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Data'for this study were collected a$ part of Special-StUdy C o the'

-

'Beginning Teacher Evaluation tudy for the .Cal Vornia Commis-sion for Teacher-
.

Preparation and Licensing: T edata oh written lesson Plans were analy-zed

and reported as part of that study . The-analysis of unstated Olans was not

funded by the CommissiOn and h s not been previously reported.
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_Oer will_reportOn,oneaspect of a mote complex study of:teacher

pianning which:was patt of the Beginntng Teachevaluation Study funded bY'

.

r-r
'-thh California S,tate .(omMistiOn-on TeachetTtepatation and LiCensing, and:

--cQriduct5dby staff at the"Far West-1,aboratOry The teacher:plah Study

yit's .09e of several special s u les esigned to generate new and promislng

variables fiir research on,teaching efffectiveneSs.. Information Was gatpered

on tegehers' planning for daily lessons and on diagnostic activities related
%

te daily les'son plans.

Objectives

The maior goal of- he study to be reported was to document in apreliminary

o.

'way the kindS of planning that teachers engage in before a lesson begins.

Although teacher planning would seem tb.be an important aspect of effective

.f teaching, the literature re'view indicated that very little emirtcat researc

has been conduCted on the actual daily planning of teachers. The basic'

guesticinS' asked in.this study were:

What types of things do teachers make notes about when plann ng
for a particular lesson How extensiv.e are their notes?

Oan teachets be differentiated on this basis? If's°, are these'

differences related to teacher differences in aveeage pupil
gain scores?

What new research variables are s_u9gested by this information

about teacher planning?

Perspective

The problem of gathering and analyzing data about teacher pLanning was

approached from the perspective of tesearch on information-processing. The

research conducted by:and summarized by Schroder, Karlines, and Phares
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suggests that eachers may vary in thaamount and types'of infor'mation that

they extract from'the envir6nment'to apply to instructional decisions (ihfor-
,

,

matien triput). In this study of:teachers' written plans, the plans were.
F,

_

analyzed to determine'what amounts and types Of information were recorded
:11k

aS-instruttional AeCisions,(infermation OutPbt),.

'The 'subjects of the study were forty 'eleme-ntary jiool teacherS in fiye

eographic regions of CalAfornia. These teachers formed a "known -sample"

selected,from a group of twd hundred vlunteers ton.provide differences in.

_

teacKer effectiveness as measured by.aVerage pupil- gain scores in special

_
two-weekExperimental Teaching Units in .'reading and matheMatics. The fbrty.:

Subjects intluded.twenty (ten secendgradeand ten fifth grade) teachers with,

high average pupil

grad

scores, and twenty (ten second grade and ten fifth:-

teacWS with low average pupil gain scOres.

TRe selection of the "known sample" of teacners was the'result of an
, .

, earlier study. ata collectors and analysts in this study of teach0 planning

had no kndwledOe of the subjects' ranking with 'regard to pup 1 gain scores:
,

AHWIT the, final stageS of,data ana4pAs,

Methods andjeehniques

:The forty teachers were provided'specialcurr culummaterials forolne

le son in reading and one.in mathematics and were-asked to adapt these--

materials to makethem appropriate'fbe-a lesson for childreft-im thei

classrooms

own

Each teacher wasasked tV plan -and conduct a tWenty minute lesSon

in .each subject area, teaching a group of twelve pupils from their class. The

pupils were selected by the reSearch team to.form a st atiftgd random sample.

2
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Pupils _in the class.rooM, based oftreading athleYeMentsperet.

-The'l'essons were observed and vide9taped by &research assAstant Who

-also drew up seating charts recording _the phytfcal arrangeMentof pupils for

vthe particuIar_TesSen., After eaCniesso0eachers' written plans were'col-

lected. and,they. were interviewed about . theletson--they had just taught. At

. this time data were also.collected.for.a companion-study on teacher and pupif

- perceptions of classroom interaction.

Teachers'.written plans were coded according to:a basic-category system

See Table 1),developed tO reflect teacher and Opil resPonses to a.series
.4 a g

f tasks that were -inCluded in the.two companion studies (teeCher planning

andteacher-bupil percept4Qns)-. Special attAtion was.paid to teacher-selection

an'd statement of,objectives; becamse of the fOcus on use'of_behOioral,Objectives

in retent years,: :Attention was ',alto given te aspects of instructiow.which",

'pupils had coMmented on_frequently when they were interviewed,as part of the

companion study.. In this paper particular:attention will also be_giveh

the types Of,seating arrangements that teaAers set up fon these lessons.

The coded lesson plans were analyzeeto focus on: specificity of

plans; general format of plans; types and sources of goal statements;

diagnosts of.pupil'preparation'for the lesson.; identification of-evaluation

,

procedures- requerity of reference to-yarious categories in the basic

category system; And planning (on lack of planning) for specific aspects of

instructibnal process mentioned frequently,by pupils,.
.. -

Patterns of teacher similarities and differences in cesponse to the .

1 sson planning4task we e identified. These Patterns were'co pared to teacher

groupings,based on grade level and on average pupil gain sc6 t-o determine

%

'whether any relationships existed. Statistical tests of significance included,

twetailed t tests and tests for contingency tables. The probability level-of,
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Ta6le
_ _

'Basic Category System

dr° A Comparison 0 CategOrY Uie in Relation

Teacher Stimulated
JudgMent Recall

General Approach

A..,Goals
InstrUctiOnal Strategy

C. Sequence-of Procedures
D. Teacher vs. Pupil Structure x

E. Teacher Activity 1-
X

F. Pupil ActiVitY x
G. :Managemen&Control

,x

H. Seating Arrangement
I. Size, CoMpoSition of Group
J. Pupil OUtcoMes 0
k. Teachel. Style

Various Tasks

,Pupil Concepts
ef Teachihg

Lesson
Plans

TI. Materials

A. -PreParation ef Materials
B. Type of Materials
C. Teacher Use of Materials
p. Pupil Use of Materials
e

Cognitive ASpects

A..: Teacher Introduction
B. Teacher Directions
C. Teacher Questioning
U.. Teacher Selection of PupilS

for Discussion
E. Teather Watt for Response
F. Teacher 'Explanation
G. Teacher'ReSponse to Right/

Wrong Answers
Teacher Summary and RevieW

of Lesson
Vocabulary.,
Content Focus -

'Data (selection Organization,_

. amount)
Pacing/Time .

Pupil Abilily
Pupil Background, Preparation,

Needs
,

Pupil Ideas .

Pupil Learning

x

x

'x

_IV. Affective Aspect

A,-.,,Teacher Enthusiasm
.

B. Teacher Attitude Toward
Pupils

C. Teacher Use of Positive
Reinforcement

U. Teacher7Aanguage
E. Pupil Participation/Atten
F. Pupil BehaVior
G. Pupil Feelings
H. Teacher Image

Physical Aspects-

A.

B.

C.

Pupi4 Co
Teacher/Pupil Movement
Teacher/Pupil ,Proximity
Visual/Auditory
Classroom as a Whole
Non-verbal Communicat on'

x

x

x

oe
on'

o

0

Li

0 X 0
X X x
X 0 0
X X x 0
x 0 x o
0 5 0

v

0
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,10 was-used to reject the:null hypothesis of 'no d between-groups.

