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ABSTRACT

r ‘ .
SEe) 7 : ot

u
.A.

This study‘ﬁas designed as an exploratory, naturalistic

investigation of a‘teacher’s interactive decision making.

, Sgeeifically. it focussed upon the characteristics and

;fconcomttants of interactive decisions, includfgp (2} types

of interactive decfsions. (b) antecedents of interactive

decisions. (c) information processed dur1ng the formulatmon

of 1nteractive decisions, (d) the rolée of heuristic

LY -

techniques in decision formulation, and (e) decision

7

rationales.
Ten lessons--3 mathematics, 3 reading.\2 spe]ling. 1
group discuSsion. and 1 language arts--wene videetaped in ad

grade 6 classroom. These v1deotapes formed the foci of ¥ {y

“discussion for subsequent stimulated recall interv1ews

During these interviews the teachen prOV1ded informatioﬁﬁandg
Y

insights concerning her interactive dec1sions The ‘u# "

lnformatlon that was recorded dur1ng the ten: stlmuld?ed

recall interviews constitutes the data of this study L
A content analysis system was designed that enabJed the

data to be categorized, qdantified~and described. The data

were then subjected to two levels of’analysis. mienb apd

macro. The micro-analysis was designed to isoﬁete the &

various charecteristics and cbneomitants of‘tntereggive

decision making and the macro-analysis.to jdentigy glpbal

S
; i)
¢ .
A d
.
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pafterns and trends in decision formulation.
The data indicate that (a) a teacher formulates a vast

number of .interactive decisions during a school day, (b) the

_incidence of interactive decision formulation appears to®

vary with the rate and direction of interaction, (c)

interacfive decisions tend to be 1nstanée specific, (d) the

“information most.often used in interactive decision

formulation consists of observations of student overt

behaviour and estimates of students’ s%ates of mind anq
behaviqurs.vand (e) feedback information is not actively
sought following the implementation of interactive
decisions. Another important conclusion of this study is
that a teacher makes considerable use of heuristic
}echniques in the formulation of interactive decisions.
.The fihdings and conclusions of this study'reiate

mainly to pre-service and in-service teacher education,

'edubational administration, anﬁ educational research.

Specjfﬁc{ijy. {hey call for:
a. teacher educagjon programs that focus upon decision

making in’ The classroom,
er

b. a recognition queducatiohal administrators of ‘the

teacher as a dynam1c decis1on maker, and
c. the involvement of teachers in educat1onal research not
only as subjects but also as inyestigators of classroom

behaviours.

vi,‘
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~ CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

@
" Background To The Study

Decision processes have begn of concern to.eduqators
for many years iDeweyf 1933; Gagne, 1959; Radford, 1975:
Hargreaves, 1979), with much of the early investigéfioh
concentrating'ypon the_decision makinq procesg in order to
develop conceptualizations for prescription (Karvin, 1957;
_ McDonald; 1965; Newell and Simon, 1972). Much of the
research, though has concerned Fapdom samples of the general
population in laboratory settings and little research has
been conducted into the dec{sion processes of ;gachefs in
their c/l/‘;xssr s (Sutcliffe and Whitfield, 1978).

Bgcen 1y4 oﬁever. the act of teachingbhas"been
characterized a$ decision behaviour (Bjerﬁiedt, 1969; Bliéh,
1972; Shavelsod, 1973; Sutcliffe and Whitfield, 1979). '
Bjerstedt (1999:55). for example.'claims that:

A teacher is in his daily work to a great extent a

decision maker in a situation of constant social

exchange, where the inability to make a decision at the
~right moment or inadequacy in social relations can
easily have an adverse effect on both the harmony and

effectiveness - and perhaps not only for the actual
situation but also for the future. :

Similarly, Clark and Joyce (1975:1,2) claim that “Decision

1.



University of Alberta

r'-supported by Mosston (1972:10), who perceiVes that

il

- early 1970'5, " . . . various conceptualizatieﬁs of the

a -

\\ o 4

5

N
v

i

ﬂmaking'fs the psychological pnocess.that binds . . . aspects

of teaching together" and that ". . . consciously and
unconsciously teachers make- dec1s1ons that affect thGIP
behavior and that of their students This view is

teaching behavior is a chain of dec151on makKing.' However
even though there is a vast body of literature concernwng
decision theory and decision processes in general. only very
recently have researchers embarked upon investiéat?ons of
teachers’ interactive decisicns--decisions made diring the
instructional phase of teaching (Clark and Yinger, 197Zi.

Shavelson (1973:147) has determined that even as late as the_—

[

'teacher as ddq1s1on maker had not led to emp1r1cal

i’
ver1f1cations

In" r*ng the literature on educat1onal problem
solving ‘vad’%wn making, Oberg (1975:67) has determined

that the tasiil

f ident1fy1ng observable 1nd1cators of.

deciSibn maKThl 3 dif?icult'”iﬁ that a mental process is

1nv07 , a P Y thag/gperaqu internally. TZys, she

wrote. “Much of the rebearch aﬁ problem solving has avoided

th1s d1ff1culty by fe mgtn personahty or env1ronmenta1

correlates of problem"solving behavior rather than on
characteristics of the progess itself;“

Clark and Yinger (1977) Teport that the earliest
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‘studies of té?chers’ interactive decisions occurred in 1975_

(Clark and doiEéy 1975; Marx and Peterson, 1875; Clark and

Peterson, 1976) and that only in more recent years, have

~ studies been conducted that have examined interactive

decision formulation as a thought process (Marland, 1977;
Conners, 1978a; Hargreaves, 1979; and Sutcliffe and

Whitfield, 1978). However, a review of the literature has

"led to the determination that fewer than twenty studies have

been conducted that deal seecjfjcally with teachers'’
interactive thought processes. 0Of these, only nine have
examined interactive deci;ion making as one of thesé
processes (Morine and Vallance, 1975; Marx and Peterson,
19764 Clark and Peterson, 1976; Marland, 1977; Cone, 1978
Conners, 1978a; Shavelsoﬁ. Borko, Cone and Russo, 1978; N
Hargreaves, 1978; Sutcliffe and Whitfield, 1979).
Furthermore. only four studieé have dealt exclusively with
thought:prq#esses involved.in ipferactive decision makingf

(Clark and Peterson, 13976; Cone, 1978; Hargreaves, 1979

' sutcliffe and Whitfield, 1979)

The foregoing demonstrafes that} as yet, few studies

*

have examined teachers'’ interactive 'decision making. Thus,
in order to provide more information concerning this

impor tant teacher“behavibur; this study has focussed upon a

teacher’s interactive decisions.
R :

. 1
4 )
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=Jl‘eed For The §Lg§x"ﬂ
Recent literature on teaching strgﬁsesﬁghe need to

examine teachers’ interactive decision pfocesses (Mosston,
1972; Clark and Joyce, 1@75; Crocker, 1977; 1978; Sutcliffe
and Whitfield, 1979). For example, Mosston (1972:10)
considers teaching behaviour as a "chain of decision
making." He suggests that everything ‘the classroom teacher
does and says "is a resudt of decisions previously made;
every act, statement, or question of a teacher’'s is the
consequence of such a decision.” Id similar'véin. Clark and
dojbé (1975:4) note that there is a spécific need:
1. To identify clearly-the kinds of decisions that teachers

make during teaching. | |
2. To identify clearly the kinds of information that

teachers use during the formulation of their decisions.
3. To deveiop a picture of teachers’ present decision'{"

”making practices.
4. ’To determine the extent to which decision maKind styles
. are related to the teaching act and to pup11 ]ea(n1ng
Further, Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1979 32 33) in the?r\

examination of classroom-based teaching decisions, claim
“ . .

that: | _ | / e

we need to be able to describe the actual
teach1ng/learn1ng encounter with more soph1st1cat1on ‘and-
precision before we can make evaluative judgements about
- teaching in terms of its effects upon pupil behaviour.
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They observe that although there is a need for adequate
description to be accumulated before the implementation of
teacﬁer éducation programmes and evaluative judgements of
teaching behav1ours,’these latter are being conducted,
albe1t in the absence of much 1{lum1nat1ve research

In the perspect1ve/ig§5dgcat1onal Administration, there’

are further imperatives for research into teacher degision

_making. In the first place, with the increased popularity

of such evaluative strategies as "Clinical Supervision"”
(Cogan, 1973), there is an increasing need ﬁpr a more

complete understandin“Tof teaching behaviours in the

classroom. The trend to involve the teacher in the

evaluative process has called for a re-examination of the
traditional paradigm. Lortie (1875), Crocker (1978), and
Eisner (1978), for example, have directed attention away

from product crite?ia to the thought processes in which .

'teacﬁers engege during the formulation of instructionafand

managerial decfsions.\ In the second place[ there is a need
for further research 1nto spec1f1c elements of the |
1nteract1ve decision process, in order to prov1de improved

rat1onales for teacher pre-service and inservice education.

In this connecfion,vShevelson and Atwood (1977:136-37) state

v

that:

Classroom studies of teachers’ estimates should be
clinical in nature. Individual teachers should be

studied intensively in different teaching situations;:

verbal reports of estimates and cues used in reaching
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_these estimates Qbu]d cdhstitute the data. ) W

RN

Clark and Peterson (1976: 301), furthermore clatm that a
need exists for additional 1nvest1gat10n into "teacher:
perceptions, 1nfocmat1dn processing and behavior

Similarly, Marland (1977:239) recommends\;hat more research
be conducted in order to "identify some o \the more common
features of teachers’ information brocessing." And finally,_
in discussing the 1mp11cat1ons of his study of teacher’s
thoughts, bellefs. and principles, Conners (1978a:307)

\

recommends that further investigation be considered to

explore "variations in teacher styles of information

¥

processing and the content of the information they

process.", for such variations may be related to variations

in teacher effectiveness.

Pugpose of the Study
In response to this lack of knowledge concerning the
interactive decision process this research project:hadwtno' \

purposes. First, the study was designed'to examine the.

‘characteristics and the concomitants of the interact@ve

decision. These characteristiEs and concomitants inc}ude:
a. the types of interactive decisions formulated,

b. the antecedents of these decisions:'

c. the information processed during the formulat1on of
1nteract1ve dec1s1ons.

d. the rationale for these decisions,

~
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e. the role that heuristic techniques play in the

formulation of interactive'decisions--with régérds this
focus, attention was placed upon the use of heuristic
techniques in teacher estimates- of the students’ states of
mind and behaviour, and on lesson" stratégies--, and

f. g]obéi patterns and tﬁéhds in teacher interactive
decision mékiﬁé. ' , | .

Second, the étudy investigated the use of an .introspective
methodology in the examination of teacher decision making.

Significance 0f The Study

The significance of the study is two-fold. First, by
focussing upon interactive decisions made by teachers, the

findings of the study will increase the present lével’ofv

<

‘Know ledge concerning'the'teacher-decision‘process and- may

ultimately contribute to the improvement of the i fi>
teach%ng-learning process. 'Second.fwith the gFoWing
preséure upoh educational administratOrs to jmpFove the l;
formative evaluafion process,rfiddings from this‘study ma
provide valuable input. ) oM

e

“Definition Of Major Jerms

Although a majority of terms used.in this study have
been defined in context, major‘terms are defined as follows:

4
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‘Decision
« . « v .
A decisiongis made when a problem requires the

individual texmake a choice of a particular course of action

after the consideration of two or more courses of action.

I: : <IN ‘ ' l\

Decision-Making = . o : :

.Decision- mak1ng is the act of select1ng from two or

more possible courses of action in order to solve a prbblem

) \
Intenggtive Decision :

I4

“ An interactive decision is a decision formulated

during the instpuctional phaSe'of teach'i g, when thetﬁacher;
. . ‘

is interacting with his/her students- o

!

Stimulated Recall | ' ' \
St1mu4ated reqall is "a branch of intro#pective :
methodologfjtn which audio and/or visual cues are presented<::i
to facilitate a subject’'s recall of the covert mental :
activity wh1ch océurred s1multaneously with Uhe presented

'
cue or stwmul1 " ' (Conners, 197Ba 10)

aStlmulus Po1nt

A st1mulus po1nt refers to a part1cular 1nc1dent
recorded on videotape around which discussion is focussed
during the stimulated recall interviews. ;"
DecisiQn,Antecedgnt | | L

. A decision antecedent is a stimulus that generates

'within the teacher the need to formulate a decision.

N rd
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ngristl
An heuristfc is a psycholoqical mechanism by which an

individual may ofganize a body of 1ndefinite er uncertain

- .
¥ information for the purpose of formulatinq an estimate.

prediction or Judgement (Hammond and Summers, 1972; Kahneman

and Tversky, 1972, a73; Elstein and Shulman, 1975; Slowi®,

ii | ' ‘-g~¥_

td

Fischoff and Lichtenstein, 1977). Two types of such C o

mechanisms are recognized--one is characterized by

sfgﬁéotyping.and is called a representaiive heuristic, lge

6thep by exégderation of judgement and is called an o
availability heuristic.’ , | , =
. .
a‘,
‘ - -
> {f -
s . -

"
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CHAPTER 11

"REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RELEVANT RESEARC

’

{
Dverview

The pufpose of this chapter is}to review the
literature on releVant research into teachers’ decision
processes in general and interactive decision processes in
particular. This review has been organized (a) to examine
the evolution of thinking about teachers’ decision making,
(b) to describe the characteristics and concomitants of

teachers’ Hecision processes, (c) to examine teachers’ use

of heuristi in interactive decision processing and

estimate formula™on, and (d)} to examine various

introspective methodologies that are considered appropriate

_for investigation of teachers’ interactive decisions.

Evolution Of ThinkKing 0f Teacher Decision Processes

The evolution of thinking of teacher decision
processes may be viewed as falling into two distinct phases
of developmenf: the pre-1968 objective, rational phase and
the post-1968 subjective, introspective phgse. Tﬁe earlier
period of iﬁvestigation was characterized by a |
éonceptualization of the decision process as a conscious,

rational set of behaviours designed to reach the best

A o e e v w
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possible phoice for a defined problem (Dewey, 1333; Beal,
1957: Gagne, 1959). A systhesis of these conqeptua]izatidns
producés a process that consists of: »

1. Identification‘and evaluation of a perceived problem.

2. Generation of alternatives.

3. Qbtaining information concerning the alternatives and
their possible consequences.

4, Evaluating the selected alternatives in light of
established criteria or standards.

5. Selecf%ng a cﬁbice of action.

6. Evaluating the choice in light of the actual and B

" preferred outcomes.

Eduéational writers in this early period conceptdalized
instructioh”éﬁ”awdéé{g{gn process (Miller, Ga}ahfer, and
pribram, 1960; Taba and Elzey, 1964; McDonald, 1965;
Strasser, 1967). Miller and his colleagues’ (1960)

~Test-0pératejTest-Exit (TOTE) model, operationalized through

a series of crucial decisions, assesses to what degree a

-

. particular tactic or strétegy has°been successful in

facilitating studéntsf_learning.- A highly behaviour
oriented approach, thev%d}E.model:is akin to a series of
programmed decision moments. . o

‘By way of contrast, Tapg‘andMETZey’s€k1964) sequentiai

decision making model orders the developmeht of higher

g
LA

Y

¢
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levels of ;tudent;thoughtttﬁrou h a series of crucial,
cue-based decisions. Thts pigh]y . bjective approach is an
attempt to raise the student’'s level o thoughtAthrough.
various stages. ) |

McDonald’'s (1865) "Cybernet1c Model of Human Behaviour"

-adds support to the cla1m that 1nstruct1on is a dec1s1on

process. In d1scusswng his model McDona ld notes that the

/
teacher, as an active constructor of events, develops

.teach1ng tactics in response to various K1nds of perceptual
‘and informational cues from the students ., Jhrough the |

‘observation of student behaviours, the”teacher tests the

congruity of these tactics with the established lésson or
instructional goals and objectives. MpDonald (1965:63)
views this instructional decisioq makipgiin avspecia1-light,
claiming that "éach of the decisions that a teapher makes in
formulating a teaching plan is a(n) hypqthesis about

learning. .

1

Strasser’s (967) conceptualization of the o
instructional process also appears to be an instructional
decision process. Thié mode inCorporates the elements of‘
(a)bteacher-planning,‘(b)‘teacher«initiating behavioub, (c)
observation; interprétation, and diagnosis of learner
behaviour, and (d) teacher influenced and influencing
behaviour. In discussing his model, Strasser (1967:68)

observes that "the central directing element of instruction
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is the lesson strategy and.the essence of .classroom
interactions, the lesson tactic."
A1l tactics employed by the teacher are composed of two

of the elements mentioned above: teacher influenced and

 influencing behaviours and teacher observations,

interpretations, and diagnoses of learner behaviours.
Strasser (1967:69) explains that:

In the light of some previous diagnosis and in terms of
explicit goals, a'teacher behaves. Simultaneously, he
observes the students. Such observations are
interpreted in terms of the purposes of the tactic.

With this information, diagnoses about continuing or new
teacher behaviors are made T .. This tactical element
{oop takes shape which involves diagnosing, behaving,
observing, and interpreting by the teacher. ‘

Strasser’s 'Tactical Element Loop’ may be viewed as a
decision model. '
The Marcus and Wilson (Bowles, 1973:39)_’0pen

mahagement model’ also reflééts the concept of teéching as a

decision process. Bowles believes that instruction is the _--

synthesis of pTanning, implementation, and réflectﬁVe
decisions made by teachers.. Such an approach, Bowles

claims;ﬁallows for a healthy degree of amb%guity and permits'

synergistic'behaviours.

"Towafd the end of the 1960's -and into the 1970's, the
earlier period of thinking on teacher decision making gave
way to a new phase: a period of‘research,that has led to a

re-examination of the raiionaljty’assumbtion. With the

v o 14 -~
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pubiication_of Jackson's (1968) landmark study (Life in

Classrooms) research into teacher behaviours embarked upon a

new course. Borrowing methodologies from other disciplines;’

pﬁﬁticularly'anthropology'(CusiCk,'1973). educational
researchers began to move into the classroomé of North
América to record.and report upon what actually did occur, -
rather than conceptualizing what should occur.

.Béwles £1873:39), for example, claims that decision
mak:ing in specific instructfonal sityétiqns resui}s from
rapid adjustments to various cues or transmitted pieces of

information on an ‘almost intujtive level. This view is

,supportgd by Shavelson and Atwood (1977:134) who, in their

study of thé way in which teachers estimate students/ states
of mind, note that teachers’ Qiassrobm decisions folléw an
intuitive rather than rational model.(i

Reborti%g-on teachers'’ decision s£y1e durihg

instructional pehiods, Yinger (1978:2)‘observes;

The rapidity and immediacy of the‘teacheb’s interaction

with pupils in thqyplassroom-often precludes the
rational-purposeful kind of thinking that is normally
asociated with problem solving and decision maKing.

These criticisms of traditional thinking about decision
prbcé%Ses,,fhough; are not new.. Newell, Shaw and Simon N
(1958) and Merrifield, Christensen, Frick and Guilford
(1962), for example, note thaf'the stages of decision making

are ndt distinct ahd that the processes involved in.arriving

(S8

@

e
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,at at action alternative are not necessarily linearly

mﬁ{elated. Second, doubt has been raised fhat teachers do in

fact enter a conscious alternatives-generating phase during

inetruction. Clark and Peferson (1976), in their study of

teachers’' decision prdéesees jh'both planning and

{
“instructional contexts, found that their teachers seldom

considered‘alternatives during a deCision.momeﬁt; they

tended‘to accept the firsf approach that came to‘mind This.

finding has also been reported in a study conducted by

: Mor ine and Vallance (1975).

Characteristics gj Teacher Decision Processes

The‘purpoee of this section is to review the

. literature and research that dea]'with‘cha}acterjstics and

concomitants of teach:;/pééfsion processes. The topics that’

have arisen through this review include:

1. . Types of Interactive Decisions

The Incidence of Decision Alternatives Fa
The Teacher as Information Processor. |

Decision Making and Heuristics

One str1k1ng result of this review is that there is a

'def1n1te lack of 1nformat1on in these areas This is

. espec1al]y obvious'in the f1eld of educat1ona1

adm1n1stratlona Research conducted by those 1nvolved in

educational administration appears to have avo1ded teachers
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decjsion making in the classroom. Indeed, until Qery
recently, teachers’ classroom behaviours have tended not to
be of significant concern to this decipline. However, this
1s‘changing. AReéent studies have emerged from educational
administrators that do~focu; upon teachers’ behaviours in ,
the classroom and on. the effect that those behaviours have
up&n students (see King, 1979; Smyth, 1979; Mireau, 1980;
‘Tuckwell; 1980) . - Thé importance of administrative Knowledge
bf teachers’ classroom decision making,‘thehefore. is being
recoénized. These‘and other studies hQVe-Shéd‘ljght,on the
ihpaqt of teacher behaviour upon student learning. ﬁThus,’
there is an iﬁgérative for educationdﬁ administrators££9>be
cognizant of the behaviours that teachers exhibit in their
claséroomé;’ ‘ - : . : R |

Types of Interactive Decisions

Jackson (1968) coined - the term"interactive decision’
to refer to decisions made during the interactive pHase of
'vtéaching--that period of”tjmé aﬁring fhé teaching day when-
the teacher interacts with students. He further
——distinguished pre-active decisibns¥-fhose that deal with
curricular and jnstructional planning;before the act-é?
instruétion--and post-active decisfoqs‘-those méde dﬁring
‘the reflective phase of teaching that follows the act of
“instruction. Pre-active, interactfve; and bost-active

decisions-are terms that have been aécepted_by many

.
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educational researchers (Brown_and Farr, 1971; Mosston,
1972; Whitfield, 1974b; Russo, 1978: Shavelson, 1979).

The ]iterature appears to idenfify three ma jor foci of

teachers’ interactive decisions. Thege are:

13

1. Implementation of pre;p]anned lesson tactics and the

changing of these tactics dur¥ng the instructional

—

- interaction between feacher and student. -
2. Implementation df §trategies fOT:Lwing the perception of
:behaviéural devﬁations‘observed during'pupil-puﬁil'and‘
pupi1-teacher interactions. ‘} | ¥
3. Implementation of strategies that deal with the -
organization éf equipment and with the Hanaiingbof

situational éonstraints.

Smith and GepffreyJ(1968),“in their classic study. of

the elementary cléssroom,,diSCUssed teacher ﬁnteractive

decision processes in terms of the relationships between the

degreeJOf'studentS’ deficiencies in knowledge‘and skill -
growth and the %ﬁstructiéna] processAused by the teagheE 
Teachers'faecisions, Smith ahd;Geoffréy claim f1968:2387.
centre upon'thehcontent of knowledge presented or the level
of skill to be practicéd and_thé particular methodé or |
tacticé employed. Labelling thesé‘as pacing decisions,
Smith,énd Geoffrey éxp]ained them as.being based-ﬁbon a.time
ratio; the components of this ratio being, on the one hand,

-

N

1
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the time available to complefe a given actiQﬁ&y, and, on .the
ether,'the amount of observed andfperceiVed student
learning. |

“Brown and Farr’'s (1971) study of teacher decision
making as a cogn1t1ve process is concerned with the degree
to wh1ch lesson objeet1ves are attained and w1th determ1n1ng
mastery of long-range ob3ect1yes. Following thelr
observations that teachers often persist with teeching
behav1ours regardless of their appropr1ateness to the ?
sxtuat1on, Brown and.Farr (1971.341) 1ntroduced the term

N
forfeit or null decision, meaning decisions to take no . .

acfion. -
In a study involving:student feachers, Whitfield
(1974b) determjned»that,there are six c]asses of interactive

decisions. Hisrtybo1egy inpludes{

1. Leabninq-Coqnition{ This class consists of decisions
‘that relate to the implementatﬁen and/or modification of
preactiie deeisions. language strupture, humper;andﬁtype
of'examp]e used in a lesson, and approaches to studehtS'
efrors and their corrections; o

2. Learning-Attitude: Whitfield (1974b) explains these

i

decisions in terms of teachers providing ihcentives

that, it is hoped, motlvate student behav1ours

3. }Relat1onsh1ps Pupil-Pupil: Decisions dea11ng with

’d1sc1p11ne and social control of‘studentrstudent.

r

U.

€
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interactions.
ﬁ) | . _
4. Relationships: Pupil-Adult: Decisions dealing with

discib1ine and social control of student-teacher and
student-adult interactions.

5. Environmental: Equipment: Decisions regarding physical

4

and situational constraints. , } i

& Environmentél: Organization and Adminigfﬁatioh: \

Decisions regarding lesson pacing and school or b

~ classroom rulés and regulations. |
In their study of the nature of.ﬁeachérs’ dec%sion

processes, Winne and Marx (1975) repgkted fivelcategories of
interactive decisions. They included: ' -
1. Objectives-oriented décisionsw )
Low;orderlcohtent decisions.

Instructional process decisions.

. Learner-centred decisions.

Thesﬁ‘categqries."thpugh; are very broad and deal
exc]usiVely'with instructiona11y4oriented sitqationé.

Clark and Pgterson'(1é76), in their laBQraFory_study of
teachers’ interactive decision making, found that.tﬁeir N

subjects’ decisions were grouped around (a) organizational

or administrative objectives and (b) cognitive and affective

outcomes. However, it must be stressed that this study was

-

D P W
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‘generate all decision options available to ?hem. He

21
conducted in a laboratory setting rather than in a ngtural

setting. The subject teachers were not,déaling With

childfen of whom they'had previous Knowledge; .rather th?f: ,, ‘
_ _ "

were dealing with strangers in strange surroundings.

The Incidence of Decision Alternatives: .

There appears to be widespread agreement among'
investigators that teachér§\se1dom-consideh more than one or
two alternatives in the forhu]ation of interactive
decisions. ‘ AR &

Whitfield (1974b) claims that teachers. do not usually

postulates that this finding is due to teachers’

insensitivity‘to:the’options thatamight be chosen, a Eeqtain‘

‘degree of rigidity in_ thinking, a lack of creativity, or -

well developedfvalue systems that act as screens for

decision options. Whitfield (1974b:87-88) further suggesfgg

“that an experience base is required to deal fluently wi th

“ithe many and diverse variables that arise in the classroom.

Hargreaves (1979:74) supports Whitfie‘d’s findingsf

- : )
(Mlost . . . decisions (formulated by teachers) have not
.. always been routine . . . but have become so through
experience. For the student or inexperienced teacher
they are a frequent source of deliberation and
puzzlement. . . . and often lead to a cumulative
anxiety, since the-immediacy and constantly shifting
nature of classrgom events demand that most classroom .
decisions be made 'on the spot’. - . ‘

e

V/r



University. of Alberta

Whitfield's findings have been repliCated by Clark and

v

‘Peterson. t1976) who found that their study teachers seldom -

cons1dered alternative strateg1es while teach1ng Indeed,

’these 1nvest1gators report that alternative strateg1es were

considered only when a lesson was judged to be progressing

poorly. N .
In similar fashion, Marland’'s (1977) investigation into

classroom teachers’ thought processes found_that‘teachers

make»fenerlthan ten overt decisions per ‘lesson. Ddring the

formulation of these decisions, Marland (1977:193) claims,

" the study teachers usually considered but one or two

alternatives.

i~ Fimally, the findings of Shavelson and company- (1977),

"the (1978), and Shavelson and his colleagues (1978),

indicate that there ie a limited rationality in teacher

interactive decision making. Althaugh teachers in these .

o 4

lastvstudiesrseem}to have generated decision alternatives
afmost spdntaneously, they rarely eonsidered the .
desirability of these a1ternatiVes in light of others.

j

The Teacher As Information Processor : ¢

Implicit w1th1n the concept of the teacher as decision

maker is the assumptlon that the teacher is a key- agent Jho

' rece1ves 1nformat1on and, as a result formulates opinions,

est1mat1ons and Judgements used in dec1s1ons (Elstein and

Shulman, 197§9 Shavelson,,Cadwell and Izu, 1977); Elstein

o
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and Shulman (1975:35) state that the teacher’'s role is that
of " an active clinical information processor involved in
planning, anficipating, judging, diagnosing, prescribihg.
problem solving.” In other words, the teacher's percep{ions
qf£students"behaviours are used in developing lesson tactic

decisions, implementing these decisions, and developing

further instructional decisions based upon the classroom

activities observed during the implementation of those

decisions.

" Winne and Marx (1977:669) state this-concept

succinctly: I . -

3, (1)t seems reasonable to characterize teachers as

% dynamic decision makers who choose to vary their
teaching during instruction on the basis of immediate
and prior information about students.

The interpretation.process %%plicit in thé viéws of bot%
Elstein and Shulman and Winne and Marx’emphasiséé the
imponfance of examiniﬁg teacher perceptions and the role
that these‘perceptfgns play in determining what dctually
occurs in the classroom. As Crocker (1972:83 explains, “the
focus équerpeptions presents the image of thgktéécher as an
interpreter of events and a decision maker who acts on'thgse.
interpretations.” * . |
This view of the teacher as decision maker, further,
suggééts that the teacher’s system of beliefs and values is.
a cruéiél factor in the determination of the way in which

°
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decision data, information, or behavioural cues are
perceived and subsequently interpreted (Smith and Geoffrey,
}968; Sarason, 1972; Brophy and Good, 1974; Phares, 1976;.
Radford, 1977). Smith and Geoffrey (1968:88-90), for
example, view the teacher;as5a deéision maker who involves
"subjective probability" and "subjective rationality”
processes through his prediction system (which is based on
perceived consequenceé) and his value system (which is based

upon his conception of the ideal) .+ Support is found in

~ Hargreaves (1979:79), who claims that a teacher’s decisi%n

making sKills are "embedded (in) and affected by the

teacher’s vqlues", including his ideology,'pedagogical
preferences, andlhis'social values. Hafgreaves states that
“dgcisfoné are made partly on the basis of soc%a] skills and
p;%tlyhon the basis of certaiﬂpv?lue commitments: both are ..

encaaéﬁﬁated and rapidly processed in every routine
ﬁmoom décisiohf" '

| ~There are also contextua]'factors;tﬁat facflitéte or
inHiBit the perceptibn of classroom-based°information.
Fishbein and Ajien (1975: 463T report that these factors are

to be found in the characteristics of (a) the communicator,

" (b) the receiver, (c) the piece of information itself, and

(d) the situation in which the information is transmitted.

Fishbein and Ajzen contena, first of all, that certain

communicator characteristics, such as perceived credibility,

S
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- expertise, and trustworthiness, will influence the

recefver’s confidence in the source of the information. In
the context of the classroom, then, a teachér who percéives
a student as lacking credibility, experntise, or
trustworthiness will tend to interpret cues from that
student Jn.a negative light. Onvfhe other hand, a student
who is perceived a$ credible, knowledgable and.t;ustworthy
will tend to be viewed by the teaﬁher in a mqﬁe positive
manner . Ihié source belief, Fishbein and Ajzen c]ajm‘
directly affects the way in whichsbehaviouralicUes will be
perceived. A

In the second place, Fishbein and Ajzen suggest that
the characteristics of the réceiver of the information are
equaily important. They claim that. such characteristics as

general persuasibility, degree of anxiety and level of self

esteem serve to influence an individual’'s degree of

confidence in his own behaviours and, hence, in the validity.

of the information he receives. Finally, according to
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975:463-464), characteristics of the
situation and the way in which the informafion is
transmitted are two additional determinants of the way in

which a piece of information, such as a behavioural cue, may

be interpreted. Such factors 1nclude the anxiety level of

the situation, the degree of perce1ver involvement in the

situation, the degree of situational uncertainty, and the
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degree of rationality:or emétionality of iﬁeva§§age

transmission.

Research On Teacher Information Processing. In their

discussion of cues used by‘teacheﬂs in formutating
}nteréctive decisions, Clark and Peterson (1976:9) developed
a three-dimensional categorization of decision data
perceived by teachers. These are high inference student
behavioural cues, intellectual characteristics, and specific
low inference overt behaviours. The ﬁesearchers claim that
it was rare for théir subjects to mention low-inference
behaviours as decision cues; rather, judgements made of
students’ behaviours were often based upon the degree of
student participafion in the lesson. Furthermore, Clark and

Peterson .initially repbrted that their teachers tended nof

—

. to change their plans or behaviours in response to observedv

student reactions. Upon further investigatiqn, however ,
they concluded that teachers continued or elaboratea the
instructional activity in which they were engagéd whenever
théir students reacted favourably to that activity but when
met with unfavourable student reactions tended to deviate
from‘their.origina} plans or shift to an entirely new
activity without checkKing toldetermine the cause for student
Eeaétions. In keeping'with these findings, Clark and
Peterson concluded- that:

"
v

1. Teachers tend not to optimize -instruction with their
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decision making.
2. . Teachers rafely tend to change lesson tactics even when
they v1ewed instruction as progress1ng poor ly.
3. Student part1c1pat1on and 1nvolvement 1n the lesson are
the pr1mary cues used by teachers in the formulat1on ‘of

est1mates of the progress of instructional strateg1es

In.an’earljer study, Marx and Peterson (1975:13)

discovered that a negative correlation exists between

'teachers’ subject matter,orientation and teachers’

or1entat1ﬂn to learners, that - is to say the more or1ented
the teacher is to the subject matter, the less oriented he
is to the student |
Shavelson and Atwood (1977) studied the way in wh1ch
teachers formed estimates of their students ‘states of mind
and~fearning.’ These inQestigators (1877:133-134) advance a

model of estimate formulation that-contains two ma jor

: P
_components: student performance behaviours and teacher

hypotheses or “hunches" of students’ states of mind, as
inferred from students’ per formance behaviours. Their
fiﬁdings lead Shavelson'and Atwood to suggest that teachers
forh interactive decisions intuitive]yyrather than
rationaljy.' Sﬁavelson and his colleagues (1978),
furthermore, sugdestAthat although teachefs make optimal usé

of all available cues and information tn the formulation of

Y
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estimates about student aptitudeé{ they seldomluse these
estimates in the fonmu]gtion‘of in}ebactiveidecisiohs.
Rather, teacher; brefer-to base fhéir estimates on teachQng .
beliefs, principles, and observed behaviours. |

"+ In discussing interactive decisions focussing upon

+ classroom management, Shavelson and company (1378) state

that such manaderial,decisions are responses to perceptions

of deviant behaviours. Information for these decisions is

 gleaned from the teacher’'s Knowlédge ofithe previous history

" of the student exhibiting the behaviours, the teacher’s

estimates of the probdbility of disruptive behaviour

,e

3

occurring, and the teacher’s perceptions of the current
behaviour. o . ' .

The fjhdiﬁgs‘of Cpne’s 1978 study appear to devjate
slightly from those ofVShave.Tso'n and his fellows (1978).

Cone studied teachers’ managenia]‘decisiobs in a laboratory

sett g and found that teachers’ beliefs appeared to have no

significant effects upohithe formulation of manageriaT
decisions.. Neither did téachers"beliefs associate wfth'any
perceptual nor with any behaviourai‘cues. .Cone did find,
though. that the order in which thé§e cues were réceivéd hgd
significant effects upon thé'teachers’ estimates of the

probability of the occurrance of,disruptivefbehaviours'ang

~on his decision formulation. Cone'reporti{}hﬁtkteacheﬁs'in

his study expécted more deviant behaviour #n large grdup
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'setfings than in'éma]leb groups. He alSo found that

teachers'’ exbectatiphs about sthdent;disrupiivebbehéyiours
were related to their.styles-of classroom organization,
types of deviances, and Histories of Students> behaviours.
iﬁ additibn) Cohebéupports the:contenfion of Shave]sénfand
his'qolleagués that teachers’ infefactive decisions are not

entirely rational. He cites Brophy (personal

communicationi. who claims fhat'teachers” class m
behaviours ahe_a reéult of “pure habit acquired/through
conditioning with minimal awareness." Cone cdnciudes that :

for each of his subjects: the time available/to tespdnd to.

'specifiC”SitUations did'hbt_alibw the teaghers to.consider

all ‘the effects of the'releVant cues to /their mahageriai

v
decisions. S _ o v i
In her study of teachers’ decision policies, Russo.

(1978) found that teachers use students’ behavioural and

achievement cues. more than educational beliefs in estimating
N . v . : .

student learning ‘states. This supports Cone’s {1978)

findings.  Russo’s study was also conducted in.a;JabOratory

setting: | | |
A]though'Russoj(1978l déalt-specificélly'with preactive
S , - . - o : o ' <> .
" decisions; her findings have relevance for studying el

interactive decisions. Russo (1978) reports that the nature
of theVstudentpgroup is a crucial factor in détermining the -
instructional approach used by the- teacher, theﬁéelectionéff

o

/ ' |-

S~ o . “
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1nstruct1ona1 mater1als, 1esson pacing, the degree of' lesson

;1nd1v1dual1zat1on._and Judgements about the 1mportance of

teachmg and 1earmng ob_]ectWes

The stud1es conducted by Shavelson and company (1978)

and Cone (1978) 1t*should be po1nted out, were conducted in. -

laboratory settings rather than classrooms and the f1nd1ngs

of these stud1es may not be rep11cable in. natural sett1ngs,

_th1s'po1ntsato the need to study teachérs interactive

dec1s1on formulattOn 1n the classrooms

In d1scuss1ng teachers 1nterpretat1ons of dec1s1on

'cues, Mackay and Marland (1978:13) suggest that teachers do

~ They develop th1s theme further’hnd cla1m that ‘these

‘ make 1nferences about students "emotions, the degree of

student . mot1vat1on. and student performance behav1ours
't
inferences are based upon‘ "gross and clearly observable

student behavior . . ..without attending much to the'subtle;

!

