world of thinking and judgment that lies behind observable teach-
er behaviors, These insights provide new hypotheses about teacher thinking
during instruction.

Clearly, research on teacher thiﬁking.generally and on teacher decision
making in‘ particular is at an early stage. As such, the findings to date.are
constralggd by the limitations of the techniques used by résearchers. Despite
this, useful reséatchlhas been conducted. Typically, research has divided
teacher decision making into.temporal phases. The preactive phase includes
decisions made when planning and thinking prior to instruction. The inter~
active phase includes the decisions made during instruction. Completing the

cyclical procegs are decisions and reflections made in the postactive or

evaluative phase (Jackson, 1968).

Studies of Interactive Decision Making

Because teacher effectiveness tends to focus on what teachers are doing
when they are actually teachiné, we first consider studies of teacher thinking
during the interactive phase, Interactive thinking is particularly difficult
tdistudy because it occurs in the complex and busy environment of the class-
room where thoughts cannot be gxamined at leisure and where\the pace is often
frantic., Such a climate does not lend itself to reflective and analytic self-

congciousness, Despite this,'several studies have examined interactive in=~

structional decision making., Four representative ones are reviewed here.

-a .
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McNair & Joyce (1979) studied 10 teachers over a period of ome school

--.year as part of a larger project known as the South Bay Study. ﬁsing the

~ .

rtechnicih;e\ff stimulated recall, the researchers interviewed each teacher on

a

'sixfaifferent occasions, To learn more about the interaetive information-

processing strategies that teachers use when making\deci&ions during 1ns£fuc-
tion, the 1nvgstigétors established a,cléssification scheme for categorizing
concerns expressed by the té;chers, Five major categories emerged: pﬁpil,
lesson content, procedures,'t%me, and materials.‘ In the course of the 60
stimulated-recall 1hterv1ews, teachers mentioned a total §f'1,2é9 concerns,

O% these, 39% related to.the pupils (e.é., their attitudes, behavior, and
learning) and 322 were content-relaéed (e.g., facts and‘ideas, objectives, and
tasks). .Coqcerns about direction giving, mod1f1cat1oﬁ§rof the normal rou-
tines, and schedufing procedures accounted for 14% 6f the total; materials

accounted for 8%, and time concerns\(e.g.,.pacing) accdunted for 7%. 1In

general, McNair and Joyce noted that the teachers focuseq on task completion

rather than on thinking; and that there was little variation in'thinking among

the teachers studied.

Peterson and Clark (1978) reported siﬁilar findings in another
stimulated-recall study of teachers' interactive thinking. The major cue con-
sidered by teachers was student participation'aﬁd involvement with tasks,
Student attention took prio?ity over the quality4§f the discuesions. Of the
organizational,/cognitive, and affective objectives cited by teachers, the
mdst prevalent Lere organizational objectives that involved carrying out the
plan and in which decision.making focused on management. Peterson and Clark
concluded from their findings that teachers considered alternatives only.whenil

instruction was going poorly and that, even then, they rarely made a decision

to change the strategy.

14
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This fiﬁding about tﬁ;‘press for carrying out a predetermined plan was
further investigated by Morine-Dershimer (1979). She found that teachers have
a set of expectations about their planned lessons that rebrésents a comprehen-
sive mental image of lesson activiﬁieé and content., This mental image has a
potent influence on.teaching becéuse interactive decisions are apparently made

when the teacher observes discrepancies between the mental image of how the

-lesson ought to go and the reality of how it actually goes. Three decision

points wére 1dent1fied. The first occurred when there was little or no dis-
crepancy between the plan and reality, wﬁich allowed teachers to follow
eétabiished roﬁtines. The Secdnd occurred when minof discrepancies were ob-
served; teachers considered limited alternatives ana made minor decisions or
changes during instruction. The third type 1n§olved a critical discrepancy
between the teacher's mental image and the actual lesson. In these cases,
teacﬁers ﬁypica}ly considered £he 1nf;rm§tion available but then po:tponed
making any decision to change rathef than adapting instruction to meet these
unanticipaEed dis;répancies.