Becaustthe study:was designtd to identify variables and relationships that

might-be productive,for future: research, tests of statistical significance

were supplemented-by attentim to the- praCtical-utility of di ferences noted.,-

The Stated Plan- -f Teachers

Mostof the forty teachers. wrott 'lesson plans a$ requested:and submitted

-them to the interviewer at-the end ofeach ltsson. There mere a few excepttons.

One teacher tape7recorded a desCription of hi$ plans-for.ea6h lesson. Another

5imply wrote several notes on the instructiOn sheets that had .been given to

teachers. A third mailed In both lesson plans two weeks after the lessons had

been taught indicatfng'that he had t ought them th4rough beforehand, but had

net had time to write them-up until after the lessor. :Two_second grade

teachers d &not provide'any lesson-plans a1 a1. They also'said-that they

would mail plans -in,after the lesson- but neither Of them did.-

Descriptive data. Two-tiiirds of the teachers stated in their folTow-bp,

-notes or comments on their lesson plans that the 'plans they wrote for these

lessons weremuch more detailed than'usual-. They indicated that most of their

regular planning was: done in'their headS rather: than.on pa-per. 06-third
-1

of theteachers indicated that-they generally did write pfans out,with Sligh Ty

less or roug ly theSame amoupt of detail. Teachers were almost Unamious,

however, in their,assertion that student teachers should do detailled written

,plannlng., They felt that careful prethinking about a lesson-was-essential

1ft,

for a novice teacher.

j

general the teachers wrote moderately specific lesson plans, though

veral teaChers" plans were VagUe and some of them were quite detailed.- .

A vague plan was onewhicysketched in activities very'briefly, such as

5
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A specific

A
expanding sentences. and out worksheets.. Check ford poblems.

plan.wo,s one which 'gave informOtion such a5 specifi& eiamples_to

be given 'or specific questions to be asked. A'detailed plan was one which

cohteined elemtntS such as Word orrwo d statements that"the teacher exbected

to-. make, ihdicatiOns-Of expected- OupWrespbnses- to qietions, diagrams of-

the way information, would be arranged-on the chalkboard and..5o forth. As IS

evident in Table 2, there was no-difference in secificityof plans from °he

- type of:Subject mat er.to ahothe

, -.-

detailed plans than secOnd grade teachers in botbreading a-d- ath.

Fifth grade teachers ;tended to wri te no

,Table 2 also-indieates,that-the outline was the most popular format by

far, althiSugh several- teachers wr6te-narrative descriptions of their:planned

lessons, and a few went so far astd write "scripts,!' noting the exag.t verbal

--interchanges that they iplanhed to-have With Pupils during the lesson, There

was little differenee in preferred-format frem one grade level to onotherAY

from one subject matter to another. Most teachers used:the same format for

both of their lessons. Three second and three fifth grade-teachers varied the

, format used, and'in-all but e case,mfrovided a more detaijed 'lesson plan in

-math than .in.reading.

Stme interesting diffe_ences appear with'regard to statements of goal

The curricultomMOterials provided to the teachers gave some possibleobjec ives
/

- 7

for thei-lessons to be taught, and teachers were instru.cted that they could

select from these objectives or forMulate objectives of their own. This'

procedure Was chosen because ft seemed,to be similar to the realisitic situation

teachers- face when using prepared curriculum materials. The types of optional
*

goals provided to the teadner varied the two lessOns however. In the

materials for the reading lesson, but 'behavioral ahd hon-behavioral statethents

f goais were given. In 'the materials or the math lesson only nonrbehavioral

als were given. . In,pJanninb both.lessonsl- teachers stated hon-behavioral
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Tab4:2'

Planningjask

eq6enCy of Use of Varlous'Plannthg Procedures

Speci fi ci ty

General Fo

of Written Plans,
-.Vague.
Specific
Detailed-

Plans-,
'Outline
Narrative
ScrA-pt'

Extremely Sketchy
atemento Goals

Behavioral
Non-Behav'ioral
Not.Stated

Fiading

2nd
(N=18)

Math

5th, 2nd 5th
N.20) N.18) N.20)

Source of Goal Statements
Accepted/Selected 4 5

Restated- 9 - 2

Developed Origtnel 2 6
Wit Stated a 7

Attention toPupil Background Prepara-
tion,

Notes 1 5

Does NOt 17 15J
Identi'ication of Evaluation Procedures

Notes 2 4
Does Not

indication of Possible Alterna ive
16 16

Procedures
.Notes 4 5

Does Not *14 15

5 5

10 , 9

3 6

/-

10 1 15

5 3,

3
0

1 1

14 13
3 6

7

5 0
3 6

3 6

3

15

2

16

3

17 1-

4

16

5 6

13 14
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goals more-frequently than behavioral oa s, but the prepondeeance of_non-.r, 0

behavioral goals was- much more marked in the math lesson (see Table 2),

which suggests that the'tipe of directions provided in 'curriculum Materials --.

.

. . _

4-does hav some effect on the way teachers formulate their lesson plans. ThiS
, .

.0

pattern- beld for both second and fiftti'grade teachers.

Interestingly enoujh, the teachers did not merely select from among the

optional goals provided in most-casgs, though they tended to do this mere

frequentlyOn the math lessons the reading lesson.' The tendency to

restate goals in their own words or develop original goals that were rather

. .
-

,different thah those Provided was particularly strong in seeonchgrade teachers

in the,:_eading

It is instructivealso to no e the.types of original goals that-were

stated'. .for secon'd grade reading lessons4. the.two original goal stateme

-were both non-behavioral.- For fifth,Tade reading lessons, the six original,
4

goals included two-behavioral ancLfour non=behavioral statements. The second

grade math lessons included three original goal $tatements, one behavjoral

ond two.non-behavio.ra).- The six.original goal Statements in fifth'grade

math lessons.included only one behay.joral objective.

One-grade level difference that appears in.relation

is thaefifth grade :teachers were more apt to writeHesson plans Wtthout

stating any goals at all than were setond grade.teachers. This waS theta-se'

in bOth reading and math lessons. Five fifth-grade teaohers stated no goolS

for eithe ilesson, while three of,them stated -geals'for only,one of the two

lessons. Two second grade teachers skipped tatements Of goals for bo:Eli

lessons, and two.others.provided them,for only one lesson.
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1- genera, teachers paid little attenfion.in theirwritten plan

diagnosts of pupil neacit in relationto the toplC -to beJtaught, or to the

evaluation procedures to be used to determine-the amount' Of learning occurring

as- a result of the leisons (see Table 2) It may'veflbe-th'atsince the:se .

lessons were'!bne-shetaffairs inserted into'the on-gding curriculum, .

teachers devoted less thought than 'normal to these asOects of lesSon -planning:

may be'that these aspects-pre more difficult to get out of teacher'

heads and on to paper. It is also possible, of course, that teachers really

do not *devote much attention to ..these aspects of inWuction in'theit daily
- .

,

plans, In a:current study We are,examiiiig teacher-planning of.nvmal daily,

teSsons in an attempt to answer part of this question:.

Some teachers did make note of alternativeprocedpres in Writing their

lesson plans, though the majOrity did not. Agaihi thjs may indiCate one
-

f tfie difficulties of working witli*ritten planp.- in folloW-Up interviews,'

. the majority of teachers,indicated that they had considered various alternative.