Aless overt cues . ..such aslfacialyexpressions, gesturesh

and verbal emphases

Dec1s1on Mak1ng and Heurwst1cs.-

"

The prev1ous d1scu$s1on on teacher 1nformat1on

: pPOCGSS]ﬂg drew attentton to the uncerta1n nature of var1ous

types of decision 1nformat10n Th1s is espec1ally true in -

regard to the percept1on of verbal and. non- verbal

‘behav1oural &ues (Kahneman and Tversky, 1972; Slovic, et

al., 1977). However, teachers are often requ1red to make
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judgements, predictions, and decisions on the basis of such

ambiguOus_cues (Kahneman and TversKky, 1972, 1974: Elstein

“and Shulman;* 1975; Slovic, et al., 1977) and this points to

$heir critical role in the formuTation of estimetes of their

students and'their lesson strategies.
j.Although little 'is kno&n about the process through

which teachers form estimates, recent research*has,.

discovered some very interesting and important aspects of
" the relationship between the use of heuristic techniques and

‘estimate formulation. Much of this thrust into heuristic

research has been initiated by Kahneman and Tversky (1972,
Kahneman and Tversky, in their two studies, examined

the prdcess of hunan.judgement~or estfmation and postulated

_;\the‘existance of two distinctﬁtypes of.heuﬁistic‘techniques _

that are commonly applied td estimete"formufatidn:

representat1veness and ava11ab111ty " The investigatOrs‘

(1972:431) found that an’ 1nd1v1dual s assessment of a

behav]our.or event tends ‘to be detérmrned by the degree to.
which the behavidur“js sim{lar“in'basic features to a.
“pérent population” of behavtOUrs For example, the

observat1on of a student looking out a classroom w1ndow

'dur1ng a lesson may lead to a teacher forming the Judgement

that. the student is not l1sten1ng or paying attenf1on An

1nvest1gat1on of the student’s behaviour may reveal that he

a

.....
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is indeed not listening.: -however, the‘formUlation of.an
estimate or judgement of the_inteht of the student's
behaviour based’solely upon observation involved the use of
the epresentative'heuristic. In.-other words, the teacher
assu d‘that the student was not listening oa;paying" J
attention, because the teacher has found that looking out
the window during a lesson is frequently associated with
innatention; the student’s behaviour was representative of.
behavipurtthat may be labelled "inattentive“.d AecSrd1ng to
Winne-and.Marx (1977:672),4the use of representative

heuristicsgis in effect a classifying or "pigeoh-hdling"

process. Availability heuristic, also a cognitive

mechanism, has been def1ned by,Kahneman and Tversky

‘(1974 230) as a process by wh1ch the individual Judges or

est1mates the ﬁ%act1cal1ty or effectiveness of a partlcular
action or strategy For-%xample, a teacher who Judges that

a’ part1cular teach1ng strategy is effect1ve by observ1ng the

degree of student involvement or enthus1asm is using an

availability heuristic, in that he is u51ng available

fnfermation rather than a well des1gned evaluative process

.to’judge strategy effectiveness "Jhe authors claim that the

use of this mechan1sm usually results in an exaggeratvon of
the effect1veness of appllcat1on elther pos1t1ve1y or

negat1ve]y _
!
On this po1nt furthermore,\Slovic and company (1974:4)

-
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suggest that " people}systematically violate)the‘%rinciples

" of rational decision making when‘judging prdbabilities,

making'predictidns or otherwiée'attempting to cope with

prebabilistic tasks." They contend that individuals tend to

"'be insensitive"to.consideratione of data reliability: These
findings imply that (a) classroom teachers’ estimates and
iJudgements concerning student behaviours and learning states

'are not accurate -because they are based upon data that has

emanated from unreliable sources, namely observation oF

student behaviours and performance, and (b) that once these _

‘estimates have been formed, there is much difficulty in

changing them, even though new datavmay contradict the _

"estimate producing data. This~phenomenon termed anchoring,

has been documented extensively in the literature (Kahneman
and Tversky, 1972 431 432; Elstein and Shulman, 1875:21;

Winne and Marx, 1977:672). Hence, as Winne and Mar x

'(1977'672)rnote, the use'of'heuristic mechanisms "sometimes

lead to severe and systematic errors 1n the de0151ons

'rendered",'leading to stereotypic teafher de0151on

behaviodrs. }Estimating meaning of student behaviour throUgh

observation alone may result in classifying the student as

(a) bored, (b) disinterested, (c) confused, or (d) 'lazy’.

Similarly, estimating the effectiveness of a lesson strategy

‘through qbservationswaathe degree of student involvement or

noticeable enthusiasm does not approach an evaluation of the
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degree of student learning that has occurred as a result of
the implementation of the strategy.

A Shavelson and his colleagues (1977) however, disagree
with the conclus1ons drawn from stud1es by Kahneman and
Tversky and Slovic, et al. that teachers, when faced w1th
uncertain data, tend to reduce that data through heuristic
processes In their study of txegdegree of teachers

sens1t1v1ty to 1nformat1on rel1ab111ty the 1nvest1gators

observed that their subJects were 1ndeed respons1ve to the '

. reliability of the information they received and that they

tended to avoid the dangers of heuristic processes. Indeed,

" the findings of the study/conducted by Shavelson and company-

do contain indications that teachers do revise their,initial'

’probabi1ity estimates of students’ states of learning as new

1nformat1on is rece1ved
’ There appears to be suppori*for th:s view 1n the
findings of Yosh1da and Meyers 41975) . These researchers

examirfed the effects of 1abe111ng students as educable

-mentally retarded upon teachers expectat1ons for change in

students’ behav1ours. Yoshida and Meyers (1975 523)

-

| question the theory assoc1ated w1th labelling. They suggest

that studies conducted by such invest1gators as Beez (1970)
and Rubov1tz and Maehr (1971) were of short duration and,
hence, did not perm1t suff1ctent time for the development of

biases other than those generated through heur1st1c
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‘techniques.‘On the other hand, they point out, findings of
- studies by Dusek and 0’ Connell (1973) and 0’ Connell, Dusek |

and Wheeler (1874) 1nd1cate that teachers estimates of
students’ acH1evement behav1ours are related more to the

teacher’s personal ranking of those students than to their

?1abe111ng

8

The results of these studies tend not to support the
labelling or stereotyplng perspect1ve, that is to say, the

data suggest,that teachers do test the verac1ty of

1nformat1on they receive about the1r students Indeed‘~

results of Yosh1da and Meyer's (1975 525) own three week
study suggest that "expectancwes may be based upon personal

observat1on by a teacher rather than a label ngen to-a._

fstudent."‘ : N
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» ) o  Methodology

Recent‘researchlon teaching has stressed the need to

“examine various elements of teaching (Mosston, 1972§ Clark

and Joyce, 1975; ercker. 1978; Cooper, 1979)3|'As well,
several researchers have called for a specific focus on the
processes involved in the formula}ion"of teachers’ |
interactive decisions (Marland 1975' Conners. 1978a;
Cooper. 1979; Sutcliffe and Wh1tf1eld 1879).

i In exam1n1ng teacher 1nteract1ve decision mak1ng a

naturalistic approach employ1ng both exploratory ar

introspeetive'techniquee is judged'to‘be a more apbrepriate

vapproacqhthan other more convent1ona1’ me thods of inquiry,

such as laboratory s1tua§ed exper1mentat1on since, as Guba
(1978:11, 15)-suggests, they are based on vast]y d1fferent
philosophical perepectives, The\researcher empldying‘
conventional’ exeerimentatidh_techhiques "seeks the facts
or cau§e5~of550eial phenomena with little regard for}fhe
subJect1ve states of individuals. On the other ;;EE\ the
researcher employ1ng natura11st1c methodolog1es, such as
exploratory and 1ntrospect1ve techniques, "is concerned with

understand1ng human behav1or from-the actor s own frame of

reference" and that the real1ty that is observed "ex1sts '

only in. the m1nds of 1nd1v1dua1 people and depends heav1ly

on their separate percept1ons - -

“Until very recently, though few studies have
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investigated.teachers' interactive declsions'with both an‘. '
introspective methodology and a natural setting' k:
Fortunately a research tradition has been dfvelop1ng. matnly
through anthropological and soc1ologlcal/1nVestigations.

which is suited to exploratory 1nvestlgat1or is based on

1nstrospect1on and is 1mmensely applicable(to educat1onal

-

»

\'

research (Wilson, 1977).

Exploratory Research | : .

Two synonyms for research that has beeh labelled
exploratory are naturalistic and ethnographic (T1kunoff and
Ward 1978). This type of research 1nvolves theWSystemat1c .

observatton of phenomena in a natural sett1ng and is -

designed primarily to develop hypotheses for further study

(Kounin, l977. W1lson. 1977); it is open ended subjective
discové’&,that results #rom the accumulatl of data whiph
represent the history of a phenomenon $ ocg rrance ,
Typyoally,.the data are\recorded ina narréflve. desoriptive _
form. Thus Sanday (in Erickson, 1979'182)fdefines this
branch of research as ™a way of systemat1cally learn1ng
real1ty from the point of view of the part1c1pant . wh1le-“
Garfinkel (1967:11) asserts that ethnograph1c studies are
investigations of the elements of human behav1oqrs as. gl
ongoing-events in the"natural wor ld. Furthermore, the(§§cus
of such 1nqd::;j accendlng to Tikunoff and Nard (1937 4), is

on the way in which organisms tnteract w1th other organisms

TTTT—
. T
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and with their environments. o
Miller (1877:211), in discussing the roles of

naturalistic research in comparative psychology, claims that

.such qualitative exploratiohs might be used to: -

1. Study nature for its own sake.

2. . Use nature as an initial starting paint from which to

L]

develop a suQsequent program.of research.
3. Use nature to validate or add substance to previously

. TS~
obtained laboratory findings.

¢

4. Obtain from nature information pertaining to species
variables that willesubsequently increase the effiéiént
uti]iiationg of subjects in fhe laboratory setting.

5. Use the field as a naturalistic "lgborétory” to test

hypotheses orhtheoretical concepts.

MacCannell (-1975:5) categorizes exploratory research as

ethnomethodology in that”its phenomenological perspective

takes " consciousness itself as its object, or attempts to
descriibe the essence of perception, intuitioh,\ideas.
imagination."” Further, the bebaviour of others is studied

to'approach "meaning-in-use” in a "natural, unprob[pmatic

-way" to determine “(a) future affairs and expectations,

.(b) previous conditions, and . . . (c) other behaviors
o : : : o
in the present situation (MacCannell, .1975:9).! ‘:5_

k4

"
[ 3

[% 4
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The Strength gj the Ethnomethodological Approach

Goffman (1961) was one of the first of many social
.scientists to recognize the value of the ethhographic
paradigm in helping students of huma behaviour understand

their subjects. In the preface to his series of essays on

the behaviours of mental patients, Goffman (1961: ix-x)
insists that:
any, group of persons . . . develop(s) a life of (ifs) -
own that becomes meaningful, reasonable, and normal once
you get ,close to it . ’
Barker (1969:35), in developing a position for an
chnographic thrust -in behavioral science, claims that:
When we look at the environment of behavior as a
phenomenon worthy of -investigation for _itself, and not
merely as an instrument for unravelling the
behavior-relevant programming within persons, we find
that it is not a passive probabilistic arena of objects
and events.
Wilson (1977:247) perceives ethnographic research ifhniques

as being ihvaluab]é in éenerating theory about social _\\f/
phenomena. As,pepp]e’s behaviours are significantiy A

inf luenced by the environments in which they functioé, it is
‘impehative that the researcher study behaviours and
phenamena in their natural settings.

Gump's (1969:200) support of the importance of

naturalistic investigations is no less emphatic:

@
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(T)o develop a description and taxonomy of the parts
. we must look at them in -the place ‘they occur.
Gutman (1969:162) exhorts researchers to enter the natural
environment, since intrinsic controls within these settings

"will organize and drive events even though our theories

take no notice of them.

Cusick (1973:4), from the perspective of the

educational anthropologist, believes that "if one is to gain

5

~a reasonable understanding of a social environment, he

shouldtstudy it from the viewpoints of the groups who create
it." Stake (1978:5) agrees with these proponents of

ethnographic research in gnderstanding human behaviour, in

thét,the use of these methodologies might actually be a %

.

-

preferred mode of investigation, as compared to the
variables-oriented eXperimentation within the tradition of
Campbell and Stanléy (1963).

Views such as those ouiiined above are applicable to.. .
educational research in general “and espeCially to an .
examination of the behaviours that “occur w1th1n the
classroom (Gump, 1969, Shavelson and Atwood, 1977; Conners,
1978a; Erickson, 1979). Gump (1969:204) records his support

for ethnographic research on classroomvbehayiours, on the

Qrounds that it is only through the abplication of this

approach that educational researchers are ableito'obtain .

more complete understandings of the eVent§ thé?chcur within

-
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these envwronments

The ethnographic mode of research has also been

supported in recent educational investigations. Shavelson

" and Atwood (1877) insist that the most appropr1ate method of

obtaining data of teacheff behaviours is to observe

.

teachers behaving in a variety of” teach1ng situations.

Conners (1978a:306) suggests that there is a further need to

. ““penetrate below "surface’ level behaviours and find out why

teachers are behaving in certain ways . " )

| ‘Kounin (1977) view5‘naturalﬁstic;researCh as stressing
completeness, rather than objectivity. 'Comp]eteness implies
the total data of an individual’s behaviour, not only the

type of behaviour exhibited but also th€: manner and sequence

of that behaviour. This;, then, is the tash of naturalistic

or ethnographic research: to’collect, describe and explain
data. | (

The foregoingAdemonstrates the need to employ
exploratory and introspective methodologies in an
investigation of teacher decisions. If the intent of the
1nvest1gat1on is to develop an understanding of. the '
processes 1nvo]ved in degision making in the classroom, then®
it must involve such _ethnomethodologies. As Wilson
(1977:249) asserts # .

the soc1al scientist cannot understand human behavior
without understanding the framework within which the
subJects interpret their thoughts, feelings, and actions
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Further, Wileon claims that by employing an experimental
approach that stresses objectivity, the researcher is fOrcedh

to;

impose a priori limitations on the data, an act which
makes it difficult to discover the perspectives of the
sub jects.

Observation and Interview

_Researchers.conduotjng ethnographic,investigations must
"rely upon observations of their subjects;\behaviours as a
primary source of data- (Greer, 1964; Becker and Greer, 1967;
Harre and Secord, 1972; Tikunoff Ward .and BehnRe, 1979)

It is 1mperat1ve that inquiries 1nto human behav1our respect
the pr1nc1ples that (a) the behaviour must be.accepted as 1R
is exhibited and (b) the behaviour must be recorded w1thout \
1nterpretat1on by the recorder .

o Observat1ons of subjects in their natural sett1ngs.
termed field observation (Tikunoff, Ward and Behnke, 1979),
are of two types: (a) particfpant»observation (Becker and :
Greer ‘1967)'and (b) non-participant.observation or
'obJectwve observat1on (Blumer, 1966). - Becker and Greerv
(1967) have defined part1c1pant observation as. the ‘active
involvement of the observer in the daily life of the
subjects. Such .involvement by the 1nvest1gator may be
conduc}ed openly with the explicit understanding and
acceptance of the subjecfs_br covertly, in disguise..

Non-particibadt observation, on the'other‘hendq allows the

-
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1nvest1gator to observe behav1ours in a pass1ve manner

rather‘than in an actlve way; that is to say, he takes no
| active part in the daily life of the subjects, he only
‘records thé\events and behaviours he witfiesses. . The

decision as.to wh{ch tack to employ depends upon many -

factors,.inoluding the age of the subjects end the observer,
the purpose of the study and, of course, the degree of
volatility of the environment (Goffman, 1961; Cusick, 1973).
As an actor asbwell as an fhvestigator, the particjpant
observer is more than an objective,reporter. As a
partioipant‘in the tnteraction ofbbehavjoors and
environmental influences. he is able not only to obtain data
by observing the behaviours of.others,bqt also to add
richness'to‘objectivity:by providing‘his perceptions and
insights es-a.sobject‘of'the study. Such richness may be
observed in studies conductéd by Smith and Geoffrey (1968)
and Cusick_(té73) ‘ | ' (
'In cgntrast, the non- part1c1pat1ve or objective
observer must record only what he sees or hears wwthout
1nterpretat1on or explanat1on For the obJect1ve observeér

to do otherwise is” to run the risk of contam1nat1ng the

study by ' subst1tut1ng his view of the field of action for

‘the view held by the dctor (Blumer, 1966) ." 0bv1ous]y. the

actor or subject views his behav1our and the behav1ours of

otherséthrough hrs own pattern or system of belief
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constructs that'greatly'influence\hts perCeption‘(Sarason,'

1972; Radford 1877, Hargreaues, 1979) .. Richness is added

to obJectwve observat10n through the use of. the 1nterv1ew :

E1ther*structured or unstructured the 1nterv1ew has the
potent1al of going beyond non-interpretive observat1on of

the subJect S behav1our to rich explanat1ons by the subJect

of his own behav1our

4

One 1mportant,pr1nc1p1e must be stressed at th1s tlﬂE
1f the 1nvest1gator accepts the 1nterv1ew as a valid data
source, then he must also accept that human commentartes are

"authentic, though rev1sab1e reports: of phenomena. subJect ]

" to emp1r1ca1 cr1t1c1sm (Harre and Secord 1972 101)

“/

Harre and Secord (1972 112) in the1r d1scuss1on of ‘a

,subJect S awareness of h1s ‘behaviour, c1a1med that Ea

A person can be said to be aware of what he is doing if,
but not only if, he is capable of telling what he is
doing, either before he begins or at any time dur1ng the.
performance or fatrly soon afterwards. =

)
.

Problem’s in the:Use g_f_ Ekthnomethodo‘lggies. Erickson

(1979b:183)., in a discussion of, problems that are'associated
with the use of ethnogrgphy. has listed four ma jor concerns
with which thelresearcher must deal. These 1nclude problems
in‘(a)’timing and sequencind,.fb) va11d1ty,
(c) superficiality, and (d) eQ?dentiary adequacy.

| The process of actbally conduct1ng an ethnography or a-

p1ece of natural1st1c research and" the subsequent wr1t1dg

1
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involves a great deal of. time _As such it is impossible to

generate f1ndings and conclus1ons within-the "short-term”,

that per1od of time - 1mmed1ately follow1ng the implementation

of the 1nvest1gat1on. These ”short term" benefits may then

- -~

be lost. h T

The validity question.deals primarily with (a) the

intensity of the study, (b) the comoetence of the field

“researcher, and (c) the<rel1ab111ty of the respondents.

There is a]ways the problem ‘that the study has not been
conducted w1th suff1c1ent intensity to provide data that

will answer the posed questions. Secondly, the issue of -

'researcher competence with the techniques of ethnographic
‘research must be raised. Such methodology nece551tates both’
' cogn1t1ve and affect1ve sill}s that other methods may not.

. A third concern of validity centers on the re11ab1l1ty of

thegresponeés-obtatned f;om the subject. OUestione, such as

"Has the‘subject been honest in his responses?” and "Is the

‘subject aware of his behaviours or of the rattonale for

rthem?", mus t be'dealt:With realistically; no matter how

painful the answers may be.

‘ Superf1c1al1ty is another area of serious concern for
the ethnograph1c researcher ~ Often the layman is not aware‘
of the data reduct1on that is emtailed in reporting
natd?al1st1c research and hence may regard the findings of

such research,as ‘being superficial and w1thout,s1gn1f1cant

»
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- meaning to him.. -Further, when ihferentiél statements are
- made without sufficient suﬁporting data, thé question of
"evidgntiary adequacy" arises (Erickson, 1979:184) .
However , jﬂdging'the émount of data that ddes‘constitute_
~sufficiency is a skill that all researcﬁer§ must develop,
not jusf_ethnographers. The credibility of beséarch
f{ndings and subsequent éonclusions depends, to a 1arge7
gxtenf; onn_the adequacy of the supporting‘data.
All«tﬁgie problems cah be overcome by (a) adequate
. planning, (b) suffiqienf training, (¢) good luck,
(d) conducting short-term studies instead'of prolonged
investigations, and (e) "ethnographic monitoring" (Hymes,
1976, in Erickson, 1979: 183) which is the continuous
checking of the stpdy by the researcher, the subject, an
associate, or all of these, to determine the validities of
thé‘various elements éf the study (Erickson, 1979:183) .

Stimulated Recall Ihteryiews Using Videotaping

A receht'innoQation>in'eduéational research is the use
of the st)pulated recaTl 1nterv1ew using y1deotaped records
sz the behaviours of teachers and students (Marland 1977
‘Conners,'1978a. K1ng,.1979 Mireau, 1980) Stimulated
recall is defined. as a method of recalling a subJect’
‘thoughts, feel1ngs. or recollect1ons about a partwcularj
event or behaviour by stimulating fhe sub ject With thq,use

of'audio and/or’visual‘bepresentation of that event Qf
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behaviour (Bloom, 1954; Marland, 1977; Elstein, Shulman and
Sprafka} 1978). Stimulated recall has been used to
investigate the-behaviours of teachers (Marland, 1877;

Commers, 1978a; Tuckwell, 1979), of students (Bloom, 1954;{

Nolan, 1878; King, 1979), and mediqal practitioners (Elstein

and Shulman, 1971; Elstein, Shulman and Sprafka, 1978).
The technique of;?ideotaping behaviours to obtain data_

for stimulated recall interviews is a recent but

well-documented development (Mintzberg, 1973; Marx and

Peterson, 1875; Clark and Yinger, 1877). Miazberg
(1973:228) notes that the value of videotaping as a means of
collecting-data is great, since the camera "picks. up nuance§
missed byAthe observer and unnoticed by the respondent.*
Dunkin and Bidd1e1(1974:57) observed that the use of
videot?ping as a data ;ollecting“ﬁéchnique has grown in
popularfty. They claiﬁed that this procedure of capturing
behaviours on videotépe produces."stabilized records of the
téaéhing process that can ?e studied at leisure.f‘ Kounin

(1977) chose this method of data collection for his study of

'the'ecologiba1.dimehSi6ns of school Settings, sjnce it

ensured him a relativé completeness of the data collected,"
as compared ;o other methods, such as the critical incidents
technique; Much of its use,.though, has beenvinvlaygfatory
settings. Stimulated recall bhas been used sparingl;ﬁin

naturalistic settings (Marland,Ai977; Conners, 1978a; King,

oy . - »

o~
A

- .
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1979).;W}thi;.y “broad écope~of exploratofy research.ig

‘Qéf.US¢'of stimulated recall in studies of

fMah}'cd‘ 1877; Conners, 1978a; King,

teaghéps ibehavioﬁrs is gaining support (Clark

.a: hRSUIN o’_\.
:~1979;" Mireau, . T990). -
. Elstein, Shulman and Sprafka (1978) employed .

videotaping and stimulated reCa!ivtechniques in théir study
of medical problem sqlving.' They saw this approachuas a
means of moving beyond just observable behaviour towards the

'"tpoughts. fee]ings‘ associations and stbategies of
the individual during the time the behaviours occurred

(Elstein, Shulman and Sprafka, 1878:50). Conners

, (1978a:75), in his stUdy of teachers’ thought processes

. - ) 4 : ) -
during instruction, used stimuléted recall because it was
viewed as being “less intrusive than other introspective
means, such as 'think aloud techniques’ . "

Problems with the Use of Stimulated Recall Interviews

Using Videotaping. However, as a relatively new technique in

. introspective research, stimulated recall with videotaping

does present potentizl difficulties. Barker (1969:15)
warned - that, as with other methodologies, the need to focus

‘on a limited rgngg.oﬁa“sUbject's exper iences might prevent

the researcher from gﬁfhinﬁfan uﬁderstanding of the complete

- picture. Focussing Upon the teacher’s decisign behaviours,

for examplé, might result in the researcher being "even
e} S '

o

o

 ;\ :".lfﬂii:~‘

A
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further from the ecological env1ronment he sought

‘(Barker, 1969:15) , -

Clark’s (1978) céncgpt:of the "synoptic view" of the
instructional sjtuation is in agreement with Barke:’s. The
synoptic view stresses fhe importance of "a clear picture of
all the major elements inVolved,.their inter-relationships,

relative importance, and ihterconnectidns with things and

. events that precede, follow, or otherwise effect the planned.

.éctivity:" Without a complete picture of the classroom and

instﬁQctional situation, there is, in Clark’s view, a great
risk that "the teacher is relegated to the role of mere
executgr(of, for example, a teacher’'s guide for a
curriculum.” '

Oberg (1975:96), in her study of teacher’'s curriculum

'planning de;isions, observed difficulties‘With introspection

.as a means of data collection. First.vthere'is the

possibility that teachers might have forgotten some of the

‘thoughts or processes used during the events. Second, there

‘was potential discrepancy between the teacher’s

,“logic?in-use" and-"reconstrucied logic" (Oberg, 1975); that

is the logic in reality generated in post-implementation

-

interviews. B 4
,

As a result -6f their use of st1mu1ated recall Elstein.

Shulman and Sprafka raisdd two cogent quest1ons _
R =F

;
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gintrosbective interview tech"
| subJect is expl1c1t1y aware of h1s be T4
researched. Further, Metz notes that such rese

- assume that the subJectx1s w1111ng to communxcate the

= | . .50

1. (T)o what degree was the subJect s retrospect1ve
account of what he was thinking at time 'T'
distorted or confounded by his knowledge of the.data
subsequently available, his interpretation of ‘these
data and, indeed, his final resolution of the -
prob lem?

2. If retrospective d1stort1on Occurred, could it be ,
consistently 1dent1f1ed and control]ed or at least
d1scounted°

I . .
. . R -

s

Unfortuditely, the authors did not provide definitive

answers_to thete quest1ons, S1m11ar cautions were ralsed by ¥ g

Marland (1977:40). .

Metz (1978:8) ims that‘researchers using.
es tend tq assume that the

s in the area be1ng

hers often .

'belxefs that he holds. “Metz .argues - that both these '

Sa

assumpblons are~not valid in l\ght of ava1lable research,

for there is evidence ip suggest that teachers tend to

‘recall aspects of classroom behaviours 1naccurately “This .

’

,f1nd1ng has’ been seen also in studies conducted by Brophy

and Good -(a8a) and Keller and Martin (1974). FUrthermore,'

as Rokeach (1970:2) stated:

(W)hen a’ son says, "This I believe . . .", he may or
- may not be r enting acgurately witat he. believes .
" because there are en compelling personal and social
reasons, conscious a conscious, why he will not or

~cannp} tell us. T e

-

Nevebtheless{ provided the researcher is aware of and guards
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~also be a trust that the individual has the' ¢

. o . h . 5'1
against these potential threats, the use of videotaping and

stimulated recall is viewed as being a viable and ‘indeed a

very usefJT"res_\e\arch tool_ﬁan educatio'r:{a\f research. If the |
interview is to be\-a\ECeptfed as a valid source of

introspective dat'a. then the pr;ﬁis,e. that human commentaries:
are aut’hentic accounts of;behaviodr' nus_t also be.accepted as

. v, s .
being vaHd This premise has gained considerabl'e support

over’ the past few years (Gaier, 1954 Smlth and Geoffrey,

1968; Harre and Secord 1972, Bussis, Chittenden and Amarel,

O 1976; Wils”bn, 1977; Clark and Ymger 1‘979:' Erickson,
‘_1:9791;) -

VO

iThere are obvious limitations to the stmulated recall

.‘

'mterview as a tool of 1ntrospect1ve resear‘\ and many of

these have been enumerated. -g_\t A-th1s-point in the evolution

of inquwy 1ntq teachersn inteFact'ive decisjion processes,

<

though extenswe use’?must be made ‘of dtrect lines .of

investtgattoﬁ There mus t be an assunpti that a

£ *

emsts be tween the accuracy of, an 1nd1v1dua1 s

recall and his overt r 1954.148). There,,must

aware of his behaviour, as Harre and Secordf (1972

. : . : L ¢ -

-

claimed '. 4 o '
‘ Only with- the r1ch descrtpttons and S lanations

supplied By the teacher thrc>ugh the use of ndepth

1nterv1ews can we hope to approach an understanding of 'the (

.%« v'r

- SR L .
o) .

o
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”why”‘ef decision behaviour. The question of the validjty

or credibility of introspective research, raised earlier
(Oberg, 1975; éastein, et. ai., 1978: Metz,- 1978), may be
overcome. in pang, through'the use of Hyme's (in Erickson,
1976:183) erqué;.of "ethnographic monitoring". or the:

contlnuous checking of the appropriateness of. the

.methodology and its 1mpact by either the researcher, the

subject, anﬂassociate or any combiftion of ‘these, This /

procedure w1ll«a1d in determining the validity ot the

various elements of the study Issues of reliability gref“
.o . A

S
dealt with later in this study. o
. : o
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The nggher g29151on Process f;
/’ 'Iﬁnking about teacher decision making may be seen as
"

aansf%ﬂgv1n two contexts the pre- 1968 obJective, rational

phasg)and the post-1968 subJective introspective phase.
ﬂhe*pre 1968 thinking cpnceptua1ized teaching as a series of
coms01ously directed dQCiSlon moments Synthesis of the
thoughts of McDonald (1965), Strasser (1967), and Marcus and
Wilson (1973) produces a model of the teaching?act‘tﬂlt may
be ‘seen to be a rational decision process

%
JThig” traditional thinking about teacher decision making

k]

"1n the classroom, though hes been criticized. The °
literature suggests that decisions are neither distinct nor
'wnecessarily linearly related (Newell et al.,. 1958;

“Merrifield, et al., 1962) l&%me studie§’cast doubt upon the

'
consc1ous iﬂternatives generating phase of Jeacher deCISLOH

making Othed research supports the claim that time
constraints ;reclude ezrational form of decision making.
hence some authorities have. postulated that the immediacy of
ciassroom interactions and the neceSSity for rapid

adjustments reculting from these interactions reduce
xS

i~

intelgctive dégis1on making to an almost 1ntu1tive procesi’iu,'

s L K N -
- ! _ g G
. a . . . . \ﬂ.
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Decision Characteristics
Recent research suggests five types of interactive : -‘;
decisions: . ‘ : . ‘!r?

1. Decisiaqns comcérning the implementation of pre-planned

lesson tactics. S A ' .
2. Decisions concerning students’ behaviours and behaviour’
. . ) N . . .*' \‘\ V .-(
dev1af(!ns from teacher expectations. _ R

3. Decisiehs concerning ways of dealing with enviropmenfal ’
or situational constraints. ' |

4. Decisions concerning the progress of implemented lesson

tactics
» 1&“
5. Decisions concerning the adeq‘ acy of student learn1ng
v N - .‘ [ { +
. . . S et L
' &,
- These, jin turn, may be grouped into three géhera]
categorles
e
1. Dec1s1ons focussxng upon the 1mplementat1on of lesson

tact1cs and the changing of those tact1cs dur1ng
. <
»stddent-teacher interactions.,

2. Decisigns fecussing upon behavioural‘deviatfons from the
teacher’s eXpectations, as Qbservediin pupi]-pupf} and -

-
t

qu11 adult interactions.
3. Decis1oﬁb focuss1ng upon organ1zat10nal concerns dea]lng

wwth equipment or situational constra1nts

»a —h
y - a
. ‘54. ~ B
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The Teacher as Information Protessor. The factors that
]

tend to 1nfluence the quality of the perception of fﬁ;-,
1nformation received by the teacher may be suwumrized 1ntoa. oy
the categories Zit1ined below: .izfﬂ";:#j'f T
‘ . vy _;:-r',:' :. T e
1. Process Variables ‘ gggggﬁa
‘ TTURN
Perceived Communicator . Characteristics e, i
. . . 4 , "ff,;; .
Perceived Receiver Characteristics . %M ;L

Perceived Situational Characterisfics
Perceived Method of Infofmation Trans,&;sion
, . .
These factors impinge upon the perception of decision data
and have a marked influence upon the quality of interactive

dec1510ns formu]ated by the teacher.

F1nd1ngs of research conducted in laboratory settings

/
y,

suggest that:
1. Teachers tend not to use eetimates of students’ states  _§!
of mind and learning. in the:fdrmu]afion-of interactive -
dec1s1ons; teachers seem to relx +on dbservat1ons of and
the resultant 1nferences from students ‘behaviours.
2. Teachers’ interactiye decisions are formylated using the -
mos t easily'availab}e‘infermation -
3. feaéhers’ bellefs about effective teach1ng have lwttle | | e
ef:ect upon the, formulation of 1nteract1ve managerial e

deiaia?ns ll ~
4. Teac ér formulation of interactive decisionsfappears to
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be more an intuitive process than a rational process.
: 2 ) ' -

In light of these\_indings, many questions exist about

.the information that tegohers receive_and use durino the

formulation of their Jnteractlve decisions. Accordingly,
there appears to be a need to examine further the phenomena
of information proce551ng and the use of estimates in the

decision process.

Heuristics ig Interaotive Qgétsions. It appears from
the'%iscussion concerning hquristics that there is ]itle
consensus on teachers’ use of heuristdc techniques & the
estimation or pred1ct1on of student behaviour or learn1ng

states. On the one hand, some investigators hold the view.

'that the forming of estimates based upon indiscrete,

JmpreCIse or uncerta1n 1nformat1on is accomplished through

s';the use of’ heur1st1c techn1ques " On the other hand thher

R

*#‘anest1ga§ors cla1m that teachers estimate formulat1on.1s

. '
""Q
4'4‘

o~
-

...
.

based upohf : ct‘bbservatlon rather than stereotypes

' ' Two‘quesimons ar1sexfrom thls If the individual is
exposed to the;Pehavﬂpnrs or, events for a sufficient length
of Lime, w\ii h;%ébase to rely upon heur1st1cs as’a means of
formulating estimates and judgements? And, second’ do~
teachers. by v1rtue of thelr extended contact with students,
avo1d the use of heuristics,in the formulation of estimates

.h,y
and Judgements of thefr"ﬁtudents states of mind, behaviour

s

.
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and other oharacteriStics and“rely more upon dfrect
observation?

Methodology

'The use and support of exploratory, ethnographic 7
research has been well docu;ented in the'litereture. ‘This
approach -to investigations of phenomena has been advanced'as
h1ghly appropr1ate wheh it is “the 1ntent of the researcher
to explore and describe what does occur in the natural
env1ronment ,

Two methodoloq1ca1 tec 'ques have been dischssed in

N

2 B
this review: observaf1on and 1nterv1ew1ng Dbsgrvat1ons of -

events and b?hav1ours are of two types,_(a) part1¢1pant -

observat1on, and (b) non- part1c1pant observatlon

'Part1c1pant observat1on places the 1nvest1gator 1n the f1eld

of research as an actor and allows him to gather data

concermng not on]y the behaviours of his subjects but also‘

'data concern1ng h1s own percept1ons and . feel1ngs as a

~vpart1c1pant Non part1c1pant observatwon on 'the other.

hand, dées nbt allow the 1nvest1gator the pr1v11edge of
becom1ng 1nvolved,in the daily life of the subJects but
merely the r1ght to observe and record what he does occur.

" The second of these techniques, the interview, provides .

. the means to collect :1ch 1ntrospect1ve data that goes

beyond mere observations of events and behaVIOUPS and

| approaches explanations. Use of these 1ntrospect1ve

2 4
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teohnidues. though.\necessitates two assumptions: (a) the
“individual is capable of relating the behaviours that, he
exhibits and that (b) what he does relate is a fair -
representation of what actually happens. | N
The use of stimulated recaf to subplement the

1nterv1ew'1s a methodology that has g®ined in populatity
OVe;&the past few y Qé‘ Such»an 1ntrospect1ve technique
has been used to advantage in d1§cover1ng teachers’ . thoughts
during teaching and, in particular, during the process,of
dectSion making. HoWeQer, the literature does poirit to
problems that.may'be encountered in the'use ot stimulated'
recall as an adjunct to the interview.

~ First, there are dangers. in ‘isolating the teacher from
vthe‘environment.’ The reSearcher‘must take into account the.

#subject as a part of the environment and must treat the

investigationvin‘a "synoptic" light (Clark"g$$78). ‘Second,

there is the possibility that the subject nay forget %

1ntrospect1ve data that may be of a threaten1ng nature
Th1rd there is the problem of data distortion wh1ch is

caUSed by the collect1on of data dur1ng st1mulated recall

-1nterv1ews that were not present during the execution of the

subject’s behaviour. Fourth, there is potential discrepancy = -~

between the subject’s “logio-in-use" and*%ubsequent

"reconstructed logic" as produced durlng the 1nterv1ews

“1

‘.

COberg. 1975:96). F1na11y, one must have regard for the
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" effects that sT4milated recall interviews ﬁight have upon

the'subject's behaviour. McDonald and Solomon (1970), Gres
and his associates (1971) Fuller and Manning (1973)., and
Dawson Dawson and Forness (1975) have tho(:bghly exam1ned

the effecte of self-viewing upon. the behaviour of the

" subject. However, the‘degree of behavioural éhange that

mighf dccur through self-viewing during stimulated recall
interviews has rece1ved little attention and as such, fhere
is llttle 1nformat1on available to provide answers to this |
concern. i .

The 1iterhture dn naturalistic and intﬁéi’éctive
methodologies p01nts to four add1t10na] problems These

relate to (1) t1m1ng and seq*enc1ng, (2) val1d1ty, (3)

”superf1c1aj1gy.'and (4) ev1dentiary adequacy. Suffice it to

say here, that in the 1mplemenRit1on and reportlng of such
research the 1nvest1gator must e cognlzant.of the potential
problems and be prepared to deal\w1th them in a real1st1c .

manner.
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PART 1

THE METHOD . 1

Overview
This research-project was'designed to explore and

descr1be the ‘phenomena of teacher interactive dec1s1on
o

'mak1ng As the aim of the 1nvest1gator was to add to the

e ) ‘«»

growing body of Know 1edge about-teagher interactive decision |
processes, the case study apbhoach was considered_to‘be an B
appropr1ate mode . ', '

- The l1teraturga§upports the use. of the case study

approach when the aim of the research is to add to existing

knowledge (Simon, 1969; MacDonald and Walker, 1975; Stake,

1978).. This methodology is designed to study one individual
Q

or group in detail without attempt1ng to general1ze f1nd1ngs

and is, in Simon’'s 196'? 52) -view, the Jumpmg off point

for the study of new areas in the soc1al sciences.

MacDonald and Walker (1975 2) clalm that the case study

is app te for a detailed examinat1on of a subject’s

exper ié¢hce and the phenomena that é‘hsb1tute that ‘
experience. They characterize this mg%hodology as 1nstance
in action"; it 1s “the way of. the artwst who .

commun1cates endur1ng truths about the human cond1t10n
‘ e

e e L . B
R .
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(MacDonald and Walker, 1975'3)
In similar fash1on. Stake (1978 7) views the case study
as a method of expanding Knowledge rather than reducing
data.. Insofar as it lS primarily concerhed with the

. J
1\now1edge and under§tand1ng of the particular, the case
. s / .
study is extremely useful for “a.ding‘td'existinq per ience

and humqgist1c understand1ng Stake (3978 6,7)

emphas1zes that th1s approach least v1o1ates the natural
setting and the subJect s exper1ences This is important,
in E&at the representat1veness of the subﬁbot and the

‘sett1ng of the case %Te ex}remeTy important cons1derat1ons
'1n any attempt by thq,reader of 5 study,to draw comparisons
to his own s1tuat1on oF others within his knowledge. Added
support comes from Er1ckson (1879a:17), who élaims that

2 concentrat1ng on the m1nuteness of detail accounts for: most,

sal1ent differences within the "bounded un1t of ana]ys1s ,p
in this case the classroom.

This pos1twon 1s also’ adopted by Cusick (1973 5) when
he states that data obta1n€d from observation of one ‘ '
,'individual, while perhaps‘not generalizable, is tran;fehable
to'others; since “wéat ie reasdnable‘behavior for one human

‘being in a g:ven sxtuatggmqy.¢1- at least in eome way, be

reasonable behav1or for others;” g1ven the same situation.

Q; Accordind to Cus1ck (1973 231) ‘the uniqueness of the .
%

ms1tuat1qn e§~nat 1n the soc1al env1ronment. such as the
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" classroom, ‘but in the human reaction to events or stimuli

within that environment; thus "a good description of a

] L

" social phenomenon however unique, may be qu1t9 1ntell1g1§ﬁe

&u

to one who never part1c1pated "

As a result of the revigw of the methodologies '
appropriate to this study, the specifﬁc techniques Chosen'v
include, (a) non-participant observatidn and (b) f’
inferviewing using' stimulated recall. ‘Theée~tw6 da{a
gathering tools were considered to be most apééopriate for

the following reasons: ' e

?——x\i,//The heart of the study was the teacher’s decjs%on making

‘behaviour Therefore, there was'no need for the
1nvest1gator to record hws thoughts, ideas or
impressions of the daxly rout1nes of either the students

or the teacher.

