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asked to adapt these materials for use in their n 3 pons. Each
teacher planned and conducted a 20- minute lesson in ea:h suhjegt
‘arga. Patterns of similarities and -differenges in response to - ths
- lesson planning task were identified. Teachers variéil in spezifizity,
format, and types of information 1n¢luded in written plans, used.
behavioral goals rarely, made more spe:c ific than ga2nsral statéments,
and referred frequently to cognitive aspects of the lesson. No * .
teachers mentioned seating arrangemengs, though it was obvious ffam
observation‘of their lessons that seating arrangements were a planned
aspect of most lessons. Comparative data on seating arrangements .
indicates some significant differences between teachérs with hlgh and,
low pupil gain scores=--teachers with low pupil ‘gain scores showel a
tendency to_be inattentive to the appropriateness or comfort-of
physical ar:angéménts of their pupils. Teachers with high pupil gain .
scores showed a greater attention to cognitive aspscts of lesspns and
wer2 the only ones to devalap original behavioral objectives;
teachers with low pupil gain scores teniea to think in generfalities

rathpr than specifics. (MM) : S -
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‘Data for ih1s study were cé1ieé£ed é% péfivof‘ﬁpecf;T"Sthﬁy éib¥ tﬁe‘.v

’ Begi nning Teacher Eva1uat10n btudy for the Caixfcrnia Comm§551an for Teachér;
‘ Praparat10n and»L1cens1ng, The data on wr1tten 1esscn p]ans were ana1yzed |
and reported as part of that study. The anaTySTS Df unstated p]ans was not. "

funded by the Comm1551on and has nct been prev10us1y repqrted
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Th15 Fapér w111 repart Dn ene aspect of a more cemp?ex study Df teaﬁher -

- p1ann1ﬁg wh1ch was part of the Beg1nn1ng TeachEEVEva1uat1on Study Funded by
the Ea11f0rn1a §;ate Comm15516n Dn Teacher Preparat1on and L1cens1hg, and é
cﬂndugfgﬂfby Staff at “the’ Far Nest*LaeratDry,, The téacher p?an%1ng study :

;yﬁz DHE Df severa1 spec1a1 stud1es des1gned to generate new and pram1s1ng

o e

var1abTes fgr resaarch on, teacthg eﬁfectiveness Inf0rm3t1gn was gathered

o4 - ®

von.te@ghers p1ann1ng for’ da11y 1essons and on diagnﬁst1c act1v1t1es related =
. ' : [

_ _ L T v

to daily lesson p]ans PR ot s ) o . 3
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The majar gaa1 of" the study ta be reparted was to dacument in a pre11m1nary

. E} a *
way the k1nds of p1ann1ng that teaﬁhefs engage §n befare a 1essan beg1ns

A1thgugh teacher p]ann1ng wou1d seem tQ be an 1mpﬂrtaﬁt aspect of effect1ve
& tea¢h1ng, the 11terature ray1ewv1nd1cated that:very Tittle em1r1caT researc?f{
has been ccnduéted cn the actua1 da11y p1ann1ng of teachers .The_ba§1c ) N
TR ) o
quest1ﬂns asked in, this study were: ' . . :; ‘ .

What types of things do teachers make notes about when p1ann1ng
for a part1cu1ar 1esson? How extens1ve are their nates?

‘ © Can’ teachefs be d1fferent1ated on this basis? If 'so, are these
o differences re1ated to teacher d1fferences in average pup11
' gain sgores? .

—

©

What riew regearch variables are suggested by this 1nFurmat1Dn
about teacher planning? N
5. . . E ‘

Lo

_E§;§Eect1ve o i L L
- % ‘ . - ¥ . ’ - ,' o ‘
The problem of gathering and analyzing data about teacher planning was

approached from the perspECt1VE of research on information- prace,s ng The

research cahduﬁted by_aﬂd summarized by Schroder, Karlines, and Phares




. suggests that teachers may vary 1n the\amount and types Df 1nfarmat10n that .

they extract from the env1ranment to app1y to 1nstruct1ana1 dec1s1on5 (1nfor-

”1mat1ﬁn 1nput) In this study uf teachers wr1tten p1an5, the p1an5 were,

sﬂ .
ana1yzed to determ1ne what amqunts and typeslof 1nformat10n were reccrded

as 1nstruct1ona1 dec151dn5 (1nformat1on Dutput)svy - F st o

. : w2 o . '. . - o __: l - ‘ ,

Data Source

The SubJEQtS of the study were farty e]ementaryigipoo1 teachers in f1ve -

'geograph1c reg1ons of Ca11fcrnia ' These teachers formed a “known samp1e T ‘i_

se1ected from a group of twd hundréed up]unteers to" prov1de dif f rences 1n
’teacﬁér effect1veness as measured by . average pup11 gain 'scores 1n spec1a]
: two- week Exper1menta1 Teach1ng Un1ts in FeadTHQ and mathemat1c5, The forty

SUbJECtS 1nc1uded twenty (ten second grade and ten f1fth grade) teachers w1th

‘h1gh average pup11 g§1n scores and twenty (ten second _grade and ten fifth-

grade) teaﬁheﬁs w1th 10w average pup11 gain Scoresq

Tﬂe selezt1aﬂ Df the,“known samp1e” of teachers was the’ resu]t of an

=

. éar11er study ata collectors and ana]ysts in this study of teacher p]annlng

had no kncw1edge oF the subgetts rank1ng with regard to pup11 gain. scores.’
) ) ’ B

4,

:unt11 the final stages of ﬂata anaﬁys1s . C

w N
CINY

Methods éﬁd _Teéhniques -

The farty teachers were prmv1ded special"- curr1§u1um mater1a]5 for -one

’1253cn in read1ng ‘and one 1in mathemat1cs, and wEre asked tc adapt these%jfﬂ——mai

materials to make them appropr1ateffar a 1esson for chi]dreﬁw1nttheir awn“

*

ﬁﬂassrgoms , Each teacher was - asked to plan and conduct a twenty minute lesson « *

i ¥

in each subgect area, teach1ng a group of twe]ve pupils from their c1ass The\

~pup115 were se1ected by the research team to form a strat1f1gd rand@m sampie

15}



% =

af pup11s in the c1assroom, based on réad1ng aehﬁevement sgcres _

a . o

_The’ 1esson5 were observed and v1dectapedrby a resaarch ass1stant who
. S

: 3150 drew up seat1ng charts, recard1ng the phy51ﬁa1 arrangement of pup11s ‘for

‘ uthe part1cu1ar Tessan After each lesson; teachers wr1tten p]ans were col-

Teachers wr1tten pﬂans were coded accordﬂng to a bas1c caﬁegory system

: ‘v & A
_Qf tasks that were 1Dc1uded in the two compan1on studies (teacher p1ann1ng

and teaaher bup11 perceptigns) Spec131 attéht1on was. pa1d to teachers521ect1an

and statement nggbgect1ves, because of the ffcus on use ‘of behav1ora] nbgegt1ves

x\‘
‘ -

in retent years., Attent10n was ‘also g1ven to aspects of 1nstruct1on‘wh1ch

i -" X RS *

pup115 had commented on. frequent]y when they were 1ntEFV1EWEd as part QF the
‘campan1on study 1In th1s paper part1zu1ar attentlon w111 a]so be. g1ven to"

the types of . seat1ng arrangements that te%dﬁers set up For these 1esSons o

= =

The coded 1esson p]ans were ana1yzedvto fgcus on: spec1f1c1ty QF
“p1ans, genera1 fcrmat of p1ans, types and sources of gca1 statements;.
" d1agﬁDSLS of pup11 preparat1on for the 1essan 1dert1f1cat1un of—evaTuatiDﬁ
précedures frequency of reference to yar10us CEtEgOFiES in the bas1c -

category system, and p1ann1ng (or Tack of p1ann1ng) for spec1f1c aspects of

\ 1nstruct1ona1 process ment1cned Frequent1y by pup11s

F_ Patterns of teacher 51m11ar1t1es and d1fferences in cgsponse to the!

- lesson p]anning‘iask were 1dent1fied! These patterns were’ cnfpared to teacher -

£

L= ~ -
groupings based on grade level and on average pup11 gain score
. 5 - < )

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

"+to determine

twostailed t tests and tests for cbntiﬁgency tables. The probability level of
. . - . , . n : - ¢ '
A N I '

