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FORWARD

Overview of the Study

This has been a study of what teachers look and listen for
while they teach. 1Its aims have been to discover how different
teachers of the early grades learn to observe and make practical
sense of what happens in their classrooms from day to day. Data
collection in the study took place from Fall 1981 through Spring
1984. Data analysis continued through Summer 1985. Three issues
have been of special interest in the study: (1) how teachers'
ways of seeing are learned and how they change over time (across
years of experience in teaching and within each year from
September through June), (2) how what teachers come to notice and
interpret in their classrooms may differ as a result of their
expérience in teaching in inner-city or suburban schools, and (3)
how teachers' practical seeing-from-within-the action may differ
from the more distanced observation patterns of intermittent
visitors to the classrooms.

In focusing on these issues the project staff studied
teachers who were at differing stages in their careers. The
individuals we studied ranged in experience from veteran teachers
through beginning first-year teachers to pre-beginnérs who were
undergraduate education majors. Five experienced teachers were
studied across an entire year of their teaching. Two of them wcre
from a suburban school. They were studied in 1981-82. Three of
the teachers were from urban, inner-city schools. One was studied

in 1982-83 and that teacher was studied again with two others in
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1983-84. We also studied four beginning teachers during their
first year of full-time teaching, and seven undergraduate teacher
education majors, one of whom was studied during student teaching.
The experienced teachers were studied by a combination of
long-term participant observation, classroom videotaping, and
interviewing. The inexperienced teachers were studied by
interviewing. This was an in-depth study that yielded detailed
case information. Because of practical limits on space, much but

by no means all of that information is presented here.

Overview of the Report

This final report is divided into three sections. The first
section identifies the main themes of the study. The second
section is divided into two parts. The first part contains four
case studies of the experienced teachers we observed and
ircerviewed. These chapter-length case studies provide a rich and
comprehensive portrayal of the customary patterns of attention of
teachers while teaching.

The second part of Section II compares the ways of seeing
of beginning and experienced teachers. It begins with a chapter
based on interviews conducted throughout the first year in which
four novice teachers bagan to teach full time. A second chapter
is based on focused group interviews with the beginning teachers
and thé ;xperienced teachers. During those interviews we asked
the teachers to watch and comment on video footage of routine

classroom events that was collected in a previous research

project. That footage functioned as a kind of projective test; a
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common stimulus to which the different teachers reacted variously.
We were then able to compare and contrast the comments of the
beginning and the experienced teachers.

The third and final section of the report consists of
summary, conclusions, and implications. It begins with a review
of the main themes from the case studies of the beginning and
experienced teachers. This is followed by a survey of conclusions
derived from the various case studies and discussion of the
implications of those findings for preservice and continuing
teacher education. A second chapter discusses the implications of
the findings for policy decisions regarding the nature of the work

life and professional socialization of teachers.
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SECTION ONE: MAJOR THEMES




Chapter 1

ISSUES OF SUBSTANCE:

MAIN THEMES OF THE STUDY

This chapter introduces the study and its major themes.
First it considers the changes from the original research design
and the themes in the original research questions. Then, as
foreshadowing for the case studies that appear in Section Two, it
introduces the major themes and conclusions that emerged from the
empirical investigation. Throughout the chapter, the notion of
pedagogical commitment and its influence on teacher's ways of
seeing is emphasized.

Frederick Erickson



ISSUES OF SUBSTANCE:

MAIN THEMES OF THE STUDY

Changes from the Original Research Design

In the qualitative, interpretive approach to research taken
here it is usual for certain features of emphasis to change during
the course of the study. Most of our research questions remained
the same throughout our work but there were three changes from the
original research design that had substantive significance. The
first change was the least substantive; it involved change from a
longitudinal data base to a cross-sectional one.

The original design had called for longitudinal study of a
group of undergraduate education majors who would be monitored
throughout their undergraduate teacher education career and then
on into their first years of teaching. This turned out to be
logistically unfeasible for a variety of reasons. However, our
study of different individuals at differing points in the teaching
career--from undergraduate majors to teachers having an average of
12 years of full-time experience--provides cross-sectional data on
which to base inferences about the development in teachers of
increasingly experienced ways of attending to and making sense of
everyday events in the classroom.

The second change from the original design was to avoid using

student achievement on standardized tests as a measure of teacher
effectiveness. As the study progressed it became apparent that
comparable tests were not being used across our sample of school

sites, which consisted of three differing public school districts

A-2
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and three differing independent schools. (It had become Necessary
to study three beginning teachers in independent schools because
of the scarcity of positions for beginning teachers in central
Michigan during the years of the study). In addition it became
apparent during the course of the study that some of the teachers
in our sample had differing pedagogical aims and definitions of
effectiveness. Their fundamental notions of teaching and its
effects differed enough that comparison according to end of the
year standardized test scores seemed inappropriate.

Our finding that the various teachers' aims were in some
regards incommensurable led to the third major change from the
original research proposal, which was to add as a major topic of
inquiry the issue of the teachers' implicit and explicit
pedagogical commitments--their working philosophy of classroom
teaching and learning. The differences between teachers in
constitutive notions of the nature and aims of teaching and
learning were most striking for the experienced teachers, who were
also the teachers that were studied in greatest depth. Those
differences were greater across individuals than across the two
different types of settings studied, inner-city and suburban
schools.

This unexpected finding led to a new line of emphasis in data
analysis and reporting. Through analysis of the rich case study
material available we attempted to make explicit the teachers'
individual beliefs and values, many aspects of which were
implicit, regarding the fundamental character and purpose of their

daily pedagogical work. We also became interested in the ways in
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which the individual teachers' theories of their practice were
related to implicit definition: of thz work of teaching and of
student learning that were communicated by the personnel of the
school district and school building and that were also
communicated in the district-mandated materials and standard
operating procedures that became part of the teachers' routine
classroom practice. The working philosophy that was manifested by
each teacher--a combination of the pedagogical commitments held by
the individual teacher and by the school system--secemed to have
profound influence on what each teacher attended to and made sense

of in the midst of the daily routines of classroom life.

Themes in the Original Research Questions

The project proposal assumed that distinctively
"professional” ways of seeing and making sense would be evidenced
by the teachers, and that the experienced teachers in the sample
would show a more clear and more fully developed repertoire of
ways of seeing than would the novice teachers. The emphasis in
the study was on what teachers routinely noticed while they were
teaching and what interpretive sense they made without deliberate
reflection or critical scrutiny regarding what they could know
through immediate perception.

Tbe_proposal also presumed that there would be three main
sources of variation among phe teachers in their ways of seeing
and making sense: time (across the school year and across years
of teaching experience), setting (urban or suburban school

system), and instructional effectiveness. The proposal further
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presumed that teachers' immediate ways of seeing would differ from
the views of classroom observers who were not themselves immersed
in the actien. It was assumed that classrooms were busy,
information rich settings in which there were at any given moment
many more bits of information available than the teacher could
attend to, constrained as he or she was by human limits on
information processing capacity. Seeing, hearing, and making
sense were presumed to be selective and constructive; an active
apprehension of information in the enviromment rather than a
passive reception of it. These assumptions are reflected in the
original research questions, which follow.

A. Do teachers' ways of seeing and making sense change
across time? If so, how?

B. Do the practical ways of seeing used by teachers
themselves differ in systematic ways from those used by
observers who are external to the action and who do not
exercise full authority as a teacher?

C. Are there apparent differences between inner-city and
suburban teachers in ways of seeing and making sense?

D. Are there apparant differences between more and less
instructionally effective teachers in ways of seeing and
meking sense? If so, what are they and how do ways of
seeing seem to relate to differences in decision-making
and in the conduct of instruction?

Themes in the Project's Findings

As a way of foreshadowing the case studies that appear in the
second.s;ction of this report, let us consider some of the major
conclusions and themes that emerged from the empirical investiga-
tion that was guided by these research questisns. We can consider

first the overarching questions regarding th2 selectivity of

feachers' routine attention and interpretive sense-making. Before
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doing this, however, let us introduce the pseudonyms of the
experienced teachers that were observed. Experience with these
teachers provides the main body of evidence from which were
derived the overall conclusions that are about to be discussed.
Each of the teachers had at least ten years of classroom
experience.

Suburban Teachers

Mrs. Smith (1982-83)
Mrs. Meijer (1982-83)

Urban Teachers

Mr. Fairley (1984, Winter -- Year 1
1984-85 -- Year 1I)

Mrs. Tobin (1984-85)

Mrs. Gates (1984-85)

Theme: The Strategic Character of Practical Seeing. The

teachers we studied saw what they needed to. They paid attention
to those phenomena that seemed to them necessary to monitor, given
the kind of pedagogical work they were involved in at the moment,
"Seemed to them,” in the previous sentence, is a phrase that is
not intended to imply conscious reflection or deliberate strategy.
All the experienced teachers we studied were highly strategic but
were intuitively so in the ways they directed attention to what
was going on around them. (Indeed the strategic press in tie
perceptions of the teachers is a major difference from the novice
views of undergraduate interns and from the more sobhisticated
views of the researchers as well. The views of the experienced

teachers differed especially from those of intermittent visitors
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in that even more so thaa the beginning teachers the experienced
teachers zeroed in on phenomena across narrower ranges yet at at
deeper levels of interpretation than did the intermittent
visitors, who did not have the responsibility to keep the show
running, and thus could step back from it more easily and look
more broadly but more superficially at what was happening. There
are costs as well as benefits inherent in the intensity of focus
and interpretation that characterized the experienced teachers.
These will be discussed in the final section of the report).

It may seem obvious to conclude that the teachers' conscious
thoughts and their preconscious perceptions were motivated and not
simply neutral. Our rediscovery of the intentionality of
consciousness (or better, the intentionality of teachers'
intuitions) is not trivial, however. The immediate perceptions
and spur of the moment decisions of the teachers seemed to be
organized by a process akin to that of triage in emergency
medicine.

Triage refers to the tendency of battlefield medics and other
emergency medical workers to respond first to the needs of those
patients whose wounds are both serious and amenable to treatment.
Thus the most extremely seriously wounded are likely to go
untreated on the grounds that their case is hopeless and
consequently medical resources, which are finite, should not be
expended_on them. The least seriously wounded also go untreated
on the grounds that they can survive temporarily without

treatment.



The teachers we studied seemed to attend most often to those
phenomena in the classroom that seemed to invite or require some
action by them that could have some positive effect. Such acts
could be a response, a preventive move, or a decision. The
teachers rarely attended to classroom phenomena out of general
curiosity or in order to enjoy and appreciate what they saw and
heard. Attention seemed to be used as a limited resource for
pragmatic purposes. It was a kind of vigilance from which one did
not often derive aesthetic pleasure, or a morally affirming sense
of satisfaction in a job well done, or an empathic appreciation of
the small triumphs and courageoﬁs attempts that were made by the
students.

In shozc, for most of the teachers we studied, immediate
seeing and making sense was not necessarily always unpleasant but
it was rarely fun. 1In fact, for a few of the teachers it seemed
never to be fun, although for some of the teachers some of the
time it was intrinsically rewarding.

One can easily conceive how a triage-like pattern of focusing
attention would be highly influenced by the teacher's pedagogical
commitments--the body of examined and unexamined assumptions of
what is necessary and right in the conduct of classroom teaching
and learning. As one teacher's pedagogical commitments differed
from another's so their customary ways of seeing and making sense
differed.

Moreover, given an individual's pattern of pedagogical
commitments, his or her patterns of attention and decision

differed across various classroom activities. Not only what the



teacher saw and heard, but the way in which the teacher used the
senses of sight and hearing seemed to differ across such routine
classroom ac;@vities as a reading lesson, using an overhead
projector in a mini-lecture and discussion or having the class
line up to leave the room. The differences in ways of seeing
across differing classroom activities (i.e., across differing
kinds of classroom work by the teacher) were patterned
distinctively across the individual teachers, depending on their
pedagogical commitments. In sum, not only as they did different
kinds of classroom work but as they defined the nature of their
work differently, and that of their students, the teachers paid
attention to some qualitatively differing kinds of things (e.g.
level of ambient noise, originality in a child's reasoning) as
well as to some similar phenomena and then reasoned differently

from the behavioral and physical evidence they perceived.

Theme: Ways of Seeing In and Across Time. Next let us

consider the research questions concerning changes across time in
teachers' ways of seeing and making sense. One aspect of this is
a set of developmental issues; to what extent and in what ways
does the immediate perception and interpretation of beginning
teachers‘differ from that of experienced teachers?

There were differences between the novices and the experts in
teaching, but these differences did not run along the lines
predicted by the models of Fuller and others (see Fuller 1969).

According to Fuller, the major difference between beginning and

experienced teachers was the beginning teachers' concern with self




("How am I doing? Am I a success at this? 1Is it right for me?"),
which contrasted with a concern for student learning that emerged
later in the teaching career as the concerns with self began to
be resolved ("How are they doing? What do they know? Where do
they need to go next, intellectually?").

We found a different order of difference between the
beginning and the experienced teachers than that identified by
Fuller. The novices tended to look less comprehensively at
classroom phenomena than did the more experienced teachers.
Novices tended to look more at discrete actions of individual
children and less at the emerging shape of the classroom society
as a whole. They did not seem to "read off" where they were in
the yearly progression through the curriculum against the backdrop
of calendar time. An experienced teacher might ask herself a
question such as "Now that it's January shouldn't we be farther
along in math?" Beginners at teaching did not do this.
Apparently since they did not have years of experience in getting
through the school year, they did not read off their progress
against the calendar as did the veteran teachers. The first-year
teachers acquired a more comprehensive view of students and their
behavior by the time spring had come. At that point they were
making more comnections and looking more at the class as a whole
than tbqy had done at the beginning of the year. Still, however,
they did not seem to orient themselves in terms of a sense of the
whole school year.

Some change in perspective occurred for the beginning

teachers, but very little seemed to change in the perspectives of
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the experienced teachers. They did not seem to question their
judgment about children or about how well this class was doing in
comparison with classes from previous years. There seemed to be
very little incentive for taking new perspectives on one's
pedagogical work. The one exception to this was one of the inner
city teachers, Mr. Fairley, whom we studied across two school
years. In the second year of our work with him he had been
transferred to a new school and all at the same time encountered
a new set of children and families, a new principal, and a new
basal reading series. His perspectives on teaching changed
somewhat in that new situation, but his case was exceptional.
Only one other teacher seemed to question her own judgements and
percentions. That teacher, Mrs. Gates, also taught in an inner-
city school. ‘

The other aspect of time that was related to changes in the
teachers' practical ways of seeing has already been alluded to;
differences across the calendar yecar. All the teachers conceived
of their pedagogical work as changing in nature across the school
year. Most of the experienced and inexperienced teachers saw the
beginning of the year as a time to establish various classroom
routines. A change in the direction of greater complexity of
classroom tasks (and accordingly of student roles) began to happen
after Thanksgiving. At that point the experienced teachers'
patterns of attention changed as well. At the beginning of the
year they were monitoring children's verbal and nonverbal
2cmpliance with the role expectations for various classroom

rputines, e.g. "Put your pencil under your book . . . I want to



> all eyes up here." Later in the year the experienced teachers

2 more concerned with where children stood in the annual
progressian through the curriculum. Consequently the content of
the students' academic work became more salient than (or at least
as salient as) the form of the student's performance as a class-
room citizen.

One of the second-grade teachers, Mrs. Meijer, said that
January was the time when the class would "jell." Mrs. Smith, the
second-grade teacher across the hall called it the time when some
of the students "started to fly." Another of the teachers called
it the time of "the big push." This was a time when collectively
the class became organized and developed group morale around
academic achievement. Mrs. Meijer was anxious during late January
and the first week of February because she hadn't seen the class
jell yet. Then it began to happen and she started to relax
somewhat. Throughout the year, however, she was still a bit
anxious and regretful because she felt that this year's class was
not moving ahead academically as rapidly and as collectively as
had other groups she had taught in previous years.

Time, as it progressed across the year, also influenced the
teachers' ways of seeing in yet another way. As the school year
progressed the teachers' sense of each child's institutional
biography developed. The teacher would notice the child doing
something, or not doing something done previously, and read off
that behavior against a growing cumulative record of memories of
the child across the year. After Christmas these "records,"

especlally for those students with which the teacher was having
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difficulty, became more and more elaborated. Mentally, the
teachers were keeping longer and longer lists on the children. as
the list grew, a behavior of the moment was increasingly
interpreted in terms of the gestalt of remembered past bzhaviors,
rather than being considered de novo. By the end of the year
there were few surprises in children's behavior, especially for
the experienced teachers. This had benefits in that it made the
complexity of children's differences more manageable conceptually.
It had costs in that it became increasingly unlikely that the
teacher would change his or her understanding of a child as the
result of noticing a behavior that could be taken as disconfirming
evidence of the child's overall "record". Thus the teachers
seemed to be more and more sure of their judgments about children
as the year progressed, and less and less open to rethinking their
judgments because they had noticed a discrepant instance in the
child's behavior that deviated from what the teacher had come to
expect to see. In other words, the teachers' impressions of

students became increasingly fixed as time went on.

Theme: Visitors' and Teachers' Ways of Seeing. Here we can

consider thg research questions regarding differences in ways of
seeing between intermittent visitors to the classroom and
teachers who lived in the classroom each day. There were some
differences between these two kinds of observers and what they
saw. The teachers observed from the midst of the action of

classroom life and from the standpoint of one who possessed full

authority over the students. There were two types of intermittent
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visitors, the undergraduate student interns and the participant
observers, both of whom visited the classrooms a few days each
week.

The main difference between the visitors and the full-time
teachers was in the comprehensiveness of view taken regarding
specific events and students. The teachers made many more
connections among phenomena than did the visitors; connections
across kinds of activities (what a student did in doing a workbook
assignment as compared with what that child did in a soccer game
on the playground) and across time (what the child was doing in
September in comparison with December and February and in
comparison with what an analogous child did across the school year
two years ago). These connections made for a multi-layered
backdrop against which the action of any individual or set of
individuals in any given moment might be interpretively assessed.
These interpretations were intimately local and finely nuanced.
They seemed to influence immediate perception, such that one could
say that the experienced teachers paid attention to very fine
details of specific behavior and at the same time were very
comprehensive in their interpretations of the significance of what
they were secing. They were able to do this very rapidly, as in
using a "quick scan" to produce a behavioral snapshot of the
momentg;z behavior of a particular student. The teachers
remembered these behavioral snapshots vividly, recounting them
later to'the observers and connecting up a whole set of remembered

snapshots across time.

A-14
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All the observers, the visitors and the teachers alike,
noticed especially students who were behaviorally salient and thus
stood out from the crowd. Daisy Thomas, an experienced teacher
who was part of the project staff, said that these were students
who "point themselves out." The differences between visitors and
teachers in ways of seeing such children lay in the sense that was
made of them, and therefore on the behavioral details that were
used as evidence in making interpretive connections. The
teachers, as full-time residents in the classroom society, were
able to make much more coherent sense of the behavior of salient
children than could the observers.

This point can be illustrated by ar example from the
classroom of Mrs. Smith, one of the experienced suburban teachers.
One day in October Mrs. Smith came to the participant observer and
said, "Did you see how Sam took his paper plates?" (In fact, the
observer had not noticed this incident at all, even though it
happened right in front of him.) The children were making large
flewers, each petal of which was a paper plate. As the observer
watched and wrote notes, the students stood in line tovget their
batches of plates from the teacher. During the last few weeks the
teacher had noticed that Sam, who she saw as highly competitive,
had been completing only part of his seatwork assignments, or
rushing through them and making obvious, careless mistakes. He
was one of the most academically able boys in the room and his
mother was an elementary school teacher. As the teacher watched
him occasionally, using a "quick scan" while she was doing other

things, she noticed that Sam speeded up in doing his seatwork as

53



soon as a few other children began to turn theirs in (students
took seatwork papers to the appropriate subject-matter filing
baskets as soon as th; papers were completed).

Until the teacher pointed out Sam's competitive behavior, the
researcher had not noticed it. The teacher made the comment about
the paper plates while standing with the researcher and watching
Sam playing soccer during recess. She said to the observer, "Look
at how he plays!" She said she had noticed how actively he played
in team sports, and how he sometimes cried when his team lost.
Apparently connecting all these observations, she saw Sam's way of
standing in line to get his paper plates as another instance of
his being pushy and competitive. She noticed this in connection
with a perceived problem, "What can I do to get Sam to slow down
and do his seatwork more carefully?" This was not a problem for
the researcher, and he did not notice information relevant to it.

The views of the least experienced visitors, the undergrad-
uate education majors, were most different from those of the most
experienced teachers. Considering the previous example, an under-
graduate student might not even have seen the behavioral indica-
tors of impatience that the teacher saw as Sam stood in line.

They were not obvious behavioral indicators, although once the
paper plates snapshot had been discussed the participant observer
was able to notice additional instances of Sam's impatience.
Certainly an undergraduate student would not make so many connec-
tions across different kinds of events as did the teacher. The
novice eyes of the undergraduate students seemed to see fragments

of behavior of individual children, without putting the fragments
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into a more comprehensive interpretive framework and without see-
ing the relationship of many children's individual behaviors to
the development of group and classroom level patterns of activity.
Yet the undergraduates could, like the adult participant observers
and the experienced teachers, notice those most salient children
who "pointed themselves out."

The more experienced participant observers saw some of the
same connections made by the teachers, and some connections that
differed from those of the teacher but were of the same order,
i.e. making connections from a child's performance across differ-
ent subject matters or events, comparing and contrasting the
activity of an instructional group across the main seasons of the
school year.

Major differences in what the observers noticed and what the
teachers noticed while teaching may have to do with differences in
pedagogical commitments between the participant observers and the
teachers. With the exception of one participant observer
(Pelissier) all the other project staff had considerable experi-
ence in public school and/or university teaching. We brought our
own pedagogical commitments to observation. In general, the obl-
servers were less sanguine about the use of published curriculum
materiais, especially in reading, than were the teachers (Mrs.
Gates qu Mr. Fairley being significant exceptions in this re-
gard). The observers were much more sceptical than were most of
the teachers.about fundamental axiomatic assumptions that are
current among teachers, e.g. that "ability" is a trait residing in

students and can usually be assessed validly by teachers, that
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u:.h190l 4bilicy varies widely in classrooms and is found in the
population at large in something like a normal distribution, that
a student's ability (in ghe sense of preparation) and current
school performance is so powerfully influenced by the student's
family situation that the teacher can have little positive influ-
ence if family conditions are not supportive of what the teacher
is trying to do.

Doubts about axioms such as these led the researchers to take
a stance to observation that could be called sympathetic revisi n-
ism, or sympathetic criticism. The position of the researche
was not value neutral. Yet the researchers identified with
teachers, seeing them as conscientious and, especially in the :a..
of the experienced teachers, seeing them as skilled professionals.

In spite of their identification with the teachers the
observers looked for some things in the classrooms that differed
from what the teachers seemed to be after in their looking. The
researchers tended to look for displays of competence and effort
among certain children in places during the school day that the
teacher did not, either because the teacher was not present, or
because in running the whole show, the teacher's attention was
directed elsewhere. The visiting observers were able to watch
individual children for much longer strips of time than could the
teache;qi The result of the observers' looking often was to see
more similarity between the so-called "low ability" and "high
ability" children in the room than did the teachers, although to
say this is a gross oversimplification. The observers saw what

the teachers meant by "bright" and "slow," or "ready" and “not
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ready" but the observers were able to see a wider range of a
student's classroom behavior than the teacher could. Partly this
was bucause the observers were able to look at the student when
for the teacher that child was "off camera," i.e. out of the
teacher's focus of attention of the moment.

This is not to suggest that the observers' looking was any
more systematic or objective than that of the teachers. Both sets
of observers looked in subjective ways that were disciplined. The
participant observers' locking was not constrained by the
intensity of problem-focus and by the press of triage that Qe have
described for the teachers. The classroom visitors had the
advantage of being able to range more freely in their looking, but
the asset of observational breadth was purchased at the cost of
observational depth; lack of the special kind of analytic force
that came from the teachers’' imr .rsion in the practical--in
problem focus and triage.

One possible advantage held by the participant observers may
have come irom not }-ing in the teacher's situation of immersion
in the action. This was the opportunity to watch with great
breadth as a re-ult of being able to entertain more than one
pedagogical commitment at a time. The researchers were able to
sit back, as it were, and look at classroom life from various
value :ositions; theoretical orientations and pedagogical commit-
ments. It seemed 'hat while teaching, the teachers maintained a
single pedagogica®’ commitment, and did so intuitively, without
reflection. The teacher might consider differing commitments and

interpretations after the fact, during an interview or during
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private reflection. While in the act of teaching, however, the
teachers seemed to have viewed events from the standpoint of a
single and.fixed pedagogical commitﬁent, as near as we could tell
from what the teachers told us in interviews that they remembered
about classroom events a few hours before.

A consequence of maintaining a single pedagogical commitment
was that the teachers did not doubt what they thought they had
seen and heard, while thie participant observers were constantly
doing that, and quwestioning their own interpretations. Classroom
life seems so fast paced and the teachers, while in the act of
teaching, seemed so committed to their working pedagogical theory,
that they did not seem to question their perceptions or judgments,
This may be adaptive in the short-term enactment of moment by
moment teaching and decision-making, given the huge amount of
informatisn that is potentially available to process. It may be
maladaptive for the longer term aim of developing the most accu-
rate possible assessment of a child or of a classroom group. Some
questions about their practice arose from the teachers themselves
during the very gentle interviewing done by the researchers. What
was striking, however, was that the teachers tended not to scruti-
nize their own perceptions critically, nor their pedagogical com-
mitments, even though they might have expressed during interviews
some second thoughts about the alternative strategic moves they
chose at various points during the time under discussion in the
interview.

The tendency, then, was for the teacher's way of seeing to be

fixed; part of a self-sealing meaning system that was not
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available to self or to others for critical reflection. With a
few exceptions the daily work life of the teachers seemed to be
filled with practical action but relatively empty of praxis.
There seemed in their work to be a paucity of experience, in the
sense of Dewey's notion of it as a combination of practice and

reflection upon it.

Theme: Sciwol Setting Influences on Ways of Seeing. The

last of the sets of research questions to be considered by way of
introduction are those regarding the influences of the school
setting on teachers' ways of seeing and making sense. In the
project proposal setting influences were conceived as related to
differences between the work life of teaching in suburban and
urban school systems. These differences were assumed to obtain
mainly in the differing character of the student populations in
both kinds of school system, in the differing scale of the school
systems, and in differing formal organizational characteristics
such as the degree of central control over curriculum, the rela-
tive availability of suéplementary materials and services for
students and teachers, and the numbers and influence of mid-level
administrators.

One ofAthe unexpected findings was that the teachers studied
did not seem to differ regularly in ways of seeing across the two
kinds of—school districts, urban and suburban. Rather, the
teachers differed in ways of seeing more according to pedagogical
commitments, and these did not differ across the suburban sample

and the urban sample of teachers. Admittedly, the numbers of
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full-time teachers studied is small; five experienced and four
beginning teachers. Moreover, three of the beginning teachers
taught in independent schools, none of which was like an urban
public school, and the one beginning teacher in a public school
taught in a suburban district. Thus there is no information on
beginning teachers in inner-city schools, which are considered by
many to be the most stressful conditions for beginning to teach.
It is nonetheless interesting that the differences among

teachers in seeing and making sense seemed to be related more to

individual differences in those teachers' pedagogical commitments

"than to the urban or suburban character of their students and

their school setting.

This is not to say that there were no differences at all
between the city and suburban teachers. These differences seemed
relatively slight, however, involving matters of degree rather
than of kind. The thresholds of tolerance for levels of ambient
noise and classroom fidgeting were lower for the suburban teachers
than for the urban teachers. The suburban teachers' classroom
groups looked slightly more orderly, in the traditional sense of
the term, than did the students of the urban teachers.

The classrooms were quite similar across school districts,
however, in the pedagogical commitments that were for the most
part held and enacted by the teachers. As already noted, Mrs.
Gates ané Mr. Fairley, two of the three teachers in urban schools,
were somewhat exceptional in this regard, but even in their
classrooms for much of the schqol day patterns occurred that

resembled those to be sketched briefly below.
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In botk the urban and the ruburban districts much of the
curriculum was centrnlly randated and there was much use of
already prepared materials--texts and accompanying workbooks,
dittoed worksheets. In all classes students were grouped by
achievement for reading but not for mathematics. In the suburban
classrooms there was an especially wide range of achievement, with
some of the second grade students reading at the seventh and
eighth-grade level. During the middle of the year in the two
suburban classrooms an extensive writing project was conducted by
the teachers, and this was not mandated centrally. Yet in one of
the urban classrooms, Mr. Fairley’s in Year I, the students did
considerable writing and there were many more children there
performing be;ow grade level, and fewer performing above grade
level. Of all the classrooms, Mr. Fairley's in Year I was the one
characterized by the most student time spent on projects that went
beyond the mandated curriculum or served as alternatives to it.
Mrs. Gates, another urban teacher, was next in the amount of time
spent on reading and mathematics activities that supplemented the
mandated curriculum. In the classrooms of Mrs. Tobin, the third
of the three urban ﬁeachers, and for Mrs, Smith and Mrs.

Meijer, who . taught in suburban classrooms, students spent much of
their -time using the materials supplied by the school districts.
The students worked hard in all the rooms. Yet most of their work
was done using prescribed materials that stressed short-answer
responses to various kinds of questions about facts.

For the most part the teachers accepted the materials and

curriculum guides presented to them. With the exception of
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Mr. Fairley during Year I and Mrs. Gates, the teachers did not
seem to see it as good or right to take students beyond or around
the curriculum as it was prescribed. This seems to have been a
value decision, however implicit, on the teachers' part. It seemed
not simply tﬁat the teachers found this less work than to swim
against the institutional currents that flowed through the school
and through their classroom. The teachers worked hard; they put
much effort into problems that they cared about. But for most of
the teachers the prescribed curriculum did not seem to be a major
problem for their teaching and for students' learning.

Thus the mandated materials and pro;edures that went with the
materials were a powerful setting influence on the teachers'
actions and choices regarding actions, how they conceived of
student work, and what they paid attention to and made interpre-
tive sense of. Setting influences seemed to become most powerful-
ly alive in the classrooms through the medium of the instructional
materials that were used.

The power of mandated materials and procedures as setting
influences is illustrated especially by the example of Mr.
Fairley's teaching in Year II. He had been studied the previous
year when he was at a school in which he had taught for some
years.” At that school he had become closely acquainted with the"
families of students, and had developed many curriculum units and
activities that supplemented the mandated materials. In inter-
views he expressed strong convictions in the importance of encour-
aging children to reason and to be curious--to go beyond the

information given, invent new solutions, and seek new questions.
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He thought that much of the assigned drill found in published
materials was unecessary; he saw children's isolated academic
skills as following understanding rather than preceding it and
building up to it.

The social and pedagogical organization of learning
activities in his room during Year I manifested Mr. Fairley's
beliefs. Students were encouraged to work on their own at open-
ended tasks. The reading groups in his room were achievement
ranked but his was the only room observed in which children were
not asked to read aloud in the reading groups. Rather, at all
skill levels, most of the group time was spent discussing the
selections from the texts. The students read selections from a
range of texts, multiple copies of which Mr. Fairley had collected
over the yearsl

Mr. Fairley's teaching and pedagogical commitments during the
first year he was studied were atypical for the urban district,
which had some years before adopted highly centralized mandates
for curriculum and instruction, measuring student achievement on
tests of prescribed sequential objectives. In Year II his teaching
looked a bit more typical for that district. This was most true
for his reading instruction.

At the beginning of the second year that Mr. Fairley was
studiéd the district adopted a uniform reading series for all
classrooms in the early grades. The basal texts were accompanied
by workbooks and by frequent tests of the student skills that were
sequentially presented in the materials. These tests were given

at prescribed intervals and the results, unit by unit, were
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catalogued and reported for each teacher.by the district's central
evaluation unit. This was an instructional management system
designed to permit no escape by teachers. Mr. Fairley found
himself in a new pedagogical situation withk th2 new reading
series. In addition, his former school had been closed, and he
had been transferred, at his request, to the school where most of
the students from the old neighborhood were being sent. But those
were a small minority of his new students; most came from families
and neighborhoods with which he was not familiar. He had a new
principal; one who had been a leader in "teacher effectiveness"
training in the district, an approach to teaching that differed
greatly from Mr. Fairley's pedagogical commitments.

Mr. Fairley adapted to these circumstances by using the new
reading series in a way much closer to that recommended in the
teacher'é manual than he had done the previous year when he had
used the old reading series. He still strec~~d comprehension
over skill drill but students spent more t. .. on worksheets from
the workbook and less on independent reading and writing
assignments. In classroom discussion and in reviewing student's
written work Mr. Fairley did not look as much as in Year I for
evidence of student interests and new ideas.

In both years students in Mr. Fairley's room had spent much
time on task. The nature of the curricular tasks changed,
however, under the influence of new materials and a new teaching
situation. Not only did the students' work change; so did the
nature of Mr. Fairley's pedagogical work and his ways of seeing

and making sense in accomplishing that work. This example
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illustrates the profound framing influence of the wider
institutional setting on teachers' patterns of observation and
interpretation. It is not a contrast across differing types of
school districts, or across student populations that differed much
in sccioeconomic status, race and ethnicity, or even across
differing types of teachers. It is a change across setting
conditions for one individual teacher, the most powerful new
influence on whom seems to have been the newly mandated materials
that redefined the nature of daily academic work in a single

subject matter area.

Summary

This chapter has the study and major themes from the study
have been reviewed: the strategic character of teachers' ways of
seeing, changes in teachers' ways of seeing acrouss the time of the
school year and across years of experience in teaching, differ-
ences between visitors' and classroom teachers' ways of seeing,
and some influences of the school setting on what teachers notice
and how they make interpretive sense of it. Throughout the
chapter the discussion has emphasized the notion of pedagogical
commitment and its influence on teachers' ways of seeing. This
notion was not explicitly anticipated in the set of guiding
research questions that were framed in the original project
proposal: It emerged as significant during the course of data
collection and analysis. The notion of pedagogical commitment
proved to be a thread by which the studies of experienced and

inexperienced teachers could be connected; ‘2 analytic construct
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N
according to which the ways of seeing and making sense of all the

different teachers could be compared and contrasted. In the next
sections of the report the teaching and the strategic practices of
observation and inference used by the various teachers will be

described in sets of case studies.

Reference

Fuller, F. F. Concerns of teachers: A developmental
characterization. American Educational Research Journal, 1969,
6(2), 207-226.
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Chapter 2

CASE STUDY OF A SUBURBAN TEACHER:

MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT STUDENTS' SPECIAL NEEDS

This case study focuses on one teacher's ways of seeing
children in her class with regard to special needs that they might
have in the areas of learning or behavior. The chapter begins
with an introduction to the study. Next, it considers the
findings which examine the teacher's decision making, changes in
her ways of seeing once she had referral in mind, and how she made
connections across different kinds of phenomena before she made a
referral. The chapter ends with a discussion of the conclusions.

Brenda Lazarus

Exerpted from PracticalvReasonigg and Observation: A Second-
Grade Teacher Refers Children for Special Education Services.
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CASE STUDY OF A

SUBURBAN TEAGtii

Introduction to the Study

Elementary teachers routinely engage in setting children
apart within their classrooms. There are programs for gifted
children, for remedial readers, for children who are artistically
or musically inclined, for student leaders, for student helpers,
and for children in need of special education. Throughout the
course of a normal school year, a teacher may be called upon to
make decisions about all or most of the above. This places the
teacher in the position of being the one who decides who gets in
to programs and who does not. In this sense a teacher 1is a "gate-
keeper” (Erickson and Shultz, 1982), as well as an instructor.

The purpose of this study was to examine the way an
experlenced second grade teacher made decisions about children in
her clas3 with regard to any specilal needs that they might have in
the areas of learning or behavior. These special needs were of a
persistent, long-term nature that extended beyond the transient,
temporary problems thatAbother many children during a school year,
but do not continue to hamper their academic or social growth.
These sgecial needs may result in a teacher making the decision to
refer a éarticular child for special education services. The
teacher sees these speclal needs as requiring intervention above
and beyond the assistance she can provide within the regular

classroom,
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What is there about a child that sets him or her apart fn
such a way that the child's teacher considers a special education
referral as an alternative (or an additional) setting to her
class? The teacher in this study had daily contact with twenty-
four children. At the beginning of the year none of the children
were in special education programs, excluding speech therapy. By
the end of the year the teacher had made two referrals for special
education services and had considered doing so for two other chil-
dren. How does a teacher declide whom to refer and whom not to
refer? Did the two children who were referred have characteris-
tics that were not present in the other children in the room?

What did the teacher learn about the other two tazgeted children
that led to her not pursuing possible special education placement
for them? What about other children who were troubling to the
teacher but were never even mentioned for referral? These are
some of the questions upon which this study was predicated,

The way children are set apart for special education by a
teacher hés not been looked at before at such a microscopic level.
The process of how students get into special education has been
investigated by Mehan and his associates (Mehan =t al., 1981b) but
not at the same level or with the same set of the guiding ques-
tions: They studied the issue of special education placement
beginnitdg at the special education placement committee meetings.
The placement committee meeting is an important step, but only one
in a series of gates that lead to special education placement

within most school districts. Before a placement committee can
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enact a routine (Mehan, 1984) a student first has to be brought to
the attenpion of such a committee. The child's regular classroom
teacher 1s often the first to bring a child to the attention of
such a group. It is at this point that the teacher's skill in
practical reasoning and observation takes on great significance.
The regular class teacher thus opens the first gate into special
education (see Figure 1).

When'a regular education teacher makes a decision to refer a
child to special education there is a great deal more involved
than meets the eye. The significance of the interactions that
occur within the classroom context canmot be overlooked. This
year-long participant observational study of one second grade
classroom made it clear that.each and every school year has its
own uniqueness. This is true.even 1f the teacher has taught the
’same grade for a number of years., The interactions that occur
between the teacher, the children, the curriculum, and the
materials, are intricately woven together each school year in a
pattern that makes sense to those involved. The experienced
teacher looks for signs of recccurring patterns familiar from
_previous years. Children of interest are more or less important
as objects of the teacher's observations as she looks for telltale
signs of problems, but it seems that each class has its own
speciéiaand unique qualities. What factors enter into teachers'
ways of seeing particular children who trouble them? The impor-
tance of early intervention with handicapped children 1is weli

known to educators, but they are still reluctant to label a child
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as a special education student.

characteristics have been developed to ald classroom teachers in

their recognition of the early
problems, but the observations

teacher doing the referral are

Checklists of behavioral

signs of learning and behavior
and practical reasoning of the

not reflected in most of these

forms.

This study focused on one of the many roucine sorting deci-
sions of a classroom teacher. The research question of interest
in the study was, what factors are responsible whén a second grade
teacher identifies children as being in need of special education?

Three sets of questions gulded the study. The first set dealt
with the observations of the teacher in the first days and weeks
of the school year that alerted her to possible special needs in
certain children. fhe second set had to do with what types of
teacher observations and practical reasoning took place once a
certain child was targeted by the teacher. The final set of guld-
ing questions was forued after the teacher in the study had refer-
red two children for special education services. This third set
was developed in an attempt to understand why the teacher had
referred these two children and not other children who had
problems as‘well.

Research-Plan

Given the nature of the research questions and the in-depth

understanding of the phenomenon that was desired, I felt :-at a

year-long fleldwork study would be the most appropriate and best

B-6

43



way to gain these insights. Interpretive participant observation
(Erickson, 1985) was used to gather data for this study. It is
already known that most referrals for special education in the
high incidence areas such as learning disabilities and emotional
impairment are done by the classroom teacher. What 1is not known
is how the classroom teacher goes about deciding whom to refer and
whom not to refer. The research tools of the ethnographic or
fieldwork method have been adapted to education from the disci-
plines of anthropology and soclology. It was felt that these pro-
cedures, Iincreasingly more prominent in educational research,
would be the most approcpriate to use in trying to discover how the
classroom teacﬁer sets children apart for special education refer-
ral.

Extensive on—site participant observation was carrled out.

This involved the often difficult task of finding the right blend
between observing and participating in the activities of the
class. I was present in the classroom almost every day from the
first day of the 1981-82 school year through the month of October.
After that, the classroom was visited two or three times p&r week
through December. From January through the second week in April
(Spring Break), I was present once or twice a week. From mid-
April uqtil the close of the school year on June 17, contact was
maintainéd with the teacher by means of the telephone and perlodic
visits. Care was taken to be present at particularly crucial
times during the year as identified by both the teacher, previous

researchers, and myself. 1In all, site visitations were
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made on sixty-two different days, eleven of which were full days
and the rest half days. This amounted to approximately three
hundred twelve hours of on-site observation.

Observation was focused on the classroom teacher and the
objects of her attention. At first, student interaction was noted
primarily as it appeared to have a relationship to what the
teacher was seeing. Later, the iInteractions of specific children
who were identified as potential candidates for special education
referral were more clusely observed, even Lif the teacher's atten-
tion was elsewhere. During the periods of participant observa-
;ion, extensive fleldnotes were taken and documents pertinent to
what was happening in the classroom were collected. These docu-
ments included student assignments, bulletins to go home, district
policy booklets, and so forth. Fieldnotes were gathered during
the classroomAvisits (Schatzman and Strauss, 1977, see pages
94~101). Over 460 pages of footnotes comprise the written data
base.

Periodic interviéws were held with the teacher in order to
gain insight into her ways of interpreting and to confirm or dis-
confirm the researcher's inferences with supporting evidence
reflegting the position of the teacher-informant. For the most
part the interviews took place during the teacher's lunchtime. Om
several_sccasions interview data were gathered during recess, in
the car on the way to lunch at a local restaurant, at the restau-
rant, and after school. The format that worked best with the

teacher in this case was that of an informal interview rather than
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a structured formal interview. I prepared a few specific

questions about observations and ideas of interest to me and
interspersed these as they seemed appropriate. It was not diffi-
cult to get the teacher to express her feelings about events and
specific children in the classroom. Her openness in the inter-
views provided an excellent source of data. She made it easy for
me to check inferences without having to do much probing. Each
interview was audiotaped and ten interviews were completed that
span the courze of the school year.

Videotaping of classroom events, the teacher, and specific
target children was done in an attempt to capture what she was
seeing as she went about her day-to-day teaching, as well as the
specific behavior of the target children. On several occasions
the teacher specifically asked for certain activities (the opening
of the school day) and specific children (Pammy during seatwork)
to be filmed. These were viewed and discussed afterwards. I felt
that the use of videotape would enhance both the teacher's recall
of her cognitive processing at the time of the action, and allow
me to study the context of Incidents that might become salient at
a later date. This method was particularly useful later in the
year when the target children had been identified as it allowed me
to go back to the early videotapes and watch the behavior of the
identiftied children. At the beginning of the year the camera was
placed on a tripod in the front corner of the room, behind the
teacher's desk (see Figure 2). From this angle it was possible to

tape the class from nearly the same perspective the teacher had
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when she addressed the children from her desk. A wide-angle lens
was used to include as many c“ildren as possible at one time, but
the camera was too close to the children to get all of them in
view at once. Later in the year, a zoom lens was used to focus on
gpecific children and events of interest. In all, nineteen hours
of videotape are included in the data corpus.

Selected pleces of videotape were used on four occasions in

viewing sessions with the teacher (Erickson & Schultz, 1977). The

teacher and I watched the tape together. Sometimes I would stop
the tape and ask the teacher to recall what she was seeing or
thinking about at that particular point in the tape. Sometimes
she asked me to stop the tape at places she wanted to elaborate
upon or to see agaln. The viewing sessions were audlotaped and
later coded and analyzed.