.

procedures in planning theirlessons before settling on one procedure (twelve

dSecond grade teachers and sixteen fifth grade'teachers mentioned such.altert

\natives) t would make sense to'believe- that at least.some of these alter-

,

i

uatives, _once considered, remained in, teaChers' Mind; saS options toThe called
-,--

poen during the lesson, if necessary. BLit these yossibilities were.rarely.
-.,

noted in the written plans.

AnOthor perSpective 00.-les'Son-plans involVes thetypes of statements

used to describe the-projected lesson. Statements were categorized according
G

to the basic category.syStem, and mer'e elsocoded as 11general or "specific."'

As js not4 in Table3, teaChers tended to made more sOecif/cst'atements

than general statements, (An example,of a general statement in relation to

Data Selection would be: dO:an example of each of the following l4Itice



www.manaraa.com

...-

Lesion PlanninITask
.

. .

Mean Njmbers of VarioUS Categories of Statemerits
included-in Lesson Plans/

. .

Readin Math

2nd' 5th
Nm18) '(N=20)

2nd
(N=18)

5th
N20)

No. of General Statements 2.83 2.55 2.83 2.70

No- f Specific Statements 5.61 5.15 4:72 5.40.-
J,

No. of Refe ences to General Approach 3.00 2.50 2.55 2.40

No of References to,Haterials -1.83 1.45 2.00 2.1o,

No of References to Cognitive Aspects 3.22 3%30 2.83 3.35

No. of References to Affective Aspects 38 .20 .11 .15

No. of References to Pupil Categories 2.72 2.10 2.00 2 00

No. of References to Process Categories 2.33 2.95 2.72 3.35

1 3

10

.t9
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probleMS - One arrow, two a ow, opposite arrows. An e4aMple of.a specific-
. ,-

statementmould be': try problemS -20i = (10); 3 = ,(14); Y'---- - (5);

16 ,f - (16); etc, A vague statement such 'as "do_ some'problems," would not,

becoed as Oata Sele6ti9n at all since there would be no indication of the

data to be used.)

For boWqrade levels a d for both 1 e4rsons teachers tended to'make

most if thei
v.

atements about cognitive-as-pects of the lesscm with

44-efe ences to general approach maintaining a close secoTd More mentien

of material' was'made in planning for the math lesson than the reading

lesson. -Sta _merits, about affective aspects of the lessons were minimal

throughout. With the exception of second grade reading lessons, teachers

made Mere statements referring to instructional process than to pupils

though the differences between the means of these types of statements was

not very lar'ge.

Because of.the Pupil atte tiop to cognitive aspects of the lessons

that was revealed in the Pupil Concept's, of-Teaching Task in the study of

teacher and pupil,p0-ception of classroom interaction, particular

attenti9n pas paid to specific catecio'ries of statements in teachers'

lesson plans that referred to connitive aspects of thelesson. The results

of this analysFs 'are presented in Table 4. In general-, most, teachers did

t'make specific mention in their plar f aSpects of the lesso- that were

aPPpr,ently relevant to pupils, such as Teacher Explanation, Teacher

Directions, and Data Selection, Teacher Introduction --d Teacher Questioning,

which w -e not noted as freciL rtly by pupils, received more attention by

-teachers in_ their-lessen plans than did Teacher Explanation and Teacher

Directimu. bata Seiection received more,atterition than many Other

categories, of course, and fifth grade'teachers made somewhat more t eguelit

t

11



www.manaraa.com

Related

Table 4

'Lesson PlanntaLaVi

Frequency of.,UsOpp, Specific Statements
to Various CategoHes of cognitive Aspects,

Instructional ProceSs

Teacher introduction
Specific Mention 7 4 2 r

No Specific Mention 11 16 -16- 15
Teacher Ixplanation

-Reading Math
,-.,.

2pd 5th ,, 2nd 5th
(N.18) (N.20) (N718) Nt20:

Specific Mention 0- 2 0 7
No Specific lention 18 18 18 13

Teacher Directions
SpecificMention
No Specific Mention

Teacher Questions
Specific Mention 5 5 5 5
No Specific Mention 13 15, 13 15

Data Selection/Organization
Specific Mention) 7 11 6 8
No Specific Mention 11 9 12 12

Oe- of Pupil Ideas
Specific Mention 16 12 8 , 9
No Specific Ment on 2

=

8 10 11
Content Focus

SpeCifiC Mention 6 4 , 6 5
-,N6 Specific Mention , 12- 1=6 12 15

Teacher Summary and Review
,

2 2 3

16 18 15 17

Specific Mention
1

No Specific Mentiqn 17
Ipclusion of Worksheets Prepared
by Teacher

Included 6
Not included 12

12

1 2 1

19 16 19

12 11 12

8 7 8
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1 .

specific refrences to Data Selection than d d second grade teachers% Two

importance to pupils received no mention in teaCher5' lesSon

plans, but these categories (Teachdr- Response to Right/Wrong Answers and

_election of Pupils for:DiScussion) are highly interaction-oriented;
4

so it is not terribly surp ising that teachers would not refer, to them

ou procedures for a lesson.

The highest-frequency of specific statements related to cognitive

I

oategories in 'reference to plans' for the use o Oupil. deas within. the

/

lesson. It is interesting to note that there are More specific pl'Ais for

use of pdpil ideas in reading than in math lessons, and that seco d.grade

40
I.

teachers mention this aspect in their reading plans more freguen Jy than

f fth vade teachers.
It

More common than any reference to particular Cognitive aspects of- he

ins ructional-orocess wat teachers' tendency to include wprkshaets that they

had prepared for pupi to use during the lesson. In pfanning reading
7

lessons, fifth grade teachers developed.these wo ksheets much More frequently

than second grade teacher- n planning math lessons, bOth-seeond and

fifth grade teachers showed an inclination to include worksheets ih their

plans. Preparation of such.a worksheet one way in which teachers can
4

specify the -6307 to be provided, the guest ons to be asked and the a tivities.

in-whidh pupils will be engaged. For some teachers it may even be a substitute

fur identification of behavioral objectives or content focus.

This tendency to construct worksheets when pi-Sparing to teach from

latively unfamiliar curriculum materials poses some interesting quastions.

The use of workbooks by teachers has yen Criticized in many quarters

way of providing children w-th busy work, and cu:tting doWn the Trirmir

time teachers nust themselves engage tin, withoutproviding any increaSed

-!:6

13
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effe.ctivones of instruction. In the short lessons taught by the fortY

tea hers this 5tudy, there was no need to provide busy work, fo- each

teacher wa- only working with a group of twelve pupils. And teacher preparation

tJMe must be incr aSed.by the "producti 1" of worksheets which tlity must

develop entirely on .6eir own as was the case in this instance. Appar-

Ontly worksheet's function in some otOer capacity far these teachers', it

- might be helpful to knew what role this particular type f preparaticrn

plays in teachers preplanninu and,prethinkirg abbut a lesson:

The one type of response to the lessbn planning task which was Almost

standard for all teachers was that of specifying a s,equence of procedures

to bejollowed. As rioted in Table 5, almost all teachers wrote their

plans within a framework which included writing things down in the order i

which they were expected to occur. This may not seem at all sta tling to

11

thp reader. After All, jesson plans a'e a guide to be followed. Lt cinly

makes-logical sense that they would iden ify-steps that are to be_ollowefi

fhe order in which they are to occur.