PO i '\
P i




a - L : Taiﬂe 1 . »
R B Basic _Categor System - L
. 7 >
& f‘ A Cmpaﬂsun of Categury uke in Rélaﬁun to Vnrmus Tasks s
" ’ Teacher Stimulated ,Pupil Concepts Lesson
Wi Judgment  Recall of Teaching Plans
-, e - o L . R
General Approach . '
A.., Goals X o 0" X
. Bl .Instructional Strategy X X x i o
" €. Sequence of Procedures - X ! x o x
.D. Teacher vs. Pupil Str‘ucture X X x . o
E. Teacher Activity COX X X - x
F. Pupil Activity ) AN I { X - X
_ G. ‘Managemenf/Control o X X X . _ 0. =
- 'H. "Seating Arrangement & T ox o ’ X
1. Size, Compositian of Group X X x X
3 Ji, F‘upﬂ Outcomes . o ) . .0 X
K. Teacher Sty.e X X . © ey
B : =
I1. Hatema]s oo : L o \‘\ .
A. ’Preparabqn of Materials . X o’ = X o~
B. Type of Materials X . X : H X
C. Teacher Use of Materials X X S X X
b. Pupﬂ USE of Materials - x x = x x
- A . & .
1I1. Cognitive Aspects Tos
L] *
A’ Teacher Introduction T x X. - x X
B. Teacher Directions ) -0 o ox X X
C. Teacher Questioning x. . ot X X X
[.. Teacher Selection of Pupils
.~ for Disecussion _: o oy X x
“E. Teacher Wait For Response x X X 0.
F. Teacher Explanation X X . X . x
G. Teacher Reiponse to Right/ T ,
. Wrong Answers X X . X o
H. . Teacher Summary and Rev1e’w 2 . * -
) of Lesson e, 0 X X x
I.. Vocabulary -, B v X X . % x
J. ‘Content Focus . = X C \x X x’
K. " Data (selection, nrgamzatmn oo L ' :
amount) X X oot X x
‘L. Pacing/Time - B . X X X
} M. Pupil Ability * x X, O x ) x ~
N. Pupil Background, Preparatwn . : -
- . Needs o o : x . . o - x -
0. "Pupil ldeas : ,' S0 : 0 X B
P, Fupl] Learning o . X X o
. i
qv. Affective Aspects 4 . : oo
A=TJeacher Enf;husmsm . . . X K J
B. Teacher Attitude Toward R i b
Pupils ¥ "X X o
C. Teacher Use of Pas1twe ¥, .
Reinforcement : ; 0% X X X
D. ‘er-Language Cooo0F - B, Sl u ) - o
E. art1c1pat1on/Attentmn x" h X b4 X
L F. i1 Behavior o x x o
G. Pupil Feelings r \g X o . =% .
H. Teacher Image . X o o -
{v, Physical Aspects )
¥ ) . v ®
A. Puypid Comfort ! o % o -0 .
B. Teacher/Pupil Movement X X [ X
C. Teacher/Pupil Proximity X 0 o . o
.- D. Vvisual/Auditory X X X o
E. Classroom as & Whole x 0 - x o
F. Non-verbal Communication’ o . X ’ o .0
] =t N
. a . e R
v -
]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.10 was used ta rejgct'tﬁelhu11 hypothesis of ho7d‘

'Bécauée;lhe study was .designdd to identify variables and relationships that
!might-be,praductive,foﬁ_futuré_fesearchg tests of statﬁsti;aT signiFicanceA

= . co - . ‘l . o . . 3, . )
were supplemented by attention to the practical utility of differences noted.-

R

The Stated Plans. of Teathers - R

Most of the Forty teachers wrote TeSSOn plans as requested, and submitted
them to the 1nterv1ewer at the end of each 1esson : There.were a Few except10n5;

" One teacher tape—recorded a descr1pt1on of his p1ans for, each 1esson Another;
S1mp1y wrote- several notes on the 1nstruct10n sheets that had been given to
teachevs A third ma11ed in thh 1ESSOH p]ans two weeks after the 1essans had
been taught 1nd1catfng that he had Spaught them through beforehand but had -
nct had t1me to wr1te them up until after the 1esson . Two. second grade
teachers d1d not prov1de any ]esson plans at. a1% They 5150 said that they

would mail p1ans in. after the 1esson, but ne1ther of them d1d

Descr1pt1ve q;;;, Two-thirds of the teachers stated 1n,theiﬁ folTow-up .

notes or ﬁomments on the1r lesson plans that the pians they wrote for these
_Iessons were. much more deta11ed than ‘usual. They 1nd1cated that most of the1r
' regLﬂar planning was ane in their‘ heads rather than ‘on papﬁer One-third

of the:teachers 1nd1cated ‘that they genera’l’ly did write p?ans out -with S]1g'1t1y-
1esg or rouggy the same amoupt of detail. Teachers were almost unamious,’

however, in the1ruassert1an that student teachers 5hou1d do deta;1ed wr1tten

-planning. They felt that carefu1 preth1nk1ng abDut a 1esson was essent1a1
faf é an1ce teacher il

In general the teachers wrote mcderate]y spec1f1c Tesscn plans, %hough\

severa1 teachers plans were vague, and some of them were quite deta11ed

A vague p]an was Dne"wh1gh,sketched in act1v1t1e5 very’ br1ef1yq such as




"Ta]k about expend1ng sentences - Hend dut wnrksheets heck Fdn pndb1eme o

A epec1f1c p1an wee one wh1ch geve 1nformet1en such as spec1f1d exemp1ee “to
>

be=g1ven or eped1f1c qpeet1dne to be aeked A deta11ed p1en was one wh1ch

cbhteined eleménts euch as wcrdefor wnrd statements . thet"the teacher expected

- .
"to meke, 1hd1CEt]DnS dt expected dup11 nespdnses to. queetmns= d1agnems dt

5

the’ way 1nfdrmet1dn*wcu]d be ernanged on the cha1kbdard\¥and S0 Fonth Ae 13

ity ,of p1ane frdm one

: type dF eubject matter . to endther F1fth grede teechere tended te wr1te=mdre
dete11ed p1ane than second grede teachers in bcth reed1ng endtéath

e Teb]e 2 also- 1nd1cetes thet the out1jne wee,the most popular Fonmet by
j S - : : .

" far, elthdugh eeverei*teachere,wnote*nenretice descriptions of their planned

‘lessons, and a few went so far as 'to write "scnipte,“ noting the exact verbal
—-1nterchenge5 that they p1anned to heve w1th pup11s ddring the lesson, There |
was little d1ffenence in preferred format from one grede 1eve1 to anothen or
from one subject matter to another Most teachers used. the same format fdr

bdth of the1r 1eesone Three second and three fifth grade teachere varied the

, format used, nd in e]] but 1; CESE§§FOV1dEd 4 more dete1]ed lesson p1en in

math than insreed1ng.

Sore inteneeting differences appear with’ regard to statements of goals.
The curn1cu1um materials prnv1ded to the teachers gave some poee1b1e dbgect1vee
for thekleeedne to be taught and teachers wenejjnetrdcted_thet they could
select from these objectives or formulate objectives of their own. Thie'!

" procedure was chosen becadee it seemed.to be eimiTar to the:ree1ﬁe¢ic'eituetidn_
‘teachers face when using prepared curriculum netenieTSQ The types of optidgéi ﬂ
goals pnodided to the teacher veried»in the two 1eesbne§_however; In the
materials for ‘the reeding lesson, but‘beheviona1 and hon-behavioral statements A
Df-QDa]S were given. In’the materials for the math lesson, only non-behavioral

-goals were given. - In.planning both,lessons} teachers stetedvnnn—beheiione]




S Tabfe'z*i’ T -
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.Vaii' ¢FEQUency of Use ﬂf Var1nus PTanﬂ1ﬂ9 PVDCEduFES: e
~ ¥ 5 = ) ) .

h o | (fsﬁ J
»’,Béading- ;o Math ‘

" 2nd " sth * 2nd  Sth
. L (N=18). (N=20)  (N= 18)  (N=20)

Spec1f1c1ty of Nr1tten PTans :

Vague - -, . . 5 5 5 "5
Specific 0w - 9 10 .9
Detailed S 3 6 3 6
i Genera1 Format_ of Plans & .« - ) \{ : (f A
A "Outline - L 13 - '\15 10 15
"ﬁf - Narrative , 4 .3 5 3
. ;5, Script , T 21, 0 3 1
¢ Extremely Sketchy o 2 0 1
Statement. of Goals - s A ' ]
Behavioral 7 5 1, 1
. Non-Behavioral T R T L 13
o Not Stated - = -3 7 3 6
Source Df Goal Statements i o ot
Accepted/Selacted Y 5 7 . 8
Restated . 9 2 5 . 0
: - Developed Origtnel % 2 6 3 6
g Not Stated 3 7 3 6
Attention to Pup11 Background Prepara- R
tion. o .
_ Notes _ o] ) 5 L 3
" Does Not = o 17 154 ) 15 17
‘Ident1f1cat1on of Evaluation Prucedurés ' ' 1. -
Notes . .20 4 2 4
. Does Not. 153 16 16 16
Indication of Possible Alternative o7 :
Procedures / ' - :
: Notes : 4 .5 5 6
. Does Not - 4 - 15 . 13 14




goa1srmore frequent]y than behav1ara1 90315, but the prepgndeﬁénce of non- .-
behav1ora1 90515 was much more marked in the mﬂth 1esson (see Tab]e 2);

wh1ch suggests that the type QF d1rect10ns prav1ded in curr1cu1um mater131s
" lg B ;3 5 R

i daes have same éffect “on the way teacﬁers fprmu1ate the1r 1egsgn p]ans Thjs

=¥

pattern be1d fcr b@th second &nd f1fth grade ‘teachers. - - T T

3

Interest1ng1y enough the teachers did not mere1y se1ect From among the
gpt1anaﬂ gDa]S prov1ded 1n mast ca?es though they tended tﬁ do thTS mﬁre

, frequent?y 1n the math Iessons EQEE the read1ng 1e55@n * The tendency tD

=
restate goa]s in their own words or deve1op Dr1g1na1 goa15 that were rather

= i

d1fferent thaﬁ those prcv1ded was part1cuTaP1y strong. in second grade teachers

in the reading 1essan
It is 1nstruct1ve also ta nDte the types of Qr1g1na] goa15 that were .

stated, FDr sgﬁond grade reading lessons' the two or191na1 gQa] stateme ts

. ]