At the beginning of the study permission slips for participa-
tion were sent home to the parents of each child in the room (see
Appendix C). The letter explained that the children might be
asked to wear a vest that contained a cordless radio-microphone
for a period of time. The purpose of the vest was to capture the
words of specific children on the videotape. By the end of the
study each child in the room had an opportunity to wear the vest
at léést twice. This made it possible to have all the children on
tape under the assumption that 1if one or more were referred for
special education I would not have to call undue attention to
them. This method also provided videotapes of contrast, or bench-

mark, sets of children that were later studied in comparison with
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the target children. To make the vest wearing less obtrusive two
vests were used. One vest contained a "dummy" microphone. The
children thought that I was recording both children wearing vests.
A pocket was sewn on the back of a blue denim vest and the radio-
microphone was placed inside it (see Figure 3). The microphone
cord was slipped under several flaps of elastic sewn on the vest
at strateglc points and came over the shoulder where it was clip-

ped to another plece of elastic close to the wearer's mouth. The

mesen e W) T S Gn ap O My em -

W
/ Microphone Cord

Radio Microphone Transmitter
(inside pocket)

FRONT BACK

Figure 3: Recording vest with radio microphone.

antenna cord was taped down at several places on the back of the;
vest ﬁiih electrician's tape. The children enjoyed wearing the
vest and eagerly requested their turns. There was an expected
amount of “"testing” of the micrcphone each time a child wore a

vest, The vest wearing sometimes proved disruptive to the class,
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but for the most part it was quickly forgotten after a few minutes
and the children and teacher went on with thelr regular activi-
ties.

In summary, the interpretive participant observation method
was used to gather the data for this study. The techniques used
by the researcher were: 1) gathering field notes during observa-
tions in the classroom; 2) videotaping the teacher and children
who were the subjects of the study; 3) audiotaping interviews
between the teacher and the researcher; 4) audiotaping viewing
sessions between the teacher and the researcher - discuss what
appeared on the videotapes; and 5) gathering docur. - ~evtinent

to classroom happenings.

Analzsis

A four-faceted approach was used to obtain and aralyze the
data from the study. The four strategles used were watching,
listening, recording, and analyzing (see Chapters 4-7, Schatzman &
Strauss, 1973). In an ethnographic study the analysié of data
begins while the researcher is still gathering data. Analysis is
integrated with the other three fieldwork strategles. The data
obtained from the different methodological processes were compared
and c;ntrasted using a technique known as "triangulation” (Gorden,
1980,-5:12). In this process, what has been learned from one data
source is cross-—checked for validity with what has been learmned
from the other sources. An example of this procedure follows:

The teacher made a statement in an interview about a certain
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classroom management procedure she used. In this specific case it
was a bahavior modification technique. I examined the fieldnotes
for instances of the procedure being used and viewed the video-
tapes for further occurrences of the use of the procedure by the
teacher. If the teacher was seen using the prccedure on videotape
and at other times it had been noted in the fieldnotes that she
used the procedure, the evidence strongly supports her interview
statement. Instanceé of disconfirming evidence as well as
confirming evidence were sought in order to help the researcher
make a stronger argument for hypotheses that have beeg made
(Erickson, 1979).

The next step was to look for classes of things, persons, and
events Iin an attempt to discover key linkages hetween the phenom-
ena occurring in the classroom (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973).

It was within the key links that the overriding model for the
research developed and the theoretical constructs emerged. This
process 1s not static. That is, the classes may change and key
linkages may shift or lead to new theoretical areas that necessi-
tate further reading of the literature and analyses. All of this
was not done in a vacuum. Central to an interpretive participant
observat ional study 1s cross-checking with the teacher-informant
to ke;p the process constructually valid. Additionally, communi-
cation-;ith knowledgeable colleagues regarding the theoretical
issues that were shaping the analysis helped me clarify the guid-

ing constructs and focus on the key linkages.
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Once the key linkages were set and the theoretical constructs

were researched, the next layer of data analysis began, This
consisted of the often tedious process of organizing and sifting
through the data ‘bases. Instances from the fieldnotes were color-
coded around issues and children. Audiotapes and videotapes were
transcribed and color-coded as the fieldnotes had been. A modifi-
cation of Erickson and Shultz's (1977) procedures for analyzing
videotapes was used once the children and events of interest were
defined. I developed catalogs to help me know where to find
certaln types of information in the fieldnotes.

After two children had been referred for special education I
selected instances of thelr classroom interactions from the video-
tapes and made a master videotape of each child. When I made the
master tapes I used a Date-Time-Generator to record the actual
school date and running time (in minutes, seconds, and tenths of a
second) on phe videotape copy for each event selected. Vigaettes
were written after carefully watching the master videotapes and
cross-checking my fieldnotes for any off-camera Iinteractions of
importance.

Prior to evaluating the current study the reader is cautioned
that the research methodology chosen has a number of underlying
assumétions that will be stated before the results are presented;
Of primary importance is the ant#reductionist belief that the
whole cannot be understood by examining its parts separately. The
approach is also predicated on humans being able to know them-

selves and being able to accurately express their feelings about
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what they have done. From this follows the assumption that people
have the capacity to pay attention to the meanings of thelir
actions, to rapidly organize and simplify events, and to take on
complex social roles. Fourth, it 1is assumed that most behavior is
purposively constructed and cannot be understood without knowing
its meanings and purpose. The final assumption of participant
observational research has epistemology, the art of knowing, at
its core. It 1s the belief that the subjective view of reality lis
both accessible and functional. It i{s possible to find out what a
person meant by viewing his or her actions or listening to his or
her words. The participant observational approach to research has
understanding as its primary goal, placing understanding above
prediétability and control, the goals of some other types of
research in education.

A complete description of the e~t) Ilng and sudjeuts of the
study will be presented in the next section. The -7, "in of this
is to help the reader start to understand how the research ques-

tions, methodology, analysis and assumptions all blend together.

Setting

In this section I set out to transport the reader to the
actuél classroom that was studied. While this, of course, is not
physi&#lly possible, it may be mentally and emotionally possible
to come close to being there through descriptions. First, I

describe the school district, the school, and the classroom that

was studied. Second, an overview of the major happenings of the
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school year is presented from the teacher's point of view. The

teacher of the classroom is described next. Following this, a
"typical”™ day im the classroom is reviewed. Fifth, the children
in the classroom are discussed as a group and finally, the speclal
education referral process used at the school will be described.
These are the essential pleces of background information that may
minimally allow the reader to be a part of the 19§1-82 school year

in this second j;rade classroom.

District, School, and Classroom

The school used in the study 1is located in a small mid-
Michigan community of approximately thirty thousand people. The
Seneca School District (fictional name) is in close proximity to a
major state university, the state capital, and a major division of
a large automaker. The community could be described as a "bedroom
community.” Its residents work primarily in one of the abowve
endeavors. The community 1s beginning to change because a wnew
shopping center and new businesses have bezn bullt in the
district. Seneca School District also includes parts of two town-
ships that are more rural in nature.

The district has grown steadily since it was consolidated in
1923, The ciassroom being studied is at the Pawnee School, one of
four eiemegﬁary schools serving the district. A one-story school,
Pawnes wiy bullt in 1955 and has since been renovated to Include a
media center, a multi-purpose room and counseling areas. The

district has one middle school for grades six through eight and
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one high school, noted statewlde for its excellence. The

residents of the Pawnee School attendance area are very stable.
The majority of the children spend their entire wlamentary school
career in this one school. This 1s na” * ue of all the elementary
schools in the district, however.

Pawnee School houses almost three hundred children and con-
tains two classes at each grade level from kindergarten through
fifth. In addition to the eleven classroom teachers there are
full-time teachers for music, physical education; and remedial
reading. There 1s a half-time special education resource room
teacher, a part-time speech therapist, and a part-time school
counselor. The school 1s served by a scheol psychologist and
school social worker as needed. These specialists meet regularly
with the building team to discuss any children of concern to the
teachers.

The two second grade classrooms are located across Zrom each
other at the far rorthern end of the corridor in the original
building. On the wall outside the classroom door was a poster of
Snoopy (the wise beagle of Charles Shultz's "Peanuts" cartoon
strip) lying on top of his doghouse saying, “Relax. Second Grade
s a Breeze.” Esch child's desk was labelled with his or her name
and ; picture of Snoopy. Snoopy was the theme for this year's
class. The children's art work filled the room bulletin boards
and hung from two wires the teacher had strung from the front to

the back of her room.

ob
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The way the desks were arranged and the children's positions
in the desks changed frequently thréughout the year. Sometimes
the children's desks were in horizontal rows, sometimes they were
in groups of four to ten, and sometimes the desks were alone. At
the end of the year the desks were all together in a big U shape.
The teacher had a desk and a four-drawer file cabluet for some of
her materials. Besides the children's individual desks (see
Figure 2) the room also contained an area for free reading with a
small table and two chairs. This area was formed by using a book-
shelf and another, wider shelf to set it apart in one corner. On
top of the shelf were wire baskets where children filed their
completed work. There was a rocking chair and an easy chair with
a footstool In the large open area at the back of tﬁe room. This
area was used for small group time, story time, show and tell, and
other such activities. The listening center was located to the
side of the large open area. It consisted of a round table with
four chalrs. There was a record player, a cassette tape recorder,
zad several headphones on top of it. There was a basket full of
records and tapes that children were allowed to listen to when
their work was completed. There was a compartmentalized, double-
sided plece of furniture known as the "cubbiles" near the dour.
Each child was assigned a cubby space. The children kept their
lunches; paint shirts, gym shoes, and various other items in these
spaces. The teacher kept a paper cutter, a box nf spelling group
materials, and some clipboards on top of the cubbles. There was

also a set of smaller cubbies by the door that was uged as
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mailboxes. Notices to go home, homework, and awards were placed
in these boxes by a helper or the teacher and the children were to
take their majl as they left for home at the end of the day. The
room contained a sink and lavatory Zn ancther corner. There were
storage cupboards and a teacher closet along the western wall.
Scissors, glue, scrap paper, and rulers were left out on top of
the counter for children to use.

RoomA125 was very much a reflection of what the children were
working on that particular day and time. It was a room that
looked lived-in. Children's work was hung, sinr-. =2ud stapled
all around. It was also apparent on the first . ay «J zchool that
th~ majority of these children knew a grea: deal about how to go
ts school. Thuy entered the room, took their seats, remembered to
raise their hands without beilng reminded, and got out their
pencils, btooks, and other needed supplies.

Prior to beginning the field study in Room 125 Mrs. Meljer
told me that there would be freaquent changes in the seating
arrangement. From September to June thirteen changes were record-
ed in the fieldnotes. Many of them were major reorganizations. I
spent so much time looking at the mundane issue of seating
arrangements for several reasons. First, the arrangements were
made with a stated rationale on her part. Second, these changes
generaliy tended to set children apart from the main bedy of
activity. Finally, the seating arrangements can be used as visual
evidence te sbow what happened to certain groups of children in
terms of their movement in the class as the year progressed.

S8
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when I looked at the seating charts for the beginning and end
of the school year several physical factors were noticeable. The
opening of school seating arrangement (see Figure 2) is very
ordered. There are six groups of three children and one group of
four children, all facing the same direction and lined up in
straight rows. To the teacher a row consisted of the two groups
of three desks next to each other; thus there were four rows, with
Row 4 consisting of only four children in one set, The row
clogest to the chalkboard where the dally assignments were written
was referred to as the front row, or the first row. The rest were
c4lled the second, third, and fourth or back row. The ba- . row
was the row of four desks closest to the door. The teacher's desk
was at the far front corner, facing the children and in a diagonal
line with the door.

Looking at the seating chart for the end of the year (see
Figure 4) it can be seen that the teacher had moved all the
children's desks in to a U shape. She had moved the front of the
class to the chalkboard by the door and had moved her own desk to
this end of the room, but in the same position-facing the children
and the door. She had reversed the focal-point of the room. The
U congisted'of six desks next to each other forming each leg of
the U. Five desks formed the base of the U. Four children's
desks were placed insida the U. These four children were each
opposite another child on the U. The U shape reflected the coming
together of the class at the end of the year. They had "jelled"”

enough to be seated in one large block of desks.
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When the children arri~rc4 on the first day of school the

teacher had already taped .4 ated name tags to each desk indi-
cating where the children should sit. Four considerations went
into her decision about where to place the children: First, she
spread out the highest readers. Reading scores from the past
May's testing, recorded on a card prepared by last year's teacher
for each child, were used for this. Next, the teacher spread out
any children new to the school. Third, “trouble kids" (FN's
9-9-81, p.6) those who were known to have behavior problems,
speech problems, or others as noted by their first grade teacher
were separated on the periphery of the group. The teacher said
that her recollections of her observations of the children from
last year also influenced her decisionms. First and second graders
share recess time and the teachers share recess duty. This glves
the second grade teachers a year to observe the children before
they get them. Finally, the teacher sald that she put the shorter
children in the front. Presumably she knows their height fron

observation, as it was not recorded on the child's data card.

Backdrop: A fchool Year

A physical description of the classroom can give the reader a
mental picture of the school environment. The reader's own
experience of being & student should zive scme degree of familiar-
ity t; the scene. What iy more difficult to zzcreste for the

reader, however, are the particularities of the rhythm of this

classroom in this school year, Bsfore I guisent the tindings
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relative to the research questions of this study a general feeling
of the way the 1981-82 school year went for the teacher will be
gilven. What follows 1is a highly interpretive context-stripped
synoptic look at her calendar year. I have attempted to delineate
high and low points of the year. Later, it will be important to
contrast the tempo of the year with the times of the year when the
teacher made her speclal education referral decisions. I hope
this synoptic view will be helpful in seeing how setting children
apart was, to an extent, practically grounded to different points
of the school year. Each school year has a pattern and a rhythm
of its own. The experilenced teacher is in charge of the class but
it 1s the children who are in control. As I looked back on the
1981-82 school year in Room 125 through the teacher's interview
comments and in our informal conversations, I formed impressions
of the high and low points she experienced during the year. On
the overview figure that follows (see Figure 5) the tempo of the
year 1Is traced via the héavy black 1line to the right of the page.
I have distilled each month down to its major happenings or feel-
Ings and have used direct quotes from the fieldnotes. A discus-
sion of the figure follows. -

September was a time of beginnings. It was a time of rules
and routines. There was an overall focus on classroom climate.
The teaéher made an attempt to spot potential problems and problem
children. She tried to intervene before things could get out of
hand. She was very much in charge. She told me that she allowed
little time for self-expression or exploration at this point in
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the year on purpose. The room arrangement at the beginning of the
year supported the teacher's contention that she was academically
oriented with the children being separated into ordered rows.

October brought on a "getting to know you" mood to Room 125,
The teacher increasingly focused on individual children's person-
alities, needs, and strengths. It was at this point in the year
that the first set of children were seriously considered for
referral to special education services. By mid-month the work
load in the room had picked up significahtly. The reminders of
rules and routines, common up to this point, were at a minimum.
The teacher expected the children to bggin to work more indepen-
dently. She was not going to, as she said, do anymore "spocon-
feeding." This was the beginning of her feelings of dissatisfac-
tion with the class's progress. The teacher started talking to me
about the class "not jelling" (FN's 10-29-81, p.7). This feeling
carried over into November. At the same time the other second
grade teacher was talking about one of her students getting ready
to "fly” in her work. By this she said that she meant the girl
was ready to really zoom ahead with the schoolwork. These were
indications that both teachers expected some sort of change to be
occur;ing by this point in the school year.

About this time the class began the preparation of artwork
for Halloween. There were special projects and activities right
on into November and December. The three weeks between
Thanksgiving and the Christmas vacation were taken up with holiday

rituals: making gifts for parents, doing special art projects,
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and baking together in the school kitchen. At the same time, the
children were expecped to be more independent and not to rely on
their teacher for as much assistance as earlier in the year. The
teacher indicated that she felt like she was "spinning her wheels"
(FN's 12-1-81, p.3).

The New Year, 1982, seemed to signal a new phase for the
teacher. She referred to this period as the beginning of the "big
jump.” "The push is on" she said (FN's 1-13-82, p.2). It was
time for "shooting ahead and teaching kids thing" (FN's 2-23-82,
p.3). She increasingly put emphasis on the curriculum. In inter-
views she talked about where she was going in each academic area.
There was less talk about problems or individual children,
although these did not cease to be of importance. She was not
going to keep the majority of.the class walting for the stragglers
any longer.

The "big jump" mood continued from January to March when the
teacher stated that her class was "pretty well in tune with
expectations" (FN's 3-11-82, p.2). At this point in the year she
felt she could let down a little and allow the children more time
for affective activities. They had more class discussion. The
seating arrangements were more group oriented, although the
childfen st111 faced the chalkboard as cursive writing continued
to be introduced, a few letters at a time.

Spring vacation was in early April and the teacher predicted
that it would be all downhill after that point. 1In 1982 there was

an unusually lengthy ten weeks after vacation until school closed.
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Both second grade teachers had lamented about what a long spring
it was géing to be. April and May passed, and some of the
children were still finishing up the major project of the year:
the wild animal "research report,"

For the teacher the end of May and early June were the "hang-
ing in there" time of the year. A "gang of boys" had formed and
the girls were pairing up. Children's feelings were hurt when
best friends changed overnight. The teacher spoke to me about
trying to "maintain her cool."” Reading testing, math testing, and
a second grade play about nature all disrupted the normal daily
schedule. The end of the year rituals and special events occupled
a great deal of <i{:-" ime until the last day of school, June 17.
The day before sechoo! <losed the children received their teacher
aseignments for the next year. They all counted down the final
thirty seconds on June 17 and they were "officially” third

graders. The children climbed aboard their buses and left home.

The Teacher 2§_Room 125

Before I move further in the story I would like to introduce
the main character of the study. Up to this paint she has been
described only as "the teacher" or "she." Mrs. Meijer (not her
real name) was in her early thirties. She had been teaching for
seven years, all in the Seneca School District, and was in her
second year as a second grade teacher at Pawnee School.

Mrs. Meijer had taught fourth grade at another school in the

district previoﬁsly. She received her bachelors degree in
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elementary education and her masters degree In reading from the

univeraity located nrcarby. After college she stayed in' the area,
obtaining her first teaching job in the Seneca District. Mrs.
Meijer is Caucasian, and divorced, and was raising her young
daughter alone at the time of the study. She had volunteered to
take part in a larger study (Teacher's Practical Ways of Seeing,
Frederick Erickson, Principal Investigator, for the Institute for
Research on Teaching at Michigan State University). She was very
open as to her personal feelings about teaching and what went on
in the classroom. Mrs. Meljer could express herself in ways that
were éasy to understand. It should be remembered that most of her
words were being recorded and a great deal of her teaching was
be: .- videotaped. Audiovisual recording.usually inhibits a person

nov . ! to "performing.”

The Children gg_Room 125

The next layer that must be added to the description of the
setting for this study is to talk about the children in Room 125.
In order for the reader to understand how Mrs. Meljer came ©o set
apart children for special education referral it will help to have
a general sense of what the children in this classroom were like.

it has already been noted that these children knew 2 great
deal about how to go to school on the first day. They came from
predominantly middle to upper middle class Caucasian families that
tended to value educ;tion. There was one non-Caucasian child

(Chinese-American) in the room. To someone who has taught only in
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an urban or rural school district this class of children may not
seem entirely familiar, at least on the surface,

From an academic perspective, their Class Profile shows that
on the Complete Battery total, fifty seven percent (57%) of the
children scored in the middle stanines (4, 5, 6) and forty three
percent (437%) scored in the upper stanines (7, 8, 9) (Stanford
Achievement Test, Primary I, Form A; October 1, 2, & 5 1981). ©No
children scored ir the lower stanines on the Complete Battery, but
some individual student's subtests were in the lower stanines.

The class had a grade equivalent of 3.0 at the beginning of second
grade (2.0). Total class grade equivalents and stanines for each
of the subtests are avallable in Appendix B. The grade equivalent
scores for the subtests ranged from 2.5 (math concepts) to 3.5
(1istening comprehension). There was no evidence to indicate that
this Class Profile was dissimilar to thoce seen in previous years
in this school district by Mrs. Meljer.

A class has another reputation besides an academic one that
it brings with it t. a new grade. This reputation, real or
perceived, 18 based on the folklore that devezlops about the class,
for example in the teachers lounge, in the halls, on recess duty,
while monitoring the bus lines, and in teachers' meetings. Before
the achool year began both second grade teachers had been told by
the first grade teachers to expect attention problems. According-
ly, the teachers planned several listening activities for the
first weeks of school because they had so many "singers, hummers,

and mumblers” (FN's 9-9-31, p. 7) as Mrs. Meijer put it. There
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were several rambunctious boys in the second grade and both
teachers said that Mrs. Meijer had gotten the greater share of
them.

Mrs. Meijer said thét there were more c<hildren with speech
impediments (three) and more children with psychological files
(six) than she had ever had before. Psychological files are
usually established for children who have been referred for
special help or who are in special education. 1In Viewing Session
#2 (11-12-81, pp. 6 & 7) Mrs. Meijer talked about the children
having short atteation spans and being immature. She also said
»i:at she had never had sc¢ many children who "needed to 5it alone
in order to function” (p. 6). Both sie and the other second grade
teachér were hesitant to make jokes with the children or to relaxz
much because the children got off task so quickly. She felt that
she lacked rapport with this class and that they were a "lazy
bunch” (FN's 11-4-81, p. 3}.

The above descriptions were meaut ' - glve the reader a feeling
that, although écademically this class zf children was average or
above average, the teacher felt that she had a cﬁallenging class
because of the problems referred to above. Both aspects of thelr
reputation, the academic and the social, should be lgoked at im
the analysis of Hrs. Meller's setting children apart for speclal

education veferral,
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Special Education Referral Process

The last plece of background information about the setting
for this study that 1s needed before the findings are presented
has to do with how children are referred for special educat'on
services in the Seneca School District. The process of referring
a cﬁild for speclal education services at Pawnee School was a
fairly straightforward procedure. A teacher, parent, or the priu-
cipal could initiate the referral process. The district used a
fourpage referral form that was completed by the classroom teacher
(see Appendix C) and given to the principal. The principal
forwarded the referral to the district office. Then the referral
child was discussed at a building team meeting with the classroom
teacher and the speiialists present. At this meeting the
specialists would share any previous information about the child
that they might have. A declsion would be made =zbout requesting
the parenZs' signature on the psychological evaluation ferm. The
team may have decided %o have the building resource room teacher
obgerve ths <h2ld in the child's classroom and do some educational
evaluation before having the psychologist test the child. If this
was the case, the team gr¢.«<rxally mat again. They may have made
further recommendations to the teacher or have declded not to pur-~
sue psychological evaluation. |

After the evaluations were completed the team met sgaln to
present their findings to the teacher. The parents were notified
by the sppropriate specifalist. Shortly thereafter the formal
Individualized Educational Program (I.E.P.) Meeting was held with
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the parent(s) in attendance. The I.E.P. Meeting at Pawnee School
conforms to state and federal guldelines. Thosu present at the
meetings vary somewhat, depending on the child's suspected
disability. In a case of suspected learning disabilities, the
principal, the classroom teacher, the school psychologist, the
resource room teacher, and the parents are present. The principal
would greet the parénts and introduce them to the staff. They
werelinformed that t 2 meeting wss being held to sign papers to
certify the cutcome of the testing that had been completed. The
parents were glven a booklet describing the services for the
learning disabled In the state.

Usually the specialists have each already explained the test
results to the parents by telephone, but they each go over thelr
findings briefly at the meeting. Complete written psychological
and educational evaluations can be reasd by the classroom teacher
at a later date by contacting the principal or the school psychol-
ogist. Then the psychologist summarizes for the parents and makes
a recommendation regarding placew:at. This 1s discussed and
anyone with questions asks them. Then the proper I.E.P. form is
signed and ths “ztermination to place or not to #ix<s in special
education is entered. If the child is found eligitlie for place-
ment, & more detalled discussion is held outlining when and wher:
services are to be delivered. Objectives for the child, and the
other legally mandated components of the I.E.P. (P.L. 94-142) are

written.
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The following figure summarizes the referral pro:=ss at Pawnee
School (see Figure 6). The decision points are marked by dizmond
shapes. In a school district such as Seneca that uses a
discrepancy between achievement and ability to determine
eligibility for learning disabilities services, a "not eligible”
determination, at the lower elementary grades in particular, does
not uecessarily signal the end of the referral line for a child.
The committee may decide to keep the child "under observation” for
a specified amount of time and then look at eligibility again,
hence the "No, but” decision on the flow chart. This apparently
is done because it may take additional time for a discrepancy to

show up for a learning disability.
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Findings: Getting a Special Education

Identity ig'g Second~Grade Class

I .will return to the initial 1issue of the study, children
with mild to moderate learning or behavioral problems. Such
children are usually not considered for special education services
until they enter school. These mild to moderate problems include
learning disabilities and emotional impairments (see Appendix D
for definitions used). The identification process begins when a
classroom teacher notices student behavior that causes her or him
to set students apart, or categorize them, as being in need of
additional attention. 1In other words, the teacher feels that
something speclial may have to be done to meet the needs of these
students. The primary questions addressed in this study revolved
around the beginning of the identification process. The focus was
on the regula. classroom teacher's role in choosing the children
to be referred for special education. The broad research question

guiding this study was: How does a teacher come to identify chil-

dren as being in need of special education services in the early

elementary grades?

The decision an early elementary grades teacher makes when
deter@ining.whether to refer a child for speclal education
services or not is based on a phen:menological perspective of the
child. The actual act of referral involves filling out a form by
the teacher, but the factors a teacher considers before filling
out the form are much more complicated. These factors and the way

the teacher perceives and categorizes each .child are the subject
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of this study. There was sometiing special about the way a child
get himself or herself apart, both spatially and temporally, that
alerted the teacher to a possible problem. Certainly a child with
academic and/or behavior problems could trigger a referral to
special education, but in this case there seemed to be something
that transcendad the physical 1list of characteristics on the
spacial education referral form anc c?ugsed the teacher to set some
e¢hildren apart for referral to speclal education.

The cri~.cal nature of the interactions between teachers and
children in the first days of any school year has been pointed out
by other researchers (Clark & Yinger, 1979; Emmer, Evertson, &
Anderson, 1980; Gomes, 1979). These early interactions form a
basis for the way a teacher tﬁinks about a child for the rest of
the year. Teachers' expectations for the child are set by school
records, what they have heard from other teachers, and their own
impressions from those early days of the school year (Brophy,
1982). In this study, general expectations for the class as a
whole gulded the teacher's decis;on making. Her referral deci-
sions coincided with certain points in the overall rhythm of the
school year. The children who were referred for special education
received varyiag amounts of the teacher's attention throughout the
year._ There were two critical times in the school year when the.
teacher gathered all of her information about the children
together and was more inclined to make a formal referral for
speclal education. The first came around the last two weeks

in October. At this point the academic work started to become
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more Important than the rules and routines. The second major
decision point came at the beglnning of January and lasted for
several weeks. The teacher described this as her time for pushing
éhead and teaching kids things, her blg academic push. ‘he was
looking to see which children could take the push ard which could
not.

This chapter of findings begins with a discussion of how Mrs.
Meljer saw her class, with particular emphasis on two of her
terms: focus and jelling. Thease two terms are related to the
research question. Following this discussion there is a detalled
description of how Mrs. Meijer stafted setting children apart into
various groups. Vignettes of the two children wiho were referred
for special education by Mrs, Meljer add rich descriptions to the
reporting. A summary of the major research findings concludes the

section.

A Teacher Viewe Her Class

A photographer must have the ability to focus on his subject
accurately. He must also be able to look at the overall composi-
tion of his intended photograph and select the correct frame for
his subject. A classroom teacher, like the photographer, must
also make decisions about fozus and frame in the classroom. Mrs.
Meljer used the term “focus" many times when talking about the
children in her class fhroughout the course of the 1981-82 school
year. Her personal interest in photography may have influenced

her extensive use of the term, but it is an apt metaphor for the
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identification process. Before a teacher refers a child for

special education, he or she spends many hours trying to frame a
child's abilities against his or her expectations. The teacher
spends hours focusing in on specific children as he or she
attempts to locate the child's problems. To even the most casual
observer of the classroom scene, it must be clear that it is
impossible for a teacher to be aware of all that is occurring at
any one time. The aim of a teacher's classroom focus may be to
get the overall, or wide-angle, view of her clasg. This was
particularly true of Mrs. Meljer's focus at the beginning of the
year. Classroom management was a primary concern as she did not
yet know the children well. I observed her as she quickly scanned
over the classroom until something caught her eye, and then she
would focus on it. Mrs. Meljer also used the term "focus" to
apply to an individual child or small group. She would tell a
certain child to focus on his or her work, or say, "This is your
next focus."” Both uses of the term changed as the year
progressed.

Mrs. Meijer's framing changed from wide-angle to telescopic
once she got to know the children better. She would "zoom" in on
{ndividual children in an attempt to get a detailed look at them
as the photographer does when a telephoto lens 1s used. Mrs.
Meijer also did this when she worked with small groups of
children. For example, when she was teaching a small reading
group, that group was her frame of reference., Children doing

seatwork were blurred into the background context and only became
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salient 1f there was a noise or movement that disturbed the
overall picture for Mrs., Meljer. 1If this occurred she quickly
expanded her frame to the entire class until the disruption
ceased, with or without her direct intervention.

At the beginning of the year, Mrs. Meljer used the term
“focus" to mean ey. contact on the part of the child. The meaning
of "focus” when applied to individual childrec was discussed in
Interview 3.

«++ just means looking at. Focusing thelr eyes, and

most of the time, like with Neil, you can have a visual.

You can see something visual in his face, where his

behavior is showing you that he's not attending to what

you're doing.... (FN's 9-22-81, p. 2)

By the spring of the year, “focus" had taken on a deeper meaning.
In Interview 8, Mrs. Meljer discussed her ideas about this term
again.

... Focus doesn't merely mean looking at the teacher. It

also means processing what's expected of you. ... Focus

means getting rid of outside distractions. Getting your
thoughts on only the thing you're doing and, uh,

processing what's being said. (FN's 3-11-82, p. 4)

Her second definition of focus was one that few children at the
beginning of second grade are ready for in a developmental sense.
Craig, Neil, Pammy, Steve, Mary, and Joe were the children most
often mentioned as being out of focus. They recelved frequent
reminders to focus on their work. It 18 notable that as the year
progressed these children were the ones who came to be identified
as the target children for the study. This change in the way Mrs.

Meijer used the word "focus™ paralleled what was happening with

the way she viewed individual children. She went from an almost
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total focus on the children's behavior at the beginning of the
year to a focus on the cognitive aspects of the children's pro-
gress. Mrs. Meijer used the word "jelling" when talking about
this phenomenon. On October 29 she sald that she felt her class
was "not jelling" (FN's 10-29-81, p. 7). What seemed to lie
behipd the jelling issue was her expectation that at some point in
the fall the class should all start working together and start to
move ahead. It was also at this point that the workload began to
pick up in the class. Mrs. Meljer began to compléin about having
to "spoon-feed" the children. This meant that she was having to
help them too much. She felt that they should know when to
sharpen pencils, when to go to the bathroom, what dally seatwork
to do, and where to put their completed work.

In Interview 5 (11-4-81, p. 2), Mrs. Meijer said that jelling
was not something that an observer could actually see. I asked
her 1f I could film "jelling."” She did not think it would be pos-
sible.

It's a feeling. 1It's a feeling you hazie between you and

your students. And because that feelirg varies from Yyear

to year with the personalities you're dealing with, it's

never the same.

She sald that jelling is an "overall kind of thing" (FN's 11-4-81,
p. 1) and individual students are seen as "part of the whole jel-
ling process." The actions of individual students are the phenom-

ena that, when viewed from the teacher's perspective, are what

give her the knowledge that her class 1is jelling.
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Four months after the above interview, Mrs, Meijer continued
to use the jelling metaphor for the phenomenon of her class
working together as one fairly harmonious group.

Can't say my class isn't jelling. Most of my kilds are

pretty well in tune with expectations. What I'm noticing

with kids like Cralg, Steve, and Joe is that they can no

longer meet the expectations and they're starting to fall

behind. (FN's 3-11-82, p. 2)

It is clear that jelling was tiled to the class meeting the
teacher's expectations in some way. There came a certain point in
the year when most of the children could meet the demands, and
then she made her academic thrust. January through March were the
most important months for cognitive growth according to Mrs.
Meijer. Her persounal focus at this time of the year was on the
curciculum. She was consclous of the fact that these months were
usually the most productive for the children.

On March 11, Mrs. Meijer mentioned t¢ me that three children
were not able to keep up with her expectatiuns., They were, in
addition, among those whom she described as not being able to
focus. The children in a classroom who are not "processing” what
is expected of them and are not "in tune” with the teacher's
sxpectations are the children most apt to be set apart by the
ciassroom teacher for further consideration. The children who
were,honsidered for referral for special education services In the
1581~82 school year came from this group of children who set them-
selves apart and/or had been set apart by Mrs. Melijer. These
children will be discussed after a description of some of the

children for whom Mrs. Meijer had high expectations 1s presented.
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Setting Children Apart

A feeling for the way the class ran for the majority of
children 1s needed as contrast for the stories that will come
later in this section of the children who were having difficul-
ties. Context 1s crucial to understanding the research questions
and findings in a participant observational study. Some stories
about the children who were succeeding in the class will be told.
A discussion of the groups that Mrs. Meijer set apart during the
year will follow. Finally, an examination of the groups that
became the focl of this study will be presented. Fieldnotes for a
full morning early in the 1981-82 school year are reproduced in
Appendix E. These notes describe what happened on a "typical”
morning (9-25-81). The activities for the half-day included:
opening of class activities, a handwriting lesson, boardwork
explanation, journal writing, spelling groups, reading groups,
film and snack time, and seatwork. These fieldnotes are typlcal
of the kinds of observations noted throughout this year-long
study. Sections from the fieldnotes that were interesting to me
because of some relationship to a possible handicap were further
developed into stories about particular children and events. What
follows 1s & series of five vignettes that I wrote from the field-
note &ata. These vignettes present the reader with a "look" at
the classroom interactions. Later in this chapter I will separate
the children into sets according to the way Mrs. Meijer was begin-
ning to see them in tewms of thelr overall classroom performance.

The children who were succezding in the class according to the
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teacher's expect:riwns can be considered to be her benchmark

children. Mrs. Meljer used these children as her reference points
throQgpout the school year to judge the progress of other
children., The stories will feature benchmark and target children
together in interactions, as well as the two groups interacting
witlh the cther children in the class. Below is a listing of the
children most often cited by Mrs. Meljer in interviews and talks

as being members of the two groips.

Benchmark Children Target Children
Donald Paul Steve Mary
Elizabeth Sarah Joe Pammy
Jessica Andrew Craig Neil

The following story abouf the Red Math Group shows the five
children in the lower math group interacting with the teacher. Of
this group of five children, Craig was the only one referred for
special education. Notice how he responded to teacher directioms.
Notice alsc how Mrs. Meijer used a concrete approach as she
directed her small group lesson.

Subtraction Lesson--Red Math Group

Steve, Sarah, Craig, Karen, and Caxi.e <i'ary was
absept) were called back to the yroup area oi the carpet
for their math group. Mrs. Meil or wrote on the board:

1=

5 5
*3 *2 ot =3
All of the children were looking directly at the board
except Craig. Mrs. Meljer asked them 1f they could see
how the numbers 2, 3, and 5 could be worked four dif-
ferent ways. She spread out five workbooks on the floor
in front of the children. She used them to show how four
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different problems could ba worked. The children could
see, visually, how the operations worked. Mrs, Meijer
erased the previous example and wrote:
2 8 10 10

* *2 — -
She called their attention tc the sample box In thelr
math book (p. 25). Craig looked on Karen's page. Mrs.
Meijer appeared to be totally focused on her math group,
but had to interrupt them at thils point to tell the
people doing seatwork that there was too much "buzz" this
morning and to remind them to do their own work. Paul,
Donald, Neil, and Joe were singled out and told to get
busy.

The Red Math Group worked individually on the
problems on page 25. Mrs. Meijer helped Craig, at least
three times that I counted, by giving him explanations of
how to do the work. Mrs. Meijer went back to helping the
others and then checked their answerz. Sarah was the
only one who seemed to understand +hat they were doing as
I watched. Steve appeared very confused. He was looking
and did rot do any writing. He looked around at the
other children. Mrs. Meljer asked them all to look at
the next sample box on page 26. Mrs. Meljer wrote:
9-S= and 9-4= . Thig time Craig appcared to be
watching her write up the examples. She again used the
workbooks to show them how to work the problems.

6 72 2
*2 %6 o
8 8
=2 =&,
7 9
*3 =5
8 4
=3 =3
B-45
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After wor:f:.g for about ten minutes on these
probler~ - Mrs. Meljer checked their progress. Karen and

Sargh axcused to their seats because they were
finis’ irs. Meijer still watched Steve, Carrie, and
Craig . iuelped them as needed. Cralg was excused next,

" then Carrie, an? finally, Steve. (FN's 10-13-81)

This story represents a typical meeting of the low math
group. A concept would be reviewed or explained. Mrs. Meljer
would go through some examples on the board. The pages would be
assigned and then checked by Mrs. Meijer. She excused children as
they finished or demonstrated that they understood the concept
sufficiently to work on their own at their desk. She watched over
the work as it progressed in front of her, helping on a one-to-one
basis 1f a éhild had difficulties. The use of concrete materials
to explain the problems was common. The high math group (Yellow)
was much larger and the children received less individual help,
but the procedures were generally the same as for the Red Group.
Both groups used the same book, the difference being that in
September the children in the Yellow Group had started about two
chapters further back in the book than the Red Group. 1In the low
group all the children except Cralg had known to look at thelboard
for the teacher's examples. They kad also kncwn to look at the
examples in their book when a teacher directed them to, while
Craiz looked at a neighbor's book instead.

In the following description of a large group lesson that
oceurred in December, notice the di’.:rsnce in the way the bench-
mark and target children (see Figure 7 f~x a 1ist of names)

responded to Mry, Meijer in the lesson on question words. Members
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of each group both volunteered and gave cerrect and incorrect
responses. Also notice the differences in the actions of the two
groups when they were actually directed to start working on their

daily assignments.
Who-What-Where-When-Why

Mrs. Meijer began the group lesson by asking the
children to "jenerate” a list of question words. Hands
shot up imm..iately from John, Elizabeth, Jessica, and
then Pammy. John, the first called upon, came up with
"How."” The children gave more question words and they
were writtenr on the chalkbozrd by Mrs. Meljer., Karen,
Andrew, and Steve put their hands up to volunteer. Steve
was called on. He sald, "There.” Mrs. Meijer asked him
if "there" asks a question and told him that "there"
usually tells somethirg. Andrew was called upon next,
regponding, "They."” Mrs. Meijer pointed out why they
were wrong and moved on. Most of the children appearad
to be watching her. Steve volunteered "1s" next and was
told that he had given a correct answer.

Mrs. Meijer then asked them 1f they had ever heard
of the five w-h words that go together and are asking
words. No one had the answer, so she told them that the
five words were: where, when, what, why, and who. They
were agsked tc practice saying these and to memorize them.
She asked them all to say the five words together. A
chorus of "Who, what, where, when, and why" could be
heard. Steve sald, "Who, what, where, why" twice as they
practiced, leaving out "when." Both times Elizabeth
turned around in her seat and looked at him. He seemed
oblivious to his omission.

Mrs. Meljer started going over the assigmuents for
the next morning. Some children (Elizabeth and Andrew)
were sprawled over their desks, and several more were
yawning or stretching (Jessica, Karen, and Judy). By
this time, Cralg and Steve were no longer paying atten-
tion to Mrs. Meijer. Craig was wearing the  recording
vest with the radio-microphone. At this point in the
year he was sitting next to Steve. Their desks were the
closest ones to Mrs. Meijer's desk, near the front chalk-
board, where most of the explanations were given. After

" Mrs. Meijer finished the discussion and gave directiomns,
she suggested that thev take their seatwork pages out of
their desks. Jessica w~as the only one who was already
getting out her math book as Mrs. Meljer talked. Soon
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Elizabeth, Sarah, Judy, Andrew, Karen, Mary, Pammy, and
the others began to do as directed, but not Zraig and
Steve. Finally Steve made a move to start working and
Craig called out to the teacher, "What's the top one?”
(VIN's 12-4-81). He was referring to the top words in
the daily boardwork list that were writtem on the chalk-
board directly to the side of his desk. Mrs. Meljer came
over and asked him to sound out the words. He decoded
slowly, "Student council report.” Mrs. Meljer said
nothing further and Craig stood looking at the board for
a few seconds, then hummed to himself as he weunt about
getting out his workbook pages, glancing at the board
from time to time.

Craig helped Steve find some of his pages. Then, as
Cralg tried to tear the day's math page out of his work-—
book, he ripped the page as often happens with perforated
pages. "Oopsie,” he sheepishly muttered. Steve looked
at Cralg and mimicked him. Then he said, "Oopsie,
oopsie, goody, goody." Steve got his paper out of :hwe
book without ripping it and saild, "My first time doing it
right.”

Mrs. Meljer was at the paper cutter across the room
explaining something to Judy. With only z glance toward
her, Craig, torn paper in hand, headed iw her &irsctionm.
He began to call her name for help before he wa: even
halfway over to the spot where she was standinj. He
said, "This ripped when I was taking it out.” Mrs.
Meijer made Craig wait until she was done with Judy and
then told him to go get a plece of tape frum her desk to
fix his paper. Then she made a general announcement to
the class that they were wasting too much tape and should
be more careful when tearing out their pages.

Cralg returned to his seat to make the repairs and
went up to Mrs. Meijer's desk to get a plece of tape. He
carefully put it on the torn sections and then noticed
that there was not enough tape to cover the entire rip,
so he had to go back for more. After he had placed the
second plece of tape on the page he held the page up to

“the light and called to Steve, "Hey, look it. You can
see through it!" (FN°'s 12-4-81)

It took Cralg nsarly six minutes to get ready to do his daily
assizaments. With the exception of Steve, who had been kept
involved with Craig's torn paper, the rest of the class had quite

a head start on him. While Craig's six-minute lag might seem

B-48

86




insignificant when set syainst an entire schoel day, it was
unfortuaste for Cralg and others like him that these lags tended
to occur on a dally basis &nd in a wariety of situatloms, not just
before getting started on their ase¢lgnments. Botk Cralg and Steve
had partially focused on what Mrs. Meljer expected them to do, but
neither appeared to understand the assignments well enough to stay
focused on what they should have been doing during the time of the
torn math paper.

In the next vignette, a contrast between Elizabeth's and
Craig's comprehension of the teacher's directions 1is apparent.
Craig figured out how to get a plece of drawing paper only after
watching another child, but he used his new knowledgeAto help a
third child.

Gettir . : Plece of Drawing Paper

On the first day of school, a hali day, at about
11:15, Mrs. Meijer told the class that she wanted them to
draw a self-portrait before they went home. The children
were busy finishing up the rest of the morning's actlivi-
ties and were at different stages of readiness to begin
their portraits. Mrs. Meljer gave the directlons for the
art project and told the children to ask her for a plecw
of drawing paper when they were ready. Mrs. Meljer
continued with writing on the chalkboard, and some of the
children began to draw themselves. Donald looked around
the room, apparently trying to figure out where the
drawing paper was. Cralg seemed to have the same
question on his mind, and he went over to Mrs. Meljer.
.He asked her where the paper was. He was told to think
about what she had said. Right then, Elizabeth came up
and asked Mrs. Meijer for a plece of drawing paper and
she was handed a sheet. Cralg, looking puzzled, seemed
to be trying to figure out what Elizabeth had done that
he hadn't. Mrs. Meljer went on about her work, leaving
him to stand there thinking.