A fourth 1nvestigation examined how teachers \opecwith unpredictable
student béhaviors (referred to here as "critical moménts"). Shroyer;s (1981)
analysis of four mathematics teachers' stimulatel recall interviews revealed(t
three types of teacher resp8m§f to critical moments: alleviétion (any ;;£ion
that reduces the problem to a controllable level), exploitation (taking advan-

\ :
tage of a teacﬁable momeﬁt), and avo! ance, The most prevalent wes avoidanca
(or what Morine-Dershimer called postponcmeﬁt). This led Shroyer to the con-
clusion that teachers rely on routine behaviors in order to reduce the com-

plexity of the classroom, that the absence of interactive teacher decision

makihg is sometimes due to an inability to think of alternatives, and that the

primary causes of teacher difficulty in dealing with discrepancles between

1<



plan and reality were (1) their limited knowledge of the content {itself and

(2) their limited pedagogical repertoire or set of alternative strategies for

‘teaching the content.

'These studles of interactive decision making indicate a preoccupation by

teachers with activity flow and procedural concerns, which suggests technical,

rather than professional, teacher behavior. There :s a striking absence of

decisions aimed at promoting student understanding,

Studies of-Planning Decisions

Morine-Dershimer's concept of the teacher's "mental image" of a planned

lesson suggests that what is observed in the interactive stage of teaching is

influenced by what teachers think about in the preactive phase. Consequently,. -

We turn next to research on instructional planning,

Zahorik (1970). studied two groups of teachers to determine the effect of
plahning on actual instruction. One -group of teachers was given two weeks to

plan for a lesson and was provided with objectives and an cutline. of the con-

tent to be covered. The other group was asked to reserve an hour of classroom-

“time but was given no further details about what they would ﬁe asked to do

Kl

during thaﬁ‘time. "The teachers in both groups then taﬁght'a lesson, one group
having planned for the instruction and the other‘teachiqg gxtemporaneously.
The leséons were recorded, and Zahorik anal}zed thém for dtfferé;ces in sensi-
tivity of teaching behavior, whicﬁ he defined as "verbal acts of the teacher
that permit, éncou;age, and develop pupils' ideas, tﬁoughtg, ;nd actions."
Zahorik found that the &eaéhers who had not pfanned for instruction were more
sensitive to ahd ﬁade.more use of s;uden;s'_idggs‘qnd thouéhts than those who
had planned in advance. This suggests that the teachers who planned (and
presumably createé a mental-image of a 1e§son) maykhave peé@’less able to

- w.
' . i
. .

-
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attend to cues that arose during the interactive phase. 1In contrast, the.

teachers who taught spontaneously payed more attention to such cues and, as a

result, made more interactive decisions designed to encourage thoughts and

ideas.

Zahorik's findingg may Be explained by other studies of planning thét
suggest Eeachersf plang,foc;s on establishiﬁé émooth actiyity flow rather than
understanding. In oné 1aboratory study, for instance, Zahorik (1975) found

that, rather than considering objectives or purposes, 31% of the teacher-

participants decided on content activities first, while only 28% considered

objectives first. Pupil activities were a major consideration of 81Y% of the

; < :
teachers. Zahorik coﬁcluded that the specification of objactives is not a
focal point 1n'preactive decision making, ‘
Similarly, Peterson, Marx, and Clark (1978), in their studybof 12 junior

high school teachers, found that the teachers focused most often on content,

strategies, and activities during planning, with the least amo t‘oﬁ{j}mé'~

- spent on 1ns£ructional objectives. This pattern persists in other studies.

\ D

In fact, Taylor (1970) found that teachers determined purposes for lessons by

first selecting a particular activity and then deciding what the activity

could achieve instead of selecting particular objectives and then determining

activities. Again, the evidence poinfs to a preoccupation with activity flow

rather than attention to the promotion of student understanding.

Reading Research That Relates to Decision Making

‘Some of the recently conducted reading instructional research has direct
implications for teacher decision making. Three lines of research are of

particular interest,

“:‘f\
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- The firs;_f?cuges,on teacherldecisions about establishing reading groups
(Borkq & Niles, 1982; Borko, Shavelson, & Stern, 1981).. Such studies are of
the policy-capturing t&pe described earlier and, as such, are conducted in
isolation from real classrooms and the constraints present in the instruction-
al environment. While these‘studies provide a uséful féundation regarding the
thinking processes.teacﬁers aay they use in fdrming.gr;ups, it is unclear.
whether the findiﬁgs are accurate feflections of how such decisions are
aétually made (Duffy, 1982), . h .