“were both ncn—behav1ara] - For f1fth grade read1ng 1essans, the 5ix or1g1naT
-goals 1nc1uded two-behavioral andsfaur non= -behavioral statements The segand
grade math lessons 1nc1ud§d three D?1g1na? 9931 gtatements, one behav;ara1

and twor nan—behav1mral i The s1X 0r‘1g‘ma1 goal Statements in =Fﬂ’th gr‘ade

~math 1essmns included only one behavgora1 DbJ?Ct1VE - £‘  A
One grade level d1fference that appears in. re1at1@n ta gégi statements

is that' Fifth grade teachers were more apt %o write 1e550n p1an5 wrthout

;tat1ng aﬂy goals at a11-than were Segapd grade-teachers. Th1s was the case
(in both reading and math 1essoﬂs Five fYfth grade téaahers Stated no goa15
for e1ther)1essan§ wh11e three of: them stated -goals’ for cniy one of the two

4

lessons. Two secgnd grade teachers skipped statements of gca?s for bmfh

"

léssons, aﬁd two.chers.pray1ded:them-faﬁ on1y one 1g55@n, ] . :



X f In genere1 teachere pe1d 11tt1e ettent1on in the1r wr1tten p]ans/to

/ \

d1agnosrs of pup11 needs in re]at1on,to the top1c to be)taught, ‘or to the

eva]uat1on proeedures te be used to determ1ne the amount of 1earn1ng occurr1ng

.-

*ae=a reeu1t of the 1essone (see Tab1e Z) It _may well.be-that since these_,"
leSSDns were "one shnt" atfa1rs 1n5erted 1nto the on- go1ng curr1cu1um e

r

teethers devnted 1e55 thought then norma1 to theSe aspects of 1esson p]ann1ng

'*mey be thet these aspecte are more d1ff1cu1t to get out of teacher

y

heade~end on to paper It 15 a}en possmb]e of course, that teachers rea]]y_

do not ﬂevpte much ettent1ep to these aspects of 1nstruct1on in the1r da11y

p1ans, In a current study we are exem1ﬁ1ng teacher p]ann1ng of nQ{mal da11y-
= : ga. RS o S
1eeson5 in an attempt to. enswer part ot th1s quest1on T T

A3
FIAY

e

Some teatnere did make note of a1ternat1ve procedures in wr1t1ng the1rx ‘

Teeson plans, though the meJor1ty did not. Aga1n, thJS may 1nd1cate one
= of the ditficu1tiee of working withiwr%tten p]ans - 1in fo]]ow up 1nterv1ews,v
- the magerity ot teaehere 1nd1eeted that they had cons1dered var1ous a1ternat1ve

pnoceduree 1n pTann1ng their: 1e550ns betore settling gn one procedure (twe]ve .

\

1;second ggade teechers and e1xteen fifth grade’ teachers ment1oned such a]ter—
. W
\nativee)—' It weuTSLmake sense to believe that at ]east ‘some of these a]ter-

nat1vee, once e0ne1dered rema1ned 1n teeehers m1nds as opt1ons to-be ca11ed
upon dur1ng the 1eeson if necessary But these poss1b111t1es were rarely

noted in the written p1en5 R . .

a4

S " 3
ot Another perspect1ve on. 1eeenn p]ane involves the types of statements

y .

ufed to deser1be the prOJeeted 1eeson Statements were categor12ed accord1ng

to the bae1c category: eyetem nd were aTeo coded as “genera] or “spec1f1c

As 15 noted in Table 3, teechers tended to made more spec1F¥r statements B

than general etetements; (An egempleiofza general statement in relation to
Data Selection would be: dd an example of each of the fo]iowfng:1gttfce o

. ii , L . 3;2~ _ C

Lo . .9 . B R

¥




No. of
MNo. of
No. of

No. .of

“Ne.. of

No. éF

No. of

No. of

“"faple 3.

Fl

7 s e = £

. « Lesson Planning, Task

.'=Méanﬁﬁﬁmber§ gffVaribas Categories of Statements’
+ Included in Lesson Plang.

- - Reading __ Math

R

. : L ~2nd™  5th 2nd
R . < (N=18) ' (N=20) = (N=18)

General Statements , ',:r . 2.83 ‘2.55 . 2.83

Specific Statements .. - 5.61 515 472

et . : ) .
References to Gquré] Approach ~3.00 2.50 2.55

’ﬁéfEfEHEESVthMétéf%ETS- 1.83 © 1.45° 2,00 °

;
=

Réferencgs*téAQogﬂitive Aspects 3.22° ° 3.30 - 2.83

References to Affective Aspects . .38 .20 ~ .1

[ ]
LAV

References to Pupil Categories - 2.7

Tl
s
[Nia]
i
P

References to Process Categories 2.3 .72

10

.10 2.00.



problems - one arrow, two arﬁéw,;oppésfte érraws;viAn egﬁmé1e of.a specificr:
* . P"A B

statement-would be: try problems -204 = (10); 3%%
. ]63? L'

"begidded as*Daté Séieéti@n at all since there would be no indication bf %he .

(18); === (5);

(16); etc. A vague statemenﬁ sgéh ésl“dgzsame'ptab1gms, would not-
'!data to be used.)

| For both: qﬁadF TEVPlg dﬂd for buth Te%éﬂns teachers tended to - make
:;DS£=@f their_gtatement; abaut cognitive - aSﬁECt; oF the "Tesson with
ceferences to genera1 épproach na1nta1n1ng a close second. More mention

of materials was'made in planning for the math 1esson than the reading -
lesson. ‘Statements. about affective aspects of the lessons were minimal

thr@uéh@ut, With the exception of second grade reading lessons, teachérs
-made niore Statementskfeferﬁing to 1n5tru¢fiana1 process than to pupils -

though the diffe%ences.between the means D% thesg typés Gfrstatements was

not very large. - :

Because of the pupil attention to cognitive aspeéts of the Tesécﬂs
that was reﬁea1ed in the.Pupi1 Cmﬁc§pt§ of-Teaching Task in the study of
teacher and pupi?lpe?ceptiqn of classroom inﬁeraction: particular ‘
attention was paid to specific categgries of étatements in ﬁeache&s'

(1ps son plans that referred to connitive aspects of the lesson. Tne results

» of this ana]ysfs'aéé presented 1n_Tab1e 4, ﬁinkgenEFaP, mast‘téachers did
rot-make specific mention in their pTanerF'aébécté of ﬁhe 1é55@n that wevé
gpp@nentTy relevant to pupils, sﬁch as Teacher Explanation, Teacher
Directions, and Data Selection. Teacher fntr@dugtion and Teacher Quegtiqning,
whfch were not noted as frequéht?x byipupilsi received more attention by
-teachers 1in their-lesson plans than did Téachef Explanation dnd Teacher
Directions. Data Selection received m@re;aftentian than many other

categories, of course, and fifth grade®teachers made somewhat nore frequent




+

Table 4 =~ - - o .

¥

‘Lesson Planning Task
Frequency of Usg Df'SpéQifiC Statements

Related to Various Catego¥ies of Cognitive Aspects.of -

A Instructional Process

{x : Reédiﬂg 2 Hathﬁ:

| | 2nd  5th . 2nd
) | - (N=18)  (N=20) (N=18)

: /
Teacher Introduction ) ' _
Specific Mention g 7 - - 4 2 ~ .5
No Specific Mention @ 1 16 ] : !
Teacher Explanation 2 - S
Specific Mengian - 0 2 .0 7
No Specific Mention 18 18 18 13
Teacher Directions : \ : _
Specific.Mention - - 2 2 . 3 3
No Specific Mention , 16 18 '
Teacher Questions T ‘ . o ,
Specific Mention ' 5 5 5 * 5
No Specific Mention 13 15 -~ 5
Data Selection/Organization
Specific Mention’ 7 11 b :
No Specific Mention 11 9 12 12
Use of Pupil Ideas - ‘
Specific Mention 16 1
No Specific Mention 2 :
' Content Focus S _
Specific Mention . . ‘6 4 . 6 +. 5
-No Specific Mention - i 12 .16 12 - 15
Teacher Summary and Review , , ' X
Specific Mention ' 1 1 2 - 1
No Specific Mentign 17 19 16 19
Inclusion of Worksheets Prepared - : ' '
by Teacher ' : .
Included T » 6 12 11 12
Not included e 12 8 7 8

8
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specific references to Data Selection than did second grade teachers'. ' Two

categories of importance to pupils received no mention in teachers' lesson

plans, buplthese categories (Teachér Response to Riaht /Wrong Answers and -
Teacher‘Jélert1on of Pup TS far Diééussiaﬁ) are highly interaitiangariggted,

/

sp it 15 not terribly surprising “that teachérs\wou1d not refer to them in

tl1n1ng procedures for a 1esson o .
*f . V - i - / ) [
The highest frequency of specifﬁg Statem@nts,fe1ated to c@gnitiyé :
- l . . = 5 ) / =
cateqories is in reference to plans for the use of pup1j ideas withjin the
. ; /
less

on. It is interesting to note that there are more specific p%png for

~use of pupil ideas in reading than in math lessons, and that second. grade -
u s o .

teachers mention this aspect in their reading plans more Frequen#}y than

fifth grade teachers. : ' o T
. . . =

More common than any reference té‘paﬁticu7ar é@gnitive aspdcts of the

instructiaﬂa]-gr5;655 was teachers' téndeniy to 1ng1ude wprkSheets that tHEy

had prepared for pupi ils to use dur1nj the 1essan In p1ann1ng read1ng
']' &
s0ns, f1Fth grade teachers deveTaped these worksheets muych more frequently

les
£han fECDﬂd grade teacheriﬁiﬁln planning math lessons, bath second and l _ikg
fifth grade teagherz shmwed an inclination tD include wgrksheets in their .