A few minutes later, Royce went up to Mrs. Meljer
and asked her where the drawing paper was. He received
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Paul demcnstrated his withitness by trylng to talk someone into
taking the rap although he apparently was not willing to do it
himself. Elizabeth summoned up her courage and decided to risk
admitting it was hers, It 1is not known 1f Mrs. Meifjer heard or
saw what Paul was up to or i1f it really was Elizabeth's bag. The
former is more probable than the latter to me, based on my
observations. In any case, Elizabetfh demonstrated her withitness
by feeling able to volunteer to take the rap in order that all the
rest of the children might get to their buses on time. The plan
did not succeed. These stories conclude the look at the general
interactions of the class and at the beginnings of how this
experienced teacher set children apart,

Throughout the course of this year-long study of one second-

grade teacher, the focus of the observation revci:: = siv:und how
she determined {f any children needed to be refervs” 1. . special
education services. The story became a study of : - .iractical

ways a teacher =+ : the children In her classroom. The story is

about how the teacher judged a child®s ability to learn effective-
ly from her and what she decided to do about it 1f she feli the
child needed some outside intervention. As the school year
progressed, the children were informally sorted into categories.
Thesé categorles were largely undefined, but they seemed to forﬁ
sets for the teacher to ponder.

To begin to understand how Mrs. Meijer went about grouping
“families” of children together, the fieldnotes and interview

audiotapes were carefully examined to ldentify her specific verbal

B-52

. 88



Paul was &ble to come up to the teacher, get her attention and
help, and go back to his seat to finish his work. Pammy was wait-
ing gor the teacher's help, but she never followed through. She
used up more time than Paul, aud she never received the teacher's
help. She may have had the same question as Paul and therefore
benefited from Mrs. Meljer's response to him. This 1is not knowm.

In December Mrs. Meljer told me that she was not happy about
the progress of her class. On a day that had not gone well, the
chi) en were cleaning up and getting ready to go home. Mrs.
Meijer said later that she had been at her "sharpest” (FN's
12~-9-81, p. 2).

Taking the Rap

It was & Wednesday and there had been a student
council popcorn sale that afternoon, Many of the
children had purchased popcozn. Mrs. Meiljer had found a
wadded-up popcorm bag on the floor just as the children
were lined up, ce=cs and hats on, all ready to go to
their buses. She asked for the person respoasible to
claim it. No one did. She waited. Children nervously
looked around at each other. Toward the back of the line
Paul was quiletly trying to talk someone into claiming the
bag so they could leave. Suddenly, Elizabeth spoke up
and sald it was hers and tried t: take the bag from Mre.
Meijer. Mrs. Meljer just looked at Elizabeth. The look
on her face implied that she did not believe the bag was
Elizabeth's, and she did not give it to her. She asked
for the real persom to claim it. No one did. Mrs.
Meljer sald that there would be no student council
popcorn for anyone next week. The children, looking
disappointed and doing some groaning, filed out and got
on their buses. (FN's 12-9-81, p. 2)

Paul and Elizabeth were two of the children whom Mrs. Meijer
considered among her brightest and most "withit" kids. "Withit"
was used in the sense of knowing wh:: to do at the right time and

doing it. (I will return to Mrs. Mel{jer's use of this term.)
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the same responge ag Cralg and stood there looking
puzzled too. At that point Cralg came over to Royce and
whispered something to him. Royce went back up to the
teacher and said, "May I have some paper?” Mrs. Meljer
. responded, "Yes, you may,” and gave him the desired
sheet of drawing paper. (F¥N's 9-9-81, p. 4)
Even though I did not observe how Craig figured out what
Mrs. Meijer's directions had been, this episode seems to demon-
strate that he learned the correct response needed to obtain cthe
plece of paper without having to be told again by Mrs. Meijer. 1t
also shows one of the "withit" children, Elizabeth, following
directions correctly on the first attempt. She m:7 have modeled a
correct responze for Cralg or she may have told him what to say.
From the beginning cf the year several students in the class
stood out as being more adept Iin the role of student than others.
One of these children was Ellizabeth; another was Paul.
Elizabeth'’a abllity to obtain needed materlals wss just described.
The following example demonstrates Paul's abllity to approach the
teacher for help, get it, and return to his assignments. At the
same time Pammy attempts the same zctivity and does not get the
teacher's held.
Approaching the Teacher for Help
It was shortly before lunch and Mrs. Meljer was
heining indfvidual children with theilr seatwork as they
up to her with questions. She was sitting at the
gmxll reading %ibie talking to Gail. Pammy went up and
weited for her tuwm. Paul came up next and they both
stood arocuid rhx: tadle waiting. Mrs. Meljer finished
with Gall av3i acknowledged Paul first. Pammy stood there
waiting. She seemed to forget why she was there and went

back to her seat, never having talked to Mrs. Meljer.
{FN's 9-22-81, p. 1)
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references to sets of children. It was felt that these natural
families might show some resemblances to one another that would
prove to be indicative of the patterns involved when she set
childrer apart for a specific purpose, as in referral for special
education services. Seventeen sets were thus identified (see
Figure 7). These sets are by no means mutually exclusive, nor do
they include formal groupings made by Mrs. Meijer for Instruction-
al purposes, as in her reading, spelling, and math groups.
Rather, they reflect the informal day-to-day observations that
Mrs. Meijer felt were important to point out in interviews or in
discussions of the day's happenings. It is noteworthy that 14 of
the 17 sets of children were problem groupings. That is, they
were groups of children mentioned as having, or causing, specific
problems for Mrs. Meljer.

Some of these problem sets were made up of children the
teacher considerad referring for special education services.
These were the children I most closely observed through the field-
work process. I wanted to discover what it was about these
children that had caused the teacher to refer them for special
education. She referred to them as her "target” children (FN's
9-21-81, p. 2). Of all the problem sets, why did certain children
become "target” children?

Other sets of children identified by the teacher were studied
as a means of contrast. The pool of children from which the sets
were formed consisted of the members of Mrs. Meijer's second-grade

class during the 1981-82 school year. Informal categories created
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by Mrs. Meijer included the "bright, really withit" children, the
"doesn't quite have it" children, and the “"has it, but can't put
it together" children. The majority of the children in the class
were between the upper and lower extremes (see Figure 8), in what
I have called the average group as they were never given a family
name in our discussions by Mrs. Meijer. The informal categories I
have described were groups talked about by Mrs. Meijer, but they
were not actual groups in the classroom. She had other types of
groups that existed in everyday life. There were reading, math,

and spelling groups. She had groupings like her “gang of boys"

Doesn't quite have it
students
Bright, really Average Vau >

wirhit students! students? AN

-
Kas it, but can't put
it together students

]Paul 2Jimmy Gail 3Hary uCraig
Elizabeth Carrie Jason Joe Neil
Andrew Judy Doria Steve Pammy
Donald John Blake

Jessica Karen Sue

Sarah Becky Rovce

Figure 8: Informal ability groupings of Room 125 children.
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and the children with emotional problems. Children could be
m2mbers of several groups. Oniy the Informal groups are reflected
in Figure 8.

Interviews structured around Mrs. Meljer's class list were
held at two different points in the year (late September a . ! mid-
March). She was asked to say whatever she wanted about each
child. TFigure 9 was developed from listening to these two taped
interviews and from transcribing Mrs. Meljer's comments about the
four groupings of children previously described in Figure 8. Also
recorded on the flgure are excerpts from Mrs. Meijer's comments
from the June report card as they were avallable for the children
of interest. These comments were recorded while I was looking at
the report cards alone, and no discussion was held with Mrs.
Meljer about them., They are included as an end-of ~the-year sum-
mary statement of how she felt about each child.

In an interview on March 2, Mrs..Meijer talked about what she
saw as the specific problems of the group of children in her
"doesn't quite have 1t" gi~up. She said that Mary, Joe, and Steve
were “on a par with I.Q. and what they have on the ball" (Fu's
3-2-82, p. 4). According to Mrs. Meljer, Mary has "no specific
disab?lity"‘and will always be "the C student.” Steve i3 "such a
pir pen" that he sticks out anyway, and Joe, although he works
hard, 1s going to have a "1ong school career.” By the cad of the
time she cailed the "big push” for academics in March, Mrs. Meljer

sald that Steve and Joe, as well as Cralg, could "no longer meet
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the expectations” (FN's 3-11-82, p. 2). She further eiaborated
that most of the class was doing a "pretty good job»" except for
Mary, Joe, Steve, Neil, and Craig.

Of the five children mentioried above as rot doing well, only
Craig was referred for special education services. He was refer-
red in October. In Figure 10 the "careers” of the eight ci .ldren
judged most troubling to Mrs. Meljer are displayed. The figure is
based on her comments from interviews throughout the academic
year. Both Steve and Joe were mentioned as being “"target”
children for referral yet were never referred. WNeither Neil nor
Mary was mentioned for referral. Pammy, the second child to be
referred was not included by Mrs. Meijer in the group of children
not able to meet her expectations in March. In Pammy's case the
evidence secms to point toward factors other than academic ones.
She was in the highest reading and math groups, but she rarely
finished all of her seatwork. Cralg, Pammy, and Neil had the
family resemblances of “"having it, but not being able to put it
together.” In other words, there was something about these
children that made Mrs. Meijer feel that they had the ability to
do the work she was assigning, yet they were unable to organize
themselves or thelr thought processes in such a manner as to
allo; their abilities to come out in a way that made them success-
ful in school. It can be seen in Figure 10 that only two of the

eight children who were most troubling to Mrs. Meijer were
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actually referred for speclal education services. This lndicates

that she used referral to speclal education sparingly.

\\ Referred for Soecial Education

- ' g
Has lt, But Can't Craig e

Put It Together Kids

Neil
______________________________________ \ Not Mentioned for referral

Doesn't Quite
Have It Kids \, Mentioned for Referral
-

Gail ——> Referred for Counseling
Jason ——» Referred for Retention

Figure 10: Careers of children troubling to Mrs. Meijer.

On the other hand, Mrs. Meijer, as just mentioned, felt that
Steve, Joe, and Mary lacked the capability to do much better than
"C" work. On the October 1981 Stanford Achievement Tests (see
Figure 11), Craig's stanine range (3-7) was the lowest of all six

children. However, Joe, Steve, and Mary were not much ahead of
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’ him with stanine ranges of 4-7, 4-8, and 5-9, respectively. Mrs.

Meljer's bright, withit children, Paul, Andrew, and Elizabeth, all
had scores entirely in the high stanine ranges. Donald (5-9),
Jessica (5-8), and Sarah (5-7) showed more variability but were
all average or above in achievement. Complete Battery Totals for

all children Iin the class can be found in Appendix G.

LOW AVERAGE HIGH
12 3 s 5 6} 7 8 g

Paul
sar 3 oppreved
lizapeth
° g P~
nanen.. Ly
(_Dgr;a_l.d B
pAE Ne' l Y P _._A
e ————— ettty
' <. ® o o -JeS.s l.ca. L Ld )
Sarah
(. @ ce oo & ¥ )
Pammy
¢ v %
Mar
“ Yy
" Steve N
h Y L 4
L Joe N
N [ 4
Craig .
{‘ L3R v

Extra bright, withit kids

—— Doesn't quite have it kids

<=+ Has it, but can't put it together kids

Figure 11: Stanford Achievement Test stanines for informal
ability groups.
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Not all children who pointed themselves out did so in ways

that would cause a teacher to suspect that a special education
referral was needed. Donald, Paul, and Andrew were far from being
"model” students in class in terms of behavior. While not being
in trouble with Mrs. Melijer as much as Craig or Neil, they
certainly received more teacher reprimands over the course of the
year than did such boys as Royce, Blake, or John from the average
group.

The major differences between Donald, Paul, and Andrew on one
hand, and Craig and Neil on the other, was that the former group
were part of Mrs. Meljer's "extra bright and/or really withit”
group of children as previously mentioned. On a qualitative level
the misbehaviors of Donald, Paul, and Andrew were of a different
nature in time and place than those of Cralg and, to a lesser
extent, Neil. The bright and withit boys may have been regarded
differently because they managed, in spite of some silly behaviors
at times, to get their work done. They participated appropriately
during lesson times for the most part. They tended to get into
trouble at unsupervised times, such as lining up, recess, and free
time after their assignments were completed. They were also mois
adept_at getting away with talking or sharing answers "behind the
teacher's back” (Spencer-Hall, 1981) than the more "out-of-it
children” like Craig, Steve, and Joe. They seemed to have both a
sense of their own worth in the teacher's eyes and a sense of how
far they could go with their inappropriate behavior before causing

the teacher to become really angry with them.
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An outsider (the researcher in this case) can be misled as to
a child's abilities and achlevements 1f she relies solely on the
teacher's comments. This was apparent when we discussed the
end-of-the-year reading scores in May. One of the boys whom I
felt Mrs. Meijer included in her group of average children was
John. His scores on the Stanford Achlievement Test and the Gates
McGinitie Reading Test placed him as one of the brightest children
in the class. He had never been grouped with that set of children
by Mrs. Meijer in her verbal discussions of the children with me.

I suspect that John's beginning-of-the-~year crying outbursts
and silliness kept Mrs. Meljer from including him in the withit
group at first. He chose Jimmy as his best friend at the
beginning of the year. Jimmy was a child who lacked self-contrrl
at times. Later in the year, John's best friend was Royce, a new
boy to Pawnee School who was somewhat quiet and shy. John was on
the fringe of the withit boys but was not really included in all
of théir activities.

It seemed that Mrs. Meljer had attributed certain soclal-
emotional characteristics to John that overrode his high achieve-
ment scores. 1 =xpressed surprise at the end of the year when I
saw his reading test results. John scored high grade equivalents
in bo;h vocabulary (5.6) and comprehension (5.7). I had placed
him in the "average" group academically. Mrs. Meljer was
surprised that I did not know what a good reader he was. She did
not express surprise at seeing his scores but rather seemed to

expect them to be high.
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In two of the interviews (#5, 11-4-81 and #8, 1-14-82) Mrs.

Meijer talked about a number of children who were not part of the
process of coming together as a class. When she first talked
about the class "mot jelling," Gall and John were specifically
mentioned as examples of how an individual child, or a few
children, can disrupt the whole process. John had been in tears
over a math assignment, and Gall continued to isolate herself from
the rest of the children. Later, Mrs. Meljer implied that Steve,
Cralg, and Jimmy were also holding up the class's progress.

When the jelling issue was discussed again in January, Mrs.
Meijer sald that most of the class had jelled, but again she cited
a number of children who were not part of the process. Steve,
Joe, Mary, and Cralg were lagging far behind in academics. John
and Jason were described as having problems with immaturity. Neil
and Gail were primarily behavior problems. Figure 12 shows the
classroom standouts at these two times In the year when the issue
of the class jelling was dilscussed.

It is interesting that neither Nell nor Pammy was included as
part of the "not jelled” group in November. By January, Neil was
included, but not Pammy. By January 14, Mrs. Meijer had already
referred Craig and Pammy for speclal services and had included
them; as well as Neil, in the "has Llt, but can't put it together”
group. It 1is also Iinteresting that even though more children
(elght) were cited by Mrs. Meljer in January was not being part of
the'group, she made no further referrals of children for special

education services that school year., When Figures 11 and 13 are
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compared, it can be further noted that even though John was listed
both times In Figure 12 he was never one of the children consider-
ed for. special education referral. Pammy, who was referred, was
never listed as not meeting expectations in either November or
January, as shown in Figure 12. This tends to support the notion
that there was something more than failure to meet expectations

that caused a student to be referred for special education.

11-4-81, Interview § [-14-82 . Interview 8
Class is '""mot jelling'" This is the '"big jump"
Craig : Craig
\ Steve ' J
Steve J immy Ma o€
N / \ Jason lry / Nei |
Gail John Gail > John”
~ / N e
Rest of the class Rest of the class

Ficeure 12: Classroom standouts at two critical points
in the year.

Setting Children Apart for Special Education Referral

I was particularly interested in the practical ways Mrs.
Meijer set children apart for special education referral. I felt
that by looking at the children she might refer, I would be able
to determine what set these children apart from the others in the
classroom. At the beginning of the study there was no way of

knowing if the teacher would refer any children. There were
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several children who seemed to point themselves out to me from the

opening day. As it turned out, Mrs. Meljer verbally targeted four
(craig, Pammy, Joe, Steve) of the 22 children in Room 125 for
special education referral. She actually referred two (Craig and
Pammy) children. One of them (Craig) was placed into special
education classes for the learning disabled for the next school
year, 1982-83. . The other child (Pammy) was not placed into
special education.

Both chiidren whom Mrs. Meijer referred for special education
were in the group of children she had labelled her "has it, but
can't put it together kids.” I decided to look closely at the
data on this group of three children--Craig, Pammy, and Nelil.
Craig and Pammy were the ones who were referred for special
education services. Cralg, Pammy, and Nell were three very
different children, yet Mrs. Meiier saw a commonality in all of
them. Cralg and Pammy were referred to speclal education as
possibly being learning disabled. Mrs. Meijer's practical
definition--"has it, but can't put it together"--perhaps better
than any clinical characteristic best describes the puzzling
condition that teachers face when they come across a child with
learning disabilities.

&humbnail sketches of the three childreﬁ's characteristics
are presented below. The descriptors are mainly my comments about
the children, written as I observed them or as I thought about

them later. The few words in quotation marks are Mrs. Meljer's
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words. Examples of each characteristic were found in tﬁe
fieldnotes. I will present some of these in stories about each
child.

Craig--questioning; alert, yet out-of-it; dense; Iin

one ear and out the of*=, smart; wants to be withit--Cub
Scout, snowmobile; arti.-.ig ability,

Pammy--absent-minded; insect lover, scientifically
inclined; lonely; shunned by classmates, but doesn't seem
to care; Individualistic, not concerned with doing what
others do.

Neil--brooding; aggressive; "mousie” at times with
teacher; mean, frequently coples others' work; shy about
volunteering in class; "emotional things.,"

After noting the above characteristics of the three children,
I went to the fieldnotes for the first weeks of the school year
and took out observations written about these three children.
These observations were chosen to show how the children were
already setting themselves apart from thelr classmates. At the
time I wrote the fieldnote observations that follow, school had
been iIn session for two weeks and the children had settled into a
routine. The children in the class were expected to take riore
responsibility for themselves now as Mrs. Meljer was bhusy getting
her small groups organized for reading, math, and spelling.

9-17-81 Neil: Warned twice before 10 a.m. about his

behavior. Mrs. Meijer mentions an "office" (his seat

‘moved away from others) as a possibility for him. Told

again about getting his seat changed.

Pammy: Reads to herself in a corner during
Rainy Day Recess. No interaction with other children.

Has cabbage wedge for snack today. In art builds a
"playground for lady bugs™ out of craft straws.
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9-18-81 Neil: Often stands while doing seatwork.
Argues with Joe and 1is talked to several times in the
morning by Mrs. Meijer for his behavior,

. Pammy: Gets a teacher-imposed time limit to
try to get her to complete her work.

Cralg: Stands a lot to work at his seat.
Asks to sharpen pencil at wrong time (during class, not
before).

9-21-81 Neil: 1Is told to "focus" several times.
Copying Donald's paper.

Cralg: Does not pass papers over to the side

of his row when directed. Mentioned as a “target"

child. Asks for something to be repeated, and he is

told to have his eyes and ears open. He seems excited

when he notes that there are only 15 minutes left until

he gets to go home.

Pammy: Mentioned as a "target” child.

Shares excitement with Cralg that there are only 15

minutes left until they get to go home.

The above notes show that these three children were already
becoming objects of Mrs. Meijer's special attention. These early
brief fieldnotes serve as an introduction. I will next go on to
discuss the three children in a longitudinal way across the school
year. I will look most closely at Craig since he was the one
child who became eligible for special education services. This
discussion will be followed by a look at Pammy, the other child
who was formally referred. Next, a brief look at Neil will be
given, Neil is included as an interesting contrast to Craig and
Pam since he was in Mrs, Meijer's practical grouping of "has it,

but can't put it together kids,” yet was never referred for

special education.
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Earlier in this section I said that Mrs, Meijer verbally
targeted four children for special education referral. These
were: Cralg, Pammy, Steve, and Joe. Since Steve and Joe were
never referred, their cases will not be discussed in detail, but
the reader may want to note them as they appear in some of the
vignettes about other children. These two boys were part of Mrs.

Meijer's group of "doesn't quite have it kids" (see Figure 13),

"Has It,But Can't Put "Doesn't Quite
It Together Kids" Have It Kids"
Neil Mary
Targeted for
Referred: Craig referral, but Steve
Pammy not referred: Joe

Figure 13: Children most troubling to Mrs. Meijer in the
1981-82 school year.

To study each of the three children in depth, I used the
following process. First, I carefully went through the data
corpus and examined all specific references to each child's
behavior. These notes were fhen analyzed and categorized into the
specific types of problems each was experiencing. Next, available
pleces of videotape were studied to get a sense of the antecedent:
and consgsequences of behaviors in the context in which they
occurred. Then, short vignettes were written to portray actions

(rich description) and shorter, supporting pileces of data (thin

B-68
106



description) were gathered. Portralts of Craig, Pammy, and Neil
emerged that showed a shared "familly resemblance” (the "has it,
but can't put it together kids") as well as the pacticularistic
attributes of each child. The family resemblances appeared to
influence Mrs. Meijer's decision to set them apart as a group.
The descriptions of the children to follow must be consldered
within the context of the entire group of children who were
members of Room 125 that school year.

When the teacher went about using her personal skills of
observation and practical reasoning, it was necessary to do this
from an interactional perspective. She looked at the child
individually, but she also had to think about how the child inter-
acted with the other children in the class, with her as the
teacher, and also how the child interacted with the curriculum and
its materials. Being a successful second grader in Mrs. Meljer's
class involved the ability to interact in several different types

of classroom events, These events were: large group activities,

where Mrs. Meljer presented a new concept, reviewed materilal
already covered, and gave group directions or assignments; small

group activities, such as reading and math groups; independent

work times, seatwork and individual time needed to complete a

small group assignment; teacher interaction times, when the

children received help or when they were Just talking with the

teacher in face-to-~face exchanges; and finally peer interaction

times, before, during, and after class, on the playground, and in

the lunchroom.
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Getting a Special Education Identity: Craig

Craig was the first child referred for special education by
Mrs. Meijer and the only child who was placed into special
education from Mrs. Meijer's class in the 1981-82 school year. Im
4this extensive description of Cralg, stories and comments from all
the major events involved in being a second grader in Mrs.
Meijer's classroom are represented. This was done because Crailg
was the one child in the class who was eventually placed into a
special education classroom for the mildly handicapped (LD) as a
result of Mrs. Meljer's practical observation and reasoning
skills. He was a standout from the first day of school. 1In fact,
Mrs. Meljer knew a great deal about Craig before he entered her
class. She knew that he had fepeated kindergarten and had not had
a very successful year in first grade. She knew that he had
received help from the reading consultant in the past and that he
would, no doubt, need it again this year. She did not refer him
for special education immediately, nor did she indicate that she
planned to. Rather, she viewed her task as his teacher to ﬁry to
decide what his problem areas were and how she could best help
him. Her first opportunity to observe Cralg's behavior was 1in the
large group context because thils was the primary interactional
stag; at the beginning of the school year. Mrs., Meljer had
gathered the children together on the floor by her rocking chair
before their dismissal to go home. (Later in the year the
childfen simply lined up, but in early September she made sure

each knew what bus to take, had their bookbags or lunchboxes, and
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she madz any announcements that needed to be made to all of them.)

Note how Cralg set himself apart in this example of his behavior

in a .large group activity.

Large Group Behavior

Lining Up to Go Home

3:15 p.m. It was time to go home on the first full
Monday of the school year. The children were seated on
the carper at the back of the room and Mrs. Meijer was
in her rocking chair. She directed everycne who brought
their lunch box to line up. Nearly half the children
got up and headed for the door. Mrs. Meljer next
excused those who bought lunch in the cafeteria. All
the rest of the children except one got up from the
floor and went over toward the door. Mrs., Meijer had
started to stand up when she noticed that Crailg was
still sitting on the floor, a bewildered look on his
face. He appeared to be waiting. Mrs. Meijer asked,
"What did you do for lunch today?" He answered that he
had an egg sandwich. Mrs. Meljer waited and then said,
"But you brought a sack, right?" Craig continued to sit
until Mrs. Meijer went over and told him to join the
other children in line to get on their buses. (VIN,
9-14-81)

At the time, Cralg's mix-up did not seem remarkable. Yet
looking back, it is a-clear example of the types of problems in
comprehending the nature of school tasks that surrounded him all
year long. Didn't he hear Mrs. Mel/jer's directions? Was he
unable to hear the difference between the sounds of bought and
brought? Or was he confused because he brought a sack lunch
rather than a lunch box and Mrs. Meljer had said, "lunch box"
people line up. Other children who brought sack lunches (not
lunch boxes) got up when the teacher said this. He was the only

child left sitting on the floor at the conclusion of Mrs. Meijer's
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directions. Cralg stood out from the other children on this

fourth day of school. He had problems in taking directions or
explanations in one situation and being able to transfer them to a
similar situation when he encountered it. The videotape of this
activity clearly shows the expectation on his face. Bringing a
sack lunch was not the same to him as bringing a lunch box, nor
was it the same as buying a cafeteria lunch to him. She gave two
categories, but he appeared to be walting for a third. Most of
his classmates did not share this difficulty, at least consistent-
ly. The lack of ability to generalize (or transfer what he had
learned in one situation) tended to bother Mrs. Meljer as the days
and weeks wore on.

Craig's confusion in a large group over the nature of a
social task, lining up, was shown in "Lining Up to Go Home."
Another example of Craig's behavior during a large group lesson,
this one on metrics, should exemplify the problems he showed
above. This lesson came much later in the year. Mrs. Meijer's
academic push was in full swing, and Craig's frustration at not
being able to keep up was at its highest. For everyday math
lessons Mrs. Meljer had two groups, but for metrics they all did
the pages together as a group activity. The class was sitting on
the fioor with their math books and pencils. Mrs. Meljer was in
her rocker.

Metric Measuring Lesson
Mrs. Meijer began the lesson by directing the

children t¢ tear pages 139, 140, 142, 143, and 144 out
of their books. As they began to tear out the pages,
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she reminded them to keeg the pages in order because
they would be stapling them together at the end. Craig

had the first page in his hand and stopped, Mrs. Meijer
said, "Tear it out Craig and keep right on tearing until
you get to page l44." She next gave the class direc~-
‘tions on how to show her they were ready to continue.
Cralg was the only child not ready to go on. They were
asked to turn to page 140 as page 139 was "not expected”
of them. Cralg was on the wrong page, and Mrs. Meljer
had to tell him specifically to turn to page 140. She
finished explaining what they were to do on each page
and then told them to punch out the measuring "sticks”
from the back of thelr books. Cralg managed acceptably
with this task.

The next eight to ten minutes were spent in measur-
ing the different items called for on the pages. Mrs.
Meljer walked around helping where needed. She went
over to help Cralg and noticed Steve on the wrong page.
She told them that they would do page 141 together
because it would be too hard to do alone. They were to
measure some lines in units and Mrs. Meljer drew a
sample on the board. They discussed the directions, and
the children began to measure individually as Mrs.
Meijer walked around helping. Craig looked on Karen's
paper. About an hour after beginning the lesson, the
children's workbook pages were stapled together, and the
class all checked thelr answers at the same time. (FN's
3-11-82, p. 1)

In the fieldnotes.I made no indication of the number of
answers Cralg, or any other child, got correct. The notes provide
a record of the children who were not functioning appropriately
during the lesson as they were singled out. Craig's problems
seemed to be with comprehending the nature of the task rather than
with being able to do the problems.

fhat afternoon after the children had gone, Mrs, Meljer said
that Craig's measuring was fine. She explained, "He can do the
skill that's required of him if he knows what to do.” When I
asked her about his performance during the metric lesson she said,

“He couldn't follow. Wasn't on the right page. Didn't see where
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the picture...just didn't have those kinds of put it together
things. Once Craig tore the page out of his book, he was
completely lost™ (FN's 3-11-82, p. 3). Mrs, Meijer said that
Craig relied heavily on visual cues. She said that he had learned
to compensate for his weak auditory skills by relying on his
visual abilities and that "without a finger point [to the problem]
he was completely lost" (FN's 3-11-92, p. 3). Her comments help
develop the picture of a child who 1Is lost without visible struc-
ture. Tearing out the three or four pages from their bound,
ordered sequence in the book contributed to Craig's confusion in
getting started, Once he got going, he apparently was able to
complete the (- ..

According to Mrs. Meijer, one of Craig's biggest problems was
not following directions. On his special education referral form
(see Appendix H) she stated her concerns as difficulty with
"memory tasks"” and "understanding directions.” She felt that
Craig's difficulty with directions came in the understaunding of
what to do. She suspected that his shdrt—term memory might be the
problem. Another example from the fieldnotes, the first art
lesson, may help to explain the manifestations of Craig's problem
with directions.

Art 1s generally an exciting part of school life for most
second graders. Mrs. Meljer explained to the eager children that
they were going to be given a sheet of construction paper and some
straws. They were te use their imaginations to make a design.

She suggested that the straws could be stuck flat to the paper or
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stick up at any angle. Mrs. Meljer was standing in the middle of
the rows of children, but to the outside, facing them as she gave
directions.

An Eager Artist

When she was ready for them to get their suppllies,

she saild, "People in my back row, that are not lefties,

may go get some Scissors and a glue bottle for your

row.” Paul, Jimmy, and Jessica all got up and headed

for the sclssors can. Elizabeth stayed in her seat.

She 1s left-handed.

Mrs. Meijer was about to go on when she noticed that

Craig was speedily on his way back to the supplies area.

He had been sitting in the front row. She said to him,

"Craig, are you in my front row?" Cralg didn't say

anything. He turned around with a sheepish-looking grin

on his face. He started to head toward his desk,

putting his left hand to his chin and then his right

hand to his ear as he walked quickly back to his row.

The rest of the children just watched him. Some were

smiling. (FN's 9-17-81)

From where Mrs. Meijer was standing and directing her
attention, Cralg could possibly have thought that he was in the
back row as his row was the farthest away from the scissors cans.
Two pleces of evidence tend to dispute this, however. First, Mrs.
Meijer had consistently referred to Craig's row as the first, or
front row and to the other children's row as the fourth, or last
row. This incident took place on the seventh day of school.
Second, no other children from Cralg's row moved toward the
scissors, and all three children from the back row did get up.
Three of the four back-row children were "withit, together kids."”
Did Craig truly think that in this instance he was in the back

row, or could it have been the excitement of the first art lesson

that caused him to rush forward before his row was called? As the
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year went on, Cralg proved himself to be one of the most talented
artists in the classroom. Was he not listening to Mrs. Meljer and
tuning out on the "back row" portion of her direction? Again
Craig "pointed himself out” in front of the whole class for not
following directions.

In addition to having difficulty following directions in
large group activities, Cralg also had problems in small group
activities and when he was working independently, such as during
seatwork. Specific examples from the fieldnotes and videotapes
will be pointed out. Also, examples of interactions with other
children will be given. Several of the stories will point to
cognitive~thinking strategies that he appeared to be using. These
are included because it was Mrs. Meljer's feeling that Cralg had
the ability to do better and this was her main distinction between
the "has 1it, but can't put it together kids" and the "doesn't

quite have it kids."

Small Group Behavior

An examination of Cralg's actions in reading and math group
lessons may shed additional light on why he was the first child
Mrs._Meijef referred for help.

Craig was in the Rainbows (Houghton-Mifflin, 1974) reading
group, the middle of three groups in Room 125. The children took
turns reading orally. Sarah was the only child praised for her
reading this particular late-September day. Cralg was told to use

more excitement in his reading. (He usually read in a monotone.)
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After the oral reading they were directed to do some workbook
pages, and they all started to write except Craig, When Mrs.
Meijer questioned him about why he was not working he said, "I
didn't understand what do do” (FN's 9-30-81, p. 2). She helped
him and next explained that they were to underiine a certain
picture on a page. When Mrs. Meijer reminded Neil to underline,
Craig did too. This was one time that he was not caught for his
inattention to the task at hand. He seemingly took a cue from a
classmate.

Similarly, a couple of weeks later in math group I noted that
all the children except Cralg were watching Mrs., Meijer do a
sample problem at the chalkboard. Later, he looked on Neil's
paper to see what to do. At least three times during the lesson
Craig had to be told what to do and how to do it., He did watch
the next time that Mrs. Meijer demonstrated at the board. He was
excused from math group to go to his seat at 9:56 a.m. but was
again asking Mrs. Meijer for help at 9:59. She told him that she
was not going to "spoonfeed” him anymore (FN's 10-13-81, p. 3).

Three months later Mrs. Meljer was still giving Cralg extra
help in his math group. She had called the Red Math Group back to
the floor. She began to go over page 130 with them but noticed
that Craig was not on the right page. She told him the page
nts.3f as well as where to look on the page. She went over the
&¢nizul directions of what to do. They were to underline their
=996, The problems had to do with the months of the year.

£:-+ a yae sent back to his seat to get a pencil. Mary was
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cour. from right to left, but wasn't observed by the teacher.
Crai_ 2d on Sarah's paper before he even tried to put down an
answer. He was so busy figuring out the six months of the year
that he forgot he was supposed to be underlining. He asked, "Do
you circle 1t?"

Mrs. Meijer went over the rhyme of the months (“Thirty days
has September...") and called the children's attention to the big -
calendar on the front bulletin board. They were to find out on
what day of the week January had started. Steve could not name
the day. Carrie could not do it either. Mrs. Meijer told them
and went on to explain pages 104 and 105, which dealt with skip
counting. She askéd Steve to continue from "2-4-6." He did it
and answered that he was counting by twos. Mrs, Meljer asked
Craig to go on from “4-8-12," He did not get it. First he said,
*8," Then, with a prompt, he sald he was counting by fours.
Carrie was unable to go on from "3-6-9," but Mary could. Mrs.
Meijer helped Craig make an apostrophe as they had to write 2's,
4's, 3's on thelr worksheet to identify the counting patterms.
Page 106 was explained, and then Mrs. Meijer gave the children
time to complete the four pages on thelr own at theilr desks while
she cglled up one of the reading groups.

Clearly, Craig was not the only one having difficulty ip his
math group this particular day. It is also clear that he had
trouble both with remembering directions and grasping the concept
of skip counting. These same difficulties in comprehending both

the nature of the soclal task and the academic task involved were
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apparent when Cralg was doing seatwork. One of the seatwork
activities that the children had to do was "centers."” Mrs. Meljer
would set out six to eight self-instructing activities on a table
for the children to do during the course of the week. They
checked thelr name off on a master list after the activity was
completed. They could do these activities in any order they

wished.

Seatwork Behavior

Around Halloween Mrs. Meljer set out a ghost puzzle as one of
the center activities. The pleces were in a box, but it was not
the original box. There was no guiding picture of what the puzzle
was supposed to look like when finished. There were quite a few
medium= to small-sized pleces, and it looked to me like the
finished puzzle would be about 5" x 7" 1in size.

The Ghost Puzzle
It was mid-afternoon when Cralg went up to the

centers table and selected the puzzle. He took It back

to his seat and dumped the pieces out on his desk. He

tried to put some pleces together. He was not getting

very far. When I asked him, he said that he was trying

to start at the center of the puzzle. He seemed to have

no strategy for fitting the pleces together. He tried

to fit pleces together that had colors that didn't

match. He did not try to fit the edge pleces together

or to fit pleces that contained obvious parts of words.

He soon gave up and put pleces back in the box. (FN's
Craig did not seem frustrated when he could not do the puzzle.

When I told him about the strategy of looking for the edge pleces

first, he did not seem the least bit interested. He had tried,
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but did not appear to be bothered by his inability to do the
puzzle. The puzzle was like Crailg himself.: All the pleces were
there, but it was difficult to put them together to make a whole.
Instead of trying to put the puzzle together, Craig moved on to
the next activity.

While Cralg was trying to do the puzzle, Prumy was catching
up on seatwork. Elizabeth, Karen, and Sarah were cleaning up the
painting area after everyone had finished the day's art project.
Andrew and Paul were back at the listening center. Mrs. Meljer
had told the children to be sure to read the back board and to do
what 1t sald after they finished putting thelr skeleton bones
(Halloween project) together. The back board directed them to
finish today's boardwork. Several children, Cralg and Joe among
them, went directly on to centers instead of doing their board-
work. On many occaslions throughout the year, Crailg went on to
free time or another activity when he had not finished his seat-
work. Most of the time he was noticed and redirected by Mrs.
Meijer. Sometimes he was not.

Is All of His Work Done?
The listening center was a place reserved for

children with all theilr seatwork completed. On February

3, at 15 minutes before lunch, Craig headed for the

area. Was all of his work done? His being finished

with seatwork early was out of character with his usual

work pattern that had been observed for the past five

months. My check of the wire baskets where the children
placed thelr completed pages surprisingly turned up one

of Cralg's papers Iin each of the baskets. A close look

at the quality of his work shed light on why he was done
so quickly. (FN's 2-3-82, p. 2)
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Figure 14 shows what Craig turned in for each of the five seatwork

subjects that day and what the actual assignment had been. At
this point in the year the academic "push" was on. Mrs. Meijer
had just learned that Craig was not eligible for speclal

education. A few weeks later she commented that Cralg was not

even trying anymore.

Subject Assignment Crafg's Paper
Spelling underline & capitalize Just underlined
Candy Page alphabetize words & no poem
(worksheet) write a poem candy/candle incorrect
Journal write about Ground full of erasures

Hog's Day "I wish that ther

was no tosh they of
the gond hoge™*

Reading pp. 101 & 102 skipped one on page

Workbook 101; others were
correct, page 102
looked okay

Math pp. 117 & 118 pp. 115 & 116 okay.»
(with teacher) but these weren't
assigned for tcday

#_ ikely translatfon: I wish that there was no such thing as the
Ground Hog. (The Ground Hog had seen his shadow, and tnerefore
according to legend there would be another six weeks of winter.) (FN's

2-3-82' p- 3)

Figure 14: A look at Craig's seatwork assignments for 2-3-82.
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The previous notation of the Incorrectness of Craig's work

when he turned it in made me want to look for instances where I
could actually observe Cralg completing his seatwork. I
remembered that a few days earlier I had watched Cralg dolng some
math problems on his own, so I went backlto the notes and video-
tape of the math boardwork of January 29. The day's math board-
work had been explained with examples at about 9:45 a.m. An hour
later, after recess and snack, Cralg began to do his problems. He
and Royce and a few other boys were copying the problems from the
board. Occasionally they looked as 1f they were pointing to
specific problems and asking each other questions.

Math Boardwork

1. 11 6 8 9
+ 6 + 7 + 4 + 3
2. 15 12 9 5
+11 + 7 + 8 +13
3. 24 48 56 47
+30 +31 +22 +21

(FN's 1-29-82, p. 2)
As I walked down the row behind the boys I notliced that Cralg
was working on the first problem in Row 3: 24 + 30. His method
for doing the problem was as follows: First, he added 2 + 3 in
the tens column and got 5. Then he added 4 + 0 in the ones colqmn
and got 4. His answer of 54 was correct, but his method of
achieving it would ultimately lead to error in problems that

required carrying (regrouping) in the ones column. It would have
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been interesting to see how Cralg handled this. Some of the other
children may have been using the same method as Craig, but it was
not recorded in the fieldnotes.

Each of the settings just mentioned--large group, small
group, and seatwork—-was part of the interactional context set up
by Mrs. Meijer. As has been noted, with each of these settings
there were interactional tasks required of the children that
caused problems for Craig. 1In the following pages, Cralg's soclal
interactions with the teacher and his peers will be examined.
Would Cralg's difficulties still be evident when the academic

requirements were removed?

Interactions With the Teacher

A Day on the Floor

The mormning Upa-You-Body was over. Cralg, Pammy,
and Steve had been left standing twice, Judy once, and
John three times. (Being left standing meant that a
paper had not been turned in to the teacher). Andrew
had just tattled on Neil for looking on Donald's paper.
Mrs. Meljer was getting the class ready to go on to
handwriting when she noticed Cralg rocking in his chair.
She told him to move to the floor to work.

While the rest of the class went on with printing,
Cralg worked on spelling. He was asked to get a
clipboard to write on, and by the time he was ready to
start the handwriting the class had moved on to their
journals. Crailg was seated on the floor right in the
path of the children who were coming back to the wire
baskets to file completed papers. He did not move so
they walked around him, or stepped over him, until Mrs.
Meijer saw this and told him to move. He moved over to
the group area of the carpet, and a few minutes later
when Mrs. Meijer started math groups she had to sit by
her desk. He was working on the last worksheet of the
morning before finishing the others, coloring when he
was not supposed to be. The morning went on. Group
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work .r¢ ovey and Mrs. Meijer moved to her desk, Students
starced 9 cosie up for individual help. Craig was in the way for
the third time, 2nd he still had to be told to move. (FN's
10-10-81)

Cralg's inability to be perceptive about being in the way, or
being in the wrong line, was problematic all year long. He would
be told something once, or even twlce, and still not be able to
generalize, or apply 1it, to the same situation when it confronted
him again. Mrs. Meijer sald that usually a day on the floor cured
the chalr rocking, but "We'll see with Craig" (FN's 10-10-81,

p. 3). She seemed to think that once would not be enough for him,

This problem with generalizing was also evident when Mrs.
Meijer gave oral directions. One day in mid-October Mrs. Meljer
gave the class a pretest on compound words. The test had been
passed out, and she had explained what compound words were. When
she asked if anyone was having problems, Cralg raised his hand.
His question was, "What are compound words?" Mrs. Meijer explain-
ed again and told them to underline the two parts. Cralg sald,
“"Do you circle it?"” Mrs. Meljer asked him to repeat what she just
said, but he did not at first. Finally he said, "Through 1it"
(FN's 10-21-81, p. 5). Many times I wondered if he was behaving
this way deliberately. Later in the day Mrs. Meljer said that she
could tell by his face that he really did not remember what she
said; "He's not prbcessing," she concluded (FN's 10-21-81, p. 5).
The special education resource room teacher was in the room
observing Cralg the same day. Mrs. Meljer sald that the resource

- teacher could not have picked a better day to see the way he

really is.
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Another example of Craig's inability to judge a mood came on
the first day that Mrs. Meijer turmed over several of the
children's messy desks. She had been trying to get them to keep
their desks in order for several weeks. The children were out for
afternoon recess and she caught sight of Neil's extremely messy
desk. She went over and turned his desk down, spilling the
contents on the floor. She also "dumped" the desks of Joe, Paul,
Karen, Sarah, aad Steve. When the class returned from recess they
were surprised to see what had happened. There was a hush as the
children looked around. Whispers of "she did it" could be heard
coming from some of those who who had stayed in for recess.

There was a slight air of tensicn gs the children waited for
Mrs. Meijer to explain. Before she had a chance, Craig spoke up
cheerfully and said, "Mine's all messy too. Do you want me to
dump it too?” (FN's 11-3-81, p. 5). Mrs. Meijer tald him that if
she had wanted his desk dumped she would have doms it. He mis-
judged the seriousness of the situation in the rocm, or perhaps he
was trying to make ligh. of it.