2. Only the teacher could providerdescripfion and
- ‘gxp]anation fqh her behaviours and only the feacher ‘ .
‘could provide information as to her«thﬁughts during the T
formulat1on of sher 1nteract1ve deC1s1ons The use of * {
the stimulated recall techn1que was d?emedlappropr1ate, '
since it hgs been,demonktrated that_the subject’s memory
 ‘f\ of interacti%? béhaviodhs is stimulated by se]f*viewing._ﬁk; -
\\\\\\ i
A
. Y -:- 3
';Iilg,., o
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The ubjec
Selection of Sub]gct Teacher
The eh01ce of subJect was determlned largely by the
availability of volunteers who EU% the following gu1delines

1. The teacher must express an 1nterest in and a commitment

to the study

* 2.7 The teacher must'have at least two yearS'of teaching

experience must have been teaching in the school system
for longer than one year and must have been teaching at

the ‘current grade leve]l for longer than one year.

This second criterion was established to minimize role

\ .
'socialization problems experienced by teachers in their

first year of teaching (Moskow1tz and Hayman, 1974) and to
reduce the effects 'of the problems that occur in teachmg at
a new grade level. ' '

-

 The teacher chosen as the subJect for this study was a-

s 3
- 26 year old female who was emp loyed by a large urban school

board, who had four years’ teaching experience with the same .

board, all at the grade six level, andeho was in her second

‘year at the same school. . RN ¥
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T twenty eight grad%six students.

T o The Settm§

< . o
The subJect classroom was of the open~are‘a type. It

was located in ane portion of a large open area,‘dev.oted to,

four cl,asses"and a li'brary. The ‘class cmsi"ed_of : L

‘#

. Lessons ggervg \
Data were’ collected wh'ile the subject Wi?y’- teaching
mathematics. readmg. spelling? language. and léading a
‘qroup dlscussion %}though an attenpt was made to spread
_data’ gathermg equaﬁ? over the var1ous lesson types. th&s‘
JobJectwe was not achleved for th%reasons nofed below. In
all one group discussion, one language peri& three
) m:t{oematics lessons, three readmg ?ssons. a{:d two spelling
" lessons were observed. On the aveﬁﬁ °,”' each :qf these lasted
35 minutes. . 7 : . tw‘ #ﬁ
‘ geciﬁg _M .
. As many soc1al science m'lfestigators may attest, the
correspondence between the mihal des1gn‘£rogosa1 for a
- project and the fimshed report mry seldom high This study
is no except1on. Due to c1rcunstances beyond the
inye'stig‘ator's control. the aims oriq_ﬂnallly set for “t‘his

“project had to be changed to some degree.

These c1rcumstances are not of direct relevance here. %}

- hence they“ are not detalled at this point ‘However , since
they may be of interest to other reseerchers ettenpting e

o

Al

a"' K

ol
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[ frf,; s1m1lar enquirles. the c1rcumstances thattggfe§§i}a}e¢~ .
“24; . - adaptat1;;s in the study’ destgn are outlin in'xppendix D.
§ o : One ‘ma jor change that was necessary concerns the extent
. ¢ to thCh the teacheh f ;nteractive<dec151on behav10urs and
. 1processes var1ed with the t1me of year, In an attempt to.
‘} rﬁt,‘ L gather dpta to prov1de 1nformatlonaon this queatlon.-the“ .
; » ) h ’ilnvestIQator s origlnal'1ntent was - to. qucrve‘Lis subject 1n
% ”ﬁ&(‘ Tt_ ‘the Spring of 1979 and aga1n‘§n the Fall of 1t79 However
‘“ o ,this was’ not poss1ble and only one ségsion of) 3 _' . ‘: ,,», ;
fj. . °ts, Api collectlon was condgctcd The reesohs are fully'documented,‘u ff“:
§§ / ‘ ¥ Appendtx D % ,_';.". “,:',j,-"_ L 0 R ‘h
! t'. This study focussed Upon- two central 1ssues, wh1ch g1Ve S
!g ‘ v o Jrise to four maJor gesearch"quertioﬂs The ‘f1rst ‘issue - '
%?' T deals w1th the the characterlstics of a"eacher | %
.f' ‘v1nteraetiye decision maklng and presents three‘research .
f quﬁt'ior;si ' | ' v . )
.é_; "L  »1‘1'Uhat‘tigg_ Qf intergetiVe d idns.ggé'fSquﬁated by
?14 ..+ ..classroom gachers’ | K o . ‘ j \\*
RN ) A review of the l1tenature 1eads to truest-ion that
o Qw o | there are three maJor categor1es of. teachers’ intetective
é{\‘y','-' S dec1sr st 1nstruct1onal4interact1onal managerialvg )
}}gé'{ﬁ_h;" A 1ﬁter;2g20nal adb env1mpnmental 1nteract1onal dec1510ns ‘h’ gu*'

Th1s study had as one of 1ts foc’l,'the 1dent1ficat10n and -

descmption of the categomes of 1nfract1ve deciswns ’_

[ T

formulated by the subJect f' s e '_\, [ S,
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% 1.2 What are the concomitants of teachefs" interactive .-~
.. ‘ s - ’
The dec1s1on proqgss»1s a compllcatpd and 1ntr1eate
‘ one; ‘a's *oh 'there are many m&rs thﬁ% piayoleadmg roles .
(X 3 5 .
¢ 1n th§;1nteractmve dec1s1ons formﬁ&até& by d#assroom s
a0 : L .
i teachers . Thus, . a maJor portion,of Qh@? g&udy ‘has been'
o devoted to the #%ctors 1nv‘£aed 1q theé;eacher s dec1$lon ”
A “ & . L 8
. mak1ng Lo Lt ALt ., seEn N
. c - [y : 4
b «Another 1ssue examﬂned 1hath1s~study5concerns the '
] * 7 ?4," . . .
°"extent to whvch the teachefwﬂS-IOyed heurust1c teghn1que§ 1n '
‘ . v IR )
h the formulat1on.o¥ <ier-c_-‘;'_*»"‘;,,dec1s1ons, add leads to the 2
> followlng research qu stion? o ’(
Q!fT 1.3 To what extent do teachers employ h Qi%st1c‘tethn1g

~in the formulation of 1nteractgve dec1s1ons7

the researcher has exaﬁfned the sources

The l1terature appears: to be.contradxctory w1th regard

had

to a- teacher s use of heur1st1c mechanlsms 1n the teo

\

:\formulat1on of estlmates and'Judgements about students ‘ o ?

,states - of m1ndq behav10ur and giher charactertst1cs In

order to prov1de addlt1onal 1nformat1on on th1s quest1on

F ; oin -
‘identified by. the teacher as bear1ng on the formulatlon of

1nteract1ve decis'ons and Judgebents and est1mates of her

students ;tate's ofwmnd Beh\aviour and other

°'.

character1st1cs

\

| The second”central»gs':ﬂ 5)\

L o
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v ,,‘\researcheg fgussed upon the* po’sswb!e problems or‘ P

@

v

, % : ~
B ‘{nfog.mahon about tbis researdhﬂé‘oolt In ordeér: to P"OWde R

exammatlon of tﬁe ﬁfectnveness of stﬂhulated recall as a

.

research ttﬁb& in observwé‘ teacher s 1nteract1ve dec1sion

' - .

makmg »‘ ‘ *

. As extenswve’use h ade of the stlmulated » R

recall 1nterviaew ut1hz1ng v1qe‘“gpmg of teac@s &7‘: .
c‘laaﬁ%om behavmurs .ghere is a need ‘fo obtanf‘ more 7 ’

\‘% @ C - v MY

'\ & . ] R
tFﬂs 1nfgrmat1on.‘ three foci were adopted F1r'st the R

"

d1ff1cult1es encountered 1n the-ﬂlse of“ vnd;otape a { St ;’
¥ . A .
st1mulated recall mterv1ews a:@ research tools A second -

o

'_cher S abﬂhty to‘ldenhfy

oncej'*n center‘ed upon the

the ﬂeract‘we dec:s1ons merer by observmg the teqcher s "-0 *1:‘
g e “&Q Y
. o ;’S-

v .behav1ours in the classroom Th1rd,, the ‘eséarcher focussed ““v o

'stlmulated recall 1nterv1ew sessions" _ : <

fumng the formulat.lon of her inter

-\

upon the &eacher’s ab1l1ty to 1dent1fy arid descr'lbe the

A Y

thoughts she had durmg the formulatmn of Lnteractwe

dec1sions Thus three sub problems have been address;d

"2 1 What pr roblems are engountered and. effects observed in-
'the use of the video taQ M“in c]gs5rbom and, in

ok
\ )

-2.2‘ Is an observer able to.. dent1fy a gachen mteractwe

dec1s1ons from observatlon of thg teacher S ehav1ours m C =

: .
» . [

tHe classroom" ' . e P 4 o .
o «“ ‘ ] ) . : i ., . LN
2.3 _I_s_ 2 teacher able to describe the t'tﬂf' yghts she had

tive decisions?
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S .'_.‘ 'v1deotaped “These v1deotapgs were to bé used as a- grmanent )
t' » and Easl ly r@trlevable r‘ecord of each of*’ the les%ons '
s

‘ “‘\ ._“_“mformahon

o ‘fg_ 'r ;. Data and Data Sources

Three - types of data were collected durmg this study .

Thg sources and procedures used to obtain the data are. K7
. o )

d1scussed below. -+ . T, ' ' - . /'

S : :

. L .
Vi @otages of Lessons .-: N ’ 3&'
@ Ten lessons oftso to' 45:;&1&1t‘ ins length were - ”WJ’ _

&%

»*;‘, obsérved‘and to provide st1mu11 that wou 1d pronpt the” N
r’teacher s r‘;ecal'of her thoughts ducing the formulatIon of R

. 30 . e . ‘ "
*mteractlve deciswns o et ’ /
o

Dec1swon 'Chro olggx _ | o 3 :
I -, Y\ A written chronology of the teacher s beha@iour wou‘ld

~

help to clz.1 fy the sequence of dec151dh behav1our.. The

-t .

primgry purjose ﬁor the chronoloEy was to prov1de

elevant to the rese \rch conqern focussmg upon // .
)'4

the researcher s ab1hty to"1dent~1fy»a teacher.\s 1nteract1ve

b 'dec1s1ons from ‘obserxing tHe teacher s behaviour. T e

. ) *y Vel s R Am# :
Ty _Mmﬁm_lm B w&

E S
St1mulated recall 1nterv1ews were conducted as soon as

possible after each of the 10 v1deotaped lessons 'Th'e

'purposes of these 1r1terv1ews were (a) to gather
1ntrospect1ve data concermng the teacher s ‘n‘;iswn y .o ’
. o .‘ ’ ' \
v .processes and (b) to gather data concernﬂ\g the use of the‘

AN
stg’imutated recall 1ﬁterv1ew as a research tool
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. 1. Tor gam é’xp‘ﬂencﬁwhathe handlmg and mampulatupn

Board lhe inveshgator was in the classroom for five days

* The Pilot Studx - G> l‘*

An"1ntense per1od of tra¥n1ng was requ1red for the ke
'researcher to gain conﬂldence and competence w1th the
techn1ques ‘of natural1stic research and the use of the
*var ious p1eceé of equ1pment used in this study. Hencen a

pilot study was conducted over a one week period. The

- . A T
purposes of this f;‘eld wa'k were: ' ° o

1

hat)

N
audio)wsual equ1pmen‘t \th ‘a natural settlng

Lo

2. To develop familiarization technidues within a natur‘al ‘
.setting.. o X . - . ’;. el

3. Toydevelop 1nterv1ew(1ng procedures and techmques

O
4. To determine the-su1tab1llty o‘f st1mulated recall
N

ﬂnéthodolcﬁlgs for prov1d1ng 1nformat1on to ahswer the
research question§ T e 4' e A ‘
One grade six female teachet‘ partwlpated in the pilot
'study'.' The cla"ssroom was. an op'kn area type within a__la.agé’ =

'pod The p?)d contamed five classes and a l1brary

. L

unwqgh euployed,by ,gnm,soard of Educafton as the

SubJéCt‘ of the actual project, the p1lot study subject ] ’ ‘

: aught tn ‘a d1fferent school . ® R

" During th1s one week period, four lessons were % ,

videotaped These leSsons weré’-,part of an 1nnovat1ve

language arts program that the teacher was pl loting for the R
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' N
When not videotapmg teacher behavwours. g 1nv5stlgator "‘*“ "

i%arland (1S§77‘) - .

"% and Connersr (1978) .. .- These f‘am111ar1zatvbn mo\/es mcluded e .1 .
E L

breaking-, down and re- assen&ldng the v1deotape eqbipmen“t and“ N

'.conducted fam1l1ar1zatlon moves suggested

st@pmg }d rewm@ng the v1deo recorder several tlmes
" during each o’F the gessons o I i .;' ‘
The aud1o t pes of the stlmulaﬁted\recall 1nterv1ews

X were subm‘t%qd staFf men'ber of the Un1ver‘s1ty of“

Alberta ' J’hls wa.s done in ”lp'«that the 1'twestlgator m1ght

"
\'\recewe feedbabk on his interviewin: sty]e and on: the,i

rele‘va'nc_e of the data collected during the inter.views.
| The fo.l]ohind are the results of the pilot study: °
" 1." A perlod of one week as apparently suff1c1ent to ,r' ‘4 %‘ ]
desen 1t12e both the students and the teacher to the
gce of the mvestlgator and the audio- visual o ‘. >

2 equipment in the classroom tAfter the fourth day in the

classroom there were few ov/\;t\mgns of dlstraction or

o »,dlscomfort mth ei ther the presence of the mvestagator T
_ v ,gor msreqmpment "'.a ‘, 2 / S
A 2; During ‘the stimul.ated recall mtervnews not all the U

- . «. [ AN L -

i stnnulus pomts 1dentlf:ed by the 1nvestigator Were
|‘ncé'lved hy. the teacher as:.decision pomts |

c 3. ',It was observed %hat although ghe teacher was . mvited to L
stop: the. videotape when’ she v1ewed behawour percewed 5 T
| as decfswn makmg she seldom d1d

R

Y - - R ‘o SRS o .
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4. When the mveshgator stobaed thg yideotape, the teacher.. o

was able to recall t)er 1nteractwe t'houghts

:\‘t, . . p\ ' B . .
S 4 . '\ : . K l-_ ' 1 ; v (2% I * } ‘ Lo . '_ . ]
A S R LAY ﬁ' A e 8
“v"’..-»':‘f_‘. RS Dg Col]ectton Phases’ L 'J

There weré" Q’cree d:stmct da'ta coltlection p'hases 1n '

1s study‘ 't\These were }a) the fam111ar1zatlon phase. (b)

the 1ess$') v'vw}deotape pha.sé and »(o) the st1mulated recaL]t}

mterwegphase v Mych guldance Was taken“”from the studtes

. -conductediby Mar‘land (1977) Conners (1978a). and King

o and procedures: emloyed im,tms study 35 R igw _.

ﬂa

(1979) " From. these sour&s have been ‘drawn the techmques '

Famlhamzat!on Pr @edgre ] : A

- was loc.ated The purposes for these meetings were. .

Ih:dee famﬂiarization phases or procedures were .used
Sin th‘l-s study " These mc]uded (a) an in1t1al contact with
the teacher and the pr1nc1pal ‘of the school in which th’? ' ;.,‘/

L]

subject ‘taught, (b) a classroom famiharxzatlon., and

lntef\new famhamzatmn

*scribed in detafl'&‘low
Initial Con gg .

teacher and the prmmpal of the school iR whn::ﬂhe teacher

) 1. ‘_To discuss the nature of the study | Y

2.' To outlme the comni tment to be asked of the teacher and

the prmmpal in te
‘“w o

—

o
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understocid anddeos fnely accepted by the teacher.'

.
o s

' lk The’teacher would accept the 1nvest1gator mto the R

S W
s 3, The teacher*agreed |

_conmitment were as (Q'Mows

PR 1Y
- 2. After each v1deotaped sessfbn the . teacher wou ld meet

. 'formulated' during, herllessons D/Je to. the teaché s

"
oo *® 7,
| R . ‘ 73
3. To negotlate the degree of commitment that the teacher
‘and the prmctp’l woq}d be mllmg to accept : 4 3
4. To d1scuss gdaaantees of anonymity ' '

-’ L -
. ‘ ) )

As the subJect of thts,.s'tudy was a volunteer, much care

was taken to ensure that the terms of the commi tment were

o T

px3 #

principal, and’ \ # searcher. The terms of the teacher s >,
i _",':.:\A, :

classroom over a three week per1od to v1deo§ape the
teacher s mstructton “As the afternoon of each day was

‘fragmented due % rot,a ion of classes. the v1deotap1ng

o
sessions were lmﬁed 1o the: mormng o o .
N

the 1nvest1gator ‘to d1scuss the decistons she had : .

extremely busy schedule at the end of classes, it was'
agreed that these 1nterv1ews would occur during,the
Tunch hour The teacher agree& to keep her lunch hours ‘
‘free. in order ta. conduct the interviews without N J
lfnterruphbn Orlly ons, interview session had to be- . z
cancelled and .the only "mter*ptions exper1encedeere -

| two telephorte calls*‘ - : - CC '

\"‘)

4
- ' q“"h.; h , o . .
B -(ouna of -data,col lection -

e, ol KWW EE G ek . . e
AAEES YHEA IR B P P e

I B S
oW v ) ) DR ’ . ! LI S ‘o."~ ’ R X K .v . . . LA
; . ’ = et - : ) - : . RN L , 4 .
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follows

2.

1.

. The researcher agreed'to spend no mor.e Qh%n three weeks

éﬂteacher ulth summary reportsloftthe completed study. B “"f-’-@:

in-the Fall. However, as..is dlscussed 1n Appendxx D,

<'teacher anonymity

_The 1nvestigator agreed to pre‘;nt the prtncipal aha‘the

: L
this did not occur Wft . »ﬁiﬁ
- ’ ' © : )
! .

The prinCipal’s commitmentsoto the study were as

4

1. The principal adaeed to allow the 1nvestlgator to

conduct his study in the school ' e

The principal agreed to support thg teacher in the study .
by rel1ev1ng her of supervisory J5t1es that normally
would have fallen upon her durlng the noon- hour .

The prlnc1pal agreed to provide the researchen with a

room in which to conducg the post lesson 1nterv1ews in
privacy. e AT e co .
| : I . . ) i
, : . .
" The 1nvestlgator also stated h1s comm1tment to the i : _
- S |

»study and to the teacher, as follows Lo /. e

in the cLassroom during each phase of daEs collection
Due to the loss of two v1deotap1ng ‘sessions, as a result -

of a school holiday and a speclal function 1n the

school. addltional sessjows were’ arraned

. The investigator agréed to mainteln complete school and
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:themselves with the v1deotape eqmpment and to thé

'-process of recording and'»playback Th1s stage was .

‘ acconé‘lwhed wﬁ:‘ﬁ the following strateg'ies

.
iz "
“ -
, ' " 75
- This negoti-ation process was viewed by the-investigator -
* as being of utmost mportance in estabhshmg trust between&
) the teacher, pr1nc1pa1 and 1nvestigator S ‘ R
- Clas_sroom Fam111ar1zat10n o
The purposes of the classroom familiarization moves
were to attenpt to ensure that both the teacher and the 3
: students were_desﬁens i.zed ~to'. fpresence of .the researcher
‘and his edruiptn“ent p, ,utbe ‘ect1on of data The . |
followmg are the pr Fd es enployed T . ‘Q?’
1. . A few days. before the conmenceq\entv of the clas:room
X fam1l1a;1zat1on phase. the 1nvestrgator~ vqsvted the -
v ‘classroom and lntroduced h1mse]f as a visitor. The= T
.students were informed that the purpose of the ‘.‘ ‘
- 1nvest1gator- s presence in %\e cf;?s was to 1e‘drn more
. »about'/the t'eachmg/learnmg P ocess. .As well t'he negd
. for the y1deptape eqmpment was mentmﬂed and the )
. ah | students,‘were encouraged to express their concerns and
feehngshbout being viéeotaped o ‘-;; -
‘ 2. Followmg this discussmn parental consent' forms v}eﬁe' ;:~'
! dlstmbuted L L -7 .o
3 "Students were gwen the opportum ty to famillamze /

- (a) The. student’s were mtroduced to and interviewed by' -



“ e
t : ~

: ‘Q , | . s . ‘ | 75.
0 - the teagher while v1deotape .iqmpment was recordmg the

fﬁ | cs proceedmgs. These 1nterv1ews weﬂe subsequent\y r’;layed .
* R 'back o the students. . Tt e -

'(b) The students were allowed’ to v\gdeotape each"other

4 o durmg a free- time per1od stV v "

' L e " played bac,k to the students ’
5 - “n - -~(c) The 1nvest1g#ar i'tore d\:_ ) the‘ Cu
S . v1deotape eqmpment several ts : - 3
sk S desen51t1ze the students to these procedures ’ ‘@

,» o “" R . T

‘;& ‘ Durmg thns one week cTassroom fam1 lﬁzahom phase,'
-;gi " 'the 1nvest1gator observed that the ﬁmtr‘act]on effects of’ %'

-Z_a the 1nvestlgator s }sresence and of the v1deotape equ1pment '

7; 'g - a gradually d1m1n1 hed By.the e f this phase, few .

) ! .students overt]y paid- any atten% to the 1nvest1gator or‘ . o
«9 '\_\\ h1s equ1pment Techmcgl sk1]ls were. also pohshed : o ‘~»‘§%

‘ Interview am1har1zat1on \ S : R

_ L. Durmg the. p1lot study,_ the 1ri/est1gator observed \hatv ‘ .

e o ~ (a) the teacher became more 1nvo)ved 1n the 1nterv1ews and L/ - /

: (b) prov1ded more 1nsightfu1 data ‘concerning her demswn'f ‘:
. | ;,A;'if'.’» » 'behawours when she undérstood the decision process and when

.~ u".she was able to recogmze her 1nteract1ve dec1s1ons The

i N _ ’\ 1nvest1gator 1n1t1ally spent conSIderable time with the
" 7’ s o teacher in d1scuss"hg her views of the decision process and ) .
i, f‘»" ‘ . 1ts var1ous eﬂements ( S - | /s S
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' . »
This t1me ‘spent with’ the teacher prior to the -

st1mu1ated recall interviews lead to beneffc1al outcomes,

namely the build1ng of trust befheen the subJect and the B .

€
researcher Foﬁ ‘this reason, a s1m11ar ser1es of . -),._

d1scuss1ons Was conducted with th% subect’of th1s study

In all five fam1l1ar1zat1oq‘Jntervxgws were cqnducted pr1or

‘to the collectIOn of 1nterv1§w d!!p l,; o '-'j,
¥ o |

. ~a M - S e

By wa¥ of summary. the 3 purposes of the 1nterv1ew '

familiarization phase wére: . ' /T”‘ A } }f . U
T [
1. To acqua1nt the teacher with the equrpment and \

procedures to be empfbyed dur1ng tgg interviews.
2.. To develop a personal relatxonship with the teacher.

3. To enable the teacher to overcpme ahy»apprehens1on or _
. ‘r’ ,-q. _'yi

2° Spellfﬂaﬁiessons . _' - C Lo S i"

14
F

Kanx1etx-she miqht’have felt W1th “the use’ of theé “afnam, - £ &
’equ1pment and. with the teacher 1nvest1gator 1nteractwon ‘: |
.durlng the 1nterv1ews o '_: ;“ ':ffr_.f. e:' 1'“( _", LA \‘J
N AR e 3 . AL
-; o 1deotage Recording ) . .
Durtnglthe perlod.Apr1l 16 to May 2, 1979;'the '
1nvest1gator recorded 13 less ns on v1deotape dettheee, 10’
'dwere used in the st1mu1ated rzcajl 1nterv1ews -These' | AN R
leseone'f:cluded _trf_ ' \” ( ‘,50:'Q", ) 'vv; f' Y ;‘vl,“
3 Mathemat1c54Lessons \ ‘\ LA s l n’7t="~ T
3 Read1ng Lessons - . e B j.] 741)' r,wiv'jvjhak;4"..
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\\ T Langu#tye Lesson . . )
“‘unwpment used a.wdeotape these lessons mcluded one

-
‘e

: ‘ﬁ‘;:m 'Son?/’," camera Mode.l CVC 210bA “one half 1nch . ; “v. ,
: . ,’4 peel to reel . d.a,}'in lhdeotape Recorder Model VTR ‘2000,. one o
"‘y' o %’" MSQny Tel‘ewsvon\%m Mg 110 and one Sony/m_gnoph’b e 3
2 B Model "ECM 150, worn by the~teac‘ ‘& S
i . A ' Unfortunttely, w1reless m1crophones‘lner.£ ncﬁ. ava1lable

§ ._f'”. r th1s study..‘ This. necesswtated the teacher dI‘

‘ . “fe t of.,,microphone cable along mth her as she cbnducted :

) ','_' less&s The eff'eqts. of this 1ncodvenience were mpossible )

: _'\t\o measure but. assuredly there were neoa?1ve effects, the . F.;ﬂ
teachNntloned her dlscomfort with the c:ord whenever ‘she v
st‘epped on. “the cable or whenever the cable ;nagged on a- "
student s de* k'."." ‘- o .f’ R ‘w ¢ L

The invest1gator took advhntage of the phys1cal settmg,'

of the classroom and was able. to essentlatly 1solate hwmself

| / and -the v1deotape equipment fronr the classroom and ‘still’

v

i
b
H

observe all act1wt1es w1th1n the classroom The camera was ';7

| placed at the rear and"to the rtght of" ;he room in an a'lsle

L 2

" that separated the class from other classes 1n the area | A

B VAV

B " v ‘one- mett\e hlgh wall separating the c‘lassroom from the a1sle .

effectwely sh1elded most of. the equip'ment from the

\students R I /.‘ ¢

T

\ The general recordmg strategy was that the camera

|
|
§ - *\would focus on the movements of the °teacher and the
; . | o i _ R .
1 :

(Y e . ] - ~

e
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. # " students. Since ithe purpose of this study. wag to explore the -
t _ in’teractive decision making behaviours of the teaoHer -:'most ,
A_;L \Y“., attentign was devoted to the movements of the teacher.’“ ,;’,"
K ’ | Students’ \yiﬁin the class reoeived atterﬁion when t=he L
f: R invest1*or noticéd behaViour% t\hat attracted the teacher -8+ )
; o ’ sattention L ) . L , A
r : ety ' : ' S L
; _ During. the recording. a dec1sion chronology was o )
E main@tﬁained by the researcher. :l"his chronology recorded L .
#f . ipparent decision points S0 that they c<>uld bé eas%,lv .o g,
: M b ;%- referred to during later stimulated recall interyiews v U
\g These perceivedhdecision ’poigts were recorded agai.not a VTR —
‘: ' counter readmg (See Kppendflx, B fdr an eptanple of a portion -
} g " of a dec1sion Qhronology) - . 4- ‘. P ' o .
45 _ After each observation sessioh the investi&t? = L
LR ‘ Loy .
_‘.“"% & revuewed the videotape u:‘ino thism revieu, the | ‘, _{\ . )
e : mvestigator attenpted to disconfiriii the de ision ints - o0
recorded on. ﬁe decis1on chronology ,In a" jti v an : '
attempt was ‘made- to identify dec:ision poin s not ide“fified K
7 . during the v1deotap$4ng .V > "',/ | m/ }_ .,/,\, )
; ’ o {4 e_\-
. e E
o - .” . . R
) her perception of the decision prgéess the elements of . “' - ”
o Eecisions and instructed the. teacher in the operation of ,-:
s the vudeotape playback uhit /Thergi_ j' efi‘t;& of the discussion L
¢ LT RO
LR P ‘l
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werebviewéd as_being the teacher’'s ability to articulate her
perceptions of decision behavi9urs. )

In all, there were ten stimulated recall interviews.
Nine of the interviews conducted with the téachgr occurred
during the lunch hour and lasted from 30 to 55 Qinutes.: The
tenth interview was conducted on the last afternoon over a
sixty minute period following the lunch bpur. |

Many types of questions were used by the investigator
during the interviews. ‘AlthougH an interziew shedule was
developed, it was not rigidly.followed.‘ As a result of the
pilpt stgdy, the investigator determined that a combination
of ;peqific and general quesfions was required. These took
the following form: | |

General Queslibns:

What thoughts were going through your mind at that
point? ,

Could you tell me what you were doing there?
Were youhaware of what you were thinking?

Focussed Questions:

Why did you say that?
What did you observe aboul Michael’'s behaviour?
What was your estimate of Ken’'s behaviourat that point?

What information were you aware of processing at that
point?
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_ Cane was exercised to avoid the Jseiié_eyaluat1ve or
1

judgemeqtai qQuestions and comments. As Wi , use was made

of the encouraging, receptive and interested stance

advocated' by Fuller and Manning (1873:499):

5,

Helping persons have CARE: Communicated Authenticity, -
Regard for the other person which is positive; and
Empathy. Their communications are concrete anhd
"immediate", that is, addressed to the subject’'s present
and psychological state. ) ;

.y..

C1In order to take this approach effectively, the'ﬁnvestigator

o~

displayed sUpport for and understanding of the teacher’s

>

comments about her,behaviours. Conscious efforts were made

to avoid the use of leading questions. ) ¥

.

{

\ | .
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PART 11

4

\

' X
TREATMENT OF THE DATA

This section presents ‘an overview of the development
of the Content Analysis System (CAS) that was specifically
designed for this study. The CAS was developed through

'inductive means following the the guidelines established by

Holsti (1968, 1969).

Holsti’'s (1969:14) procedure for content analysis is
based upon thrge main principles: objectivity, systematism, .
and generality. It provides a framework " for making
inferences by systematically and objectively identifying
specified characteristics of messages (Holsti, 13869:14)."
When the analysis follows the principle of objectivity, it

v

adheres to explicitly formulated rulgﬁ,and procedures that
ensure that the "analyst’'s subjectiv

predispositions

(Holsti, 1969:4)" are not reflected in the analysis.

Systematism allows for the {nclusion or exclusion 6f\
specific content or categories according to consistenkly
appiied rules. The third of Holsti’'s principles,
Qengrality. demands that the findings.of the content
analysis have theoretical relévance, as dictated by the
researcher’s applied theory.

The process of content analysis involves the sorting of

s
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data ‘into categor1es That~ref1ecf the researchpr s questions
and that are developed from clear1y def1ned variables.

These definitions must be true to both a conceptgal and
operational base and must be representations of .the
analyst’s concepte (Holsti, 1969:95).A Data obtained,ffom
_the transcripts of interviews are "%ystematiealﬁy '
transformed and aégregated into units that permit precfse
‘description of relevant content characteristics (Holsti,

W
1968:644) . "

The Content Analysis System

Four distinct procedures were followed in the

deQelopment of the CAS.' These.procedures were: .

1. The stimulated recall interview data were First divided
into two types: decision related data ;ﬁd non-decisgen
related data. |

2. The decision related data were theﬁ'dieided iﬁto
ihteractive and non-interactive phenomena. .

3. Both types of decision related data were segmented 1nto
units of thought or idea (Marland, 1977; Conners,
1978a). A unit of thought may be considered to be a
giﬁg)é word, portion of a sentence or portion of a
paregraph, if in that unit is contained the statement qf
one complete thought or idea (Guetikow, 1950:50) .

4. Finally and most importantly, the decision related data

Wegg‘ xamined to determine whether the distinct types of
{ .
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fhought°uhitsg‘dfstinguTshed‘on'thE“basiSfof’common';
.-characteristi;s,-‘could be extracted. The review of: the
literature has determined that there are three priyary
"interaﬁt&ve decision categories: instructional, '
mandge}ial. aﬁd environmental tHat there are decisidn
étimuli.that generate within the teacher a felt need to
'change behaviour, and that there aye pieces of
informatiqn esncefved during the deci;ion moment .

StatisticalJAnglysis

Foiﬁowing the categorization stage of the CAS, the
data were further ahalyied‘to determine the frequencies of

-

the—foliowing occurrences: .

=

1. Instructional and managerial decisions in the lessons
observed. |

2. Perceived stimuli for instructional and_manageFial
decisions. -

3. Reported information for.instructional and managerial
decisions. | ‘ : .

4. Alternatives considered for iﬁteracfive decisions.

5. Feedback iﬁfo;ﬂat_'ion reported follewing the
implementatién-oﬁ/interactive decisions. e‘%%g

6. Congruence of interactive decisions. ‘

7. Reported rationales for implementation of interact}ve
decisions. |

8. Information'used in the formulation of estimates.

»
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* study. These concerns, are:

85
Content Analysis Reliability N .

Four reliability concerns were addressed ih this

1. Reliability of the~systeh that was used to distinguish
decisio; related datasfrom non-decision related data.

2. Reliability of the systep that was dsed to distinguish
interactive from non-interactive data. N

3. Reliability of the eystem that was used tofsegmen} the
transcript data into units of theught.

4, Reliabjlity of the systemlthat was used to categorize

the data into various elements of interaetive decisions.

7

[y

Each of these concerns was examined from an intracoder as
well as an intercoder perspective.

Holsti’s (1969:138) Dichotomous Decision Techntque for
o
establishing reliability coefficients was appl1ed to teeé ”
% "

a

the reliability of the systems that were used to dwstlngu1sh“

decision related data from non-decision related data a%d g

® N\
interactive from non-interactive data. ‘The D1chotomous\ e

, N
Decision Technique focusses upon a single decision moment at“

a t1mefand calls for a review of the cFTier1a for chogce at
AN

each step‘;} ‘the coding process. Complete descr1pt1ons of

the criter for choice and the cod1ng process are to be
i

P,
L

found in Appendix A. In this way, the chances of
reliability loss are decreased as the number of cétegorjes

N
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“developed increases. According to Holsti (1969:139) the

. 86

~

Dichotomous Decision jechnique ensures that-coding»cho{ces

follow.a logical sequence. in addition, it allows the

:%nvéstigator to determine the location of a breakdown in

intracoder and intercoder judgement agreement . b

Holsti s (1968:140) ratio of coding agreements to the

number of coding decisions was used:
C.R. = 2M/(N1 + N2)

where "M" is the number of coding decisions on which two
judges agree, "N1" is the number of judge&ents made by judge
1 and "N2" is the number of judgements made by judge 2. A
coefficient of 1.0 is an indication of total agreement.
Howeder, a coeff{cient of reliability. in excess of 0.7 has
been accepted by Holsti (1969:141) and‘Marland (1977:85).

In establishing a coefficient of reliability of the
céding system employed ﬁo unitize the interactive decision
related and ndnjinteractive decision related data

(reliability concern #3), Guetzkow’'s (1950:50) ratio was.
used: ) .

‘ u = (01 - 02)/(01 + 02)
where "01" and "02" represent the number of units obtaingg
by judge 1 and 2 respectively.' A coefficient of reliability
of zero is considered by Conners (1978:110) and King

(1979:123) to indicate perfect agreement.-

To establish the coefficient of reliability of the
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coding system that was used to c;tegorizé the unifized data,
the Scott (in Holsti, 1969:140) ratioly;s emp loyed:

Reliability = (Po - Pe)/(1 - Pel
where P;, or the observed percentagﬁ of agreement, is the
percentage of judgements upon whigﬁ judge 1 and judge 2
agree an®Pe, or the expected p;gcentage of agreement, is
the percentage of agreement thﬁ}'could be expected by
chance. The Scott formula hqé been accepted by Holsti
(1969), Marland (1977}, chAérs (1978a), and King (1979) as
theimost appropriate-formu&a in the test of the reliability °
of categorizing systemsvf As with Holsti's coefficient of
reliability, @arland (1977:85) and Conners (13783:110{ have
agreed that 0.7 is an acceptable coefficient. King
(1979:117) views, though, that a lower limit of 0.8 ié mohé
appropriate, due to the complexity of systems designed to
categorize iﬁtrqépective data.

L4

Intracoder Regiability

Al the/stimulated recall interview daté were coded by

‘the investigator. A coefficient of intracoder reliability

was established for the four steps in the CAS. On two

| occasions, several months apart, the investigator calculated

the intracoder reliability coefficient using 15 decision
discusions randomly selected from the transcripts.: Table 1
details the goefficient of reliability for the four

intraéoder reliability checks. They appear to be quite high
N\
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and acceptable }Holsti. 1969; Marland, 1977; Conners, 1978a:
King, 1979). '

Intercoder Reliakility

As with the checks for intracoder reliabildty, a
coefficient of intercoder religbility was established for
eachl of the four steps in the CAS. A doctoral student
familiar with the prdcess bf checking for intercoder |
reliébi1ity acted as coder. Fffteen decision discussioﬁs

were randomly selected from the transcripts and subjected fb

“the four steps in the CAS by the alternate coder and the

results were compared with the principal coder’s

classifications. Table 2 displays the coefficient of
reliability for each of the four intercoder reliability
checks. Although the intercoder coefficients of reliability

are lower than the intracoder coefficients, they are welf

‘above the minimum levels established by Conners, Holsti,

King, and Mar;}ﬁd.

R13
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TASLE {1 |
Intercoder~Reliqbf1%ty On CAS Codidg ‘
‘ . Of Interview Data
CODING: FORN. " COEFFICIENT OF RELIABILITY
Decision Related Versus Non-Decision‘Related Data 0.85
Interactive Versus Non—I;teractive Data 0.90
Unitization Of Transcript Data 0.09 )
Categorization Of Transcript Data 0.84
R
TABLE 2
) Intracoder Reliability On CAS Coding >
. On Interview Data
CODING : : COEFFICIENT OF RELIABI%]TY
Decision joated Versus Non-Decision‘Related Data - 0.89
Interactizg Versus Non-Interactive 6ata r" 0.93
Unitization Of Transcript Data 0.03

Categorization Of Transcript Data 0.88'

k3
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2. The use of exploratory techniques is assumed to be

g

_ I .90
: Agsgmgtidng S
\ : .,

This explioratory investigatioq‘of the processes of
teacher interactive decision making was based upon the
following.assumptions:

1. Teachers formulate both covert and &évert interactive
decisions durtng the act of teach1ng

|
suitable for investigating teacher interactive

Q
decisjons. With regard this particuldﬂhstudy. the
assunption has been made that the 1ntrospett1ve approach

utilizing the st1mulated recall 1nte‘v1ew is h\ghly~

appropriate.

3. A fivé day period of fanﬂlijy{zgtion is adequate to .

ensure that both the teacher and the students are v
desensitized to the presence of the 1nvéstigat6r and his
equipment and, therefore, display behaViQyms that

" approximate their normal classroom behaviours.

4. During the stimulated recall interview, the éubjeét'

teacher is able to idehtify and report both overt and
covert decisions and the concomitants of these

decisions.

5v..fhevsémple‘of interactive thoughts recalled during the

‘stimulated pecall interviews, are illustrative of the

teacher’s'interactive thoughts throughout the lesson.

I
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b Limitat fons

The one major limitation of' this study was theyuse'df\only

one subject in one setting. As a result, any findings

[

generated from thisfstudy had no basis for generalizafion.

Minor limitations included:

1.

The possible inability of the subject to remember all
thoughts during the videotaped session. o
The possible inability of the subject.fo articulate
interactive thoughts during the stimulated recall

interviews. - | )
: -

. The possible reluctance on the 'part of the subjecf.to

articulate all interactive thoughts during the

stimq‘?ted recall interviews.

Unforeseen environmental and/or. psychological

/

constraints.




S0

’
'
.
~
[
L]
.
2
3
»
‘:‘
b2
v .
‘2 B
I
=

.~

.
i,
N .
s
oo
i .
), RX . S
TR e I
R ¢
S .

