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This paper reports the case study -of a Ciﬁééi"o’b’iﬂ teacher oho made
Q;Sféﬁiﬁié and couscicus preactive and ini:eraci:ivé decisions: Four ciixééi:ic}‘fxs
gulded the research: The primary question was “Does a teacher use a system-
‘éﬁia\aééiéiaa'aaaéi?"_ The three secondary guéétiaﬁs were (1} does this teach-
er make preactive and interactive decisionms; (2) what governs this teacher's .

:dé'ciiiéiié;_éiid' (3) what 1s the interaction betweén this Eéaa@fé)iaaagiaa )
making and the meed to maintaln activity flow? It was found that (1) the.
tééthét'uééd a .81x-phuse decision model iﬁtégtAtiﬁg preactive and iﬁééfééti&é
decisions, {2) a set of comsciou: assumptions governed her decfsions, é35 )
smooth activity flow was essential for her success, and (4) she taught the
pupils to be responsible for .thelr own benavior. ' 7
_ - * ;'
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’ iy S
. . ] 7
. : )
: . -
. , : ;
. . . N :
. i
-



ONE EXCEPTiONKL TEACHER' S SYST EHATIC DECIS ION-MAKING MODELL L

Joyce G. Putnam?

That teachers should make aystematic preactive and futeractive decisions

;555 16ﬁ§‘Bééﬁ'§ﬁ iééﬁﬁﬁﬁiBﬁ ﬁéla Sy édﬁbitBtE.: However, findings from recent

tesearch i the areas of teacher effectiveness, teachers' plann‘ng, tedchers'
decialons, teachers' conceptions of ‘readind, and classroom redding practices '
. . . . r -
have caused educators to reconsider whether teachers can make aﬁa cbnsisééﬁtiy

. . f—

Researchers. have Found that teachers do not make decistons based on the

use of a_theﬁtetiéal planning model that gtoceegs f;om selection of objectives

t6 imstructional ﬁctiviﬁiés Eé ei&iuéiiéﬁ (ﬁaéﬁféﬁébﬁ{ 1980; Clark & Yinger,
: 5 . )
.. 1980; Putnam, 19€2). During ytanntng, teachers seem tc focus om activity:

selection (Hceutcheon, 1980 Clark & Yinger, 1979) and on what 18 to be

covéred 'tn a generat sense (Horine-Dershimer, 1979). In some cases (Kyle,

While evidence indicates that some teachers make data-based decisions iu -
preactive planning, there is little evidence that they iuse the data base for

Department of Teacber_Education at MSU. . *

\
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‘cepttous of reading,. but these concepttons do not significantly influence

actual iﬁtétactivé .decision ﬁikiﬁg 14 ‘the classtvom (Duffy, 1980): In a

large scale, naturalistic study, Duff) Eﬁd Anderson (1982) trted to determine

' whethe; te%chet conceptions of ;eading are the foundatfon upon which teachers

base iﬁstfuéﬁiéﬁni;décisié?ﬁ about classroom reading instruction: _They

studied the Ee&&iﬁg-ééﬁceptiéﬁs of 23 elemenitary teachers over three years and’

o : o ‘
found that ' ctasaroom teachers Ei§ possess abstract theoretically-based con-
y ;

';heir teaching of. reading' (p: tésa Duffy and Anderson noted that while

ﬁ%ﬁéﬁéfi do not:reject theories of Eéi&iﬁé; Eﬁéif‘ééﬁééﬁtiéﬁi;éf reading are

-Eéaiiiéﬂ by classroom conditions more immediately crucial to them. Apparent-

ly; even the best laid teaching plan is usually distorted or dropped during

iﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁtitiéﬁ; ‘This seems to be based on teachers' pétcéptiaﬁs thatrchey’

react to class;oom eyents rather than control them by making data-based, in-
‘
teractive decisions. ) ‘ ..

.
-

If educators are to determine whether effective teachers do make consis-

‘tenit and systematic data-based decisions, they need descriptions of effective

iiﬁg oiie teacher's decisions and her decision model:

Kl

teachers' decision models and decisions. Consequently, I focused on describ-

Ms. Forero3 yas selected for study for four reasons: First, she had been
\
.

observed making what were thought to be data based interactive and preacttve

décisiéﬁﬁ for seven years;a aithbﬁgh;thts had not been asystematically

Vs

3forét6 is a pscudonym: ay S .

) aFnrero had been obse:ved because she was a cooperating teacher ia an MSU

teacher education program. She had also acted as consultant to MSU research-

graduate teacher education prograns.

' ers and teacher educators who were developing research projects and under-

-



her instruction emphasized basic skills, socials taapaﬁaiSiiicy, and iﬁdiviau:
\&
ality. Finally; her»ﬁeaching resultad 1n ebove average pupil °a£§s in reading

75 and 1.9 years in 1975-76); which.aubstnntiitéd her effectiveness as'a
~‘ -

A

teacher.
This atudy focused on one major question: Does a BimpAE teacher ‘use a
sy9teﬁ§tic déciiidninéking model? I posed three further questions. ’

l. Does this téacher make preactive and 1nteract1ve decisions?