Craig also misjudged the social implications cf occurrences
on other occasions. Early ia the same year, on the second day
that videotaping was done in the class, was another example. As
was to be expected when an outsider enters a classroom of second
graders with a videotape recorder, camera, microphone, and a tele~
vision r- .tor, there was much curiosity about the whole business.
The teacher and I told the children what was going to happen, and

Mrs. Meijer proceeded with the day's activities. The next day,
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however, Craig brought his own tape recorder to school. He was
ready to capture the day's happenings for himself. He proudly
came over and showed it to me. Then he placed it on his desk,
running it for the other kids.

A Second~Grade Kecorder

When Mrs. Meljer noticed Crailg with his tape
recorder set up on his desk in the front row, she asked
him to put the recorder 1inalide his desk. It was
distracting Cralg and the other children around him.
She sald to Cralg, "If that bothers your work today I'll
have to put it ow my desk till recess.” Mrs. Meljer
went on with her explanation of the morning's work and
the day began. At about 10:50 a.m. Cralg took the
recorder out of his desk. Mrs. Meljer noticed him
showing it to me, and he was asked to put the recorder
on her desk, which he did, but he left the machine

- running.

Periodically during the remainder of the morning
Craig would run up to her desk and check the tape. He
turned it on and off as they left and returned to the
room. Mrs. Meljer did not appear to notice his
activitie: until the children had gone to lunch. She
played back some of the tape and was surprised to
discover that the machine had recorded from inside the
desk. She said that she was not about to let him take
the tape home and do "goodness knows what" with it. So
she erased the morning's recording during her lunch
break.

When Crailg returned to class after lunch, he ran up
to the teacher's desk, presumably to turn the recorder
back on, but found it missing. He ran over to Mrs.
Meijer and questioned her as to its whereabouts. She
told him that it was in her closet and that he could get
it after school. She told him that she had not given
him permission to record the class. Her explanation
seemed to satisfy him, and no more mention of the tape
recorder was made until about five minutes before bus
time when Mrs. Meljer got the recorder out of her
closet. Cralg saw her and ran over and tried to take it
from her without asking. He was directed to sit down at
his desk. The recorder was handed to him as he walked
out the door to get on his bus, and that was the last I
heard of the recording venture. (FN's 9-5-81, p. 1)
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This example points out what I considered to be one of

Crailg's strengths that at the same time was one of his weaknesses,
He was aware and excited about what was going on, his recording in
this case, but he became carried away with what he was doing to
the point of getting himself reprimanded by Mrs. Meljerx for
continuing to record after she had asked him to put the recorder
on her desk.

Before I move on to Cralg's relationships with his peers, omne
further example of his inability to size up the soclal situation
in the classroom will be presented. It happened on a day when
there was a slight change in the established routine that had

evnlved around the use of the computer in the classroom.

Integration Skills

It was a hectic Tuesday In Room 125. It was the
class's day to have the microcomputer in their room.
(At the time of the study the school had two machines to
share among all the classes.) It was also library day.
Usually Mrs. Meijer left the computer in the room and
when the class returned to the room the children resumed
turns. This particular day, however, she decided to
wheel the whole computer cart down to the library. She
wanted the children to go right on with their turns when
they were not selecting books.

Mrs. Meijer had not made an announcement to the
class about her plan, but it seemed obvious what she had
in mind when she pushed the heavy cart down the hall and
get it up in the library. After it was ready to go she
called John over to take his turn. John took his turn
at the computer and went over and tapped Craig, who was
next on the list. Cralg stopped what he was doing. He
walked back to the classroom and passed right by the
computer. Mrs. Meljer noticed that no one was using the
computer and was checking into it when Cralg came back
from the classroom with a puzzled look on his face.

Mrs. Meijer got him started on the program and went on
to help other children select books. (FN's 3-2-82)
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Mrs. Meijer used this incident later as an example of Craig's
"jack of integration skills" (FN's 3-2-82, p. 3). It also seems
to point to his difficulty with social perception, as noted
previously. One might assume that by second grade, when a child
sees his teacher push a cart loaded with a microcomputer down to
the library, he would realize it was to.be used there. No other
children were observed going back to the room to use the computer.
In addition, Craig was not the first child called up to work on
the machine. In this instance, he seemed oblivious to the
surroundings. On some occasions Cralg was able to observe other

childrea's behavior and to imitate it. Not this time.

Interactions With Peers

With his peers Cralg remained pretty much on the fringe of
the "gang of boys" that existed in Mrs. Meijer's room. The other
children accepted him but did not go out of their way to include
him. Cralg would also join in with the boys' sports at recess.
He huddled with them in the halls and at breaks and was not an
outcast by any means. The class appeared to accept him for what
he was, with tolerance and little malice.

‘The only observed act of a hostile nature directed toward
Craié occurrad at the beginning of afternoon activities one day in
March. The children were sitting down around Mrs. Meijer for
their story. John came in and jumped on Craig's foot. This type
of behavior was very unusual for the class, and Mrs. Meijer

immediately asked John why he would do such a thing. At first
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John said nothing. He looked quite upset by Mrs, Meljer's
question. He finally said, “Sue, Cralg keeps trying to sit with
us sad I don't want him to sit by us!™ (FN's 3-16-82, p. 1).

Mre. Maljer talked about that not being a good reason to jump on
him. Craig looked surprised and a little hurt by the incident but
didn't say or do anything, and Mrs. Meljer went on reading the
story.

There were several times throughout the year when the class
would react to Cralg's behavior before Mrs. Meijer did. Once in a
sclience lesson the class was experimenting with what happened to
light rays when a flashlight beam was directed in different
angles. Mrs. Meijer had to keep telling a few of the children to
quit leaning forward to see because they were blocking the beam's
path. Finally, she had warned them enough and said that the next
time anyone did it that would be the end of the experiment. On
the very next trial, Cralg started leaning out into the middle.
T:is time it was his classmates who yelled out, "Craigie, Craigie”
(FN's 11-10-81, p. 2).

On another occasion when the class was across the hall in the
other second-grade teacher's room for soclal studies, Craig got up
twice with the wrong row of children. The second time it happened
severél chil&ren yelled out, "Craigie, you're in Row 1" (FN's
10-1-81, é; 5). There was no other child in the class who invoked
this type of reaction from the other children. The principal of
the school called him "Cralgie” and so did his mother when she was

at school helping out with puppet making one day. Craig is not a
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name that usually gets made into a diminutive 1ike Jim or John.
Even though he was one of the oldest boys in the class due to his
retention in kindergarten, he was physically small and was treated
like he was younger, or less responsible, by almost everyone,
including hie Cub Scout leader, as will be obvious in the follow=-

ing paragraphs.

Interactions Outside the Classroom

I did not have much evidence in the fieldrotes about Craig's
competence outside the classroom, but I had wondered Lif he was the
type of child who would seem more "normal" 1in nomnschool activities
and only show his learning disabilities in school (see Cole &
Traupmann, 1980, for further discussion of a learning disabled
child in nonschool contexts). I had observed Craig trying to help
Paul with a Cub Scout activity in the hall one morning before
school, Craig told Paul that his mother was supposed to sign the
activity after he completed it. Then Paul asked Cralg if he knew
what to do for tﬁe religious activity. Cralg sald no, but he
showed off his three activity beads that were sewn on his Cub
Scout jacket. I decided to try to gather some evidence on his
behavior in Scouts because I suspected that perhaps this was
Craié's area to shine.

Just a little over a month later, while the children were
with the other second-grade teacher for a film, an opportunity
presented itself. Mrs. Meljer and I were talking in her classroom

when the school librarian came down to the class, She brought a
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message from the Cub Scout leader: Mrs. Meljer was to announce to
the boys that there would not be a meeting today. The Scout
leader had told the librarian to tell Mrs. Meijer to "look Craig
in the eyes" and tell him to go home after school (FN's 2-23-82,
p. 2). Mrs. Meijer asked the librarian to repeat it. There was
no special message for any of the other boys. It seemed that even
the Cub Scout leader believed that Craig was a child who had to be
told something directly; she had set him apart from the other boys
too. Crailg seemed competent in scouting activities, earning
beads, and even trying to help others, but he had trouble follow-
ing directions outside, as well as inside, the classroom. Admit-
tedly, this one instance is too incomplete a base on which to
characterize his entire out-of-classroom interactional
performance. Nevertheless, there does seem to be enough evidence

to state firmly that the Cub Sccut leader had also set Cralg apart

from the other boys in her troop.

craig: A Summary

It should be cle¢ar that Craig had difficulty across all the
{nteractional-event settings in Mrs. Meijer's room. His case has
been fullyAdescribed here because he was the one child in the room
who a;hieved the status of obtaining a special education identity.
The actual procedural data on how this came about will be
discussed later in the chapter. At the beginning of the year it
was Craig's "family resemblance" to other children with problems

whom Mrs. Meijer had known in the past that had earned him a spot
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in the set of "target children.” Switching from her role as a
teacher to that of a gatekeeper, it appeared that it was the
universal, pervasive difficulties that Craig displayed in all of
the classroom events that I identified in Mrs. Meijer's second-
grade class that helped her make the decision to refer him for
special education services.

Craig was a second grader who wanted to do well but lacked
basic skills in reading and math. In addition, he lacked skill in
comprehending the nature of tasks asked of him across the class-
room contexts. He had difficulty following directions, was slow
in getting started, and was impulsive when fesponding to the
teacher's questions. He seemed alert and smart at times yet
out-of-it and dense at other times. This section on Craig
concludes with a list of Cfaig's strengths and weaknesses (see
Figure 15) as noted throughout the year. The list 1s taken from

the fieldnotes and from interviews with Mrs. Mei.

Pam: Left to Her Own Devices

The second child referred for special education evaluation by
Mrs. Meijer was Pam. Unlike Craig, who seemed to stand out in the
activities of the class, Pam blended into the background, almost
to the point of seeming to be withdrawn. At times Pam could be
working on something in the midst of a crowd of children and not
pay any attention to them. It was almost as 1if she were in her
own little world. Often she had to make up her schoolwork during

recess or free time when she should have been interacting with
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Date

Hotatlon

Date

Hotation

9-10

9-30
10-5

10-6

10-21
i2-8

1-29
2-2

2-3

can't follow directlions, elther out
to lunch, or tuning out

questions everything

inability to follow more than one
direction, inabllity to stay on task,
kindergarten repeater, primer reader,
doesn't know basic math facts to '"10,"
visual learner

adjustment problems every year so far,
bright kid, wants to see all there is
to see, trles, wants to learn, to do
well, auditory processling problems
not processing

can't organize to begln, not a self-
starter, can only concentrate on one
thing at a time, meticulous

does 2-column addition incorrectly
reversals and Inverslons In hls
reading, difflculty In conceptuallz-
ing, has learned to compensate, one-
to-one he can read, anxlety, habltual
problems, questioning, clears throat
under stress

no longer trying, reading not valued
at home

2-9

3-11

eager to do well, not getting anythin
from the reading act, can't put the b
plcture together

Is learning, has basic skills, probie
In performing a task with more than o
step (these comments from school psy-
chologlst), difficulty with writing
skills (like Journal), difficulty goi
from '"tool' learning to application o
"tools,' no integration skilis, copie
other kids' work

won't try anymore, can do skill If he
knows what to do, difficulty followin
being on right page, lacks put-it-
together skillis, relles on visual,
depressed at having to slt away from
other kids, making negatlve comments
ahbout his schoolwork, not developmen-
tally ready for carrying In math, 1ik
artsy stuflf, can't process what's
expected of him, particularly the
auditory

wonders about petlt mal selzures, Fix
stare (above from the reading teacher
EEG was normal, needs l:1 attention t
succeed




classmétes. pam had a particularly difficult time completing her
seatwork. Mrs, Meljer explained the four to six daily activities
at the beginning of the morning and then she expected the children
to do them independently in order as she worked with her various
groups. By mid-September it was obvious to Mrs. Meljer that Pammy
was one of the children who was having trouble getting the daily
work done, When seatwork was checked at the Upa-You-Body time of
the day, Pammy was usually left standing at least once every day.
In the following story an incident is described where Pammy was
isolated from the other children by Mrs. Meljer. Notice that
oﬁher children are working alone and completing assignments while
Pam is still on the first assignment near the end of the after-
noon. Notice what she does after she is sent to the cormer to
work on her story by herself,

My Toofh Story

In mid-September Mrs. Meijer had her second graders
write a story about teeth for Dental Health Week. After
story time she explained what they were to write about.
She told them to title their story, "My Tooth Story.”
Before they could start to write the story they had to
make their spelling dictionaries., At 2 p.m. the first
children to finish the dictionaries were given paper for
"My Tooth Story.” This was 35 minutes after Mrs. Meijer
had given directions. By 2:10 Donald, Jimmy, Paul, and
Jessica were finished with both tasks and off to other
activities. -

After recess (2:20 to 2:40) Mrs. Meljer demonstrated
the day's art project, leaf rubbings. At 2:50 the class
was told thet tha tooth story must be finished before
they could g0 on to the art project. Mrs. Meijer was at
the small tabie helping students with the spelling of
difficult words, She called Pam to come back to the
table with her spelling dictionary. She saw that Pam
wag still finisbing up on the dictionary and hadn't even
started her tocch story. Mrs. Meljer said to Pam, "This

B-94

133



[tooth story] is your next focus. Go get your pencil."
Mrs. Meijer sent Pam to the free-reading corner table to
complete her story.

Pam went to the corner and sat down, but then stood up
‘again and leaned forward as {f to take a few steps
toward the main part of the room, She stopped, appeared
to be deciding 1f she should go, and then tentatively
van to her desk and came back a few seconds later with
hier spelling dictionary in her hand. This had taken
almost two minutes. She finally sat down, scooted the
chair up to the table, looked at the paper in front of
her, then looked away to her left at the bulletin board.
Next she put her pencil up to her head then to her hair,
shaking her right leg all the while. Another minute had
gone by as she flicked her pencil under her chin while
looking at the bulletin board, She finally turmed to
her work again, sighed visibly, scooted her chair up and
stopped, scooted back, stood up and turned toward where
Mrs. Meljer was standing, Pam talked to herself,
pointed her finger sternly as if she was mimicking
someone saying, "“Sit down here," and then she sat back
down, still mumbling.

Four and a half minutes had now passed since Mrs.
Meijer sent Pam to the corner, and she still had not
begun to write. She looked at her paper again for five
seconds, looked at the bulletin board, glanced at what
the rest of the class was doing, and then looked back at
the bulletin board. Sarah came over to the corner to
get a book and Pam returned to her story, but still did
not wyrite anything.

Almost a minute later Pam went up to get spelling
help from the teacher. She asked Mrs. Meijer to spell
"once upon a time." Mrs. Meljer told Pam that she would
write "once" for her but that she was sure that Pam knew
how to spell "up” and "on" and could put them together.
Mrs, Melijer walked away carrying Pam's spelling
dictionary., Pam and Mary (also waiting for help)
followed her. Pam went back to the corner to work. Two
minutes later she came back up to Mrs. Meljer to get
fmore help. She had to wait a full minute for the
teacher to help two boys who were there before her. At
3:10 Mrs. Meljer told the class to clean up to go home,
and Pam headed back for the cornmer to work on her story.
Finally, eight minutes and 40 seconds after being told
to go to the corner, Pam gave her tooth story to Mrs.
Meijer. She was told to put her name on it and put it
with the others. (FN's 9-15-81)
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Unfortunately, a copy of Pam's final effort is not available. The
fieldnotes make it clear, however, that ghe ..u...:..Jd her tooth
story that day. This incident was recorded on videotape and later
studied after Pam was referred for speclal education. Originally,
I chose to film Pam because I had observed how hard it was for her
to concentrate on her seatwork when the teacher was not directing
her in a lesson. In the nearly nine minutes that she was in the
reading corner, Pam actually spent less than four minutes on the
writing of the story. It was apparent in the videotape that she
did not sit and coacentrate on this task. Most of the other
children finished nearly 45 minutes before she did. She never got
to the art project and never finished coloring her spelling
dictionary. The specified times in this long vignette are exact
times.

I presume that Mrs. Meljer isolated Pam to help her concen-
trate. She wanted to keep Pam away from the distractions of the
other children doing their leaf rubbings and moving about. Pam
did not work on her story even in the corner where she was alone.
She looked all around, flicked her halr and face with her pencil,
moved her feet and legs, and got up and down several times. This
pattern repeated itself many times over the course of the school
year ;nd was a contributing factor to Pam's having to stay insidé
during recess many days to complete her work, even though she was
one of the better readers in the class., Only one other
top~reading—-group child, Gail, consistently missed recess. She

had different problems that hindered her completion of the work.
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Mrs. Melijer sald that she knew Pam had trouble completing
tasks the previous year as well because she had talked to her
first-grade teacher. Mrs. Meijer wondered if Pam could possibly
have'a "far-point copying" problem. She meant that Pam was unable
to look at something on the chalkboard and to copy it on her own
paper correctly. This task Involves short-term memory also. Was
it the “"connection from what she thinks and what she can
produce...or...just hand coordination?” asked Mrs. Meijer (FN's
9-22-81, p. 3). By the third week of school, Mrs. Meijer was try-
ing to diagnose Pam's difficulties and had made careful
observations of her difficulties.

During a science lesson in early December, Pam was chosen by
Mrs. Meljer to portray the sun in a demonstration. In a viewing
session of this lesson held later, Mrs. Meijer noted Pam's quick-
ness in responding to many of her questions and statements. She
said that Pam often looks like she 1s not paylng attention when
she really 1s. Several examples of this behavior will follow in
the "Things in Spuce" vignette., Mrs. Meljer commented that Pam is
"pretty much on task when we have group discussion. It's when
she's left to her own devices that there's a problem” (FN's
12-8-81, p. 3).

Things in Space
“What do we call the place where the earth and stars
are?” asked Mrs. Meijer during an afternocn sclence

lesson, When no one raised 2 hand to volunteer an

answer, she called on Elizabeth, one of the most

reliable of the children. Elizabeth tried, but did not

come up with the answer Mrs. Meljer wanted. Sitting a
few seats away from Elizabeth, Pam mouthed the word
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“"space,” but made no attempt to volunteer. Mrs. Meijer
appeared to see Pam and called on her. Pam started to
raise her hand as she was called on, then said, "Space.”
Mrs. Meijer said, "Correct,” and went on talking about
things spinning in space. As she said this Pam spun her
hand and went, "Whirr, whirr,” under her breath. The
lesson continued on and Pam played with the recording
vest that she was wearing for the videotaping, talked to
Jason, who kept turning around to talk to her, and put
her finger in and out of her mouth.

About ten minutes after Mrs. Meijer had asked the
question about space, she called for Royce to be a model
of the earth and Pam to be a model of the =sun. Pam was
given a kick ball to hold as the sun. She giggled and
seemed pleased to be chosen. Royce was given the globe
for his model of the earth. Mrs. Meijer asked the class
what was wrong with the model of the sun. When no one
responded, she called on Pam. Pam replied, "It's
smaller than the earth." Mrs. Meijer said, "What do you
know about the sun?" Pammy responded, "It's supposed to
be very bigger than the earth.” Mrs. Meijer went on to
explain to the class that she would have had to have
given Pam the big Indian rubber ball from the gym if the
model was going to be realistic. As she said this, Pam
buckled her knees under her as if the small ball she was
holding were now a much larger and heavier ball.

Mrs. Meijer then had the children look in their
science books at the picture of the children doing the
experiment. They were balancing the balls on their
heads. Pammy immediately put her kick ball on her head
and then turned to Royce, who was still standing and
holding his earth model in front of him. He copied her
and put his on his head. Pam giggled as Mrs. Meijer
asked them to show the others how the model worked.

The whole experiment lasted four minutes, after
which Pam and Royce were sent back to their seats., Pam
had a big smile on her face as she sat back down in her
desk. The Things in Space science lesson continued.
{FN's 12-1-81)
This brief episode illustrates Pam's ability to comprehend
cognitive content while at the same time physically appearing as

if she was not paying much attention. In the viewing session of

the above lesson Mrs. Meijer said, "Sometimes it's funny, because
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you think »’.: might not be paying attention when she really is.

Like she responded with the globe so guickly there” (FN's 12-8-81,
p. 3. Mrs. Meijer was speaking of Pam placing the kickball on
her head.

The writing of the tooth story, described earlier in this
section, 18 an example of what happened to Pam when she was "left
to her own devices.” She was distractible, but as Mrs. Meljer put
it, it was an "inner distraction.” She exhibited an "unattending
behavior personality” (FN's 9-30-81, p. 1l1). Mrs. Meljer sald
that Pam tended to see details but couldn’t put the whole thing

together. For Pam, the source of her problems as a learner seemed

to come from inside her.

In January Mrs. Meijer began teaching the children cursive
weiting. Mrs. Meljer would write the day's letters on the chalk-
board; she also had a chart that she placed about midway in the
class for those in the back row to see. The children had to copy
thei= letters from either the board or the chart. Pam had a very
difficult time with cursive writing. Sometimes she tried to do
another assignment when the class was practicing the day's
letters, or she would try to cover her work if an adult walked by.
Her paper was often full of erasures and rips. Mrs. Meljer had
suggested to her parents that they work on handwriting at home
with her. Another time, Pam was heard whining about a lost paper
when it was time for handwriting. This was unusual behavior for
her. She had not previously been seen as a complaining child.

When she finally found her paper it was torn and full of erasures
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even though the children had been told that since these papers

were for practice, they did not have to erase mistakes. Her
problems with cursive writing continued throughout the school
year.

With Pam, more so than with Cralg or Neil, Mrs. Meljer was
concerned about possible physiological deterrents to learning. 1In
mid-year Pam's pediatrician discovered that she had a severe
allergy to peanuts. The doctor had found an excess of some
chemical in her body, and he placed her on a special diet for a
month at the end of February. Mrs. Meijer was concerned that this
strict diet would set Pam even further apart from the other
children. Mrs. Meijer saw Pam as being different from the others
in other ways, too. She told ﬁe that Pam's hair style (short and
shaggy), sloppy cowboy boots, and clothes from Sears (mever aﬁy
designer clothes or brands from speclalty shops, FN's 2-18-82,
pP. 2) contributed to her lack of friends. The school counselor
told Mrs. Meijer that she was going to suggest a pet to Pam's
parents, but the diet made it impossible. She could not go over
to her best friend's house because the friend had a new dog.

Other kinds of physical indicators of 111 health that Mrs. Meijer
noted during the year were dark circles under her eyes, asthma
attac#s (reported from home, not at school), and a general lack of
alertness that is usually not seen in a healthy seven year old.

Mrs. Meijer seemed to feel that a great deal of Pam's

difficulty was caused by her parents, She felt that Pam's pi«.onts

were: "well-meaning" but that they didn't know "how to parent"”
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(FN's 2-18-82, p. 2). She cited several examples in support of

this statement. In first grade, Pam's pafents put the house key
on a chain around her neck. She had to let herself in the house
after school because they both worked. Mrs. Meijer felt that Pam
was too young to have this responsibility. The principal told
Mrs. Meijer that Pam's father was surprised at the suggestion that
he read stories to Pam. She was an only child and was alone much
of the time at home. She had many interests, but they tended to
be of a solitary nature and were science oriented, such as
collecting insects and stones.

Even though Pam was not placed into special educationm, a
recommendation was made by the building team for her tc see the
school social worker. The team felt that she needed counseling
about her peer relationships. The social worker developed a group
that included Pam and three girls of her choosing frem the class.
By March 11, Pam's counseling group had met twice and Mrs. Meljer
reported that it seemed to be going well. Pam had to find out
something she did not know about someone else, and Mrs. Meljer
overheard her asking another child. They had seen a movie about
friends in the group. Pam had started to participate in class
discuysions again.

The fieldnotes do not contain as much information on Pam as
there is on Crailg, but she was also clearly a child who Mrs.
Meijer felt needed extra attention and encouragement. Pam tended
to withdraw into herself rather than interact with peers or her

teacher. Cralg, on the other hand, was continuously interacting
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with peers and teachers. Both of these children were referred

for special education services by Mrs. Meijer and both were seen

as "having it, but not being able to put it together.”

Pam: A Summary

The difference between Pam's problems and Craig's should be
apparent to the reader now after reading the stories and comments
about both children. The two had been put in the informal group
of "has it, but can't pu% it together" children at the beginning
of the year. Whereas Cralg seemed to be happy and outgoing, Pam
seemed unhappy and withdrawn from classroom interactions. On a
one-to-one basis she was very talkative, although the teacher
rarely got to see this side of Pam. Although Pam was in the
highest reading and math groups, she was not turning in all of her
seatwork assignments.

The comments are meant to give the reader an idea of Pam's
interactional difficulties. Mrs. Meijer worried about Pam because
she felt that Pam was too different from the other girls to be
able to make friends with them. Mrs. Meijer mentioned things like
Pam's dress, hair style, and her diet as being problem areas.

The two fieldnote stories about Pam contrast her behavior in
an independent activity--writing a story for Dental Health |
Week--and in a group activity--the "Things in Space" lesson. Mrs.
Meijer decided, after careful observation, that it was when Pam
was "left to her own devices” that there were problems. She

reasoned that these problems seemed to come from an “"inner
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distraction" and, as such, Mrs. Meljer referred Pam to the special

education team as a mildly handicapped child. Mrs. Meljer was
able to use her observationai and practical-reasoning skills to
gsee a child who had high ability but was not achieving school
success primarily due to interactional difficulties of a social

nature rather than to any lack of academic ability.

Neil: Not Referred, No Discrepancy

The third member of this trio, Neil, was not referred for
special education by Mrs. Meijer. His story is being presented as
a contrast case to those of the other “wo children in the "has it,
but can't put it together" group. If Pam's distinction was that
she was inner-directed and Craig's was that he was outer-directed,
what was Neil's distinction? What was his “family resemblance" to
Craig and Pam in Mrs. Meijer's mind? Why were Craig and Pam
referred for special education and not Neil? Mrs. Meljer was
concerned about Neil's lack of academic progress as well as that
of Craig and Pam. I looked at Neil's cumulative records for his
educational history. He had been referred for special education
in first grade (3-23-81) but apparently he was not placed. There
was no Individualized Educational Program (IEP) in his school
records to indicate special education placement. Mrs. Meijér had
never mentloned that Neil had been in special education. The

evidence indicates that he had not.
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It was noted previously in this report that both Pam and

Crailg stuck out in the first days of school as being children
portraying profiles of inappropriateness. 1In his own way Neil,
the third member of the "has 1it, but can't put it together”
children, also stood out in those early days. He was one of the
children chosen to be a helper by Mrs. Meijer on the first day of
school. She said that she had deliberately chosen children for
helpers on the first day of school because she wanted to get to
know some of them quickly based on what she knew about them from
last year. That same day, when the principal came in to the
classroom with the superintendent to welcome the children back, he
asked a question of Neil specifically. The only other child the
principal directly called upon by ne* sas Craig. Thils seemed to
indicate the principal's familiarity with these two boys in
particular. Apparently, the principal also set these two boys
apart in his mind, although his calling on these two boys may have
been a coincidence.

The first task the children were asked to perform indepen-
dently the first day was to make a name tag for themselves. Mrs.
Meijer had laid out index cards and colored marking pens at the
small_table. Neil was playing with the markers instead of using
them to complete his name tag, and Mrs. Meljer had to speak to him
about it. Finally she had to ask him to leave the table because
he had spent more than enough time there to complete the project

and still was not domne.
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Mrs. Meijer noticed that Neil had gotten out of his seat many
times ¢n the first day. The second day of school, she changed
Neil's dusk from the center of his group of three to the inside,
on the aisle. His desk was moved many more times throughout the
yesr in an attempt to find a productive spot for him. Mrs. Meijer
told me that Neil was "disruptive.” He often turned around in his
gseat and bothered other children. Neither Cfaig nor Pam was ever
?:%aled disruptive in this senSe;

Mrs. Meijer planned to discuss some of the “emotional things"
about Neil with his parents at the November 18 pareut-teacher
conferences. She said that his cumulative school file indicated
that he frequently hit other children. Neil's parents were
scheduled for a double conference (40 minutes), and they ended up
staying even longer. His parents seemed to feel that Neil's past
teachers had been "out for him," and they were afraid his future
teachers would be too. Neil had swim team practice four nights a
week and took plano lessons. Both of these activities were
private, not part of the school program. Mrs. Meijer felt that he
lashed out at school because he did not have any way of getting
“rid of some of his hyperness” (sic) at home. His home time was
very structured. Mrs. Meijer told Neil's parents that she felt
Neillﬁanted to perform but was unable to. Mrs. Meijer suggested
the possibility of Neil's seeing the school counselor to help him

work out some of his problems. His parents told Mrs, Meijer that
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they would think about this and let her know after Thanksgiving

break. Apparently they decided not to follow up on Mrs. Meljer's

suggestion of counseling for Neil as no further mentlon was made

of 1it.

Several times in the fall, Mrs. Meljer described Neil as a
"nonfocusing” child. According to her early definition of focus-
ing, a child was to look at her and pay attention when she was
explaining assignments. WNeil was more apt to be turned toward a
neighbor or looking off in the distance than to be looking direct-
ly at the teacher. Many times he even appeared to avoid eye
contact with her.

By January, Mrs. Meijer felt that Neil had "done some improv-
ing" (FN's 1-14-82, p. 4) in the classroom but that his hall and
playground behavior had not gotten any better. She had discussed
this with Neil's mother. On February 3, Mrs. Meljer said she had
to "collar" Neil for spitting on some fifth graders. Neil's
behavior often seemed impulsive, as with the spitting. His class-
room performance often seemed impulsive, as the story to follow
will show.

After the Christmas holidays, Neil began to appear in the
fieldnotes more frequently even though Mrs. Meljer felt that he
was fhproving. I often stood behind the cubbiles to write when I
was in the room. Neil's desk had been moved to the end of this
piece of furniture, apart from the other children. As I stood
there, I often noted that Neil read directions out loud to himself

before he did an assignment. On February 3, all the children had
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to do a worksheet that Mrs. Meijer called the "Candy Page" (see

Appendix F). This worksheet dealt with alphabetical order. The
children were to help the candy maker get his Valentine's Day

sweets ready.

The Candy Page

There was a "candy¥ box" with 12 empty spaces at the
top with words written on them. The words were: love,
face, candy, Valentine, kiss, handle, lace, candle,
heart, dandy, mine, and dove. The children were to cut
out the candies and paste them in the candy box in
alphabetical order. They were to write a Valentine poem
using the rhyming words from the candy box. To do this
assignment Neil's strategy was as follows. (1) He cut
out all the "candies.” (2) He laid them all out on his
desk. (3) He read the directions aloud to himself.

(4) He started saying the alphabet "a,” "b,"” "¢,” and
after each letter he paused and looked for a word
beginning with that letter. (5) He found a word that
fit, put a huge glob of glue on the back of it, and
pressed it down on the space. (6) After sticking down
several words, he ran over to the wire basket containing
the worksheets that other children had already finished
and filed. He looked at some of them, then ran back to
his seat. (7) He realized that he had made a mistake
with the "c" words by not noticing that there were two
of them before he went on to the letter “d". He ripped
the misplaced words off the page and started rearranging
his "candy"” words. About 30 minutes later, Mrs. Meiljer
saw him looking at some other children's papers again
and told him not to do it anymore. (8) Neil took his
page back to his desk and started writing his poem on
the back of the paper. (FN's 2-3-82, p. 3)

This episode demonstrates Neil's strategy for doing the
assignment. Up to a point his strategy was a good one. His
problém may have been that he was not used to having more than one
word begin with the same letter, or perhaps he simply did not look
closely enough'at the 12 words before he spotted "candy” and stuck
it down. As he quickly went through the alphabet, he glued down

the first word he came to with the alphabet lettér he was working
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on Instead of checking to see 1f there were other words that
gtarted with the same letter. The eplsode also seems to
demonstrate that Neil cared about completing his work correctly.
At least two times as he was working, he ran back to check the
papers of those who were already done with the Candy Page. The
first time he checked he saw that he had made a mistake by going
on to the "d" words, and he was able tc return to hils seat and
correct his own error.

Mrs. Meljer had a lengthy conference with Nell's parents on
February 18. They were upset about his report card &1 had asked
for a conference with the principal and Mrs. Meijer. ~ - ~tarted
the meeting by asking the principal if he had seer Neil's rzport
card. He told them that he and Mrs. Melijer had written it
together so he was well aware of its contents., Neil's parents
told him that they had hired a private psychologist to work with
Neil. They were again offered the services of the school
counselor, and again said that they would consider it. Mrs.
Meijer came away from the meeting with the distinct opinion that
the parents did not think much of her as a teacher. She said that
she learned about Neil's family 1life from listening to his parents
talk. She sald that he was under constant parental supervision.
His éather sat with him every night as he practiced the pilano.
Mrs. Meljer got the impression that the parents did not agree on

child-rearing practices. She sald that several times the father
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deferred a question to the mother, notably about going to see a
psychologist. Mrs. Meijer said that Neil's brother was having a
hard time, according to his kindergarten teacher.

On February 23, Neil appeared in class wearing glasses. Mrs.
Meijer told me that he needed to wear them for reading and other
ciose work. He fingered them, twirled them, and took them on and
off. Neil ra;ely wore his glasses as the school year progressed.
Mrs. Meijer had also met with Neil's psychologist and they had set
up a behavior modification plan for Neil with four rules. The
rules were taped to his desk. They read: (1) Stay in seat. (2)
Not bother others. (3) Sit quietly--hands and mouth. (4) Do your
own work. Neil could receive up to 16 check marks per day for
complying with all four rules during the four times per day that
the teacher was supposed to check him. Mrs. Meijer kept a tally
of infractions by making marks on her hand when she caught Neil
breaking a rule. Neil was supposed to keep track himself and
report to her at the end of each day. At 2:30 on the 23rd, Mrs.
Meijer had three tallies fér Neil, and she told me that yesterday
she had had seven.

About a week later I asked Mrs. Meijer how Neil's plan was
coming along. She said that she had not been able to follow
chrOuéh on it last Friday because of the special activities at
school. Mrs. Meijer said that if she had time she would sit down
and have Neil rate himself on a five-point scale. She said that
she reminded him during the day by saying, "!'four rules,' but it

doesn't stick. There's no guilt...even though I've told him
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'that's not acceptable school behavior'" (FN's 3-11-82, p. 5).

She talked about not understanding how Neil could be so "mousie”
(acting quiet and timid) at times and so “"totally out of whack" in
other instances, like wrestling in the library (FN's 3-2-82,

p. 4).

Neil was in trouble for talking while the teacher was talking
and for sharing answers with other boys. 1In the hallways he had
been pulling hair, grabbing hats, and tripping other children.
Mrs. Meljer said that he had trouble processing information. By
March, processing had become part of Mrs. Meljer's definition of
focus. She said, "He can't narrow it down enough and focus enough
on what he wants to say and spit it out in less than 50 words."
She described Neil as "just tuﬁbling over himself" (FN's 3-1-82,
p. 4). This was in reference to an incident when Neil was at the
computer. Something had not worked right and he had to go ask
Mrs. Meijer about it. He was unable to express to her verbally
what was wrong.

The spring parent-teacher conferences were held March 17-19.
Neil's parents were late for theilr conference because they had
spent extra time in an earlier session with his brother's teacher.
They stayed longer than their allotted time with Mrs. Meljer, too.
They Srought a letter to her from the psychologist. He wanted fo
meet with her to go over the behavior modification plan. The
psychologist wrote that she was not to lecture Neil, but simply to
instruct him. He alsoc suggested that daily removal from the group

for disruption would be better for Neill thanilong-term removal of
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his desk to another area of the room. Mrs. Meijer was upset about
the letter., She felt that the psychologist was trying to tell her
how to run her class.

When I asked her why she had not referred Neil for special
services in light of all his problems, she said, "I have pegged
Neil as a student of low-average ability, and when he parforms, he
performs at that ability range.” She said that she felt he could
“probably do more if he could focus on the task and keep his mind
on himself instead of others, but as far as seeing a learning dis-
ability, or places where our specialists could help, I really
haven't seen that Neil needs that kind of thing. In fact, I think
the psyéhologist will probably do more in terms of the boy's
behavior, because of getting to the parents, than anything else"”
(FN's 3-23-82, p. 6). Clearly, Mrs., Meijer felt that Nei®'x
parents were the major cause of Neil's prc¢yl:ms. She saw {{ttle
that she or the school district could do for him at thi- ;¢ i,

On April 1, Neil told Mrs. Meijer that Craig had bent his
fingers back on the playground. When Mrs. Meijer asked Cralg
about the incident, he said he did bend'Neii's fingers back, but
he did 1t because Neil punched him in the stomach first. Mrs.
Meijer reprimanded Neil for hitting Craig. Later in the day,
Neil's desk was isolated from the other childrem for not paying
attention. For the most part, Neil appeared to be accepted by the
other boys. While not one of the most popular childrem, he was

not shunmned by his classmates as were Craig and, at times, Pam.
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Mrs. Meijer continued to send home nightly reports to Neil's
parents throughout the spring. This meant that she had to check
on his behavior 16 times a day. She told me that Neil's
psychologist felt that he no longer needed to come to therapy.
Mrs. Meijer said that, in class, Neil was "right back to his old
behavior. Even though I'm seunding these home, I don't thick the
family's giving him the rewards that they were" (FN's 5-26-82,

P. 9). She said that at first Neil "lived in mortal fear" of the
daily checklist. She sald that she had sent home a bad report the
previous day for "library shenanigans.” He was too loud, would
not settle down when asked, and d4id not do much seatwork. HMrs.
Meijer ended her discussion of Neil that day by repeating her
feelings that Neil's parents had an incorrect perception of him.

Mrs. Meijer felt that he had low-average 2bility and that
when he did work, he worked at that level. In other words, there
was no discrepancy between his ability ard his achlevement--omz of
the criteria for suspecting a learning disability. On the other
hand, although his discuptive behavior continued to bother her all
year long, Mrs. Meijer apparently felt that there were no services
that the school district could provide to help Neil with his
behavior. Nell was not referred for special education services
during the i9$21-82 school year. If Neil continued to show such a
profile of iuappropriateness all year long, why was he never
referred for special education? 1If the source of Pam's problems
was some type of imner distraction and Craig's was some type of

outer distraction, the source of Neil's proble«zs seemed to be from
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outside the school environment altogether. Mrs. Meijer spent more
time with Néil's parents ian the school year than with any of the
other parents. The lack of a speclal education referral decision
for Neil seemed to have a great deal to do with how Mrs. Meljer
saw the child in relationship to his family.

I would like to present se-eral stories about Neil's class-
room behavior because I want to explore further his classroom
responses to see why Mrs. Meijer had originally grouped Neil with
Craig and Pam as "having it, but not beaing able to put it
together.” "Getting the Math Test Done” will show Neil's early
problems with attention and impulsivity. He got up three times to
go to the bathroom and once to go to the hall within a 30-minute
time perliod during a math test.

Getting the Math Test Done

In the first days of the school year Mrs. Meljer
gave the children a number of informal achievement tesis
tc help determine her group placements. On
September 10, after storytime In the afternoon, she
asked the children to get ready to do another page of
the math test they had started the previous day. Neil
was chosen to pass out the papers., Mrs. Meijer told the
children that this page would be a little harder than
thelir previous work. They began to work on it at about
1:30. She walked around, looking over shoulders, as the
children worked. A few minutes later she told Donald,
who was helping Neil, that Neil needed to do his own
work. She reminded the children that this was a test to
gae what they already knew. It would help her to know
what to teach them. As she walked past Donald and Neil,
Neil took a poke at her with his pencil. Mrs. Meijer,
in all likelihood, did not feel it because it had been
more of a pretend swipe. Donald, who proved to be the
best student in the class in math, finished the test in
about ten minutes. At 2:07, everyone else was done
except Pam, Steve, snd Neil. In the approximately 30
minutes between the time Nell was told to do his own
work and the fieldnote observation that he was still
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working at 2:07, he had taken two bathroom breaks and

had been out of his seat at least two other times that I

observed. After the first bathroom break, Neil forgot

to turm out the light {room procedure) and was reminded

to do so by three or four other children. Mrs. Meljer

then noticed that he did not have much of the test done

and told him where she wanted him to be on the page when

she returned., He worked a little and then watched John

draw for a while before he took another bathroom break

and then went out into the hall. Mrs. Meijer followed

him and could be heard telling him to always let her

know when he was leaving the room. He came back in with

a pencil box and went on with his math work. Meanwhile

the majority of the other children had moved on to the

next assignment and were getting ready to go outside for

recess. (FN's 9-10-81, p. 6)

After the chiidren had left for the day, Mrs., Meljer told me
that Neil was a "lazy, nonfocusing child.” She said that from
what she could see of his math test as she walked around, his
answers looked good. She said that he had done better today than
yesterday and that he had completed more work. She felt that
moving his seat to the aisle helped. When asked if math was
particularly hard for Neil, Mrs. Meljer responded, "When he does
attend, he can perform, but it's just that he is a nonfocusing
chi1d” (FN's 9-10-81, p. 8). 1In other words, when he attended to
his work he could do it. He had the sbility.

Earlier in this section Neil's strategy for doing the Candy
Page worksheet was discussed. Another example of his use of a
learning strategy for math was observed on October 29. These
strategy stories are being included to give the reader an idea of
Neil's cognitive abilities. His strategles may not be unique for

a seven year old, but because WNeil did so much subvocalizing

(talking quietly to himself) it vas eas; fur me to record how his

B=-114 1 5 2



thoughts seemed to connect to his actioms. Oun October 27, Neil
~was at the computer doing the day's math program. Several times
he left theé computer and ran over to his desk where he seemed to
be doiiig something to his Snmoopy name t&g that was taped to the
top of his desk. Then he would run back to the computer and type
in his answer. I was too far away to be able to tell exactly what
was golng on. On October 29, however, I was standing at the cub-
bies, right by Neil‘s desk, and could watch him working without
being conspicuous.
Using a Math Strategy

Neil had a ditto page of 24 subtraction .. a0 ud
sitting in front of him. He was not getting started
right away. 1t was 11:29 and he had done only one
pradblem. I could hear him talking to himself (under his
Lveath) about his math problems being the next thing to
do. He sat and rocked in his seat a bit, then stared in
space, still not woiking. Two minutes later, after Mrs,
Meijer spoke to scme other children about getting to
work, he began., He went to his Snoopy name tag again,
and this time I could see ihat he had devised a way of
using it to count. He did not have a number line taped
to his desk like some of the other children. (Mrs.
Meijer did not have enough of them for the whole class
and was walting for mors to come.) As I watched, he
appeared to be tapping his pencil on the letters of his
name and on the picture of the dog. He tapped certain
parts of the letters and the dog to count. (Closer
observation of the name tag later found many
pencil-point marks on it.) I could see that he was
getting the probless correct. He quit for a while,
watched some interaction between Royce and John, and
then went back %n the last row of problems. It was now
11:37 sad the problem was 12 - 3, He said, "Twelve
minus three" aloud and counted on Snoopy and on his
fingers saying, "1, 2, 3." Then he said, "9," wrote his
answer down, and took his paper over to the wire basket
for completed math papers. He left his paper and came
back to his desk but counted out another problem. Then
he went bacl: to the basket, got his paper out, and
changed one of his answers. (FN's 10-29-81, p. 3)
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Neil seemed to have most of the answers correct as I watched
him, 80 I decided to look at the problem he had changed. I saw an
erasure on 14 - 6. He had erased an 8 and written ina 7. I
looked at the pager under his, but it was correct, 14 - 6 =8, I
went over and asked Neil why he had changed his answer. He said,
*I thought it was a wrong answer" (FN's 10-29-8i, p. 3). Although
I was unable to detect any further reason why Neil thought his
answer was wrong, I had discovered what he was doing with his
Snoopy name tag. He had devised his own unique math aid. While
this is not a remarkable ability in a child by any means, it does
glve a clue to Neil's mental abilities and his resourcefulnes-.