- plans. Préparatian of such.a worksheet is one way in which teacherg can’ B

B % N ) i
specify the-data- to be provided, the questions to be asked, and the activities.

iﬁ»whigh pupils will be engaged. For some teachers it ﬁay§even be a substitute
for | t1F1;at1nn of b@hav1ora1 Dbj?Ct]Vé or CDﬂ;Eﬁt Facu§!

This tendency tD'EDnstPuCt worksheets when préparing to teach F%Dm
relatively unfamiliar curriculum materials poses soOlle interesting questions.
, The use of wgrkbaaks by teachers ha; 9EEﬂ criticized in many qﬁaftgr% a5 a.’

.y work, and cutting down the preparation

ﬁay of providing children with'bu

time teachers nust themselves engage ;n, without providing any increased



S . T . . T . S
effectiveness of instruction. In the short lessons taught by the forty

#

teachers in this study, there was no need to provide busy work, for each
- tédacher was only working with a group of twé1ve pupils. And teacher preparation
time must ﬁeriﬂcfea§ed’by the “pr@durtian' of worksheets wh1ch tHEy must

deve]aﬁ entirely on their th; as was the ca e in th]g 1n5tdn¢e} Appar-1
ently worksheets function in some other cagﬂijty for these teachers® It

=

- might, be héfpfu? to know what role this particular type of preparation --
. . . ) . i

~“plays in teachers' p%ep]anninﬁ'andﬁpﬁetﬁinking about a lesson:

‘B

i ) . A .
The one type of response to ghe lesson planning task which was -almost

-

’ntandard for all teachers was that of specifying a sequence of procedures

¥

to beffollowedi As noted in Table nost all teachers wrote their

=

, al

L]

“'pla gs within a firamework which included writing things down in the order in
whi;h they were expected to.occur. This may not seem at all startling to
the reader. After all, Jesson plans are a guide to be follgwed. It_eéiiiéﬁly

S - , o . , N T
makes -logical sense that they would identify- steps that are to be followed

Te . . ;:‘*“3.
An %he order in which they are to occur. A

The question that arises here with regard to teacher decision’making ¢
15, do ?;achers actua]]y th]ﬂk through a lesson 1n such a neat and urdsr1y

e

way? ﬁhp plans on which this analysis is based were written plans . the,
finished product of teachers' thinking. It would be interesting to know
whether some teachers beqin their thinking by déc%dinglaﬁ a central activity;
.and then develop other aCt1V1t1ES that IEad up to it. To learn more ébDuL>
the Eeqﬁénge‘af teachers' thinking with regard 'to sequence DféﬁﬁgiEGUFES n

has been

il ]rg§Q1,~WE need to Jtudy more than teachens written plans. Wha/

demonstrated -to date, th@Vér,,iS that most of the teachers His studv
s . e 5 _ B _ _ B = = 7 _ _ . i o L _ (‘*s,:‘é—*'— -
conceived of a lesson plan as including a statement of the seqUence of
Fa ) Ty , . 7 . N
procedures to be followed in the lesson.

17

14




f} . Table's

gesggﬁréjgpniﬁg Task S

_Specifying a Sequence of
. o Procedures to be Followed

, > S Sequence| No Sequence

Second Grade . - Second Grade . s
(N=18) 18 o 0 (N=18) 17 = o W
Fifth Grade - T Fifth Grade : o ,
(N=20) 18 I 2  (N=20) . 8 ‘I z)

= PR . - : =

Sequencel No Sequence

RO

i w5
3 -




Comparat1vggﬁ§T§_ When . teacher responses to the Léssan'P1anpiﬁg Task

B B

aré'DFgaﬁTZEd;yﬁstdiﬂgth teacher differences in averageppupil - gain scores

4 -

sponses resukged in'E x 3 tables. In these cases the Ns ere so small that

di:tr1hut1@ﬂ DV?F STx ce11§ refuTted in-an éxiectéd freqUEncy of 1655 thar}éf

=
: 4

\ FTVE Far 311 ge]1k Same of thﬂ§é tab]ef are nresented here: liowevyer

bscause the rav data aré 1ﬂtEFESt‘ﬂﬂ dESD1té the 5m311 Ns

: Fifth grade teachers with h1gh and Tow DuD11 gain scares showed
Tittle d1fference in the specificity Df their wr1tten‘p1ans (See Table 6)t
in either read1ng or math. But segand gradefﬁeaihers ‘with 1Qw pup11 ga1n
Scareé'tended to be more VdQUE in their reading plans, wh1le éecond‘grade

{ to be more detailed in their
. ,

teachers with high pupil gain’ scores tende
[ ' . . : :
math plans. Second grade teachers showed/little difference in their‘stat:e

‘ments, d#‘gaa]s'Faﬁ gither reading or mat'719559n5 bu{ fifth- qrade teachers

=

" with h1ghgpup11 gain scores tended to state behav1ara1 Dbject1ves in the
reading |} 1e550N more frequent1y than those with low pup11=ga1n scores. (The
rpad1ng ]Essan was the one in which behavioral goals Here included among

&,
the Dpt1anal Dbject1ves to be selected.) Note that: F1fth grade tEaChErSk
with h1gh and low pupil g;1n scores were equally apt to state no goals at .’
all in their Jesson plans, and the same s true for second grade teachers,
th@Lgh‘fewer instances ofethis Sfcgrféd,
There was no difference am@n§2tﬁéifaur teacher groups in their tendency

to select QDa1§ from the turricu1um materials, restate-go a] , or develop

original goals. It is interesting to, yote, however, that when original
goals were deve?@peda the gﬁiy'teaﬁhers'to state original behavioral goals
were'teachers-with\high‘DUpi] gain scores (see Table 6). No tests of

N -

6

—_—

=

ja—




" Gain Scores

oo
Frequency of Use of Various
. - o ) “‘ B = b‘y

'

Specificity of Written Plans,

Reading

.

© Second Grade
- %7\ 3 T .

" Vague Specific Detailed’

High Pupil
(N=9) _

* ' Table

"Pupil Gain Scores-

6

1

Lessori Planning Task: “ . o ,

Planning Procedures Drganizéd

LY

Fifth Grade

High Pupil
Gain Scores

(=10)

- Low, Pupil®
Gain Scores .
(N=9)

Math

L I *
Second Grade

o

High Pupil . .
Gain Scores .2
(N=9) "=

12
|

Vague Sﬁecific Detailed .

" Lgw Pupil

L
High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N-10) '

2 -

Low Pupil
Gain Scores .
(N=9)"

3

2V

17

"*Gain Scores

Low Pupil

, : 3
(N=10)

¢
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-

Statement of Goals

- Reading

[

High Pupil,
Gain Scores

(N=9)

. Bepav-

A

Sg;@ﬁd_sfgge‘

Non- . "

joral Behaviordl Stated

N

"~ Table: 6 - Continued

High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10Y

* Fifth Grade

61

Behav-" Non- . Not
ioral. thavi@ra? Stated

4 I 2

Low Pupil

Gain Scores

L (N=9)

Math

High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9) -

- ioral

.'Second Grade.

‘" Not
Stated

7NGn=
Behavioral

Behav-

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=10)

High ?upi?
Gain Scores
(N=10)

Fifth Grade - P

Behav- _ _Non- Not
igral BehaviaraT_ Stated

|

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

~
o 2

18

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)

A

5

ls | o

!

B
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t

Type of Original Goals Developed

i:Reading'

i

§e§éﬁ§ Erégg

Behav- ¢

. : ioral

- High Papil v
Gain Scores 0 I 2
(N=9)

Non- .
rhavioral

bl

inals .

7,

1 £

TABLE 6 - Continued . . - .

No Orig-’

.Gain Scores

£

&

£

Fifth Grade

No Orig-
inals

Behav- « Non-
joral Behavioral
High Pupil -

2
(N=10) ~

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

Dg ' Dk-/"g

- Math-

Second Grade

Behav-
joral

Non-
BeHavioral

" No orig-
i inals
High Pupil ,

Gain Scores 1 | 0 i 8
(N=9) _ )

Low Pupil.
Gain Scores O
(N=10) '

Fifth Grade -

Non-
Behavioral

Eehav—

No orig-
joral

y T inals
High Pupil '
Gain Scores

(N=10) _

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

K

B

l:gm
3

Low Pupil
Gain SCores
(N=10)
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TABLE. B - Continued

* 2

& : ) i TL_; ‘

-

=

Attention to Pupil Background or Preparation -

/

Second Grade
Notes Pupil ; Notes Pupil
. Background-. Does Not o Background Does Not
High Pupil ) High Pupil

Gain’ Scores 1 l 8 -Gain Scores 4., -6
(N=9) ' - . (N=10) -~ : -'FI, e
Low Pupil " T Low Pupit . . I =

1

Gain Scores 0 9 Gain Scones
(N=9) : "~ (N=10)

. ll . . \
Math - o x

Second Grade , ! _ Fifth Grade

Notes Pupil ; Notes Pupil

, Background Does Not Background - Does Not
High Pupil - - High Pupil .
Gain Scores 1 l ' 8 Gain Scores 3 l 7.
(N=9) R N (N=10) .l
Low Pupil. Low Pupil ' ] ‘
Gain Scores- 2 ! 7 . Gain SCores 0
(N=9) ’ Vs (N=10) | | -

2




Régdin

¢

High Pupil

Gain Scores:

(N=9)

Secorid Grade

Yes _ No

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
- (N=9)

Math

-3

High Pupil
Gain’ Scores
(N=9)

Second Grade -

Yes : No

Gain Scores
(N=9)

L

Low Pupil

’dﬁigthupii
-~ Gain Scores
" {N=10)

Yes

No

© e oulow Pupi T <
/Gain SCores
* .(N=10)
..! ' ! ) @

High Pupil
gain Scores
(N=10)

» Yes'

" No

Low Pupil
Gain SCores
(N=10) .