. CHAFTER IV: T.He'f'iNoINGs-_

k1

i

&
R
.
!
.
¥
.
rt:'i .
I
. .
K
oy
L Rev
R\
5
R
[
-

S
. I
-
5 A BY
.l ¥ X
o '
b
>
14
-t
g
. . 1Y
a? N
l" .,
& e
e .
N
LY
.4
U



University of Alberia

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Overview Of Chapter 1V
Since this study addressed two pfimary issues:

3 o
1. The characteristics of a teacher's interactive decision

making

2. The examination 6f {;e effectiveness of stimulated
recall as a research tool in ébserving a teécher’s
interactive decision making

the data of this investigation were analyzed in two stages

and the findings of this Chapter are presented in two parts.

Part 1 highlights characteristics of the interactive = .

' decfsion making process. Analysis at the micro level

Aisolates-ghe vgrious types of interactive decisions that

were made and identifies some concomitants of interactive

* decision formulation; analysis at the macre-level identifies

findings concerning the teacher’s use of heuristics during

thg formulation of estimates and”judgements and global

. patterns and trends in the teacher’s formulation of

interactive decisions--trends not identified during the

micro-level of analysis.

w The macro-analysis of the stimulated recall interview
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transcripts was designed to supplement the micro-analysis.
Specifically, the resultS of the macro-analysis were used to
provide information for the research questions dealing with .
(a) the the use of heuristic techniques in teacher decision
making and (b) global patterhs-and trends.

Part Il presents findipg; aealing wifh the methodology
used in this study. The data wéte analyzed at the
macro-level and are concentrated around (a) the use of

explg.étory research in this project and (b) the use of

.stimulated recall interviews.

Ry o .
\"!'\Q,\_:‘ RS
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PART 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERACTIVE DECISIONS

L w v . . '&'\
e
g . Over*iew

Part 1 presents the findings of the analysis of the’

(iiimulated recall intehview”ééta, at both the micro and

“"macro levels. These findings hayé been‘organized into the

following three sub-sectians:
1. Types of Interactive Decisions

2. Concomitants of Interactive Decisions

W

3. Global Patterns and Trends

- The second section, "Concomitants of Interactive Decisions",

has been further delineated to examine various faétors of

L4

interactive decision making. These factors include:
(a) Decision Antgcedents,

(b) Decision Information,

I

(c) Heuristic Techniques-ﬂsed'ln Assessment and Estimate

Formulation,

-

(d) Decision Congruehce and Feedback, and

4

(e) Decision Rationale.

[PPSOV USRI U



University .nf Alberta

w Types of Interactive Decisions o \

During the stimulated recall interviews, the teagh_er\
identified 242 iﬁtér;ctive deéisions. Analysis of the data \\
indicates that there were two first order categories of
interactive decisions formulated: instructional decisions
and manageriél decisions. '

Interactive instructional décisions are defined as
those decisions that relate to the presentation of
instructional material and stUdent;]earping. Interactive
managerial decisions are defined és thoﬁe_decisions that
rela}e to student behaviours that are perceived by the .
teacﬁer as interfering w%fh, distraéting, or disrupting the
learning and/or instruétfonal process. Examples of both
interactive ihstructionallénd managerial‘decisioh§ are

provided in the sections ‘immediately following this.

SUb-Catedories of Instguctioqglqgecisions
Four sub-dategories of interactive fnstructfona]v’
decisions were identified during the‘mjcro-analysis ofﬂfhe
stimulated recalléinteview transcripts. Tﬁese are: B
1. Instructionalistrategy Decisidné
Student Questioning Decisions N

Null Instructﬂonal Decisions

How N

Planning Decisions
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Inétructional Strateqy Decisions

Instructional strategy decisions are defined as .

qu;sions dealing with the delivery of instructionaf

matarial or the development of students’ skills. Decision
11 illystrates the teacher’s decision‘EO use student

involvement in the decision process as a means of delivering

instructional material.
Decision 11

T: Um, Michael had brought . . . the book up . . . and
he' d found this particular story and we had been talking
a little pit about, previous to that, about some of the
things that different magicians had doﬁe| soon. . . .
so 1 asked them (the students) if they would like to
either;read the story about him as a child or read one
of his feats.

- Decision 42 provides anétheﬁ example of an ‘
instructional strategy decision. The teacher had appérent]y
just elected to use a particular instructional strategy to .
impart inforpation to the Studénts. In this example, the
teacher's perception of one student’s behaviour and her
estimate of ogﬁehhstudents’ states of cognition srimulatgd‘
her felt need for an interactive decision.

Decision 42

T: So, and then I repeated each one slowly for her as
her voice is quite quiet.
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Decision 81 1s.an example of the teacher making a

- decision about the form that5fhe instructional material

would take.
ok

Decision 81 ,
. : {
T: 0.K., favourable. Well, favour can be spelled either
way, so I, uh, Terry asked me if it can be spelied one
way or the other and I said, "Yes, fine, that's o.k."

. 1 knew that someone wowyld bring it up, because

favour was a word we had on tpe list a couple of weeks
ago . :

»
Decision 114 depicts the teacher choosing to pursue an
instructional point.

Decision 114

o : .
T: And I' thought, well, that’s fine. ['m going to see
if I can get her to answer. And she said, "Well, I
don't Know." But she knew very well what the answer
was. She just didn’t want to participate or make any
effort at thinking. So I pursued her and tried to get
an answer from her. -

1
}

!

Decision 124 shows an interactive decision not to
pursue an instructional point.
Decision /124

T: So, «fm, 1 wanted to continue talking to her or go to
someone else. Because she seemed to be very unsure of
herself, for some reason. And, you know, I didn’ t want
to make her feel bad or anything. . . . Ya, I asked
someorfe else. ‘

Other sub-groups of reported instruétional stratégy

“n

decisions include
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a. the decision to respond in a particular manner to a
-— - - -student's request, | |
| 'b. the decision to request a student’'s aijd,

c. the decision to check for work completion, and
ﬁd.'the decision to check students’ understandings.’
Decision 144 illustrates the sub-category of
interactive instructional decision to respond in a
particular way to a studentfs requeét for aid. - T

Decision 144

T: She asked me if 1'd glance at it and se& if it looked

o.k. And then she said she would continue on with the
‘ rest of it, if it was alright. And I said fine. I _
' wouldn't say no, it wasn’t any good. 1 would never do
that. I would say, "That's fine, you go ahead and
finish off whatever line . . . whatever you want to."

~Decision 220 presents an ,example of the teacher

choosing a student to ru/ an jerrand that involved

T: Sade,oﬂébfﬁpry. iNo re books. Well . . . you know,
I.still h#ilichael lon my mind and I didn’t particularly

have any paWence for-Audrey at that point. Um, so I

asked Jenrfll-f she wouldi=you know, -go check in the .

other clasglismm and, um, you know, she!s pretty good'*ﬁgﬁf

about doinghlWem¥ge 1ike that, v
. Only two of these requeis wégg made. In both cases, the

same student was calle&‘%pon”to fulfill the request.

Decision 1 shows the formulation of a decision to check
* : R

-

"

Y
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- .

- for"work completion.

Decision 1

T: It must have been Tammy who said that. I don't
remember what she said but it influenced me to sort of
.ask -as to whether the other students had done it as
well, | believe.

I: 0.K. Can you remember the kinds of thoughts that
were going through your mind at the point that you asked
that question?

T: Ya, I sort of wondered if anybody had, you know, how
many students had completed, because yesterday they
didn't have . . . well they had some -time in class but
they didn’'t have a lot. And, um, just from the ’
shuffling that was going on and stuff, I sorta got - the
feeling that not too many people had it done. So, um,
so I just sort of carried it on from there and | asked
'if the students . . . whether or not they did have it
done.

-

4

Decision 96 is an example of an interactive decision
. . -
that 1§/associated with the students’ understanding of an
instructional point. 1A this instance, the teacher was

checking her perception of a student’s apparent confusion

‘with the concept of fractions.

Decision 96 : /

T: I went back to Michael because I wanted to see what
he would say, if he was -continuing to be confused about,
you Know, about the fraction and the pictures, because
it was an identical Kind of situation that was at the

“top. - - :
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Student Questioning Decisions

A student quéstioning decision is defined as a choice
to ask a question of a specific student, as distinct from a
decision to pose a question to the entire class or to a

group of students: The féllowing are.examples of decisions

/

to pose a question to a particular student.

e

Decision 81 -

T: It had crossed my mind several times that he had been
away and that, you know, that I wanted to make sure that

he Knew what was goipg on and that sort of thing. .
So 1 guess that 1 was sort of attracted to him and, uh,

you Know, and asked the specific questions.

Decision 388

T: And he really wasn’t watching his book or paying
attention. I didn’t Know what he was watching, so I
asked him and I don't think he was so [ let him try and
look at the picture and see if he could answer .it.

Decision 113

T: I asked Mary the first question. . . talked to her
first because she was sort of wandering and she didn’t
seem to be cluing in and. I persisted on continuing to
ask her because I didn"t think "frequent" was a
difficult word for Mary and her ability.

° ) <

Decision 169 )

T: O.K. 1 asked Steven that question, um, because 1
didn‘t think it was a particularly difficult question . .
. . So I asked him that question just to see if he could
answer it and he said no, he couldn’t.
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Of these four préceding decisions, numbers 98 and 113
appear to be as much managerial dec{sions as instructionat
decisions. Such phrases as " he really wasn/f watching his
book or payinggsattention" and "becausjﬁ@he was sort of
wandering and she didn’t seem to be cluing }n" aré
managerial ;tatéments. Aowever,'as the questfons concerned

instructional material, they have been classed as

instructional decisions. .
.

Null.Instrqgganal Decisions
A null instructional decisioh, or default decision

(Brown .and Farr, 1971), is a conscious, deliberate choice to
continue with behavigbr that had already been initiated. .
The‘followfng are examples of null instructional decisions.

Decision fS

”T' ... 1 wanted to Keep the conversation going because

I asked Ron the question and they interrupted and I

~wanted to keep ¥t going, so I didn't stop to talk about
it. 1 just kept on, sort of thing.

-’4'

During the reporting of Decision 15, the teacherﬁgalked of

reaching a decision point, as evidenced by: . because I
asked Ron the question and they'interrupted and 1 wanted to
keep it going . ! :“ Althopgh the téacher recogniied this
decision point, she decided to continue with her

pre dec1s1onal behaviour: "I jusg keﬁ% on."

Dec1s1on 57 o .

J: 1 don’t know what she meant, by thatA It was really .
strange . ... . I was sort of wonder1ng, but I Knew my
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time was real short, so I thought, well, 1’11 just let
that go by. I was really curious about what she,heaqt.
]
In this example of a null instrd?tional decision, the

teacher reported conflicting forqis—vher curiosity and the

time available--byt rather than changing her behaviour and

asking for an explanation, she decided to continue with her
pre-decisional behaviour.

Planning Decisions

An interactive planning decision is a conscious,
: . e R
deliberate choice to change an existing plan or to formulate
a plan for future action during an interactive moment.

Decision 139 N
I: Was this someth;ga\{bat you had planned to do?

T: Well . . . not ahead of time. But I had . . . as’'lI
was standing there, 1 had realized that I had been
reading all' the sentences so I switched and had them
(the students) read the sentences and give the answer,
rather than having me read. _
This example demonstrates a planning decision. The teacher
has decided to abandon one}strategytin favour of another.
This is distinct from an instructional strategy decision in
that an implemented approach waé'changed, rather than an
in§tructional strategy being formulated for implementation. -

‘Decision 240

T: . . . they!/ve been askfng for . . . for a spél]ing,
bee or games and things like this. for quite a while. .
So; 1 thought, well, why not, you Know. So 1 said,

—
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"Well, we'll do it next week, if you want to and bring
in some things from home and, uh, we can have-a spelling
bee on Monday and, uh, play some games." and so on. -So
I said sure, o. K. '

Decision 240 shows an inte#active decision to plan a future
event The decision was partly based on information thaf .
qu not” reported above. The' teacher recalled her planning
spch act1vit1es with another classy R { had dons it

w1th the .other c[sss and I haven’t done it with these Kids

yet."

1

Sub;Cgtegor‘/ of Manaqeriél Decisions

‘Three sub categor1es of 1nteract1ve manager1al

decisions were identified during the micro- analy31s Of the

.stimulated reca\b interview transcripts. These were:

AN

1L Managerial Strategy Decisions
2? Desist De01szons :

3. Null Managerial. Decisions -
Each of these sub-categdries is defined, illustrated and
briefly discussed below. | |

Man ger1al Stratsgx Dec1s1ons

An 1nteract1ve manager1al deé?SIOn is a conscious

choice by the teacher to manage student behav1our The

following are examples of 1nteract1ye managerial strategy

decisions.
Dec1s1on 8 : . ‘ -
T: . . . when I sorta gave the instructions and asked

them to read, they opened their books sW1ftﬂy and-sort

s~
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. of got started on it. S O
1: So, your sssignment of that reading was .

T: Just to help'!ettle the room down. ., v

In Decision 8 the teacher reported the use of an

instructional strategy: ". . . when I sorta gave the

instructions and asked them to read .*. ." in order toO

change student behaviour: "Just to settle the room down."

Decision 60

! M

’ T".*. . Michael. wanted to make a comment and . . =

. .Christine was sort of into her answer and I didn't want
her to, like I didn’t want her to be interrupted and I
wanted to let Ker finish. So I said (to Michael), hang
for a second. ' _ '

Decision 60 demonstrates the teacher deciding to use a
specific behaviodr‘managerial strategy during the cccurrance
of an interruption. .
'Similarly, in Decision 132, a specific managerial
! ',strategy had apparentiy been dec1ded upon.)th1s time to
m1n1m1ze the effects of the teacher s. intervention:. R
"Dec151on 132
T: She's like .that once in a while. You know, she’ 1l
~ sort of throw a tantrum. "And. I . ... I didn't want to
‘make a b1g deal out-of it. So I just said, "Well that's
too bad." and, "I guess you’' 1l just have tQ sit down and

we' 11 . . . later on, 1:{ZQQ wish and you want to work
,,enon.tﬁe rest of your sheets out there, that’'s fine.

T There’' s no problem. Right now, everybody’s together.”
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Decision 88 , B
T: And I wanted to get started, so again I didn’t demand
that they move back to their desk and . . . cause

another commotion and get everybody moving again. I
‘thought, well, I'11 just leave thém there and, if I have
‘to speak to them, well I will. ¢ :

. &
Decision 88 is an example of a interactive managerial

decision not to purswe a particular strategy. ‘ :ﬁd

" Decision 196 - T L
T: You'Know, he had his book open and . . . I don’'t ) ¢
think he was using it at the time, or anything. But I
could tell that he wasn't paying attention . ... So 1.

went to him and asked him the question and then, of
course, he wdsn't.
Decision 196 illustrates the teacher’s use of quesf?oning as
a managerial sirategy. Theefocus upon studeﬁt behaviour
managerial is cleérix‘indicated by the statement of intent
that was subseduenfly provided: "But I jusi,wanted him to
get into the leéson and, uh, not have any h;ssle, sort of

thing, if at all possible.”

Desist Decisions
Desist decisions’are conscious teacher choices to halt
a student’'s behaviour. Three types of desist decisions were

identified in the micro-analysis of the stimulated recall

"interview data. These weré:

1. Verbal Desist Decisions
2. Nonivgﬁbal Desist Decisions

3. Pre-ghptive Desist Decisions )
7, i ECY RN
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Verbal Desist Decisions. Verbal desist decisions are

decisions to verbally halt a student’s behaviour. The
followind are examples of verbally signaled desist
depisioné. , ' _—
¢

Decision 48

T: Um, I noticed that Terry was talking to Diana and I

just said his name and nodded at him just so that he

would just bring . . . his attention.

In the effort to stop Terry’'s behaviour, the teacher -decided

to_use ' a combination of verbal and non-verbal strategies: "I

In most
instances during which a verbal signil was employed, the
teacher called the student by name. Ak evidenced by student

behaviours that were recorded on~videotapé. this appeared to

be sufficient to cause the student to cease the bepaviour

" that the-teacher had decided was inappropriate. The

: 0
following examples have been verified by viewing ‘the

videotapes.

<

=3
-

S
x
-

Decision 49

and he knew, sort of that he was talking and he was
quiet and listened. So I didn’t have to say anymore.

Decision 164 L

So, and that was all he needed, you know. He just .
nodded and looked at me and then he went on and looked
at his work

'Howevern in sqme‘pasés this strategy did not satisfy the

teacher’s intent, in which éase another decision was often

[4
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o a
formulated, as in the following example: o

Decision 71

T: Ah, I noticed Stan was doing some of his magic tricks
and 1 just said his name and caught his eye . . ,. I just
said his name and hopefully . . . hoping that he’d put
it away, whatever he had and that would be the end of
it. But it wasn't. :

The negative feedback received by the teacher precipitated
the formulation of another interactive decision, 5

managerial strategy decision:

Decision 72 | Lo -

!

T: And then . . . he had some matéhes . . . But I asked

for them and 1 said, "Well, sit over here a minute", you

know, "until you’'re sort of ready to go back with the:
rest of the guys.” So, and he was quite willing to sit
there. o

Non-Verbal Desist Decisions. Non-verbal decisions are

conscious choices to stop behaviour of others thrbugh the

use of non-verbal methods, for example a nod, a glance, or a

tap on the shoulder or head. The folld&ing are illustrative

of the teacher having formulated interactive non-verbal

|
|

dgsist decisions.

Decision §
T: 1 think I was paying more attent%on to Jennifer,
because she was starting to go to Laura and, instead of
saying something to her, I just caught her eye . . . and
just started looking at her h S

K

Decision 70 : , & vy !
T: I'd looked at him earlier . . . prévious to this and

not said anything and he caught my eye and put it away. x

N

)
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Pre-emptive Desist Decision. During the stimulated

recall intervfews, the/teacher reported the formulation of
one pre-emptive desist decision, which is defined as a
conscious chéice to pre-empt an anticipated student
behaviour. o

 Decision 27

I: Why did you mention that?

T: Well, because whenever I read to them, this is a
‘great past time. They tie one another’s shoelaces
together and they try to do it when no one’s watching. -
So, consequently, when the story’s over, we have people
falling all over the place. . . . The Kids know that
they do this Kind of thing so they all kinda giggled and
I said, well that’'s fine. . . . Um, you know, sort of to

bring it 4o their attention that hopefully this won't

happen and I won’t have to speak to them and I‘'m glad I.

didn’ t, so. : r
)

Judging from the teacher’s report of the feedback she
. ld .
perceived, feedback that was verified on the videotape

recording, the teacher’s prediction of student behaviour
¥ ,

.appeared to be accurate.

Null Manéqerial Decisions

A hu]l manageria1 decision, or forfeit deqision,(BroWn‘
and Farr, 1971) is defined as a conscious, deliberate choice

to continue with prejdeCisional behaviour. The following

o}

are examples of null managerial dﬁcisions.
Décision 7 . -

T: Uh, we are short of books in the classroom, and so I
didn’t object to that| and we didn’t seem to be, you
Know, um, abusing thelright or the privilege of sitting
together, so I didn’ t|say anything.. ... . I just.decided

}
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’behaviouhs‘prompted her to not in

-

© to let it etand as it was and dec1ded that 1 wouldn’t /
ask them to sit in their desks by themselves ‘ -

,,:1""
Decision 7 illustrates the teacher’'s use of the'null

decision in a positive way. Her agsessment of the students’

rvehe and*Change'her
students’ behaviours.

Decision 75, although it is‘\another null managerial
decision and appears to be similar Xo Decision 7, fs a null

managerial decision of a qyite differekt type. Whereas the'

'rat1onale for Decision 7 was the teac er’'s est1mate of her

students’ behav1ours the rationale for Dec1s1on 75 ‘was the

o

teacher s estimate of the effects of her . 1ntervent1on upon

—

hother students in the classroom. In‘1h1s way, Decision 75

was not as positive in its orientation as was Decision 7.

Decision 75
T: 1 sort of glanced at them and . . . 1 noticed that
~Christine was sort of paying attention. . . . They were

quietly reading and, uh, I sort of noticed that they
were sort of looking up-once in a while, ‘whenever the
T.V. sort of caught their attention. . . . Um, you Know,
I was just hopeful that they would, you Know, pay"
attention and watch, but I didn’'t want 't6. make too much
of a coonmotion . . . so I just left 1t as it was and I
didn’t say anything.
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The Concomitants of Interactive Decisions

"
| Four types of major concomitants, or factors involved -
in the decision process, were identified through the micro
analysis. These were (a) decision antecedents. (b) decision .
information. (c) heuristic techniques used in assessment and
estimate formulation, (d) decision congruence and feedback

(e) decision rationales, and (f) globai patterns and trends.

' Each of these concomitants is defined, illustrated, and

“briefly discussed below.

Decision Antecedents

A dec1Sion antecedent is defined as an event,

behaviour or perception that stimuiates a felt need in the

: classroom teacher to formuiate an 1nteractive dec1510n

The micro-analysis of mhe stimuiated recai] interviews

| has lead to the identification-of three categoriesofa

decision antecedents. These include:
1. Student Originating'Antecedents'
2. Teacher Originating Antecedents

3. Environment Originating Antecedents

Student Or1q1natinq Antecedents. Student

originating antecedents are defined as those verbal and

" non-verbal student behaviours that prompted” the teacher to

formulate interactive decisions. Below are examples of g

decisions that have been prompted by antecedents categorized

as student originating tunderlined).

> - . .
1 . .
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‘Deécision 9 .

I: What were you thinking at that point’

T: Ah, well. [ was trylng to concentrate on what Amanda .
was telling me and I didn’t think that there were a
couple of students that, uh, were perhaps listening to
what she was saying . . ... so I was sort of secanning
just to see . . . and I thought that perhaps I could
catch their eye and that would be’ enough .

‘This example demonstrates the teacher’s focus upon the

verbal behaviour of one stUdent' I was trying to

concentrate on what Amanda was telling me and, at the

same timej'she reported her estimate of the cognitive states
of other students.in the classroom:-". . . and I didn{t~
think thatithere were a couple of students that, Uh;‘were

" +perhaps listening to what she was saying. "

The above example 11]ustrates another . common
phenomenon--de01Sions reported by the teacher were usualiy
stimulated by more than one antecedent. In this instance,c
the first antecedent was individual°student initiated
behaviour and the second was the teacher’s estimategof.the
cognitive states of the rest Pf'the.students.» |

Below are further examples of interactive instructional

decisions formulated fo]low1ng the. teacher’s perception of

'student behav1ours

Decision 128 - ' . ‘ \

T: I think Mark had his hand up that particular time and
it caught my eye. So I, you kKnow, 1 asked
- him. . . . He seemed to be ready" to answer . . . and he/
- didn’ t have the right answer, so then I ‘tried to go on
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'antecedents are def1ned as those states of teacher cogn1t10n

13

from there..

As this example shows, the decision wds stimulated by the
student’s response. The particular dec\sion arrived at was

inf luenced by the information the teacher\was prccessing at

‘the time, namely her'assessment of the stuflent’s response:

". . . dand he didn’t have the right answer.
Another example of this. Kind of antece ent-decision

combination occurs in Decision 235:

Decision 235

T: I just got the fee11ng that everybody wasn’t . .
didn’t quite grasp what she was trying to say. I think
that everyone understood what she meant in the second
one but the first . . . I wasn’t sure. So I sort of ‘

" re-stated it again in another way, just for the benefit
of everybody else.

4

Implicit in the report on Decision 235 is the student's

' respcnse to a question; that response, therefore, was the

antecedent of decision 235. The nature of the teacher’s
decision and -her actual'response were determined by her
expectat1ons for the student s response and heggpercept1on

that other students in the claSsroom d1d not understand the

jresponse.

Teacher Oriqinatinq Antecedents Teacher'originéting

and affect that st1mulated the formulation of 1nteract1ve

decisions. Jwo sub categor1es of teacher or1g1nat1ng '

decision antecedents were identified. These are:
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1. Teacher Cognitive State

2. Teacher Affective State

1. JTeacher Cognitive State. The teacher's state of

cognition refers to the teacher’'s thoughts that acted as:

Ps

~stimuli for the formulatlon of an 1nteract1ve de01510n
Statements such as the follow1ng are examples of the
reported cognitive states that, in part, stimulated tﬁéw
‘fornulation of interactive decisions.
I couidn’t think of a question. to ask them.

I was sort of wondering. 1 was very buzzled at the
moment ’ '

I couldn t recall who had g1ven the answer
"three-sixths.

The following is én_eXample of an interactive decision
‘that was partially stimulated by the teacher’s cognitive
state. ' l

-~

nDec1s1on 224

T: 1 sorta felt that I needed the chance to sort of get
my thoughts together and, uh, you Know, . . . soO-

... I read it out and wh1le I was doing that I was
sort of thinking of how I would proceed. ./ . ...and that
gave me a chance to sort . . . to think about what I had
planned earlier about what'tondo sort of thing.

The teacher’s cognitive state, although not explicit in this

e le. is 1mpltc1tly evident from the explanat1on "1
o?ﬁz fe!t I needed the chance to sort of get my thoughts

’together e " Th1s state of uncerta1nty precipitated the
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_formulat1on of an 1nstruct1onal strategy that enabled her to

focus her thoughts upon the lesson plan:

I read it _out and wh1le I was doing that I was sort of
thinking of how 1 would proceed.

&

In connection with the next decision, the teacher
mentjoned two antecedents that led jo the formulatton_of the
dec1s1on the first was her curiosity about the meaning of a
student’s statement (under11ned_;>nd the second was her
percept1on of a tlme constraint (in parentheses) o

-

,.Dec1s1on 57 -
' -’

- T: 1 was sort of wondering. 1 was very puzzled at the
.time but iI knew my time was real short), so I thought,
I'11 just let that go by.

werl,

2. Teacher Affect1ve State. The decision antecedents

1abe11ed Teacher s Affect1ve State are those emot1ons or

ofee11ngs reported by the teacher as having a bearing on her

formulation of 1nterac§1ve“dec1s1ons.' For examples.
I was getting a littie tired of all the questions .

I sorta §ot the = . . sdmeth1ng'sa1d . . . something
triggered and I sa1d "Oh, no, _here we go. This is
going to be one of those days :

and at that point, you Know, I st111 had, you know,
hadn’'t really . . . emot1ona11y calmed myse]f down
enought that I could sort of think stra1ght and uh,
and, you know, start the QUest1on1ng

b

-



Univcrs\ily of Alberta

3. Instructional Material and Equipment

_ cons1dered to be a dec151on antecedent when the tetcher

116

. _( .L P

The follow1ng is an’ example of an 1nterad&1ve dec1s1on
which was stimulated, in part, by the teacher’ s-affect1ve
state (underlined): {

Deciston 50

T: Well, the same old story . . . 1 was mad. I was very
cross, because, um, Michael had lost his math booK and .
L. and I was_ trying to decide what 1 was going to do
about it, ah, at that point. I thought of some
a]ternatives and thought, "Well, this isn’t the time to
deal with 'it", so- I sort of left it.

s

Environmental Antecedents. This class of antecedents

consists of events or situations arising in the classroom or

school environment that are\Essociated with the teacher’s

A ]

.o / ’ ) .
formulation of interactive decisions.  Analysis of the data -

revealed 3 sub-categories of ervironmental antecedents:

1. Ttme Constfaints

2. Interruption by Another Adult

\

' ' /
1¢; Time Constraints. The passage of t1me was

reported her concern about 1t and reported‘that this concehm;

precipitated the formulation of an interactive decision.

The foljcwing statements are examples of this kind of

antecedent:
I was concerned ‘about. the t1me th1s morn1ng

I wanted to provide enough t1me for those Klds who were
go1ng over the1r tests.

/-
/

his S
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I Knew my time was real short, o ._.}

By way of examplef’we find that_Deéisjon’94 was
precfpitated. in part, by the teacher’s perception of t?me
as a constraint, As with many such instances, the .
antecedent fs'implicitly stafed."In this case the jnference
to time as a constra1nt is underlined.

vl Dec1s1on 94

o
\

T: R | Just brushed him off there and dec1ded that I
would go on ahead. . Uh, because I couldn’t. follow his
line of thinking and I didn't want to stop for too long.

However, it. may be seen that the teacher’s confusion as to

whgt the student meant also served as a stimUlus‘for this

decision.

2. Interruption by Another”Adult The teacher reported

one interactive decision 'that was stlmulated by the

1nterrupt10n of the class by‘another adultl(underljned)f
Dec151on 34 | .

: At that ggl__ Mr "X’ came 16 and was speak1nq with

Stan. Can you tell me what thoughts were - in your m1nd
at that point?

—

. T: Uh, well I, I guess I was sort of concerned about.

what, you Kvow what was going on. . . . Um, I was
concerned that it-wouldn’'t go on for too 1ong and it
didn‘t worry me too much. . . . In my own mind I Knew

that he wouldn’t be very long and, if it was a serious
problem, that he would try to solve it at’ another time.

’

Although no statement of decision was made, the videotape of

the interaction'sﬁowed that the tegoher made nO-hoye t
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'fhtervene end. after glancing over to Mr.’X’' and.Stan,

'turned her attention to other students.

»

3. Instructional Material and Equipment. When the

teacher reported thatiher concern with some instructional

- material or piece of instructiohél equipment stimﬁiated the

formulation of an interactive decision, that concern was

labelled a decision antecedent. Such phrases as the

[y

fbllowing are indicative of this Kind of decision
ntecedent: |

That was my only concern, was the sound (of the
television set). . . .

Same old story. No more books Te?t;
o

In the follow1ng examp]e the teacher S 1nteract1ve

\,

1nstruct1onaI dec1s1on is obv1ous]y in response to a lack of

’suff1c1ent 1nstruct1onal mater1al (underllned)

Dec1s1on 53

v

T: That’s when I ran out of paper, there - I need some
more paper because we were oing to have the dictation
in-the morning. 1 ran out {of the classroom) very
quickly and came back. ) _

| ]
Decision Information S ‘\

{

. ‘The second class of faetobs that were associated wi
the fqrmulaf}on of interactive decisions was labelled
Decision Information. A piece of decision informetién or a
decisﬁon datqm is defined as an event, behaVioUr, or '

perception that a teacher uses in the formulation oF’Eﬁ



‘University of .Alberta

p lii ‘

interactive decision. Analysis of the stimulated recall

';interview transcripts has indicated that there are 2 prime

\

‘categories of dec1swon 1nformat1on associated with

interactive dec1s1ons These are:

1. Student-Referenced Decision Information

2. Teacher-Referenced Decision Information
. : R
.

Each of the identified categqries‘is defined and illustrated

‘ below.

,

Student -Referenced Decision Information.

Student-referenced decision information is defined as that

' information concerning the student that the teacher reported

using in the formulation of an interactive decision. Below

are examples of student-referenced, data that the teacher /////

reported perceiving during t e-formulatiohs of interactiye ~ .
~ﬂdecvsmns o ‘_ - o o | T
- I was aware that she d also been read1ng a comic or
someth1ng )
.I noticed Her and she was . l.. just sort of went down

coin her chair like this
. . . she had lost her sheet and "1 Knew that she didn’t
have it .. |
I noticed that the - k1ds were-g1ggl1ng and. 1augh1ng an
wful fot. ) a
_A lot of thehk(etudents) had their hahds‘up .

Oh, they seem tQAbe really crowding around .
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Decision 68 is an example of én interactive decision
that was.formuiated using informétion concerning student
behaviour. - The decision datum is underlined.

Decision 68 .

T: 1 think that I was trying to catch the title of the

story and hoping that it would re-occur. And 1 noticed

- that two girls were talking here, Lora and Debbie, but I
“..sort of\jgnored it for the moment. It was very quiep.

In the following examplé.”Decision 164, .the teacher
apparently based her instructfonal decision on herk
perceptions of thevstudents” behavioursu The decision data
are under lined. : o

Decision 164 - : ‘.

I: Was this something that you had planned previously?

T: No. That . . . that was something that | did.

I sorta thought that there might be some confusion, you
know, about missing those words. -So I just wanted to do
some examples. . . . Although I found at the time that
everyone seemed to understand after we'd gone. through it
and I left it at that then.

I: Were you noticing anything particular about the
students? ,

N

-

T: Um, Ya. I noticed that most of them were working.
Like they . . . they'd sort of turned me off already and
they were already working and there didn’t seem to be

. anyone who was sort of still looking cofifused or cued in

—m—— ——  e———— — —

on me. | , ~

&

Another type of decision datum used by the teacher in

v

making decisions was the information she reported concerning

students’ comments, responses to questions, and other verbal
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behaviours.  The following dre examples of these reported

pieces of information.

. she was relating to something to do w1th maglc or
111us1on

. when she gave the numbers, she started from ‘the
largest and then she went to the smallest

She sort of said, well no, I don’t have any opinion.

and he said, "“Yes."

Dec1s1on 120 was formulated using information about
student responses (underlined).

“Decision 120

T: Um, 0.K. I was trying to use . . . the kids were
giving different words, different things and I was just
trying to use their examp]es that they were com1nq up
‘with. :

“1: Um hum.

T: Um, to explain the meaning. Um, I was sort of
1nc1ud1ng everybody in it and the k1ds .were sort of
throwing out words and I was trying to pick them up and
put them together for everybody, sort of thing, to see
if they could understand the ;idea of the word.

’t ,+_, 3

‘fne following,is an example of the teacher using her

_knowledge’of previous‘student_behaviours in the formulation

"'of a-decision. The decision data are under lined.

Decision 98
I: Was there any partichlar beason why you went to Mark?

T: Um, I find that . . . I guess it's something that
1've noticed about him a lot. I don’'t know whether he’'s
not paying attention or he is but he always appears to
be off into spacé, sort of thing. . . . so I asked him .
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] waited for him to form an answer.

Decision 85 is an example oﬁ’the teacher using a
predj;tions of student behaviours as a piece of decision
data. The data are under 1ined. |

Decision 85
T: Well, I knew that there was going to be a grogleh‘
there but I thought, well, 1'd just mention it to.them

and, hopefully, they would pay attention and, uh,"just
sort of remind them of it.

The following are further examples of her predictions of
student behaviours:

~ s, . ' .. -
) and I didn’-t think she Would come and sit on the
floor

. I sort of thought they’'d stop talking after a
minute . . .0

I knew someone would bring it up because favour was a
word we had on the list a couple of weeKs ago.

The following are examples of the teacher using
knowledge of her students’ home environments as decision
data:

she has lots of family problems at home right now,
you know. [ believe her family is breaking up right at
the moment . : '
the Kids have»really a lot of money in thf§ community
As a matter of fact, she’'s a new girl that’s Just moved

in. And she doesn’t have many “friends.

He's had a lot of resource room work and he goes to
Saturday classes and summer schoo]

}
!
F
\
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Decision 54 is associated with this kind of information
‘base. The data are underlined. w

Decision 54 : s
1: Why have you decided to ask Lana to share her.
experiences? o

s ‘,' . )

Ti Well ]I Know that her fatheris been over there (Iran)
quite a bit this year. As a matter of fact, he' s been
over there a lot . . . I Knew she talked fo me about
this fact . . . So I knew she had somq experiences to
give us, because she had talked to me previously, so. .

. well I went and asked her if she would explain what
‘else she knew about that particular topic.

24

Teacher Referenced Decision Information.‘

Teacher-referenced decision iﬁ?ormation is defined as those
reported decision data that relate to the teacher's thoughts

and feelings concerning the instructional material, her

lesson strategies, the estimates or assessments she_f rmed

about her stbdents and her lesson strategies.

buring the Qtimulated recall fnterviews, the teacher .
feported infprmation[relating to her knowlédge of herself
and the instructional material used in her lessons.

Examples of these data are given below:

-

Because I.have a tendency of doing that, of asking a
question and then forgetting about that question and
going to someone else. , '

-

I have a loud voice and it carries

A fhere was a lot of two and three syllable words in
the list. * ‘ : '

Well, favour can be spelled either way.
\ . .

bu

[
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»

And I didn’t know because whether I was dumb or because
it didn’t make sense;toAme or what, :

[ couldn’t see any more myself but I_dfdn’t know if I’d
missed any or not. .

'In the following example the teacher reported decision

databthat relafed»to knowledge of Her own cognitiye

functioning. The didta are underrﬁned.i\ e

Decision 136 y

T: 0.K. 1 was looking at Tracey and I said Christine.
I fouled up their names and I just quickly avoided
it . . . continued on.

I: Were Qou conscious?y-thinking of that at the time,
that you chose the wrong names?

T: Ya, I did. Ya, you Know, I realized that I had and I

was looking at . . . I wanted to ask Tracey and 1 asked
thristine. . . . I realized that 1'd made a mistake .

that’s fine. I didn’t change it. . . .1 do -that
sometimes, I don’t know. = I have a mental block some
days. . . . you know, 1 forget about, vou Know, I'm
thinking ahead of myself. . . .1 make these silly
mistakes. ‘ , ‘

The following reporf contafns"an'example of a piece of
decision information relatiﬁé to the teacher’s Knowledge of
“the particular instructional material*uéed,in this portion -
of the lesson (underlined). |

Decision 171

I: Can you tell me what ydu were thinKing about, then?

T: Um, well, I was trying to get them to give a meaning
for that word, contraction--an example . . . I wanted
them to know what a contraction was before they started
and it (the text) gives several examples so that -they
Know what to do. . . . I was trying to get him to either °
"give me a definition or pick out a word that was a
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/ . . . 1 like to be p051t1ve .
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contraction. . . . so I could go from there.

In the discussion of Decision 179, the teacher reported
that her interactive decision was based on a certain
expectation that she had for the behaviour of students under

the prevailingvconditions.' The underlined data, presented

" below, indicate that the behaviour did not fit the teacher’s

Yo

exectationﬁ

Decision t79

T: That's the first time that I've had a student that
has offered to answer questions on the first day of

.school. . . . 1 find that amazing . . . 1 couldn’t

believe it.. 1 saw her hand shoot up, so I thought .
well, that’s fine,, 1’11 ask her. , . . I don’t think at
that time I'd made a conscious effort at that time, you .
know, .. .. . I hadn’t evgn decided who I was 901ng to ask

at that point..

’
.

'Another focus of 1nformation that the teacher report
us»ng in the formulat1on of her decvs1ons was- her strategy
preferences. Two d1fferent groups of strategy preferences
were identif1ed as be1ng pieces of decision information: (a)

instructional strategy preferences and (b) managerial

strategy preferences. The follow1ng are examples of the

teacher’s~instructiona1 strategy preferences:
I encoﬁrage‘the kids to correct me , vif-l make a mistake.

. . . if they break it (spelling word) down in their
head, they probably can get the spelling r1ght
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In the folloWing examp]e the under]ined tnstructional

strategy preference relates to the teacher s percept1on of

her students’ respons1b1l1t1es

Dectsion 139 - - .

1 like them to read and I like them to do most of the
work . s :

I: Was this'something,that.you had planned to do?

' T: Well, I . . . not ahead of time. But I had . . . as
I was standing,. there, I had realized that [ had been o
reading all the sentences (Decision Antecedent). So, I

switched and gave the answer rather than having me- read.
I: Can you tell me why you dec1ded to do that7 ”
T: Well, I think that Lt that part1cu1ar time I had

reallzed that I . . . that I was doing all the reading. =

and doing most of the talking and so [ wanted. the Kids
to do more of it. I, you khow, I'd sort of forgotten
about asking them to do these specific things. 1 like .
them to read and like them to do most of the work. So,

" you know, I realized that I was carrying most “of the
class along So 1 wanted to hQVe them more involved.