This type of anxious behavior was noted at other points
during the school year. One afternocn when the class was with the
other second-grade teacher for social studies, they were assigned
partners of the opposite sex and had to pantormime an action that
she had written on a slip of paper. Neil did not have a partnmer,
8o the teacher asked him to be hers. When they got up irp front.to
perform their action, Neil forgot what to do and Mrs. Field had to
whigsper it to him. Later she told me that "his hands were shaking
with nerves" (FN's 10-1-81, p. 6). He seemed particularly
reluctant to perform in front of the class. This included the
simple volunteering of an answer when Mrs. Meijer asked a
question. Unlike Créig, whose hand was generally up whether he
knew the answer or not, and Pam, who would volunteer when she knew
the answer, Neil was quite reticent about this aspect of being a

student.
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Neil's switching between behaviors may have been one factor
that causéd Mrs. Meijer to be puzzled about him, One day she
remarked that sometimes he was "such a mouse" (FN's 3-2-82, p. 4).
It d1d not seem to go with his aggressive behavior at other times,
like wrestling in the library, hitting and spitting on the play-
ground, and teasing other children behind the teacher's back. One
morning Mrs. Meljer showed the class Neil's paper as an example of
a good handwriting assignment. He shyly smiled and looked proud
(FN's 1-13-81, p. 1). Another day I observed him making a paper
airplane out of a note Mrs. Meljer had given him for having a good
paper (FN's 2-2-82, p. 2).

Although Neil did not seem to have one particular best friend
in the class, he was usually in the mainstream of activities. On
the playground he always took an active part In whatever sport the
boys were playing. One day when the reading teacher came in to do
a lesson, Nell was chosen to act out a falry tale. He was allowed
to choose any two boys to help him. Donald was his first cholce
and Jimmy his second. Donald was one of the smartest children in
the class. He was mischievous, but only behind the teacher's
back. Jimmy was fun-loving and quite often in trouble with Mrs.

Meijer but was in the top groups for reading and math.

Neil: A Summary

The stories and comments about Neil were included to give the
reader a sense of Neil and a chance to think about why he was not

referred for special education by Mrs. Meljer. 1Initially Neil was
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grouped with the other twa rei»7i. .. children as "having it, but
can't put it together." After many months of observing Neil and
trying to make Sense out of his actions, Mrs. Meijer decided that
he was of low-average ability and was achieving to his ability
when he wanted to. Therefore, she did not refer him.

The comments show Neil to be a boy who had trouble staying in
his seat and concentrating on his work. He bothered other
children. He could not stay focused on the tasks at hand, even
when his desk was isolated from those of his peers. He seemed
afraid to speak out in class and was hesitant to approach the
teacher for help, but could be very aggressive on the playground
or in the hallways. I had seen him be mean to other children.
Mrs. Meijer had seen him hit and spit at other children.

In the fieldnote stories I have tried to describe incidents
that would support the above comments. Neil had strategies for
learning that he would use instead of always asking Mrs. Meijer
for help as Craig did. The stories make it clear that Neil wanted
to complete his schocl tasks successfully, as evidenced by the way
he would check his answers against other students' work. They
also show Neil in times of inattention and nonfocus.

_Neil was more or less salient to Hrs. Meijer as the school
year went on. He was not always the focuy of her comments. There
came a point when she no longer felt there was ¢ gup betwsen what
he was capable of achieving and what he actusiiy achfeved. It is
doubtful that this happened at any one polut ¥ sime that 4fould be

pinpointed. The first opportunity that Mrs. ¥uijer mey fwv: had
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to put all her observations together might have been the day I
asked her why she had not referred Nell for special education

(FN's 3-23-82).

Case Studies: Overall Summary

The significance of the teacher's practical reasoning and
observation can be seen in the three case studies presented.
Throughout the difficult process of diagnosing a child who is not
succeeding in school and trying to decide 1if spec‘'al education
services are an appropriate alternative, the regular education
classroom teacher is in the pivotal posit;ion° The teacher 1is
receiving a great deal of input from the child, from the cther
children's reactions to the child, from her or his own reactions
to the child, and most important from the way this input 1is inter-
actionally put together in the context of her or his classroom.
The teacher takes all the new input and must make sense of it in
the context of her or his own expectations, her or his personal
tralts, and the constraints and opportunities placed on her o him
by the school district, among other factors. Thig i3 not an easy
task. Teachers are rarely glven credit by the public, or even by
their own administrators, for the complexity of the decisions they
must make about children.

When she decided not to refer Neil, Mrs. Meljer added another
plece to the puzzle of how a teacher goes about deciding whom to
refer for speclal education. She hed grouped Neil with Craig and

Pam in the set of children who she felt had the abllity to succeed
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in school, but somehow could not yet put everything together to be
a success. Craig had been referred and labeled learning disabled.
Pam had been referred and given school counseling services. Nell
was a disturbing child to Mrs. Meijer. This was evident in the
fieldnotes and interviews. She talked about his disruptive
behavior and indicated that she felt it had an emotional basis,
but said that she did not see any of the services they had at
Pawnee School being right for Nell. She felt that his outside
therapy was the best thing for Neil and his family.

In Interview 8 (3-11-82) I asked Mrs. Meijer what she was
seeing or noticing at that point in the year. Her response struck
me as curious at first because instead of citing anything having
to do with the curriculum or with particular children, she
responded by talking about the contacts that she had had with
Craig's, Pam's and Neil's parents that year. She said that "many
of the prqblems of the children are there because of the parental
problems” (FN's 3-11-82, p. 5).

To varylng extents, Mrs. Meijer appeared to attribute the
cause of the problems of all three of her "has it, but can't put
it together” children to their parents. I sensed that with Craig
she felt he was just like his parents, and she questioned the .
extent to which education was valued in the home. Craig's mother
had helped at school with the Halloween party and the puppet-

making project. His parents were concerned about his lack of
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progress: but seemed as bewildered as Craig as to what to do about

it. As vwill be seen later, Cralg was making progress. He just
fiad a lot further to go than some of the other children.

Mrs. Meijer attributed mucﬁ of Pam's problem to her parents'
lack of ability to parent. She described them as bright, highly
educated people with an eight-year-old daughter who was being
treated more like a miniature adult. While Mrs. Meijer held Pam's
parents responsible in part for her problems, she did not view the
relationship as destructive to Pam. It simply did not help her
self-confidence. Pam's inner distraction played a part in the
feeling of joint responsibility between child and parent for her
problems.

Mrs. Meijer said that she felt Neil's problems were a result
of parental pressures on him. Mrs. Meijer sensed an inharmonious
relationship between the parents over child rearing, and she felt
that this greatly hampered Neil's chances of success in school.
She may not have referred Neil for special education because she
felt that his parents were responsible for his behavior. It
should also be recalled that Neil was referred, but not placed,
for special education in first grade.

When she said that Neil did not fit into existing special
education services, Mrs. Meljer added evidence to the argument
that a teacher takes a phenomenological approach to making class-
room decisions such as determining which children are in need of
special education help. She looked at the child's needs in

relationship to the total school picture. She expected her class
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to "jell,” both educationally and behaviorally, at certain times
during the school year. Mrs. Meljer had an idea of what was
available in the school in tarms of special help for children.
She did not see the district speclalists as belng able to help
Neil. She seemed to have made this decision on her own as she
never referred Neil to the multidisciplinary team. It should also
be pointed out that Nell was réceiving assistance privately. Mrs,
Meijer said that she felt the outside therapy could do more for
Neil than a referral to special education,

This concludes the general discussion of the data about the
"has it, but can't put it together kids."” Next will follow a
description of what happened to the two children who were referred
for speclal education and the process each went through in the

course of getting a special education identity.

The Special Education Referral Process:
Cralg's and Pam's Paths

The discussion in this section deals directly with Cralg and
Pam. 1In the previous section, examples of their general classroom
behavior were given. The gpecifics of their referrals fo; special
education services by Mrs. Meijer will now be presented. Children
like-Craig and Pam seem to keep time to a "different drummer” as
they progress through school. Both children's idiosyncrasies
stood out from the first days of the school year as recorded in
fieldnotes, audiotaped interviews, and videotaped recordings of

the classroom. What follows Is an examination of each child's
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education career path as they went through the special education

referral process in the 1981-82 school year. The officlal steps
leadfng to referral will be traced separately (see Figures 16 and

17) in the coming pages.

Craig's Path

Cralg was one of the first children “"targeted” by Mrs. Meijer
in our conversations held on 9-21 and 9-22. In Figure 16 a
summarization of the events leading up to Cralg's placement Iinto
special education is given. The major decision points are
discussed next, with pertinent examples from the fleldnotes when
appropriate. The firs: o 1ing team meeting for Cralg was held
on October 5, 1981, not cui.: a month into the school year.
Present at this meeting were the principal, Mrs. Meljer, the
remedial reading teacher, the resource room teacher, and the
district school psychologist. Mrs. Meijer had submitted a four-
page referral form that was standard in the elementary schools in
the Seneca district (see Appendix D). As a result of this meet-
ing, Cralg was observed in the classroom by the resource room
teacher on October 21. Cralg did not seem to be bothered by his
school progress at all. A few frustrating events had happened,.
but £ never really saw an indication of his unhappiness until
October 27. That day everything seemed to fall apart for Craig,
and real frustration crept into his voice. At the beginning of
the morning he had been warmed to turn a;ound in his desk. He was

told that he would be sitting on the floor again (see FN's
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10-8-81) today if he did not. Mrs. Meljer tthen had the class do

Upa—~fou-Body for math. Craig was the only one left rtanding after
she called the names on the papers she had received the day
before. She and the class waited while Craig searched around his
desk for the paper. She asked him if he had done it, and in a
high-pitched voice he responded, "I don't know” (FN's 10-27-81,

p. 1). Mrs. Meijer went over to help him l=ok for it. She later
said that she found over 20 unfinished papexs in his work folder.

A little while later the class started to do spelling. The
children were told to open their books and look for something.
Whiiz the rest of the children took thelr books out, Craig merely
sat and stared. When Mrs. Meijer asked the children to look at
something.specif;c, he said, "I can't see it" in that same high-
~pitched voice. While it was not vnusual for Craig to be on the
wrong page or to be starting to work after the other children, it
was unusual for him tc be usiug such a high-pitched voice to
respond to Mrs. Meijer. It was as if the :ealization that he was
floundering in the school worx had finzlly <aught up with him. It
was now the end of Octeober.

Craig's problems seemed to be ca®rying over into his physical
education class too. That same day when Mrs. Meijer ased the gym
teacher how her «liassa’s behavior had been, she was tols that they
were doing much better except for "ome little guy” (FN's 10-27-381,
p. 3), Cralg. For the next three months Mrs. Meijer spent a great
deal of her time trying to help Craig by getting special services

for him. On November 5, she met with his parents to discuss ¥is
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difficulties. She reported that his father was pretty quiet.
Craig's mother had given her consent for psychological testing to
be done. She sald that she had always known there was some type
of problem with Craig.

The second bullding team meeting took place in mid-November.
The results of the resource room teacher's observation were
discussed, and Mrs. Meljer was told that the tests might =not show
any learning disability until fourth grade. The team decided to
go ahead with psychological assessment, and the required form was
sent home for Cralg's psrents to sign. The school psychologist
saw Cralg on December 8, two months after the first team meeting
was held. The psychologist's report was ready after the holiday
break, but the meeting wag delayed twice because there were snow
days on two successive Mondays. The team could not meet any other
day because the district speclalists had to be in ot@naw bulldings
on the other 4ays. The third team meeting finally took place on
Febyuary 8 and was attendsd by the same people as before, with the
addition of thw school counselor. At this meeting, Mrsz., Meljer
was told that Craig did not quaiify for gpeclal education services
in the Seneca School District.

The IEP meeting was held on March 3, 1982, five months after
Mrs. Meijer had first referred Cralg. Attending this meeting were
Cralg's father, the school psychologist, the principai,
Mrs. Meijer, the resource room teacher, and the school. couuselor.
The recommendation of the team was that no placement be made at
that time. Mrs. Meijer was asked to reevaluate Cralg in June to
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gee 1f fell 1982 placement in the resource room might be
warranted. Just two weeks later, before the spring parent-teacher
conférence, Mrs. Meijer told me that she was ready to recommend to
his parents that Craig be allowed by them to go into the resource
room then, rather than waiting until June. She did not make the
recommendation because the reading teacher asked the parents to
take Cralg to get an electroéncephizlogram (tracing of his brain
waves) to exclude the possibility of neurological involvement.

The reading teacher had worked with a child similar to Craig
before, and that child had had neurological problems. Craig's
paveants asked for services to hegin at a meeting they had with
Mrs. Meijer in May. On June 10, Craig was formally placed into
the special education system as a learning disabled student. He
finally had his special education identity.

It took the entire school year to resclve what Mrs. Meijer
first deemed to be & serious problem that would stand in the way
of Craig's educational success in serwnd grade. I will return to
a discussion of what was happening to Craig in the classroom
around some of the crucial times in the referral prosn«iz following

the section on Pam’s referral steps.

Pam's Path

Early in the year Mrs. Meljer was sufficiently concerned
about Pam's difficuities to telephone her mother rather than wait
for Open House or conferences to come up. What bothered the

teacher most was Pam's inability to complete assignments due to
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not being able to focus on the task. She was questioniri; the
cause of Pam's distractibility. Mrs. Meijer wondered if it was an
auditory, or a visual, or even an internal distractibility
(Interview 3, 9-22-81). Mrs. Meijer talked to the building team
about Pam in early October. The school counselor told her that
Pam wouldn't qualify _or special education because her reading
scores were too high. She suggested that Mrs. Meijer use an
"office” (a desk separated from the rest of the children's desks
to limit distractions) with Pam. This suggestion was never
followed during the researcher's presence in the classroom.

on November 12, Mrs. Meijer said that Pam was next for
referral now that she had Craig "in the works." She said that she
wanted to "go on record” (FN's 11-12-81, p. 5) as having tried
_ regardless of what the counselor had said about Pam's eligibility
chances. Around this time she also noticed that Pam was bending
her face particularly close to her paper and wondered if she might
need her eyeé checked or a complete physical exam. There was no
Pawnee School Referral Form -onpleted by Mrs. Meijer on Pam, as
her mother had been the one who finally asked the principal to
have her evaluated. In this case, the team skipped directly to
the assessment phase of the referral process (see Figure 17).
After the Christmas holiday, Pam was tested by the resource room
teacher. When the teacher walked Pam back down to the room from
the testing, she told Mrs. Meijer that she had not checked all the
test answers yet, but she felt that Pam was "very bright" (FN's
1-5-82, p. 3).
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Figure 17 :



Report cards went home on Fridey, February 5, Mrs. Meijer
told me that Pam's mother had called her at home on Saturday. Pam
had burst Into tears when her parents found the report card in her
school bag on Saturday. According to her mother, Pam had sobbed
that the other kids did not 1like her. Pam told her parents that
they had all hated her since she was in preschool. Apparently
this ceport card was the breaking point fcr Pam after holding
these 7aelings imside for three years. Unfortunately, I did not
get a copy of the: report card to see what had upset Pammy.

On Feburary 9, the second team meeting was held to discuss
Pam's test results. At this meeting Mrs. Meljer was told that
Pam's parents had taken her to a pediatrician. When he noted the
dark circles under her eyes, the thinness of her body, and the
increase in asthma attacks, he felt that there might be a physical
problem. It was reported that the parents were taking the child
to an allergy speclalist.

Another team meeting was held on February 16, and Mis. Meljer
was told that since Pam did not have any academic problems, she
did not qualify for special education. It was decided that the
school counselor would meet with her to work on her soclalization
skills. A few days later Pam was noticed eating a lunch of rice
cakes, carob chuaks, and fruit juice. She told me that she couid
not have any eggs, milk, or wheat foods for 30 days.

on February 23, Mrs., Melijer told me that the counselor had
asked Pam to choose four girls to be in her soclalization group.

The group finally got settled on March 2 and included Sarah, Mary,
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and Carrie in addition to Pam. On February 25 Mrs, Meljer said
that Pam's mother had called to ask her if there had been any
noticeable changes since the diet began. Mrs. Melijer sald that
Pam had been more responsive in class and the black circles ider
her eyes seemed to be gone. She was still having a grezt deal of
trouble with cursive writing. Pam's IEP meeting was held on
March 1. On March 2 (Interview 7), Mrs. Meljer discussed the
results. Pam's mother had explainedAthat the allergy tests would
be goling on all month. Pam's guinea pig had to be taken away.

Pam had been having trouble with Judy, a classmate who lived in
her neighborhood. Judy had recelved a new dog and Pam could not
go over to her home to see it because of the allergy tasts. Pam's
mother told Mrs. Meljer that Pam had always had & hard time making
friends. Her current best friend was the kindergarten-age son of
family friends. Pam talked about marrying him, according to the
mother.

The IEP report stated that Pam's reading, math, and spelling
were all at grade level or above. The school psychologist said
that Pam's problems were "soclal emotional discomfort" (FN's
3-2-82, p. 3). She recommended that the counselor work with Pam
on making friends. She sald that Pam had a real feeling of isola-
tion. The psychologist felt that these problems were probably the
czuse of Pam's poor school performance. She was unhappy with her-
self for not being able to do the things she saw other second
graders do. Mrg. Meljer said that they told the mother that Pam

seemed to be “socially naive"” in terms of her age group. Pam's
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motiier told the team that she had hoped the "allergy thing" was
the reason for the problems, but not anymore. The dark circles
under. her eyes had come back, and the same reactions reappeared
even though she was still on the diet.

On March 23, Mrs. Meljer said that Pam's father had come in
alone for the parent-teacher conference. She told me that they
discussed the diet and Pam's fallure to increase her academic out~
put. He said that they would try to help her with cursive writing
at home. They also talked about how hard it is to be the parent
of a child you know is smart yet isn't succeeding in school.

The rest of the spring passed by without any noticeable
improvement in Pam's work habi;s. Mrs. Meljer's comments about
Pam in Interview 10 on May 26 can be summed up by the statement
that there has been "no significant change.” She went on: "The
only thing I can say about Pam is that she may be a little more
gutgoling and a little bit more responsive to me, but as far as
producing any more work..."” (FN's 5-26-82, p. 8). She then said
that Pam's reading scores for the end of the year were fine. Her
word recognition was 4.7 and her comprehension score was 3.6 (in
grade equivalents). "You know the ability 1is there. It's just
the application of skills that dcesn't come through or show up on
paper” (FN's 5-26-82, p. 8). When asked about the counseling |
group, Mrs. Meijer said that Pam was golng alone now. According
to Mrs. Meijer, she "did not have the desire [to put in the work]
to change.... Even though it bothered her, it must not have

bothered her enough to do the things that she was asked to do"
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(FN's 5-26-82, pp. 8 & 9). She was friendly with Judy again, and

one friend seemed to be enough for Pam.

At year's end, despite Mrs., Meljer's efforts, Pam was still
floundering, “"left to her own devices."” Unlike Craig, for whom
some hope of help during the follcwing year had been held out,

there was no more discucraion about what could be done for Pam.

My Reactions to the Referral Process

When I read back over the fleldnotes for the entire year, I
noted that in mid-February Cralg was no longer figuring in the
notes as much as he had previously. 1In fact, the notes were prac-
tically devoid of specific "Cralg incidents” for two or three
weeks. In looking over his referral path {(see Figure 16), note
that it was on February 8, at the third building team meeting,
that Mrs. Meljer had learned that Crailg would not qualify for
special education services. She was disappointed, as she felt
that Cralg was a little boy who could greatly benefit from one-
to-one help. She sald, "He's soc eager to do well" (FN's 2-9-82,
p. 5) and he could really have "benefited from the extra help."
Mrs. Meijer had been sure all along that Cralg would qualify for
speclial education. She may have felt his ineligibility was a
negation of her ability to 1identify a child for special educatién.
Perliaps the disappearance of Cralg references in the fieldnotes
was also a reaction to my own shared disappointment with

Mrs. Meijer because I had followed his progress so closely.
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Possibly, it was because Mrs. Meljer became more focused on other
children from then on.

With Pam there was also disappointment, but Mrs. Meljer had
never held out much hope for her placement from the beginning
(refer to the "just want to go on record" comment). Also, Pam did
end up receiving counseling services from the school's guidance
counselor. On the other hand, Mrs. Melijer was more disappointed
about Cralg because he received an "on hold"™ for three months
until his reevaluation in June. By June, with enough discrepancy
between Craig's achlevement and his ability finally documented, he
was placed into an LD resource room program for the next school
year,

Both Craig's and Pam's speclial education referral paths are
retraced in Figure i8. The regular education classroom was the
starting point in the referral process. The first decision point
(or gate) was when Mrs. Meijer decided whether or not to refer the
children to the special services department. If a referral was
made, the building team met to discuss the child and to decide if
testing and/or observation were needed. If testing was done the
next decision point came at the IEP meeting. At this meeting,
with the parents present, it was determined 1f the child qualified
for special education or not. Another option, "not placed but
keep under observation,”™ was used for Craig. This meant that the
teacher was to keep a close watch on the child's progress and
alert the team 1f further action was needed. 1In this option,

another IEP meeting was held after a stated period of time. At
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the second IEP meeting for Cralg it was decided that he should be
placed into special education for the following school year.

Summary

The overriding research question of the study was: How doeé

one teacher come to identify children as being in need of special

education services in the early elementary grades? The conclu-

sions of the study were derived from an intensive year-long par-
ticipant observational study of one experienced teacher in a
suburban second-grade classroom.

My intention in this section has been to show the importance

of the teacher's observation and practical reasoning in the spe-

. clal education referral decisions that she made. The children did

not get special education identities based on static behaviors on
a classification referral instrument. She did not refer every
child in her class who had problems, nor did she even refer all
the children whom she targeted for referral early in the year.
She used multiple factors that varied in their individual impor-
tance with the child being considered. As such she was using

polythetic rather than monothetic classification schemata (Levine,

- 1984). Thié type of classification helps account for her use of

the family resemblance (Wittgenstein, 1953) approach when she made
her referral decisions. The children referred for speclal educa-
tion resembled each other in many aspects of theilr classroom
responses, but they did not have identical difficulties, as was

shown In the case studies presented,

B-=136

177



Simply having a geuztal und:rwstanding of the typlcal
behavioral characteristics that indicate one or another handi-~
capping condition did not provide enough specific, contextually
cmbedded information for the teacher to make the practical deci-
sion to refer a particular child for special education services or
wot. The teacher's observations of the interaction of the child
with the classroom and school system, as well as the teacher's own
past experlence, were crucial in the actual referral declsions
that were made. A teacher's personality, her or his past experi-
ence, and her or his teaching philosophy interact with student
characteristics and behavior. These mediate what students do with
the teacher in classroom interactions (Mehan, Hertweck, & Meihls,
1983). There was an "ensemble of items" that mutually supported
and determined one another (Gurwitsch, 1966, p. 24). Tule

ensemble of items was unique to each child being considered.
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Conclusions and Implications for Educational

Research arnd Practice

It has been said that teachers and their stvdents accomplish
desired (and undesired) ends based upon the way they mutually con-
struct "patterns of action and meaning in a classroom microcul-
ture” (Erickson, 1985, p. §1). Tha patterns differ from year to
year both within and across classrooms. This study was carried
out with an intention to understand how one teacher made decisionms
in a classroom. The intention changed to understand how one
teacher and her students engaged in the construction of patterns
of action and meaning resulting ir the teachar's referral of
children for special education services. I believe that what
Mrs. Meijer was talking about when she referred to her class as
not "jelling” was the overall pattern of action and meaning that
she was expecting to see form from within her class. The class
would be "jelled" when the patterns of action and meaning came
together. It was in the construction of the patterns fthat the
teacher identified students with problems. The subsequent
referral of two children in the class to special education was but
one of the elements of incongruity that was preventing a clear
pattern of action and meaning from being formed in the late fall
of 1981, but it is the central element of thie study.

The topic of this study was the identification of children
with miid to moderate lesarning or behavior problems in a second-
grade classroom. The identification process for these children

began when the classroom teacher noticed children's behaviors that
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set them apart, either ed .:cationally or behaviorally (oxr both),
from the other ~ ren in the class. The observations of the
teacher in this ...dy over the course of one school year, leading
to her making two speclal education referrals, form the major
findings of the study.

The primary question addressed Iin this participant observa-
tional study had to do with the beginning of the special education
referral process. The overall research question I started the

study with was: How does a second-grade teacher come to identify

children as being 13 need 2{ special education help? This
question remained constant throughout the year, although the more
focused questions that I posed at the outset of the research did
change as the fieldwork and the school year progressed.

Three major factors influenced the teacher when she set
children apart for special education referral. These factors were
intertwined, but for the sake of a clearer presentation, the find-
ings will be discussed as if there were three separate groups.

The overlap of the factors should be apparent. The three aspects
are not mutually exclusive. As with the nature of the research
and the nature of the questions, all are mutually constituted.
These-three factors were: (a) the child's interactional perfor-
mance in the classroom, (b) the teacher's observations and her
practical reasoning about them, and (¢) ' - institutional proce-
dures and practices involved in referring a ¢:ild to spaclal
education. Teachers and their students mutualiy constitute envi-

ronments as they interact on a face-to-face basis in the
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classroom, The teacher will be prepared for the arrival of his or
her new class. He or she will have the needed materials and an
organized curriculum that he or she wishes (or is expected) to
teach at the start of a given year. 1In the school studied, there
was a high rate of stability; therefore, the teacher kpn°i quite a
bit about the children before they walked in the door on the first
day. Yet, the envirc. 2nt 1s not entirely pfeset. Even though a
teacher hag all this iaformation, it ig not until the children
arrive that the satterns start to take shape.

In Figure 19 I have shown how the special education referral

children were set apart. The patterns of action and meaning are

Setting Lhildren
Apart

Student !nterac-
tional Performance
in Classroom Context
(includes more than
is seen by teacher)

Teacher Observation
and Practical
Reasoning (includes
more than classroom
events)

Speciai Education
Referral

Figure 19: Mutually constituted patterns of action and
meaning.
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constructed at the point where the teacher's observarion and
practical reasoning interact with the interactional performance of
the children. This construction takes place in the coutext of the
classroom. It 1is also from within this area that children are set
apart into various groupings, such as the instructional groups for
reading and math, remedial groups Zor reading and math, target
children, withit children, the gang of boys, and special education
referral children, to use scme of Mrs. Meijer‘'s names. The two
circles do not completely overlap because the interactional per-
formances of the children were not all observed by the teacher,
(See Spencer-Hall, 1981, for further discussion of what goes on
behind the teacher's back.) Also, the teacher's ohzservahica and
practical reasoning took in more than just the events in her
classroom. Any reasoning she did about her children was balanced
with what she knew about them, outside her interactionsl day-
to-day perspective. This included reports from foruei: teachers,
the gym teacher, and the other second-grade teacher, who taught
Mrs. Melijer's class social studies. It included her knowledge of
the parents based on conferences and phone calls, and information
outside school frcm seeing the children in local stores or hearing

about them from their nelighbors.

Interactional Performance i& Classroom Contexts

Alth:ugh not a new fianding, the importance of the inter-
actione that occur on the first day and in the first few weeks of

the school year were an obvious factor in Mrs. lieljer's special
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education referral deulzions. Even before the first day of school
she had expectations for the ciilldren and had masde some tentative
groupings, but it was in those fizat real face-to-face inter-
actions that she actually began to se&t chiildren apart. She
watched the children's performances in academic activities and in
procedural activities, such as following directions, lining up,
and filing completed papers. She was concerned with how the
children's academic performance was intertwined with thelr socisal
performance.

I did not see how crucial the students' interactional
performance was in the early weeks'of the school year until the
year was well underway. Once Mrs. Meljer referred some children
for special education and I sfarted going back through the field-
notes, 1 found evidence of - they set themselves apart from the
beginning. Mrs. Meijer told me that she watched for the following
behaviors on the first day of school:

1. Did the child finish the assigned work?

2. Could the child stay on task?

3, Did the child show signs of fatigue?

4. Was the child copying from another child?

5. What types of questions did the child ask?

(FN's 9-9-81, p. 6)
I have o dqubt that she used her answers to these questions to
begin forming pictures of each c;ild's interactional performance
though we did not discuss this list as such at the time. Even
before the first day of school, Mrs. Meijer already knew of chil-

dren to whom she wanted to pay close initial attention. Specific

children were chosen as helpers on the first day because of what
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she already %new about them. She looked at the children who had
been leaders in first grade as well as those who were of concern
to their teachers. In the case of Neil, Mrs. Meijer felt that he
was doing better than she expected him to do, based on his first-
grade teacher's comments. This may have been one of the reasonms
that she never submitted his name to the special services depart-
ment. Besldes Craig and Pam, the only other target child whom
Mrs. Meijer placed in her "has it, but can't put it together”
group was Neil. Cralg and Pam were both referred for special
education, There was no evidence that Mrs. Meljer was surprised
about either child's behavior in the first few days of school.
Dorr-Bremme (1982) found that "students : lay a collaborative

part in structuring the classroom environment in which they are

expected to learn and display what they have learned” P /2 T S
This phenomenon was readily seen in the class and teacy: <i.iled.
The "delicate interactional balancing act" spoken of i: V. ickson

(1985, p. 44) was upse’ ia the room when the class did not start
to work together, or “jell,” as Mrs. Meijar called it. She
expected that at a certain point in the year the class as a whole
would move from the acquisition of routines and expectations to
the independent use of these skills. She expected that the chil-
dren ;ould take these sgills and move into the heavily acacemic
part of the school year with the interactional competence they had
gained from working and living together in the classroom for two
“to three months. Mrs. Meljer's "big push”‘was from January to

spring vacation. When the patterns of action and meaning did not
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begin to materialize as Mrs. Meljer expected them to, based on her
previous years of experience, her morale was also at 1its lowest
(see Figure 3.4, the rhythm of the year chart). This low point
lasted for about six Weeks,.all through November and up until the
winter holiday break. Her big academic push began after vacation,
and by mid-January the class seemed to be into a smooth routine.
By Interview 9, 3-23-82, she was able to say that most of the
children were meeting her expectations.

On . the majority of the class got into the rhythm of the
year, Mrs. Heijer remained concermed about those children who
continued to szet themselves apart. These2 children were aut of
sfep. They were in the wrong place at the wrong time. They said
the wrong things at the wrong time. They could not put their com-
pleted papers in the correct wire basket. These children were not
in tune with Mrs. Meijer's expectations for thelr interactional
performance. Without a doubt it was Craig who set himself the
furthest apart. He was the only child in the room to obtain a
special education identity. He was to ers up being placed Into 2
class for the learning disabled. His problems were ubiquitous.

He had social and academic problems in large groups, in small
gro.ps, during seatwork, in peer {nteractions, and in teacher-
studént {nteractions. No other target child so fully fit this
pervasive pattern of Iincongruity nor so upset the delicate inter-
actional balancing act in the room.

The school year had its ups and d«wns, its own rhythm if you

will, for Mrs. Meijer. At the point in the year when Craig's and
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Pam's problems stood out the most, they were both referred for
special education. They were referred at the time of the year
when lMrs. Meijer was most concerned about the class not jelling.
There is not enough evidence to say firmly that a teacher's
referral decisions are made at low polnts in the school year.
There may have been other factors involved, but the evidence does
show that the two children were referred at the time of the year
when the cl:.is was not "jelling" for Mrs. Meljer. Further, when
Mrs. Meije: reconsidered Steve and Joe for special education
referral, she was pleased with the class's progress. She did not
refer cither boy.

I continued to go bsck to the data to try to decide what had
made Mrs. Meljer refer Cralg aﬁd Pam, but no other target chil-
dren, for help. I believe that these children's overall inter-
actional performance uad as much to do with the decision as any
characteristi: of learning disabilities or other mild handicapping
condition. Successful Iinteractional performance in Mrs, Meljer's
class included: knowilng what to do and when to do it, the ability
to start work independently, and following directions. As stated
in the previcus sectlon (see Figure 19), it is in the constructing
of patterns of actlion and meaning that teachers identify problem
stude;ts. pPrehlem childrer “:oint themselves out™ like Cralg did
when he went up for sclissn s ¢f art time when it was not his row's
turn, stiyed seated vhen all the other children had lined up to go
home, sat in the path of everynne the day he had to sit on the

floor for rocking in his seat, and poked his head in front of the
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flashlight beam after Mrs. Meijer had told them 1f they did it onme
more time, that would be the end of the sclence experiment.

The patterns that Mrs. Meljer looked for when she was trying
to declde whether to refer a child for special education or not
are summarized in Figure 20, The child's focusing ability has to
do with the way the child is able to process the information that
1s given, both verbal and written. She looked at their inter-
actional performance across a variety of classroom events. Her
observations from the first days and weeks of the school year were

crucial when she formed her first group of target children. These

Chiidren's Children's

"focusing" cognitive

abflities abilities
/

S~ /

PATTERNS OF ACTION AND MEANING

Children's interactional
performance in
classroom events

Figure 20: Patterns of action and meaning in setting
children apart for special education referral.
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factors were tempered by her own perception of the child's needs
and of the services available in the school district. The inter-
actional performance of a student influences "educational gate-
keeping decisions and so students' educational careers” (Dorr-
Bremme, 1982, p. 1l1). I will come back to the gatekeeper role of

the teacher in the section on identification,

Teacher Observation and Practical Reasoning

The interactional peri .:mance of the chilidren in the class-
room was Iinextricably bound with Mrs. Meijer's observations and
practical reasoning about her class. As was pointed out earlier
in this chapter, not all of the teacher's practical reasoning is
based on the interactions she sees. She does not even see all the
interactions in the class. Teachers' grounds for decision making
may emerge from the daily observation and reflection in which they
engage. Yet little is known avout how teachers actually pay
attention in their own classrcers and make sense wvut of what they
are seeing. As a result, little 1is known about the role that
these ways of seeing play 'n a teacher's decision-making process.
Mrs. Meijer's.special education referral deccisions were based on
the sense she made out of the interactional performances af the
childéen in her classtroom,

Mrs. Meijer's early observations led her to make practical
groupings among her children. The ramifications of these invis-
ible groupings are discussed in the next sectisn. She used these

groupings as reference points, or family resemblances, to draw
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upon as she thought about the children at the beginning of the
school year when there were so many unknowns. There 1S so much
going on at one time in a typical second-grade classroom that it
1s impossible for a teacher to pay attention to every detail,

In the discussions of Mrs. Meijer's perceived ideas about the
source of each of the three target children's problems I touched
on, but did not develop, the idea that her referral decisions may
have revolved around her perception of the source of the child’'s
problems. Mrs. Meijer looked at Pam's problems as an "inner dis-
tracti.n.” Craig's problems were a combination of an environ-
mental distraction and his own inability to put all the pleces
together in a holistic sense, an interactional distraction.

Neil's problems iere viewed by Mrs. Meijer as being = result of
his parents' inability to parent, more of an outer distraction.
She said that the parents figured in both Craig's and Pam's
difficulties, but they were not judged to be major factors in
either of these two children's cases as they were in Neil's.
Mrs. Meijer did not base her referral decisions on any one per-
spective of the source of a child's problems.

As Mrs. Meijer observed her class and tried to make sense out
of what she saw, she also looked at the difficulty of the curricu-
lum that lay ahead for these children in this school district.

She knew of the d’strict's expectations because she had been
teaching in the district for at least seven years. She also knew
that few children in Pawnee School would move out of the district.

It was a very stable neighborhood. For the "doesn't quite have
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it" children she saw a long struggle with school, always the "C"
stuc snts, but apparently special education was not the answer for
this.group of children. For the "has it, but can't put it
together"” children she thought there was hope of success 1if they
could be assisted in their attempts to put schooling all togetherx.
A knowledge of what was awaiting the children in the years tc¢ come
was a factor outside the classroom context to be taken into con- ‘
sideration by Mrs. Meljer.

Teachers are guided by theories of perception and categoriza-
tion wlien interpreting students' classroom behavior (Mehan et al.,
1982). 1In the special education referral study previously cited
(Mehan et al., 1982; Mehan et al., 1983; Mehan, 1984), Mehan and
his assocliates compared teachers' accounts of student behavior
with the actual videotaped incidents of student difficulties in
class. The teachers saw the problems of the students stemming
from within the students, particularly in their ability and
psychological states (Mehan et al., 1982). The teachers were
attributing the sources of prohlems to personality attributes of
the children over situational factors.

The attributional process is part of a teacher's ongoing
system of socisl perception (Palmer, 1983). A teacher’'s !Informal
labels are based on ability and effort attributions. Acizieving a
special education identity gives a child a formal label; and
"formal labels are an attributional antecedent indicating a his-
tory of failure" (Palmer, 1983, p. 425). Weiner (1976), in his

attribution studies, found that a student's effort and ability as
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perceived by the teacher, combine interactively to influence the
teacher's giving of rewsrds and punishment., Mrs. Meljer's
referral of Craig and Pam to speclal education could be viewed as
a reward given to them for their effort and denied to Neil because
of his perceived lack of effort and ability. I have already
pointed out that Mrs. Meiljer viewed special education as a chance
at success for a certain group of her students. Evidence does not
supp~tt the conclusion that her referrals were made out of a sense

of frustration with the child.

Identification of Mildly "landicapped Learnmers

The identification of mildly handicapped children in
Mrs. Meijer's class began with her creatlon of practical cate-
gories that included all the children in her room. The first
categories were general: children having problems and children
not having problems. She soon began .o refine these categories.
The children having no problems were left alone at the beglmning,
while the children having problems became the target children.
This group of eight chiliren was further divided into the "has it,
but can't put it together" group and the "doesn't quite have 1it”
group. There were two other problem children who were not labeled
until later in the year. One of these children had problems with
adjustment to & new school, and the other child’'s problems were
termed “developmental” by Mrs. Meijer. Later, the criidren with
no problems, or benchmark students, became the “extra bright,

really withit™ group of six children. At timns she referred to
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three of these children as being intellectually superior to the
others in the room, but this group was not clearly seen as being
discrete, The other ten children in the class were never given a
practical group name, so I have called them the "normal" second
graders. See Figure 21 for a diagram depicting lirs. Meljer's
practicel categorlization of her class resulting in one student
achieving a specilal education identity im the 1981-82 school year.

I previously referred to the regular education teacher as
occupying the position of gatekeeper determining who gets referred
for special education. The teacher 1s a gatekeeper because he or
she makes the decision about which children to refer in his or her
classroom. There are some instances in which parents (as in Pam's
case) or the principal ask for speclal services for a child, but
usually it 1s the classroom teacher who brings a child to the
attention of the specialists when a mild to moderate learning or
behavior problem 1is suspected. When Mrs. Meljer was =-ting as a
gatekeeper, she looked at the child's ability to learn in her
classroom. Not being able to do the classwork was only part of
the concern. She looked at the interactive way the child fit into
her class. This included academic and social aspects, as well as
how the child handled the materials and the curriculum.

ﬁrs, Meljer carefully considered the opportunities for extra
heip within her district. She knew what services were provided
for children needing speclal edjucation and she knew the people
providing the services. The evidence supports that her referral

decisions were heavily Influenced by her perception of the
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avallable services in the Semeca School District. This
consideration of the extra heip avallable, although it had 1little
to do with a child's particular difficulties, was an important
factor when it came time to decide whether to refer the child to
special education or to keep the child in general education. Both
Craig and Pam had been formally referred for special education by
the beginning of November. The referral process time span varied
only slightly for the two children. Other target children were
considered for referral, but the process was never set in motion
for anyone else that school year.

The reasons for Neil and Steve not being referred for special
education ma§ have had as much to do with each boy's previous
school history as with the difficulties each was encountering in
second grade. They had both been referred, but not placed, in
earlier grades. To my knowledge, the other target children--Joe,
Mary, Pam, and Craig--had not been referred previously. Joe and
Cralg received remedial reading assistance. Joe also received
speech therapy. Of all the target children, only Pam and Neil
were not already getting some type of special help in school. To
my knowledge, only Pam and Neil were ruseiving help outside
school. Pam was beilng seen by a pediatrician, Neil by a psycholo-
gist. The three children from the "doesn't quite have it" group
were looked at as referral candidates throughout the year, but
none for the persistent amounts of time as the "has 1it, but can't
put it together” children. Mrs. Meijer identified Steve on the

second day of school as a candidate for extra help. Joe was
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mentioned on September 21 as being the next child to be tested
after Craig and Pam were done. She sald that Joe would need help
if he was to go on in school. He was never referred for special
services. Mary, on the other hand, was never mentioned as part of
a group being tet apart until January (see FN's 1-14-8Z), p. 5),
but Mrs. Meljer, in interviews, had expressed concern for Mary's
progress on many occasions before January. Mary and Steve, along
with Craig, were the only children in the room not reading at
grade equivalent or above by the end of the school year, as
recorded on theilr group reading tests (see Appendix J).

The strong link between the children who were actually
referred and Mrs. Meljer's perception of the district's services
was one of the most striking findings. There has been criticism
of those in special education for often giving a child a lébel
(such a LD or EI) that just happens to be equal to the type of
classroom that has space avallable in it at the time of the place-
ment meeting. For example, there may be space in the LD class,
but none In the EI class, so the child is labelled LD even though
the problems are more emotional. Decisions about placement are
often based on the avallability of spaces in certain classrooms
rather than on finding a program that meets a child's unique
learn;ng or behavioral needs, regardless of the label placed on
the child (see Mehan et al., 1983, for further discussion). The
stated inteuntion of P.L. 94-142 1s first, to decide what the
child's educational needs are; second, to decide what type of pro-

gram will best meet those needs; and third, to decide on a label
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for the child. This study provided evidence that regular
educators refer children who they think will qualify for existing
services.

Mrs. Meijer felt strongly that the LD resource room program
at Pawnee School would benefit Cralg. She apparently did not
feel, however, that there were any special services available for
her slow learners, the "doesn't quite have it" children. Even
though they were unsuccessful with second-grade work, they lacked
the needed ingredients to be considered learning disabled. What
these needed Ingredients were was never clearly defined, but the
practical names of the two informal problem groups seemed to
indicate that cognitive abili;y was a strong factor for
Mrs. Meijer. She thought Craig and Pam were capable of doing
better. They both had all the pieces of the puzzle; they just
could not make the puzzle go together. She thought that Mary,
Steve, and Joe were doing the best they could because :hey did not
have the ability to do much better. Mrs. Meijer never believed
that Pam was learning disabled. She did not use the word in
reference to Pam as she did with Craig. She saw a needy little
girl and wanted to get some help for her, even after being told
ahead of time that Pam would not qualify. The counselor told her
that Pam's achievement scores were too high for her to be con-
sidered for LD placement. The IEP meetings for Craig and Pam were
held on March 3, 1982. The next day Mrs. Meijer told me, "There

wasn't real action on either one. According to state guidelines
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they're performing thelr basic skills well enough to be
uncertifiable” (FN's 3-4-82, p. 3).