<

2. What governs this teacher's decisions?
! .. .

ER ﬁh&t 1s the interaction between this teacher's deciston waking and °

S | ) . ; < . ,

fhé classroom chosen for this study was located in a rural, midwestern

cousotidated school district, The d;g;tict covers 154 édnéié'EKIES and in-
ctudes four counties, eight téinshiﬁg, §nd three tntéi 91ii§g65;i The district
serves a diverse but predcminantly low Q;ciaecaﬁaﬁic status population. The °
disfrict's studenc entollment wias 2,004; approximately 8% of the studeat
‘population was of Hispanic originm: Due to the physical size of the district,
most students came by bus, some from as far as 75 miles away.

Forero's class occupied onme of three portabie classrooms next to q K-6

’

grade schosl. The stydents, 25 first &nd aecond graggrsr all met Title 1
criteria. The class met four haif days (nornings), beginning on Septeiher

24th, and disbanded in March due to the teacher tiking a parenting leave of

. e »

absence.
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~~" Data ﬁm&m

Because I wanted to learn about the teache:'s decisions at i the dynamics

of the classroon, I used ethnographic study techalques. Erickson (IS793 hag.

T

asserted that such techniques

describe key 1ﬁ§§a§§§§'iéWfﬁﬁéﬁiéﬁiiiiftéiéﬁﬂﬁt desctiptive terms
: and place them in some relation to a wider social context; using the

key incidents as a concrete instanice of the working of abstract
principles of social orgamization. (p. 6I) :

>

_ L o S ] -8 ' o
The ptﬁtédﬁrééiiﬁéiﬁdéd classroom participant observations, debriefing

and verification sessions, luterviews, and document collection. I collected

/ - -
data during the entire academ1;>§ief},fromSepteﬁbe: tc March.

L - I s o
the first. three weeks of the academic school year because, according to
~ * . - . . .
:'?vettédﬁ.éﬁd Anderson (1978), classroom experiences at the beginning of the®

year strongly influence what transpires thereafter: I made the observations

ox 12'of the first 17 school dayd, including the first day; and 3 of the next

10 school days. Then, betiween ﬁ6ﬁgﬁﬁét and" Harch; I observed on 9 more school

days: One observation occurred in November and two observatioms per month
were completed in December, January, Fébruary, and March. A total »f 24 four--

hour classroom obsdrvations were gondicted for a total of 96 hours of obser-

vations.
Observations began at §:00 a.m., otie hour befire .he foraal starting time

of 5chodl: (9:00 asm:) and continued umtil approximately 45 minutes after the
formal ending (11:45 a:m:) of the class. Observations were recorded through

the use of fleld notes, photographs, and audio tapes. : 3

Debriefing/veriffcation sessions. The verification and debriefing

- sesaions preceded and/or followed the classroom observation sessions. Thesé.

- G | ; _
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from my field notes. ~Tieﬁty-foar debriefing sessions were held, one for éach

classroom observation:

Iﬁtét?fﬁi;ééﬁéiéﬁé. Three typer of interviews occurred. The first ia-

and prcliminary data analyses. These 1ntervtewl~averaged two houts (ranging

zo plan a third/fourth-grade unmit of iﬁéttﬁctiéﬁ 80 that s/he could "teach"

ike Forero. This p:ocedure clarified Forero's decisions about content ang

-

pros&ss.\ Récurriﬂ! simulation intervieg questiona were as Iqllowsf

(

\\\ - 1. what guidelinea uduld you give a teacher to help her/him select

2. What questions would you ask the teacher?
3. What information do you need from th= teacher?

5. Hew would you show the teacner. . W

6. What examples? l

The third type cf interview took place im the spring and consisted 6f
Foréro and U coliaborating on anm articte for publization: . Together we de-
sc-ibed how she integrated subject matter im her teaching. Collaborating on

an article created the opportunfty to collact data xbbuc her pcrception of
tmportant é}éﬁéﬁté of the decision-making Eé&éi and the accuracy of the

déciéibﬁ:ﬁikiﬁg modei I deduced she used {see nmext zection for details), and

- .

1o
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served as the final data collectlon and verification of the eritical elements

of her decision-making wodel,

-
3t

n. Raterials used to verify obsarvations and-interview dats
were collectsd frou Foretro, students, school adminiatrators; and aildes: Thase
included students’ work, maps of spatial and temporal relationships in the

Data Analysis

With the data; I intented to cveaté a model of decision making. After

analyzing, categorizing, ordering, and verifying data, three models emerged,
. .
each succeeding model Verifying elements of tha previous one until a final

foirth model verffied sll elsments. Tlie analysis procesded as Follows.

’

notes fiai classroom-observation tape transcripts (on Type 1 interviews,

. classroom observarion notes; and .zacher planning documents) about the typa of
teacher decisions that were made: I subdivided the decisions {nto preactive
or interactive. Then I identified thoss decisionms involving instructional

content and management. At this point I diagrammed a decision-making model.

. With this first model in mind I interviewed Ferero to ascertain the accuracy

of ita represeation of her perceptions about her decision making.

Next, I identified the interview data that explained her planning of the
" foitfal wnit of {nstruction iﬁa‘iﬁiﬁéiiié& ft with the decisfons identified ia
. the firat model I aavaiaﬁaa. 1 presented her with a second model of instruc-
tional deciaion making for verificztion of aeaﬁiaay;

Then I acalyzed her éeaasa;a; new sets of clasaroom observation data; and
the interview data From the simulation. I classified the typeas of decisions

>

[N



- sessions, and the final copy of our article to identify the documented deci-

she made as preactive or iﬁ;ifiétiié and developed a third model:. I asked.
‘ / . .