.
\

The following are examples of the teacher s reported

manager1al strategy preferences

. . and that sort of draws a focus .o the front and I
'f1nd the K1ds. you Know, draw to the overhead and
they’ re pa¥4ng attention and- they’'re at least, and !
sorta have he1r attention and that" always helps‘

.o and, uh you know, I sort of feel that I don t
have to go running around after them .
\/ .
Assessments of ‘Students. Analysis of the data has

tresulted in the 1dent1f1catlon of four d1st1nct groups of

:dét1510n 1nformat1on that concerneﬂ the teacher's est1mates}

or assessments of her students These groupings are as
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Assessments of Student Behaviour‘

Assessments of Student Cognition

. . Assessments of Student'Affeot

Assessments of Student Characteristics

1. ‘Assessments of Student Behaviour. The following are

examples of the teacher’s assessments or inferences of - her

students behaviours:

I not1ced that people were l1sten1ng quite well and, uh,
you know, seemed to be ready to make comments about
d1fferent things. * A

em are Keenly read1ng and try1ng to - ... to
W books up on the1r chart o IR

don’'t think that they were d01ng it on purpose or
anything 1ike that, but they just were cur1ous about
d1fferent things and that ,

dé; Assessments of Studgnt ngn1t1on Est1mates of the

students 1earn1ng states frequently focussed upon the

teacher's assessments of her students’ capab111t1es of

1earn1ng The follow1ng are. examples -of the teacher s

'assessments of student cogn1t1on

the whole class was sort of on the 1dea : :v
; so many of them were lost
. I've found that she Ts~qu1te a good math student.
. ‘and he Knew that during th!s time it's qu1et time.
t | _
"
' /
. o ‘ -

i

1’; .



&

University of Alberta

underlxned.

128

C3. Assegsments;gi Student Affect. Estimates of

students’ affective stafes frequently centred upon the .

teacher’s appraisals of the students’ emotional states

concurrent with specific events within the c]assroom, such

asﬁstudents’ responses to quest1ons or. partxcular
student-teacher interactions. The follow1ng are examples of
the teacher 3 est1mates of student affect.

Stan fortunately, was 1n a good humour this morn1ng and
_he 'took it oK.

they didn't seem to be too concerned that there
was no sentences being g1ven L -

w

And, uh, ‘she was probably Just hoping, 1 think, 'thét she
would be ignored. That this would be one of those days,
that she wouldn’ t have to worry.

I .don’t knqw whether she had the r1ght one or the
wrong one or whether she had an answer . . . anq’she was
afraid to give it, for whatever reason.- _

€ -
>

The contexts in which the teacher forMUTated her
estimates of student affect are as impor tant to examine as

the estimates themselves. The follow1ng examples display
K N

two such 1nterest1ng occurrences

Decision 162,.formulated dur1ng'the second spelling

-

‘Iesson{ is en_exempJe:ofhfhe teacher basing her' estimate of

‘a student’s affective state upon (a) her observations‘of the

/
student”s7behaviour and (b) her Know]edge of the student

gained through prev1ous observat1ons These data are

AL
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Decision 152,

T: I didn’t think sHe could hear the 'r’ sound, there.

/ See, she . . . she was saying the word but she wasn't
‘hearing the sound and I wanted to see if she could hear
the ‘r’. And she . . . she seemed to be guite

flustered. And, uh, sort of a little bit nervous about
- the fact that I had stopped and, you know, and had
directed her on it. . . . Well, she was embarrassed.
She was red. And she seemed to be very flustered. . . .
'S0, she was guite upset about it and so I . . . I didn't
want to continue because she gets very upset and very
flustered very easily and she says things that she
doesn’t mean to say and then, you know, she feels badly
about it afterwards.” So I just gave her the word and
then continued on, Kept going. :

" The following example disp]ays'thé teachérﬁs éétimafe
%f the states of mind of many of her studedlsf(undertined):
The decision was forhulated.duffng a question and answer
'session in the thifdvreading lesson. '

Dectision 232 °

0.K. They, you know, evéryohe was very excited about it -

and sort-of . . . finally I’sort of felt that everyone .
was relaxed. ,Uh, you Know, and they were enthusiastic
about answering the question. So I . . . but I still

wanted, you know, for Mark to go-ahead with what he had
 to say and just by sort of saying, "0,K. guys, just hang

for a second, there", hopefully they would quieten down
- very quickly . . c

4. Assessments gj”Studth Characteristics. The

fbllowihg are examples of the teacher’s estimateé'of‘student

'charactéristics. In this'context, student;characteristics

refers ‘to predispositiOQS’toﬂcertain types of behaviour

and/or affect. T .
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But sometimes he . . . if someone had said something
like that, he might have become very upset.

her voice is quite quiet, or a very soft voice.
And, uh, she’s quite articulate

She's theltype of person‘thét is very quiet. She’ 17l
sort of make a statement and then she doesn’t want to
continue on.

Decision 75, a null managerial decision, was fbrmu]ated
using the teacher’s aésessment of a student’s propensity for
reading: This assessment is underlined. |

‘Decision 75 : o ‘ .
- T: . . . that was where 1 noticed that Shawn and -
Christine were reading. And, uh, I sort of glanced at

them and, I think I looked back at them again and 1
noticed that Christine was sort of paying attention and
. . . Shawn is an avid reader. You know, she’'s the type
of person that can sort of sit and digest two things at
once, I guess. I didn’t worry too much about it. . . .
So, I just left it as it was and I didn’'t say anything.

-Durihg the discussion of the formulation of Decision
86, thévteacher repor ted that her aSsessﬁent of a student’s
self;concept was a Key piece of information used in the
formuiatign of this managefial'strategy decisioh} " This
information is undéhlined.

Decision 86 | ,
I: Was that a decision there? /
T: Uh, ya, she Qas just‘sitting there and she was doing
absolutely nothing and, uh, I just sorta said, "Well,
lTet’s get cracking." Kelly would sit there the whole

period without moving. . . . and she’'s . . . very .
she just doesn’ t-have any pride in herself or concern

ot

about herself. .

/
/

\

—~

=
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Teachér Estimates: Lesson. As well as using estimates ~

or\assessmentsnof her students as decision data, the teacher
also formed and used estimdtes of- her lesson'strategies.
The following are examples of those estimates. |

‘and I thought concentrat1on was the better word
(teacher estimate of 1nstnuct10nal mater1a1) ' _

And it- (the lesson strategy) wasn’ t working out very
well. (teacher estimate of lesson progress)

In the following example the teacher formulated an:

instructional decision to use a certain line of questioning.

One of the.oieces of inférmation that the teacher used in
the'foiﬁulation of this deoision was her estimate of the
Kindﬁof questions she had been asking. The decision datum
is under11ned | |

Dec1s1on 117

T: And then I asked him in a trlal or in a crime what do
we . . . you know;, tried to carry it on from there to
see if he could assoc1ate it. And then, after he had
thought about it for a minute then all the lights
started bl1nk1ng and he realized what it was and he’
said, " Yes" and he was able to come up with it.

I: Were you thinking of develop1ng spec1f1c quest1ons
during that pemod'7 ‘ _

T: Un, yes. I was trying to think.of a situation in
which a suspect would be involved. I didn't know if he
understood the sentence. 1t was rather a vague one. I
didn’t really give a situation, a spec1f1c s1tuat1on

So then I went and discussed the thing in a crime and
trial, where does the suspect fit in, sort of thing.

=

Al T
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:&ndfheffofmdiation-ofFDocision 88, the teéchéb fépo?ted
that'her eétimate of the'progress of'the lesson was one of
the pieces of information used. The data'are,underlined.

Decision 88 | | |

T: Well, 1 knew that there was go1nq to be a problem-
there but ‘1. thought, well, 1'd just ment1on it to them
and hopefully they. would pay attention and, uh, just
sort of remind them of it. Um, I suppose that’ s sort of
Jump1ng the gun a little. [ suppose I should wait until
there’'s a problem. But, um, with Stan and Tracey

- together and Michael and Mary, well, %hat was ‘a good

, lucrative pos1t1on for talking. And wanted to get
. started. . So, again I didn’t demand that they move back
to their desk and, uh, you know, caus? another commotion
and get everyone moving- aga!n I thought, well I'11
just leave them there and if 1 have.to speak to -them, I
will. But to . . . to separate them. again would have
been more of an upheaval and uldn’t have qotten
started as gu1cklx as 1 would have 11Ked

Quite clearly, Iho estimate_oj‘lessonwofogness is implicit
rather'than gxn]icit;vi; is.hidden'in}the following words:
"Well, I knew tnat'iheré was going'to be a problem . .'.“,
"and I wanted to get started . . .", and "But to . . . to
‘VQSéparate them again'would have been mofe of an'upheaVal And'

\
'—E

“ wou 1dn’ t have gotten started as qu1¢k1y as 1 would have‘
\ liked. " | |
Decision 133dis an examolé of"tng.teachér;s use”of
infobmat¥on'concerning her estimate of managerial‘Strategy
|\ (undertined). o o

Decision 133

T: o ... Amanda came up and spoke to me; as well. And
she wanted to go out of the room.and work and I said,
"Well, we're gotng to do it together in class.” And she
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was pretty upset about that. -. . . I d1dn t want to ta]k
about- it any more because 1 find that if 1 pursue

something with her, uh, all I've got is a big trouble on

my hands. She’ll really, you Know,' throw a tantrum, you

know, and she's been known to stomp out of the room and

throw her desk over .and cause a great commotion. So I

"certaunly didn’'t want that to. happen over such a little
~thing. So I thought well, that’s enough. [’'ve said.

»enough and I didn’ t want to say any more. And then 1
ignored it and went on.

/

Again the estimate was implicit, this time being displayed

by ‘statements that reflect (a) the teacher’s assessment of

_ student affect, "she was pretty upset about that", (b) the

s1tuat1ons. “becauée I find that if I pursue someth1n

her

"teacher’s'past\experience with this student‘in similar AI

-hen, uh, all I’ ve,got“1s a b\g_troubje on my hands", and (c)

expectations for the present situation, "So I certain]y-

didnﬂt want that to happen over such a Tittle thing."

143,

" settle down", sort of thing.

During the discusstpn of the formulation of Decision

. the teacher repor ted her estimate of the passage of

time as a constréinte TheSe data are underlined.

Decision 143 /

T:. 1 sort of -felt that they were rea]ly ex01ted . .
They were Just . . . crazy. So I said, “Settile down,

, And this is the first
time that they won, so they just went crazy in the gym.

1 could sort of hear them talking about, "Oh we’'re’

901ng to give those guys a real rough time at recess
time", you Know, stuff like this. "And so | felt, wel},
perhaps 1 should talk about it with them. . . . And I
wanted to bring everybody down to earth again, before we
to.get going rather quickly. And, as it was, it
consumed quite a bit -of time. : ‘ : s

got started, even though we were a bit late and 1 wanted
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The behav1ours that are reported above d1d not occur in the

classroom, rather they~occurred 1n.the.gymnas1um during the

o, \ 4
regular physical education cTass However theateachQr

.

related the. 1nc1dence in response to the 1nvesttgator s

‘comment, "You were a little later return1ng ﬁrom the gym
‘ {

today." As the discussion centred around the teacher s
- - 4
decision behaviours, the data collected were cohsidbred'ﬂot

be of value to this study, even though they did?not refer to

\

‘behaviours exhibited.in the classroom.

Heuristic Techniques Used in Assessment and gstjmate

1974:230). - o | &

i

For lation ' . 5

Two types of heur1st1cs have been cons1dered in this

istudy, representative heurlst1cs and ava11ab111ty heuristics

" (Kahneman and Tversky, 1972, 1974). As deta1le¢ in The

Review of -the Literature and Relevant Research,’
represe@tafive heuristic is.a cognitive techni ’e by which
an individual may form an: est1mate or Judgemen of an event
or percept1on by compar1ng pre concewved charaéter1st1cs of
similar events or percept1ons with which he 1s'fam1l1ar
(kahneman and Tversky. 1972:431) . ~ Similarly, the |

ava1lab111ty heuristic is a cogn1tive technique by wh1ch the

-1nd1v1dua1 may judge or estimate the pract1cal1ty or

effectiveness of a part1cular action (Kahneman and T~ersky.,‘

The presentation of the frequency distributiens of the
/ > '

———
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various types otiinformation used in the formulation of tne
teacher's estimatés of her students and c}assroon strategies
is to be found in Table 37 Fi@st. in regard to‘assessments
of student behaviour, Table '3 reveals that 43% of all the
information used in the formulation of the teacher's
assessments of student behavi6ur was obtaineg through the

teacher’ s observations cf students' behaviours. Estimates

- of students’ states of mind and other characteristics

]
constituted another 37% of the total body of information

used in the formulation of assessments cf student behaviour.
Below are 3 exaMpIes of such assessments {underlined) .

N people were just not sort of keen on getting o

started in and everyone was really restless . . . . ‘And,

you know; with the accumulation of talking to 1nd1v1dua1

students,, . . because I was cérrying on a conversa}1on

‘with one 4ndividual and it was a very intense

conversation and the other Kids were either l1sﬁen1ng .
. or they were busy doing other th1ngs or tal?1ng in

the classroom

o R
— -

In th1s first’ example, the teacher s assessment of student

behaviour, "everyone was really restless , was based upon

her observat1ons of the behaviours in the classroom

ﬂﬁnderlined) _ .
f-ﬂell M1chae1 "well, you know, uh; he didn’t have his
’ hand'up. I'm sure he had someth1ng very valid to say

‘and he didn’t make a big deal out of it. . . . As it
was, “he didn’ t put hxs hand up to pursue it

L )

In this second example, Michael’s behaviour was .
estimated to be of little.concern, “he didn’t make a big tj
—‘}' N ‘ '1‘: . ). e
2 . ;
g
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TABLE 3

Distribution of Information
Across
Teacher Formilated Assessments and Estimates

l

Categories of Ir}fonnatiori

+J
Teacher % u_.'_‘ wq_“ . R <
Formulated b= g ° g B30 :a o) 5 g -
Assessments n o159 23 i §
and Bedler Lys [983)002/52 (vl
e 1§23 (B2 (bR I5d )50 |0
FHEERRER LD EEIRE £5 8
Student 43% P 3% 6% | 10% | 38% | 100% ,
Behaviour (72) ol 3 (10) |[(16) (63) (166) | 1.8
' 46% 56% 26% 33% 34% 38%
sMdent 33% 1% -] 12% | 15% [ 393 | 100%
Coghi tion 48) | (2 | a7n [V |56y “[(144) | 1.7
31% | 22% 43%-| 44% | 302 33%
Student . 37 | is | e | 1% | 458 | 1008 ]
Affect 26) | @ [ @ | @ [32 | (7)) |2.0
: 17%, | 123 | 103 | 173 | 17% | 16%
oer | 18% | 3% | 8% | 5% | 678 | 1008
‘e (7) (1) (3) (2) (26) (39) | 2.1
Characteristics | 43 | 773 8% | 4% | 143 9% ry
Lesson 18% | 248 | 6% -| 472 | 100% |
Strategies and | (3 Ve 5) | j® | an {1.1
Progress 2% | 135 | 2% 4% 4% |
o 36 2% °[. 9% | 11 | 428 | 1008 | .
Totals (156) | (9) [(39)y [(48) |(i85) [(437) | 1.8
: 1083 | 100% |"100% | 100% | 100% |
/ .

a :_,i?cw Peroentaqe/ /

b=Abso§te :

“c = Column Percentage
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deal out of it", through the teacher’ s observatton of that
behaviour. There‘does not appear to be any evtdence for the
statement "I'm sure he had sémething very valid to say".

I just sort of felt, that particular time, that they
were reading guietly and they were doing. something
constructive . .., I don't think they were talking or -
anything. They were: just reading. . . . And I noticed
that they were paying attention te a certain extent.
Now and again they’'d just leave their book and watch..

t

In the fhird and final example, there does not appear
to be any nnection between "They were just reading", "they
were paying attention to a certain extent" and "they were

doing something constructive". There was no evidence in the

‘narration of this estimate formulation that what these

students were doing was 'constructive’ .

Second, in connection with the teacher‘s formulation-of

assessments of student»cognition,“Table 3 indicates that she-

used much the same information and in approx1mately the same

. proportions as in: the formulatlon of her assessments of

student behav1our--33% of the 1nformat1on used in the

ﬁformulatlon of these estinmdtes were obtained from

obserVations of students‘ behaviours' Examples of the

teacher (3 est1mates of student cogn1t1on are found below

-

(underl1ned) )
-
Lo I m sure he does know what he’'s doing and what
he s say1ng . . . Michael is taking Saturday classes
and they”ve been working specifically on fract1ons and
he’s bgen asking me for three months when we're go1ng to
be- do1ng fractions. - -

-
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In this first éxample, the teacher’s estﬁmate of Michael’s
cognitve state is based upon her perceptions.of his
behaviour. She has inferred that his taking Saturday .-
classes in Mathemétiéé‘and-h&s enthusiasm means he has some
T facility with fractions: hence the estimate, “I'm sure Be
does Khow whatihe’é qoiné and what he's saying."' |

I asked Steven that queétiodﬁbéEaUSe . . . 1 assumed

. that he was paying attent1on « - + I just asked him

because the word wasn’t a partlcularly difficult one and

1 thought he might be able to give an answer for it
‘b without too much d1ff1cu1ty . .

\
Not stated in this example but' elsewhere in the trapscripts

. is the teacher’'s assessment of Steven as a "slow-learning"

student. This assessment was formed partly throﬁgh the

University of Alberia

teacher’s observations of SEeVngs per formance in the
cl?séroom. In this example, the teache$(§ supposition that
Steven would have little difficulty with the questiqn was’
based upon her estimate of his cognitfve abilities and her
estimate of the difficulty of the learn1ng mater1al

(underl1ned)

. ( _ : :
I asked Mary the first question . . . talked to her
-first because she was sort of wandering and she didn’t
seem to be cluing in and . .. . . she seemed to be sort

of slouched in her desk and not sort of with it aqeb .
-~ 1 felt that she’'s a pretty good student and she %ould
benefit f this . . . because I didn't think fr freguent
was a d1ff1cult word for Mary and her ability.

-1In our th%rd'exaqple,'Ehe'estimate of Mary's cognitive

state, "she onld‘benefjt from thisf ,'wasrﬁésed'upon the

Y
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teacher (3 assessment of Mary’'s ability as a student The

teacher’s statement that ‘Mary "seemed to be sort of s]ouched

in her desk and not”sort of with 1t":appears to have little -
bear1ng upon her estimate of Mary’s cognitive state.

Third, in regards now to the teacher’'s estimates. of
student affect, observations of student behaviburs,once
again appear to.have constituted theplargest single type of

information that reportedly formed the basis of the

.teacher’s assessments of students’ states of mind. As

revealed by Table 3, perceptionS'of‘students’

character1st1cs, states of eogn1t1on and states of behaviour

‘ const1tuted 44% of the total body of information reported by /

the teacher dur1ng the time she formulated her estlmates of

tudents’ states of affect. Below are examples of those\

1estimates (underlined).

Well, she was embarrassed. She was red; "And she seemed :
flustered She was sort of fidgeting around and she \\\

wasn’ t really concentrating. and I noticed that Jennifer
Kept going back and pointing to the word and she kept
JooKing somewhere else \

In this first example, the teacher’'s estimate of the 

student;s affective state appears to be based‘upon‘her

‘observations of the student’s behav1ours--“$he was sort of

f1dget1ng around", she kept look1ng somewhere else"; the .

“student’s physical<appearance-- She was red. ; and her

estimate of the student’s cognitive state--"she wasn’'t

really concentrating.“ With theSe'pieces of»informafion,
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the: teacher judged the st&dent to be embarrassed.

»

I was still try1ng to find out where he was

gett1n? six from. Be . . . and he was really confused
H)e seemed-to be real]y flustered about
omething. . . . I “wanted to . . . sort of remain

patlent and go through it as carefull as I could and as
slowly as-1 could. Um, you know, I dign’t want him to

feel . . . more uncomfortable and I just tried to go
.through .it Iog1ca11y and . . . tried not to react to .
the kids in the class. . . . At one point I did .

_say something. I don’t remember what I 'said. But that
* sort of cut the laughter, - rlght there.

In this example thé teacher estimated the student's

- - o \ : ' ,
_affective state to be one of discamfort. The information

she reported peree1v1ng dur1ng th1s interchange 1ncluded (a)
her estimate of the student s cogn1t1ve state--"he was .

really confused". (b) her own affective state--'to sort of

. &
remain pat1ent",'and (c) the behaviours of other students

in the classroom-—"that sort of cut the laughter.'

In our final example, the teacher s estimate of Naoni’s

' affect1ve staAe appears to be based upon her observat1ons of

Naomi'’s behav1our-- she moved the book over 1nstant1y

I satd her name and AT 1ooked at Naomi when I .

uest, you know, .and she moved the book-over
1nstant y, you know, sort of thing.. Um, so I didn't
think that she was sort of Uncomfortable with her.

asked hi to move over and she didn’t seem to be upset

Of 1nterest in th1s ‘example is the fact that th1s was

\
- Naomi's f1rst day in class; she was a new student to that

| school and classroom. The teacher had no’ prevtous

interaction with her. Based upon_her'Observatjons o}

¥ -

AN
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Na?m1 s behav10ur then. the teacher Judged that Naom1
"d1dn t seem to be upset by that request" and that she

wasn’ t "uncomfortaple with her;

Turning now tovestimateS‘of other student‘

"characteristics, Table 3 reveals that the teacher s

estimates of students states of affect, cogn1t10n andr

behaviours constituted the‘major tyoes of information that
. Y S : L .

were considered during -her formulation of estimates of

4

students’ characteristics. The follow1ng are . examples of

the teacher s est1mates of other student characteristics.
/.
Our flrst example focusses upon a problem that arose

from a student s play1ng w1thvmatchess‘ v
i o - o
T: S I sort of\ felt that . . . he'd sort of ease the
temptatlon to contlyue what he was doing, if he wasn't
there, . ' ¢ '

I: Can you explain to me why you felt that if he
-rema1ned there he mlght have continued?

T: Well, just sort of for the fact tHat I know Stan a

little bit and, uh, you know, this has happehed on
several occasipns. / .

K

From her observations ofvStan’s previéusbehaviours.uthe
teacher est1mated or Judged that Stan would not change h1s
behav1our unless he was physically removed from the

temptatlon offered by hls location in the classroom

- Based upon this estimate, the teacher predlcted that Stan S-

behaviour would have continued udless she 1ntervened

Ihe second example 1s»1llustrat1ve of an estimate based

U . * %‘

P

o
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" find books in the 11brary,

122

‘on a student’'s past behaviours. ' ;'

Y . 1 looked up ‘and she was very attentive to what I
was doing and she's very aguick about such things, you
know, finding things in the library. She's very
familiar with it. . . And I Knew #f she c couldn’t find
;t. it was because it was out “sort of thing

§
4

The teacher chose dennifer to run this errand for her
[ 4

because of her Judgement that dennifer had the ability to

oo
”

she’s very qu1cK about

- finding things 1n the Tibrary" and of her estimate of

dennifer s-state of cognition, “she was very attentive to.
what I was doing." Not mentioned in this conversatijon but
1n another context relating to. dennifer s being asKed to run

a 51m11ar errand .the teacher stated that Jennifer "will

_have a good 1ooK, if; you know, there is a problem og,

something comes up." It appears, then, that the teacher’s

estimate of th1$ aspect of dennifer s character was based

'upon_past observations-of dennifer s behaviours and her

- assessment of Jennifet's cognitive state.

Our third example of this type of assessment centres on
an issue in classroom management (under lined) .

. with Stan and Tracey t _ggether and Michael and
ry, well, that was . . . a good Jucrative position for
alking. We 17, 1 Knew that there was going to be a
problem there. . . . just the fact that I knew the Kids
“them selves and what they were like together .and -
then worKing in groups before and so om, I know that
that combination doesn t work .

E 3

_F:: _

-~

In thiQ‘eiample,ithe teacher reported her prediction that -
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the four students would carry-on a conversation if left in

ﬂtheir groups. This prediction was based upon -her- est1mate

of the characteristic 1nteract10n patterns of the

students--"1 Knew the k1ds themselves and what they were

liKe'Vegether and "1 know that that combination doesn’ t

.work.“k By inference, . this judgement was formulated using

the teacher’s perceptions of previous behaviours and her
encounters with these students in similar situations’,

Mov1ng now to the final column of Table 3 and the

teacher s aégZSSments of classroom and teachlng strategies,

we note that the teacher relied heavily Upon her perceptlons
of students’ past behavxours and her Judgements of students
states of behaviour and mlnd Of the 17 pweces of
1nformat1on deal1ng with these strategy est1mates, 11
focussed,upon these perceptions and Judgements. An
additional 29% of- the informat ion reponted,dealt with
reflexive statemehts of cognition and affect. Below are
assessments”of reported instructionatland managerial .
strategies. ) |

T R | was/Just trying to explain it the way .

it was explained in the book . . . so that he gets a |
(;)grasp of what they were trying to get across, so that in
the exercises . . . -he could understand, . . . you Know,

the same lines so he wouldn’ t get them m1xed up.
Whatever his thoughts were about it, I didn't want him
to cont1nue to be confused on the next on the rest of
it. So that's why I.. . . tried to explain.

I: 21d you think of any other way of explaining this to
him? : )
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- T: Um, not at that part1cu1ar time because 1 wasn’'t sure
. 1 wasn’t sure what he was trying to get at, so I
tried to . . . say again what we had already- d1scussed‘t

The particular strategy that the teacher applied in this

interaction was based upon her perception of the student’s

state of cognition, "I didn’t want him to continue to be

confused . . . on the rest of it", and her own cognitive

i}

state. "1 wasn’'t sure what he was trying to get at,"' There

e,

is also evidence that the' teacher might have based her
assessment of the effectiveness of this strategy unon /
1ntu1t1t1on as seen in the statement "I hadn’'t thought of
another way that I could have done it. Immediatety _
following the 1mplementat1on of this strategy, the teacher
decided to suspend it and move on s1nce, as she stated "1
couldn’ t follow his line of th1nk1ng and I didn’ t want to
stop for too long.'

In our second example we see the teacher rely1ng upon

her past experiences with a particular strategy.

" T:.1 wanted to write them down on the overhead and that
sort of draws a focus to the front - and I find the Kids,
you know, draw to the overhead and they’ re paying
attent1on . . . and. that also helps.

I: Were you using any - information from the k1ds at that

_point to help you with that decision?

T: No, Just in the past I've found that it was good to

use the overhead that way. . . .. I just sort of use it
instead of the blackboard. . . . It seems to work
- better.
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Of interest in this example is the lack of information

concerning‘ SRS Ce of'thisMStrategy upon student

C e

1earn1ng _
Jn o a:“f,. ' g”ié'o? strated} assessment, the

e 9'— pepc&taons of student behaviour, her
*pércept1ons of stgh%nt~cogn1tion. and her pred1ct1on of

student behav1our (underl1ned)

e I wanted to get started so again [ didn't demand <
that they move back to their desks and, uh, you Know,»,r
cause another commotion and get everybody moving agairn.
.o (T)o separate them again would have been more

an upheaval and wouldn’t have gotten started as guigkl
as 1 would have liked. . . . (Pleople were settling down
quickly or reasonably guickly and it looked like most
people were ready to go, so I didn’t want to disturb the
class agdin and start over. -

-ThelteaCher'judged that her intervetion, in thjs 1nstance,

>~ s
~would have created additional d1sturbance wyth1n the

'-‘classroom

Amanda came up and spoKe to me as well. And she wanted
to go out of the room and work and 1 said, "Well, we're
going to do it together in class.* And she was pretty

upset about that. . . ., I wasn’t too concerned about it,
because things like this have happened before with -
Amanda. So I knew what . . . she’s like and what she

may or may not do. Um, and I didn’t want to make a big

deal out of it. T d1dn t want to talk about it anymore,

because 1 find that if I pursue something with her,

. all I've got is a big trouble on my hands.  She’ 11l
throw a tantrum,/y JKnow, -and she’ s been Known to

stomp out of.the and throw her desk over and cause

a great commoti I-d1dn t want that to happen over

such a little thrng . I won’t say anymore because .
it would be m _x-downfal] (Isf 1 backtrack or I

éursue it further . I thought '1t would ]us t>make it
worse.

O
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.outcomes. Often the teacher drd not report that the 1ntenf
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In our final example, the teacher had decided not to

‘pursue a particuiar”manageria1’strategy In this example,

_th teacher’s assessment of effectiveness of that s‘grategy

is based upon her percept1ons of Amanda s previous

behaviours- w' th1ngs 11Ke this have happened before w1th
Amanda"; her pred1ct1on that the student would display those
behav1ours in this 51tuat1on--" I didn' ¥ want that to happen .
over such a sma]] thing" ,‘and her.own affective-state--"1I
wasn t too cohcerned about it." - |

“

Decision Congruence and FeedbacK

e

Dur1ng the stimulated recall 1nterv1ews, the teacher

preferred to the-1ntent of her decisions ‘as the purpose of

the decxs1on For example

T: 1 just wanted to draw his attent1on in and get him
going. (from Decision 89)

T: . . . and so 1 wanted the Kids to ‘do more of it
‘and | wanted, you Know, them to do the reading. (from
Dec1s1on 139)

WTE L L. and I wanted to see 1f she could ‘hear the ’'r'
(from Dec1s1on 161)

"T: . . . and sorta get him to qu1eten down really ‘
quickly. (from Decision. 212) o :

T: And, so I was just check1ng to see if, you Know he
had been listening. (from Dec1swon 231)

N

The deC1SIOnS thatd!he teacher formulated were Judged
to be congruent w1th'the stated intent when she e1ther

reported or intimated sat1pfact10n wrth the dec1s1on
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wes satisfied but, in the abSenéq of negative comments.\hert

a

commente Were“taken toﬁimbly Congruenoe.' ?or"exaMpJe'

Tf ... . and so, as | read the question, I just sald his
" name. to draw his attent1on and then I finished reading
~it. (from Decision 89) ' . .

T: .. .. so0l swi tched and had them read the sentences |

and give the answer rather than having me read. (from

Dec1s1 n 139)

At other times the teacher identified the feedback that had

caused her to Judge a decms1on to be congruent for. exampJe:'

And she sawd "Fine", and.lﬂw -®hat was the end of it.
{(from Dec1s1on 34). _

| » and then, well I 1ndxcated for her to sit down and
’ that's all. And then she sat down.
(from Decision 74) : , -
g

And then 1 tried to carry on and have him think it
through to see if he could associate it. And he said,
- "Yes." < He was able to :come up w1th 1t -
) - (from Dec1s1on 17) ‘ .

_ A deciSfon-ﬁas juoged‘to be incongruent when the
- | teacher either reported or intimated thatithe intent of the
‘;deeision had not Jbeen satisfiéd" More often than not,-the
teacher did’ not report the 1ncongru1ty direct]y but

commented negqt1vely about the results or. consequences of

her_decas1on

N

<f< - In many cases dec1s1on 1ncongruence prompted the

uteacher to formulate another decis1on Foﬁ example

M . . . but I sort of ignored it for the moment. And then
' I just sort of turned away. . . s They didn't seem to be
I sort 6f thought they'd stop talking after’a
mlnutébWTThout me having to- say someth1ng to - “\
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* them . . . anrd they cont1nued talk1ng
T - { from, Dec1sxon 68) -

And 1 th1nk 1 just spoke to Debbie. Um, I asked her .if
she wouldn't mind just watchlng or being quiet.
. (from Decms1on 69)

Analys%s,of the data revealed that{the'teaéher focussed
upon th types'of decision feedback in judging the N
congruency,ef her dectsighs: | '
1. Obseryed Student Behaviour'

2. Assessments/Estimates of Students : -

.Observed Student Behgyiour. The following. example

“?displeys an instructionejldecisjon that was judged to be

'

3

2

<

5 congruent through the teacher s perceptlon of students
E‘ responses  The feedback data are underl1ned—
2 " ‘Decision 129 | R | ’

I: Can you tell me what is happening there?

T: Um, O.K. 4 wa$ just- p1cK1ng,up from everybody and

' trying to consolida;e these gifferent ideas together to
' . make some sense . .. Um, there was a lot,of good
.7 - answers-€oming in . . . I.was sort of Errge"?ned because
T it was the end of the sheet add I was wbrdering, you
know, if people were losing lnterest or if there were
lots of distractions. .I not i -that sbme people were
Kinda lost . . . they were sof of wandering, you know, .
away from what we were do1d' . . I noticed.that .
everybody was sort of slightly distracted-and this - N
- seemed seemed to br1ng everybody together, to this

g2 . ~point because people were giving answers. R
e . - o ;

¢ing the implementation of Decisidng135, the
he,intent of .her decis? was not’
. Y |
satisfied. 7This incongruence  is displayed in the following

teacher judged tha

. x LY P
- - . ‘4
) i . o e : -
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_ statement : | ' S N ’..
_— o I was looking at Traaey ‘and saId Christine. . . IU :
AR fouled up their names. . . . I wanted to ask TraCey ard
‘e I asked Christine and I . . . I realized that I'd made a

- . mistake . . . ; )
ot o

The feedback recei»ved from, Tracey, underlmed below.

; persuaded the t chtr to continue with th1s behaviour an¢
: ‘n ' »

.. have Christine answer the quéshon . ~
. . , .1 didn't change it. I just carriedon.’. . . .
L . . _ ' I: Why did you decide to carry og' ‘ B ' ' ’ ;"21
AR T: Um, well I felt dumb. . . . (U)h, I thought.rracey s
S realized. whatel had done, too, becauge she had a smile
o ' on her face because 1 had eye contact with her and was -
T Tooking right at ‘her and I think she realized what I‘pad
TS done., .
2 sse§sment§[E§_tigg es of gggnts Following the
L inplementahon of Dec1510n 71 the teacher perceived , L »
y .
: feedback under 1 ined below. that 1nd1cated to her- that her © .
| ", - decision was incongruent. , ' S "
v Fe o . * I
. g @ 71 . . f;rf?lop,
I Jusf said hés name and hopefully 1ng that he’'d put
At (matches) away . ... . and that .be .the end of it.
- Byt it wasn'.t " (P)revious 1o’ tﬁis. he caught my
',éyeandput it avayand_!mhem it ga_ym.i_n_ns!
tinggg . g . k% P

Thfs judqement ‘of decis!on incongruence resultednn the : -

~ f : formulation of a second decisfon The feecback perceived

o JJfrc:m t#e inplementation of this decision was. the teacher’s ,

s ’ ¥ k
papad o esttp\ate of- the ’student‘s gtate pf mind, underlined below. s
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Dec1s1on 72 - . &

But I Jugt asked mm*'f-or them (matches) and I said, :

"Well, M‘ ove; Dé e*es minute," you know, "until you’'re

sort @8 back with t!% rest of the guys.”
he gias. réall)? bothering . So, and he wasg

1] o sit there.. . . so: that was fine.

:. ,a R C e

ct vé Dégdsion Ratiohale

R */.J S yrwné the stimulated recall interviews the teacher

W

Iy

) S pnfovﬁ!ed statements that v{ere éxp’lanatwns of or reasons for
,, o the “nteractive dec1svons ‘she formulated As well as
| ‘ prov1d'ing explanatwns and reasons for interactive |
decisions, these statements also served as the teacher™s
. statements of commitment te her decisions. These |

explanatidrfs oand%reaSOns have been labelled dec151on

University of Albévlu '

rationales and three categor1es of interactive decision
rat10nale statements were 1dent1f1ed These categomes are; -
1 Teacher Expectatlon Rat1ona1es | |
2 Teacher Estxmate Rat1onai¢!'~. o ‘3
- Self- ReﬁQrenced Ratlonales - .
Each of these ¢tegor1es is defined, 1_llustrated-, and
dtscussed -below ' é LoaE ) ‘.‘ .

v" 2

&tatigg atMale Statggnt Teacher
— tat‘ion rat1onale statements are defmed as those

er

/“ statements that cfocus upon the teacher’s "expectations forﬁ
T {.5? ‘ her su@denté mmich act as explanations. of and reasons
C E ‘ for the teachev"s formlations of mteractwe dec1sions* 8

{ o - Three sub- categories of teacher expectat‘o"‘ rationale

LAY

-~ [
. v

H /‘ . b ) Lo . . ? A . R -
NP ) . = ; . . IR
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statements were identified during the analy51s of the‘uayk{

st1mulated recall interview data. These sub categorlea'are

1. Teacher Expectat1ons for Student . Behav10ur

2. Teacher Expectatlonslfor Studentt Affect.
3. Teacher E{Pectations for Student Cognition.

1. Teacher Exgectat1ons for Student Behaviour} The

following are exampTes of this type of rationale: ’
I wanted {@gem to read it and do it on their own. %,

And I'd like hlm to sort of talk about it as tq what

Y

th1ngs . . . what are his criteria for letting ‘people.go

As.a further example in‘Decision 181 the teacher

articulated her expectat1ons % stud@t behav1our as a

rationale for the dec1s1on Ny , E

. l'\-”" .‘Y‘ "
. “ Decision 181 .- . _ ' '
S AL ORI S
I: Can you tell me why you saig that? &
“T: Um, well, I difin't want them to rush and . ,. . it’ s,a
tendency, sort of to skip through these th1ngs real]y '
quicKly . . I reminded the Kids that "“ed", "es' , and

s" or whatever are suffixes

) R ’ —

| »
«

As May be notiEed, the teacher ratlona1lzed her decision

I didn!t Want them to rush .
. L ) ) L e
3 ! N
c:DeCIsiqq 193 conta1ns a further example of this type of

ratronale. ¥he teacher had Just noticed *a student was

‘1»‘*
N » -
“ > 134
L. h‘ N |

R ‘ ,ﬂ EX .
F" 3 V r

j . -
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not attending to the lesson.

Decision 193 ' e ot
R .,

. ’ ) : » .

T: . . 1 was just double checktng to see if she was = '+

sort of ‘with us or .not. . . So I wasn’t oheckipg to . . |
see if she undqr;tood the concept or anything, Bul.l-was’ R

;ﬁégﬂ;_“

e

e

wiversity of Alberta

Y
RN

just sort of br1ng1ng her back, you Know,. w1th‘gs¥? 5“:’»5f551

' 53 »

The teacher expected the student to direct her attentﬂb@; a

the lesson, as evidenced by the statement, "P was jugt

%.

double checking to see if she was sort of with us or not."

The implicit rationale is enclosed in the comment,
*

just . . . bringing her back . . . with us."‘k’

"1 was

-

2.  JTeacher ExDQctations for Student Affé!!} This

sub- category of decision rat1ona1es is def1ned as the

’,.
student}.as a consequence of implementation of the

, teacher’s expectat1ons for the affective state of the

interactive decision. The following are examples of these

decision rationale statements:

I'd l1ke'them to listen quietly while someone else

is.speak1ng, so that they get the idea that what they

are saying- 1; worth while. ' v

it
I wanted to encourage\him to explain himse]%

I didn' t want to make her feel badly. .