The questi-1 that arises here with-regard to teacher decisionfmak.ing

_-eachers actually thi k through a lesson i!1 such a neat and orderly

may? he plans on which this analysis is based were writti plans the .

finished product of teaches' thinking. It would bp inte esting to know

whether some teachP begin their thinking by deciding on a central activity,

and then develop:other activities that lead up to it To learn wore about

the sequence of teachers' thinking with yegard 'to slbquence of

lesson we need to study more than teachers ' written plans What has Pee-

demonstrated to dat,e, however, JS that most of the teachers i Aic study

conceived -t a lesson, plan as including a statement of the seITUTice of

Procedures to be followed in the lesson.

1 7

14



www.manaraa.com

Second Grade
(N. a
Fifth Grade
(N=20)

r-Y

Reading

Sequence

18

18

Table

Lesson Planning Task-

Specifying a Sequence of
Procedures to be Followeg

Sequence

1 8

15

Math

Sequence
Second Gfade

17
Fifth Grade

18 I

No Sequence
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_

Comparativ a When.teacher response to the Lesson Planning Task

are-organized coor4ding'to teacher differences in average pupil-gain scores

on the Experi ental TeachingUnits a few significant difrences occur.

With regard o the general plannin- procedures us d by teachers tests of ,

signitican were not ilpplied in sevërf instanCes where.ahalysis of re

sponses res ed in 2 x 3.tables. in these cases the Ns '.iere se small that

distribution over si'x, tell& resulted in'an expected frequency of less than

five for all cells. Some bf these tables are-Presented here,' hOwever,

because the raw daIa are,interestIgn despite the,small Ns.-

,Fifth grade teachers with high and low pupil gain scores showed'

Tittle difference in the specificity of their written plans (see Table 6)

in either reading or math, But ,secOnd grade eachers,with low pupil gain
,

scores tended to be more vague in their reading plans, while econd'grade

teachers with high pupil gain scores tende o be moredetailed in their

math plans. _econd grade teachers showed little difference in their:state-
,

ments. oegoals for either reading or MA- lessons, bUt fifth'grade teachers

with high pupil gain scores tended to state behavioral objeCtiveS in the

reading lesson more frequently than, those,with lOw pupil gain, s:cores. -(The

reading lesson waS the one in w-hich behavioral goals- :Were included among

the optional objectives to be selected.) Note that fifth grade teachers

with high and low pupil gain scores were equally apt to state no goals at

all in their lesson plans, and the same is true for .second grade teachers,

though fewer instances ofdithis O.:curred.

\_
There was no difference amongttie four teacher groOps in their tendency

to select goals from the cur iculum materials, restate-goals, or develop

origin 1 goals It is i- teresting to_note, however, that when original

goals Were developed, the only teachers- to state original behavioral goals

were teachers with,high-rlupil gai- scores see Table 6). No tests of

16
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Table 6

Lesscin Planning Task-

. ,

Frequency of USe of Various Planning Procedures Organized
by

Pupil G6in Scores-

Readin

Higp Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

Low, Pupil'

Gain Sdores
(N=9)

Math

s

:-
.Katic:1LGrad!

Nague Spef cific Detaile4'

High Pupil ,

Gain Scores

Low Pupil
Gain,Sdores .

(PO9)

4 (

Second Grade

Vague Specific Detaire_,

4

6

High Pupil
Gain Scores,

-10'

Pup-1
,n Saires
P10) 4

Fifth Grade

Vague' 'Specific Detailed

High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N710)

Fi

Vagu

2

4

h Grade

Specific D_ ailed-

Low Pupil
0 ''Gain Scores

(N=10)

2 0

17
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Reading

Second Grade*

Be av- Non- . ;Not
ioral Benawtoral Stated

High Pupil
Gain Scores 3 5 1

(N=

_o, Fupi l

Gaiq Scores
,(Nz9

High Pupil
Gain Scores 1

(N=9
Low Pupil
Gain Scores 0

(r,49)

Fi th Grade4

Behav-' Noh-
ioral- Behavio a

High Pypil
Gain Scores 4

N=10

_Second Grade

Behav- Non- Not
ioral Behavioral Stated-

ow Pupil
,Gain Scores
N=10)

High Pupil
6 2 Gain Score's

N=10
Lo upil

'8 1 Gai Scores
(NFlO)

2

No,t

Stated

4

6

Fif,h Q ade

,Behav.t_ .Non7
iOral BehavioraT

18
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TABLE 6 - Continued

Te_pf Origi naT Goals Develope

=Fy-2s_Al

Second Gra

Behav- Non- ,

ioral havioral
High Pupil
Gain Scbres 0

(N=9
Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

Math'

High Foil
Gain Scores 1

N.9

2

No Orig-'
inals

0'

Second Grade

High Puptl

7 .Gain Scores

I'Llf±q1L1
Low Pupil

9 Gain Scores 0

(N=10)

Fi th Grtde

Non- No Orig-
ioral iehavioral inals

2

Behav- Non- No orig-
ioral BeHavioral inals-

8

_ow upi

Gain Scores
(N=9)

2 7

,High Pupil
Gain Scores 1

(N=10
Low Pupil
Gain SCores 0
(N=10)

7

Fifth Grade

Behav- Noh- No orip
ioral BehAvioral inals

7
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TABLE_6 Confi_nued

Attention to Background or P e-ara ion

_t(-114)J12

High PuPif
Gafn'Scores
(N=9,

E5Tupi
Gain Sco es
(N=9)

Second Grade

Notes Pupil
Background_ Does Not

High Pupil.
-Gain Scores
N.10

Low Pupil
9 Gain Soonies

(N.10)

Math

Second Gra

Notes Pupil
Background

High Pupil
Gain Scores 1

Low Puoi
Ga n Scores -
(N=9)

Fifth Grade,

Notes P
Backgr_und

4

Does _Not

Fifth G

Does Not

ade

6

Notes Pupi
Background Does Not

High Pupil
Gain Scores 3

N.10
LoW Pupi
Gain SCores
(N.10)

7

2 3

20

0
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otes Possible Alternat ve Procedure

Reading_

.High Pupil
Gain Scores

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

_ (N=.9)

.Math

Second Grade

Yes No

1

Fifth Grade

-Yes

,High Pupil
8 --'Gain Scores

N110
upil

6 'Gain SCores
'.(N.10)

No

6

Aigh'Rupil
Gain'Scores

Secorid_ -rade

High Pupil
;ain Scores
(N=10

Fi hGade

Yes

3

No

6

Yes

3

No

7

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

2

Low Pup
Gain SCores
(N=l0)

7
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Ognificance w6re applied bgre because o the small N, but it might be useful

to pursue this further with larger numbpr of:teachers.

Second grade teachers with high and low pupil gain
(

scores showed no'

diffe ence in their .tendency to no e pupil background or preparation for

the topic to be covered in their lesson plans for reading.or mat4. Fifth

-gra teachers witn-high pupil,gain scores, however- did nate pupil back:-

ground more frequently than their cOunterparts withlow pupil gain scores.

This difference approached significance for math lesson plans (p .11) and

the trend was repeated fOr reading lesson. plans.

Second grade teachers showed no difference in their tendency to note

possible alternative procedures in their lesson plans for either reading or

math: Fifth grade teachers-with high pupil gai.n scOres ,tended to mention ,

such alternatives more than those with low pupil:gain scores, but this dif

ference was not sign'ficant, nor was the tepdency-repated in tte math lesson

plans.