Forero for her feedback and noted parts of the model she conaidered unclear ot

inaccurate. Then I set this wmodel aside. o

I analyzed the fleld notas, tape transcriptions of our article-writing

> -

sions. The framework for analysis included information from two.places. The
. ;5 s

first wa: the declsion model developed to date. The aecond was based on 4

Iiat of ftems that the journal editor to whom we submitted the article re-

quested be played down, excluded, or focused on. Based on thls analysis, the

A‘primary feature of Forerd's decision making is that she made decisions -
concerning long-term outcomes. Then she used the long-term outcomes (e.g:,

goals andgobjectives for pupils to master by the end of the year, how pupils

riculum (unit planning) and management (routines/procedures) decisions: She

also used the results of the long-tarm decisions as a basis for interactive

decisions. . e o

the year was gulded by her long-term intended outcomes.' Thus, Fordro's -

- - - - - - b ' \ : — T S S °
initial decisions (see Figure l; Phase la and 2a) provided the basis or guide-

s

lines for all other decisions. She viewed herself as gaai'éiiagtéa and illus--

trated this by saying she frequently asked herself,"Whit are you trying ‘to~

get dotie?” She was systematic in her decision making. The. model she used ia.
- \I - ;

described mext.

.»
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The decision-making model Forerc used has six identifiable phases, which

follow in sequential order:

[

Phase 2.  Preactive decision making

Phase 3. a. Data collection o
b. Interactive decision making N,

Phase 4. a. Reflective thinking and synthesis _
b:. Preactive decision makiag . . o
] .

Phiase 5: Interactive decision making

I o ~ - ot oL - S ol
Phase 6. Data collection-and verification of student aclievemeiit -
s .
The system for Forero's decision making, in its simplest form, conmsisted
4 of data collection; data synthesis, and data-based decision making. Data col-

lection included taking in mew information and recalling data previously col-
lected. In data synthesis; she jintegrated new aud oid data Eﬂé&;ﬁﬁgfbﬁéd thenm

down to a usable size and form. Lecision making proceeded from the synthesis.

During planning and teaching; Forero collected more data with which to

make decisions. ;Through the synthesis ﬁtaéééétégé“Biééﬁiiéa and reduced the
dats. Odce wis data wers collscted nd srganlzed, she @ads decisiens: - This
set of processes operated 1n a systematic fashion (see Figure 1). Her

decision-making model required integration of both her plamning and teaching

behavior.

Before the year's school session had begun, shé used the first tuo phases
‘of the model to formulate the goals and objectives for which she would hold

the pupils accountable. After making ‘the imitial deciaions about these objec-

tives; the six-phase model was cycled as €ach new it of iﬁittﬁbtion:gaa de-
VEiﬁpéd;‘iﬁpiﬁﬁéﬁ;éd; and completed. :

The key characteristics of her aétiéiﬁﬁ;ﬁikiﬁg model are its interactive
ﬁﬁfufé.iﬁd the content of her inf®mation processing. A brief description of
esch of the model's phases wil] help to illustrate this.

. BT é/-f




A

Phase la: Data collection and use |,
fot initial, long-term decisions )
N s -
— _ = <
Phase 2a: Preactive decisions_ :
What are the goals and objectives H%:::::‘
for the year? - ’ i
Phase lb: Data collection | - Knowledge and Phacge 6: Data
and synthegia + assumptions. . Egi?gggion &I
- Teacher (self) TE;-m nggggcqgion
Studenty records Student evaluation
. Eavironment Student data
Communi ty -
_ Curriculum - }h
Phase 2b: Preactive decision .
making - ’
th;i?gtt be the pétentisl
first unit of instruction? N
Phase 3: Data cottectiaﬁ (a) Phase 4: Reflective Phase 5: Interac-

"~ and interactive decision

making (b) obaerving,

questioning, probing to T\

assess students

First concrete learning .

activity for the year .

Teacher and pupils A
collaboratively planning

§s

Figire 1.

L 3

Ms.

14

thinking and
synthesis (a), and
preactive decision
making (b)

tive decision
making
1. Qutcome objec~
tives .for
tudividual
studen ts

2. Management and
organization ©

3. Responses to
critical events

Pupti: and t&ucher

purtictpating in

study eptuode

Forero's decision model.

r
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B L o _ o _ _ /
Bhage 1. Data Collection and Synthesis /,'/

v

During the first phase Forerc reflected on data she already possessed
] ] o 7’./7 ) o o -"7 ;

(eigi,~what information the text contained, what specific objectives she
) . ; e ) - 3

thought third graders ghould achieve in reading) and gathered new data (e.g.,
L reading the cumulative recording forms, taliing with teachers who had taught’

her students the previous year; and looking at scheduleas of school events).

She organized her knowledge into six categories: )
. > . : ;

2. assumptions based on kmowiedge and experience (transfer of kmowledge/

3. ° students' previous experience @and records {teacher talk, persomal
cumulative record source); -

4. environment in classroom and school (how to use it to enhance
& learning); ; :
' -

5. curriculum (iéidéiiiié; personal;' and social responsibility outcomes,
topics); and —

Phase 2. Preactive Decision Making

During the second phase Forero made preactive decisions based on syn-
thesis of the data collected during Phase 1. She made preactive decisions
when planning or implementifig & uuit of iﬁé?tﬁtéiﬁﬁ and when she was alone and

. had the time to t’ef(iea:t and synthesize.