Another line of research focuses on teécher inte;fuption sehavior during
children's reading and the way teachers respopd-to miscues (ALliﬁgton, in
press). Hoffman (1979) suggests that teacher feedback in response to reéding
miscues should be analyzed in three ways: (1) ;electivity, or what t; reSpond
to, (2) timing, and (3) the nature of- the prompt. He suggests that a teach-
er's.decision't§ intervene when a studenp is readiﬁg is basea oﬁ“tﬁe‘teachér's
théoretical orientation to reading (Hoffman & Kugle: i981). ‘For example, a
teacher with a stroug psychslinguistic orientation toitedding may be likely to
ignore miscues that do not distort the meaning of the text. Sucﬁ'decisioﬁs

¢

are thought to be independent of the basal- text manual and are presumably

aimed.at promoting ‘student 1ea%ning.y Similariy, the work of Harste and Bufke
£1977) is based on this hjposgfsis. However, researgh-desfgned to test this
- hypothesis has failed to demonstrate an ;bse;vable relationship between a.
teacher's theéretical orientation and his/her instfﬁctional decision making.
In fact, the Hoffman and Kugle correlations between beliefs and teacher-
student feedback were small, ranging from a high of .33.£o a 1o§ of'.Ol,.Qith
most values below .20. This Zoes little to support the contention that ;  :

> .

o

"strong relationship exists between teacher conception of subject matter and

© classroom’ingtruction. Duffy and Anderson (1982) found similar results. They
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set out to describe the relationships between a teacher's implicit reading
theory héld in the abétract and teachers' actual practice. After a three-year
study in which three sets of teachers were observed fér one yéar each, they
concluded that decisions are not influen;ed as much by thé teacher's'théory as
by the pressures of the instructional context. Specifically, the teachers
focused‘on maintaining a smooth activity flow, on following the séquence pre-
scribed in the basal textbook, and on providing "structure" for the low-group
students. These pressureSAtook pribrity in the teachers' miﬁds, and their
implicit theories came 1nt; play only after being filtered thrdﬁgh'these
priorities. The.only time they selected from among'alternatives was when
establishing organizational ptocedures early in the school year (such as when
forming reéding groups). Once instruction was initiated, all the teachers

seemed. to follow the conception embodied in the baSal text. The behavior of

. .the teachers was more technical than professional, end there was little

evidence of reflecéive decision making.
The th;rd line of réading resea;ch examines teacher use of basal materi-_ .
als énd(has strong 1mp11cations for the study of decisionymaking. Most es-
timates 1nd1ca£§.that 85-90% of Ameri?an teachers folléw one or another basal
téxtbook, and that in many cases the basal is mandated rather than selected by
individual teachers.éhThié itself places a severe restriction on instructional
81Qe£na€ives. In éddition, Durkin's (198i) report that teachers' guides
emphasize practice activities rather than instruction suggests a furthef re-
striction on the number of alternatives availab}e. Shaﬁnon's (1981) study of
why teachers so confidently use basal texts also has 1mplications for decis}on
making. He found that ail 26 teachers he studied believed that the "commer- .
cial maéer%als suppliéd thébcontinpity, the instruct;on and the assegsment ,'

e _
mefhgd§ffor§%Heir reading instruction (p. 27)." 1In Shannon's terms, teachers -

Ly
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"reify" the basal text. 1In so doing, they apparently rationalize their lack
of instructional decision making and assign this function to the developers

of commercial text materials,

Summarizing the Decision-Making Research

The findings from studieé of teacher decision makiné_do not support the
assumption that there is a direct relationship between teacher decision making
and teacher eéfectiveness; While it is'intuitively.sensi§le'that such a rela-
tioﬁship ought to exist, there is 1itt1; evidence that it does. Instead, the
data suggest_that teachers do not rely upqn.rational models to‘make deci.sions
about developing student uqderstanding but, instead, focus on procedural con~
cergs 1egarding classroom organization and management. This apparently hap-
pens because of .the préss of environmental conditions that encourage teachers
to follow ;he preécripglons_of the instructional materials 16 a technical,
rather than érofessional maﬁner and .to be.suppliers of activitieé and man-
agers of the environment rathgr than .explainers who develop insights and