«*

. because I didn’ t want Sﬁnn t&?get too upset ‘about

s e e mm
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- The following exampTe_is illustrative of an interactive
decision that was abparently based in part at .Jeast, oﬁ the

‘teacher’s expectations for the student s emotlonal state.

| b |
Decision 206 , ' .
T: I still couldn’t understand what his . . . why he was
y going on to six . . . so I did it again just . . . just .
to make sure. . . . 1 didn’t want him to feel . : v
- uncomfortable. . . . So I just tried to go through it .

logically.

3. Teacher/Expectat1ons for Student Coqn1t1on

Statements such as those below are e&amples of the teacher s

expect§t1ons for her students states of cogn1t1on or

.understandlng of the mater1al being'presented dubing the
4 s .

lesson. '

d

I do try and get the kids to listeh to one another and,
you know, to make,K judgements or to draw some conclusions
or something from what other Kids are saying .

L }f I got them to relate some experiences or some
R ath1ngs that they’'d seen in television 6r books that
PR they’ ve read . . . then it was easier to. answer the

st; quest1on .o .

*" Lfd llke per to try to'see if she.can work it out on her
. '.'.; - . v k’ﬁ‘
[ " ‘,. -
,’,’é‘&‘b'DQ:wmn 78 }i-s an exar;pxle of -an interactive decision
: %
' for whtch the teacher\pfﬁduced a rationale statement that
Lk 2R

focuéSed qpon‘her e%ﬁeét%t1on for her\§tudents states of

S
‘ “Cognition. _ . S O
o )
* Decision 78
o - T: I usually say that,.,. : just to remind them that if
they’' re having trou@%ggérith more than two or three, you
X&g:#
: 4
—
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" of the formu]at1on of this dec1s1on
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know w1th a two or more syllable word, if they break it
down in their head, they probably can get the spell1ng
right. 4 .

'In this example.there is an additional nationale statement,

’W

nemely: "1 usually sey that . . .". In addition, the
teacher had an expeetatidn that her students wodld forget
the technique of handling the spellihg of words, thatvthey;é'
had been taught at an earlier time. This expectation.was
one of the reasons for‘choosing the particular decision
action evident in Decision 78.

In the d1scus§10n of Dec15113585 the teacher revealed

~an implicit expectat1on fbr a. stuQent s state of cogn;é}on.

ﬁOfilnterest are the other statements of rat1onale,and‘pteces

&

of‘tnformat1on that the teacher provided. in- the recount1ng

a

Decision 85
T: . . . she was Just s1tt1ng there and she was doing
absolutely nothing and, uh, I just sorta said, "Well;
let’s get cracking." Kelly will sit there the whole ;
period without moving. And she’s very un . . . she just
- .. doesr¥ .t have any pride in herself or ." . . or concern .
-~ about herself. . . . And, uh, 1 must admit that at times
I just neglect her because I'm just tired of asking her
over and.over again to do it, . . . But today we were
starting va’ new sBction and I thought, "Well, you know, 1
think she'd bettéf try to get in on th1s At least pick
up a few th1ngs" 1f anythang - '

L g i

Teacher Assessment Rationale]Statements. Often,- in
N . P i

rationalizing or explaining the formulation of an
, . R ¥
interactive decision, the teacher provided an assessment or
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an estimate.
1. Sthdeﬁt Behaviour.
Student Cegnitton.
Student Affect.
Instrectiona] Material.
Instructional Strategies.
Managerial Strategies.

-Leﬁson Pacing. - },;

/ Teacher assessmeﬁ% rat1ona1 sggtements are

These concerned:

i

P ,A:.

"Y,!.f

distinguished from teacher expectat1on rationale statements

The teacher s assessment rationale statements refer to her

evaluatIOns or hypotheses of an event or behav1our

On the

- other hand, the teacher’s expectation ratlonale statements

refen to the des1red.outcomes of an event or behaviour. The‘

folldwing rationale ‘statements démonstrate-the difference:

s L ostill would(j1ke him to be’ there ad be part of the

class

I felt that he would take advantage .

ﬂ&hd would get

very mad and would Just cont1nue to disrupt.

J

'S

‘In>ﬁhe first statement the teaeher wants the student .to

A thave in a certa1nx@anner

" In the second statement, on the

other hand, the-teacher expresses’hbr assessment of the

v

possibility that a certain type of student behaviour would

occur .

.




University of Atberta
Yy

‘Not only did the teacher assess the

o

B i Assessments of Student Behaviour. The teacher

provided raticneﬁ§?§tatements that focussed upon her

¢ ) 156

assesshents of student behaviour. The following underlined

statements d1splay these decision rationales. _ e

. because they were working together;§21etly or they;

were sitting there qu1etly and they were
started .

iting to get

I was trying to dec1de if they were sincere or not.
(The students were clapping following another student’s

. respohse. )

. because there were a few kids who had someth1nq
that ;hex Wanted ‘1o say.

They didn’t seem to be . . . 1 soEt of 'thought they'd

stop talking after a minute without me having to say
something to them. . &

In the follow1ng example the teacher assesSed a

student’s behav1our and the possibility of it cont1nu1ng

: (under11nedhﬂ ,As a result, she decided to stop his current

behdviour andvhave him change it.

‘Decision 380 i

4

T: . . . he was Kinda d1stract1nq the people who were
off in that particular corner... . . /So, I thought,

‘well, I'd better- say somethlng now fore it sort of
bu1lds up and continues on and then/I have a grob]em

-~

:hav‘our of the student
to be disruptiye.bﬁ% she also estimdted an increase in
disruptive behaviour, should she allow the behaviour to

cont1nue
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151, she used the phrise: "because 1 knew who was involved."®
That‘phraSe indicated Rer estimate that the students would
behav; in a’particular manner. That e§timate was the reason
sheActted for permitting cehtain students.to'oooomeu;nvolved
in their choice ot unstructeredlactivity.

.. » -
De01s1on 151 -

T: 1 usua]ly let .the Kids have a free time, Tif they' ve
got a hundred per cent and, uh, it’'s sort of up to them
to do what they like to with the1r time. . . . So I was
just sort of offering a suggestion, you Know. If they
wanted to go, that was fine or they could stay in the
classroom. It:didn’t matter to me, because 1 knew who

was involved.

o . -

2. Teacher Assessments of Student Cognition. -The
]

teacher provided rationale statements that focussed upon her
assessmeéEB of her students’ states of cognitton, as LY
explanations for her formulation of interactive decisions.
Such. statements as the $ollowing demonstrate this decision

. rationale. ' - e

she can hear quite Well from whefe she was.

I thought that some of them may have been lost in the
conversat1on . .

. . since .everyone is so close . - s1tt1ng together
' at the front, when someone talks or whenever others are

]listening, it's hard to hear there.

: . it might be a-little easier for the other kids to

watch. © : - ' R
i S e

- The folloWihg éxample'displays the toacher’s assessment

of a student’'s state of cognition (underiined).
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Decision 92

~T: I didn’t understand w at he was trying to get at, at

all .. . But, um, I'm very confused as to o what he was
trying to get across. He may very well have been r right
but I don’t know. ow. S0, um, you Know, I didn't . . . want
him to continue too long w1th this l1ne of thought
becayse 1 was concerned that . . . some of the other
K1d§gm1ght . . . would become confused by it

¢

In th1s dwalogue the teacher’s estimate of her students’
stetes of cagnition is to be found in the statement: "
because I was concerned that . . ; some of the other kids
might . . . become confused by itf" THis was the ,
exp]anation or rationale provided for the formulation of

o~
.

Decision 92 /

- In the formulatwon of Dec1s1on 134, the'teacher judged -
that the students had-‘ﬁn understood her instructions.

Decision 134

T: 1 sa:d that again because 1 felt that the Kids
weren’' t sure. They were still fumbling around and
trying to find the right page. So I just restated it
again and waited for a minute. _ :

I: Was this a consc1ou5‘cho1ce7'

T: . . . Ya, I would say so. Because I probably -
wouldn’t have said anything, if everybody had just, you
know, uh, seemed to be ready to go, sort of thing . . .

[ S i
-The ratio:?\for Pecision 134 are contaihed in the
‘ statement "because 1 felt that the u‘ps weren t sure" and

". . . I probably wouldn t- have said annggng. 1f everybody
had just . . . seemed to be ready to go.’ '
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‘3. Jeacher Assessments of Stddent Affect. The teacher

provided rationale statements that focussed upon her
estimates of her studentﬁ”affecttve statess " These
estimates of students’ affective states refer only to what

the teacher believed the students were feeling or might -

‘feel. The following are examples of such rationale

bad.

statements. e R w
I d1d‘ t want to push her too much and make h- eel

Ce

it was a real drag for_him'to sit there .

Because she seemed to be unsure of herge1f
I¥wasn’ t going tofimake him feel bad .

: % T,

— Dectsion 1éé is é@.exaﬁble otia-decisfbn-ggt\:o pursue
an’ instructional point with a student. The teacher
explained that she‘discontinued her'strategy because she
estimated that the consquences of continuing would have
increased the student’s embarrassment .

. Decision 162

T: Well, she was. embarrassed A So she was quite
upset abdut it 1 and, so, 1 . . . didn't want to continue
on because she gets very upset and very flustered very

« easily and she says things that she doesn’t mean to say
and then, you Khow, she feels badly about it afterwards.
-So, 1 Just gave her the word and then, continued on .

Similarly, 1n~tﬁe fQﬁmdlifion of Decision’ 211,

teacher’s focus was on the student [ emot1onal state Her

4°
‘5dec151on to. discbntlnue her strategy was. based upen her

J
. Iy
N =4 X s
. j"‘-l; * g " :{ h "’" v IS M
W : X ‘ ﬁ, .
N T ""’ R -~ . .
. & - X
% , i P .
k) o v
-y N, a
= cHe .
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estimate of the student’s’emotional reaction to her

‘continuing In this case, the teacher was unable to form a
definite estlmate but made a judgement w1th the 1nformation
,«r

she had. =~ | , ‘ : | L e

Decision 211

i

T: At that point, I felt that there had been
enough and, uh, you know, ']l was concerned about Mark's
feelings. I d1dn t know whether he would be . how
upset he would become by it.” So I felt that I wodld
just say that and then just continue on and not say

anymore. .

4, Teacher7Assessments‘bf Instructional Material The
teacher provided rationale statements ‘that focussed upon her -
judgements of the value of 1nstruct1ona1 mater1aT as

explanations for the formulat1on of 1nteract1ve dec1s1ons

Examples of these statements are:

Because he needed his math book.

1 didn’t think it was a partlcularly difficult question -
‘for him to answer. , , ’
= E - L (,/ \

5;: Teacher A §sessment of Instruct1ona1 Strateg

" The teacher repor ted rat1onale statements that concentrate

upon her assessments of the 1nstruct1onal strateg:es

employed as explanations for those decis1ons. ‘Examples of

%
.those statements are: ¥

. so [ thought 1tv§ould be very dlfftcult to ‘ask another
question and ‘continue on hav1ng everyone s attention

I didn’t think it would do.me any good to pursue it, yeu
know, the questioning. -
. #
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g;' Teacher AsseggmentsngtManagenial'Stratggies.'The
teacher provided rationale statements that centred: upon ner
estimates of the managerial strategies employed -as
explanations 8r her managerial decisions. Examples of
’.these rationale statements are: S W
I didn't demand that they move back to their desk and

cause another commotion and get everyone moying
S. .. again. 1- thought, well 1’11 just leave them there and

.f’_* if ,I' have to Speak to them, well I will.

. But I will be constantly interrupted, if 1 don’ t say
somethlng _

e 7. Teacher Assessments of Lesson Eggigg.'Finaily. the
teacher reported rationale‘statements thatan;:ZEEd upon her
assessments of the pace of the lessons. Examples of these
decision rationales are) ”

and [ wanted tovkeep go1ng

. 1 didn’ t. want to s{all for anymore t1me or drag it on
j any further. i )

So I was sort of try1ng to keep it 901ng .

But I quted to get started on it and Keep go1ng
2

&

As an explanat1on for the 1nstructlonal strategy

formuslated in DeC1s1on 92, the teacher mﬁzztoneg.the

pressure she was feel1ng to move the lesson along and not to
I . - .

-
-t o .

stop.
‘Decision 92 - : e %
" 1. so [ said, "0.k. Michaei we’' 11 Ju ave’tt as it
-stands for now." . . . So, um, you know; ¥t didn’
want him to continue too. long w1th this 1ine of Jht.
° . ' ' . '
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. . 1 sorta brushad him off, €eally, 4nd ‘I didh' £

really go into it in depth. I guess [ felt

162

pressUhed and | wanted to get éo1ng. $O I didn t stop

1 just wanted to get ahead.

: ' 3 ; .
In her discussion of the formutation of.Decision 131, a

managerial debiéton, the teapﬂer provided the following

explanation' ) C

\f’ P

As 1% ev1dent i

!. 0

-“rh%1onale refers to explanatlohs t

for

-
Qggiiign 131
But 1 still d1dn t wa nt to_b

-

cb",v,;

k

K the mgmggxgm; .Because

we'd just finished mar 53/ he one sheet. and 1 wanted _g
contihue on with it without stopping: ..’
ﬂ ) - ’

i

Self- Referenced Rat1onale Th1§*ca§egory df decision

ﬂy,

- ' \h,\*’ V

self—referenced The folloﬂrngfsdb categor1es of

self referenced decision rat1onate statements were

-

1dentified oo - T
, Py ¥
1. Instruct1onal StrategyaPreferenceg
2. %Managerieﬂ Strategy Preferences
3.~HEstablished Routines - ' R
4. Teacher, State of Cognition
5. Intu1t1on
6. No Rationale Reported '
¥ — , .;'
\] '
. L) . .

-s

in th‘%‘ ,exanple. the paée of the: ~lesson was

bleak fhe momentum by focuss1ng upon a partncdhar student.

“the prime reason for the formulation of this deci310n not to,

Q“Y *\-he fquiher provided

her 1nterdbt1ve dec151ons that were s 1 § focussed or
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. i" - . 1 & gggtiggg §tgatggy Prgfgrencgs The teacher - e

2 o T .
w A

T reported formulating .several interactiVe ins uctiqnal

IOV ‘decisions based upon her preferences for- partdbulan-

W | instructional strategies ~ For exauple. in a decision not to.

"w‘t, '). D P
B give the students more words for their reading vocabulary. L
- @ - R
b_i_g_ L the teacﬁer provided the Pollowing rationale statement
; . : - 1 just like to- give the words frﬁ the glossary
P R B Cons - .t 3 NS N
"'i T R S % ? . T
e o Other exauples of ins'tructional stratm preference

C R, = rationale statements are S R L LN g .
SR ¥ 3§ Iike the kids tg, sort of discuss.\} falk; 4
'é _— ) I try to get around to ev‘erybbdy .o, But I try to gq -5»';
vl S : ¥ in‘order. v L
T ' TR i . . , o . T
S S el 1 don’ t like to par "_[arly stay with one person for a
R & great length of time I er to get around to as many
r o ‘a_s I can. ’, RS N
‘ L o . In the following acooun the teacher‘xpiained her
. “ reaspn for a particular response to :a«student s question
i\ ‘. : | Jhe rationale statement is underlined o, i
o9 .becisfon 6 . ~ |
T 7 T: She asked me if Td glange at it and see if it looked

"\ i -t . o.K. ‘And then she said-she would contin ith the
o v rest of 1t . . . 1f, it was alright. And fime, 1

L Y wouldn' t sav no, (it w%ﬁg t-any good. ‘I wou'dl never say -
Lob o e thatl, would. Say, “That's. ne. - You*go ahead and :
e \ finish oﬁf whatever line you whatever you want to R

. , Cb " .o
. ' A‘ L . L - L e e . o i

‘ - L - " L 5 \ ' ' 3.» .-
L .Anot‘he instructidnal strategy preference thaf' the -

teacher cited as a deci§';_

~

rationale was her xpreference for e/»

\l _".’f?. ,' .

Pt " S . . - - .
S s L s e e ) RS
A RS . Fre el b . L R
B SN - St o s .

X . oo Lot S K R T D R
A )
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. .‘M@ usfor read or dictated words  to the studen;s, LR

e ’ Th‘s is evidenced in the Statement of the foc‘gu,lahon of =
: Deci&w a des1st dec181on Usmg 3. verbal s1gna]
| : " . Decision 164 v LR '} 'b_ "
N . v : . 3\ . "
T: 1 thinkySfanTend- Mary mlght' ) " '
.« tpgether , 4h, when 1 go ovel ,.-: e wors
¢ . dictdti 1 reaT}y hke it to
that n “someon ‘elsel i's. talking, ‘ -

; . ‘ l""might not be able™to pick up what I s‘ dﬁ%
% . i misunderstand or something o, when *k I want ,
LT them to be very dtiiet.and, 'Know. b5 wi UL just o
. 4.t a7t said his name and said, "O. just» hat qggh here for i .

L _A: . L a8 second until we. get finisheq. :
b SRS TSI _‘ eq ,\ . “4"‘ : .
S R Managerla tragegx rgfgénces Durmg the

-y oL IR ..‘ .. -5 .

'5 ©T i discusslon .of" the ‘formulatlyn terjed:we mahage?“éalg . 'S
\é . #‘# Msions.ithe “tegcher al ‘ e managerlal strategy
_‘?,'f ”, ‘ . preferences -as rqhohal& One bf» her managemal strﬁtegy ,

PR preferences was - to 19nore behavwbgr that she - gd ngt . L
. h A
2 R perceive as’ bemg potenhally dlsru'ptwe . :

e 4 W_L__sn ah, you knw.mllx_!mr_t_aﬁ_ h to
o urs 1 d1dn t thmk to makg a b\g g t of it,
. k nd of thmg ST \ ‘ .-
""\Furmermre, the t@cher éometmes iu.vployed 1nsl'ructional

| ;

f | »strateg1es to manage stﬂdent behaviours “In the followmg

! co .’._ e .
B I exaane, the dec1sion to- useran»mstrucﬂonal € rectwe (m
AT ':‘“pa‘renthesesQ is %ationaiized‘ i# terms. of 's; 5den -""“"behawour )
GE T ‘ma’mgement (underlined? T .}' R -
o o But 'qveiqn‘T mct{m) then‘tt, uoald held, you
%] : A o , " ' ‘. » .J::' . ’ ' g \
4
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other Kidé _‘Q_L__ gown gmckly and g_t_ the1r Lé_g_ .
le" A
o » SN
% At f1rst 9]ahca., the date cgn"(ﬁnéd in the above example, '
. "But if I ga,\(?,liyiinstru&-io neags to be non'coded o
} no& interactwe However' ] FPOAION T E X t of the ent1re ~
d1scu53,aon--which 1s ’too IGn 4_o réw‘d here--the dé‘ta yf '
refers t@% behaku‘r tha&\nas in'plementea“m an 1mteradt1ve )
, - . N ‘.
‘ dé&*uan t. 7 ‘i “ - : SR R
\ B a0 f. - . w ' @; o
£m g0 e ‘Ra’ther than des1st1rf§ behav1our dsmg verba7 sngna}s.. &
th‘ feacher spm%‘mes preferred to -focus ‘o’: a'student s .
- ' resportse such a manager1£P preferenpe rat1onaj}e was Sy
i - ohser‘ved in the teacher s discussi'%n of the formulat\cL gl
q. ! .',\ T o
. , T Everyone was kinda talkmg out of turn ' And um, 1
. T d1dq't want them to do that. ‘But 1 didn'§§ want Lg, ’
: Qecificily come out and say, "weil, O. K g “let's 'be .
quiet o I cued in on one person son and tried to go from
E that person so thatVeveryone woyld listen and then carry’
= - the conversahon from person to person . ~
(T v . , ) P ’
oL 3. §;ablishgg'ROUting "Es"t'abHshed routines or .
‘ habituel behaviours were a]so Cf'l ted as rat1on°ales for
— interactwe decisiOns The followmg exan'ples are’ ewdence‘
o o"f th‘is type of decision ratmnale '
' - Vlhy d1d you dec1de to read f1rst'7 ,
~ Ty I usuaHy do that I usually start the story off
- .lv' - : ' ‘ & - B
in ' ;I._"wla's --..trying to make sure_;\th’id»’t,_lvuag -'ge.t@(ixr;g ever»ybOdy o
y . ' Ty . L
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" bUt not t\er spec1f1cally v Ya.. because _L __x @_ K
that . » % This is something !’ ve always done. ,
N . . : : :
T * { ' '
. ;- and |’ just’ made a quick check of ‘the room. . . . That’ s
e sort,o_f _a hablt that 1 do. Something that I usually do.
s ! ‘ P ‘ -‘ o, K’
4. Teacher C_ogmtlve Stateg The term "Teaqher .
: Cogm'tlve States” refers to a decvsmn rat13nale statement -
"o F that conéerns thoughts other than_'““t 'r \tudents or the g
A -. : "‘o. v

o lesson. @For exanple durlg':g tbe dichss'lon of Dec1s1on ’g’» < 
LSS . '4"' the teacher re‘ferred to her anabw l1t3y to cceate a que;tlon
" XTI "'that wbulg have helped the sﬁmdents d1scover a partlcular :.w

9

5§¢ o % word. The" intbnt of'the teacher s behav1our (in’
'€ ’ .
® p?regntheses) was nnot operat10nal1zed @due 40 ity .
_ i R , to’ fonmulate the question ‘she wanted As a result of this _
o T .cogm"twe lapse (underlmed) the teacher made a dec1@onv to £
supply the word to the students | . ' :
_ ' Dec1s1on 14 ' , ¢ ‘ ¢ )
A\ ‘ C t
. g .- ’J 'wanted them to come' up with he word
: concentra-h ") because' they had \"cogtroll "
) A} ' ‘thefe. . . . So.they were om the righf track and I .
‘ o wanted them to keep thinking along" that tine . A» (so I
was trying to formulate ‘my questions so that I .could get
S ®. . them to get that partisular word that.] wanted) v . .~ . .
; . %, sbut I went ahead anyway and gave it to’ them SRR <
P C L el _v,,_"‘u - . § . .. : S,
2 - Ih Wgs there any parttcular reason why you Bemded to .
: ' t at ‘ . .

T }_a_,_ because. 1 couldn t think of a guestion _t_q a__l-3 |
them.” I couldn’t formulate a gueshon i_n my m '.
]

. Fast _mg to think of anything that I ¢ 'Tx
. - would'get hﬂ to come across w th th is gzg_
i <4 _ - o . :: ”:‘.
BRI & T, :
;e E « "y )
W ca ,
.ﬂ o 2 -
- . . \\ v ’
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In response to a‘questwn regarding the reasons fpr a

pargtcular quest1oningistrategy. the teacher replied, Q'Q‘*K

G‘ﬁ

" wepddld like to know how the kvds feel about it and what
_,t
thelr opinions are. An& m her discussion of a dec1s1on f.‘
1 . e 4 )
4.1 ' & " to mplement a partlcular 1nstruct10nal strategy,w. he

e T ey . teacher reporteH her 1nab1l1ty to recall a student'’'s . /

*:J;}e; response (under 1ined) as m'e reason for returning to the-’,.., (‘
. " - - |
g exanple presented in- in .‘ear’her response “

. o "j‘s*..g_ Demg on, 1BS¢= “ "*"— . a X

A} couldn t recall who Had the answeg .. . .
g ‘ " Tthreessixths”. So I wanted t ‘Know who it was so that - -
: e + 1 could associate that person’s nam& with the answer and: .
A then go on and ask someone to explam the relat1onsh1p

- & LR » '.' - hn‘ ) RS
-2 ) .

)

Univorsity of A!bcrta .

5. ﬂntuttion The te(ther reported one dec1sfon that
Wwas formulated ps a resul.t of’her Jntdition. The follow1ng

.Y.I ’

is the teacher [ account of-* tl';e formulatlon of that dec1s1on
—hut

./-"' . ‘. and the 1ntuit1ve thought (underhped) that served as the '
L ‘ S LN | ,;_s—~";
R : o Qec151on- 20 - T A L e

2 B Why dtd You' choose that sentence" y ,
AP .._' h’ﬁg v "e.j.:' ~ .
S ' Y thdught that Mu)dvmably be the easiest way to f
§ L put it across. “Um, I dctan t really know why in -

a o _particular ... . other han that they just seemed
R : - - ‘come . to mind. It just seémed to sum up. what: she was '
"). : o trymg to say* At Ieast I sort of felt that in my mind
K IR 1t was, anyway c

4 ratlonale

+

SN - . T R ".‘D

LI
. )
v
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o S Q" ..
-y . ”,;. most d?ten prov1ded for the 1 te#acttve deci§1ons she

. v
#-OI‘ ) -

. B C . ) T ,' ! .
6. No Rationale Reported. Three instances of d on .
formulation were . reported for whicH the teacher could
provide no rationale. =~ . B 323 e .

Global Patterns : dnTpen L ‘ .
. én S ) - |
. Overview . o . . M

—————— , “ by‘ " f el “"

HLW %gh1s Sabtlon repprts qlobal pattérh% and ‘trends thﬁ?‘
'f" ;

R B were 1dentif1ed by nottné phepomeha that were freguently
. : ?.

N : L4

assoc1ated w1th the beacher s 1nteﬁact1ve dectslons . Ln .
5 i t’ "‘.' _ .
, L . -

. I bov . “

br"lef thése Fgﬁg
’ u-

. . ».. b

‘ ’., 1. The incidence of teacher !q!.'4h$1ve decisdon mabtng ~
N3 '~

2&. The types of déc1ston antecedents to wh}ch the teacher

R a3
v

most attended! = - - : !(\l R s
3. .The'types pf tnfo;mattqn tnat_the teacher used mostn' )
often. L ‘ ) -']r : ,‘ = - ) .
4. The nnmber of alternat1ves coqsc1ously 3on51dered durtng
the forﬁargzqen of 1nteratt1ve dects1ons '

. 5.+ The' types of feedback lnformatlop that vhe teache§<nost

© frequently. encountered or .reported 5 l,kowing the
| 1mp*ementat1on of her 1nteract1ve decﬁs1ons “o 4 Sy

' 5. z}The types. explanattons or rajionales that thé teacher/’

formulated T s - )

——

7.  The rn01dence of deC151on congcuence

~
.

This Sec‘§on 1s organ1zed according]y "?‘4
Sw oL : 3
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J . Inc1dence of Ilnterac_twe Deci slén L «
‘The frequency 1das§r1but15ns" of iKteractive dec1s1ons

| i .“g vpresented in Tables 4. through 6. Th:se d1str1but10ns
5 < _ar§ exgmuned 1l1 ter'msr of row m.JTDe"'@ percentég‘s. am‘d . '.;"
‘ . avez‘;ges, and, by sub Categom‘e‘s.and lessoq types o -;_ 'J
R U e &"ﬁ?j Table 2 reVeats that“the teacher forﬁhlated both | |

Tﬁxﬁruchonalw a‘nd‘ ﬁ\an?d'ema'l’ dec1s1ons m each o’f the
) 0
lessons dbgél‘ve? FuEIhermgre. 1t mdu.:ates that twn::e as g}

Y

“ many (1671) rnter‘actnve mﬁruchonal dec1s1dns were

weportedly farmd‘lated than were 1nteract1ve managemal
W s
.dec1s1ons (78). The large's‘t number of mteractwe

1nstruct1ona] Qecuswns occucred durmg tbe seCOhd ?

~l ! P 4....:{\;9.@
ey mathematics lesson and the second r%admg lesson (n’k’23)

wh1le the lowest nunber reported occurred durmg the f1rst
) 2

University of Alberta *

S reading, .lesson (n=7). - The largest nunber of 1nteract1ve

.
L 4 -

managemal decisions occurred durmg the third mathemahgﬁ -5-\-./

lesson (n=13), the" thwd readi/hg lesson (n 12) and the ~

.y, 4

i , l ; group q1scuss1on (n 12)~ wh1l the lowest number ). curred _
dunﬂng the language QHJZ lesson n= 5) and the segond read1ng 'ﬂjj
Tesson. (n—S) _ R '
Table 5, focuss1ng on the 1nc1denc' of i tructional
* Jﬁ dec1510ns, reveals that the largest numbers of rep6?ted
| [lnstructipnal strategy dec151ons was formulated durlng the ‘
8 fsecond and'ihlrd mathematlcs lessons (n=14 ang - 16),

L]

(—
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. T - v - I - -
y . Mathematics lessons ‘el o ?Jubm Lessons %mwwwg Hbuuosn R.wﬂiﬂb: Ats : .&
Prime Categories : . - . I Lessons - Lessons k Y- AR
R B s
5 ve . |- . F- . k™ 4 \ Y 18/
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N T 1 , - — . = T T
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» DISTRIBUTIONS OF INTERACTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS AMROBS!OBSERVED LESSONS ’ .
o ’ ~ P 'S
» N < K
e T i | P
. Mathematics Lessons Y . ?RTS Lessons Spelling Lesecs .ﬁ . B._W“n%b: (_Arts m G
Categories of : : 1 %8 L g _. - ’ : , [
9vaf 1e | 138 | ;s | | es | 13w 11a | 288 | us | [ ase | [ 1w —|  sx |1008
Decisions ()b | (14) | (16) | (41)'| 14 A ) sl Qa3 (4] ﬁ @] @] 114 (14) i X
p 2% 0| e1s | s0x | 7ex | 1088 | 613 | 763 | 7exd4N T ) 728 | g0 79% S ! I :
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1] 383 | tox | 18 4 308 | 123 | 193 | 03 48 188 .
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" (1) |« (1) Y ?J&Z 0 1}y W 2y} .7.» (1) 1y} (2) 1 (63 BN -0 {n
- 2 4% 4% m‘a 6% 4% 1 - 8% 0% 7% 1 . . 5% . .
S 25¢ *| 25% . 12v | 126 | 258 | . -38% b b s | j1o08. | -
0 o | @] 2. {07 0 @mf ol @ 72 | @] o (3) | 1.5 - 0 1 @ I
0% | 4 . | 6% 4% 173 2 3 5% | 5%
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the second and third reading lessons (n=14 and 13), the
L fjrsrt lspelllng Jesson ln=13). and the group discussion
(n=14). The lowest incidences of this kind of"decinsion were .
associated with the first reading lesson (n=7) and the
second spelling lesson (n=9). On the average, 14
_instruction,al stretegy-d'ecisions were formula'ted in each

mathematics lesson, 11 in each reading lesson, and 11.in

. each spelling lesson.
oY
'+ A large nurmber o udent” questloning ~dec1s1ons¢"

reportedly occurred in " second mathemaﬁbs lesson&and the

second reading lesson; 15 of the 27: t:lec1s1ons to. ask
quest1ons of. qspec1f1c students occurred durmg these two

4 ' . y W
- lessons. ‘ : . ’ -

.
-
2
<
[
[=3
>
v
£
©
2
-3
b=

~Repor‘ted null instruction.al.‘& s1c§s were fa1rly : ‘ ; ’

U-‘ evenly dtst.rIbuted across all’ leSf . The only lessons in
. which -nuli 1nstruct1onal de01s1on’s were not formulatedeere'
_ 7the third mathemat’tcs lesson, the first read:ng lessoﬂ and
" the lang%ge ar‘ts lesson. o B ’, Y
A P There wer,q 8 plannlng de&]swns formulated of thesea.

‘npre than half occurred durmg the thtrd mathemat1cs lesson -

v« .. and the first spelling lesson.’ .
' \r\ o / | Table 6 summar izes the frequenc1es wuth wh1ch

v oS v'managerlal dec1s1ons occurred angd reveals that "the teacher

b g
/

~

‘: formulated . t{ns k1nd~o} 1nteract1ve dec151on in each of: thg
- \ kssons observed However, more - m/teractwe managemal




o

v F 4
10% 17% 10% 32% 13y °
(8) " (13) *(8) (26) (10)
100%. 100% 100% 1 200%.~ f00%
- Row Percentage . )
~ Absoluyte Freguency \
¢ - (Golum Percentage . » vy
i}
;,!‘.4 *
5 ¢
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.P) .
decisions were made during the third mathemat{cs and the

—— -

third read1ng lessons (n= 7 and 9) than in any of the other *
‘observed lessons. The smallest numbers of - 1nteractive
- managerial dec1s1ons were formulated durlng the first

spelling and the lﬁnguage arts lessons (n 3), i )

TR Table. 6 also reveals that’ the %iabher m!de ng - ..
| 'manager1al strategy dec1s1ons QUr1ng tﬁe language arts ~

*  lesson. The largest nurrbers or'th\“k type‘ of deciywon =9

.~§'*i% - .. and g) occur/gd dur1ng the th1rd read1ng lesson and the
group discussion. ; : o ey . b
'g The\major1ty of desrst deciswons was formulated over\
< _ !
LT, . .the third: mathemat1cs lessoﬁ (n=6) and thg ' third readIng
2 ’ l
§ lesson - (n= 4) No des1st dec1sxons were reported for the ¢ ’

f1rst two mathemat1cs lessong and the/second readsng lesspn v

One thvrd of the reported null managerval dec1sions~t*ﬂ».

nafl occurred dur1ng the first mathematlcs lesson The”

rema1nder were fa1rly evenly dIStr1QHted across the other »*{

.
.. N . - - h . ' t
- . \ T v\ . -

lesson groups

- ]

S ' Of the 242 1nteract1ye dec1s1ons formulated more were ’

'm ! A to be found on average, in each of the mathemat1cs, read1ng '

-y ‘f : -and group“dzscuss1on lessons Of 1nterest also is the rar1o [
. . _‘ ’ ‘

of 1nstruct1onal dec1s1on formulated to managerfal dec1s1on -~‘

s~ ., . \

Lo formulated. This ratio is 2: 1 for mé%hematics and’ read1ng

lessons; however, it 1ncreases dur1ng the spelllng and gnoup

d1scusswon lessons and decreases during the language arts - !;

T

————— e
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& - .lesso‘n The ratm of 1nstructional dec'swn formulated to

‘
Y @ - - .

X

managertal demsvon for the spelhng lessons . 1s 1 7 1 and ~

g 7_ for the group discussaoh 1s 1 6:1, while for the language
‘ ‘4_ A b ,“r- .

LR

-

'-"\ gv @rts lesabn,,the r.at'io 1s 5 1 g
. , &%, Freg___,ncy §tr1bution gf_ Dec1s1on A,gtecédgpts e -
. . o k ' v \.»

".’:".."‘:‘.“ The- 1nc1uénces lbe decis'ton entecedents mu//

. assoc1ated w1t1\ the varlous types of 1nteracﬂve de01s1ons

'
4

fesented in i’fab]es 7 through 9 These frequency

~ ¥
_‘1butions are d1splayed in row nunbers. percentages, and .

averag}s. &nd- hy sgb sate&omes of qntecedents and o

* mteracttve decﬂémns.,’ ’\ “’

University of Alberta - )

Table 7 nevea’ls that the teacher reported 336 stimuh

that gener‘ated withm her the need to forrnulate the 242

v | mteractwe demsmns that{ were 1dent1f1ed of" thess 336

. R dec1s1on antecedﬂ'nts. 205 tr1ggered 164 1nterac’ije

o 9,7 S o 1nstruct1ona1 decisions and 131 sttmula‘ted the formulatmn

. f of ‘78 1nteract1ve managemal demstons N1nety-four (46%)

| - of the, 205 antecedents that. st1mulated the mteractwe '
1nstruct1ona1 decis1’8ns omgmated w1th the students. whlle |
this same category of antecedent accounts f8r 54% of alJ 'the .

- antecédepx)-%th?t we‘,e asso¢iated wi thv;‘l’n.teractwe managerial

dec151/0ns o R *\'. | . o

. Table 7 also reveals that 73 (36%) of t.bn/reported

.antegedents that were assoc1ated un th 1nstruct1onal

a
L

| 1ons were env1r~onmental antecedents Enqunmental o

<

s
. .
2
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1EBLE 7

tm~asnmxnnumus ACROSS INTERACTIVE naéﬁsxcus

n(m N
DIS UTTONS
K

.

Categories of

‘ Interactive

Decisions.
. -

} Originating

Studenf

'8'31

i P .
i
L
,‘E

Antecedents -

Instructional

Decisions

- (n=164)

18%
(38)
69%

f46§ a
(94)hh
57% of

. l¢0§ 1
(205)
1%

Managerial
Decisions .
(n=78)

(7L

138
(17)
318

54%
433

100%
(131)
1+ 39%

Totals
(n§2421i‘

.| ooz

.168%
{55}
zqdz\

- 49¢
(165)

100% - -
(336)
. ‘m% »

a - Row Perolatage
" b - Absolute’ Frequency
_ c- Oolumn Percentage

.
P
» -/
T
e
iFd
1 Jto
/.‘
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antecedents also constituted the second largest g;oup of
managerial decision antecedents.

Table 8 provides a summary of the frequencies with
which antecedents were associated with various types of
interactive instructional decisioﬁs. Relatively speaking
(see column 5}, the teacher responded to more antecedents in
the case of with null instructional décisions than in the
case of any other sub-category of instructional decision.
The smallest proportion of an}ecedents was associated with
the formulation of instructional strategy decisions. Once
again, student originating antecedents formed the largest
group of reported decision antecedents for each of the
sub-categories of interactive instructional decisiong, with
the exception of interactive planning decisions. In the
case of planning decisions, gtudeht originating and teacher
originating antecdents were equal 1 number .

Table 9 provides a summary of the incidence of the
categories of antecedents that are associated with the
various types of managerial decisions and reveals that
relati@ely more antecedents stimulated the fqgmulation of
each interactive desist decision than the for%ulation of
other-sub-categories of interéctive managerial decisions.
The .teacher responded to the least number of antecedents in
the formulation of each managerial strategy decision. As

with instructional decisions, student originating



TAPTF &

~ DISTRIBUTIONS OF ANTECEDFNTS ACROSS
INTFRACTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS

Anteoedents

All:(htegozies

B IN

Categories of o : -
Instructional .g .g .g ig §,
Decisions . g g g E

u15 5 5 4?5

458 a| 19% | 36% | 100%" |
Strate
Aaipryll (65p| (28| (s52)] (14| 1.2
(n=122) 69% ¢ 74% 7l% 71% ’
Student 49% 8% | 43% | 100% 1
Questioning (18) 3| ae| a1l 1.4
Decisions (n=27) | 794 gs | 22% | 1ex
Null 543 238 | 23% | 100%
Decisions (7 (3)| (3 (13| 1.9
(n=7) 7% 8% 4% 6%
Planning 408 | 408 | 208 | 1008
Decisions (4) @) (] o] 1.2
(n=8) 4% 10% 31 5%

46% 18% | 36% | 100%
Totals (94) (38) | (73)] (205)] 1.3
(n=164) = - 100% | 100% | 100%

100%

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute Frequency
. € - olum Parcentage

o

N
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TABLE 9

}

’

DISTRIBUTIONS OF ANTFCEDENTS ACROSS
INTERACTIVE MANAGERIAL DECISIONS

Antecedents
— g3
(Bl
Categories of . . . g\ 3
Interactive “‘g’ “.g g 8 %’, §
Managerial g-u, 3.9 4% | L2 1y
Docisions 37|85 (&% |3 |2&4
Strategy 554 4 13% | 328 | 100%
Decisions @2d  ao| @l (e} 1.5
(n=50) 59% 4 59%| 56%| 58%
Desist 56% 8% | 39% | 100%"
Decisions (22) 3 as| 39 2
(n=19) 31% 185 | 328 | 0%
Nall
L 443 253 | 318
oy (7) @ )| ael 1.8
10% 23% | 17%| 12%
543 138 | 338 100%
e on | an| @y asf 1.7
n=78) 200% | 100% | 100%| 100%

a - Row Percentage
b - Absolute Frequency
c - Oolum Percentage
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antecedenis;accounted for the largest group of reported
decisioﬁ antecedent® for each ofithe sub-categories of
interactive managerial decisions.