The first preactive decision she made was to use throudghout the year an

fnteractive instructional style (one in which ﬁ'ipi‘ii verbally interact with )
\s the teacher, and the teacher modifies his/her speech and actions based on what 7
s/he obsarves) when working with childrem: It required that she first estab- "
tish an environment that minimized her role in mamaging pupil behavior so that

she could attend to the instructiomal interactioms:

r

b
0
A
>
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Otice she had decided on an interactive instructional style, Forero made

AR -

&

sequence of decisions that resulted in the idéntiffcation of long-term goals
. ) .

and objectives in.three areas (pupll dutcomes, enviropment, and curriculum).

This sequence of §té§t§i9€ decisions 4ncluded the three %ﬁjat areas of con-

sideration as viewed B; Forero: A % .

1. Pupli outtomes: academic and soclal

2, Environmental management: pupil and inmstruction -
. 7

3. Curriculum: content and process 7
Forero determined potential pupil outcomes based on what she thought a -
5 -

first-grade pupil should know and be able to do (goals and objectives) at the

end of the year. During the year of this research study she had both first

’ levels: She determined individual objectives based on both the goals for the

year and her specific assessmeggméf_é_iiVéELéﬁéﬁE%A .

- She organized environmental management deéisions around the concept of a
. C . ,
. [ L G B e gLl - ____
+ learning cgmmuhity. Thus; she mgde:preactive decisions about management and

work, (2) cooperation, (3) use of routines and procedures that released the
;tésbﬁét for more instructional time, (4) use of community members in the
classroom, and (5) use of the cut=of-school communi ty. ’
| Foxero viewed-curriculum decisions as having to do with content and pro-
é;;s} Her first decisions aboutstopics ﬁeté;aiﬁiyé tentative, - She Eiii?é.”

interacted With'pupiiﬁ before finalizing her unit decisions. In this sequence

of preactive decisions, the major curriculum decisivn was to choose a problem-
e v

solving activity that would allow her to assess pupil behavior and achievement
directly related to Eﬁérobjeétivéz she had identified for pupils to master
= over a period of six or seven weeks:




L 4l
¢
ad
IS

N : L 12
" Take, for 'example, the topic of apples for the first curriculum unit of

- -

the fear. It'was one for, which Forero knew the content, had peraomal experi=
enice with it, liked Lt, kuew that her students had -had some experfence with

.4it, and knew that.it offered many opportunities for a variety of omtedt

knowledge and hatids on experiences and that it provided cooperative working
. = o K NSy ot o ~
‘ -experiences. The decisions she made about the selectlon of the firat unit of -

study were based ou the above criteria. Her rationale was that topics that
- 3

met these criter.a aiidéeq her to take in and process iaformation about het

4

pupils during instruction rather than Epéﬁaiﬁh‘ﬁ lot of interactive teaching
time processing content informationm. * ’\iw
.Once she identified a unit of instruction to develép with her pupils, she-

. v o___ __ 7777777'77777 e
perience story) tﬁat allowed her to collect specific data about the pupils'

skills and allowed her and the pupils to EBIIEB&EE‘E}.?EI} -plan the unit of
. .- N \
study: The activity was planned to involve whole-class discussion and deci-

had (1)
4(

identifiad a system for classroon management, (2) ldentified an area of Jtudy,
(3) synthesized related knowledge, (4) listed pupil 6&t€§?éﬂ, (5) listed pos-
N . Lo B .
. ol . oo S o J!,, . . B
- sible activities, and (6) identified §6téﬁt1§§;té¢6tdiﬁg systems. She kept

thése decislons tentative until the activity (making applesauce gnd writing an
. :

experience story) was fiﬁishéd; A

. M o ! - - o - - T . . . - K Do -
“In the thixd phase, Forero implemented the activity and observed her
pla-

{

students-during it: She.plained for data collection and collaborative

™

L

Fﬂ\
\2.'
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i-hours. of elass time and ran from tw,,to four days. SEE collected data

'

5

c0ncerntng thé pupxts school behavior and academic performance, which she

) . i ]
would use in dectdiig ihtéh objectives and tasks o assign to which §u§g1§.
The first sequencké of intaractive decisionazfzhoee related to the activ-

ity sessions (&ﬁﬁiéééﬁ&é making), are chatracterized by the iiatiutre of the as-

_ L _ . I 4 _ . _ o
sessment task or the "teacher as learnmer" §ét§petti?e; Wheti Foréro and her
ﬁﬁﬁilq met to dpllaborattvety ptan and/or decide something, her purpose was to
communicate her thoaghts and feettugs nnd to Uﬁderstand or learn whet the

bﬁbils thoughts and feelings were; Thus; these interective.deéiﬁiﬁﬁé were

made primarily about selecting parttcular probtng questtons and pupil tasks in

interests. - s
- - ‘
In practice, tﬁéfséquéﬁcé 1ﬁ9619&3 Forero aééiaiﬁg (éaaééiaés preactive-