understanding. These findings are of particulér:concern to reading educators,

who believe that a hallmark of the effective teacher is decision making

regarding matters of reading content, interpretation of content, and selection

of iﬁstructional strategies, decisions that are conspicﬁoﬁs by their absence
in the reséarch. In fa;t{ based on dété collectéd to date, oﬁe must concludéﬁ
that effective teachers are effective because they generate a great deal of
time on task throuéh the use of effective management techniqués, not becaﬁse

they select from among alternatives-using a decision-making model,

Discussion

The question that now needs to be answered is "Why do the data indicate

that classroom reading teachers make few instructional decisions?" We believe

-

17

13

{7



of such knowledge use in actual practice.

’

that effective teachers do make decisions, but researchers don't find evidence
of them because they generally lack knowledge about what they are looking for
and how to find it. Researchers may not '‘yet be methodologically sephisticated
enough to uncover all facets of teacher decision making. Given this condi-
tioe, cesearchers cannot assume that decision making does not exist simply
because they have not yet found it. Three illustrations of the lack of
sophisticatien in the area of reeearch on teacher decision making follow. -
‘First, researchers may have made erroneous assemptigns abeut how teachers
make use of knowledge. A new literature on knowledgeuse\1n teaching suggests
a eontradiction between the reality of classroom life and\yhe conventional
view that formal knowledge provides a rational basis for conducting practice.
Consider the following examples. First, Schen (1983) states that an?
emphasis on solving classroon problems by rationally applying ielevant knowl-
edge disregards the prior importance of problem Setting:-that is, first making
sense of the uncertainty, complexity, and peremeters of - the. problem before
seeking its solution. Similarly, Cazden (L976) found_during a one-year returﬁ
to classroom:teaeging that there were uﬁexpected and e;gnificant proelems in
tryiné to think‘"ebstractly in the face of all that concrete reality." Final-
ly, Lampert (1982) points out that meny’si;uations in actual teaching repre?
sent not problems that can be solved bur dilemmas having no solution, and
that rather than solving problems as is assumed in the decisien-making

research, teachers may instead learn to cope with dilemmas. All three

examples suggest a conceptual and practical gap between what researchers and

teacher educators believe the role of formal knowledge to be and the patterns

" If such a gap exists, then the rational application model of knowledge

use many prove to be an idealized and 1neppropri§£e one (Jackson, 1971;

Lortie, 1975).thet @isleeds teachers rather than‘helping them.' For instance,
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if Feachers are trained in the rational model and then find that {t does pot
work in reality, they may reject formal knowledge as impractical and resort to
trial and error, routinized behavior, or other strat?gies for making deci-
sions, ‘Weihope‘some may develop views of formal knowledge that are more Lelp-
ful 1ﬁ teaching and in.thinking about classrooms. If this-is so, research may
not be finding much decision making because the assumptions about how teachers
usé‘knowledge have been conceptualized and examined from a rationalistic per-
spective that does not match the reality of classroom life.

Second, researchers' examination of iwstructional decision making may not
reflect the compiexity of instruction itself and, as.;uch, may ﬁot.capture the
‘kinds of decisions tea;hers make during instruction. For instance, it may be
thét researchers find decisions to be limited to procedural concerns because
they ‘do not knowfwhat other kinds of instructional decisions to look for.

; They,would begin to see a broader raﬁge of possible decisions 1f‘€hey thought
in terms of tw§ kinds of instructional concerns: procedural and substantive
(see Fenstermachér, 1§80 and Fisher, Berliner{ Filby, Mérliave, Cahen, Dishaw,
& Moore, 1978 for discussion of'this distinction). Précedunal decisione are

’ ) : .
those that h;ve dominated the research to date and afe.primarily concerngd.
with maintaining.the activity flow thropgh manage@ent qf student behavior,
time allocations, procedu;gs (e.g., directions), instructional pace, quanti?
tgfive'moniﬁoring of student responses and cphpletion of tasks. Substantive
decisions, 1ﬁ.contrast; are those decisions designed to promété st;dent uuder-
standing of the content and the processes 1nvdlved:1ﬁ reading, and 1nc1pde
decisions about wﬁét to teach, 1n£erprethtion of the content, exploitation of
criﬁital moments, qualitative rest;ugfuring of student responses, gelection.of

.