Craig and Pam did not fall within the school district's
paraa;ters for ldentification as learning disabled. The district
had a learning disabled category, but the decision of the place-
ment committee that Cralg was not learning disabled in March did
not coincide with Mrs. Meljer's classroom determination that Crailg
was learning disabled. Wittgenstein (1958) talked about the type
of category that 1Is possible and useful, but is imprecise in its
boundaries. This category has formal boundaries, but they may not
coincide with the actual everyday usage of the term. The category
"learning disabled” seems to be the type of category that
Wittgenstein was describing. The building team was using the dis-
trict's definition of learning disabilities (see Appendix A), but
Mrs. Meijer had a different definition of learning disabilities
that she was using based on her years of teachiﬂg experience.

There were two critical points in the year for special educa-
tion referrals in Mrs. Meljer's classroom. The first was in late
October-early November, at the getting~down-to-business time of
the year. Craig and Pam were both referred during this time
period. Mrs. Meljer's second cruclial point was in late January-
early February, after her bilg academic push had gotten underway.
No children were referred at this time, but she strongly con-
sidered Steve as a candidate. On February 9, Mrs. Meljer told me
that he would be next now that Craig's referral was completed. On

February 23, she sald, "I don't know what to do about Steve. I
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don't know whether to try to refer him before spring break or
what"” (FN's 2-23-82, p. 3). Although she never referred Steve, it
appears that the disappointment of Craig not dualifying for LD
services initially had much to do with her decision. Mrs. Meijer
was also pleased with the way the class was moving along at this
point, and this may have been a factor. The big academic push was
a time of the year when she evaluated the children closely, thus
making it a likely time for referrals.

Mrs. Meljer conslidered more than the 1list of behavioral
descriptors on a speclal education referral form when she was
deciding whom to refer for special education services. She took
into account an "ensemble of items which mutually support and
determine one another" (Gurwitsch, 1966). Mrs. Meijer's special
education ensemble items consisted of (a) having the fundamental
cognitive ability to perform adequately, (b) not being able to put
the pleces of learning together into a whole that equalled success
in school, (c) displaying frustration at not succeeding in school
as opposed to being unaware of one's difficulties, (d) not being
able to manage the interactional demands of the classroom, and
(e) having parents whose actions were not detrimental to the
child's growth. The last item 1s stated tentatively. It would be
neceséary to return in future years to see if this patterm realiy
did influence her decisions. With Neil it seemed important, but
it must also be noted that in May Mrs. Meijer told me that she had
changed her mind about Neil's ability. She felt he was doing the

best he could. She did not see exlsting services in the district
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meeting his needs, so in his case the ensemble of items that kept
him from being referred for séecial education was stronger than
the ensemble of items mentioned above. The evidence supports

Mrs. ¥=ijer's change of Neil's family resemblance over the school
yea:. At the end of the year he more closely resembled a "doesn't
quite have it kid"™ than a "has it, but can't put it together

kid."

Mehan et al. (1983) found that educational decision makers
make placements into speclal education by “"avalilable category
after having reduced the range of alternatives at an earlier time"
(p. 286). The construction of a special identity begins when the
classroom teacher makes the initlal referxral. 1 bellieve that the
data from this study support the idea that a teacher's referral
decisions are partlally determined, whether consclously or
unconsciously, by the perceived availlability of services in the

school district.

Implications for Preservice Education

There are implications of this study for preservice educa-
tion. Focused observation in differing types of classrooms needs
to be started early in the training program. Observation should
be augmented with guided discussion of selected pleces of video-
tape showing how children's interactional performances can lead 2
teacher to categorize children. Written vignettes such as the
ones contained in this study could also be used as a basis of dis-
cussion for the videotape interactions, the actual classroom
B-158 2 D 0
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observations, and as a stimulus for preservice teachers to begin
writing thelr own vignettes of classroom events. These written
storigs could be a starting point for the school district
cooperating teacher, the university field supervisor, and the
preservice teacher education student to look at the social inter-
action in a classroom and to discuss the teacher's role in the
construction of student status, be it a special educ n identity
or otherwise. (See Erickson & Wilson, 1984, for further ideas on
the use of recorded data and for sources of obtaining videotapes
of classroom interactions such as those described in this study.
See Shultz, 1983, for further 1deas and implications of the use of
ethnography In educational settings.)

An example of preservice training in another occupation will
be used to illustrate the importance of the field experience. In

The Reality of Ethnomethodology, Mehan and Wood (1975) described

how a rookie policeman follows a veteran cop around the neighbor-
hood as she or he does the beat. Learning how to do the beat is
accomplished when the rookie spends a great deal of time with her
or hils teacher.
The rookle would learn to see and feel as his teacher
showed him. He would learn how to gg the beat, how to
use what partial set of rules he was told, and most
importantly how, in the day-to-day work at the scene, to
generate new rules as previously unmet situations arose.
(p. 77)
After reading what Mehan and Wood had to say in the previous

citation, I wrote myself the following theoretical note. (See
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Schatzman & Strauss, 1973, Chapter 6, for a discussion of the

writing of fieldnotes.)

‘In order to gg the beat, may not a rookie teacher have

to be actively taking part in the day-to-day work at the

scene? It may only be possible for teacher educators to

impart a "partial set of rules" to preservice teacher
education students. If this is the case, this partial

set of rules must be based on events, practices and pro-

ceduras most nearly approximating what a teacher does.

The teachers chosen by teacher educators to teach tha

rookies to do the classroom beat must be exemplars of

sound pedagogy. The students need intimate firsthand

knowledge of the classroom scene. Participant observa-

tion seems an ideal tool for accomplishing this end.

(TN 2-7-82)

Moving from selected pieces of videotaped classroom interactions
to the real "beat"” of a classroom would put preservice "iookies"
in a context where thelr observations would be more meaningful
because there would be a past, a present, and a future time frame
within which specific instances (such as the videotape selections)
would take on a collective meaning.

Another important implication of this study for preservice
teacher education has to do with the way the findings spesk to the
need for a teacher preparation program that gives preservice
teachers an awareness and understanding of individual difference
and of the need to adapt thelr teaching to each child's unique
needs. There may be no one best way to do this. Some institu-
tions of higher education offer course work in "mainstreaming"
techniques or in "exceptional children." Some institutions may
have designed their core teacher preparation course offerings

around multiple-perspectives or heterogeneous—-groupings approaches

that take into account ethnicity, race, class, and gender, as well
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as exceptionalities in an integrated fashion. Whatever the
approach used, I think that it is imperative for teacher training
programs to require some coursework that specifically addresses
the needs of handicapped children in regular classrooms. Pre—
service teachers should be taught how to distinguish between
different types of problems in the classroom and what to do about
teaching these children effectively once they are identified.
Prospective regular educators need to learn how to teach children
to succeed in school who are in need of more than a traditional
textbook approach. Perhaps such a focus would reduce the number
of referrals to special education of hard-to-teach children as
opposed to handicapped children who are in need of very
specialized methods or materials.

Teacher educators have recognized the importance of the
beginning and of the closing of a school year for some time, as
evidenced by the typical requirement that student teachers take
part in either the opening or the closing of the school year in
which they do their practice teaching, regardless of the univer-
sity calendar. Another regularly occurring teaching phenomenon
that was apparent in this study was the overall rhythm of the
year, beyond its opening and closing. I suspect that this
phenomenon is not unique to Mrs. Meljer and the particular group
she taught in the 1981-82 school year. 1In this cage, there are
implications of the finding for Preservice education, particularly
as the rhythm of the'year relates to the identification and

referral of children to special education. There are times of the
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year where learning disabilities are going to stand out more than

at other times. As Mrs. Meljer's focus changed from checking to
see that the children knew the rules and routines to checking to
see 1f they could complete the academic tasks assigned them,

several children set themselves apart from the group as a whole.

Implications for Inservice Education

There are implications of this study for inservice education.
The videotapes made in the course of this participant observation-
al study (as well as those from similar projects) could be used to
help insetvice_teachers look at the ways teachers set children
apart into different groups in thelr classrooms.

There are many experienced teachers with little or no knowl-
edge of how to teach speciél education children. Up until a few
years ago 1t was uncommon to find a general education teacher
training program that mandated a course in the characteristics of
exceptional children, let alone in how to teach mildly handicapped
children in the regular class. This policy 1is changing slowly a.
a result of P.L. 94-142. There are now 21 states that require at
least one course, or are in the process of requiring a course, in
working with exceptional children (Ganschow, Weber, & Davis,
1984). I suspect that Mrs. Meijer is not unique in referring
children who she felt met existing special educatior services in
her district. This being the case, it would seem appropriate for
both preservice and inservice general educators to be made more

aware of the classroom manifestations of mild to moderate learning
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or behavioral problems. One way this could be done is for a
consultant to use selected pleces of videotape that show the
target children's interactional performance. (See Erickson &
Wilson, 1984, pp. 39-52, for suggestions on the use of videotape
of everyday life in schools.)

A suggestion for the use of the videotapes was proposed by
Mrs., Melijer herselif. We were having a viewing session as we
watched Craig on a videotape that I had made earlier in the day.
Mrs. Meljer said that the school psychologist could learn as much
about a chiid by watching the videotapes as the psychologist did
in her classroom observations (Viewing Session 3, 12-8-81). Mehan
and his associates conducted viewing sessions with teachers who
had referred children to specilal education. They asked the
teachers to stop the videotape to make comments about the children
they had referred. (See Mehan et al., 1982, for the specific
instructions given to teachers in the viewing sassions.) This
method, although time consuming, could prove useful to educators
carrying out systematic assessments of a target child's learning
environment. It would be best i1f the viewing sessions were done
as an accompaniment to actual classroom observation. The pleces
of videotape could be used to focus on £he fine details of a par-
ticular child's behavior, but on their cwn they would not provide
the outsider with a fully contextualized look at the child's
interactional competence in the classroom that is necessary to
understand why the child became a referral candidate in the first

place. Year-long partisipant observational studies are more
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appropriate for some types of questions than for others. The
insights that have been gained from Mehan's study of teacher
decigion meking (Mehan et al., 1982; Mehan et al., 1983; Mehan,
1984) and from this one can be used to inform practice and as a
basis for further study.

Perhaps recent calls for recognition of the importance of the
teacher's need to reflect and write about his or her own practice
(Clark & Florio et al., 1982; Erickson, 1985) will contribute to a
stronger professional image of teachers and give sanctioned
recognition to the Ilmportance of their thoughtz. Through writing
down his or her thoughts about a particular child as a case study,
or vignette, of the referral child, the teacher may come to a
fuller understanding of the child and the classrcom. This written
document could be shared with outsiders such as those making
systematic assessments of a target child's learning environment,
administrators, fellow teachers, and others interested in the fine
details of 1life in classrooms. This document could serve as an
opening point of discussion in building team meetings whem chil-
dren having difficulties are discussed. In effect, the classroom
observations, the viewing sessions with carefully selected pieces
of classroom interaction, the written reflections of the child's
teacher, as well as the more traditional referral documentation--
test scores and a school psychologist's summary--would be used by
the gatekeepers in an Individualized Educational Program Committee
meeting to "triangulate” (Gorden, 1980, p. 12) the information

about a particular chfld before giving that child a special
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education identity. This written documentation of a teacher's
observations and practical reasoning could help fo combat the
feeling of powerlessness that has been noted in the role of the
teacher (Lanier & Little, 1985; Mehan, 1984). Additional uses of
such written documentation will be discussed under the policy
implications of this study.

Hargreaves (1979) felt that by collecting and analyzing the
comments of teachers it would be possible to uncover the teacher's
common-sense knowledge about what he or she does. Through the
collection and analysis of teachers' comments by supervisors,
researchers, or feilow teachers, they are helped to make use of
thelir own observation and practical-reasoning skills at a much
earlier point in their teaching careers. Experienced teachers may
make use of research findings about teachers' common-sense knowl-
edge by "uncovering and reconstructing” their own common-sense
knowledge (Hargreaves, 1979, p. 81).

An area that was identified in this study as needing further
study 1is the pervasiveness of the practice of regular class
teachers referring those children for special education for whom
they feel there 1s an avaglable program in the district. Poor
academic achlevement was not Mrs. Melier's sole criterion for
referral to special education. This may have been a result of her
experience with other handicapped children over the years, or she
may have had a deeper understanding of special education children.
This is not known. It has been established that she did not per-

ceive the resource room as a place for children with emotional
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problems or for those who could have been labeled as educable

mentally impaired or “slow learmers."

"This study points to the need for special educators to be
aware that regular educators may be making referral decisions
based on their perceptions of existing special education services
within their districts. These perceptions may or may not be
correct. It is the responsibility of special educators and
support staff (such as the school psychologists or teacher consul-
tant) to communicate to regular educators the importance of
looking at the individual child and his or her needs as opposed to
'1ooking at how the child will fit into existing programs.

It would seem that this is an appropriate time, a decade
after the passage of P.L. 94~142, to reopen the discussion about

the policy that has come to be known as "mainstreaming,” placing a
handicapped child in the "least restrictive environment" for that
child. When the Education of All Handicapped Children Act was
implemented in 1975 there was a great deal of fimancial support
for inservice activity to prepare regular educators for receiving
the handicapped child in their classes. The financial support for
such effort is almost nonexistent today, and most districts regard
mainstreaming as a natural part of their existence. Now is the
time to start looking at the programs and services and to reopen
staff dialogue as to their effectiveness. Since 1975, a great

deal has been learned on both sides (regular and special educa-

tion) about how to work with handicapped children.




Ten years ago teacher educators were preparing special educa-
tion teachers to go out to the schools and "educate" regular
teachers about the handicapped children they would be having in
their classes. No longer does a special educator, in most cases,
have to go out and teach regular educators about specific handi-
capping conditions. Most teachers think they know a learning
disabled child, for example, when they see one. While this may or
may not be the case, what 1s needed 1s to correct faulty concep-
tions and to talk about effective ways to identify and educate the
handicapped child in the regular classroom. This is particularly
true in buildings that have little staff or administrative
turnover, and consequently have become used to certain ways of
doing things. Teacher educators have a responsibility to prepare
thelr undergraduate and graduate students for this expanded role.
The faulty conceptions, 1f they are such, held by regular educa-
tors about whom to.refer to special education may be partly a
result of the referral process itself. Other researchers previ-
ously cited have pointed out the need to change current identifi-
cation and placement procedures.

The type of identification process that I am proposing will
require a greater amount of time than most current processes.

This has important implications for all involved in the referral
process, as well as for the school district official responsible
for paying the salaries of the staff. It becomes all the more

important that other measures are attempted before a child's case
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is taken to the building team for an official meeting to decide if
a psychoeducational evaluation 1is necessary,

.A different approach to the issue of making appropriate
referrals to speclial education while at the same time meeting the
needs of all students with learning and beﬁavior problems was
tried by Graden and her colleagues (Graden, Casey, & Christenson,
1985) . The dual systems of regular and special education service
delivery were maintalned by Graden, but the focus of the special
educator becomes one of providing indirect gervice to handicapped
children through consultation and intervention with mainstream
teachers rather than providing direct service to handicapped
children. Graden et al. set up a model to: first, reduce the
members of Inappropriate referrals and placements into specilal
education, and second, make the actual special education team
decision-making proceés more relevant to instruction because the
model builds in a step whereby classroom interventions must be
tried before a referral 1s made to special education. This step
provides the team with a data base upon which to draw during
decision making. The model is "an ecological model of viewing
student problems.in the context of the classroom, teacher, and
instructional variables as well as student varlables and of
attempting approprlate educational interventions that are not

focused solely on the child" (Graden et al., 1985, p. 379). I
believe this model offers a feasible and appropriate way to
proceed with special education reform at this time. It is an

improvement over what 1s currently happening in most schools, yet
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it 18 not as radical as the proposal of Stainback and Stainback

(1984), to do away with the dual system of regular and special
education. Nor is it as likely to receive only lip service, with-
out the necessary financial backing, as happened in a program
developed and implemented by Wang (Wang & Reynolds, 1985).

. Graden et al. (1985) implemented a prereferral intervention
system in six schools over a three-year period., They judged the
model to be successful, in varying degrees, in four of the six
schools. They identified system- as well as building-level fac-
tors that affected the success or fallure of the model. At the |
system level the factors were: administrative support (both
verbal and visible), provision of adequate resources by the
district (the personnel and the time for consultation), system-
level pressures to test and place children in order to recelve
reilmbursement for speclal education students, a concern on the
part of teachers and administrators for the impact of decreasing
numbers of children in special education on resource allocationms,
a general resistance to change, and the highlighting of system-
level and school-level problems (curriculum and teaching) that are
brought out by the consultation model being advocated by the
resea;chers.

Tﬁe building-level factors affecting success or fallure of
the model were: the high demand on the consultant's time; some of
the regular education teachers felt threatened by the model; the
consultants were not all adequately prepared; by working with

classroom teachers on interventions to be used in their
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classrooms, the consultant removed the "quick cure” the teacher
formerly had if the child was placed into a special education
program; and finally, the model was successful in buildings where
there was a strong, internal impetus for change on the part of the
staff. While these factors may seem logical, they are not always
considered before school districts attempt to change current prac-
tice.

Some of the questions raised by the present study that may be
addressed in further studies are: What types of children do other
early elementary grade teachers in suburban schools refer to
resource rooms? Are learning disabled children the only mildly
handicapped children in suburban resource rooms, or are there
children with other special education lables, such as emotionally
bimpaired or educable mentally impaired in these rooms? Do subur-
ban elementary school teachers differ from urban or rural elemen-
_tary teachers in referring children to special education? The
practice of referring children to special education based on the
perceived availability of services, i1f found to exist across a
range of teachers in a range of settings with differing socio-
economic and racial groups of children, would have broader policy

implications.

Implications for School District Policy

There are implications of this study for school district
policy. Recently, suggestions have been made that would reduire a

"systematic examination of the child's learning environment and
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the nature and quality of the regular Instruction recelved” before
a student 18 referred or assessed for special education (Messick,
1984, - p. 5).

Wang and Reynolds (1985) pointed out, "A basic problem for
all students 1Is that general education programs have been insuffi-
clently adaptive" (p. 498). They applauded the efforts of Heller
et al. (1982) and the National Academy of Science Panel on Mental
Retardation, but pointed out that the panel failed to discuss the
issues involved in the implementation of thelr own recommenda-
tions. To carry out systematic examinations of a referred child's
learning environment, increased time to do the observation,
increased money to compensate individuals for the additional time
to be spent on each case, and the very real posgibility of
increasad resistance on the part of regular educators to being
"systematically evaluated” by an outsider would be necessary. The
effect of such recommendations may be that regular educators would
stop making referrals altogether to avoid the observations. The
intended goal of the NAS Panel's recommendations was to reduce
inappropriate referrals, particularly of male, minority children,
who are overrepresented in programs for the mentally retarded.

Numeroﬁs studies of the identification of handicapped chil-
dren have concluded with a call to change the way special educa-
tion 18 currently funded (Gerber, 1984; Mesinger, 1985; Wang &
Reynolds, 1985; Ysseldyke et al., 1983). Wang and Reynolds held
special education funding policies responsible for the discontinu-

ance of the total mainstreaming program they developed, despite
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its success, for both children--in terms of achievement--and
teachers-—in terms of positive attitudes toward the model. The
Adapéive Learning Environments Model (ALEM) was set up to meet the
needs of a broad range of students within a regular classroom
setting, full-time malustreaming, as opposed to children being
pulled out of the regular class for special education (Wang &
Birch, 1984).

There has been a major shift in federal incentives to
classify handicapped children since Mehan did his study of the
special education placement'process in the 1978-79 school year.
The focus of special-education has shifted from "moral imperative
and growth to fiscal efficacy and retrenchment" (Crowner, 1985,
P. 58). Many states are moving away from a "search"” for handi-
capped students toward decertification of some handicapped stu-
dents, or at the least, to stem the rising numbers of children
being identified, particularly as learning disabled. (See the
"masses are burgeoning" article by Algozzine, Ysseldyke, &
Christenson, 1983). Even as the nation's schools as a whole are
undergoing declines in overall student enrollment, the percentage
of students labeled learning disabled has continued to climb
(Gerber, 1984). |

I think that participant observational research techniques
could be used to conduct systematic examinations of a learning
environment (Messick, 1984). Some ideas for the ways that this
type of research could be used to inform district policy follow.

One, it could provide an opportunity for longitudinal studies of
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teachers, of children (for example, following the careers of

children established in the early grades across school years and
across classrcoms), of particular institutional events (such as
referring children for speclal education programs), of particular
classroom activities or events (such as "worktime,” Florio, 1978;
or “first circle,” Dorr-Bremme, 1982; or “"getting the floor,"
Shultz, Florio, & Erickson, 1982), or of curriculum (such as
implementation of a new program, textbook series, or remedial pro-
cedure).

Second, participant observational studies, such as this onme,
can provide a school district with a link to higher education that
could serve both the district and the institution. By the nature
of the techniques involved, the district has an opportunity to
have a researcher-in-residence rather than a researcher who comes
in, does some observing or testing and then leaves, rarely to be
heard from or seen again, with the possible exception of the
presentation of a written report. 1In parﬁicipant observational
studies, the researcher goes back to the participants to share the
findings. These findings are then discussed and the participants
have a chance to say, "Yes, that's exactly what I meant,” or "No,
I wasn't thinking of that at all.” This allows for greater
insight on the part of all involved. The institutions have field-
reaction to thelr conclusions, and the reactions of the
participants can be used to gulde the implementation of research
findings into practice, something that 1is sorely lacking from much

of the research on teaching that has been done.
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Third, studies such as this one can provide a school district
with a document that would initiate a discussion of an Institu-
tional procedure such as how children are referred for specilal
education. It may provide the opportunity for an experienced
staff to carry out a self-study of an issue of curricular impor-
tance, such as the adoption of a new textbook series or the imple-
mentation of a new curriculum. I feel that this type of study
could be the basis for teachers to start feeling more valued. One
possibility might be that teachers who chose to participate in
such self-study would be given credit toward master teacher status
or merit pay if the district 1s exploring, or is involved in, such
moves to upgrade the status of a teacher. The current fear of
many experienced teachers is that merit pay or master teacher
stezus will be based on the test scores of the children in their
classes. 1If this practice were to come about, the consequences to
public education and to the role of the teacher could be deva-
stating. As an alternative, or in addition to process-product
types of measures of teacher effectiveness, participant observa-
tional research as a basis for self-study would be an alternative
way of deciding pmerit pay over the award of such, based on the
pre- and posttest scores of children in a teacher's classroom.

Another implication of this study that affects school
district policy relates to the way the teacher identified the
children to refer for special education, T believe this study has
shown that the identification of mildly handicapped children is

not simply a matter of balancing the child's performance with a
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list of behavioral characteristics on a referral form. Referral
1s not a clear-cut, rational act. As the year progressed, I had
the opportunity to observe the social construction of a special
education identity. A better understanding of the ways teachers
decide whom to refer to speclal education is needed before they
can do a better job of identifying mildly handicapped children,
In effect, this would entail an understanding of the social con-
struction of problem student status on the teacher's part. This
type of understanding 1is needed across the scope of teacher
education: regular and special educators, administrators, pre-

service teachers, and teacher educators themselves.

Concluding Remarks on
the Implications

The findings from this study point toward taking a closer
look at how teachers soclally construct a special education iden-
tity for certain children. I use the term "social construction"
to mean that the teacher does not refer a child to speclal educa-
tion because of some inner attribute that the child brings with
him or her to the classroom. Nor 1s the child referred for
speclal education because of some inner perception of the child
that fhe teacher>brings with him or her to the classroom. Rather,
the child 1is referred for speclal education in the interaction of
the two, as they are socially constructed. Mehan et al. (1983)
described this as “individuals acting together in organized con-

texts to create and maintain the link between behavior and



categories such as 'special education student'™ (p. 141). The
organized context in this case 1s a classroom.

‘It may be that the soclal construction of a special education
identity 1is beyond the ways of sceing of most expertfenced teach-
ers. Not only may it be beyond their ways of seeing, it may be
beyond their ways of thinking about what goes on in their class~
rooms. This 18 not to say that teachers are incapable of using
alternate ways of seeing, but to enable thewm to see thelr class-
rooms differently may not be a simple mat r of teaching teachers
to look at thelr classrooms in a differe. y. They must
understand them in different ways. Shulman and Curey (1984)
recently stated that educational researchers have moved beyond
thinking of man as a rational being. They further suggested that
educational researchers have moved beyond thinking of man as
boundedly rational. Researchers are starting to think of man as a
collectively rational being. "Human rationality, whether bounded
or not, 18 practiced in the context of social exchange and human
interaction” (Shulman & Carey, 1984, p. 515).

One far-reaching policy implication that I can foresee is the
elimination of our current dual service delivery system for the
mildly handicapped. 1In Figure 22 I present a model that shows how
this might come about. Regular educators are currently responsi-
ble for some segments of a mildly handicapped child's education,
and special educators are responsible for others. Preservice edu-
cators should be taught to look for the way that special education

identities (as well as other identities, e.g., giftedness) are
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soclally cohstructed. Practicing regular and special educators %
should also be presented with this way of looking at children
through advanced coursework and/or inservice education. Classroom
interventions could be designed that would increase a child's
chances fot.success in the regular classroom without the need for
a child to be gilven a special education identity (label) and to be
removed from the regular class, Special and regular educators
could work tcgether within the classroom context to eliminate the
need for a separate service delivery system for the mildly handi-
capped. Children would not need to go to pullout programs; the
gservices would be part of thelr regular classroom experiénce. It
is beyond the scope of this paper to go into this point further,
but it certalnly forms a research agenda for future endeavor.

Social Construcrion Theory as a Basis

v Locking at Student Progress

in Classrooms

Regular Preservice Special
Educators Educators Educators

\/

IDENTIFICATION OF MILDLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
Intervention for the mildly kandicapped

Elimination of dual service delivery systems
for the mildly handi{capped

Figure 22: A social coustruction model. @
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September 9, 1981

Dear Parents,

This year I will be participating in a study of teachers that is being
conducted by University. The director of the
study 1s » Ph.D., of the
at the university.

The purpose of the study 1s to learn more about teachers' ways of
paying attention to, and thinking about, daily events in their
classrooms. Findings from the study will be used to develop new
methods for educating beginning and experienced teachers.

During the study my classroom w11l be visited by observers who will
take notes on what happens during classroom activities. Periodically
the classroom will be videotaped. I will view the tapes with

and his staff and will be 1nterviewed about my observations and
thoughts on the daily events that were taped. The contents of the
tapes and the {dentity of all those who appear on them will be kept
confidential. The tapes will not be broadcast--they will be shown only
for research and teaching purposes, and no real names will be used 1n
any reports written about the study. Two types of videotaping will be
done: general shots of the whole classroom,» in which individual stu-
dents will appear only as part of the toctal class, and more individual-
1zed shots focusing on particular children from time to time. In ths
second type of taping, a wireless microphone will be worn by the child
to record his or her voice. Past experience 1s that children enjoy
wearing the microphones; they do not find them uncomfortable or embar-
rassing to wear.

If you have any questions about the study or if for some reason you do
not want your child to be individually v1deotaped during 1t, please
call me here at school at

Sincerely,

(Teacher's signature)
Public Schools
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STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Primary I, Form A
10-81, Grade 2

CLASS PRCFILE

Grede equivalent Sultest Stanines 12 3Lk 5678 9
3.3 Vocabulary 8 14
2.6 Reading A 3 10 9
2.8 Reading B 12 9
3.0 Reading Comprehension i2 9
3.2 Woxrd Study Skills 8 13
2.5 Math Concepts 2 i 13 7
2.9 Math Comprehension 12 10
3.5 listening Comprehension 11 11
3.1 Total Reading 11§ 10
2.7 Total Math Rod B
3.4 Total Awditory | 78 15
3.0 Complete Battery 12( 57%) 9(43%)

Number of children
scoring in each
range.
#Test taken on 10-1, 10-2, 10-5, 1 student absent on 10-2, therefore
some numbers total 22 and some 21 for the stanine counts.
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BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE--TEACHER'S CHECKLIST
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Caze Coordinator Teacher

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

School Team Referral

Date
Stydent Grade . Birthday
Parent(s) Address
Bcxme Phone Work phone = Father/Mother
Pamily Physician
Chack appropriate area(s) of concern
Academic Social Physical
Baalth Emotional Other

Dascription of concern

Mditional infcrration related to the concern (i.e.: CA60, previous teacher)

Ehat other services is the child receiving?

that of assigtance are vou requesting?

Parsnts vers Dade aware of this referral on

Soacher's signature Date

Principal’s signature Date

Copies: Parent
Teacher (CA60)
Principal
Case Coordinator
Spacial Education Office

B-184 228

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



IN SCHOOL SCREENING DEVICE

Teacher's Checklist

Child's Name Date

Grade Age Teacher

ACADEMIC INDICATORS

YES NO

NO
EVIDENCE

Reads word-by-word

Reads below grade level

Mispronounces words

Has difficulty in blending sounds

Gets mixed up on sound/symbol association

Cannot rhyme words

Cannot remember sight words

Reverses words in reading

(Yol feof RN feal [V, ] By (OS] F N

Forgets what is read

10. Prefers to print (4th, 5th zrades)

1l1. Has poor eye tracking skills

12. Cannot copy from chalkboard to paper

13. Prints from bottom to top of each letter

l4. Cannot draw basic geometric shapes

15. Shapes letters inconsistently

16. Spaces poorly between letters/words

17. Forgets formation of letters

18, Has difficulty staving on the line

19. Reverses words/letters when writing

20. Cannot tell time to the hour

21, Cannot tell time to the minute

22. Shows poor one to one correspondence

23. Cannot recall basic math facts through 10

24. Cannot recall basic math facts through 20

25. Arithmetic skills below grade level

25. Forgzets specific arithmetic processes seemingly known

27, Uses finzers or other devices to count

28. Unable to draw a human figure in proportioa

29. Gets letters out of order when spelling

30. Quickly forgets spelling words

3l. Spells the same word two different ways in same assignment

32. Confuses sounds when spelling

33. Cannot recall sequence of syllables

34. Spells below zrade level

35. Spells phonetically

36. Uses bizarre spellings

37. Does unacceptable written work

38. Gets confused when given a se'.as of auditory directions

39. Does not know left and right ¢ self

40. Does not know left and right on others

41, Starts written work but does not finish

42. Does not start written work
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IN SCHOOL SCREENING DEVICE

Teacher's Checklist
Page 2

SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL INDICATGRS

VES

NO

NO
EVIDENCE

|

"Blows up" easily

Cries easily when upset

Has poor peer relationships

Disturbs others

Is inattentive

Demands constant teacher attention

Cannot work independently

Attention seeking '"'show off" behavior

(Vo] (o] L] Fo N [W,] ol [WS] § V] o
.

Disruptiveness: tendence to annoy/bother others by
talking

10.

Unwilling to volunteer

11.

Unwilling to talk in class

12,

Uses inappropriately loud voice

13.

Talks out without permission

14.

Daydreaming

15.

Verbalizes a dislike for school

16.

Disobedient

17.

Uncooperative in proup situations

18.

Easily distracted by noises/movement of others

19.

Always on the go

20.

Falling out orf the chair

21.

Is out of seat often

22.

Fiddles with small objects

23.

Taps fingers or toes

24.

Prefers adult companionship

25.

Social withdrawal; preference for solitary activities

26.

Prefers to play with younger children

27-

Prefers to play with older children

28.

Easily flustered or confused

29.

Lacks interest in environment, general bored

30.

Trips other children

31.

Hits or pokes other children

32.

Bites other children

33.

Fist fights on playground

34.

Shocks or phvsically attacks children in the classroom

35.

Hies adults

36.

Refuses to talk to teacher

37.

Refuses to talk to other children

38.

Afraid to come to school

39.

Fearful of new situations

40.

Specific fear (i.e., of the dark, of dogs)

41.

Never smiles, no facial reactions

42,

Easily led by others

43'

Destructiveness in regard to property

44,

Negativism, tendency to do the opposite

45.

Thumb sucking
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IN SCHOOL SCREENING DEVICE

Teacher's Checklist
Page 3

NO
HEALTH/PHYSICAL INDICATORS YES NO EVIDENCE

1. Holds reading materials close to face
. 2. Slumps forward when writing

3. Grasps pencil improperly

4, Has a speech problem (lisp, articulatory, substitution,

stuttering)

5. Draws poorly

6. Shows clumsiness, awkwardness, poor coordination

7. Alternates use of hands for activities

8. Tense, unable to relax. rigid to touch

9. Headaches

10, Difficulty in bowel control, soiling

11. Nausea, vomiting

12. Stomach aches

13. Slugzishness, letharzic _L;:_
14, Drowsiness, sleep R .
15. Frequent unexplainable absences T _d

229
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APPENDIX D

DEFINITIONS OF LEARNING DISABILITY, EMOTIONAL

§% IMPAIRMENT, AND EDUCABLE MENTALLY IMPAIRED
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7 v MICHIGAN DEFINITIONS

Rule 340.1713 Specific learning disability defined

Specific learning disability means a disorder in one or more of
the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or 1n using
language, spoken or written, which may manifest i{tself in an imperfect
ability to listen, think, speak, read» write, spell, or to do mathemat-
1cal calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual
handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain disfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental aphasia. The term does not include children who have
learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or
motor handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage.

Rule 340.1706 Determination of emotional {mpairment

The emotional impairment shall be determined through manifestation
of behavioral problems primarily in the affective domain, over an
extended period of time,» which adversely affect the person's education
to the extent that the person cannot profit from regular learning
experiences without special education support. The problems result in
behaviors manifested by one or more of the following characteristics:

a. Inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal
relationships within the school environment.

b. Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal cir-
cumstances.

c. General pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression.

d. Tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with
personal or school problems.

Rule 340.1705 Destemmination of educable mentally impaired

Rule 5 (1) The educable mentally impaired shall be determined
through the manfifestation of all of the following behavioral character-
{stics:

a. Development at a rate approximately 2 to 3 standard deviations
below the mean as determined through intellectual assessment.

b. Scores approximately within the lowest 6 percentiles on a
standardized test in reading and arithmetic.

c. Lack of development primarily in the cognitive domain.

'd. Impairment of adaptive behavior.



(2) A determination of impairment shall be based upon a
comprehensive avaluation by a multidiscipliinary evaluation team which
shall {nclude a psychologist.

(3) A determination of impairment shall not be based solely
on behaviors relating to environmental, cultural, or economic differ-
ences.

Sourcc: Michigan Special Education Rules, as amended August 13, 1980,
P.A. 451' 1976.
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APPENDIX E

FIELDNOTES FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1981
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§:049

9:03 OPENING

9:06

9:10 OPENING

ACTIVITIES

9:11

9:13

Day 11 Friday Sept. 25, 198)

T arrives. Seemed a little disappointed with her parent
turnout. Pammy's m&iz, Neil's parents, Carrie's parents,
couldn't remember about John's parents=--if they came.
Gail's did not come. T comments about the black circles
under eyes (Neil, Pammy, Carrie). Mentioned that she
learned last night that Neil and his younger swim an hour
every night in a swim club.

Children ail arriving. Boardwork for today:

1. letters=-A,B,C Word Bank

2. Mighty Math skating skiing
3. Spelling-p. &4 swimming sledding
L. Math-red 9-10, yellow 37-38

5. Journal

M2il says: ''Oh, word bank....Great."

ON (T still in hall with Elizabeth's mother) [Kids just

visiting. Midget cars seem to be the big thing for the

boys now.] .

1. Hot lunchers=Fri. is spaghetti day (T, Paul, Jessica
at tissue box).

Jessica asks T if to.lday is a popcorn party. She says yes
for those that earned it. T tells them that there is a
letter to go home today about some testing in October
that is very important.

2, Pledge

T asks Gail to pass out handwriting paper and Karen to
pass out Mighty Math papers.

9:16 HANDWRITING T starts explairing how to print capital A. 'Push

9:21

down," "Two down strokes'"and then across' (T walks
around checking their guide letters). T tells John and
Neil to blow noses, ''lots of snuffies today.'' Pammy and
Sarah get up to blow too. T tells them capital B should
not have a '"loopy" in the middle and she shows them on
the board what she means. (T tells John to blow his nose
again, ‘but he just wipes it. He still is not blowing.)

Craig, "Are we going to go all the way to Z 273in?"

T asks him what is on his boardwork for today and says
that's all he should be concerned with. She demonstrates
C .and walks around observing guide letters. (T gets
Kleenex box and puts a stack of them on both John and
Nell's desks.)
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9:23 BOARDWORK T goes over directions to Mighty Math. Goes over what
EXPLANATION they are to do, subtraction. Becky is already working.
T is doing an example on the board because many didn't
appear to understand about the coins.

9:27 T directs them back to boardwork list. Tells them to
take out their spelling books. Has Stacy read the direc-
tions and then has kids read what the pictures are so
that there will be no misinterpretations, e.g. it's a
gate, and not a fence.

9:30 T tells them to put their spelling book in the tub she
has placed back there today, not overflowing the basket.
Tells them to sign the top of the page now.

9:31 T changes names of math groups. (Snoopy group is now the
Red group and Woodstock is now Yellow group.) MN (T had
told me earlier that she planned to do this because the
kids in Woodstock group were getting confused about what
group they were in.)

Tells kids to rip out the appropriate math pages for
their group. Then tells them that when they put.their
math book away, they should get out their journal. They
are to open up to the front of their journal.

9:33 JOURNALS Tells them that their date should start on the next line
after her initials. She puts an example on the board:

Craig asks, '"Where do you put it, because | don't have
any space? T tells them they have to write two sen=
tences today. Tells them that the word bank is on the
board. They are to write about one of these sports.

T gives them a two-sentence example for herself.

9:38 T tells them to stack up their assigned pages in reverse
order. She goes through how to stack with them. Asks
them if they have any questions about their morning seat-
work. John asks about the word tobbaganing. Tells them
she'll be calling for spelling groups first and then be
meeting with reading groups.

9:40 Several children already "ake their completed handwriting
paper up to the wire baskats. T Is getting boxes with
SPELLING spelling materials out. Calls her first group. Donald
comes up and gives T his spelling folder from Monday.
(He had taken it to his desk.) T explains how to do the
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9:47 (at desks)

9:50

9:52

graph and how today they'll have the same words as Monday.
She mentions studying them at home. T, ''Did you all bring
your half sheets?'' (None of them did.) Group is: Steve,
Jessica, Paul, Blake, Jimmy and Mary. (Steve forgot his
pencil and has to go back to get it.)

Craig turns around to ask Judy a question, and she tells
him to '"do it yourself." He next asks Pammy and she

tells him, 'l can't tell you.'" (It is Mighty Math that he
is asking about.) T still giving the spelling test to the
first group.

ON--Many children already on Journals and that's their
las; seatwork assignment (Donald, Elizabeth, Sarah, and
Joe).

First spelling group is finished and returning to their
seats. Paul says, '"Oh. That was tiring.'" T calls next
group. This group remembers to get paper and clipboards
without being remineed, except Neil. T explains graph to
them. (Each child's # correct from Monday pretest is
graphed.)

Lowest group: Craig, Royce, Joe, Karen, Carrie, Elizabeth,

- Becky, Neil, Pammy, and Judy.} (ON--Donald is all finished

10:00

10:10

10:10 READING
GROUPS

with his work. He wants to go to listening table. - Seems
unsure if he's permitted as It's so close to the spelling
groups. He !ooks toward T several times but she doesn't
acknowledge him, so he goes ahead.) Kids in spelling
groups are distracted by Don's record. It's on the wrong
speed. No, it's"Fox in Sox''--high speed. Jessica comes
back to join Donald.

T sents this group back and calls up . - last group
(Donald, Sarah, Gail, Andrew and Johr, . She shows them a
sample of how their papar Is to be set up. (Steve just
sitting at his seat, but wark Is still on it, Mary is
standing and looking around, rest of the kids not in
spelling are doing seatwork, except Jason, who is at lis-
tening table.) Pammy still on Mighty Math. ON (Large
crowd at listening table now interfering with the last
spelling group.) ON-(Neil didn't seem to notice that he
had been moved to a different spelling group today.)

Craig is all excited as he's finished all of his seatwork.
T sends last group back and gets herself ready for read-
ing groups.

T calls Webs and Wheels group back. Circus is topic
today. ON-{Pammy has a terrible cough today. She uses
her number line for math. Craig is now working on work
from the Not Done side of his folder.) Royce on math
worksheet.
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10:17

10:20

10:25 FILM

10:37

10:%2

10:45

10:47

11:00

11:04

11:05

Steve comes by to tell me that he's just done his last
thing. Craig comes over for help on a worksheet. Pammy
now asking Craig for help on a math problem.

(Knock on door) Class is going over to Mrs. Field's
(other second-grade teacher) room with their snack to
see a movie,

""Bread and Jam for Francis,' introduced by Mrs. Field.
T leaves the room. Mrs. F., goes to her desk, corrects
papers.

Mrs. F. leaves room for a minute. Several children
notice her absence.

Kids are putting fingers up in front of light. They
don't know that Mrs. F. has slipped back in the room.
She tells them that this is kindergarten and first-grade
behavior, not second grade.

Back in Room 125. T with WeW group again. Has to inter-
rupt to talk to ''boys at listening center.' ON-(All
appear to be done with seatwork except Gail and'Pammy.)

T calls Secrets group back. They meet on the back carpet
today. They are reading orally today. T shows them about
paragraphs.

T glances at Craig, Jason and Blake, who are discussing
how long it takes to get to Cedar Point. The WeEW people
are doing their workbook page now. :

T puts character names up on board for Secrets story:
Juanita, David, Sara. She gives them a question to read
to find out. ON-(Jason anticipating Rainbows being
czlled up next and is trying to get BTake to go over by
the Tistening table so they can use it when the Rainbows
people leave.)

T telis Secrets which workbook page to do. (Craig comes
over and asks me how many pages of writing | have.)

T tells Pammy that the reading teacher will be here soon
so she'd better get going on her reading.

Rainbows gets called up to table. Too many for the table
so 1 has them meet at the carpet. They read aloud in
their group. Secrets doing their reading and worksheets.
ON-(Pammy reads audibly during silent reading.) ON-(Becky
is making a picture that says: "l love you Mrs. Meijer.")
T calls out to Andrew, Paul and Donald to do their own
work. They were talking at their seats. She reminds
Rainbows not to ''clip off their endings.'" Says these are
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11:12
11:16

11:20

11:25

11:30

just as important. They are reading a play. T assigns
parts. Craig asks to be a troll, but T tells him that
he's already read and that Sarah is already chosen as
troll.

Pammy coughs. T looks up, hearing how bad it sounds.

Play still going on with Rainbows. Other kids are quietly
working or at listening tabie. T reminds the group of the
picture clues as they read.

Dismisses Rainbows with no workbook page today. Paul,
Andrew and Donald back asking T a question about their
worksheet that they can't figure out.

T says they are waiting for the reading teacher and sug-
gests that some may want to take their bathroom breaks
now. T asks Royce to sit down and tie his shoes, then
watches to see if he can do it correctly. T asks if any-
one has papers to be initialed. Craig says, ''! do."

(T tells me she's stalling.)