Decision Information

Tables 10 through 12 present the incidences of various
categorjes of information that were associated with the
formulation of interactive decisions. ‘These frequency
distributions are arrayed in terms of row numbers,
percentages, and averages, and information types assoctated
with categories of interactive instructional and managerial
decisions.

Table 10 examines the inc}dence of decision information
and reveals that, in relation to the 242 interactive #
decisions examined, the teacKWer reported perceiving 515
pieces of information. O0Of these decision data, 376 were
distributed across three categories, labelled: (a) "Observed
Student Behaviours”, (b) "Teacher Assessment - Students"”,
and (c) "Teacher Assessment - Lesson §t;;tegies and
Progress” .

The largest group of decision data_was classified as
the teacher’'s assessments of student cﬁaracteristics and
lesson strategies and accounted for 53% of all instructional‘
decision information and 31% of managerial decision data.
The second largest group of decision information was

classified as observed student behaviours and comprised 140

/

/

V3 -



TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTIONS OF INFORMATION *
ACROSS INTERACTIVE DECISIONS

Information
, . |
| o b3 o |88 8 8.l .
of £ 5. tw TN o) m“ mm i w. ¥ m ] mm
Interactive - Mﬁ. mﬁ m. m. 8 d mmmma m_ Wo
Decisions . -
@amm 28 45 |29Eq 0F |AR2lnieq 08 08y
Instructional |17% a| 7% 12 | 18% 3t | 50% 3% | 1008
Decisions (60)b | (27) (4) | (66) | (12) | (181) | (1) | (361) | 2.2
(n=164) 53% ¢ |Loo% 2005 | 65% | 40% | 8s5% | 41%
Managerial’ 4y 238 | 12¢ | 21% | 108 | 100%
Decisions - ) o "33 | as | 20| e | ase) | 2.0
(n=78) 47% 35% | 60% | 15% | s9%
Total 22% 5% 1s | 20% 6% | 41% 5% {100%
Decisions (113) | (27) (4) | (xo1) | (30) | (213) | (27 { (515) | 2.1
(n=242) zoo% | 1003 |100% |700% |100% |z00% |00% lzang |

a - Row Percentage
b - Absolute Frequency
¢ - Oolum Percentage
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‘pieces of decision data. It appears that relatively greater

'numbers of these observations were used in thg for?ulgtion
of interactive managerial decisions than intzonnection with
instructional decisions.

Table 41 focusses on the frequency with which the
various types of decision information were used in the
formulation of instructional dechsions. In the formulation
of each of the‘four types of insfructioaal decisions, the
teacher’'s estimates of the students’ states of mind,
behaviour, and dther characteristics consi{tuted the largest
proportion of'ihe‘total data. For example, of the 276
pieces of decis;on information useﬁ in the formulation of
instructional strategy decisions, 51% consisted of the
teacher’'s estimates of her students. )

Table 12 examines the Prequency with WhicK the various ~
types of information were used in the fo; “Jation.og
managerial decision;. In contrést'to fhe f%rmﬂiatidﬁ of 7

< . 4 =

instructional decisions, observations of*Stug@ent behaviour

. -
formed the largest proportion of the total body of decision

. ©%
data used in the formulation of managerial decisions; 53
‘ w o .

pieces of information (34%) weré observ$fion§ of student
behaviour while 31 f the total body of information used in

the formulation of managerial decisions wére the teacher's

-

& A
assessments of her students and of the ?Essoﬁiand,its

progresé. 0f interest is the observation that the teacher
» v o : J

¢ 7
P .4 < .‘ :
- { :
, L]
” ¥ B =4
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TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION ACROSS
INTERACTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS

i

Informatjon
» M._.n mw .
ho il ! 3
= g ¢ (83 | o NHed5 gl a8
Categories of .mtm 2 tw tm S mum m Vg m. 3
recnetionas  LE§ 2|36 § € el mmmm 5 E mmm
Decisions -
B23|B438 28 |dans AE | 24223000428y
. 18% a} 7% 1% 16% 3% 52% 3% | 100%
Strategy
Decisions (50)b] = (20) | s ) e (] (276
(r=122) 82% c| 74% 75% 6 8% 75% 1 78% 64% 77%
Student 15% 10% 23 13% 4% 56% 100%
Questioning (8) (5). (1) (7 2] @ o [ (52
Null 5% 47% 58 | .26% 16% | 100%
Decisions (1} o 0 9] W] (5 (3)] (19
(n=7) 2% 14% 8% 3% 27% 5%
. 7% 14% 36% 36% 7% | 100%
vg
Decisions (1) (2) -0 (5) 0 (5) (V| (14)
(n=8) 2% 7% 7% K3 33 43
Totals 17% 7% 1% 18% 3% 50% 3% | 100%
(r=164) (60) { (27) (4)] (66)| (12)| (181)f (11)|(361)
100% |100% 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%

4 - Row Percentage

b - Absolutq Frequency
c - olum Percentage
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TABLE 12

» .
W

DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION ACROSS
T'ITERACTIVE MANAGFRIAL DECISIONS

Categories of Infqrmation 1 m g ,
L% 1
— m -

o . 2 |85 45 g 13885 5| 58
Categories m.m m wd8 glora m, d .
of 8289 2 E |40 § BHS E|ER
e R ER T R H L S L
pecisions SMP.@& & @ MI.WH Sm 35 MS 2495 Amm
Strategy 33% a 26% 12¢ | 16% | 13% | 100%
Decisions (33)b} o0 0 (26) | (12) | (16) | (13) | (100) | 2.0
(n=50) £o% 24% 67% 50% 81% 65% .
Desist 42¢ 19% | 138 | 19% 7% | 100%
Decisions (13) 0 0 (6) (4) (6) (2) | (31) 1.6
(n=19) 5% 175 22% 19% 132 20%
Null 30% 13% 9% 43% 44 100%
Decisions (7) 0 0 (3) ) | o) (1) | (23) 2.6
(r=9) 123 : 9% | 1% 31% 6% 15%
Totals 344 23% | 12% | 218 | 10% |100%
(n=78) (53) 0 0 (35) (18) (32) (16) K154) 2.0

1C0% . 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100%
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reported no piecés data concérning knowledge of the
students’ enviro t,.in the formulation of managerial {(

decisions.

Decision Alternatives

Table 13 examine§ thé frequency with which decision
alternatives were considered and reveals that of the 242
interactive decisions examined, less than 14% were
reportedly formulated after the conscious con;ideration of
more than 1 alternative action. Table 13 also indicatea
that of all the instructional decisions, 143 (B87%) were
formulated with the conscious consideration of only one
decision action. O0f the 78 interactive manaerial decisions
that were identified, 66 (85%) were formulated after the
conscious consideration of one decision action. In
addition, the Table shows that 21 (13%) instructional and 12
{15%) managerial decisions involved the conscious

consideration of two or more alternative decision actions.

Decision Feedback

Tables 14 through 16 examine the incidence with which
feedback information was received following the |
implementation of interactive decisions. Table 14 reveals
that the teacher was aware of feedback informatiqn in
relation to 32 inﬁerac}ive instructional decisioﬁs and 28
inter;ctive managerial decisions. Ffor the total 60

~

decisions, 25% of all interactive decisions, she reported 73



4

Prime Cateqgories Nurber §
of of d
Interactive Alternatives §
Decisions Oonsidered Teg
HE
1 2 3 4 844
. 87% a| 11¢ 18 | 1% | 100%
g'ﬁ-“i’ctml aa)b]| asy| @ | ee)
181ons ce% c| 629 | ers lio0% 68%
. 85% 14% 1% 100%
;‘."?‘?rm 66) | an| @] o (78)
isions 32% 8% | 33% < | 320
864 128 1% jo.48 | 100%
Totals (209) (29) 3] 1) |242)
200% | 100% | 100%| 100% | 1001

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute Frequency
¢ - Oolum Percentage



. DISTRIBUTTONS OF FEEDBACK INFORMATION -

TABLE 14

ACR(8S INTERACTIVE DBCISIONS

4

5§
Prime - ?
Catagories o g g
of . g
‘“Intaractive "55 Dnd’ “6&
Decisions g ‘8 § E g‘a
33 SREREg|
mst.nx:tmnal 32 40 1.2
Decisions - 19% 8] 55%
(n=164)

R [ o
Managerial 28 33 1.2
Decisions 363 b| 45%

{(n=78) j
Total 60 73 1.2
(anGZ) 258 € .1\00!

a - pPercentage of Instructional Decisions
b - Percentage of Managerial Decisions
c - Percentage of total Interactive Decisions

187



Lmvertaty of Albersas

188 <
o~~~ "
pieces of feedback information--an uveraq$ of 1.2 pieces of
feedback information per decision. a

Table 15 reveals that the major source of decision

feedback following the 1mpl§mentawiwn of *nstrbctional
decisions was the teacher’s observations of student
behaviour. Of the 40 pieces of decision feedback, 25 (62%)
were related to this type of feedback.

‘Table 16 reveals that in regard to inferacti%e. ‘
managerial decisions, the tea&her relied more on observed
§tudeni behaviours as decision feedback than on her Y
estimates of her students. Of the 33 pieces of feedback L
information perceived following the ffplementstion of
mu;:berial decisions, 20 (61%) were ‘observations of the
students’ behav}ours.
Decision Congruence

Tables 17 through 19 examine tﬁe incidence of decision )

congrueace.Awith regards the type of interactive decision.
‘Table 17 reveals that 235 (37%) of the 242 reported .
interactive decisions were judged to be congruent witﬁltheird
intent. Among the instructional decisions the outcomes of
159 out of 164 (97%) were congruent with the teacher’s
reported decision 1nteqt. Similarly, of the reported
managerial decisions 76 out of 78 (97%) were judged to be
congruent with the teacher’'s reported intent.

With a focus on just instructional decisions, Table 18
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DISTRIBUTTIONS (F FEEDBACK INFORMATION
ACROSS INTERACTIVE MANAGERIAL DECISIONS

TABLE 16

Categories

of

Managerial
Decisions

Feedback

Student
Assessments/
Estimates of
Students

Across, All
Cateqgories

Strategy 55% & 45% | 100%
Decisions (11)h (9) | (20)
{(n=50) 55% 69% 61%
Desgist 64% 36% 100%
Decisions (7 (4) | (11)
(n=19) 35% 3l% 33%
Mull 100% 100%
Decisions (2| -0 (2)
(n=9) 10% 6%
Totals 6l% 39¢ 100%
(n=78) (20) (13) | (33)
100%

100% 100%

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute Frequency
c - Oolum Percentages

——
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TABLE 17

DECISION OONGRUITY ACFOSS INTERACTIVE DECISIONS

Chteg?rifs 8 > gijT ég%?g
eciatons @ g a8 |5 "’g
£5| 48 |25

i

Instructional 97% A 3% 100%

Decisions (159)H  (5) | (164)
68% 4 71% |68%
Managerial . 97% 38 | 100%
Decisions (76) (2) | (78)
32% 29% | 32%
97% 3% | 100%
Totals 235) | (7) | (242)

Lo0% | L00% 100%

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute, Erequency
Cc - Oolum Percentage
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shows that over 96% of all reported interactive s
instructional decisions were judged as being congruent with
the teacher’'s-intent. Reported strategy decisighs and
student questioning decisions were judged as 6;1ng congruent
more often than were }he null instructional and planning
decisions. )

When attention is shifted to managerial decisions
(Table 19), we note that over 98% of these were judged to be
congruent with the teacher’s intent. As is evident, all of

the reported strategy decisions were judged to be congruent.

Decision Rationale

Tables 20 through 22 summarize the frequencies with
which various types of decision rationale’occurred..in
relation to the various types of interactive decisions.
Table 20 reveals that the five most frequently reported
rationale statements were:

1. Expectations of Student State of Cognitioh
Expectations of $tudent State of Behaviour

. Estimates of Student State of Cognition

Estimates of Lesson Pacing

b w N

Teacher States of Cognition *®

On the average, 1.5 rationale statements were
associated with each interactive decision. Furthermore, on
the average, the teacher- provided more rationale statements

for managerial decisions than for instructional decisions.



DECISION CONGRUITY ACROSS

TABLE 18

INTERACTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS -

Categories > g i
of " 0
Instructional S .b § _'51 < o
Decisions 9 E 0 E ) g‘
(e -g. 5
& §|4388
2
98% 4. 2% 100%
Strateqy
Decisions (120) b (2) | (122)
) 76% of 40% 74%
Student 100% 100%
Questioning (21| 0 | (27
-Decisions 17% 17%
Null 71§ : 29; 103%
Decisions (3) (2) | (D
3% 40% L
Plannxng 87% 13% 100%
Dec1s:,ms ) (1) (8)
4% 20% 5%
97% 3% 100%
Totals (159) | (5) | (164)
' 100% 100% 100%

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute Frequency.
c - Oolum Percentage
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DECISION CONGRUETY ACROSS

TABLE 19 -

INTERACTIVE MANAGERIAL DECISIONS

Categories b §"‘ |
Decisions ’ ) ‘8_ @ E
§ go—i a » 8
Strateqgy 100t a 100% -
Decisions (50)b] 0 (50)
66% ¢ 64%
Desist 95¢ | 5% [100%
Decisions (18) .| (1) | (19)
24% 50% 24%
iR 8 e
20% | s0% | lox
97% 3% 100%
Totals (76) | (2) | (78)
100% |200% |100%

a - Row Percentage

b ~ Absolute Frequency

Cc ~ Column Percentage
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TABLE

20

- . DISTRIBUTION OF RATIONALES ACROSS INTERACTIVE DECISIONS

Categories o.m Rationales
—
| ]
. m . 1 .m . m . &
of 1 4 J q ms g Q & )
, Decisions .mm mmw mmm.m m.m mu a8 mm mm
| 8 1842|8985 28 88 |35 |88 |48y
¢ Instructional 1-324 a| 248 | 168 | 108 | 48 | 148 | 100%
Decisions (72)b | (55) (36) (24) (10) (31) | (228) | ‘1.4
(n=164) 1 68% c| 63% | s57% 67% |100% 74% | 66% |-
E&mmm“p 29% 28% 23% 10% 10% 100%
Decisi (34) (32) | (21| (12) 0 (11) ] (116) | 1.5
(r=78) 32% 37% | 43% 33% 26% 34%
Total 31% 25% 18% | 11% 3% 12% 100%
Decisiongs MSS (87) | (63) ]| (36) | (10) | (42) | (344) | 1.4
(r=242) 00% Loox | 100% |100% | 100% |100% 100%

a - Row Percentage

C - Oolum Percentage
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The mos t freqyently pboduced types of,rétionale v

~ statements for ip£eractive instructional decisions were:

1.. Expectations for Student States of bognition

2 Expectatibns for Student States of Affect

3. Estimates of Student States of Cognition

4. ,Teacher States of Cognition

5. FInstructional Strategy Preferences

andithe mos t frequenfly provided rationale statements gor

managerial decisions were: .
1. Expectatiopsﬁfor Sthent States of Behaviour
Estimates of Lesson Pacing '

Estimates of Student States of Behaviour

Esiimates of Student Stafes of Cognition

g 6w N

Teacher States of Cognitiom

With a focus solely on instructional decisions, we find

‘ Jispirom Table 21 that, on the average, the teacher~prov1ded

-

‘c@F rationale statements for null insthctional decisions

-

n for any of the other sub-categories. Table 21 also -

that inteegctive planning decisions accounted for
t numberﬁof rationale statéments.,—

0f the 151 r;iionales provided for strategy decisions,
53 (35%)”§glate!ego.Teacher'Expectations. Altogether, 32%
of the ré@*bnale‘asséciated with instructional decisions

> focussed on the teacher’s expectations for student



3 Categories of Rationales ¥ m
T n =
¥ 48
- ) m } { am . = ,,n
Categories m .w m& m .w e.m mm
of 0 .m,.s -
menorional | 43| 468 |uBec) BB 31 g0 o
Decisions .mm. mam .w% mf .mu H.m mm m B
252828088 8 |43 89 |85 24
Strateqy 35% a| 21% 16% 10% 5% | 13% 100%
Decisions (53)b} (31)] (24) | (15) (8) | (20)] (151) | 1.2
(n=122) 74% c| 56% | 67% | 62% | 80% | 643 | pex
mncmmwn . 333 31% 10% 12% 4% 10% 100%
e s ioning 1) | W) @ &) @] @] @] e
{p=27) 19% 24% 11% 21% 20% 13% 18%
Null 7% 41% | 22% 43 26% | 100%
Decisions (2) | @Ay (6) (1) 0 (7] 27| 3.8
(n=7) 3% 20% 17% 4% 23% | 12%
Planning 38% 24% | 38% 100%
Decisions (3) 0 (2) (3) 0 0 (8) {-1.0
(n=8) 4% 5% 13% 4%
32% 24% 16% 10% 4% 14% 100% -
ﬂmmwmwv (712) | 55 | 36 | (20| 0| Gn | (228)| 1.4
100% 100%_| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100%

a - Row Percentage
b - Absolute Frequency
C — Oolum Percentage
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" rationale statements were the teacher’s expressed

198
behaviour, affect, or cognition 

The teacher’s assessments of her students’ behaviourél
cognition; and affect accounted for 20% of all instructional
strategy decision rationale statements provided. Judgements
of the lesson stfategies and progress accounted ‘or 16% of
these rationale statements. .

Of the 45 questioning dec1s1on rationale statements 33%
were expectatlons for students’ states of behaviour,
cognition*and affect and 31% were assessments of students’
behaviours, cognition and affect.

The teacher’s assessments of her students’ behaviours,
cognition and affect accounted for 41% of the null
instructional_deéision rationale statements produced. Table
21 also shows that an additional 6 (22%) of these rationales
were evaluations of lesson strategies and progress. Seven
(26%) of the rationale statements for interactive null
instructional decisions were statements of the teacher’s
states of cognition. Of the 8 interactive planning decision
Eationale statements proviaed by the teacher 3 (37%)
concerned the teacher’s expressed egpeppations for her
students’ states of behaviour and affect. Another 3 (37%)
instructional and managerial strategy pneférence;

Turning now to interactive managerial decisions, Table

22 reveals that the teacher provided relat1vely more

e
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TABLE 22

DISTRIBUTION OF RATIONALES ACROSS INTERACTIVE MANAGERIAL DWOHMHOZm

-

Categories of Rationales

| _ ) .
omomomﬁmm m 8 wm w M .m 08 e.m
o . " 0 ) —~ .
mogerial | g% |y 18 1B §128 | 5 i Xk
esies | 24 BR800 ad BY |99 |8 |g50IES
B 8851898488 g |38 |BE3|¥%y
Strategy 24% a| ‘34% | 29% 6% - 7% | 100%
Decisions (19b| (27) | (23) (5) 0 (6) { (80) | 1.6
(n=50) 56% | 84% 85% 42% 55% 69%
Desist 52% 43 15% 22% 7% 100% :
Decisions (14) (1) (4) (6) 0 2| (27) ]| 1.4
(n=19) 41% 3% 15% 50% 18% 23%
Null 11% 44% 11% 332 | 100%
Decisions (1) (4) 0 (1) 0 (3) (9 | 1.0
(r=9) T 3% 13% 8% 27% | 8%
29% 27% 23% 10% 10% | .100%
Totals (34) (32l 21 A2y o (1)) | (116) | 1.5
(r=78) 100% ,831«:83 100% 100% | 200%

a - Row Percentage

b - Absolute wg&\

C - Colum Percentage
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raiioqale statements for managerial strategy decisions }han
for other sub-categories. The least number of rationa?e'
statements was provided for nul) managerial decisions.

Of ' the 80 manageriél strategy rationale statements -
pr%yided. 27 (34%) concerned the teacher's assessments of ‘[/
her students’ behaviours, cognition, and affect, 23 (29%)
were evaluations of the lesson strategies and progress, and
19 (24%) concerned the teacher's expectations for her
students’ behaviours, cognition and affect.

The teacher’'s expectations for and assessments of her
students’ behaviours and lesson strategies accbunted for 86%
of all the managerial strategy rationale statements.

Table 22 also reveals that 14 (52%) of the rationale
statements for desist decisions were based on the teacher’s
expectations for her students. This was tﬁe largest
sub-group of desist decision rationale statements.

Moreover, only 1 teacher assessmont of her students was
provided as a rationale statement for desist decisions.,

In connection now with rationales for null managerial
decisions, 44% of the rationale statements concerned the \
teacher’s judgements of her students and 33% concern the
feacher’s states of cognition. The remaining rationale
statements for null managerial decisions were one statement

of teacher expectatior and one statement of managerial

strategy preference.
%y
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PART 11

.

Findings From The Meth |
The findings reported in this section provide

information on concerns that attend the use of stimulated

recall using videotaping as a research tool. Speciftc

qQuestions that are addressed are as follows:

1. What problems were encountered and/Qhat effectséwere

observed in connection with the use of videotape

equipmen} in the classroom and in the stimulated recall
interview sessions?

2" Was the researcher able to identify the teacher’s
interactfve decisions from observing ‘the teacher’s
behaviours in the classroom?

3. Was the teacher able to recall the thoughts she had
during the formulatioq'df the interactive decisions?
Where appropriate, datatfrém the stimuiated recall interview

transcripts gre included for illustrative pur_posés.

Problems'gncbuntered and Effects gg§ervgg

Four concerns have been addressed in th1s section.

These focus upon (a) the fam1l1ar1zatwon procedures. (b)

problems and effects associated with tpe classroom presence -

of the researcher and the videotape equipment, (c) effects

on the teacher of viewing her own behaviours on the

Lo
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- videotapes, and-(d) problems encountered ddfing the

Stimulated recall interviews.

Tﬁg familiarization Process " .
The purposes of the famfliarization phase of the study

were twofold: (a) to ensure that both the teécheg and the
students were desensitized to thevpresence of the re;eurcher
and his equipment prior to the collection of data. and, (b)
to dewelop a rapport wifh the te#cher that would facilitate
the collection of rich, introspective‘yata. ¥

During the fivé days of classroom familiarization, the
researchef observed that the student£pgradually paid lesy
attention to the videotape equipment and the researcher.

Al ‘

After the first five days, studed@% only occasionally *
displayed behaviours that indicated a sensitivitx to the ~.
researcher or his equipment; such behaviours included wav ing-
hands in front of the camera and making ‘' funny faces’
However, it was observed that those students who did d1snTay
this behaviour frequently displayed other attention- seeking
behaviours during the lessons. : - »
- At one point during the early data gathering phase, a

student bhﬁ:nxi into the video-camera as she was leaving the
room, Shé appeared to be startled and said; "Have you bheen
here all morning? 1 didn't see you."

* From the initial contact with the teacher to the erd of

the data collecttng phase, the researcher-perceived that a
. v .

.

£
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positive rapport developed with the teacher. The fo)lowing

data from the stimulated recall interview transcripts

provide evidence of this rapport.

. do it that | ignore her and some days

. I just ignored it and went on. And | had to make
a conscious effort st that, because | was a little

cReesed off with her attitude - o
.. . well, 1 felt dumb . | just thought. oh God"
here we go again . . i g S

. . 1 must admit that at times | just neglect her .
Because I'm tired of asking her over a?p over again to
ust say, fGegz.'}
just don’t want' to be bothered." N

I: Your lunch is not as large these days.

&
T: No, I've been getting less and less. I’m‘getttqg;too .

lazy to make them in the morning.

.o she has lots of family problems at home, righé’
now, you know. ‘I believe her family is breaking up
right at the moment. &

kS

4

-

We're going to the xxxxx for a few drinks after school *

Would you like to join us?

-

_ For the teacher to volunteer these thoughts and

_ observations required a substantial amount of trust. . Many

of the statements made by the teacher were extremely

sensitive and could have been viewed as threateniﬁg to hd?.

Problems and Effects in the Clagsroom
After the familiarization phase, few problems were

encounte®ed in the classroom. As noted above, those

. students who exhibited attention:seeking behaviour for {
AR oA

researcher also displayed this behaviour before the teacher 4

-

“

"X

AN
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and fellow students. One problem that was bothersome
developed due to the use of a corded microphone. The
teacher’'s attention was frequently drawn to the equipment as
she stepped’on the microphone cord or whenever the cord
snagged on a student’'s desk. It was not possible to
determine if these distractions had any negative effects
upon the collection of data.

On the fourteenth day of classroom observation, a coder
engaged in a research project under the direction of a staff
mehber of the University of Alberta entered the classroom.
The researcher was not aware that tﬁis person would be
present,:as tﬁe teacher had herself forgotten. The presence
of.the coder appeared to have a negaflive effect upon the
teacher’s behaviors, although it was not possible‘to measure
this effect. o |

During the time that the coder was present. in the
classroom, the pace of the lesson was very rapid. This is
evidenced by the videotape record of the lesson and the
following statement made by the teacher:

?

The pace was quite rapid. . . . I think it was . . .
because of the two people being there, you being there
and of the other lady being there as well. .o
(Y)ou' ve got sort of ‘two people on your mind, sort of

thing. So, it's . .;;/Qgi/an“easy situation.

T
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Effects of Self Viewing JTeaching Behaviours

One matter of interest in this study was the effects

that viewing her own teaching behaviours, on videotape,

‘might have upon the teacher. During the stimulated recall

interviews, the teacher made frequent -eference to her

teaching behaviours, as she viewed them on the videotape:

[

. did I really do that?
He must think I'm a dumm§ for taking his book, then.
That was good . . . I'm glad | did that!

Oh, 1 don't like that. It made Ronnie . . . oh, he was
totally unnerved. He was just sitting there. Just
shaking like this. . . . 1 think I'11 make a little
sign, "You Can Interrupt” and "You Can’t Interrupt.”
Maybe that will help. N

’

However, as with similar comments, this stated actionlwas

L.
not carried out later in the classroom, during the time the
researcher was present.

Problems Encountered During the Interviews

No problems were encountered during the stimulated
recall interviews. The teacher did display’a reluctance to
stop the videotape playback unit, even though the control
was within her reach. However, she freely initiated most of
the interchanges between her and the researcher and provided

rich descriptions of her thoughts with a minimum of

prompting.
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Frequently the teacher expressed a positive attitude
towards the experiences of both the observation and the
interviews: She did, though, express her feelings of

fatigue following the interviews.

This has been a great experience. 1'd recommend it to
any teacher. Do you want to do this again? 1 know of
someone who'd love to do it. .o -

. . . ya, this is good. 1've learned so much about my
teaching. But it is tiring. | have to concentrate so )
much on what | think about
Throughout the ten interviews only two interruptions
were experienced. These occurred when the teacher received
telephone calls from parents of her students.

Identification of Interactive Decisions

One question concerning the identification of
interactive decjsions is addressed in this study: how does

the researcher’'s ability to identify the teacher’s

interactive decisions by observing lessons compare with the

teacher’s ability to identify her decisions’from viewing the
v1deotape-records of her teaching. I

To identify interactivecdecisions] the researcher
looked for events that were possible deciéidn antecedents or
stimuli and then watched to see if there were any changes in
the teacher’s behaviour. Such stimuli were students’

behaviours or the instructional material<£b§§/was being

"used. Each time a stimulus was 7bserved, it was recorded in

i

}
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the chronolOQY. as were the teacher'’s behav1ours 1mmed1ately

. follow1ng that st1mulus

A

In alt, 375 stimulus-subsequent behaviour units were
entered in the chronology. These entries‘were used to test
the researcher’'s ability to jdentify the teacher’s
interactive decisions from observation. This procedure is
supported by Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1979), who used a
similar approach in a British study of classroom-based
teaching decisions.

Due to the lack of time in the 1nterv1ew sessions, only
298 researcher identified decisions were examined. Of these
298 decisions, 206 were jydbed to be instructional and 92
were judged to be managérial'decieions

Table 23 dlsplay; (a) the .number on interactive
decisions identified by thé researcher dur1ng observation
and recorded in the chronolcgy. (b) the number of
1nteract1ve dec1s1ons 1dent1f1ed by the teacher throuéh—
observat1ons of the v1deotape and (c) the number of
dec1s1ons 1dent1f1ed by both the teacher and the researcher

Of the 298 interactive dét1s1ons 1dent1f1ed by the

researcher through the observation of the teacher's
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TABLE 23

' . OORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN RESEARCHER IDENTIFIED
AND TEACHER IDENTIFIED DECISIONS

Decisions
£ o ©
Identifying _E “§l . g gl E .
Part . . . .
f 5.@'; b a4
: 2% | 5B |33 (8%
PSenti2ioa by '
Identifi . S Ao
Researcher 206 92 9 298
¢ L _Only : .
Decisions . -y
Identified by | 164 78 16 242
Teacher |
Oonly B
Decisjons 52% al. 72% | 508 | s58%
ﬁm (107)b| (66) (1) | 242 e
and 'I\eacher\ | 65% ¢ 85% 6% 72%

™

a - Percentage of Reseacher Identified Dec1s1ons

b - Absolute Frequency
c - Percentage of Teacher Identlfled Decisions

\") .
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classroom behaviours Oonly 173 of the 242 teacher-identified

-’dec1s1ons or 58.1% were also 1dent1f1ed by the teacher.

There were 16 null decisions identified by the teacher,

- both 1nsthuct1onal and managerial. Only one of.-these was*\

identified by the researcher. This finding is,similar to

that of Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1879: 17, 18), who found

that it was difficult to identify a null¢decistdh. as, in

most cases, there was no observable change in the teacher’s
behaviour-

Teacher Description of Decisign-Relatgg'Thoughts

) During the "ten stimulated recalP/interViews, the
teacher supp]1ed a vast volume of units of thought that deal
with her 1nteract1ve dec1slons - Over 5,000 of these units
were 1dent1f1ed dur1ng the m1cro‘analysis These units are
(o) rlch in descr1pt1on and exp]anatlons that they defy
adequate summarization; nevertheless, they prov1de a strohg

foundation for the discussion that fo]lows._
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
Summarx

Only in the very recentrhistory'oﬁ educational

research has interest been shown in the teacher as decision

‘maker and in the processes with which teachers formulate

interactive decisions. From this interest in decision
research has arisen the view that the resolts of . such
1nvest1gat1ons might provide valuable 1n519hts into the
spec1f1c elements of the - 1nteract1ve decision process,
1ns1ghts that could prov1de usefu] 1nformat1on for teacher

pre- service and in- service educatton As well, -these

‘1ns1ghts may provide much needed information for school

administrators “who, in their‘daily duties and activities,

'affect and are affected by the dec1s1on processes of

/2

teachers

The Study

This study was des1gned as a naturallst1c exploratory

1nvestigat1on of one teacher s interactive dec1s1on making, .

in a var1ety of teachtng s1tuat1ons In order to fac1l1tate

the gathering of 1nformat1on concern1ng the decision °

ps

process, three questions were posed. These focussed upon.
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the form and subgtance of teacher interactive decision
making and the use of heuristics in decision formulation.
According]y: the following topics wrre investigated:
1. The Kinds of interacti?e decisions formulated by a
teacher and the incidence of such decisions.
2. The various stimyli to which a teacher responds with an
_interactive decision.
3. The type of information that a teacher uses in the
‘fbrmulation of an interactive decision and the sources
of that information.
4. The degree to which teachers formulate estimates and
assessments 6f students’ states of mind, behaviéur and
other characteristics apd of estimates of the strategies
employed and the types of infofmation on whicﬁksuch |

estimates are based.

K 5,: The type of feedback that a teacﬁgr processes foTlowing

the implementation of interactive.deéisions and the

| * frequency withewhich the decisions are formulated result

in "congruent” outcomes.
6. The types‘of rationale that a teacher provides for the

_deciéions formulated.

_—— = . oy
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The Method- .- o .

The data used in this study were collected from three
sources. . Ten lessons were vidéotaped.to create -a record of
fhe subject teacher’s behaviours during the interactive
phase'of teaching. These lessons consisted of 3 mathematics
lessons, 3 readiﬁg'lessons, 2 spelling lessons, 1 group ) (~;>
discussion and 1 language arts lesson; al] at the grade 6
level. Secoﬁd. a chronology of the teacher’s decision
making was maintained to determine if the researcher Qés
able to ideﬁtify the teacher’'s decisions during the act of
teaching. THe third type SY‘data.was,collected through a
series of ten stimulated.récalT interviews using the

videotape records of the observed lessons as stimuli.

Daté'Analysis

The data collected from the stimulated recall

interviews were analyzed at two levels of specificity. At;

‘the micro-level the interview franscripts were coded using a

content analysis system spebifically designed. for this daté.
Through the use of this system, the cgaed data were piaced

into 4 major categoriés, conSisting of décjsioh antecedent, -
decision {nformation. decision féedback and decision -
rationale.. As well, the analysis enabled the invesfigatdr
to determine the types of decisions formulated, the number

of alternatives considered, and the degree of congruence at

each of4the decision moments reported by the teacher. At

r
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the macro-level data were examined to extract global trends )
and pattefns in the teacher’'s decision making and to obtain

information relevant to the question ercerning the rolg of

heuristics in the decision process.

Overyiew of Discussion
Two major issues formed the foci of this
_imvestigation. The first issue focussed upon the form and
substance of teacﬁer interactive decision making and dealt

with the types of interactive decisions formulated, the

- concomitants of interactive decisions, and teacher use of

heuristic techniques in the formulation of interactive

decisions. The second issue dealt with the adequacy of

" stimilated recall with videotapes as a research tool in the

- studying of teacher interactive decision making. These

issues gave rise to 6 research questions.
s The two levels of analysis, micro and macra, designed
to obtain information towards answers for these questions,
resulted in the emergence 6f‘23 major findings. Each of

these is discussed below.

Question 1.1

What types of interactive decisions are formulated by

classroom teachers?
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EINDING 1.

Two prime categories -of interactive decisfon§ were

identified: (a) interactive instructional decisions agd (b)

interactive managerial decisions.

The review of the literature led to the ideptification &
of threc main categories of feécher interactig decisions:
fa) instructionél decisions, (b) manageriayfé;cisions, and | WR

c) environmental deci;iOng. Finding | apﬁears to be

compatible with those obtained by Whitfféld (1974b), Clark

and Peterson (1976), and Sutcl1ffe and Whitfield (1979). ;,am\‘
The category of environmental dec1srons appears to be
1mbedded within the category of 16%tructlona1 dec1s1ons’
identified in this study. ﬁ/ N .

The frequency with whuch 1nteract1Ve dec1s1ons occurred
in this study, does not corrcspond with the f1nd1ngs of
Marland (1877:132), who found that teachers formulate fewer
than 10 interactive decistefis per lesson. Find?ngs arising
from this study indicatefthat teachers formulate an average,
of more than 20 interactive decisions per lesson. This-
discrepancy appears to‘be explained by an examination of the
definition of interactive decisions. Although Mariand’s'
definition of an i?teractive decision is quite broad, in
that it refers.to”a conscious choice of behaviour during .

"the phase of teach1ng when the teacher is involved 1n

instructional activity with children in the classr665‘ :
'
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(Maflpnd, 1877:88)", the criteria that he applies for the
identification of interactf;e decisions appear to result in
restricted meaning. Marland’'s operational definition of an
interactive decision comprehends 3 criteria:

1. éxplicit reference to two or more alternatives,

2. explicit reference to the selection of one alternative
and commitment to that selection, and

3. evidence of the implementation of that selection of

action.

Thus, when Marland observed his study teachers responding to

'stinuli with the reported consideration of only one course

of action, he labled such behaviours as delikerate acts.

However, as he claims: ' -

In effect many deliberate acts could quite. conceivably
have been decisions if the teacher had not failed to
mention the fact that he was considering an alternative.
(1977:899 - : ) ’

\

THe question ofAdec{sion alternatives is taken up again
later in this Chapter but it is important to note at this
point that invéét;gatbrs have adopted varioys defiditidzs of
interactive decisions. Whitfield (Marland.%3977). for
exaﬁple. claimé that the i#ﬁue of the defiﬁft%on has not

been adequately agdréssed. Sutcliffe and Whitfield (1979),

- though, have described a decision as a conscious act that

occurs When at least twb alternatives are available, the -
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choice to change behaviour and the choice not to change
behaviour. With this in mind, then, Marland’'s "deliberate
act” may also be considered a decision and, when this .is
done, Marland’'s findings more closely parallel thése of this
study. The results of this study, furthermore, appear to
support . the cla{ﬁs by Farr and Brown (1971), whitfield
(1974b), and Shavelson (1976b) that teachers do formulate
many decisions in their interactions with children in the
classroom. ; | y

FINDING 2. o
On the average, more decisions are formulated during
fast-paced, intense Qeriodé than during slower-paced relaxed
periods. o

Again, the findings of'this study contradict those of
Marland’'s. Marland (1977:189) claims that more decia:ons
are. formulated during slow-paéed, relaxed lessons.than'in
more rapid-paced, intense lessons; It is possiblé, though,
as Mariand (1977:191) says: N -

. ’that teachers in t?p study were not familiar with\
the model of the teacher“as a decision maker and were

not accustomed to thinking of their classroom behaviours
in terms of the decision making metaphor.

Xhis was precisely the reason why the teacher .in this study

was engaged, before data collection began, in lengthy

discussions focussing upon fhe‘ﬁecision process.

A

An interesting sub-finding is that, on the average,
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managerial dec%sions occurred less frequently in fast-paced
lessons thap in slower-paced lessons. The literature
appears to be silent with begahds this phenomenon; however,
one possible explanation is that as the pace of
teacher-directed lessons increaSes there is a corresponding
increase in the rate of student-teacher interaction. Thé
possibility-qlserxists that the incidence of behaviour
deviations. decreases because the students’ attention is
focussed upon either the teacher%or the lesson méterial. In
effect, the student is too busy to misbehgve. Evidence in
support of this explanation is found in the videotape
records of the obser;ed lessons. In cqro]lary fashion, it
Was determined‘ihat as the rate of student-teacher
interactionsAdecreased in teacher-directed leésons. the
inqidence of managerial decision formulation increased.

| Another sub-finding-that reinforces the above
observations‘is tag$?the.incidence of managerjal decisions

decreased dufing lpséons that were classified as less

‘teacher-directed and more student-direcfed. Possibly a.
" higher degree of student involvement developed during these

_periods. Although this phenomenon has not been investigated

fully in this study, its presence indicates the need for

further‘researéh.
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" FINDING 3.

The majority of interactive decisions were instance

specific.
This Finding appears to be consistent with thoSe

obtained by Clark and Peterson (1é76), who claim that
teachers tend not to use their decisiohs to facilitate the
evolution of a master plan but to deal with specific |
problems as they arise. One possible explanation for the
phenomenon of instance épecificity is that the teacher is
dealing with a multitude of decision stimuli, many of them

uncertain, and imbedded in a context of rapid interactions,

“the teacher appeared to respond not with the aim of

directing the decisions towards a pre-planned end but to
solving an innedi;te problem or concern. This explanation
receives support from Cone (1978) and Shavelson and his

colleagues (1978).
Question 1.2

What are the concomitants of a teacher’s interactive
decisions?
 EINDING 4.
Usually more than one antecedent was reported as stimulating

the teacher’'s formulation of intgpactive decisioné.