‘three teacher prébes and tpé pﬁpil' 8 responses end a closure statement.
; .Generally, she started by askiﬁgit;a pipils to éaﬁaﬁattité something (e.g;;
xead this, show me, tell me). .Eiéeﬁ on the pupﬁié; reaponses she then asked
‘jiobtng questions. For example, ghe wodid say,'“ﬁéﬁéﬁsét iﬁ§ﬁ7i6ﬁ showed me
‘ﬁEB te figure out words in that family, how aid you 45 it? .ﬁiii,that work -
here? Show me how." ) | |
: After listening to the pﬁpiiﬁi'rEEpdﬁﬁes, she brought closur; to
the iﬁéé?iéEiSﬁi in one of two ways. She asked pﬁp@lé to tell what they
. . 4 < .
" needed to do or she told thems §3¥ ‘example, she f;iﬂ;iﬁ a pupil, “Ehz; does

it look like you need to work om next?" When éﬁériﬁﬁﬁitiiéa she said, "You

need to work on ‘auch and 0" next, Listen for the assignment related to

this, that is the one you will be WOrktng on. | 5
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Interactive decisions made during Phase 3 were primatfly concerned wizh

pupit ussesam!nf;chThis invoived deciding how to alicit more information from
. -

“

verbal SEifié; good rECEii; etc.) which appeared to be ééiéiaﬁiﬁg. At this

.Phase 4. Reflective Thi

pupils performance; éiﬁériéiéé;,iﬁé interest iﬁ the proposed unit of .study

with the academic; personal; an social resjonsibility outcomes for §ﬁ§iis
S - - ' ra : =
(identified in Phase 1). . - 1 . o

\

< R o i L
Sire processed the-.abcve data in order to make and record a set of preac~-
. S : . e )
tive decicsioans. ,Thééé decisions answered the following questions:

l. Are there enough pupil. interedt and iigggges to. previous‘

experiences to warrant pursuing’ this topic?

L.

- 2. Wiii multiple activities for one individual or snatt groups be

provided, or will everyome essentiaily do the same things?

~—

3. I1a what caﬁtéﬁt activities will each child participate?
) 4, How will we proceed from here? 5
By the end of Phase 4, she had either a plan f&r working with the class

durtug Phase 5 or for starting a new éiiéiiment activity. If the answer to
y .
the first question concerning pupii interest and 1inkages gii no; she'selected
a new topic and ;epexted Phases 2 aﬁd 3. ?héﬁ the answer to tﬁi firat ques-
tion wag}yes;.she decided t;c answers to £ﬁ§;§?§£ of iﬁé Qﬁiitidﬁif Tﬁﬁi; the -
ugxt time Forero and hei pupiis met; she was zé&ég to begin Phass 5. -

The second iéiﬁéﬁée of preactive decisione ccarréd ifter tﬁhAiﬁﬁiiﬁéﬁti:

@;

3

\
R ey
)
<
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studies concepts or other skitts could be taught)

pipils: Theser preactive deC@éi6ﬁé were concerned with unit content and
activities; fhé teacher deeided at thia time whether the students' Iife ex-
periéncea provtded encugh ties to the topic (applea) to make the unit poten-

tialf’ aucceaafut. At thia time she also dftermined if there was sufftctent

interest exhib’ ted by studenta to pursie the particular area of study (i:e:,

.

were they inteceatedpin appic related things from aﬁicn aclence and;social

The next preactive decision’in this sequence was whether the puplla would

ﬁé?e the option to choose among acttvities or would work as an ent;re class on

a siﬁgie éeti?ity. Having made these dectsiona Forero atarted;her unit of

, . . L'}

In summary, F6tet3;§ preactive decisions in Phaae 4 were baséd on (1) her
¥ preact

up-tﬁ-déte data bank on gach child; (25 the group. as au entity 1a itself; (55

fanticipated academic, personal, and social outcomes; (4) her philosophy about

the type of clasaroom she wanted to operate; and (5) the knowledge and akilla
she comsciously ‘held:

%

in Phase 5 the seahence of interactive decisiona included those made dur-

ing an actual umit study and were not pupil—aasea ment oriented like the first

type in Phase 3. This éééc}{x& sequence of interactive ’&éi:ié;iéiﬁé involved de-
> . ' .
cisiona about four major topics: '
1. Instruction--What do I say or do to provide instrictisn about a
‘particular concept/skttt/fzct with a patticular zhild?’

2. Outcomea--If neceaaary, what changes in the objectivea for
which a given pupil is" betug held acc°untab1e will I suggest
and/or agree to?l : .

1y

3. Activicies--So that pu

reorganize an activit

;s wiil be: suécessfulr how must X

or change activities?

A - )

e |



4, Pﬁpil beha?Tqu-Uhat must I do_so that this individual gets
in control of his/her behavior?