There were no differences between teachers with high and loW pupil

gain sco es at either grade level in their indication of procedures to be

used in evaluting pupil 1 arning, or in theirpreference for a particular

lesson plan format Uutline vs. narrative vs script).

are

When the ts of statements made by teachers in their lesson plans

examined in light of pupil gain store%., a few difference- are noted for

second grade teachers (see Table 7). In their math lesson plans, second

grade teachers with high pupil gain scores made fewer general statements

and more specific statements than did second grade teachers with low pupil

gain scores. This difference repched significance (p.10), and the tendency

to make more specific statements was repeated in the reading lesson, trqugh'

22
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Table

Lesson Planning Task

MeaR.Diffe4ences in Various Categories of Statements
Organized by Pupi.frGaiv,ScOres

Second Gr4di

,High

Pupil
Gain
Scores

Low
Pupil
0,ain

Scores
(N=8) (N=9)

No. of.teheral Statements
Readihg Letson ' 2.77 2.88
Math Lesson .88 3.771

No. of Specific Statement
:Reading Lesson
Math Lesson

No. of ReferenCes
Cognitive Aspects.

Reading. Lessoh
Math LesSon .

No. of References to
Affective Aspects

Readiog Lesson
Math Lesson

No. of References to'
Pupil Categories

Reading Lesson,
Math Lesson

)1Yrcess, Categories

References to-,

Reading Lesson
Math Lesson

0

* t - est significance,

6,33
5.88

3.44
3.22

.33

.22

4.88
3.55 1*.

3.00
2.44

.22

.00

2.88
2.55 11.2.11 1.88

3.33
3.22

df =16

23

2.33 1*
2.22

Fifth Grade

High
Pupil
Gain
Scores

Low.

Pupil
Gain
Scbres

(N=10) (N=10) '.

2.50 2.60
2.70 2.70

4.70 5.60
5.70 5.10

3.20 3.40
3.50 3.20

.10 .30

.10 .20

2.20
2.10 , 1.90

2.70 3.20
3.20 3.50
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the-difference was not significant. In their reading lesson plans, second

- grade teachers with 'high 'pupil-gain scores -made more -Statements:referring

to tategOries dealing with inStructionat process than did those.with low

pupil _gain scores-(p4: 10), -and again the-irend was:repeated in the Math-

lesson plans, though the difference was not significant.

The analysis of teacher responses to the Lesson Planning Task that is

of most interest .to us' is that dealing ,with specific Statements' about cog-,

nitive aspects of instructional process, because of the findings, in the. com-

panion study of teacher and pupil perceptions of classroom interact on that

pupils attended strongly-ta:certain-of-the-se-aspects. The cagory of Data

Selection was one which pupils attended to a great deal in observing classrooih

interacti on, and Teacher --ExplanatiOn and' Teacher. Directions were al so referred

tO frequently in their retrospective coMments about things teachers do to"

help pupils learn. Teacher Explahationatid reacher Directions received

- very few speCific re. e:ences in-teachers' lesson plans and there were no
,

significant differences between teachers ,with high and low pupil gain' scores

with respett to these ,categories although -fifth grde -teachers with high

'pupil gain scOres did tend to Make more statements Lteacher explanation
1

in their math lessons than d d those with low pupil gain, scores.. Fifth

-grade teachers- with high-and low pupil gaih-scores showed..no differences

in their frequency .of statements about 'Data Selecti (see Table 8), but

second grade teachers wi.th high- pupil gain scores lipecific staten)ents.

..about Data Selection more-frequently than those with low pupil gain scores.

This pattern .was significant in math lesson plans o - and the pattern

was' repeated i n read ng I essay pl ans

2 7
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Table 8

leSson Plann_ing_Task

Frequency f U e-of -Specific. Stateents About COgnitive Aspects
Organized ty Pupil Gain.Scores

Data Selec

Readin

-Second Grade Fifth Grade

Yes No_ Yes No
Highjupil---- -High.Pupil

4Gain ScoreS 5 4 Gain Scores

.Gain.Scores
Low ..upil
N.9

2 7

_N=10
Low upi l

6

Gain Scores -5
(N=9 ) (N.10)

'Math

High Pupil
Gain Scores

-Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

Second'Grade-c

Yei

5

1

No %

High Pupil
4 Gain Scores

(N-10)_
-PuLow pil

Gain Scores
(N.lo)

28

25

Fi

Yes

4

11 Grade

No

6



www.manaraa.com

-

Tii-EFir177-r-E7.6-ETETETI

ltatj-Lai

High Pupil
Gain Scores' --

N.9
Low up)

Gain Scores
(N.9)

TABLE-8 - _-ontinued

Second: Grade

Yes

4

No

'Math

Second_Grade.

Fifth Grad

Yes No
High Pupil
Gain Scores 0 10
N=10

Low up)

Gain_Scores-
(N.10

Fishe- s Exact.Test-, p df 1.

Hi9h Pupil
Gain Scores
N.

Yes

.1

No

8

High Pupil
Gain Scores
N.10)

-ow Fupl
Gain Scores 1

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=9 ) . (N=10)

2 9

0
26

Fifth G ade

Yes- No

1 9
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Teacher uestfYirW

Readitlg

High Fugil
Gaib Scores
(N.9
Low Pupil
Gain Scores

Math

'High Poll-
Gain.5cores
(N-4)

Low Pupil-
Gain Scores
(N.9)

Second-Grade

Yes No

4

High.Pupil
5. Gain Scores

N*10
_ow upi

'8 Sco -es

(N.10)

Fifth Grade

Yes No

Second Grade

Yes No

27

High Pupil
Gain Scores,
N.10)

rifth_Grade

'Yes- No

8

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
N=10)
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1:-Ontent Focus

Readjh9

High Pupil
Gain Scores

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N.9)

Second Grade

Yes No.

8

5

High Pupil
Gain Scores

111410)
Low-PuPff
Gain Scores,

-(N=10)

Fisher's Exact Test df . 1

Math
Second Grade

Yes No
High: Pupil High FupR
Gain Scores 2 7 Gain Scores

Low PuPi LOw PUOil
Gain Scores Gain Scoots
(N.9)

28

0=10)

Fifth Grade

NoYes

1. 9

_

Fifth Grade

Yes No

4 6
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-

Teachrs 'as a whole made more frequent references to-Teacher ihtroduction

'- and Teacher Questions than they did to Teache Exflanation and Teacher Di-
,

,

rections- There-were no significant differences for second grade teachers

in their tendency to. 'Plan -specifically .for:Teacherintroduction, (sde Table 8),

t fifth grade teachers with Tow .Pupil 'gain scores iade statements apout

Teacher Introduction .more frequently than did teachers with high pupflAain

scores. This pattern wasAignificent for readinglesson'plans (p .04

and was reteated for' math lesson plan's,- though it was not significant in

that instance. Second grade teachers with-high pupil :.gain scores shOwed

a tendency to make more specific references to Teach0 'Questions that did

their counterparts with low pupil gain' scores. This pattern was repeated

in both reading and math lesson p-Tans---,- though-i- was-not-s4gn-ificant_in _either

instance.

One rather pu7 ling finding was that second grade teachers with low

pupil gain scores made significantly more specific statements about .content

.focus in their reading lesson plans than did second grade teachers.with high

pupil gain scores (p .07). The pattern was hot repeated forsecond. grade
0

teachers' math lessons, and it was reversed for fifth grade teachers' math
A

lessons, where teachers with high.pupil gain scores tended to mention con-

tent focus more Often than those with low pupil gain scores. This latter

difference Was not significant.