. alternative explanations or strategies, and affective reéponses to student.

s
P

interaction with content.
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Such substantive decisions can be further divided Into content- related

decisions and decisions about pedagogical maneuvering. Content decisions are
usually made in the preactive stage and focus on what to teach, the outcomes
to emphasize, the materials to be used, the examples and non-examples which
will serve as illustrstions, and the demonstration or model to be provided.
Pedagogical maneuvering decisions also focus on gubstantive 1ssues;wbut they
ﬁend to occur during instruction when sfudent responses indicate that things
are not going according to plan and alternatives must be selected spontane-
ously. They include the selectioﬁ of alternative ways to modg%, alternative
illustretive highlighting, redirecting student's responses-to a task, and
terminating or contiﬁuing'instruction for gr§ups”6r parts of groups. Deci-
sionsg abouf such substantive issues are seidom reported in the research. This
may be because 1nstructionbitseL£_has been impreacisely defined, leading to
unfocused observation of instructional decision making. |

Thlrd, it may be that researchers have not found teachers making instruc-

-tional decisions because  they do not understand how teachers make sense of

thelr workplace. Recent research on teachers and their work has emphasized

the difficulty of working in classrooms (Shulméﬁ, 1981), Students are taught

in groups of 25 or 30, there are subtleties of social interaction to be nego-

tiated and dealt with, and there are educational mandates to follow. Hence,
the typical classroom teacher must keep large numbers.of students éngaged for
five hours or more in ways that the principal and parents perceive as

appropriate going-to-school behavior, muSt.povgr’the mandated basai text, and

must prepare children to do well on a-phrticular standardized test of reading

. achievement, Further, there are very fea1 limits to the range qf decisions

teachers can make in this Eontext._ For-instance, while reading educators -

often assume that teachers can choose the approach and materials to be used,
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In reality such choices are seldom available, Téachers must use the mandnted
basal textbook and, if o;her‘alternatlves (such a; language experience) are to
be used at all, they must be camouflaged to lock like the "regular" program,
vBecause.of these and éther cgns;raints, it is not surprising that teachers
make few substaﬁtive instructional decisions. 1Instead, they strive to
simplify a compléxvinstructional envir§nment and, when viewed from this per-
_spective, their behavior is adaptive and sensible. ‘The decisions they make
under such coniitions are those that the research indicates they are making:
prdcedural decisions about which basal-text reading group to assign chiidreﬁ
to; how to involve pupils in tasks; how to insure that their mental image of
activity flow is reaii;ed; and, in response to reading miscues, hew to expe-
dite the smooth flow of instructional turn taking in the group., It may be
that ‘the decision-making reséarch has not Beenlbaéed on an accurate under-
sﬁanding about whét decisions teachers can reasonably make {n classrooms and,

~as a result, has not produced accurate findings. -

Conclusions and Future Directiéns
Certainly, the results from research on instructional decision making
have been ‘disappointing, particularly regarding the failure to establish a

\\\; direct 11nk between teacher decision making and reading tegcher effectiveness,

“

. . : ) . :
“~However, the absence of such findings does not mean that decision making is

 nQn-éxiiifnt'or that, if researchers knew enough about it, teachers could not
be made more effective by becoming better decision-makers. Indeed, we believe

‘that the most effective teachers are those who plan and who use the multitude

of cues and insights™occurring during interactive teaching to make dgcisioné

during instruction about how to make sense of the reading process.




Establishing a relationship butwoenvauch decision making and effective reading
instruction is a next step In the study of reading teaclier eoffectiveness. |

In taking this step, two premises must guide the research effort. First,
instructional decision making.must be viewed through the lens of classroon
realities and constrainfs and from the perspective of how teachers use knowl-
edge, Second, researchers must intentionally begin looking more closely at -
the nature of instruction and the instructional decisions tﬁnt go beyond pro-
cedural concerns. Specifically, they must examine how teachers decide to
maximize students' understanding of the content and processes involved. If
these two conditions are an integral part of the conceptualization and design
of décision-making research, researchers will soon be able to describe in-

structional decision making more fully and to substantiate the relationship

that exists between such decision making and reading teacher effectiveness.
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