Buriﬁg whole-class instruction, Forero monitored the task accompiishment

of §tud£ﬁt§§ Paricdically, she said to a slower working pipii, "Fluish the

task." She and ih; class would move oi; After & task or two, she walked to
the pupil's desk and said, "Go to §£gé\ii and look at the board fﬁfﬁéiﬁﬁpiéé
and listen to me for directions.” )

- e

singie acttvtt} In fact*’ﬁowevef, one or two individual assigndents ‘and two <

arger group assiguments were being gi%?ﬁ and monitored: The iﬁEéE&&Eiié-&é—

{sions related to the pacing for individualizing during whole-class tnstruc-

tion were based on the data the teacher had aynthestzed about individual

pupils. ¢
- ' : : ; : ; .
The second category was interactive decisions about outcome: These were

‘directly related to the stated pupll objectives. Both tescher and pupils
understood the criteria by which pupils would demonstrate having acquired a
fiew learning, practice; or application,level. Given am end behavior, each

level had an explicit measure (i.e., before 1 snap my fingeis, tﬁé first time
While working with pﬁpils{ Forero woulq'sometimes degide that a §ﬁ§11
vas being held accountable at an iﬁapptépriité level. She would tell the
pupil this and what she observed that made her change her mind. -She said iégt'
the new criterion was and then shook hands with the pupil om th new agree-
.ment. ) . |
~?hé third ciﬁégory was Intersctive decisions about aﬁ.;éfivity; .fﬁféfé
felt that if the puplils were working, am éfii;iiy should flow with minimum
problems: TEEQ; ﬁﬁéﬁ'iﬁéi? was a fEéBi&ﬁ with an activity and she had detsr-

mined it was not because pupils weren't working, she made an interactive

2i
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decision to stop or reorganize thé activity. She said ou these occasions,."I
didu't tea h this right amd 1 have to figure out what to do to help you."
situation, she made specific decisions to (1) stop and,’ if

n something different; aud/or (3) change activil -5 fmmediately or

the one Ehag ha itfppéd; ) i

The fourt 7tééé§i was interactive ﬂé?isiﬁﬁﬁ about pupil Dehaviﬁé;
Forero allowed her classroom management behaviors to be guided by: her Sésigei
'to have pupils be respoasible for their own behavior: The documented inter-
active decisions she made about management were based essetially on'ghether

ruption of thé whole class or quiet interactions with a student or twos

- Given the information that people wefe off task, she determined how, the
W] . : '

problem could be handled efficiently but in a way that would ‘support puptl

responsibility, not her external control. She felt that the cost of poor; om-
thafspot decisions was more of her time spent on management.

-

At the beginning of Phase 5, Forero used both small-group and individual
conferences for getting imput for determiuing specific objectives for pupila.

At the end of the conference the pupils were told what they had to learn and

'hgpy_they would demonstrate for the teacher that they had achieved the objec-

tive:| Specifically, the interactive decisions she made during the confereinces
dealt{with what the conditions or level of difficulty would be for a specific

pupil%s object

pupil would be\required to achieve. Finally, she decided on the number of

specific tasks the pupil was to complete during the unit'of study.

-ﬂ

While the unit of study progresaed, she made interactive decisious com-
A\ e
cerning whether pupils .had satisfactorily completed the identified tasks and (

4

LN




a

objectives: When she had observed the pupil's complsted obiectives-at the

‘the unit and the mew objectives: Thus; im addirg more requirements Forero

mdde interactive dectsious concerning pe-formance of next objectives and ap-
_ . — P

precpriate ﬁ§k§i . . an

JAt the end 6f Phase 5-the irteractive decisions were concerned ;i&[

adjusting specific pupil tasks and/or teacher expectations and with bringing

Gtganlzed closure to the study unit. When Forero observed that puplils were,

‘for the most part; dome with the original set of objectives for fae unit, she

then.warned -tha* the ualt was golng to end and puplls should complete anythi~g
they could or wanted to :dc. . .

Phase 6. Data Collection and Verification

- Phase 6 {nvolved the collectlon and verification of evaluative data. As

pupil was able to do relavive ti the objectives the pupil had been assigned.
A " _

She recorded:this data: On occasion; to document individual pupil perform= -

ance;, she had the pupil complete a written evaluation test. The written tests

required &ifféEé?E 5&piié to do gifferent Ehings (céiSr tiis box zreen, civcle
all suffixes) based on’ the criterion level of their objectives (e:g:, recall,
recogaize, aemonstrate): - ‘ |
The data from this phase Lelped her to verify her previous ¥valuation ‘of

. N
pupils and ler records: This is when she Jooked fp{ data that conflicted

1 {H
% |
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new vuit. This cycle occurred fi/e-or ki;fsimes a year: Each cycle was an

fntegrative unit of instriction.

'Bsliefs and Assumptions Governed this Teachess Decisions

.

Forero satd she seiievaa that tha'priairy functior. of achooling was

'studeuta and that the major sociel tesponsibility was to help others learn.

Other specific Béitefs, which were behaviorally documenfed included (1) use
of evaluation data to detern;ae;pﬁpi} objectives aud (2) students' motivation
‘erd responsibility gained Eﬁiéggg;pzrticipaliaﬁ ia déc;giaﬁ making about their
work. - '
s - b

During interviews and aéﬁfiéfiﬁé’Jésniéps, Forero repeatedly mentioned a
sét of eiiﬁﬁﬁtéeﬁ& as the rationale for content and process decisions. For
-axaagia; initiating a ﬁi&Bié%-iBi?iBQ.éi}éiiéﬁée wvas based on he: 5eiiai that
pﬁﬁila need to perticipete in ‘the salection of what aud how they study. Haz

selection of .opics vas based on her bellef that each pup:l muat have some

previoua rontrete experience thet aihe can ltnk to th\ new COptc for itudy.

cific decisions ebout apéb'fic students. For example; she held atudeuts Ie-

countable for different levels of parfarﬁiﬁc§ at different times:. One student
might be given several secouds to recogniza uight words; buv witbin & dzy or