Al
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significance wére a p11ed bere because of the sma11 N, but it r ﬂ1ght be usefu1

to pursue th1s further with larger ﬂumber of - teachers f,'\ .

aecand gradé tea:hers with h1gh and Tow pup11 gain ScorES shawed no
difference in their tendency to na%e pupil background Dr preparat1an for .

fthé topic to be covered in the1r lesson pTans for reading or mat# Fifth

.aradg teachers with?high pupil, gaiﬂ scores, howeverr did note pupil back=
" i
ground more frequent1y than the1r caunterparts with low pupil gain scores.

This difference appraached §1gﬂ1f1caﬂce for math lesson plans (p = .11) and
the trend was repeated for reading lesson plans.. ;

Second gﬁéde teachers shpwed no difference in fhei% tendency to.note
possible alternative procedures in their lesson plans for either re;ding ar

math.” Fifth grade teachers. with high pupil gai% scores tended to mention .

such alternatives more than those with Tow pupil gain scores, but this dif=«"

Foas ER

ference was not significant, nor was the teﬁdeniy‘repeﬁied i@ t@g math Tesson
plans. - | | : o ;_ !

‘There were no dif%erenées betwéen feachers with high and 1ow pupil
gain scores at either grade 1évej in their ingicétién of procedures to be
used in evaluating pupil learning, or in their preference for a'part%iu1ar
Tesson plan farma£ TDut1iﬁe vs. narrative vs. script).

When the:tipés of statements made by teachers in their lesson plans
are examined 1ﬁ!1iqht of pupil 5 in scores, a few differences are noted for
second grade teachers (see Tab1e 7)i' In their math lesson plans, second
grade teachers with high pupil gaih scores made fewer general statements
and more SDécific statements than did second grade teachers with Tow pupil
gain scores. This difference reached significancé (p<¢.10), and the tendency

- uf-
to mak@ moré specific statementf was repeated in the reading lesson, thgugh”



= l:eissqn Planning Trask-

Mearr. D1ffe¢ences in Var1ou§ Categories of Statements *
. b Organized by Pup11 Ga1n_Scores

SEchd Gr% ~Fifth Grade

: =H1gh .~ Low High ~Low
. 'Pyg1] _ Pupil Pupi] :Pugi]
‘ ' - Gain © Gain - Gain Gain
© - 5cores Scores - Scores  Scores
(N=9) (N=9) . (N=10) (N=10) -
No. of. General Statements T o _
Reading Lesson - 2.17 2.88 .. 2.50 - 2.60
Math Lesson . 11.88 3.77 | * 2.70 2.70°
No. of Specific Statements - . o
Reading Lesson 6,33 _4.88. 4.70 5.60
Math Lesson 15.88 3.55 |+ 5.70 5.10
No. of References to : Lo
Cognitive Aspects _ ' - . _
Reading Lessons - o 3.44 3.00 3.20 3.40
- Math Lesson e 3,22 2.44 3.50 3.20
No. of References to. = :
Affective Aspects - . , :
Reading Lesson ’ .33 .22 .10 .30
Math Lesson , .22 - .00 00 . .20
. No. of References to’' - ; -
Pupil Categories - : ] .
Reading Lesson. 3 2.88 2.55 'E 2.20 2.00
Math Lesson = : 2.1 . 1.e8. * - 2,10 . 1.90 -
of References to-, ' ’ _ .
Process: Categories o B
Reading Lesson Lo o 13.33 2.33 ] * 2.70 ©3.20
Math Lesson ' 3.22 -2.22 3.20 Y- 3.50
; D e , )
* t - test of significance, p < @D df =16 - .
\ s :
- 26 :

T
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the-diffErence Qas ndt sigﬁificant, In thETP read1ng ]esson p1ans, SECDnd
grade teechere W1th h1gh pup11 gein sceree mede more statements referr1ng!;

" to eategdr1es dea11ng w1th 1nstruet1ona1 process than d1d thdse w1th 1ow
pup11 ga1n ecores ﬁ){‘1D), and aga1n the trend was repeated in the math:
1eseen p1en5, thdugh the d1fference was not 51gn1f1eant |

r:The aneTySIS of teacher respdnees to the Legeen P1ann§ﬁg Task that is-

, of meet 1nterest to ue As thet dea11ng with specific statements about’ cog-

i

- very few specific rééerences in teachers' lesson plans, and there were no -

-
*nitive aSpECtS of 1ﬁ5truct1ona1 proeess, beeause oF the f1nd1nge in the*com—

!

padidn study df teacher and pupil percept1dns Df e?assrodm 1nteract10n that
I

pupiie attended‘streﬂgiy"te”tertaTW“Df“these aspecte : The caiﬁgdry of DatE""”
3.‘

f

Se1eet1dn wee one wh1eh pup11s attended to a great deai in ebeerv1ng e1assrodm

1nterect1en and Teecher Expianat1on and Teaeher D1rect1one were aiso referred
to frequent1y in the1r retrospeet]ve comments about things teaehers do to

‘ he]p pup11s learn. ' Teecher Expiene§1on and Teacher Directions recé1ved_

£ i -
Es .

» Signifieanttdifferences between feachers with high and low pupil gain scores
with respeet to %hese ceteger1ee, a]theugh fifth grade ‘teachers with h1gh

= Té

Ipupil ga1n scores did tend . te ake more statementE w ;e‘teacher exp]anat1dn
in their math 1eeedne than d1d those w1th Tow pupiT gain_sceresg Fifth

" grade teachers w1th high: end Tow pupil gain scores showed no differén;eS:
:in their_frequeney,of Statemente:abeut'Date Sejecti (see ’ébTe 5), ,572
Eeecend grade teeehere:wiih high puei1 gain scores m: ,%Epee1f1e etatements
abdut Date Se1ect1dn more frequent1y then those w1th Tow pupil gain scores.
Th1s pettern;was significant in math lesson plans (p'= .07) and the pattern
was‘repeated_in reading 1esséd p1an5; |

i ).g : 27



Tab]e 8

Lesson Piann1ng Task

Frequency gf Use of Spec1f1c Statements Abnut Cagn1t1ve Aspects

Drgan1zed by Pup11 Gain Scores

Dats SeTection

High Pupil

" Gain Scores 5 - 4

o oAN=9) J o
-Low Pupil . -
Gain Scores 1 ’ 8
(N=9) s
F1sher'* %xact Test pé 10 df. =

Fifth Grade

Yes " No

Readint ) ,
Reading ~
Secqng Grade
Yes ' No .
HTgh Pup11 : - s e H.igh Pupij -
Gain Scores ‘5 4 Gain Scores
(N=9) S R 5 1)
Low Pup11 ; _ Low Pup11
. Gain Scores 2 . 7 Gain Scores
(N=9) (N=10)
’Math N ’
. ée:@nd Grade
= Yes  No v

High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N-10)

[1,] .

Fifth Grade

1

Yes. ... No

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)



" TABLE 8 - Continued

%

¥

Tééﬁhgrflﬁ;ﬁédg;;jgg~
Reading -~ .~

Second Grade

o Yes - No S 5
High Pupil co High Pupil . o
Gain Scores - 4 I 5 Gain Scores -0 1 10
(N=9) ) (N=10)- ) .

Low Pupil Low Pupil e -
(N=9) e 4+ B R

_Fjsher's Exact-Test, p < .05, df = 1.

Second Grade : - . Fifth erj;ade :

. g Y ) o ’ Yes - No
High Pupil o High Pupil . S
Gain Scores 1 l 8 . - Gain Scores e 1 l 9
(N=9) _ . i N=10) SR

Low Pupil_ - I - Low Pupil I 7
._Gain Scores . 1 8 Gain Scores _ 4 6
“(N=9) - o (N-10)




.+ . TABLES

Teacher Questions

“* i Second Grade -

Yes =~ No

High Pupil
Gain Scores 4 l
(N=9)

Low Pupil l

(N=g)

High Pupil _
Gain Scores 4
(N=9) _

Low Pupil - l A
Gain Scores 1 I 8
(N=9) L :

wm )

A Yes ~ No

__Continued | v v

High Pupil
" Gain Scores
(N=10)

Yes No

--Low Pupil
" Gain. Scores

-

High Pupil.
Gain Scores,
N=10)

T Yas - No

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

N=10)

39
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L~



" Table 8 = Continued

- -Content Focus R S e
- S L i ) ‘ . ‘ ’ A ' . . o ‘ C
~ Reading

: . e ’ ’ s
L = ' ' L - : =

Second Grade . - ' Fifth Grade -

. o Yes . No= . .. Yes  Neo
High Pupil ‘ | ’ High Pupil T P -
Gain Scores . '|1 -8 Gain Scores - 1. I A 9
o(N=9) 1 - N=10) - .l
Low Pupil .~ s Low Pupil | = ' !1 ’
Gain Scores 5 I Gain Scores. )
~(N=9) - Ty ' o T(N=10)

[-Fisher's Exa

t Test, P10, df =

[
Y ]
| e
1 L 1

~— . . . Second Grade

- s Yes’ - Neo
High Pupil '
Gain Scores 2 l 7
{N=9) -

~ High Pupil o
» Gain Scores 4 ~ 6
! R - (N=10)- l _ '
Low Pupi¥ _ l . : . Low Pupil ]

Gain Scores 4 5 Gain Scores . 1 l
(N=9) ‘ = ' (N=10) ~
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Teac iira as a who1e made more frequent references to- Teacher Iptroduct10n

"= and Teacher Que5t1one than they d1d to Teacher Expianat1on and Teacher Dae

rect1ona There were no 51gn1f1cant d1fferences for second grade teachers

T, =

"in the1r tendency to p]an apec1f1ca11y for- Teacher Intrpduct1dn (aee Tab]e 8),

‘but F1fth grade teachers with’ 1ow pup11 pa1n ecoree made atatemente about

e

Teacher Introduct1on more frequent1y than did teachers with h1gh pup1';i1*,

scores. This pattern was 51gn1f1cant for read1ng 1eaapn *plans (p

L

and was repeated fnr math 1eaeon p1ana, thpugh 1t was not s1gn1f1cant in

H

that 1natance,, Second grade teachers with high pup1lpga1n scores showed
a tendency:to make more specific references to TeachenjDueetipns that did .

the1r cpunterparte W1th Tow pup11 ga1n scores. This pattern was repeated

. in both read1ng and math 1 g§son pTans tnpdgh “t-was-not- eagnafjcant_Jn either ,

1natance ' . . 7

e

One rather puz iing f1nd1ng was that second grade teachera w1th Tow

pup11 gain scores made significantly more apec1F1c statements abput content.