While teacbers as a whole made frequent reference to use of pupil

4

ideas in their lesson'plans and tended to include teacher-prepared work-

sheets in their plans, there were no significant differences between, teachers

fiiigh and low pupil gain scores with regard to either
-

Second grade teachers with high pupil gain. seores>tended to make fewer

these tendencies.

29
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worksheets for the reading leSson than- did teac ers-wit'h low pupil .gdlin

scores, but the difference was not significant. This is int0-esting in

light of the-recent studies indicating that pupils achieve better in reading

when teachers do not use homemade instructional materi-ils Stallings, 1,1975.,

Brophy, 1976). In this instance, of course, there were no "expert-prepared"

instructional materials to be given to pupils, which may have increased

teachers' tendencies to make such materials themselves.

The Unstated Plahs of. Teachers

To this-point, all of the discussion hat focussed on teachers' ated

plans for lessons, but -one very interesting facet-of this study whicj has
e

not been previously reported relates _eachers' unstated plans,- llot one

of: the thirty-eighl teachers who provided 'plans for the two spetial lessons-

that they taught made-any mention of the sea_i g arrangements theY would be

usin6. Yet the group of children with whom they Were working Was a group.

-especially constructed for_ these-lessons, so they could not rely on merely

following established seating patterns. The question of interest here was

whether or not teachers planned seating arrangements for these-lessons even

though they did not state these plans.

As part of the data collection for each lesson,-an observer mde a

seating chart to indicate the placement of children for the _lesson. These

seating charts have been'studied tO'cletermine the types and varieties of

Seating arrangements used, and the opyt-lesson interviews of teachers 'have

been reViewed to determine whether teachers commented on'seating arrangements

at this potht in time. Eleven of the forty teachers in this study did comment

on seating arrangement in one or both of the follow-up interviews, even.though

there were no specific- questions asked by the 'interviewer about this nolo.:

33
30



www.manaraa.com

Imterestingly enough= twice.as many teaChers comented on seating.arrangements
A

while viewing:videotapes of other teachers', lesso s as when viewing tapes of
,--

their own letsonst' These-facts seem tp indicate hat many_teachers do consider

seating arrangements at soine point in their plannrng, even though they may not,

- make statements about this aspect of a lesson wher asked to share their plans.

This Concl6Sion is corroborated by a follow- study currently being

.conductedinder the auspices of the Michigan State Universitt -Institute for

Research on 'Teaching. In this instance ten.eleMen ary schoolAeachers wha
i

are,participating in a year,long longitudinal stud f their instructi nal

decision Making were interviewedabout their plannt g just prior-to a regular

daililesson in reading. response-to a general equest, "Briefly describe

-the planning you did forthis lesson'," only two tea'iters, mentioned seating.
. .

arrangements as a part of their preliminary plannin and then only briefly,

with moOetail. However, when probed on this aspec if planning (Is there

- .

anythingt4 about the-seating arrangement you'd like t comment on in relation
1

kk=

to plan-nil-1g for this lesson.) all but one teacher h d comMentS to make

about e seating arrangeMent that:they had in mind or the lesson, and the

arrangements they discussed were very specific.

If we accept these indications asevidence that teachers do consider

seating arrangements in planning their lessons, even though this aspect

planning tends-to remain unstated, the next question_ of interest toconsider

are:

1. Can.teaChers be differentiated on thebasis of the

types of seating arrangements they plan?

If so, -are these differences related to

differences in average pupil gain score

teacher'

Descri tive data. The variety of typds, of seatielig arrangements us d

LI 1

31
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was not par icularly extensive. _Patterns-- of seating mere readily identified

-as circleS, semi-Circles rows vertical to the focus of attention, rdWs -

horizontal to the 'focus of attention, and random orscattered seating. Second

grade teachers(sep Table 9) were split abdpt evenlmpetween 1-Ow's and

circles for reading but favored circular arrangements for math. Fif h grade

teachers sirwed a-strong preference for rows-An botnimath and reading lesSOns..

Random seating occurred t2 some extent at both gradeleVelt and inboth

.subjeCtzeeas, -though it was least common in fifth grade matnlessons.

The variety of physical equipment used was also limited tbisitting on

the floor, sitting on chairs without desks, sitting at desks, and sitting at

tables. The tables were of three varieties: regular classroomtables,

tatiles constructed by fq1a ing:several desks together, and cafeteria--type

table's with attached benches. Some second grade (see-Table 10) teachers

'had children use the ficior as a seat in .both reading and math lessons. No

fth grade teachers used floor seating. About half of the second grade

teachers favored the use of- chairs without desks in both reading and math

lessons. Half of the-fifth grade .
teachers used tables in both reading and

math lessons.

Another way of viewing this grade level difference in use of physiCal

equipment is that,fifth grade teachers were much more apt to provide pupils

with a writing surface than were second grade teachers see Table MI _This

was true ftir both reading and math lessons. This is- interestingin light of

the fact that no such difference exiited in teachers' written plans with

regard to need for a writing surface. In reading lesson planS, ten second

grade and twelVe fifth grade teachers indicated that pupils,would be writing

during thelesson. In .math lesson plans,-ten second grade and eight fifth

grade teachers_ noted that Opils would be writing. Thus, it seems that several

3
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Table 9

SeatingArraggements

Frequency_of li,se of Various Formations

Readfhg

2hd 5th - 2nd

Math

5th

Circle

N.18), (N.20) fq1E1

3

(N.20)

Stmi-circle 6 7 3

Vertical Rows 4 7 4 12

Horizontal Rows -3 0 2

kandom 4 3 4 .1
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Sitting!on.Floor

Sittingon Chairs
NoDesks

Sittingat Desks

.Sitting. at Tables.

Table 10

.Seating Arrangements

Frequency. of Use..of. Phisi cal Equipment

Reading- Math-

2nd $th. 2nd Sth.,

(N=18) (N.20) (N.18) N.201

4

6

0

4

2

5

5

12
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Table 11

ArrAgernents'

Provision o 14riting Sur ace

Surface
Provided

Not
Provided

Second .-Fifth
Grade .Grade

(N. (N=29)

6- 16

12

Second Fifth
,Grade Grade.'
(N.18) (N.-20)

7 15

35

5



www.manaraa.com

1/4.!

tifth grade teachers tended- to prOvide writing surfaCes for puOils even when

-hey had no definite plans 'to use theSe,- while:several. second grade-teachers

failed to provide. writfng Surfaces for pupili even though they intended-to

have pupils do some.writing during the-lesson.

Another interestingaspect of seating arrangements used by teachers in

this study Was the centering or focutsing- of Opil Attention that'occUrred

as a result. Four patterns of centering were identified. Seating arrahgements

centered'oupil ttention on: ,) the teaCh06. b) the Chalkboard; cY the.'

-,middle of the circle of chairs; or d) 'the teacher and the:chalkboard to-

gether. ,By far the predominant pattern of seating (see Tabre 12)Hwas to_

provide:.a double focus for pupil attention: that iscentering attentioh-

bn both the teacher and the chalkboard. This patte'rn was -used heayily by

bb h second and-fifth grade'teachers'for'both.reading and,math lessonS

The1, seating .Qharts gathered in this study .indicate thatthe.variety
of

seating arrangements is limited, but that there are difinite-differences in

the patterns of seating preferred by second and fifth .grade teachers. Ap-

parently subject matter did not-a fect the type of seating planned to any

great degree.