30, the pupil needed Lo get them wlthin one secobd. However; until the stu-
dent qutckiy (wtthcﬁt disrupting the flow of fiidiﬁﬁ) recognised the words in

the book n/hﬁ was reidipg, 1o cr%dit for “iﬁéiitgﬁ was iiiiﬁ. Thus; Forero

used her bettefs Ebout "kucwiug" and "types of evaluation" ia eetebllehlng
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In general, her dec!slons and behaviors were governed by a set of beliefs

ard z@iﬁﬁp:idﬁi that included knowledge from the areas of EéECEtional‘ﬁiyéﬁéi-

ogy; sociology, {mstructioual psychology, growth and development, and class-
room management and organization. I have used the categories of learning,
evalustion; and the role of the teacher to classify her beliefs and asaump-

tions (see Table 1),

titivity Flow Aids Foreto's Bé:iiiéﬁ_ﬁikiﬁg ) - s

Forero made decisions as she maintalined activity flow. These decisions

- can be explained in two ways. First, smooth activity flow was a primary goal

for her. From oue perspective, she initially established her role and the

puplls’ role in the environment to facilitate smooth flow of activities. From

another perspective; she used personal and social Eééﬁaﬁiiiiiiéy and acadenic
) 6u€c3héa as the focus of her decisions and instruction; From this perspec-i
tive; she viewed ;EﬁEdbgiite persaﬁai-éﬁd‘éébial responsibility within a.
classroom as facilitating academic outcomés. Thus, from the activity flow,
student and teacher s;ﬁ;;ia; could be evaluated in terms of hows well pupils
were learning and how éﬁ&}';éEe helping 6thaga to learn. , :

Her classroom management goals parallelsad her cirriculum and pupil goals. )

' : . r . e

The management behaviors were taught,,practiced, and evzluated during the - .
first part of ‘the year as a Prerequisite to consistent long-term activity ' L
' ' - - , ; : N

flow. ' . ' , e ° ?
I observed an interesithg interplay berween the teachsr's Intéractive

. . “od,

decisions and activity flov when emvironmental distractions that might have
b4 . ]

disrupted pupile from accomplishing their tasks occurred. For example,
o o o o - e .
viaitors were not allowed to sit on the outskirts of the clsass. Inste;d;

pupils were assigned to visitoras and required to tell what and how they were

L x

4




Enjoy léarning. - : I

.

Are moreé 11ke1y to achieve when'. they plan their own 0utcomes
and related activities. :

Will become responsible leatnets 1f given the opportunity and
beld accountable for :2spbnsib’e .behavior.

/. )
Stlhénts. g

Eiii Sehave ipptéﬁfiateiy when taught lov to distimguish Béi

snry for iéﬁtning. - , ]

Hetetqggneoua groapiug and acceptance of diveraity is neceg-
sary for genutné Sitiéfiction. , N ; %

Learning

.

- Do | Content that dtféctty telatei to studenta ptevious concrete

experiences hxs the most péteﬁtial fot being learned. -
’

Integtctfon of comtent to tnctude real- Iife examples helps

students to better apply what they learn.

Curriculum,

teaching for transfer;

Tableilf'

Forerofs: Assumptions-

Ls based on individuals' academic performance:
5
Hust include criteris of cooperation, participation by all:

gfoup members; and meeting the subject-matter demands for
étbﬁ§ task completion; ¢ . .
Must occur at both formative and summative levels:

Te _
. .
. N e

Evaluation

Holds a poaition of authority and responaibility -

4

Solicits iuput. - RS

Teacher

Seaks group consensus. )

Communicatss ratiouales for decisions to pupila.™

Communicater decisions to pupils. N

I\D
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learning. The odcasion was used to facilitate pupil accountability. Anmother

example was aaachedulad asééﬁbiiei or pupils bringing unmscheduled show-and-
tell itema to class. Unleas the p;ziéﬁijﬁidﬁ clearly contribuced to some
student goal, it was not scheduled for presentation to the group: Forero
discussed the reason for this wiihbhéi pupils; then thev carried out their
planned agenda of events: 1f a pupil had a spectal show-and-tell item, s/he

time for the mext show-and-tells '
Because Forero remained in control of the class schedule, the routines
and procedures she taught facilitated the lutegration of potentially disrups
part of the year were concerned with eatablishing routines and procedures to
handle any future ais;uptiaﬁa; e ' ‘ .
Séééﬁ&;‘Sﬁé believed that distractions by pupils or external elements

pupils how to stay ou task and to take tespaﬁsibzlily for and monitor their
leatning. She taught them how to get, offer, and give help. She also taught
them how to say o when they didn't meed belp or didn't know how to give the
help, requested. Consequently; pupil off-task beshavior and related teacher
responses were virtuslly monexistent after approximately 25 days of achool:
Ia additibﬁ;jthe teacher slso knew her own limits for distractiom and taught

consclous of studsnts when more than one was waiting in a quiet line: Thus
she taught the pupils to go back to their seats when they observed another
pupil-in line: . o

la summary; Forero effectively structured her classroom routine to ain-
tain sctivity fiow and keep pupils om task: Aftsr the initial perfod of

-

4]
\I‘ '