Still waiting for the reading teacher. She's here. Sev-
eral kids say, ""Here she comes.'!' T notices Andrew and
Jimmy horseplaying. Says to Andrew, ''l don't want to see
that again, or you will have discipline meted out.'
(ON--About the strongest statement |'ve heard her make.)
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THE CANDY PAGE
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A rabadeal Orer Candy Wrappers

Biaase help the candy maker get ready for Valenting’s Day. Put each candy in the box m
alphabetical arder.
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APPENDIX G

END-OF-THE-YEAR READING TEST RESULTS

FOR INFORMAL GROUPS
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End=of=Year Readfné Test Results
“for Informal Groups

Gates-McGinitie, Form A Gates-McGinitie, Form B
5-81 (end of Ist grade) 5-82 (end of 2nd grade)
Vocabulary Comprehension Vocabulary Comprehension
Paul 3.7 3.7 4.7 3.6
Andrew 2.8 3.7 5.6 5.2
Elizabeth 2.8 3.7 3.3 3.5
Donald 3.7 3.2 5.6 5.2
Sarah - 2.5 2.7 3.5 4.3
Jessica 2.4 : 2.5 3.2 5.7
Craig 1.7 2.0 2.6 1.8
Pammy 2.7 3.1 3.7 3.6
Neil 2.5 3.2 2.8 4.3
Steve 2.4 1.9 3.0 1.8
Joe 3.0 1.8 5.6 3.5
Mary 3.6 2.1 3.6 2.2
242
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Chapter 3

CASE STIIDY ™" R%. TOBIN:

SOCIAL CONTROL iu £ JND-GRADE CLASSROOM

This case study focuses on how one experienced second-grade
teacher saw what she saw in her classroom and how she learned to
interpret what she saw. Not only is a theoretical overview of a
partilcular, concrete situation provided, but at the same time the
case study is shown to support a general picture of human, social
interactiorn. First the physical setting of the research site is
presented. This is followed by a variety of empirical assertions
regarding the characters and events from the site. Finally,
second-order claims are made concerning the meaning of the initial
empirlcal assertions.

David Boersema



LA M W e e wa ssave s &NTATLLY .

SOCIAL CONTROL IN A SECOND GRADE CLASSROOM

Conceptual Grounc

Introduction

Quentin Skinner (1985) has recently suggested that there has
been a return of 'Grand Theory' in the human sciences. He
remarks:

During the past generation, Utopian social philosophies have

once again been practised as well as preached; Marxism has

revived and flourished in an almost bewildering variety of
forms; psychoanalysis has gained a new theoretical orienta-
tion with the work of Lacan and his followers; Habermas and
other members of the Frankfurt School have continued to
reflect on the parallels between ..ae theories of Marx and

Freud; the Women's Movement has added a whole range of pre-

viously neglected insights and arguments; and amidst all this

turmoil the empiricist and positivist citadels of English-
speaking social philosophy have been threatened and under-
mined by successive waves of hermeneuticists, structuralists,
post-empiricists, deconstructionists and other invading

hordes. (pp. 5-6)

This return to Grand Theory is meant in the sense that social
thinkers and commentators are once again social theorists, commit-
ted to the view that an experimsntal, quantificational model (such
as seen to be held for the natural sciences) is inappropriate to,
and incoherent concerning, the human, social sciemvss in their
studies of human, social institutions and practices. Furthermore,
these thinkers and commentators are once again social theorists,
committed to the view that some overarching conceptual understand-
ing of human, social institutions and practices is both possible
and imperative (epistemically and morally).

As noted from the remarks of Skinner above, this return to

Grand Theoxry has come from numerous sources and directions,
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including post-positivist work in the philosophy of science (e.g.
Kuhn) and non-posi;ivist work in continental intellectual traditions
(e.g.. Foucault). A frequently-heard criticism of these theorists is
that they are too 'soft' and speculative, they rarely (if ever) pro-
vide 'hard' data or empirical studies to support their theoretical
claims and positions. This objection no longer seems credible (if it
ever was) in light of the detailed historical work done by Kuhn and
Feyerabend, for example, in the history of science, and the detailed
historical work done by Foucault, for example, in the history of such
social issues (and the accompanying institutions) as criminality,
sexuality and insanity. This present essay is intended as a small
contribution to this return to Grand Theory. The paper's purpose is
twofold: first, to illustrate how mundane situations like the day-to-
day events in a second-grade classroom are reflective of broader
social practices, institutions and ideologies, and second, to suggest
that a reasonable understanding of such mundane situations like the
day-to-day events in a second-grade classroom can only come from a
hermeneutical, qualitative approach. 1In particular, this paper will

draw from the thought of Foucault (and, though less directly, Kuhn).

Foucault and Kuhn

Among those thinkers whom Skinner labels as Grand Theorists;
he inclgdes Foucault and Kuhn. Both might appear somewhat
mislabelled as 'Grand Theorists,' Foucault because his work has
seemed neither grand nor theoretical but very restricted in scope
and historically particularized in nature épq Kuhn because his

work has seemed unrelated to human, social institutions and
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practic:n : ' :er than that of science and almost exclusively the
natural sciences. Nevertheless, Foucault is a Grand Theorist in
Skinner's sense, as his historically particularized works have
been written within his larger objective of trying to show us how
modern societies exercise control through knowledge and power,
especially at the institutional level. Social and political
control results from the exercise of power and conceptions of
knowledge which enable such exercise of power, not so much by
individuals as by institutions. Human, social institutions shape
and are manifestations of social control. They are so in large
part by their determination of what counts as legitimate and
appropriate knowledge and categories of knowledge and by the
accompanying standards of normality. As Philip (1985), commenting
on Foucault, claims:

The normal child, the healthy body, the stable mind, the good

citizen, the perfect wife and the proper man--such concepts

haunt our ideas about ourselves, and z.- reproduced and
legitimated through the practices of teachers, social work-
ers, doctors, judges, policemen and administrators. The
human sciences attempt to define normality; and by establish-
ing this normality as a rule of life for us all, they simul-
taneously manufacture - for investigation, surveillance and
treatment - the vast area of our deviation from this stan-

dard. {p. 67)

Foucault's approach is a constructivist one. That is, his
position is that reality--at least, social reality--is a human,
social construct, not scmething we discover by 'bumping into it.'

This social constructivism i{s not the simple truism that
humans construct society {{.¢.. without human there would be no

social reality) but is m much mers significant claim. It is the

claim that what humans: de discsver %y 'bumring into it' is

9]
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socially determined, and socially determined for Foucault Primarily at
the level of institutional power and control. The world we live in,
the truth(s) that we know (and can know) are not to be conceived in
terms-of a correspondence to an 'objective' reality we encounter but
rather in terms of a coherent system (for Foucault, a discourse)
shaped by social concerns and actions. Just as discourse is possible
only within a context of discursive rules, so, too, human, social
practices are possible only withiﬂ a context of social rules (i.e.,
institutions). Further, just as the meaning (and truth) of statements
are possible and understandable only within a discourse and the under-
lying discursive rules, so, too, the meaning (and truth) of human,
social events and activities are possible and understandable only
within a context of human, social interaction aud the underlying
social rules/ institutions. This paper is a case study of such inter-
action within the educational institution,

It was remarked above that, like Foucault, Kuhn is not
obviously a Grand Theorist. His most renowned work deals with
notions of scientific revolutions and scientific progress not with
overarching conceptions of human, social interactions. His less
widely read work is even mors vsstricted and is even less directly
related to social and political issues. While this may be, his
consistent divergence from positivist models of science (for both
naturél and social sciences) and his alternative view of the
philosophy, history and sociology of science do suggest a general
picture of theory and practice, not only for the natural sciences,
but for the juman sciences as well. Kuhn stresses a view of

science not as doctrine, but as activity, as human, social
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practice, such that it cannot be isolated from other human, social
practices and (a la Foucault) institutions. The emphasis on
paradigms as vehicles of scientific change carries with it a
rejection of progress as foundational and cumulative. Instead,
progress and change are seen as switches in allegiance to
particular paradigms, each being self-contained and coherent
systems. Much like Foucault, Kuhn dismisses a view of reality and
truth as correspondence to an 'objective' world in favor of a view
which focuses on coherence, consistency and interpretability.

This view of looking at science from a sociological perspective,
with an accompanying emphasis on the role and importance of
science education, is also a social constructivist position.
Science is a human, social practice (and institution) which
interacts with the world by constructing models which are
internally coherent and account for observed phenomena. A final
important point which Kuhn highlights is that even the observed
phenomena are not simply discovered but--because observation is in
large part theory-laden--is also constructed. This last point is
particularly relevant to the present case study, as the project of
which it is a part concerns observation in the classroom--how
teachers learn to see and interpret what they see.

To repeat, then: this paper is a case study of a second-
grade classroom, and the guiding question of this study is how do
teachers learn to see what they see in the classroom and how do
they learn to interpret what they see in the classroom? As will
become evident, the conclusions drawn are that a Foucaultian (and

Kuhnian) analysis of social practice and institutions provide a
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legitimate overarching theoretical base for understanding the
events and characters in this mundane educational setting. Not
only is a theoretical overview of a particular, concrete situacion
provided, but at the same time a case study is shown to support a
general picture of human, social interaction.

First, the physical setting of the research site will be
presented. This will be followed by a variety of empirical
assertions regarding the characters and events from the site.

Then a few second-order claims will be made concerning 'the
meaning' of the initial empirical assertions. That is, more
sweeping, interpretive statements will be offered to throw light
on the empirical assertions by providing a larger theorgtical
background within which they can be viewed. Finally, some general
remarks will be given showing a (Foucaultian) broad, theoretical
conteXt and providing an interpretation of the significance of the

initial assertions.

Overview of the Setting

My research site was an inner-city elementary school in a
mid-sized Midwestern city. Because of budgetary problems, the
school was scheduled to be closed at the end of the 1984-85 aca-
demic year. While the school was in a residential neighborhood,
there was a large factory immediately west and southwest of the
school. I was told by the school secretarv that in the spring of
1984 there were 197 students enrolled (grades K-6). The classroom
to which I went was one of two second-grade rooms in the school.

Actually, it was a mixture of first and second grades in this
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particular classroom. There was a fair amount of mobilicrv in this
classroom in terms of students' families moving into and out of
the school district during the school year, though never more than
twenty-five at any one time. One student (Eupaulito) was only in
the room for the first two days, while two other students (Sam and
Scott) did not enter the classroom until May 2, 1984 (about five
weeks before the end of the school year). Throughout most of the
year, there were twenty-four students, eight in first grade and
sixteen in second grade. There was a teacher's aide (full-time)
in addition to the teacher. During the course of the year, there
wera two student teachers, one from January to March and the other
from January to June, each of whom came in one day per week
(though on different days). .-

The classroom was on the southwest corner of the school
building and faced the parking lot (see Appendix, Figure 1). The
southern wall of the classroom was almost entirely windows. As a
result, attention was often drawn outside (e.g., because of the
weather or events taking place in the parking lot).

The classroom (see Appendix, Figure 2) was approximately 20'
X 40', with the door at the northeast corner of the room. The
floor was completely carpeted. The room was divided (by me) into
three major sections. The rightmost section was that which con-
tained the desks of both the teacher and the aide. In addition,
the aide's reading corner (i.e., where the aide conducted reading
groups) was here. The waste baskets, pencil sharpener and storage
cabinets were also in this section of the room, as well as the

math charts (i.e., charts on the wall recording the students' math

68 257



test outcomes; see Appendix, Tables 1 and 2). The middle section
of the room was primarily taken up by the students' desks. The
leftmost section of the room contained the teacher's reading table
(i.e., where the teacher conducted reading groups), the art table
(i.e., where students worked on art projects or where art supplies
were kept while students worked at their desks on art projects)
and the listening center (i.e., where there was a cassetce player
and several sets of headphones). In addition, the spelling chart
(see Appendix, Table 3) and the citizenshi: chart (see Appendix,
Table &) were posted on the wall in this section. The spelling
chart vecorded the students' spelling test outcomes, and the
<v: .enship chart recorded the teacher's weekly citizenship
roti. Zs of the students.

Daily classroom activities were quite structured. On the
cabinets next to the door was a chart indicating a daily routine
(though unlabelled). The chart, approximately 18" x 24" and

always visible to the students, read as follows:

Morning
8:35 - 9:00 Opening exercises
9:00 - 10:15 Reading
10:15 - 10:40 Bathroom - Free time
10:40 - 11:25 Lunch
Afternoon
12:10 - 12:30 Read book
12:30 - 1:40 Reading - Language Arts
Spelling
1:40 - 2:00 Gym  Mon.
Wed.
Fri.
2:00 - 3:00 Writing
Social studies
Science
Art
Music
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A 'normal®' day followed this schedule rather closely. At
8:35 the bell would ring, indicating to students that they may/
must come into the school building and go to their classrooms.
(Befofe the bell rang, the students were not supposed to be in the
building except for students who were having breakfast in the
gym.) I often arrived at the room by 8:15 and already at that
time the teacher had seatwork written on the front board for
students to do when they came into the room at 8:35. She also
already had work placed on students' desks for them to do when
they came in. (When I arrived in the mornings, sometimes the
teacher was in the room and sometimes not. Even when she wasn't,
the door was always open, lights were on and usually a small radio
was playing softly on her desk, tuned to a local 'soft rock'
station.) The aide rarely was in the room before the bell rang at
8:35.

As students entered the room, there was usually a variety of
activity; some students immediately sat down and began working,
others sat at their desks watching other students, and still
others talked among themselves or 'fooled around' (e.g., teased
one another, chased one another, taunted one another). The
teacher or aide inevitably within two or three minutes would tell
the class as a whole or individual students to get to work, often
reminding particular students that they did not have yesterday's
work completed. The teacher would then take roll and the aide
would call students, by row, to go to the pencil sharpener aud

sharpen thelr pencils if they desired. While taking roll, the

c-10 | 259



teacher also would ask who was buying lunch on that day, who
brought a lunch and who was going home for lunch,

After roll was taken, the teacher would pick a student to 'do
the calendar.' That is, the student would go up to the teacher
and stand next to the calendar at the fronut of the room. The
student would then lead the class in reciting (approximately) the
following: Today is (e.g.) Monday, May 14, 1984. The student
would then return to his/her seat and the teacher would read from
a book some historical fact about that particular date. The
selection of which student 'did the calendar' on a given day, was,
as best as 1 could understand, determined by seating arrangement.
That is, a particular student 'did the calendar' today because
that student sat behind the student who 'did.the calendar’
yesterday. Several times while I was there, the teacher asked
whose day it was, and always several students would shout out
names, usually concurring on a single name. This determination by
seating arrangement was superceded, however, in the case of
student birthdays. If a particular student had a birthday on a
given day, that student 'did the calendar' in every such case.

After 'doing the calendar' the teacher would lead the class
in the pledge of allegiance. An American flag (3' x 6') hung in
the front of the room above the front chalkboard. The students
all stood at their desks while they spoke the pledge. Upon
finishing, the students would sit back down and work on their
seatwork. At this time the teacher would preview her plans for

the day for the class and explain any work that she felt needed
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explaining at that time. Then she would read a story at the front
cf the clagss while students worked at their seats.

Around 9:00 the teacher would stop reading and go over to the
reading table. At this time the aide would also go there. As
learned both from overhzaring them and from their comments during
interviews, they would discuss at this time which reading groups
each of them would take that day (or, at least, that morning).

The aide would then g+« to her reading corner and call a reading
group. At the same time, the teacher would call a different
reading gcoup to the reading table. Those students not called
would remain at their desks and work. As students went to thelr
respective reading groups, there was no pre-arranged seating
patterns. Students with the teacher would sit on chairs around
the reading table, and students with the aide would sit on the
floor in her reading corner. Reading groups usually lasted 30-40
minutes. Wher they would finish and be dismissed, the other
(remaining) reading groups would then be called. At that point
the students from &:. initial reading groups would work at their
seats while the other students were in their respective reading
groups.

Betweenr 10:C0 and 10:30 the second pair of reading groups
would-be dismissed. Students contimaad to work at their seats
until they completed it. The teacher and the aide would either go
to their desks and grade student papers or go around the room
checking on and aiding the students witu their seatwork. As
students finished their work, they cowld have 'free time.' They

could read at their desgks, go to the listening center to listen to
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tapes, quietly play in the back of the room or quietly congregate
at the art table to read, write or do art work. (As the yeav
progressed and I became more a part of the classroom community,
stude;ts took this time to interact with me.)

Around 10:40 or 10:45 the teacher would tell students to
return to their seats. She would then explain the math seatwork
for the day. After explaining the concepts and »':. ; ‘he students
were to do, she and the aide would go around the .oom checking on
and helping students as they did their work. If the students were
given a math test, they were given it at this time. Only on very
rare occasions did any student complete the math seatwork before
lunch. 1If it happened, the teacher or aide would have the student
perform some function such as straightening up an area of the room
or delivering a message to the main office.

Arbund 11:20 the teacher would tell students to start
finishing up and get ready to l:ave for lunch. When the bell
would ring at 11:25, the teacher would stand at the doorway and
call ggudents, by row, to line up behind her. She then dismissed
them for lunch. During all of my visits to the classroom, neither
the teacher nor ths aide ever stayed in the room during lunch.
However, u: a faw occasions the teacher kept the class inside
because the students had been particularly unruly that morning
(i.e., not getting their work done but talking among themselves
and doing other unsanctioned activities).

In the afternoon, the teacher and the side would arrive at
the classroom almost always betwen 12:00 and 12:10 (closer to the

latter). They both tended to arrive at the same approximate time,
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and more often than not they arrived together. The room was kept
locked during lunch and when ~he teacher arrived after lunch she
always let me into the room before the bell rang at 12:10. When
the bell would ring, the students would enter the building and go
to their classrooms. As students came into ttie room, their
behavior was much the same as in the morning (som+« going to work
immediately, others not). As students settled down to work on
their seatwcrl: from the morning, the teacher would read a story to
the class from the front of the room and ti:e aide would grade
student papers at her desk.

Around 12:30 the teacher would stop rezding. Then she and
the aide wsuld call reading groups (with this process being the
same as in the morning). Late in the school year, when students
were being taught script (cursive) writing, this was done at this
time of day. As in the morning, after students had atten&ed their
reading groups and had completed their seatwork, they were allowed
'free time.' Usually between 1:30 and 1:45 both the teacher and
the aide would <lismiss their final reading groups of the day and
the teacher would take those students out for recess who had
compieted their work and had nct een disruptive. If the weather
was good, they would go outside; iZ not, they would go downstairs
to the gym. The aide stayed in the room with fhe students who
were not allowed to go to recess and graded papers at her desk.
Beitween 2:00 and 2:15 the teacher and students would return to the
room. At this point, depending on the day of the week, the
teacher would go over one of several tuypics with the students

(e.g., art, social studies, or music). The teacher would explain
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the material or project at the frnri of the room, and then
students would work on that material or project (usually at their
desks) until around 2:45, at which time the :nacher would tell the
class.to begin wrapping things up for the day. If the class had a
spelling test, it would be given at this time (i.e., between 2:15
and 2:45). The bell for the close of the day would ring at 2:53.
The teacher would aismiss students, by row. Students would line
up, in gender-based lines, in the hall next to their lockers. At
3:00 the teacher would dismiss them for the day.

There were, of course, peculiarities about each day's events
and activities, but the above account is quite paradigmatic of the
daily routine. This daily routine did not vary greatly over the

course of the school year.

Empirical Assertions

Preservice training is often criticized as being too theoret-
ical and not practical enough. While such criticism is somewhat
unfounded, it is no doubt true that no preservice program can
adequat~ly prepare someone for the nuances of day-to-day teaching.
Learning to teach must inevitably continue (if not begin) on the
job. Part of what is learned is practical ways of seeing and
making sense of classroom events of a mundane, daily basis. An
important research question, then, and the cvararching question
guiding this present research was: how do teachers make sense of
everyday classroom events and how do they come to have this abili-
ty? In short, what do teachers see and how do they learn what and

how to see? As corollaries to this initisil question are the
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following, more specific, questions: (1) How are teachers' ways
of seeing learned and how do they change over time (both across
years and within a given year)? (2) How can or does the larger
sociai setting (e.g., inner city vs. suburban) affect what teach-
ers come tc notlce and interpret in their classrooms? (3) How do
teachers' emic perspectives differ from the researcher's etic
perspective of the classroom characters and events? (4) How might
practical ways of seeing vary between teachers (who are, more or
less, instructionally effective in terms of student academic
achievement outcomes)?

An underlying assumption of the research was the apparent
truism thet a classrcom setting constitutes a society in minia-
ture, or at least a model of a society. Within this social set-
ting the teacher serves as a visible focal point of activity and
local mores. She shapes, more than any other singlé character at
the site, the tacit and explicit rules of expected and acceptable
behavior. Much, 1f not all, of what she comes to see (or how she
comes to make sense of the setting and the characters) is a funec-
tion of this 'shaper' role. Her role, both assigned and presumed,
as the central authority in the classroom setting determines in
large part (at least) her actions and perceptions of the classrooua
social structure. As subsequent discussion and analysis will
show, the assertions developed below reflect this.

As noted earlier, reading groups focusing on grammar rules
were a major endeavor during afternoons (in terms of time spent on
an 'academic' task). The class was divided into several reading

grouﬁs, with both the teacher and the aide working with reading
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groups (simultaneously) for a large part of the afternoon.
Students not involved in a reading group at any given time were
supposed to be at their desks doing seatwork (either spelling or
math)-or, when this was completed, quietly engaged in an approved
activity, such as listening to a tape at the listening center or
reading a book. Even while working with a reading group, however,
the teacher seemed concerned to maintain seatwork students 'on
task.' That is, the teacher seemed to be concerned that the
students at their desks were in fact doing the work that they were
supposed to be doing. The concern seemed strong enough that the
teacher (and the aide) would interrupt reading groups in session
to insure that this was done. This is illustrated in the vignette
below. What is also illustrated by this vignette is a seeming

lack of encouragement of peer teaching among the students.

Peer Teaching

The following events took place on the afternoon of Thursday,
2-23-84. The te;cher called the Spinners group to the reading table.
(The Spinners group was the top level reading group. One of the
students, Gabriel, was not in class on this day.) the students came

to the table and sat in the following configuration at the table:

Teacher
Laurie
Joel Ricky

Carlos S.
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At the game time the aide called the Towers readiﬁg group to
her reading corner. (See Figure 2 for the relative placement of
the reading table and the reading corner.) The teacher read a
story-to the students in her group and then explained that the
lesson that day was about the contextual meaning of words. She
then had students read to themselves from their textbooks. While
thay were readiry, the teacher said to me that she wanted to tell
me something later when the class went outside (for recess). (I
wag sltting next to the lsitening center, about three feet behind
Carlos §.) When the student§ finished reading to themselves, the
teacher started to explain the notion of context. She picked a
word ('delve') and tried to use it in a sentence. After a
moment's hesitation, she remarked that she couldn't think of a
good example for 'delve,' so she went over various meanings of the
word 'bank.' While she was doing this, the aide (from her reading
corner) said: "Vanessa. Jina. That's enough. Thank you." The
teacher stopped speaking and looked up when the aide spoke.
(Vanessa and Jina were at their desks, approximately in the center

of the room.) A few minutes later another student, Ben, was

walking around the room. The teacher's group was reading to

themselves again. The teacher spoke: "Ben, are you done with
your work?"™ Ben: "No." Teacher: "Then why are you wandering?"
Ben: "I need an eraser." Jina: "Vanessa's got one." Teacher:

"Vanessa, do you have one?" Vanessa: "I don't know where it is."
Teacher: "Look in your desk."” Vanessa opened her desk top and
pulled out an eraser. Ben took it back to his desk, used it and

then'put it back on Vanessa's desk. The aide left her reading
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group and went out of the room. A few moments later (less than a
minute) she returned and said: "I have ten erasers here." She set
them on her desk and returned to her reading roup. About ten minuces
later the aide dismissed the Towers group and called the Sunshine
group to her reading corner. Three minutes later the teacher dis-
missed her group (commenting that they had been a good group that day)
and called the Skylights reading group to the reading table.
(Skylights was the lowest level of thr second-grade reading groups.)

The students sat in the following configuration around the table:

Teacher
Jina
Barb
Instructional John
Chart Vanessa
Juanita

The teacher remarked that today they would go over vowel
sounds. While going over them, the teacher noticed that two
students at their seats were talking (Jason was at Jamie's desk
and they were talking.) Teacher: "Jason, take your stuff and go
to the round table.™ He gathered some papers and went to the
listening center (which was next to the round art table). The
teacher then continued working with her reading group and Jason,
it seemed, looked around the room without working on his seatwork.

Several features about the characters and the setting at the
research site are borne out by the events described above. First,

there is the suggestion that the teacher did not encourage (and
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perhaps discouraged) peer teaching. She did not, apparently,
consider that student conversations, especlally at times of seat-
work, were matters of one student asking another student for help

(and, in fact, asking another student because the teacher and the

aide were involved with reading groups, which students at their
seats were told early in tho year not to interrupt). Both the
aide and the teacher interrupted their reading groups to 'disci-
pline’ students who were talking, yet not only was the talking not
very loud (I didn't hear either Vanessa and Jina or Jason and
Jamie), but there was no clear indication (at least to me) of the
nature of their conversations. Given the fact that both the aide
and the teacher were involved in their reading groups, the conver-
sation might well have been cases of one student helping another
with the seatworl upon the request of the other student. However,
neither the aide nor the teacher attempted to discover whether
this was what was going on.

Besides perhaps revealing something about peer teaching, this
short vignette exposes and highlights several other aspects about
the resea;ch site. For one thing, the remcval of Jason from other
students (by telling him to go to the round table) suggests the
teacher's sense of tha interplay between space and behavior. That
1s, she saw the threat of unacceptable behavior (and the punish- .
ment for unacceptable behavior) as being a function (at least in
part) of spatial proximity. By enforcing spatial distance between
the 'disrgptive' students, she shortcircuited future threats of

such behavior (and enacted the appropriate punishment).
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In addition to spotlighting the teacher's sense of space, the
events portrayed in the vignette pointed to the interplay between
the teacher and the aide, particularly in pointing to the impor-
tant ;ole which the aide served for the teacher in terms of what
was seen In the classroom and in terms of social control.

Beyond these two features (i.e., the use of space and the
interplay between the teachsr and the aide), another characteris-
tic of the research site was revealed by the events in this vi-
gnette, viz the teacher was very concerned to maintain classroom
order and to maintain students 'on task.' These three features

will be considered in turn.

Use of Space

On numerous occasions, including that noted above, the teach-
er made use of space in order to abort what she saw as disruptive
behavior (or potentially disruptive behavior) or in order to
puniish inappropriate behavior. This usually took the form of
sending a student to another part of the room. In the vignette
above, Jason was told to "take his stuff to the round table." As
exemplified below, the teacher often resorted to this tactic. On
Thursday, 5-24-84, the teacher was in a reading group at the
reading table. I was at the art table speaking with a student
when the teacher called across the room: "Antonio! Take your
papers and come over here (pointing to the listening center).

Tom, take your papers and stand at (the aide's) desk. You're both
being naughty. Antonio, you weren't here yesterday. You can't

afford to waste your time."
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Moving students to other parts of the room, however, was not
the only vehicle used by the teacher in spatially dealing with
unacceptable behavior. She also isolated students by either mov-
ing them and their desks away from other students or by moving
other students away from them. The first sort of spatial isola-
tion is illustrated by the fact that late in the year Ben's desk
was often moved away from the other students and was either next to
the teacher's desk or next to the doorway. On 5-3-84 hi:z desk was
not only moved next to the teacher's, but it was faced away from
the class. The second sort of spatial isolation is illustrated
by the fact that from 1-18-84 until the end of the year the
teacher had an empty desk in front of Aries and Gabriel next to
her. Prior to that time Laurie sat in front of Aries and on many
occasions the teacher would tell them to stop talking. (She
usually told Aries to stop talking.) Gabriel, wi'ile exill being
next to Aries, did not interact very much with her, often telling
her to be quiet when she spoke to him during their time for
seatwork,

While these cases indicate that the teacher intentionally
made use of spatial proximity in the determination of classroom
behavior, she did not seem to make use of space in other ways.

For example, Juanita, who had difficulties academically almost the
entire year and was one of three students retained at the end of
the year (Barb and Gladys being. the other two) sat in the south-
easternmost desk in the room. (Aries, also seen as a 'problem’
student, was seated most of the year in the other back corner of

the room.) Nonetheless, Juanita's seat was in a 'high traffic'

C-22

271

i




area of the room. Not only was her desk very close to the aide's
reading corner, but much of the movement from one side of the room
to the other went directly past her desk. Both the teacher and
the aide remarked that Juanita spent a lot of her time simply
looking around the room (often at people as they walked by her
desk). On 5-15-84, however, several student's desks were moved,
including Juanita's. She then sat, still in the back, in the
second row from the left (Gabriel on her left, Renee in front and
Carlos M. on her right). Prior to this move twelve other second-
grade students had passed more math tests than she had, and six
times she had missed two or more spelling words on her weekly
spelling tests (see Appendix tables). After 5-15-84 Juanita
passed thirteen math tests (in four weeks), such that only eight
students passed more math tests than she, and she didn't miss more
than one word on any weekly spelling tests. Also, in the four
weeks after the move, she received two of the seven good citizen-
ship ratings that she received during the entire year. Although
no causal connection is being claimed here between apparently
improved academic performance and the change in seating, a corre-
lation is there. Furthermore, it is not implausible to suggest
that a student's physical isolativi. from the class is related to a
student's social or academic isolation. A student's spatial iso-
lation could very well contribute to a student's sense of communi-
ty and, as will be proposed below, even a sense of self-identity.
Another example of the significance of space in the class-
room, which the teacher did not seem to explicitly consider, was

that of the spatial problems of students in the front of the room.
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The desks in the fro.t row wore immediately adjacent vo the front
wall. Consequuntly, those students in the front row faced not
other students or a large part of the room, but (for the most
part).the chalkboard. The students sitting in the front row
(Jamie, Barb, Tavi, Miles and Ben) often got into trouble for
talking and looking around the room. However, given the fact of a
chalkboard looming in front of them (an arm's length away), it
could be that a student would tend to seek some mode of stimula-
tion and communication. Visually there would be little to stimu-
late the student. A 'natural' tendency might be to then initiate
stimulation through communication with others. With the exception
of Tavi, all of the students who sat in the front row were fairly
often told to stop talking and do their work. As noted earlier,
Ben was even moved away from the other students. Their tendency
to talk with other students might have been a function of their
spatial location in the classroom. While the teacher made use,
then, of space as an element in the determination of classroom
behavior, she might‘have made greater (or different) use of it.
One important use of space that was made, and one which also
points to the significance of the division of labor between the
teacher and.the aide, was that of the placement of the iwo reading
areas-in opposite corners of the room. This was important in the
sense that this allowed the optimum visibility of the room for the
teacher and the aide together. That is, if the teacher was con-
cerned that she not only could conduct a reading group, but also
could ‘'keap an eye' on students at their desks doing seatwork,

then this spatial arrangement gave maximum visibility for the
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izacher awd the aide to see any area of the room. (Of course,
with the reading groups in the opposite corners of the room, each
group was minimally disturbed by the other group.) This =patial
arranéement and its likelihood of functioning effectively both
required and highlighted another important feature of this class-
roor setting, viz. the close interactlon between the teacher and
the aide and their functioning as a unit. By having an aide and
by having her 'vhere she was in the room, the teacher's eyes and
ears (and control) were, in a sense, doubled. Quite simply, the
presence and subsequent actions of the aide shaped what the teach-

er saw in terms of classroom events.

Significance of Aide

As noted in the original vignette above, it was the aide who
noticed Vanessa and Jina talking and who spoke to them. As this
indicates, and as becare more and more obvious, the presence of
another adult (another 'teacher') in the room shaped in large part
the social setting and day-to-day events in the classroom. The
time spent by the aide grading student papers was time that the
teacher spent with otiher acii -23i3s. The presence of the aide in
the room allowed tk: teacher to take some students (those with
their work done) for recess <thile other students (those without
their work done) were left Lehind in the room attended. This
helped to shape and reinforce the policy of rewarding 'good’
students by letting them play at recess, while punishing 'bad'
students by keeping them on task. The presence of the aide

allowed the class to be partitioned into four reading groups, two
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meeting simultaneously. This seemed to serve sever::! functions.
First, it allowed smaller reading groups to be a feasikiz rezlity.
(The alternatives which the teacher alone would 'iave faced would
have Been either larger readling groups--and so luss individusiited
instruction--or more class tim¢ spent on reading groups--2:ul so
less time spent on other activities.) Second, it wesulted un
fewer students being at their desks engaged in seatwork at any
given time. Given the teacher's apparent concern for maintaining
students on task, this meant there were fewer student.. at theiw
seats who needed 'to be watched.' Besides the fewer =tudests 'to
be watched,' there werz two 'watchers,' tsgether cormiading a
total overview of the 'ocal terrain. They had the ki4s
surrounded!
In many othexr ways the presence of the aiie was significant.
The students had two adults/teachers to go to for help or advice
or consolation. The teacher had another adult in the room with
"whom to interact. Often the teacher and the aide would spesk to
each other across the room (both about persomal cad professional
matters). The absence of the teacher on a glven day would neces-
sitate the acquiring of a substitute teacher. The aide could and
would take over the daily routine as much as possible on those
occasions. (There were times when a substitute teacher was in the
classroom, along with the aide. On those occasions, the students
seemed to see the aide as the 'auvthority figure' in the room.)
There were even a number of occasions when students would refer to

the aide by the teacher's name. Almost always when this happened

the student would quickly correct her/himself, indicating perhaps
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that this slip of the tongue suggested that to the students the
ide:sf ities of the teacher and the alde were somewhat conflated.
The following narrative displays much of the interactions
betwe;n the teacher and the aide. On Thursday, 2-16-84 a student
teacher was in the room aleng with the teacher and the aide (and
myself, resulting in four adults in the room on that day). (The
student teacher 1s referred to below as '370.') 370 asked the
teacher if she should do the calendar. The teacher said yes.
Then the teacher went to the front of the room and read a story
while students worked at their desks. 370 was sitting at the
teacher's desk looking at the teacher. The aide was at her desk
sorting papers. After a moment, the aide got up and wrote on the
subtraction chart. Shortly, the teacher (still reading) showed
the students a picture from the book she was reading to them.
Meanwhile, the aide went around the room returning graded work.
370 was still at the teacher's desk. At about 9:00 the
teacher finished reading and said: "Some of you listened very
well. Some of you didn't." The aide was writing words on the
board in her reading cornmer. 370 was still sitting at the teach-
er's desk. The teacher put the book on her desk, picked up a
yardstick and walked back to the front of the room to explain the
students' seatwork. Towers and Skylights each had eight sentences
to copy and vocabulary words to insert'in them. Sunshine had
seven other sentencer and accompanying vocabulary words to do.
Then the teacher called for the attention of Towers 1: "Towers 1,
listen." She explained ti.:ir work to them. 370 was still sitting

at the teacher's desk. The aide was standing at her desk. After




the teacher was done explaining seatwork, the aide went to her
reading corner and called the Skylights group. 370 went to the
art table and czlled Towers 2. The teacher called Sunshine to the
readiég table.

Jamie, Jason and Renee were the only students not in a read-
irg group. They were all sitting at their respective desks.

Jason was talking to Jamie. Renee was watching them. After a few
minutes, while the teacher's group was reading to themselves, the
teacher came over to me and said: "You chould take these three
and they'd all be covered." We laughed. About ten minutes later,
the aide got up and went over to the teacher's reading table to
get an instructional chart. She then went back to her reading
corner.

This narrative points to several interesting things. First,
it displays the division of labor and close interaction between
the teacher and the aide. Both have their jobs to do, and both go
about doing them. The teacher could spend her time performing one
task while the aide performed another. Each appeared to perform
her respective task without needing to check with the other as to
what to do or when to do it. However, besides this feature being
demonstrated, the narrative points to another aspect of the set-
ting (which was also pointed out by the original vignette above),
viz the teacher was concerned with maintaining students on task.

This concern requires closer attention.

Cc-28



Maintenance of Students 'On Task'’

Both the narrative just given and the original vignette
presented ;sove speak to the issue of classroom management and the
teacher's desire to maintain students on task. The very physical
set-up of the classroom and the structuring of the da can be seen
as pointing to the desideratum of order. The students' desks were
aligned in straight rows, and on several occasions students were
told to straighten their seats (when the teacher saw them as 'out
of line'). The presence of the daily routine chart next to the
door spoke of a well-ordered day, and, as noted, tnis routine was
followed rather closely.

Besides these somewhat implicit {indications of order, there
were other, more overt, signs of crder (and consciously-sought and
constructed order) in the zorm. For axsmple, in the mornings
before students arrived the teachs: would make sure that students'’
desk tops were cleared off, and then she would place seatwork on
their desks so that they could/would start working when they came
into the room. Frequently she would tell students as they came in
that they had work to do, to sit in their seats and not "run
around the room." Amnother example of order being maintained was
the teacher's practice of calling students by row whenever the
students were to leave the room (e.g., for recess or to go home at
the end of the day). Both the célling of students by row and the
criterion of 'row silence' as a determinant of which rows were
called first were signs of the desideratum of and the maintenance

of order in the classroom.
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Beyend the simple maintenance of classrowz ..usr, the teacher
seemet, to p}ace a high premium on order being manifested in the
form of students being maintained 'on task.' That is, a major
aspecé of elas.raom order seemed to be that students were doing
work when they were supposed to, where they were supposed to, and,
indeed, in the order they were supposed to. This aspect can be
seen in the following vignette. On Thursday, 4-5-84, shortly
after the aide had dismissed her second reading group of the
afternoon, she said: "Jamie, do you have your work done? You're
supposed to have your math done before you do your spelling."
Jamie moved some papers around on his desk. A moment later (less
than a minute) he tool: a folder to the aide's desk. Meanwhile,
another student, Aries, was doing her seatwor.. at the art table
(ner~ to me). Lauris and Gladys were also at the art table,
quiccly drawing. The teacher (frowm the reading table) said:
"Aries, take your work to your seat." Aries didn't move. A
moment later the teacher said: "Aries! I want you to go to your
seat." She went. A shori time later, the aide (from her desk
where she was grading papers) said: "Jamie, come lhiere. You can't
just erase the wrong answer and then turn it in. This is the
fourth time. You're wasting my time. I want you to get this done
and not do anything else until it's done."

This vignette shows the importance to the teacher/aide that
students did their work. The aide's insistence that Jamie do his
work and not do anything else until it was done points to this.
Furthermore, her insistence that he do his math before his spel-

ling'seems to indicate that the order in which he did his work was
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also important. Finally, the teacher's insistence that Aries work

at her desk indicates that (at least for Aries) where the work was
done was significant. In addition, the fact that the teacher spoke
across the room during the teacher's reading group is an indica-
tion that the teacher was concerned to see that students were
doing what they were supposed to be doing in terms of their seat-
work.

Not only was the teacher concerned to maintain order and hzve
students on task with respect to their academic work, but also she
carried this over to non-academic aspect of the social classroom
setting, as the following illustration shows. On the qorning of
Tuesday, 5-29-84 the teacher began the day’(after trking roli ind

seeing what lunch plans the students had) by 'doing ~%e =alsndar.'

She said: "Let's do the calendar. Today is . . . " ‘"wday is
Renee's birthday. I just reme.. '.:i Renee." Renee went up to
the calendar. They 'did the . i:.: .’ Then the teacher led the
class in the pledge of allegianr:. A few moments later the teach-

asked who wanted to be helpers that week. Many students raised
their hands. Jason asked something (which I didn't hear). The
teacner said okay. Jason went over to thea ncirlzenship chart. As
the teacher selected a student for a particular job (e.g., board
washer), Jason checked the chart to see if that student received a
good citizenship rating the previous week. (If not, then the
student did not get to be a helper for the current week. This was
the case for Vanessa on thic day.)

Two features stand out in this vignette. First, as said

before, the teacher's maintenance of order in the room went beyond
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the student's academic time and responsibilities. It also covered
other social aspects of the setting. The teacher maintained order
and control of community activities such as the selection of
class}oom helpers as well as when the calendar would be 'done' and
by whom.

A second feature that stands out in this vignette is the
significance of citizenship ratings in the make-up of classroom
activities and communal status salong with the subsequent signifi-
cance of the citizenship chart. Quite clearly, one's past behav-
ior (supposedly reflected by one's citizenship rating) bore di-
rectly on cne's role and status in classioom activities during the
following week (at least). These citizenship ratings tonk on
great importance in the shaping of the events, and ultimately of

the characters, in the classroom.

Citizenship Chart and Ratings

The vignette just cited points to the significance of the
citizenship chart and the citizenship ratings with respect to the
day-to-day activities and events in the classroom. From state-
ments made by the teacher in interviews and in passing conversa-
tions, and subsequently from noting patterns shown on the charts
(see appendix) as well as.events such as portrayed in the vignette
above, it became apparent that the citizenship chart and ratings
were important in the social structure of the classroom.

Originally it seemed that citizenship ratings were a function
of academic achievzement. This was based on the fact that for thz

most part there seemed to be a clear correlation between academic
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achievement and citizenship ratings. It also was based on remarks
by the tea9her. For example, during an interview with her on 2-2-
84, in the course of discussing individual students, the teacher
commehted that Barb received many bad citizenship ratings because
"her work is never done." There was some evidence which was
contrary to this original interpretation. For example, in that
same interview the teacher remarked that Laurie received a bad
citizenship rating because she was being a pest that week. As
late in the year as 5-4-84 the data could be 'comfortably' inter-
preted-within this original inerpretation of the significance of
citizenship ratings. At that time only two students had received
more bad than good ratings, Juanita and Aries. Both were in the
lowest reading group for second graders. Neither had passed any
of the 'Big Math Combo’ tests. Only three of the remaining four-
teen second graders had not passed any of those tests. Of the
tWwenty-eight spelling tests taken at that time, Aries had missed
two or more words on eleven tests. Only three students had done
worse and one of them, Antonio, was in first grade. Seven stu-
dents (including Aries) had done worse than Jusnita on the same
criterion, while thirteen had done better. The evidence from
these two 'worst' students seemed to corroborate the claim that
good citizenship was a function of academic achievemert. The
other side of the coin, the 'best' students, also offered corrobo-
rating evidence. At that time, the 'best' students in terms of
citizenship ratings were Jina and Carlos S. (both having received
no bad ratings) and Laurie and Tom (each having received only one

bad rating). (At that tim2 Tavi had also received no bad r- tings,
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but she was fairly new to the class.) Although Jina was in the lowest
reading group, both Carlos S. and Laurie were in the highest. 1In
addition, all three had completed their 'Big Math Combo' tests. In
their.spelling tests, Laurie had missed more than one word only once
and had gotten perfect scores twenty-four times. Both Jina and Carlos
S. had missed two or more words four times. Only five students (in-
cluding Laurie) who had been in the classroom all year had done
better, so Jina and Carlos S. were in the top half of the class in
terms of spelling test. Tom, a first grader, was the only first
grader who had passed any 'Big Math Combo' tests and had missed two
or more words on.a spelling test only twice out of nineteen tests.
In spite of all of this evidence apparently corroborating the
assertion that citizenship ratings were a function of academic
achievement, there was also disconfirming evidence. As menticned
above, Laurie received a bad rating one week bocause she had been a
"pest." Likewise, Renee receivad her first bad rating in mid-March,
end it was not because of poor work but because she, according .o
t" e teacher, kept interrupting the teacher. In addition, as noted
a.zeady, Jina was in the lowest reading group. More roignant,
however, were the cas.zs of Jason and Ben. Both were among the
'best' students academically, yet both received numerous bad
citizenship ratings. (By the end of the school year Jason had
received fifteen bad ratings out of thirty, Ben fourteen of thirty.)
As of 5-4-85 Jason had passed all of his 'Big Math Combo' tests and
l.ad missed "wo or more words on spelling test: only three times
(while getting perfect scores twenty times). He was in the middle

reading group. Ben, a first grader, was surpassed only bv Tom in
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terms of 'Big Math Combo' tests passed. Additionally, Ben had
perfect scores on fifteen of nineteen spelling tests, best among the
first graders. This evidence all seemed to point to the .selief that
acadeﬁic achievement was not the--or the only--criterion for good
citizenshin ratings.