Co ativedata. Whendata on,Seating arrangements used in-theSe

lessons are organized-according to average pupil gain score ome significant .

differences appear. Table 13 $hows stating form.ations organized by pupil

.gain scores: No tegts of-significance have been applied here because of

the small Ns,, but,the tendency seems to be for second grade teachers with-
- 71 tN

high average plvil,gain scores to -use .semi-circi.es in .readirig more frequently

than their counterparts witn:low pupil.:gain scores. The otner c

ference is that random or scattered seating was used almost exclusively .py

teachers with low pupil gain scores,-
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Table 12

Seating Arrangemen s
f

Centering of Attention

Teacher Cen ered

Circle-Centered

Teacher 'and Chal-kboard:
Nuble Centering 10 12 _ 14 16

With some seatig arrangements in reading i_ was impoSsible

the focus 'Of- attention by.. the5e4ting chart
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Reading

Hi0 Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=9)
Low:Pupil
-Gain Scores

(N=9)

Table 1

5eatin Arran ements

Seating Formations Organized by Pupil Gain Scores -,

Circ e

1

SecOnd Grade

semi,
Circle

Vertical Horizontal
Rows Rows Random, ;

1

High Pupil'
Gain Scores

(N.10)
tow Pupil
Ga'in Scores

(N.10)

Math

High Pupil
Gain Scores

N.8)
Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N-10)

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(N.10)
Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N-10)

0

Circle

1

1

:Fifth Grade
Semi- Vertical
Circle Rows

1 5

2

'Horizontal
Rows' Random

2

Circle

1

1 2

Second Gra
Semi=
Circle

4

Vertical
Rows

3

2

Horizontal
Rows

Ci--

1

Fifth Grade
Semi-
Circle

1

2

4

38

Vertical
Rows

7

5

Horizontal
Rows

_

1

Random

0

4

Random

0

1
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:When these characteristics are exaMined separately (see Table 14), one

significant difference does appear. Second grade teachers With-high pupil

gain s-ores use circular arrangements iffreading more often than those with

low pupil gain scores (pc.05). Fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain

scores use random seating in reading lessons less 'often than those with low

pupil.gain scores, and this difference approaches significance (p- .10526).

This trend is repeated for math, a-d-also occurs in both subject areas'for

,second grade teachers with high pupil gaihscoreS. .

When use of physical equipment is organized by .pupil gain scores (see

- Tabl 15) it is apOarent that second grade teachers with low pupil gain scores

were the only ones to use seating on the floor: This may be a surprising

fact to some. An additional lact of importance is that in each of these

instan6es the'teacher was standing while the pupils sat on the floor, sO there

was an extreme difference between eye levels of pupils and teachers. Fifth

grade teachers With low pupil gain scores used chairs without desks in both

math and reading lessons, but no fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain

scores used this arrangement. Second grade teachers with,high pupil gain

scores used chairs wiathout desks more frequently than did their counterparts

with low pupil gain scores.

Wheh use of chairs withoLv desks is examined as a separate. characteristic

(see Table 16) there are significant differences for both seCond and fifth

grade teachers in reading lessons. These differences are in opposite di-

rections. Second grade teachers with high pupil gain scores use chairs alone

more frequently than do second grade teachers with low pupil gain scores

(p .05). Fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain scores use this pattern

of seating much less frequently than their opunterparts w1/2th-low pupil gain

(scores (p (A05).- This is an interesting reversal, and may be related to7the

4 2
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Circular Seating

.ileadtna

Circular
Seatjm
Non-circular
Seating

Table 14.

Sea tiny Arran ements

Circular and kandom Arrangements
organized by pupil gain scores

Second Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
ain Scores Gain Scores
(N.9) '(N=9

6

3

Fisher's Exact Test, p<7.05, df.1

Math

Circular
in-

Non-circular
Seating

Second Crade.

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N.8) (N=10)

5 5

3 5

Circ-61ar
Sea in
Kon,circular
Seating

-ri-f-th Grade

High Pupil La Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N=10) N.10)

2 3

Circular
Seatin-
Non-circOldr
Seating

4 3

40

7

Fifth Grade

High Pupil Low pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scorqs

(N=10) (N=10)

3 1

5
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Random Seating_

134_41r1.2

Random
Seating
Not
Random

Math

Random-
Seating
Not
Random

Table 14 continued

Second Grade
High Pupil Cow Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores.

N.9) N=9)

8 6

Second Grade

High Noir. Love Pupil

Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=8) (N.10)-

4

8 6

Random Seating
Seatin
Not
Random

Random
Seatin
Not
Random

4 4

41

Fifth Grade_

High-Pupil Low Pupil'
Gain Scores Gain Scores
.(N=10) N.10)

0

10 7

Fifth -Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N.10) (N.10)

0 1

10 9

et
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Readlng

Table 15

Seatin Arranatmtqi

Physical Equipment Or-anized by Pupil Gain Scores

Floor'

Second Grade

Chairs
Only Desks Tables

High vupii
Gain Scores 0

(N=9)
7 1 1

Low Pupil
Pain Scores 3 1

(N-9)

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(1,fr10)

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=10)

Math

'Fifth Qrade

Chairs
Floor Only Desks Tables

Floor

Second Grade

nly Desks Tables

Gain Scores 0
(N=8

4 2

Low Pupil
Gain Scores 3 4

01-1-U)

Floor

Fifth Grade

Chairs
Only Desks Tables

HIVI1 rupil

Gain Scores 0
(N=10

0 3 7

Low Pupi
Gain Scores 0

(N=10)

42
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Table16
,

Seatins Arran ement

Use of ChAirs Alone
organized by pupil gain score

ina

Chairs
Alone

Second Grade.

Chairs
. Alone

Fifth -Grade

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=9)-

7

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=9)

2

0
High Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=10)

0

Low Pupil
Gain Sc res

-(N.10)

4

Other
Eouipment

7
Other
Equipment

10

Math

Chairs
Alone
Other
Equipment

Second Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scorbs Gain Scores

(N=8) (N-10)

4

4 6

43

Fisher's Exact les .05,

Chairs
Alone
Other
Equipment

Fifth Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N.10) (N.10)

3

10 7
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apparent importance of the provison of writing surfaces at the fifth grade

level

When the provision -of writing surface for pupils is organized by aVerage

pupil gain scores (see Table17), another difference between second and fifth

grade teachers is apparent. Second grade teachers Of high and 19w pupil

gain scoresdiffer very little in their tendency to provide writing surfaces .

for pupils, but fifth grade teachers differ markedly. Fifth grade teachers

with high pupil gain scores klAn p-ovided writing su faceS for their pupils,

while several 'fifth grade teachers with low pupil gain scores d_d not provide

them in either reading or math lessOns. This was a stgnificant difference

for fifth grade teachers (p .05).
,

When centering of attention is organized according to pupil gai* scores,

(see Table 18) it is evident that teachers with high pupil gain scores use a

double-centered,arrangeMent, with pupil attention focussed on both the teacher

and the chalkboard, more frequently than teachers with low pupil gain scores.

This trend is repeated for both grade levels and both subject areas, but it

is most apparent in math lessons. Fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain

scores are significantly different than their counterparts with low pupil

gain scores in their use of double centering in math-lessons (p<.05).