Ll

focua in their read1ng 1eeadn plans than d1d ‘second grade teachers w1th h1gh

pup11 gain scores (p = Dg) The pattern was not repeated for second grade

teachers' math 1easane, and it wae reveraed for fifth grade teachera math
STeeapna where teachers with h1gh pupil ga1n scores tended to ment1on con-

_tent chua more eften than those with Tow pup11 ga1n scores. This latter

d1fference was not e1gn1f1cant o . _ . |

While teachere as a whole made frequent reference to use of pup11
ideae in their lesson ‘plans, and tended to include teacher prepared work-
Sheete in their plans, there were no a1gn1f1cant differences between teachers .

of h'igh and Tow pupil ga1n scores w1th regard to either ‘gthese tendenc1es

Second grade teachers with high pupil gain acpreaftended to make fewer
32
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1

~ whether or not'teaihefs

worksheets- for thé féédihg lesson thaﬁ‘did'teachETS*wifh Tow pupil gdin

1

" scores, but the difference was not significant. This is interesting in .

Tight of fhésfécént studies indicating that pupils achieve better in’reading

=«

when teachers do not use homemade instructional materials (Stallings, 1975;
Brophy,'1976)gl In this instanéé, of,course,'thére were no "expertﬁprepared"-

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

teachers' tendencies to make such materials themselves.

e

The Unstated Plans of Teachers

!plans for Iesscnsg but one very interesting|facet of this study wgigb%ha;
notvbeen previously répéhfed,_reTate;%%E*féichers' ggg;atgﬁrp]éngi'fNot one
of the thirty-eight teachers who provided plans for the two special lessons
that they tatght made.any mention of the séé%ing arrangements they would be
Qsiné. Yet the Qroup of chijdren with whom they were working was a -group.
espeéia11y'éonstfuctédbfaﬁ thesellessons, so they could not rely on merely
following estabiished‘seating éatterns_‘ The question df iﬂ£EFESt héré'was

. , : J o
blanned seating arrangements for these. lessons, even

though they did not stgte these plans.

As part of the data collection for each lesson, ‘an DbSerVEr:made a
seating chart to indicate the p1acement-of children for tggrjessongg These
seating‘charts have been‘stuﬁied to“determine tée types and variéties of
éeating arrangements used, and the po;t—leséon interviews of teachers ‘have R
been reviewed to determine whether teachers zommented onfggatiﬁé érﬁaﬁgemenfg
at this point in time. Eleven of the forty tea§ﬁ2ﬁs in this study did comment
on seating arrangement fn one or béth of the fo11aﬁaup interviews, even‘though
thére;were no Specffic;quest5ons asked by the interviewer ébdut this tgpicﬁ

30 '
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iInteraat1ng1y anaugh tw1ca as many teachers camAéntad on seatiﬁg*arfangemanta

wh11a v1ew1ng v1daatapas of athar teacharaa 1esaa:s as when v1ew1ng tapes of =

' “tha1r own 1assans Theae facts seem’ tD 1nd1cata ihat many teachera do cana1def
‘*aeat1ng arrangamaﬁts at some point in the1r p1anntng, even though they may not

N

canductad ~under the auap1aas of the M1ch1gan Stata
: Rasearch on*Teaah1ng - In this 1nstance ten a1emen7,,
are- part1c1pat1ng 1n a yaar 1ang longitudinal atudi

dac151on mak1ng were 1ntarv1ewed about the1r p1ann%%g Just pr1ar to a ragu1ar

.

%;equaat-ta\"Br1af]y daacr1be

=

fda11y 1eaaon in read1ng In reaponae to a general

ki

arrangemaﬁts as a part ot their pre11m1nary p1ann1n', and then only br1ef1y,

" with nu£§e¢a11 However, when probed on this aspac oF planning (Is there
anythnnﬁabaut the: aeating arrangement you'd Tike tc ‘comment on in relation
to p1aﬁ%nng for th1s 1esaon?), a11 but one teacher had comments to maka
about %ha saat1ng arrangement that they had in mind For the lesson, and the

' arraﬁgaments they d1acuasad were very specific.

If we accept these indications as -evidence that teachers do consider’
aaat1ng arrangemanta in planning their lessons, evenithough this aspect -of
planning tends to remain unatatad the next quaat1ans of interaat tautanaidar

-~ are: : : ,. . o ' ' /

\ 1. Can. teachers be differentiated on the basis of the
types of seating arkaagamaats they plan? '

2. If so, are these differences related to teached

differences in average pupil gain scorey

Qaatt%ptiva data. The variety of types of seatihg arrangemEﬁts uséd
34
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was not particularly extensive. Patterns of seating were readi]y.idéﬁtifiéi

as circles, semi-circles, rows vertical to the focus of attention, rows

- w

héﬁizaﬁta1 to thé focus OF attentfcn— and random ar'scéttered SEating S-Secoﬁd f
grade teaﬁhers (see Tabie 9) were: sp11t about even]gﬁbetween raws and semi=
circles for read1ng, but favored circular arrangements for math " Fifth grade
teachers STDWEd a Strang preference for rows in both math and reading 1essons
‘ Random seating occurred to some extent at both grade 1eveis and in both
subject -areas, though it was least common in fifth grade math 1essan5,v
The varietyiof DhysiCaT equipment used Jas also ]imitedgﬁggsittiﬁg Qﬁ
the floor, sitting on chairs without desks, sitting at desks, and éfitiﬁg at
tables. The tables were of three varieties: regular :TaSSFODmﬁ%abTeé; 7
tables constructed by;gﬂagiﬁg;seve?a]_desks together,xaﬂd caféteriq;typé ‘
~ tables with-attached benéhes Some seccnd grade (see'TabTe 163 teachers :
‘had children use the, floor as a seat in both readTng and math 1esscns No
fiFth‘QFEAE teachers used floor seat1;g, Abcut half of the second grade
teachers favored thé use Df chairs without desks, in both reading and math
lessons. Half of the fifth grade teachers uéed tables iﬁ béth-réading and
math 1essan5 | ’ | | |
Another way of V1EW1ng th1s grade 1eve1 difference in use Qf phys1ca] §4“
equipment is thatsfifth grade teachers were much more apt to provide pupils :
with a writing surface than were second grade teachers (SéE’Tab1E ]i); This
was true far béth readiﬁgxand math 1es§ons;! This is 1nterest1ng in 11ght of
Atherfact tha% no such diFFeren;e exi§ted in teachers' wr1tten p1an5 w1th
regard to need for a wf%ting surface. In reading lesson plans, ten second ;
| grade and twelve fifth grade teacheré indicated that pupils -would be wqitiné
’during the*i%sson. In math lesson plans, -ten second grade anj eight fifth

grade teachers noted that pupils would be writing. Thus, it séems'that several

DJ

=
O
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I I Table 9 .

R | E Seating Aftagggmgntéaﬂg

A

S “Frequency of Use of VarigpéGFarmatiqﬁéfw,

_ Readfﬁg, o ,S Matﬁ“xl
(N=18) (N=20) (N=18)  _ (N=20)
Circle - . T o3 2
Semi-circle |
-Vertical Rows

HcrizantaT Rows fia

|
vl
(%]

T S S
[

. Random
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. Table 10

.Seating Arréngemgnts

Frequency of Use of Physical Equipment -

“ Reading Math
2nd 5th . 2nd  5tho
(N=18) (N=20) . (N=18) (N=20)

Sitting on .Floor

Ry

Sittinglon Chairs,
No_Desks -

e T T

M3 | W
oo
Ll

'SittingiatﬁDégks

i.Y
—
=
(%]
el
(kM

Sitting at Tables.




Table 11 _ .

Seating Arrangements’

Provision 6F.wﬂ{ting.5urface :

S

Réadjng
N 7T o second Fifth
e S ) - Grade Erade)

" S o o (N=Tg)- - (N=20,

. Surface ' ’ '7 16

[ " Provided - B R

1
3 a

Provided -

g Surface 1 7
... Provided.