Only after considering such apparently disconfirming data did
it ocecur that perhaps the teacher used different criteria for
evaluating different students in terms of citizenship. At the end
of ‘he year only Jina, Carlos S. and Tavi had received all good
ratings, while Aries and Juanita were the only two students to
have received more bad than good ratings. (As already mentioned,
Jason received fifteen bad ratings, Ben fourteen, and Barbara also
received fourteen bad ratings.) Rather than academic achievement
as the determinant of citizenship ratings, it seemed that academic
achievement was perhaps a determinant and more or less a determi-
nant for different individual students. For example, Laurie's
academic performance was :zlways 'good' whereas Barbara's wasn't.
If, ac the last vignette described above might indicate, the
citizenship ratings werz used as a mears of shaping classroom
behavior, then it would not be effective (in terms of modifying
behavior) for those students whose academic work was good to base
ratings strictly--or even primarily--on academic performance.
Laurie, for example, could not be disciplined by punishing her for
bad work since her work was rarely bad. Rather, some other crite-
rion (or criteria) was necessary to be able to reward and punish
her. Good citizenship rewards and basd citizenship punishments,

however, might be effective in getting Barb to do her work. Under
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this interpretation, the data could perhaps be coherently seen.
If the purpose of the citizenship ratings was to modify bel vior,
by rewarding acceptable and desired behavior and punishing un-
accepkable and undesired behavior, then it makes sense that dif-
ferent criteria of citizenship ratings would be used for differeut
students. Students whose behavior was acceptable academically
needed to be evaluated in other ways (e.g., in terms of inter-
rupting the teacher), while students whose behavior academically
was not acceptable needed to be evaluated--at least more so--in
terms of academic performance. Otherwise behavior could not be
shaped. It makes sense, then, that Jason, while one of the top
students in the class academically, received fifteen bad ratings,
since hLe was often talking or looking around the room or even, on
occasion, defying the teacher on the playground. Aries, on the
other hand, was seen as one of the lowest students academically
and much effort (in terms of ctiizenship ratings) was put into
rewarding her good academic work and punishing her L. T (or
lack of work),

Finally, the significance of the citizenship chart points to
another issue that emerged from the interactions within the class-
room and from the structuring (both conscious and unconscious) of
these interactions by the teacher. The issue is that of the
shaping of students' social and personal identities in the class.

A student's social identity in the classroom is determined in
large part by the interaction of the student with the tussher,
and, in effect, by the actions of the teacher (us wel!l, «f :cauxse,

as with the other students). However, not only is tha gvuinrie s
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social identity determined in large part by these interactions,
but also t@e student's personal identity is so determined. How
the teacher interacts with the student is reflexively influenced
by th; ways in which the teacher makes sense of d: -to-day activi-
ties and events, that is, by what the. t-acher sees and how (s)he
comes to see what (s)he sees. Within this context, the construc-
tion of student identities had several features: (1) the con-
struction of student identities was diachronic (i.e., they took
shape over time and are understandable only with respect to the
identities of other students, extra-curricular situations and the
teacher's perceptions), (2) the construction of student identities
was relational (i.e., understandable in terms of their behavior
and interactions rather than as personality or innate characteris-
tics), and (3) the construction of student identities was public
(i.e., they took shape in such a way that the citizenship chart
and other public, visible features of the classroom setting played
an important part). All of these three features waxed and waned
in saliency for the teacher across time and between students.

The vignette noted above (p. 31) concerning th= citizenship
chart illustrated how citizenship ratings took on great importance
in the shaping of the events. and nltimately, in the shaping of
the characters in the classroom. More importantly, they helped
shape not only the social status and :dentity of students, but
they also helped shape the personal identity of students. This
was borne out most clearly in the case of Aries.

As mentioned earlier, Aries was one of only two students (out

of ctwenty-four) to receive more 'bad' that 'good' citizenship
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ratings, receiving sixteen 'bad' ratings out of twenty-eight. She
was seen as a particularly troublesome student and in the first
twenty-three weeks of school she received fifteen of her sixteen
'bad'.ratings. Besides citizenship ratings being a sign of Aries’
‘trouble’ status, the teacher's terms of reference with respect to
her was another sign, as the following example suggests. On the
afternoon of 2-23-84 the teacher and I were returning into the
school building after having been outside with some of the stu-
dents from the class {those students who had finished their work
earlier), and we saw Aries sitting in the hall outside of the
classroom. The teacher remarked to me: "Oh, I see Tallulah is
out here." I said nothing. As we went into the classroom, the
teacher's aide was sitting at her desk. The teacher commented:

"I see Tallulah is out there." The aide replied: "I coulda't
take it. She wouldn't listen, and she wouldn't be quiet when I
told her.” Several things stand out from this simple comment.
First, the tcacher's tone of voice and her use of the muame
'Tallulah' both indicated sarcasm. The fact that she repeated the
commen® to the aide in the same way indicated that she consciously
chose the terms and the manner of reference. The use of the name
'Tallulah' was, I took it, connected in some way with Tallulah
Bankhead. This could have been intended as a reference to someone
being an actress and perhaps that Tallulah BRankhead had somewhat
of a reputation for playing 'hard-luck' women. Perhaps Aries was
seen by the tsacher as a 'liard-luck' girl or the teacher believed
that Aries saw herself as a 'hard-luck' girl. 1In any case, Aries

had been seen by the teacher as a ’'bad' student. She was often
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mentioned as a source of exasperation, was often reprimanded in
class, and was among the lower third of the students in terms of
academic achi~vement.

6nly two weeks later, on 3-6-84, an incident occurred which
seemed to have an important impact on the interactions between the
teacher and Aries, and subsequently on t.e shaping of Aries’
identity both in social and personal senses. At the end of the
school day, the teacher caught Aries taking a brownie from the
teacher's desk. The teacher reprimanded Aries. The next morning
the teacher and the aide both found letters on their desks from
Aries. The letters said that Aries was sorry for taking the
brownie, that she was bad and she didn't blame them for hating
her. At the end of that school day, the teacher and Aries had a
confidential talk.

Prior to this incident, Aries had received only four 'good!
citizenship ratings and thirteen 'bad' ratings. After this inci-
dent Aries received eight 'good' ratings and only three 'bad'
ones. In addition, on the last day of school the teacher awarded
Aries not only a service award (for service to the class, e.g.,
for helping to clean the room), which five other students re-
ceived, but also the Most Improved Student Award. The relative
plethora of 'good' citizenship ratings and the special awards at
the end of the year did not reflect improved academic performance;
Aries did not receive a scholarship award, which six other stu-
dents did. Academically, Aries was toward the bottom of the
class. She was in the lowest level reading group throughout the

year; only two other second graders had lower cumulative spelling
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test scores, and only two (the same two) had lower cumulative math
test scores. When the teacher spoke about Aries, it was rarely in
terms of academics, and the classroom interactions between them
usualiy involved Ariles' classroom behavior, 1In an interview at
the end of the year, the teacher remarked that Aries had finally
"shaped up and settled down."

(By contrast, Juanita, who was the other student to receive
more 'bad' than 'good' citizenship ratings, was very rarely dis-
ruptive of classroom activities. The teacher and the aide both
commented numerous times that Juanita "did nothing." Their com-
plaint was not that she disturbed the classroom or other students,
but that she simply didn't do her work. At the same time, her
spelling test scores and math test scores were measurably better
than Aries'. In fact, compared to the other students in the
class, Juanita was in the middle of the range academically. While
Aries’ behavior changed over time along with accompanying citizen-
ship ratings, neither Juanita's behavior nor her comparative citi-
zenship ratings changed. She continued to receive 'bad' ratings,
and while Aries received eight 'good' ratings in the final nine
weeks of school, Juanita received only two.)

As will be discussed below, the teacher's goals were the
meeting of district-mandated guidelines and deadlines and her use
of behavior modification techniques were a means toward that end.
The tqcls used by her, such as the citizenship chart, also helped
shape student identity in diachronic, relational and public ways.
Who Aries was, changed over the course of the year, in large part

through her interactions with the teacher rather than from some
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innate 'personality' characteristics. Who she was, also was a
function of public, observable and malleable qualities, indeed so
public as to be correlated (at least in part) with a physical,
obserbable object (the citizenship chart) located in the

classroomn.

Conclusion

Concluding Remarks

A classroom is, of course, a society in miniature, and it
both reflects and absorbs much of the larger culture (or cultures)
around it. No matter how diligent the education researcher is,
the assimilation of the researcher into a particular classroom
setting remains partial. The resulting interpretation by the
researcher of the setting and the characters and the daily events
must be taken cautiously and tentatively. The assertions made by
the researcher, the conclusions drawn, the interpretations offered
must, by their nature, be seen as hypotheses, not as facts. Their
hypothetical quality, however, does not rob them of their impor-
tance or diminish their value. Though hypothetical, they may be
reasonable hypotheses, internally consistent and clearly testable.
The plausibility of alternative interpretations does not show the -
disvalue or simple-mindedness of any particular interpretation;
rather it shows the enormous complexity of the setting and the
characters.

In the present case, it was only after the school year was
completed and while reviewing fieldwork notes, interviews and

videdtapes in detail that any overarching interpretation of the
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site emerged. From what were at first disjointed assertions and
isolated observations, a coherent picture of the site slowly took

shape and eventually crystallized undex the overview of the wider
const;aints and demands of the local school district. That is,
the teacher's perceptions and actions seemed to be oriented toward
classroom management in the sense of the modification of behavior.
This behavioral desideratum was primarily the maintenance of stu-
dents 'on task' (academically). This desideratum was motivated by
the intention of the teacher to conform to the mandates of the
local school district, especially with respect to dated testing
and lesson planning. Quite simply, the teacher tried for the most
part to coordinate the classroom events and activities to meet the
district time schedules.

Given this overview, the assertions presented above take on a
sharper focus and can be seen as not so disjointed. The teacher
was concerned to cover certain academic materiazl at certain times
in a certain sequence (all of which were mandated, in a sense, by
the district), and she structured the daily routine as much as
possible to meet this concern. This meant, for the teacher, that
students should be on task until the task was completed. This was
evidenced by her disapproval of students talking while supposedly
doing. seatwork. Not only was talking in the situations (i.e.,
during seatwork time) perceived as time not on task for those
students talking, but it was also perceived as (at least,
potentially) disruptive to other students who were on task, both
at their seats and in reading groups. Hence, the teacher seemed

to keep a close watch on activities throughout the room even while
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in her reading group. However, a possible result of this concern
may well have been that peer teaching (a form of being on task)
was not encouraged. Likewise, the use of space as an integral
compohent in the shaping of behavior (by removing behavioral
offenders) makes sense in this light. It also makes more sense
why other uses of space (such as moving Juanita 'further into the
room') were not emphasized. Juanita's behavior was not disrup-
tive, it was merely unproductive. This was less threatening to
the maintenance of other students on task than was Jason's verbal
interactions with Jamie. (At least, this would make sense if
Juanita's behavior was not perceived as being disruptive, while
Jason's behavior was perceived as being disruptive.)

Under this rubric of 'behavior modification to get done what
the district says must get done' the role of the citizenship
ratings takes on fuller dimensions. The smooth running of the
classroom can now be seen as an end, and acceptable behavior,
shaped by citizenship ratings (with their accompanying rewards and
punishments), can be seen as a means tc this end.

Originally, the emphasis which the teacher placed on class-
room management and behavior modification techniques to accomplish
and ensure those management objectives were seen (by me) in a
rather negative light. However, over time this somewhat harsh
evaluation of the teacher and her approaches to the setting and
characters changed. While she was the primary authority figure in
the classroom and had some free reign over classroom events and
activities, she was not in such a position with respect to the

school district. The district mandated what material was to be
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covered and when students would be tested on that material. The
choice of texts was not even in the teacher's control. While this
does not absolve the teacher from moral or professional responsi-
biliﬁies, it does put into somewhat better perspective the differ-
ent and varied constraints that were put on her and which in turn
shaped her daily events and activities.

This interpretation of the research site and the teacher
speaks to the initial guiding questions of the research project,
particularly to the question: How do teachers come to see what
they see and make sense of day-to-day events and activities? 1In
this particular case, it seems much of what the teacher saw and
the sense she made of what she saw was shaped by her concern for
proper deportment in the classroom. Proper deportment in this
case meant primarily non-disruptive behavior; that is, behavior
which did not interfere with or interrupt the coverage of
district-mandated material. What the teacher saw and what sense
she made of the setting and the characters was (at least in large
part) a function of her goals, academically speaking, for the
class as a whole. Furthermore, while those goals were in one
sense mandated for her, they were in another sense reflective of
her own philosophy of teaching and of curriculum. The local
school district determined for her what academic ends were to be
attained (or, at least, sought), but her own conceptions and
attitudes about teaching and curriculum determined the means to
achieve those ends. To that extent, then, what she saw and how
she made sense of it was influenced heavily by what she believed

could and should be seen and what her purpose was in the classroom.
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It was, in a sense, her cognitive and professional interests which

shaped what she saw and how she made sense of what she saw.

Conceptual Overview

This paper began with a claim that there has been a return to
'Grand Theory' in the human sciences and that this is evidenced in
the work of such thinkers as Foucault and Kuhn. In addition it
was claimed that this present study is offered in the spirit of
the thought of these two men, particularly the former. I now want
to make a few comments suggesting that a Foucaultian interpreta-
tion of the assertions and conclusions made here is indeed a
promising (i.e., coherent and fecund) one.

There are (at least) two ways in which to relate the present
study with Foucault's insistence that knowledge and power are
intertwined, especially at the institutional level: 1literally and
metaphorically. Knowledge (as understanding) comes from socially
counstructed norms and rules which shape cognitive values such as
legitimacy and propriety. Social concerns and actions--shaped,
mediated and reflected by social institutions--determine the mean-
ings of events and activities. Socially constructed norms and
rules, however, are intimately connected with issues of power, as
social institutions and those who run them strive not simply to
exist but to survive and flourish. The literal sense in which
this sort of Foucaultian theme is reflected in the present study
has been indicated above: district-mandated guidelines and dead-
lines determined in large part the professional and cognitive

goals of the teacher in this particular classroom. Her emphasis
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on classroom management was the result of felf pressures and
constraints on what she had to cover academically in order to meet
those guidelines and deadlines. Her use of behavior modification
techniques (both explicit and implicit) were means to that end of
securing proper classroom deportment, which itself would be condu-
cive to meeting the mandates of the institution for which she
worked. Her professional goals were institutionally structured
and dictated to her in the form of such mundane objects as class-
room readers and standardized tests. While her means toward
meeting those goals were somewhat open, they can only be under-
stood within the context of the institutional ends. As has been
already stressed, those ends and her resultant means to attain
them shaped the sort of classroom environment she sought and
subsequently what sort of day-to-day events and activities in
which she engaged and to which she attended.

Not only can the Foucaultian themes of knowledge and power be
applied literally to this present study, but also they can be
applied in a metaphorical way. That is, instead of focusing on
society's institutions, such as the (district) educational hierar-
chy, one can look at this classroom itself as a society in minia-
ture. Whereas the macroscopic view of this classroom yields a
literal notion of knowledge and power,‘a microscopic view yields. a
metaphorical notion of knowledge and power. In such an
interpretation, the representatives of power are no longer the
school district, but the teacher and aide. As has been seen
above, the goals of the teacher shaped much of the meaning and

understanding of the classroom setting, both in terms of events
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and characters. Goals of proper classroom conduct, enforced by
the teacher and aide, shaped student interactions and identity.
Such "institutions" as classroom helpers were structured and dic-
tated for the students by such mundane, public phenomena as the
citizenship chart. The presence of the aide, allowing a division
of labor, permitted « wurticuiar structuring of the classroom
activities. For exampi¢, this division of labor allowed the
teacher to more easily determine recess time (as well as who was
rewarded with recess opportunities) and to more easily construct
reading groups (by having, say, four reading groups instead of
three). This, in turn, shaped the nature of teacher-student as
well as student-student interactions.

A final word. The point of this sort of Foucaultian analysis
and interpretation is to suggest that to understand the characters
and events of this classroom, it is not instructive or illumina-
ting to divorce day-to-day situations from a larger social context
of meanings and und;rstanding. For the educational researcher
this means that an ethnographic approach is essential. Data
concerning time on task, for instance, yield no facts without an
encompassing, underlying theory within which to place them. This
paper has been intended as an éxample of such an ethnographic
approach and the accompanying analysis has been intended to sug-

gest an underlying theory--or better, coherent interpretation.

Intellectual Autobiography

In the year that I worked on the research project and visited
~ -y

the research site, my research questions, my 4ssumptions, my



thinking, and even I myself changed. They changed in a variety of
ways and for a variety of reasons. One significant reason for the
changes in my questions and my assumptions was that my role and
statu; with respect to the project and the other characters
changed.

I joined an on-going IRT research project ("Teachers' Ways of
Seeing," Frederick Erickson, coordinator) and because of this, the
initial research questions with which I operated were given to me.
The overarching question under which I initiated the study of the
research site was: How do teachers make sense of everyday class-
room events and how do they come to have this ability? In short,
what do teachers see and how do they learn what and how to see?

As corollaries to this initial question were the following, more
specific questions: (1) How are teachers' ways of seeing léarned
and how do they change over time (both across years and within a
given year)? (2) How can/does the larger social setting (e.g.,
inner-city versus suburban) affect what teachers come to notice
and interpret in their classrooms? (3) How do teachers' emic
perspectives differ from the researcher's etic perspective of the
classroom characters and events? (4) How might practical ways

of seeing vary between teachers (who are, more or less, instruc-
tionally effective in terms of student academic achievement out-
comes)? From the beginning, I expected to address these questions
in only a limited way, since I joined an on-going research project
which involved several other researchers visiting a number of
research sites. For example, since I restricted myseif (except

for very few exceptions) to one particular teacher and classroon,
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I could not investigate (at least at this level and stage of the
project) how practical ways of seeing vary between teachers. It
was also not clear to me at that time that I would (or wouldn't)
be loéking at how teachers' ways of seeing change over the course
of years, since I did not know whether or not I would be visiting
a research site for more than one academic year. (As it turned
out, I visited only one site and only for one year.) However,
given such restrictions, my initial days in the research project
and at the site were explicitly gui&ed by the above questions (to
the extent that they were explicitly guided at all).

My joining an on-going research project meant not only that
my initial guiding questions were given to me, but also that, in
one sense, the details of my entry to the site had been attended
to already (by Erickson). I first arrived at the site on the
second day of school and first met the teacher whom I would be
observing about a half-hour before the students arrived for school
that morning. I was introduced by Frederick Erickson as "David
Boersema." The teacher and I exchanged 'hellos' and both went
about our work, she writing seatwork on the front board for her
students, I setting up videotape equipment. My introduction to
the teacher's aide was essentially the same. Shortly after the
students arrived, ‘the teacher introduced Frederick and me (me as
"Mr. Boersema") and told the students that we would be in the room
("with us") this year observing and writing.

Although, as noted above, the details of my entry onto the
research site had been attended to, in another semse, my entry and

the establishing of my role as a participant-observer was (and
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remained) entirely under my own direction. Even though others had
dealt with_Fhe red tape and the paperwork of my being allowed into
the classroom, I still had the responsibility of establishing who
I was-to the teacher, the aide and the students, as well as
negotiating what I would and could do.

In the ensuing nine months, my status and role with respect
to the characters at the site (and subsequently my questions and
assumptions) changed. At the beginning, I believe I was seen as
Erickson's 'gopher' or a sort of mute video equipment technician
Generally I spoke only to Frederick and spent almost all of my
time on site taking notes or filming. Naturally, since Frederick
had established all of the initial contacts, and seemed to order
me around, he was the person with whom the teacher interacted.

(My sense is that Frederick and I were on a par to the students,
however; we were both men'who came in with the camera.) Only
after repeated occasions of going to the site alone did it seem
that I was seen as a principle investigator, or at least as an
independent entity, over and above Frederick's emissary.

While my initial role was almost exclusively that of an
observer, over time it became somewhat more participatory. After
a while the teacher and the aide came to initiate conversation
with me, include me in jokes and asides, give me classroom dittos
without prompting or requesting, and so on. Though I never saw
myself as a confidant, the teacher became much more candid with me
over time, even to the point of speaking to me of her personal
medical and familial situations. The aide remained somewhat more

distant from me, though she was certainly amiable and came to
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initiate more contact. To the students (or, at least, to most of
them) my role became much more participatory than it was initial-
ly. At first very few spoke to me and when they did it was to ask
what i was doing and why I was there. They looked at me from a
distance quite frequently. They did not approach me and tended to
walk past me at a bit of an accelerated pace. Over time this
changed. They came to initiate a lot of conversation with me,
joke with me, show me their work, occasionally ask me how to spell
a word or what a word means, even touch me and draw pictures for
me. I seemed clearly to have become a member of their community,
even though they knew, in some sense, that I had a particular job
to do and it was not the same as the teacher's or aide's. (A
rather acute example of my participatory status to the students,
in fact a rather peer status in their eyes, is the following. One
day in January I was in the room with the students over a lunch
hour. The teacher and aide were at lunch. The students were
quite loud and rambunctious. Though I was in the room, their
excitability was undiminished, or so it seemed to me. Meanwhile
they were concerned that the teacher or the vice-principal might
arrive at any moment.)

As 1 became less a stranger and aloof researcher to the
teacher, the aide and the students, their increasing acceptance of
me affected my position within the classroom community and hence
the questions which I posed when looking at and reflecting on the
characters and events there. My more participatory role allowed
me access to information and relationships, which consequently

affected the sorts of questicns I asked. For example, knowing
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mere about the family situations of certain students and knowing
how the teacher spoke of those situations, I was able to ask how
the teacher's relationship with a given student was shaped by this
knowlédge. Or, when the teacher Fold me that a particular student
had been accepted into a school for the gifted (and another stu-
dent was not accepted), I had (I believe) some more understanding
of why she treated the former student differently than she did
others (say, with respect to the student's work in class). This,
in turn, led to asking new questions about the teacher's percep-
tions of the student (and of other students).

Another feature that affected the change in questions was the
simple fact of my continuity of time spent on site. That is, the
simple fact that I was there fairly regularly for nine months
raised (the opportunity for) new questions. I no longer simply
asked: What's going on here? ‘I could also ask: How have things
changed here?

Having learned, through interviews, conversations and infer-
ences from observations, certain things about the characters and
the setting of the research site, I came to know (which I didn't
at the beginning of the year) which students seemed to be the
'better’' or 'worse' students (academically). I learned that (and
to some extent why) the teacher used behavior mocdification tech-
niques (such as treats for good behavior) in the classroom. This,
in turn, led to the asking of new questions, say, about the
teacher's commitment to such techniques and her conceptions of who

and what these students are.
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Having been at the site over an extended period of time, I
found my questions change in the sense that I often went to the
site with specific things to which I planned to attend. For
exampie, on a given day I might decide to concentrate my attention
on the teacher's aide or on specific students or on modes of
address used by the teacher or on areas of the room, and so on.
That is, I began to go to the site with some specific features
which I wanted to emphasize on a given visit., In this sense my
questions changed over time because I focused more on different
aspects of the site than I had earlier. My questions and observa-
tions became more particularized to te primary characters at the
site. My questions became more crystzllized with respect to the
people and the setting as I came to know them. The sorts of
questions I asked changed from the initial guiding questions of
the research project to the following example: What is the sig-
nificance of the aide? How does she affect/determine the social
setting? To what extent and in what ways does her perspective of
classroom characters and events differ from the teacher's and what
difference does this make? Another question--more directly in-
volving the teacher--was: Why does she respond differently to
(what seemed to me) similar actions or events? For example, why
does she ignore one student who falls out of her seat but appar-
ently get angry at another student who falls out of her seat? Or,
why does one student get good citizenship marks and another
student get bad citizenship marks when (to me) their behavior

seems quite similar?
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Other questions became more directed toward the students:
what socia} groups exist (and on what criteria)? What sex and
race rcles seem to be perceived by the students? What social
statu; is granted or earned by students who seem to be academical-
ly superior or inferior?

These questions, while different than my original guiding
questions, were pertinent to the latter in the following sense:
these questions were more closely focused on the social structure
of the classroom and its effects on the teacher (and what she
sees) than vice versa. These questions did also focus on the
contrary, that is on how what the teacher saw affected the social
structure of the classroom, but the immediate focus of my visits
became more concerned with how the classroom structured what she
saw rather than the reverse.

The change in questions and foci noted above came about in
large part because of my change in status and role at the research
site. However, changes also came from other sources. For exam-
ple, at the same time as I was doing the field research, I was
enrolled in a seminar in research on teaching. Among the issues
and questions discussed in this course, and which led to my fur-
ther thinking about teaching research, was the question: Who is
the teacher? 1In reflecting‘on this question and possible answers
to it, the notion of students as teacher(s) grew in me. That is,
I came to think of students as sometimes being in the role of
teacher (either to the class as a whole or to another particular
student or even to 'the' teacher). This led to my thinking of

classroom identities (both social and personal) as being relational
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in a fundamental sense. The notion of peer teaching became an
issue which.I wanted to investigate at the research site under the
rubric of the following question: Does the teacher encourage (or
disco&rage) peer teaching, and, if so, in what ways? Additional
questions sprung from this. For example, which students, if any,
appear to be peer teachers, why and for which other students?
Also, to what extent does peer teaching shape the social structure
in the classroom, or is the social structure shapesd by it? These
became issues of importance to me, which I had not at all con-
ceived of earlier in the process of my research.

Besides this question of peer teaching, other issues and
quer " inrns involving my research project arose from this seminar in
the r._earch on teaching. For example, from discussions on the
use and role of metaphors in research and in teaching, I thought
more explicitly on the sorts of metaphors used by the teacher at
the research site. This thinking on metaphors, coupled with my
interest in issues in the philosophy of language, particularly
conceptions and theories of reference, led me to more carefully
attend to the question of what terms of address and reference were
used by the teacher, the aide and the students at the research
site.

My changing status in the classroom and my participation in
the above mentioned seminar in research on teaching affected my
thinking about my research project and the questions which I
asked. Those, however, were not the only sources of changes in my
thinking. Anothef source was my reflection upon the research

project, research in general and education in general. Much of my
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reflection was inspired by the readings from the course, making me
aware through specific cases of things to look for and pitfalls to
avoid. In addition to the course reading, my thinking was affect-

ed by further personal reading in the areas of anthropology (e.g.,

Geertz' The Interpretation of Culture), phenomenology (e.g.,

Guignon's Heidegger and the Problem of Knowledge) and the philoso-

phy of science, particularly of the social sciences (e.g., Fay's

Social Theory and Political Practice and Bernstein's The Reshaping

of Social and Political Theory). These works did not so much

change specific questions which I asked concerning the research
éite but aided me in thinking about field research in general and
the subtle ways in which moral and political issues are played out
in mundane situations such as.a second-grade classroom.

A further source of changes in questions and interpretation
concerning the research site was the discussion at the American
Educational Research Association (AERA) symposium on this research
project. In particular, one audience member noted that more
attention could be paid to the social context within which
schooling takes place and the social mandating (both explicit and
implicit) that underlies the structures in which the characters at
the research site find themselves and that underlies the day-to-
day events that occur. This prompted me to review the sorts of
questions I was asking about the characters and events at the
research site and to ponder further the nature of the research
project in general as well as research in education in general.
For example, I considered more the implications of the social

constructivist position from which I had argued in my AERA paper.
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I was led to review the assertions I had made earlier, such as the
claim that the teacher did not encourage peer teaching. Looking
again at tﬁé commitments of social constructivism led me to change
my question from 'Does the teacher encourage peer teaching?' to
'What sort of model(s) of teaching does the teacher implement?’

Reflection on the significance of social constructivism also
led, for me, to a renewed attention to the works of hermeneutic
theorists, such as Foucault, Derrida and Gadamer. Further con-
sideration of their wviews shaped the foci and 'final' version of
this paper.

0f course, all of the changes noted here did not indicate or
imply that there was no continuity over time with respect to the
issues addressed or the questions asked. Even though my immediate
concerns grew to include peer teaching, the status and role of the
aide, the significance of the citizenship ratings, the relevance to
the teacher of student home lives, and so on, my overarching ques-
tions continued to be those centered on what the teacher saw in the
classroom, how she saw what she saw and the interplay between her
perceptions and the social interactions in the classroom. I came to
think of my change in foci not so much as a change, but rather a.
growth. By coming to see new and different issues and facets of the
site and the people there, my original guiding questions grew to
include tb» more specific questions which I later asked. In this
way, in this asking of these new and more focused questions, I came
to get a clearer understanding of not only the research site, but

also of what my original guiding questions were all about.
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Before advancing to the "Big Nath Combos" tes:s, all students had to
pess ten V"Adcéition Fects" tests and elghteen "Subtraction Facts" tests.
At tne end of the school year only Barb (amor: the second zZracers) had
not completed these. (She rassed all of the ":ddition Facts" tests &and
eleven of the "Subtrection Facts" tests.) AlL first graders passecd &ll
nrééition Facts" tests except Gladys, who pes:zs¢ five, and liles, wno
pesse¢ seven. First graders wnho did not pass ell of the "Suvtrection
Facts" tests were: Ben (seventeen), Tavi (ten,, Gladys (five). The
following stucents nad passeé all "fdcition F:icts" tests and some
"Subtraction Facts" tests (s notec) wnen the— moved: Marcy (six), John
(eight), LCemaris (five), Jerome (five). After cessing all of the "Secret
Nuroers" tests, Lzurie, Renee ancé Gebriel eacn passec¢ five "Times" tests.
(Scott and Sem sre not included - bv me - on :zzis chart, becasuse tney

were In the room for such a short time.)
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Chapter 4

CASE STUDY OF MRS. GATES:
THE FORMATION OF ONE TEACHER'S
PEDAGOGICAL COMMITTMENT

This case study considers how one experienced second-grade
teacher's ways of seeing were influenced by her own working
philosophy, the strategic character of the practical setting, and
the school setting in which she worked. The chapter begins with
an introduction to the setting and participants. Next, in the
section on descriptions and interpretations, assertions and
evidence are offered which explore the range of elements which
shaped the teacher's ways of seeing. The chapter ends with a
summary and conclusions.

Becky Wendling Kirschner
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CASE STUDY OF MRS. GATES:

THE FORMATION OF ONE TEACHER'S PEDAGOGICAL COMMITTMENT

Introduction

Just as learning is a complex process constituted by various
cognitive and social factors, teaching is also a complex process.
Contributing to this complexity are the diverse environments of
the classroom--teachers, students, curriculum, textbooks, and
local, state, and federal policies. Experienced teachers learn to
distinguish between the elements of the context to which t ey must
attend and those they can ignore. This comes with years f expe-
rience. Beginning teachers are frequently overwhelmed ‘e
demands placed on them and are unable to distinguish betw:e
important and unimportant elements of the context. Thus, one
purpose of teacher education is to prepare preservice teachers to
"see" what is important in the classroom and to distinguish it
from what is "noise." 1In order to do this, teacher educators must
learn more about the ways that experienced teachers "see." One
way to learn more about how teacher develop the ability to distin-
guish between "noise" and what is important is to probe the
"mind's eye" of experienced teachers.

The research project of which I became a part had as its aim
to discover how different teachers of early grades learn to ob-
serve and make practical sense out of what happens in their class-
rooms from day to day. Four issues were of special interest:

(1) how teachers' ways of seeing are learned and how tﬁey change

over time (across years of experience in teaching and within each
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year from September through June), (2) how what teachers come to
notice and interpret in their classrooms may differ as a result of
their expegience in teaching in inner-city or in suburban schools,
(3) how teachers' adaptively practical capacity for "seeing from
within the action" as the leader of classroom life may differ from
the more distanced observation patterns of intermittent visitors
to classrooms, and (4) how practical ways of seeing may vary among
teackers, making them more or less instructionally effective in
terms of academic achievement outcomes.

My study was conducted from January to June of the school
year. It buillt on and progressed simultaneously with the work of
another researcher. He had worked with the teacher, Mrs. Gates,
the previous year and during the first semester and shared his
insights about the setting with me. In addition, he aided my
entry into the site by in.roducing me to the teacher and explain-
ing to her that I was engaging in the sawe type of research that
he was doing. Because Mrs. Gates had been working with a partici-
pant observer in her classroom, she quickly accepted my presence
2nd began to share her ways of seeing her classroom with me. She
bad becc..e reflective about her practices; she was familiar with
the kinds of questions fieldworkers ask and anticipated many of
mine before I asked them. As a result, I benefited from the
previous work done by the experienced researcher and from the

elationship he had established with the teacher. Also, I was
able to cﬁuck my devéloping assumptions against those of a re-

searcher who had been in the site for a longer period of time.




Due to the abbreviated nature of my study, I built upon the
discoveries the project had made until that time and focused on
looking at reading instruction to discover how the teacher's
practical way of seeing it had developed. 1In the previous years
of the study, the researchers had learned that teachers' ways of
seeing are contextually embedded. Teachers are radically "local"
(situation-specific) in their contextual embeddedness. This sug-
gested that elements within the context might teach teachers what
to notice and what to regard as "noise." Beginning with these
assumptions, I sought to discover the elements in the context in
which the teacher functioned that had taught her her practical
ways of seeing.

My guiding questions were: (1) What happens in this setting
to promote the acquisition of literacy? (2) How does the teacher
defi..e literacy? (3) How did she come to define it in this way?
(4) Have elements of the context taught her what to teach, when
to teach it, and how to teach it? (5) Do the elements in the
context that influence what, when, and how the teacher teaches

remain constant or do they change over time?

Setting

The study was conducted in a second-grade classroom in an
urban elementary school located in a mid-sized city. The school
was located in one of the city's oldest residential neighborhoods.
Homes surrounding the school varied in style, size, and state of
repair. Scattered among the modest two-story frame homes were

many of the three-story custom houses that had been home to many
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of the city's most prominent citizens in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth century. Their leaded glass windows, wide
porches, t&;rets, and decorative wood trim suggested the former
grandeur of the neighborhood.

But despite these signs of affluence, it was clear that the
neighborhood had changed. A "For Sale" sign in front of one
three-stu:y frame house indicated tha; it had been converted to a
three faciily home. Many of the large and smaller homes were in
various stages of disrepair. Broken steps, bare lawns, peeling
paint, patched roofs all suggested that the neighborhood had
declined. However, there were also signs that the neighborhood
was rebuilding. Many homes had been renovated or were in the
process of renovation. During the course of the study, two homes
across the street from the school were rebuilt inside and out.

The efforts of a strong neighborhood association appeared to
be behind the efforts to revitalize this area of the city. During
the course of the study, the school district made a preliminary
decision to close the school. However, the neighborhood associa-
tion was able to persuade the district to reconsider their deci-
sion, and the school remained open the following year. As part of
their argument that the school should be kept open, the associa-
tion stressed that the school played a major role in the efforts
to revitalize the neighborhood. They pointed out that the school
was a focal point of the neighborhood. This indeed appeared to be
true. Parents worked as volunteers in teachers' rocias, held bake
sales, and conducted after-school activities, such as movies, for

the students and for the neighborhood. When I asked Mrs. Gates if
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she was concerned about the possible closing, she replied that she
was not. "I'm not worried about that. Andy and Betty's moms will
see to it that the school stays'open."

Like the neighborhood, the school building showed signs of
its former grandeur and recent decline. The red brick exterior,
decerative carved stone around the front door, the cupola, and the
glassed conservatory at the rear of the school all signaled that
this had been a school that suited the once grand neighborhood.
Inside there was decorative molding and carved ceilings in the
halls and throughout the school. The principal's office had
French doors, wood paneling, and Windsor chairs all reinforcing
the sense of custom design. According to Mrs. Gates who had seen
a film that had been made in the 30's when the school opened, the
district had considered the school a showplace. Generally, the
school was in good repair. However, there were many signs of
wear. The marble steps leading from the first to the second floor
were worn down by hard use.

Mrs. Gates' room showed even more signs of wear. By modern
suburban schools standards, it was drab. Located at the back of
the north wing of the school building, it was rectangular, approx-
imately 30 by 15 feet, and had a high ceiling of at least 10 to 12
feet (See map, Appendix A). The walls were painted a drab insti-
tutional green. The door from the hallway into the room was
located on the south wall. One of the two longer walls, the south
wall, was two-thirds covered by a bulletin board and chalkboard.
The wall space farthest from the door was used to display stu-

dents' artwork.
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The west wall contairad a closet and wooden cabinets. The
bottom cabinets had ' soden doors while those on top had glass
doors. Thé-teacher used the closet and cabinets to store sup-
plies, and the students frequently secured them for her despite
the difficulty they had opening the old hardware designed for
adult dexterity.

Eight large windowé that reached from above the radiators to
the ceiling covered the north wall of the room. There were more
chalkboards and bulletin boards on the east wall. The floors
were bare hardwood, worn smooth by years of use. In some places
the boards were uneven, causing desks placed on them to rock
slightly.

Student desks with attached seats were arranged in the middle
of the room. These varied in size and in style. The large wooden
desks of the teacher and the aide were placed perpendicular to the
north wall. A file cabinet, two round tables with child-sized
chairs, two rectangular tables, and a bookscase completed the
classroom furnishings.

Despite the drab physical appearance of the room, the teacher
had added.personal touches that gave it an overall feeling of
warmth and life. She had pulled the window shades down over the
top half of the windows and decorated them with posters and cut-
outs relating to subject matter. For example, one set of posters
illustrated the metric system. The area above the chalkboard on
the south wall was also used to display posters. Some dealt with
social skills--"Don't talk when someone else is talking"--and

with study skills--"Find a quiet place to study." More colorful
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posters covered the bulletin board by the door on the west wall.
There was even a poster on the side of the file cabinet. It said,
"Each of uénis important," and showed a picture of four children,
white; black, Asian, and Hispanic, standing in line to get a drink
from a drinking fountain.

Samples of student artwork were displayed throughout the
room, adding more color and interest. Like the posters, the
artwork was changed regularly. Free standing lambs decorated the
windowsills for several weeks. The corner between the closet and
the south wall was decorated with larger pieces of artwork. One
time there were colored geometric designs; another time there were
pictures of families. Next to this area on the south wall, the
teacher had placed a large poster titled "Personality of the
Week." On the poster she placed a picture of one of the students,
which she had taken with a Polaroid camera. The student of the
week added whatever else he or she wanted to share about himself
or herself with the class such as other photographs, pictures cut
out of magazines, or drawings.

Like the decor, the atmosphere in the classroom was warm and
inviting. The teacher, Mrs. Gates, was a black woman in her mid-
thirties. She was married to an engineer, and they had three
children, a son, 12, and twins, 6. The family lived in an upper-
middle-class neighborhood in a suburb of the city in which the
school was located. Mrs. Gates had grown up in Virginia'in a
small, closely-knit family; she had one brother. She had grad-
uated from a college in Virginia and was ;ompleting a Master's

degree at the near-by university.
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Mrs. Gates was committed to her students and to the school.
During one of our discussions, she said that she had considered
teaching p;;t-time while her children were young but that she had
rejected the idea because it would have meant transferring to a
different school. She said, "I like this school. The parents
like me. I like the kids." This comment was especially interest-
ing in light of the district-wide perception that this was one of
the least desirable schools in which to teach.

Mrs. Gates also showed her dedication to the students in her
willingness to do "extras" for them. She arranged field trips to
places she knew that their parents could not or would not take
them. At one point, she ofrganized a trip to a local science
museum. Because she knew that most of her students could not
afford to pay the usual entry fee, she negotiated with the museum
to get a discount. When she was told that the district could not
provide transportation for the students because of budget cuts,
she wrote a letter to the local transit authority and.secured
passes for free transportation on a city bus. On other occasions,
she and the class walked to places of interest in the area. Mrs.
Gates enlistad parent-helpers who accompanied her and her class to
places such as the state-capitol, the historical museum, the
community college, and even to a local mall where a mural the
class had created for "Women in History" week was on display.

In addition to the teacher, the class had a full-time aide,
as did all classrooms in the building. These aides were paid by
federal funds because the socio-economic level of the students and

their test scores in reading and math were so low. The aide was a
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white woman in her early thirties, who had several children in the
school. Under the teacher's supervision, she instructed two read-
ing groups and one math group. Despite the differences in style--
the téacher rarely raised her voice or called out students' names
to reprimand them and the aide did both frequently--the teacher
and the aide seemed to work well together.

The student population varied from 25 to 28 students during
the course of the study and was mixed racially and ethnically.
(See Appendix B for the students' names, racal or ethnic affilia-
tion, and reading group.) The Asian students participated in a
district bilingual program that was housed in the school. The
Hispanic students participated in a similar program. According to
the teacher, nearly all of the children came from poor families
and the majority read below grade level. All but ten of the
students participated in the supplemental reading program conduct-
ed by the reading resource teacher. The teacher explained that
the range in ability made it necessar save five reading groups
in her classroom. One student was in the top group, fifteen were
in the bottom group.

The school population was quite unstable, as was the popula-
tion in the teacher's classroom. The school experienced a turn-
over rate of nearly 60%. During the cource of this study, two
boys and two girls moved and left the teacher's room. One girl
and two boys moved into the classroom. The teacher also mentioned
that four or five other students had left her classroom during

the earlier part of the year.
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The school district in which this school was located had a
strong central administration, and the teachers were given a great
deal of gu{ﬁance in what to teach, how to allocate time, and how
to teach. (See the guidelines, Weekly Time Allocation and Lan-
guage Arts/Reading Objectives, Appendix B.) In addition to these
guidelines, the district had selected a basal reading series which
was used throughout the district. The series came with a teach-
er's guide, skill charts, and tests to evaluate student progress.
The district had made its primary goal the improvement of student
test scores in reading and math on the Michigan Educational
Achievement Pr:files (MEAP) tests. All teachers were made aware
of the areas tested by these measures and the district's objec-

tives for reading and math were correlated to the MEAP objectives.

Description and Interpretation

Early in the Teacher's Practical Ways of Seeing Project,
patterns emerged that revealed that experienced teachers see their
classrooms in a comprehensive and "local” manner. Teachers' ways
of seeing are, therefore, contextually-embedded. I assumed that,
to better understand how teachers come to see their classrooms, it
would be useful to discover how teachers construct the context.
What elements of the context capture teachers' attention? Do
teachers attend to the same elements from minute-to-minute, day-
to-day, year-to-year, or do various elements compete for teachers'
attention? Do elements in the context influence what, when and

how teachers instruct their students?

D-11



It was clear from earlier research that the context was
complex. Tﬁe teachers' own beliefs, experiences, educational
background, the students in the classroom, textbooks, and dis-
trict: state and federal policies all appeared to be factors that
contributed to the complexity with which the teacher dealt. I
decided to focus on instruction and to look at what the teacher
taught, when she taught it, and how she taught to discover how
elements in the context had influenced how she had learned to see.
My guiding questions were: (1) What happens in this setting to
promote the acquisition of literacy? (2) How does the teacher
define literacy? (3) How did she come to define it in this way?
(4) Have elements of the context taught her what to teach, when to
teach it, and how to teach it? (5) Do the elements in the
context that influence what, when, and how the teacher teaches
remain constant or do they change over time? (6) Are some ele-
ments given more weight than others? Are the elements which
influence her ways of seeing constant in the setting or do they
vary?

To address these questions, I became a participant observer
in a second-grade classroom ih an immer-—city school. I observed
the class nine times for at least three hours each time over a
period of four months. On all but one occasion, I observed the
class on a Wednesday afternoon from 12:00 to 3:00. On the other
occasion, I observed the class on a Tuesday morning. A