23
ésééﬁliéﬁiﬁg the learning environment, she rarely had to respond to atudéﬁt
behavior aa a management problem; Almost all of her management reépdﬁsés to
pﬁpils werc automatic. %ﬁéy appeared to be internalized or habituated
responses. On other occasiona when a conactous decision and response were
necessitated, Forero used her projected pupil outcomes Enda"héi we §eh§ve in
this iearﬁiﬁg C6mﬁuﬁity classroon" as stated guldelines; which immediately

Conciusions
Forero said she wanted her jiupils to gain certaln acadenmic, béisonai;'ggﬁ
social outcomes. The best way for them to learn these; she believed; was |
through a system that supported those outcomés. She described the system as a
learning community. Her rbie as ;aachér in the learning éaaaaaiéy was in-

-,
Four péiﬁﬁs deem fmportant. ' ' ,

First, Forero consciously processed informaticn and made détiéibﬁé. The

teachers are reported to do 'in other §tud1es. L

Secoad; while others vteweﬁ/g;i schemata as extremely complex, she

\

,,,,,,,, - o ”

was unusually simple: She avoided many types of miteriils typitill? used im
other ti&éitééﬁé. She seemed to be resource cona‘ious. For eiiﬁpié, ins tead
of finding lzﬂg}fferent assignments for tz different skills, she used one ex-

perience story that 1ncorporated the t2 akttts. She used sets 6f ﬁitériilé

many times over for a uide,variety of purposes: (This meant that pupils kept

-4

-



track of things for weeks.) I had the impression that all the materials
Forero used with her pupils cauia be ‘placed in one grocery bag.
A fourth point is that she simplified hei teaching by using a vartety of

J

recording systems that did not depend on her for their maintenamce: For.

example, she established eiaborate and visually attractive recording systems.f

These cont)ibuted to the pupils' akility to record when tasks were compteted

<

and when certain levels of Iearning were achieved. Forero could easily gtince.

at them while she interacted with individual scuaénts.?

In susmmary, Forero decided that imstructional interactions were a.prior-
ity for producing her intended outcomes. She recognized her information pro-:
cessing limitations and thus established a mnnngement system that did not re-_
quire her attention to function properly and maximized the ’p”o’téntiil for
ienrning to occur. She also recognized the importance of providing an in-

structional context that promoted. multiple- objectives End allowed hetr the

thinking space and opportunity to individualize iﬁséfuctiaﬁ; Doing all of
,o-‘_‘-., — -

this required elaborate schemata. Knowing that there is & complexity to the
teacher's ideas and to their fumplementation is very important. First, it is

important that teacher educators know that teachers do develop complex sche=
mata on which they operate: Sécond, her schemata, us she understsod theim,
screened out many things other- teachers choose to consider (é;g;;‘ﬁhic the
principal wiil ;%ii how to punish a student, what to do wken many students
aaa‘e attend BE do their homework); this, logically, she had. time to thimk .

abcit those things she considered necessar Iy.

LI

Ia this aeaa;; I have described one ééacﬁér who does make conscious,

data-based; preactive and imteractive decisions. Many reasons may explain

why researchers have had difficulty documenting the teacher decision-makiug -

process. Tvo possibilities are worth particular cousideration.' First;

[




researchers may huve been looking at the wrong teachezs. It is apparert thet

some teachers function from a textbook-prﬁdéééiﬁg philasapﬁv. Second, they

’

may have baen aJking the -wrong qnesttons.

Whatever the re&aona for difftcolty in documénting preagtive and: iqterac-
tivé’aéciéiﬁhég this study E@ﬁéé qu things appurent: Firﬁt;‘the decision~
raking process is hbﬁﬁi&k; and ééééﬁﬁ; at least one tencher uses knowledge and
beliefs as a basis for her actions. |

Brophy (1982) téviéiéé resentch about.how teachers determine the intended

corriculum their students will learn. He alco discussed the unintended reduc-
tions and/or ﬂistorriéﬁﬂ that cccirred whea they attempted te implement the

inteaded curricutum; These two concepts seem to get at the problem ‘of the

er; Thus, of particutar tnteresr for future study are the concepts of reduc-

-

tion and/or dtstortion of the curriculum planned byrthé téibﬁéi._ Tﬁéﬁé are .

the thinbs that occur as a result bf the teacher's 1ntera ctive aéb1516ﬁ§ and

the need to maintain sctivity flov.: _ 5

The need for teachers to respond during instruction to students and en=-
vironmental fiFtBiE is a given, 'TﬁéEéféEé; learning how teachers maintain .
ing of the planned curriculum is;af critical importance,

it Epp?ité that Et6§ﬁ§;s idea of- the tntended currfculum and {'ts reduc- p

in practice. The teacher atudied here did exert power over the enwironmesntal

factors rather than letting them control her.
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In conclusion; it appears that some teachers do use systematic decision-

making models and do make preactive and interactive decisions. It is impor-
tsnt to understand the content of what a given teacher chooses to process in

order’ to understand the models and types of decislons teachers make.
Identifying the basis—for declsions, the individual decision model; and
the content of decisions for effective teachers may provée to be helpful to
teachers and teacher educators.— If a variety of models and the related bases
for decisions are identified, these can be aualyzed in light of the sutcomes
that result. +Teacher educators could then help teachers and teacher camdic

dates explore their ownd actions im light of those that have been documented.

P
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