One way of interpreting these findfngs is to exaMine more closely a

subset Of teachers the ni6e teachers who were personally observed and

tnterviewed by the author. Of these nine teachers, five were teachers Alb'

low pupil gain scores (two second and three fifth grade teachers) and four

were teachers with high pupil gain scores (one sec

teachers) The one characteristtc_that stooctout

and three fifth grade

ng observations of the

teachers with low pupil gain scores (notes were made during the observations

and long before the observer had any information on which teachers had high

4 7
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Table 17

Seating Arrangements

Provision of Writing Surfaces
organized by pupil gain,6cOres

Reading.

Writing
Surface
Provided.

Seopnd Grade

Writing
Surface
Provided

Fifth Grade

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(N.9)

2

LoW Pupil
Gain Scores

(N.9)

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(N.l0)

10

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=l0)

6

Not
Provided

7 5
Not
Provided

0

'Math

Writing
Surface
Provi-ded

Not
Provided

Second Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain ,Scores

(N.8) (N=10)

4

4

48

45

Fisher's:Exact Test, (.05, df=l

Writing
Surface
Provided
Not
Provided

Fifth Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain'Scores

(N=10) (N=10)

1 0 6

4

IFisher's Exact Test, p<-05, df-1
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Reading

Double
Dentered
Single
Centered

Math

Table 18=

Seating Arrangement_

centring of Attention on-Both Teacher and ChalkbOard
organization by pupil gain scores

Second Grade Fifth Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain, Scores Gain Scores

(N=8) (N=7)

5

Double
pentered
Single
Cente-red

5

2

Second Grade

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N=8) (N10)

46

Double
Centered
Single
-Centerad

Double
Centered
Single
Centered

High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N.9) (N=10) ,

6

3 4

Fifth Grade

Higb Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores
, (N-10) (N-10)

10 6

4

Fisher's Exact-Test, p dfl
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or row pupil gain scores) was the-apparent lack of awaren4s these teachers

had of the pupils physical .placement, both with regard to comfort and

appropriateness for the inst uctional.procedures to be used. The two second

grade teachers, for example stood'at the blackboard while their pupils sat

below them on .the floor, heads turned uP and necks at a severe backward angle

for fifteen or twenty minutes-. One fifth grade teacher had his twelve'

students stay at thei\ regularly assigned seats so that he worked in

lessons with a small grou were scattered all over the classroom, .Making

discussion among Pupils much mo e difficult than necessary. Another fifth

grade techer taught his reading esson in a small, spare room with no. 'desks.

He wanted pupils to write sentences, but they had nothing to write on, so

he took some small textbooks from a shelf for them to use as writing surfaces.

The same teacher taught his math lesson i- the cafeteria, using two,tables

and benches, facing,an ove head projector and screen. One row- of pupils sat

on a bench facin the table. The other row sat on a bench with their backs

to the table. (Anyone who has t ied this knows that the table cuts into the

small of the back.) The third fifth grade teacher taught her math lesson in

an all-purpose room, also using cafeteria-style tables and benches, with an

overhead projector. She sat on one bench with her back to half of the,group

of children, so that when they raised their hands to answer her questions,

they were unable to get her attention.

All of these five teachers demonSt ated a lack'of awareness of the

inappropriateness of their seating arrangements for the pupils and lessons

they were teaching. It may be that the significant differences among teachers

with high .arid low pupil gain scores noted in T-bles 15 and 16: and the trends

.poted, in Tables. 13 and.14, can be better understood from this light. Random

seating patterns, having children sit on the floor while teachers stand above

47
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them, failing to provide wri -ihg surfaces for pupils, and_contering attentiOn

on one rather than two important sources of information (teacher and chalkboa d'

are .some of the characteristics disylayed by the. teachers :in this study. with

-.low pupil gain scores. All of theSe cou,id be considered asexaMples of lack

_f attention to physical arrangements cOnducive, to comfort and learning.

SuMmary of Results

Descriptive data derived from this study indi4te that teachers varied

in the specificity, format, and types-6 ormation includedJn their written

plans, Behavioral 'goals were used very ,rarely.-. Beveral teachers neglected

to include any goal statements in theTr plans Very little mention was.made

of diagnos-is of pupil needs-Or of procedures to eValuate learning resulting

froM thtlesson. Teachers made more specific than general statementsHin their

plans, 4nd refe-ed frequently to cognitive aspectS of the lesson. ,Data

Selection, a teaching behavior noticed frequently by pupils, was referred to

specifically in two out of five plart,- while Use of Pupil. Ideas was refer ed

to in three out of five plans. Most teachers developed, workSheets for use

by students during the lesson. Almost all specified a sequence of procedureS

to be followed ia the lesson.

None of the teachers mentionedseating arrangements ill their writteh

plansalthough observation of the-lessons indiCated that many of them had

-specific arrangements.in mind for lesson.. The preferred seating arrangements

for fifth grade teachers we e vertical or hor-Vnintal rows for reading and

vertical roWs for math-. Second grade teachers used Circular arrangements as

often as they did rowsHn reading lessons but used circles and semi-circles

more than twice as often as rews in math leS.sons. Fifth grade teachers used

tables-)or desks pushed together to form table ar angemen s much more often

51
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than second grade teachers. In both math'and reading lessons for both fifth

.and-secdnd grade teachers, most seating was arranged to center attention on

,

the teacher and the chalkboard.

Comparative data derived from --11&:study indicate some significant dif-

erences between teachers with hi9h and low pupil gain scores. Second grade

'teachers with high pupil gain scores made significantly fewer geheral,state-

.ments- more specific ,statements, and more statements about instructional

process than did their counterparts withIow pupil gain scores. They also

made significantly more speci4fic statements about Data Selection, ahd fewer

specific statements about Content Focus of the lesson. Fifth grade teache s

with high pupil gain scores tended to state behavioral objectives for the
_

reading lesson more frequently than those with low pupil gain scores. The

only teachers to develop original behavioral objectives were teachers with

high pupil gain _scores, but th- incidence,of this behavior was etrem low.

Comparative data on seatinTarrangements, which.have not been reported

on before, also indicate some significant differences between teachers with

high, and low pupil gain scores. Fifth grade teachers with high average pupil

gain scores provided writing surfaces for pupils'in both their reading and

math lessonS significantly more frequently'than -ifth grade teachers- with loW

average pupil gain scores. Fifth grade- teachers with high pupil gain socres

provided seating arrangemen s that centered on both the teacher and chalkboard

in their math lessons significantly more often than those with low pi/pi]

gain scores. ThiS difference was not apparent in reading lessons. Teachers

with low pupil gain scores tended to provide less comfortable and apprcipriate

seating a -angement for their pupils than did those with high pupil gai6

scores.

5 2
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Variables fOr FUrtherStudy

Two variables for further study n,originally identified aS'a result

*

of this study of teachers' d'aily lesson planning, and both were corroborated

by signiftcant differences in other aspects of the teacher planning stUdy

and the companion study on teacher-pupil perceptions of classroom interac ion.

These variables are tninkifig in generalities and attention to cognitive

aspects_of the lesson. Teachers with low pupil gain scores showed a greater

tendency to think in generalities while teachers with high pupil gain scores

showed a greater attention to cognitive aspects nf lessons.

The additional analysis of 'data on teachers unstated_plans, presented

in this pap6r, suggests-:that a third variable for further study might well'

be teachers' attentio h sical arran ements of upils. Teachers with loW

pupil gain scores Sliowed some lack of attention this area of leSson planning.
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