Not 1y
‘Provided- 1

T .(N,’fw),(-’*'_%zc’)f

i1
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'ttfth-grade teachera tehded~to prdvide wrtting eurfaees for puet{gfeveh when
xthey had no definite p1ah5 te use theae wh11e severa1 second grade teaehers sfv-
:fa11ed to prOV1de wr1t1ng eurfacee for pup1la even theugh they 1ntehded to :

have pup11e do some wr1t1ng dur1ng the- 1eason '

Anether 1ntereet1ng aepeet of eeat1ng arrangemente used by teachera An
this study was the center1ng or focuee1ng of pup11 attent1en that ozeurred :
aeia reeuTt Four patterha et eenter1ng were 1dent1f1ed Seat1ng arrahgemehtsh
' eentered‘pup11 attent1on eh: a) the teacher, b) the chalkboard; e}; the. ~

“umidd1e'ef the etre1e of ehatra; or d)- ‘the teacher and the eha1kboard to- v
gether By far*the predeminaht pattern of aeat1hg (aee-TabTe 12) was to
prov1de a doub]e ‘focus far pup11 atteht1on == that 15, eenter1ng attent1on

‘on both the teaeher and the chalkboard. This pattee? was uaed heav11y by»
both aecond and fifth grade eachers “for both . read1ng and math 1eeeona o

The eeat1ng ;harte gathered in this etudy 1nd1cate that" the var1ety ot )

: eeatﬁng arrangemente is 11m1ted but. that ‘there are d1t1n1te d1fterences in T
F—'em

_g:,

" -the patterns of aeat1ng preterred by eecond and F1fth grade teachera Ape

parent1y eubgeet matter d1d net affeet the type QF eeat1ng pTanned to any

great degree

E

Cemparat1ve data When data. oh aeatihg arrangemehte ueed in these

.ﬂ1eeeone are ergan1zed aeeerdTng to average pup11 ga1h ecore eome e1gn1f1eaht .
d1fferehees appear Table 13 ehows aeat1ng format1ehe organ1zed by pup11 »f
igatn scores: No teate of s1gn1f1eanee have been app{1ed here geeauae ef
the ama]T Ns.» but,the tendeney seems te be for second grade teachers w1th o
h1gh average pup11 -gain aeores to use semi- e1re1ee in r§2d1ng mere frequent1y
_than their eounterparte w1th lTow pup11 ga1n scoree | The Dther e]ear dif-

i

terehee is that random or seattered eeat1n9 was ueed almost exclusively by -

teaehere with Tew pup11 gain scores.
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= o -J'iabiéflg"

Seating Arrangements ' = |

e 7 -

Centering'éfsAtténtiaﬂ

S ’ - i

. B . - D e

‘ o Reading * ﬁgs
2nd ,,"Sth'

C(N=18) "N zo)

erécher Centered = S . 5 W g

~Chalkboard Centered . .. .0 . 0. . '
C1rcTe Centered L 1 N ‘-':3 '.1_5 _ f 1 Co 0 .

Teacher and Chalkbcard I 3 T B
Double GCentering " - 10 12 SR U 16

¢

Tk W1th same seat1%g arrangements in read1ng 1t was 1mp0551ble tc 1dent1fy
the focus of attent1an by, the. seat1ng chart . :




Reading

High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=9)

Table 13

“Seating F

Circle

Second Grade

Semi=
Circle

Seating Arrangements

-

. o, T
Vertical |

Rows

ormations Organized by Pupil Gain Scores

Random . ;

B

Low Pupil
Gain Scores

(N=9)

Kl

High Pupil:
Gain Scores
(N=10)

Circle

‘Fifth Grade
Semi-
Circle

Vertical .
Rows

‘Horizontal
Rows’

'Raﬁd@m

- ‘Low Pupil -
~ Gain Scores 2 N 2 2 3
(N=10) v ~
&~ TN
Math
'3 ’
iEP Second Grade
Semi- | Vertical Horizontal
Circle Circle Rows Rows Random
High Pupil
Gain Scores 1 4 3 0 0
__(N=8) .
Low Pupil :
Gain Scores t2 3 1 0 4
(N=10)
Fifth Grade ,
~ Semi- - | Vertical | Horizontal
CiF?1e + Circle Rows Rows Random
High Pupil : S ’ _—
Gain Scores 1. ] 7 1 0
(N=10) - o _ i

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)
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When théSe.zharacteristics are examined segérate1y (see Table 14), one &_\\
significéﬁt difference dceé appearil Second grade teachers wiih'high pupi1l .
'gain scores use circular arrangements iﬁ,ﬁeading mareroften ﬁhaﬁ those with
Jow pupil gain scores (Q;TEQS)E Fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain
scores use random Seating in reading 1esséns less ﬁften than thqsé with Tow
pupil.gain scores, and this difference approaches signifiéance (p= ;10525).

This trend is repeated for math, éndfa1so occurs in both subject areas for
%isécond grade teachers with high pupil gain scores. .
| When use of physical equipment is Drgan%zed by pgpi1 gain scores (See
- Table 15) it is apparent that second grage teachers with Tow pupil gain scores
were the only ones to use seating on the f1oor;‘ This may be a surprising
fact to scme. An additiana1efact of importance iséthat in eéch of these

instances the ‘teacher was standing while the pupils sat on the floor, so there

, was an extreme difference betweén eye tevels of pupils aﬁd teazheréi Fifth
grade teachers with low pupil gain scores used chairé without desks in bogh
math and reading TéSSDnS,Abut no fifth gréde teaéhers with high pupil Qain
scores used this arrangement. Second grade teachers with high pupil gain

Séores used chairs without desks more Frequentjy than did their'counteﬁparts
wi'th Tow pupil gain scores.

When use of chairs without 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. Seccnd grade téachers Witb high pupil gain scores use chairs alone
more frequently than do Seaénd Qrade teachers with low pﬁdi1 gafn scores
(p g.QS): Fifth grade teachers with high pupil gain scores use this pattern
of seating much less frequently than their counterparts w%th’ipw pupil gain

{scores (p ¢.05). This is an inte;esting reversal, and may be related-to the

42 . . -
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SegtingférrangemEﬁté )

#

Circular and Random Arrangements

organized by pupil gain scores

Circular Seating

;Rg;ﬁin

E]
i

gécaﬁdﬁérade
High Pupil  Low Pupil
.§ain Scores Gain Scores
Y (N=9) (N=9)
Circular a' . :
Seating 6 l !

" Circular
Seatling

s

C b '
- Fifth _Grade
High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=10) (N=10)

Non-circular ,,{ et
Seating 3 8

Fisher's Exact Test, p¢.05, dfé1‘

Math

Second (rade

High Pupil  Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=8) (N=10)

Circular
Seating S ’ °

Non+circular

-Seating

Circular
Seating

Fifth Grade
High Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)

Non-circular ”é
Seating :

Non-circular -

Seating
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Table 14 (continued)

Random Seating

Reading - il
Second Grade .
High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=9) (N=9)

Random - -
Seating_ ! | 3

Random Seating 0 l 3

i““:\

Fifth Grade
High- Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=10) (N=10)

Seating

Not - ) - -
Random , 8 I“ 6

Second Grade
High Pupil®
Gain Scores

Low Pupil
Gain Scores
(N=10)

(N=8)

Random - -
Seating 0 |

Hot
Random

 Fifth Grade
High Pupil  Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores

(N=10) (N=10)

Random 0
Seating ‘

Not T - . Not ) N o
Random 8_ I 6 Random 10 l 9




. Reading

High Pupil
" Gain Scores
(N=9)

hmE1S

Seating Arrangements

Physical Equipment.ﬂrganized by Pupil Gain Scores

Séccnﬂ Gfg@é

Chairs
Only

Tables

Low Pupil T - .
Gain Scores . 3 2 1 =3
(N=9)
‘Fifth Grade &
_ Chairs
Floor Only . Desks Tables
High Pupil’ ‘ o
Gain Scores 0 l- 0 ( 3 ’ 7
(N=10) " L | N L .
Low Pupil » *
Gain Scores 0 4 3 © 3.
(N=10)
Math
§ec0hdﬁGraq§
- “hairs
Floor Only Desks Tables
High Pupil ! b o |
Gain Scores 0 l 4 I 2 ‘ 2
_(N=8) o 1 _ -
Low Pupil = ]
Gain Scores 3 4 -0 3
(N=10)
B i Fifth Grade
Chairs )
; Floor Only Desks Tables
High Pupil’ 7 7 )
Gain Scores 0 0 '- 3 l 7
~_(N=10) - R .

LCow Pupil

Gain Scores
(N=10)



Table 16

-

Seating Arrangement

Use of Chairs Alone
organized by pupil gain score

Reading

Second Grade = ' . Fifth Grade
" High Pupil Low Pupil : High Pupil Low Pupil

Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scgres
(N=9) ~ (N=9) - : (N=10) (N:1D?/
Chairs 7 l= 2 .. Chairs '

4 -4; 7
Alone B o . Alone B o
Other - o1 Other T —
“ Equipment 2 ' 7 Equipment 10 | ‘ 6

]

Fisher's Exact Test, p<.05, df=1 | Fisher's Exact Tést, p'{iDS,?gf%1

' - 7

Math

Second;ﬁta&e Fifth Grade -

High Pupil Low Pupil High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores - Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=8) ~(N=10) (N=10) (N=10)

Chairs — ' : © Chairs . . —
Alone W4 ,, l 4 i Alone , 0 I >
Other L, ] Other

Equipment 4 , 6 Equipment 10




éﬁparent’impcrtance of the pfoviséon of writing surfaces at the fifth grade
level. . | i -

When the pf&iiSiOﬂTDf writing surface for pupils is ordanized by average
pupil gain séores (see Table 17), another difference between second and fifth
gain scores.differ very little in their tendency to provide WFit%ng surfaces -
for pupils, but fifth grade teachers differ markedly. Fifth grade-téé@hers
with high pupil gain scores always provided writing suﬁfaceé for their pupils,
while several -fifth grade teachers with low pupil Qain Scarés did ﬁct provide
them in either reading or math lessbns. This was a significant differgncé

for fifth grade teachers (p <.05).

-

When centering of attention is organized according to pupil gaim scores,
(see Table 18) it is evident that teachers with high pupil gain scores use a
double-centered .arrangement, with pupil attention focussed dn 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 subjeqt areas, but it
is most apparent in math lessons. Fifth grade teachers with high pdpii gain
scores are sigﬁifiéant1y different than their counterparts with low pupil
gdin scores in their use of double centeg%ng in math Tessons (p< .05).

One way of interpreting these findings is to examine more closely a
subset of teachers - the nine teachers who were personally observed and
~interviewed by the author. Of these nine teachers, five were teachérs with

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

were teachers with high pupil gain scores (one sec and three fifth grade

teachers). The one characteristic that stood out Ping observations of the
teachers with low pupil géin scores (notes were made during the observations

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

47
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Table 17

Seating Arrangements -

Provision of Writing Surfaces
organized by pupil gainascores

Second Grade Fifth Grade
High Pupil Low Pupil High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores Gaim Scores

(N=9) (N=9) = (N=10) (N=10)

Writing ‘ Writing ,
Surface 2 ’ 4 . Surface ‘ 10 3% 6
Provided . Provided -

Not ) - l - ~ Not ' 0 777|7 -

Provided Provided 4 -

%%sher's Exact Test, p ¢ .05, df=1

- Math

« second Grade ‘ : Fifth Grade
High Pupil Low Pupil High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores
(st)a (N=10) . (N=10) (N=10)

Surface -4 ¥ Surface 10 l 6
Provided Provided -

Not Not - 0 | 4
Provided Provided -

Writing - l ‘ Writing

F |
~d

Fisher's Exact Test, p< .05, df=1
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Table 18 "

Seating Arrangement

Cénter1ng of Attention on Both Teacher and Chalkboard
organization by pupil gain scores
Reading o
Second Grade Fifth Grade .

High Pupil Low Pupil High Pupil Low Pupil

Gain Scores Gain 5Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores
| (N=8) (N=7) (N=9) (N=10) -
Double | c . Double : .
Centered ;f,,475 l,, 5 Centered ' Eg ,,j 6 B
Single R s Single . o - -
Centered 3 . ‘ 2 -Centered 3 l 4
Math .

- Second Grade Fifth Grade -
High Pupil Low Pupil ' High Pupil Low Pupil
Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores Gain Scores
(N=8) (N=10) - (N=10) (N=10)

Double 5 Double :
Centered ! Jﬁi ! Centered 1? o 6
Single R BE Single ) o :
Centered 1 ‘ 3 Centered 0 4

Fisher's Exact Test p { DS df 1

46 ! .




or Tow pupil gain scores) was the(apparént lack éf awarenegs ﬁheée teachers
had of the pupils" phys1ég1 ,placement, both with regard to comfort and
appropriateness for the 1n5truct10ha1_procgdures to be used. The two second
grade teachers, for example,.stood at the ETaﬁkbaard while their pupils sat
betow them on the floor, heads turned ﬁﬁ and necks at a severe backward angle
for fifteen or twenty minutes. One fifth grade teacher had his twelve - 1
students stay at theik _regularly assigned seats, so that he worked m‘

i,
lessons with a small grozﬁaggg were scattered all over the classroom, making

discussion among pupils much mo e difficult than necessarjg Another fifth
grade teacher taughﬁ his reading Tesson 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

R @
THe same teacher taught his math lesson in the cafeteriai using two, tables

-

and benches, facing an overhead projectér and screen. One row of pupils sat
on a bench fac1ng the table. The other row sat on a ben;h with their backss
to the table. (Anyone who has tried this knows that the table cuts into the
small of the back.) The third fifth grade teacher taught her math 1esson=in
an all-purpose r@om,'a1sc using cafeteria-style tabjes and bencheé, with'ah
overhead projector. She sat on one bench with her back to ha1F7DF the group .
of children, so that whén they raised their hands to answer her quesﬁicns,
they were unable to.get her attention.

A1l of these f%ye teacher§ demonétrated a lack” of awareness of the
1%appropriateness of their seating arrangements for the pupils and Tessons
they were teaching. It may be that the significant diffe}ences among teachers
with high and Tow pupil gain scores noted in Tables TS_and 16, and the trends
noted in Tables 13 and 14 , can be better understood Fram this Tight, Random

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

/



-theﬁ Fa111ng to prcv1de writing Surfaces for pup11s and centering attention
on one rather than two important sources oF information (teacher and cha1kboard)
are some of the characteristics d1§p1ayed by the teachers in this study with
Tow pQQiT gain scores. All of these could be cpnsideréd as examples of lack

of attention to physicai arrangements conducive, to comfort and learning. -

[

Summary of Resu1ts

i,

Descriptive data derived from this study 1nd1cate that teachers var;ed

in the specificity, format, and types o?“ ffarmat1an included-in their written
plans. Eehgviaral goals were used very rarely.. Several teachers neg1ected
to include any goal statements in the Ty plans. Very little mention was_made o
of diégnosis of pupil needs or of procedures to evaluate learning resh1ting
~ from tﬁg‘1é§san Teachers made!m@ré Sgécific than éeﬁeré1 statements in»their
p%ans, and referred frequently to cognitive aspects of the lesson. Data

Se1ect1an§ a teagh1ng behavior noticed Frequent1y by pup11s was referred to

specifically in two out of f1ve p1aﬁ§ 11e Use of Pupil Ideas was referred

#

to in three Qut of five p]@ns. Most teachers developed, worksheets for use

by students dufing the lesson. Almost all specified a sequence of pr@cedurés

to be followed %ﬁ the lesson. S
None of the teachers mentioned seating arrangements in the1r written
plans, -although observation of the lessons 1nd1cated that many of them had
.» specific arrangements:in mind for 1ESSQH The preferred seatihg arrangements
for fifth grade teachers were vert1ca1 or h0r1z§ﬂta1 rows for reading, and
vertical rows for math, Second grade teachers used circular arrangements as
often as they did rdwgfiﬂ reading lessons, but usad circles and semi-circles
more than tw1¢e as then as rows in math lessons. Fifth g?ade teachers used

4

tab1es or desks pushed together to form tab]e avrangements much more often
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than sécond gradevteachérsi In both math 'and reading lessons for both fifth

‘and-second grade teachers, most seating was arranged to Céﬂté? attention on

~ the teacher and the chalkboard.

:Comparative data derived from»th215tudy indicate some significant dif- .- .~

ferences between teachers with h19h and low pupil gain scores. SECOﬂd grade

-

T‘teachers with high pupil gain scores made s1gn1f1cant1y Fewer genera1 state~

mentsg’more-5pec1f1c;statements; and more Statements about 1nstruct1gna1

ﬁr@cess than did their’caunterparts with*1ow pupj1_gaiﬁ scores. They also
made sigﬁificgnt1y more épeci?ié statements about Data Selection, aﬁé-fewer
specific Stateménts about CDntent Fééus 6f=the’7@sson; Fifth grade teachers
w1th high pup11 ga1n scores tended to state behaV1Dra1 iject1ves for the,
read1ng 1esson more frequentiy than those with 1ow pupil ga1n scares The
only teachers to develop original behav1Dra1 Dbgect1ves were teachers with
h1gh pupil gain scores, but the 1nc1dence of this behav1ar was extremgiélgaw
Comparative data on seatjng arrangements, which. have nDt been reported
on before, also indicate some gign%?icant differenées between teachers with
high and Tow pupil gain 5&0?@5. Fifth grade teachers with high average pupil
gain scores provided writing surfaces for pup%1§'in baﬁh their reading and
math lessons significantly more frequently than fifth grade téacﬁérs with low
average pupil éain_scoregf Fifth grade teachers with hiéh pupil éain 5écres

provided seating érrangements that centered on both the teacher and chalkboard

" in the1r math lessans s1gn1f antly more often than those with Tow pup11

gain scores. This difference was not apparent in reading lessons. Teachers
with lTow pupil gain scores tended to provide less ctomfortable and appropriate
seating arrangements for their pupils than did those with high pupil gain

%

scores.

™o
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Variables for Fdrther Study o

Tw D'vafiab1es far further study were;oﬁigin511y identified as'a result

*

of this study of teachers” da11y lesson p1aﬂniﬁgj and thh were corroborated
by 51gn1f1cant d1fferences in Dther aspects oF the teacher p1ann1ng Study
and the cDmpan1Gn Study Dn teacher pup11 pércept1ans Df @1assrocm 1ntera¢t1un.

These variables are th1nk1ng in genera11tjes and attentign to ngn1t1ve

aspects F the lesson. Teachers w1th Tow pupil gain scores showed a greater

tendency to think in generalities, wh11e teachers with high pupil ga1n scores

showed a greater attéﬂt?ﬂﬁ to Cagn1t1ve aspects f lessons.” =~ .

The additfonal analysis of data on teachEﬁg"'ypgﬁéteﬁggjaps, presented

e

in this paper, Suggests,thét a third variable for further study might well

be teachers' attent1@b to physical: arrangements of- pup11s Teachers%With~IDw
‘ ' arx T .
*pupil gain scores showed some lack of attent1an toith15 area of lesson planning.

Lt

o
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