- :
From the evidence obtained in this study, it appears

- that teacher decisions are responses to a variety of

LS

different stimuli. Often the observation of student
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behaviours, for example,'would’resg]t in the teacher’s
formulation of an assessment of that Behavipur in terms of
the student’s cognitive and affective states. vTBgethgr

these two stimuli act as decision antecedents which

. precipitate the need to formulate an interactive decision.

Support for this explanatioh may be found in other
studies of teachers’ decision making (Jackson, 1968; Farr
and Brown, 1971; Shavelson, 1976b: Cone, 1973). A common
thread running through the observations reported in these“v
studies is the gﬁeat volume of stimuli with which teacﬁzrs
are bombardeq during the school day. Jackson (1968), for
example, observes that student-teacher interactions are
extremély rapid and that the demands upon a teacher’s
attention are great.

FINDING 5.

More antecedents were associated with managerial decisions

than with instructional decisions. .

There appears to be some similarity between this
finding and those of Cone (1978) and Shavélson and combany
(1978). Cone’s data leéd to the cemclusion that behavioural
cues have more influence upon the stimufation of managerial
decisions thantinstructiopal decisions. Shavelson énd his
colleagues intimate that fh the .formulation of insfructiénal
decisions tgachers tend to rely on teaching beliefs and

principles as much as observed behaviours.

)
~
R4
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One possible explanation for this finding is that when
the teacher bases her decisions upon teachihg bel%efs and .
principles, there may be a tendency t6 exclude'more student
origfnating stimuli (Rokeach, 1960; Kahneman and Tveréky,
1972, 1974; Slovic, et al., 1977). " The teacher's |

instructional decisions may be more programmed through

. beliefs and bnineiples than are her managerial decisions.

However, as there were no provisions within this study for

obtaining an understanding of the teacher's beliefs and

teaching principles or their relationship to herAinteractive

decisions, this explaﬁation is only sﬂeculation. Thefe'

appears to be a need, though,rto explore this rélationshfpl
FINDING 6. |

Of the three prime categories of decision antecedents that

were identified, student originating antecedents were

responded to most often.

Figures presented in this study show that there was a
greater volume of student o;iginating,stimuli than teachér
ofiginating stimuli or environmqugl;giiéiggtjng stimuli.
This finding may be under stood ih.lfght of the vast number

of interactions that the feaéher and the students.gngagéd in

. during the observed lessons. Thus it may be seen to be

reasonable t?at student originating antecedents WOuld be the
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FINDING 7.

Two prime cateqgories of decision information were

identifteg; (a) student referenced information and (b) .

teacher referenced information

Find1ng 7 is s1m11ar to those obtained by Shavelson and
Atwood (1977) Shavelson and company (1978) and Russo
(1978). From the ev1dence presented in these studies and
from the evidence obtained in this study, one may conclude
that the teacher is more aware of decisioh information thatd'
is most relavent to her\activttiesfin the classroom.

FINDING 8. a L |

Thelteacher’s esttmgtes of heréstugents’ states of mind,

behavtour and other characteristics comprised the largest

ca'tego‘ry of decision information’l_tmg y_a_s: g,g"gy the
teacher. . | . | ' .
Evidehee gleaned from this study indicates that the
teacher made many inferences about her students’ states of
mind, behaviourf.and other characteristics and that she made:

extensive use of these assessments in the formulation of her

<interactive decisions. Some disagreement appears to exist

,between these f1nd1ngs and the f1nd1ngs of the Shavelson and

Atwood (1977) and the Shavelson, et al. (1978) studies.

Whereas Shavelson and Atwood and Shavelson, et al. concur

that teachers do formulate estimates of the1r students’

states of cogn1t10n, affect and behaviour. they reject the
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notion thatAteachers_use_these estimates in the formulation

of interactive decisions. ‘Rather} they have concluded that

 these estimates are used primarily in the ‘formulation of .

pre-active decisions. However, these studjewaere conducted

in laboratory settings, not in natural settings. The"

'~students,w1th whom the researchers were dealing were not

fam111ar to the subJects but. were strangers, in strangel

_1surround1ngs The poss1b1l1ty ersts, therefore, that a,

replication of these'studies’in a nmatural setting might

_result in completely different f1nd1ngs

There is another poss1b1e explanat1on one that relates
to teacher personality factors. In her attempt to be '
’helotul’,\the teacher might have provided information that'
she thought the investigator wanted'to hear Th1s grves
rise to the issue of "reconsfructed real1ty" and the ;

poss1b1l1ty that the 1nformatuon prov1ded by the teacher was -

not the.1nformat1on that' may have been;perce1ved dur1pg.the

‘formulation of .those assessments and estimates. However,
: ‘ . e o . L4

K
>

;thiS'findjng'was consistent throughout the ten .interviews .
;andvleads to the suggestiOn that the teacherVWas reportingt

~what she perceived.

A third explanation lies in the teacher's familiarity

wtth her students. The more that the teacher Knows about

~

_her students, through the exper1ence ga1ned through

-

interactions throughout the year..the.greater is the f

»
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possibility that she has formed interactive estimates of

their states cf,cognition; affect andAbehaviour and that
these estimates wcutd be a natural source_of decision data.’
In any event, further study on teacher formulation and use

of estimates and assessments is warranted. Such research

‘might focus upon the information that the teacher uses in

the formulatmon/of such judgements’ and the verac1ty ‘of the
teacher s percept1on of- that 1nformat1on
FINDING 9. o

More pieces of 1nformat1on were reported as being used ;ﬂ,

the formulat1on of each lnteractlve 1nstruct1onal dec1s1on

the in the for ula t1on of each 1nteract1ve manaqer1al

dec1s1on

As 1nd1cated in the v1deotape records the tlme spend in

the formu}at1on of 1nteract\,e 1nstruct1onal dec1510ns .

Aappears to be generally greater than that devoted to the

formulatlon of 1nteract1ve manager1al dec1s1ons i It would :
appear that d1fferent degrees of. urgency are attached by’ the _h
teacher  to the-two types of dec1s1ons The data. of this

study 1nd1cate that the teacher felt a greater urgency in

deal1ng w1th behav1oural deviation st1mu11 than with

1nstruct1onal st1mul1 ' The teacher may in fact become awarei

of more 1nformat1on ‘when there is not a sense of. urgency in.

-~ the need to arrive at a dec1s1on

' ]
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 FINDING 10.

The vast majority of interactive decisions identified were

reported[y”formulated after consideration of only one course
of action. : . R | B
Analys1s of the data 1nd1cates that the teacher

considered only one course of action for the majority of her

- decisions. However, during the interviews, she often

| mentioned that there were other alternatives she cou]dvhave .

chosen but they never came to her during the decision
moment. Phrases such ag "1 Knew this was the best th1ng to

do" under the c1rcumstances noth1ng e]se would ‘have

worKed"{ and "No, IAhadn t thought ofcanyth1ng-else I Knew

th1s would work" 1nd1cate that the teaoﬂgr had ‘a reperto1re _
of poss1ble dec1swon alternat1ves but that these were not |
exam1ned dur1hg the formu]at1on of the dec1s1ons |

These f1nd1ngs are 1n agreement with those of Wh1tf1e1d
(1974b) Marland (1977) Cone (1978),.and,Shavelson, et a].f

(1978). Marland's (1977:236) findings lead him tovsuggéét»

. i
EUEAY, ¢
bl
- L
4
s
» '

‘that the decision 'ma'king process is one that involves ° 3,& .

o

limtted rationaliti. in that a teacher’ chooses from a

'l1m1ted number of posslble alternat1ves based upon "the size

of the reperto1re of a1ternat1ves which the teacher has at.

his d1sposa1 (Warland, 1977:194)." .

Hargreaves (1979 74) 1nd1rectly of fers another

explanatlon for this phenomenon Hargreaves c]a1ms that

kS

-
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-many teacher decisions are routinized, through experience,

-

‘gives rise to an interesting and important'question. If,_as'

- - in-order to avoid decision anxiety, "since the immediacy and

Aconstantly sh1ft1ng nature of classroom events demands that

mos t classroom decisions be made ‘on .the spot’

The»phenomenon of limited generation of alternatives,

Mar land and Hargreaves suggest the teacher roUttnﬁzes her
decision making through a reperto1re of possible act1ons, is

it dbss1ble.that an unconscious screening process occurs,

- one that eliminates the “inappropriate",actions'before they

rise to the conscious level? ' Further investigations into

~ teacher decisidn:alternative generation_might usefully focus

on this@question for the existence of SUCh a mechanism

‘wou id have implications. fok both the tra1n1ng and

"superv1s1on of teachers

FINDING 11.

Decision feedback information was reportedly sought in very

’few instances.

F1gures presented in th1s study 1nd1cate that the

ma jority of 1nstruct1gna1 and managerial decisions were not

evaluated -through the use of feedback information;_ Further,

the pereentage of perceiving feedback fhformatidn following

the implementation of instruetional‘dec?siohs was"
apbﬁoximately half that of_manageria1 decisions_ Possible

explanations for these phenomena may be found in the
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findings ovaone (1978) and ShaQeison, et al. (1978).

In the first place, Shavelson and hils ccileagues (1978i
claim that in the forhulation of instructional estimates,
teachens use beliefs and principles of teaching as often as
observations of student behaviour. Cone (1978), on the |

other hand, found thatTobserved:student behaviours had more

“significant effects upon the formulation'of managerial

decisions than beliefs_orhprinciples. There is a reasonable

possibiiity, then, that when a teacher bases her decé#sions

upon bgliefs and principles,wshe will not actively seek
feedback, since confirmation~is.already imbedded in those

beliefs and principles Support for this hypothes1s is to -

" be found in the writings of Rokeach (1960) Rotter (1966),

Sarason (1972), Phares (1976) and Radford (1977)
' Second, 1nstruct1ona1 decisions may be more h1gh1y
rout1n1zed than managerial dec1510ns, accord1ngly, the

consequences of 1nstruct1onal decisions may tend to be

- fairly certain and easily predicted. On the other hand, the

consequences of managerial decisions may tend to be more
uncertain and not as easily predicted, as findings from this

study-suggest THUS, there is reason to speculate that the

'teacher ‘wou 1d actlvely seéek feedback information more often

following the 1mplementat10n of managerIal decisions than
instructional deC]Slgns | |

From these f1nd1ngs, it would appear that there are two

-
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, areas of investigation that require attention: (a) the
relationship between the frequency with which é‘teacher

. - R . . .. n
seeks feedh@ck information on interactive decisions and the

- teacher’s beliefs and prfnciples about teaching and (b) the

teacher’s telative ability to predict the outcomes and
consequences of managerial as opposed to instructional
decisions. These two areas appear to have ‘been virtually
ignored to date and would seem to be rich fields for future
research. |

FINDING 12.

.

The outcomes of the vast majority of interactive decisions

were judged Q_ in congruence with the intentions of those
decisions.

Interactive decision éongruence has, as yet, not been
addressed. by educatienal researchers. However, possible
explanations for fhe.findings on this study concerning

' decision:congruenee may bg inferred from the research of
Rokeach (1960), Sarason (1972), Phares (1976), Cone (1978),
‘and-Shavelson éi al. (1978). A synthesis of the findings
of these studies leads to the suggestion- that teachers’ o,

be11efs play a major.role in. the formulation of interactive

decisions, in that decisions based upon beliefs and,teaching'
3

principles may be prejudged to be congruent ., However, thﬁs
conJecture is not based upon data from this study and ¢

therefore warrants further investigation.

N
A
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FINDING 13.

There was a higher degree of incongruence following the

implementation gf interactive null decisigns than following

the implementation of other éggisions.

Micro-analysis of the data indicates that a higher

degree of uncertainty was associated with the stimuli that

attended null decisions. This uneertainty led, it seems, to
decisions not to change pre-decisienal behaviour. Null
decisions may therefore be decisions to delay substantic
decision making pending further inforhation and a reduction-
of uncertainty. ’
FINDING 14.

The largest sub-categories of reported decision rationales

were: (a) teacher expectations for students and (b) teacher .

estimates of students. o

Findings that have emerged from this study add support
to those obtained in recent studies of teachers’ thought
processes (Marland. 1977; Conners, 1978a; King, 1979;
Mireau, 1980). The literature on teacher expectations,
although not reviewed in this report, also indicates the
important role that teacher expectat]ons play in determ1n1ng
teacher behaviour. It seems reasonable to suggest that in
the role of information.processor'the teacher would have to
formulate expectations for student behaviour, cognitlon, and

affect as well as assessments of student cognition,

~~
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behaviour and affect based upon these expectations. This
would explain the importance that the subject of this
investigation a¥tached to these rationales for ioteractive
decisions. [ | :“\\\\\'

| FINDING 15. '
More feacher exgectation and égijmglg rationgjes'!ggg

reported as explanations for managerial decisions‘tpan for

the 1g§tructional'ggcisigns.

i
§

Evidence arising from this:study shows that the teacher

exerc1sed greater overt control over stu behaviour

through the formulatlon and 1mp1ementation of interactive
mahager1al decisions than through interactive instructional
decisions. Generally,/the purposes of the teacher'’s
managerial dec1s1ons were to change behaviours that were
perce1veo, through the teacher s expectations, to be
deviant. Thls finding is supported by Cone (1978).

o on the other hand, as Shavelson and Atwood (1977) and
Shavelson et al. (1978) have intimated, many of .the ‘
rationales for- interactive instructional decisions are based
upon the teacher'’s bel1efs and attitudes and, as Hargreaves‘

(1979) states, many of these instructional decisions are

Ld

~routinized and habituwal in nature.

&
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Question 1.3 .
To what extent do t eachérs‘ emplQy heuristic techrigues
in the formulatlon of interactive dec151og §?
FINDING 16. : - :

P
Observed student behaviours ongtituted the Jargest single

source of information repdrted to Have been emploved in‘the

formulation of assessments of sfgdents’ hehaviours, states
of mind, and other characteristjcs. B ,
FINDING 17. Teacher ssgssﬁgnt of student behaviéurs
constituted the largest single ;ggggﬂ gw nformation
reported to have been g«_ng_p_x__~~ :g the formulation of
judgements -and assessments of nstructiama and manageriaj
strategies. - : | _ )
FINDING 18. lng teacher gggggggﬁ not to confirm Lﬁg
validity of the estimates she fbrm

o

e o

) Evidence aris1ng from theginalySIS of the data obtained
in this study leads to the sug‘est10n that the teacher d*d
employ heuristic techniques in{the formulatlon of (a)
estimates or assgssments of students states of mind, (?
behav1ours. and other character1st1cs and lb) to the
su1tab111ty of 1nstructional and managerial s::ategies
During the formulation of her assessments qf student states
of mind and-behaviour ;- the teacher relied upan student overt
behavwour and seemed to lnterpret that behav1our in terms of

her frame of reference rather than the student’'s.

o ——

w

”
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For example, the teacher usuédly interpreted students’

shufflings in their desks as®eviderice of restlessness. In
L ]

"her terms of reference, apparently, such behaviours were

°

representative of that particular state of affect. As
another example, the teache?’'s observations of students
sitting ouietly in their desks ﬁith their books open were
usualiy interpreted as evidence that students were engaging
in learning; in the»teacher’s terms of reference, such
behaviours were representations of the occurrence of
learning. However, the validity'of‘these estimates was
never tested. The teacher appeared to assume that the
assessments she formulated were accurate From the data of

this study. Jt appears that the teacher’s prev1ous

’e?periences with her students had confirmed the validity of

4

her estimates ‘and, hence, she carried those confirmations

.'f\

into the assessments of her students formulated during this
snny , oo

Findings that relate to the teacher's estimates of the
effectiveness of instructional and managerial strategies
indicate that the teacher employed availability heuristic
techniques. This 1s evident 1n the fact that she used overt
student behaviours as the ma jor type of data for the
forrrulation of those estimates. Again; as in the
formulation of estimates of students’. _states of mind,
behaviour, ahd other characteristics, the tea%r did not

’ LTS b
"«

h
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attempt to confirm her effectiveness estimates but assumed

that they were effective. It does appear, then, that the

findings obtained by Kahneman and Ivergky (1972, 1974) are

supported. ' .

The second major issue of -this study focussed upon the
effectiveness of stimulated ecall that utilizes videotaping
procedures as a research tool for investigating a teachecw
interactive dec1s1on making. Three questions arose as a

result of this issue: .

—

<

Question 2.1

What problems are encountered and effects observed 13

the use of the v1deotag equipment in classrooms and in

stimulated-recallﬂinteﬁview sessions? - -

Question'2 2
Is gg gbserver able to identify a teacher’s interactive

decisions from observation of the teacher’olgehaViours in

the classroom? .

stion 2.3
Is a ggghgr able to descr1be the thoughts she had -

' gg_igg thg formulat1on of her nteract1vg dec1s»ons7
" Five maJor findings arose from this study. ’

s
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FINDING 19.

A five day familiarization period appeared to be an

appropriate length of time to désensiti;g the students to
the presence of the researcher and his equipment.

FINDING 20.

Pre-study interviews, statements of commi tment, and

pre-interview discussions éggear.to contribute to, the
Ef\devélopment of a high degree of teacher-researcher rapport.
FINDING 21. . 5

The teacher’'s viewing of her teachigg behaviours appeared to

bhave little effect upon her classroom behaviours.
FINDING 22. \

The teacher, using the videotape records of her teaching

'behaviours. was better abie‘té identifg her interactive

— e, By 2 LME
) 4
¢

decisions than was the researcher, who used observat-ions of

—— t— —— c——
-

the teacher’'s classroom behaviours. -
FINDING 23.
Jhe teacher was fluent in her deégrigtions about the

thoughts she had_ggrigg the formu]atidn of her'#ntenactjve.
decisions; her descriptions and explapations were riéhlx ‘
detailed.

.The evidence that has emerged from the macro-analysis

fiony -
,ﬂ‘“g 4

of the~study’'s data. tends to support the findings obtained
in other investigations of teacher’s behaviours énd}thought

processes that have utilized videotaping and stimuated
- R ) .- - : v, - . ;.: .

< *";ﬁag,
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recall ihterviews as data collection methods (Mariand, 1877;

Conner, 1978; Cooper, 1979; Tuckwell 1979; M1reau, 1880) .

The accumulation of flndvngs from these stud1es leads to the . .

suggestion that one of the most appropriate methods of
obtaihing data of teachers’  interactive decision making is
through the use of such iﬁfrospective methodologies.

Findings obta1ned in th1s study indicate ‘that the"

qua11ty of the data coJlected depends. to a large degree,

.upon the rapport that is developed between the researeher

and the subject. Thus, the time taken to develop a trusting.
erking relationship appears:to be of great value. |
At this poiht, it seems ‘appropriate to address the
issue of “reconstructed realigy". The discussion ih thq'
literature on this issue leade to the inference that it is
imperative for the interViéé@f to disfinguish betWeeq thé}

logic that is used at the formulation of an interactive

~decision and ‘the logic that ie reconstructed during the

discussion of that decision. As indicated elsewhere in this
report, certain cues'ﬁere presented in the transcripte that
enabled the reeeapcher to mahe this distinction. The
impdrfant aspect of this discussion of "recdhstrhcted

is tRat it is poss1ble to 1dentlﬂy a teacher s

rgality“ -

"logic-in-use® \(Oberg, 1975) and to d1stinguish that from

reconstruqted lojic.

.Y
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CHAPTER VI |

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

.

Congclusions

;' The conclus1ons that have been drawn from th1s

research and that are presented here1n are appl1cable only
[ .
to the teacher who was the subJect of this study. Caution

is adv1sed that any dttempt to genera11ze-these conclusions

beyond the confines of th1s study may be’ 1nappropr1ate

vFurthermore. th1s 1nvest1gat1on was postulated on the. v1ew
¢ ,

(‘

[

of the teacher as ‘a decision maker.

" Interactive Decisions

An 1nteract1ve dec1s1on is a cho1ce of act1ons that

may be taken in response to a stvmulus arising from the

~environment in wh1ch‘the 1nteract1on occurred. Results of

this study lead to the conclusion that a teacher formulates

a vast number of Interactive dec151ons during the school day .

‘.hnd that these dec151ons are of two maJor types

1nstruct10nal and manager1a1

Interactlve 1nstruct10nal decis1ons are those cho1ces

‘that are concerned w1th the delivery of 1nstructlona]
-material and with student learntngj In the case of

‘interactive instructfonal dedisions. the’ stimuli ‘to which a

-
. .
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teacher responds consist mainly'o? students' ovent behav10ur .
and the 1nstruct1onal mater1al benng presented

Interact1ve managerial dec1s1ons tend to be -decisions

that focus upon the students’ behav1ours that the teacher

_ Judges to be deviant and/or d1srUpt1ve The stimuli which

pr1mar1ly el1c1t .interactive managerial decisions are mainhly
overt student behav10urs and est1mates of students

behav16ural and affective states that the teacher formulates .

L4
a

subsequent to noticing the behav1ours

The incidence of 1ntepact1ve decisions appears to vary

with the rate and d1rect1on of 1nteract1on Dur1ng

fast-paced, 1ntense per1ods of teacher d1rected 1nteractlon

the number of 1nteract1ve decisions formulated w1ll be

g

great in. add1t1on 1nteract1ve instructional dec131ons will

E outnumber manager1al dec1swons On the other hand, dur1ng

slower paced more relaxed teacher d1rected periods of.

1nteract1on, the total number of interactive decisions

'iformblated decreases but the ratio between 1nstructlonal and

'managerIal dec1s1ons formulated also decreases During th1s

type of lesson moreover, there are usually more 1nc1dénts
of behav10ur dev1attons to whlch the teacher feels the need
to respond C '

A teacher s 1nteract1ve decisions tend to be 1nstance
spec1f1¢ That is nthey are aimed towards solv1ng specif1c
instructional problems or behav1oural dev1at1ons

) . € 5
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Interactive managerial decisions in particular appear not to
be based upon some pre- conce1ved plan

U.Dec1s1on Antecedents

A classroom teacheh is presented with a vast.number of

apotent1a1 de01s1on stimuli during the course of a lesson
Interact1ve de01s1ons are responses. to these stimuli or
antecedents and often more than one stimulus will act as an
antecedent}for a teacher’s interactivevdecisions This
seems to be more sb w1th interactive managerial dec1s1ons
than with 1nteract1ve 1nstruct1ona1 decisions. There are
three prlmary types of stimuli that will act as antecedents
for a teacher s 1nteract1ve de01$1ons, (a) student |
originating st1mu]1u‘(b) teacher or1g1nat1ng stimuli, and
(c) environmentVOPinating stihuli As a result of th1s
ustudy. it appeaﬁs that more 1nteract1ve dec1s1ons are
responses to student or1g1nat1ng antecedents than to e1ther

of the other categon@es of decision antecedents.

Decision Infonmatlon
Upon perceiving a decision stimulus and entering a
decision moment, a_teacher_will seek information to (a)

clarify the stimulus or the context in'which the stimulus

| ocCurred and (b) assist in the generat1ng of solut1ons

4 Most of this 1nformatwon con515ts of students overt

giehav10ur and the teagher s assessments of the students

states of cogn1t1on, afféct and behav1our as well as
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estimates of the effectiveness of the instructional and

‘managerial strategies employed. However, while there

appears to be some relationship between a teacher’s

”obse;vations of student overt behaviours and her estimates

of”studehts’ affective states and.behaviburs, there appeﬁﬁg
to be. no such relationship (a) between a teacher's

observations of student overt behaviours and her assessments

~of students’ cognitive states and other characteristics nor ..
" (b) between ebservations of students’ overt beheviours and
" estimates of the effectiveness of impléﬁéhtedeinstrqctional

-~ and managementtstrategies. ‘As a matte#\of fact, results of

this study,lead to the conclusion that other factors, such

&

‘as a- teacher’s strategy pbeferences and the teacher’s

Knowledge of the instructional material and knowledge of the

student may have a more act1ve role to p]ay 1n the .

formulation of~1nteract1ve Jnstructlonal decisions than

observations of student overt behaviours. S
When a teacher perce1ves a need to formulate a
manager1al dec1s1on usually fol]ow1n6 the percept1on of a
student behaviour, the estlmates that are formed of a
studentSf"behaviours and affect_generally appear to be based-

upon not only the teacher’s observation of current overt

~ behaviours but also on past overt behaviours and the

teacherfe knowledge“of the student . Thus, as might be

expected,. a teacberﬁé managerial decisionsotendfto be

-
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instance specific rather than fitting into an overall plan.

-~

Dec1s1on Alternatives

Hav1ng gathered 1nformatwon about the perceived
stimulus and the context in which the stimulus occurrea, the -
teacher wi]l,then generate a solutidn. Pfevious research
into teacher decision‘making has resulted in thelconclusiop
that a teécher wilJ generate only one or two elfernatives ‘
for an interactiQe,decision. However,‘it appears that more
then Jjust an abi]ity to generate alternatives in a sﬁert
space of time may be at play in”decision maKing.

Through experiences gaihed in interactive situations,
the teacher builds a repertoire of possible decision actieps
(Marland, 1977) and then, in an attempt to avoid orgheﬂuce'
the possible decis%on anxiety, the teacher rout1n1zes the
decision broeess (Hargreaves, 1979) F1nd1ngs obtained ‘
through this etudy~iead to the suggestion that a teacher Maye
subconsc1o%sly screen out those alternat1ves that are Judged

to be inappropriate for the g1ven s1tuation and then will

”only consciously con51der those alternatives that are Jjudged

to be applicable. Thus, even fhough only one decision

" action is mentioned, the poss1b1l1ty ex1sts that many may

have been cons1dered at the subconsc1ous level
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Deci§jon‘Feedback'and Congruence T

»335 not act1ve1y seek feedback information for most

: Rn;ued 1nf‘¥act1ve dec1s1ons v Indeed f1nd1ngs wou ld
suggesé that-a teacher’s instructional decisions are
confirmed by the teacher’s past experiences with similar
situations and the-preferences that he holds for specific

“instructional strategies. |
| On the other hand, a teacher seems to more actively |

’seek decision feedback following the 1mp1ementat1on of
1nteract1ve managerial decisions. The st1mu11 that usua]ly
precipitéte the_formulation of interactnve managerla]

. decisions, as observed in {hﬁs study, appear to be perceived
by the teacher as student overt behaviours. The decisijons
that are‘formu1ated by the teacher-as responses to these
stimuli, focus upon changes in behaviour. However, the
teacher does not usually seek such feedback information
following the implementation of a Majérity of ipteractive
decisions: ' |

- The vést majority of a téacher’s interactive decisions.
though is {5gped as being in congruence with the intent of
these dec1svohs wﬁth or w1thout the active search for
feedback ' 1n£ormation, In add1t1on,-whereas a teacher may

act1vely seek more feedback information following the

—J’/W\

s

-
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imp}ementataon-of an managerial decision, the percentage of -
1nstruct1onal decisions judged, as be1ng congruent 1s.

1dent1¢al to the percentage of manager1a1 dec1s1ons Judged

as belng congruent Thus, feedback 1nformat1on may be used.

to conf1rm a teacher .S preJudgement of dec1s1on congruence

Dec1s1on Rationale ‘ . : ,

The evidence obtained through this study leads to the
6onclusion that a teacher chooses a particular decision

action for two major reasons: (a) expectations for students’

states of mind, learning, and behaviOUr, and (b) estimates

~of the sfudents’ states'of mind, learn1ng,4and behaviour.

In the case of 1nteract1ve 1nstructional decisions, the
expectations for students appear to centre upon the

students’ states of cognitjon.and affect and the
expectations for student%’ learning performance behaviours.
When choices are made for ‘the implementation of interactive
manageriai decisions,.though. the expectatiens seem to focus.
upen‘the students’ states of affect and interactive ,
beha91ours. ‘ | ‘ ’

;Althgugh\.-not; investigated in this study, the data

. suggest that a relationship exists between the teacher“gu

e
expectatlon’abf students and the est1mates that the teacher

‘forms qf students states of mind and behaviour in specific

situations. Jnﬂeed, the findings of thjs'stuay imply that a -

‘teacher's,est;riies ef students are greatly infTuenced;byr
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-

, the- expectat1ons that the teacher holds for his students

Heur1st1c Techn1g s and Decision Making

An examination of the estimates and assessments
formulated by this teacher leads to the conclusidn‘that é
_teacher~does employ heuristic techniques in‘the decision
maKing brocess.; The estimates that a teacher forms of Nis

students’ states of mind and behaviour appear to be. ased '

B

upon the teacher’'s expectations for students ard the

_teacher’s ob‘sef;ifations | 13 student overt behaviours.
?urtner; the behavioubs that a teacher perceives may be
interpreted in_Tight of the‘expectations that the teacher
holds for the students. ‘/
The‘findings of this.study indicate that a teacher uses
both low 1nference student behaviours--for example wa1K1ng
~;>bund, shout1ng out, gross body movement-—and high
inference student.behaQiours--such as facial eXpressiens.‘

tone of voice, and changes in body stance--as some of the
-

information used i the formulation of estimates of
- students’ states of~nﬁnd'andubehavi" owever. one of the
S 1s.that once the estimate has been
formed its- valid1ty is not checked

This suggests that a teacaer’s formulation of estimates

. .

and assessments is based upon his intenpretation of the —

the review of the lfterature pr earlier. the
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Jable to discuss his decision processes in a know ”
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hypothesis may'bbe postuia'ted"th‘a_t .these behaviours are
mterpreted through the beliefs that the teacher holds.
regardmg teachmg and students.. Thus, given the evidence’
that (a) a teacher formulates interactjve“esti.mates through
the gbservation of student overt behavicur‘s. (b) a teacher

usuvally does not check the vaHdity of her interactive

>

teacher’s estimates’ of ~studemts and léss‘?:n-strategies form—~ -

-

the bulk of the information used in the Formulation of

- "'1nteract1ve deeiswns, the conclus1on ‘may .be dfawn that'a

teacher makes cons1de‘rable use of heumstic techniques"m,

the formulatmn of mteractwe dec1sions : PN

Research Methodology. ’ . v o

The findin’gs relating to the use. of stimulated recal;l

'w1th videotaping lead to t.he conclusioh that this method is

highly appﬁopriate for uncovering mtrospectwe data,

_espemallym\vhen fnvestigating th@ decision processes of a

: classroom teacher However. eviqence indicates the need to

‘ , involve the teaches, o some degree in the study not only

as a subject but also as a cghor{ \teacher unfamiliar :

not ‘provide the same degree ofé
making as a teacher who is famih

.
o -
. . ‘ . *$

way . o ! . ‘ ek
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Indeed, it is highly probable that the :‘ichness of the
.,
descriptions supplied by the teacher was due,-in part, to

.

- the fact thtﬂF the researcher and the teacher ‘engaged in _{_‘,;,:

| lengthy discussions of the decision paradiqn prior to the {\

"x L fcoll&tion of data. Through this process the teacher was S

| able Q‘explore her own decision style and to develop an \r‘f

A "'s of her role as a decision maker .: : | ' C
The question of data contamination through' invest‘ig'a-tor

S intervention is relevant at&this point. Evidence obtained "‘.ﬂ”"

-through the analyses of foe stimulate;i recall interv1¢w data
and t.he videotape records of the teacér s behaviou‘rs in the

_ classroom prior to and following these discussions indicates
» o ?

that. there was no noticeable change in the. teach”’er s |
behaVicm‘r that might be attributed to such ﬁitervention by

v

B .the investigator. 5 oo W ) : o

e

.- A second question that must be addressed is that of

_ data validity Concern has been exdfiessed in the literature
- that what a subject says in such, ﬁperview sessions may not"P
' be accurate representations of ei ther the actual behavioursl
- . exhibited or" the rationales"%’ér those behaviours o
"Unfortunately. mthods tnﬁ would al,low an elkamination of

interactive thoughts: a{ the {ime. behaviour i inplemented

.

, - », such as think aloud are. not appropriate for research into.
J‘ ) teacher interaotive decision mak ¥ng . xThe caution that
- stbjects of auch studies may not be able or uruilling to g
L ' oo .a%,j‘, .. XD

: P o
aviad A
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articulate the motivatjons or rationales for their
bdhavidurs is well feunded; however. at _some point the |
s‘umg‘@dﬁ”ﬁbst be made t@at what the subject reports are
ppd‘sentations of . the perceptions he holds about his

ﬁ" Qthav1our Until we develop more. prec1se tools for

investigating interactive thoughts the ones we st
o serve. _
v .. o "} :
‘ ‘ :1" :‘“‘ /". : " l!!g] lca t '|Ol“|

The findings of this study and the subsequent

j conclusions that have been drawn hold various 1mplications

T
for the publics that have interest in education in general

.fnd for those haVing speCific interests in pre seFVice and -
in- servnce education for teachers, in educational
administration' and ih educational research. The following
implications and reconnendations reflect not only the
findings and conclusjons drawnsfrom ‘this s tudy but also
cgnclusioqs drawn fdﬁm the review of the literature.
Iggliggtigg for ggghe Educ atigg : SR A

_ :i As the literature suggests and this study has
determined .dbachers are~dynahic decision. makers and the actlgyf

of teaching is "a deCision'making strategy (Uinne and Marx

1977‘669 671)." The implications of these views for teacher -

pre*service ‘and in service education are not neux&nd,have

0

.

),
A
Lo gy )

ﬁ§}
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‘_;QH

but in bris* tHay focus on the need to d ; more refined
observational skillsg greater awareness pdents
behaviours and states of mind, and greater awareneSs of the

interactive. decision process. ' “ Y ey
- One of the conclusions drawn from th1s study is ﬁﬁ .t

dec1s1bn making is a cognitive process that may invoalve -

elements of the subconscmus as well as the conscious

Implicit in this assertion is: that teacher .¢c1s1on ?akmg

e both skﬂl and art, skill in the observations of student
behav1our and the perceptions gamed from fhose obs?rvations..

-and art in the interpretation of these perceptmns and in

Ay

the resultant decis1on actions.
Thus severagzoncﬁ* must be addressed by those “ 7
e concerned w1th the tea-cher s role as\.ﬁemsion maker and the _ - SR

h\" ",-,1

role of teacher decis1on mal&vg in studgnt learning, namely
o L ngerghon _LDeciswn Alternali

_for teacﬁ rs to be aware of the dec1s;on parad1gm and of

their roles as dynam1c deciswn makers withput prev1ous

ftralmng Provtdmg student teachers with the opportunity

"
ta pract1ce, alternatwas generat%on in a- var1ety of decision
'xfs‘rtuations may facihtate the development of a dwers1f1ed o

| strategy repertmre o ‘ /" '

'{j'\.-«l’, = _2_. y‘ar s of Stud ent§ _$_tlge_ g_ y_ -and. Behavmur

o "The’ results of previous reséarch 1nd1cafe that teachers do
formulate est1mates of student 'lstates of learmng and |

L vtb ‘

;r.«.*-j.. ;
i ‘ i d , S }f‘
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behaviour but that these estimates are not used in the

- interactive phase of teaching~to optimize 1nstruction (Farr

. and Brown, 1971; Clar&,and Peterson. 1977; Shavelson et

-1nteract1ve deC1sions originates in the

‘from a def1¢1ency in our knowledge of: the way 1“'

"~ help student and pract1c1ng teachers develop this skill

“al., 1978). Hovaer. results from this study ‘sifggest that

& . Romo e
. O‘Qb‘er LA A -
r {bensubsequent f.baﬁﬁg

'ﬁ'. .*L. Seoarer »"-‘

estimates that are formed. Thig: ]aCKQU; i o

4. » "“ ‘

observations of student behaViours and

teachers form estimates and assessments of students’ states
of ‘mind and behaviour. . Once th{ “knowledge is more
complete. training teachers to dd"uop spe01f1c awareness "
skills may perhaps lead to a more rational mode of teacher
dedision maKing. Trainfﬁg and-experience in estimate

formulat fon in controlled and unthreatening situations may
w &

3. Beliefs and Values in Decision M k'gg The L

w1thout resorting to stereotypic techniques

literature strésses the role that beliefs and Values may

f plai in decision makigg 1n%general However, very little,

!-’

.4@i§5 S . - R~ o
) >y , R s ' ’ f -_ A N . . \

investigation has been aimed at delineating the

: relationshipé‘between teachers interactive decwsicn makingp

and teachers beliefs and values.j This»drea seems ripe fcr

. } ) I N v , ‘ . .: -
research. , : ‘ . ., !45} ,

%Y
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Implications for Educational Administration" - .

As March and Simon (1958) qaniet(1963), Emcry and
N11and '(1968), Radford (1975 1977) Janis and Mann (1977)
and Simon (15#&% hube observed, adm1n1strators are faced
with two d1st1nct types of de01swon s1tuat1ons rout1ne or
programmed dec1s1on moments and non-routine or unstnuctured
decision moments Educational administrators, in their

daily duties and activities, face & great many‘pnstructured

. _'r‘,

' e

dec1s1on moments that often 1nvolve Judgement, intuition,

(
]
.

v creat1v1ty and a great deal of}uncerta1nty
The - f1nd1ngs of this stud& indicate that extant
theories and understandtngs of dec1s1on miblng are not

exactly complete or accur#ief As such unt1L s1m11ar -
A- N

tnvestigations of adm1n1s'rators dec151on making are

conducted; we will not . in a position tc ensure'that
ors will be highly skilled in at

itéaet the area-df'm. ing decisions This a? particularly

cr1t1cal when Jt'is w1de1y acknowledged that decision mak1ng
M

’f‘ t the heart of adm1nistrat10n or management ‘
jaté‘eecdnd tmp]1cat1on for ‘educational adm1nrstrat1on
lies Th: the sf!a of teacher evaluation. Recent research
ffﬁd1ﬂ§p}?@éﬂ to the suggestlon that teachers, especially in
the elementary grades, tend to focus more.on ﬂrocesses

within the classrcom than to students’ learning cutccmes

(Crocker, 1978) .jhjs'research, furthermore, suggests that -

'".r

'4‘-ﬁ o

!
;.1.”
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there is a significant relationship between process and

pedagogical effectiveness, as expressed in such things as

' the amount of student involvement in the learning process

and acceptance of student ideas and suggestions. I[f, as the

literature suggests, evaluating prQcess is an appropriate

means of format1vely’evaluat1ng student behav1ours. then

effectiveness measures focussing upon teacher#est1mate and

»

decision formulation behaviours must be exam1ned - The

'vpractlcal problems that educat1onal adm1n1strators face 1n'

”attempting to assess &be process aspects of teaching require

that !he teacher pl an active role -in hlS own evaluation.

- %

AMoreOVer; studtes in cogn1t1ve and affec?ive psychology-

R T

prov1de ample evidence that changes Hn. huqan behav1our will

' occuj’on]y when there 1s an understand1ng of the needtfor

change and when there is a comm1tment to that change

i

Hence, theﬁ‘ﬂﬁt 1s crucial not only that the teacher’'s role

as a dynamtc decision maker be acknowledged but that his ?

N ) - . ’ . _f
“involvement in the evaluation process be encouraged ' In

_the final analys1s it would appear that adm1n1strators ‘who

are responslbIe for superv1s1ng the qua11ty of 1nstruct10n

need to become cogn1zant of de01s1on making processes that

-~
are assocmated with effective®* teach1ng
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Implications for Educational Research

. Educational researchers must also face the
implications of this emerging perspectiveyon the teacher as
a dynamic decision maker. . Presently, the research
literature on‘huﬁan‘learnfhg and.hpmanhihformation (
processing in the ed@cational context has only scratched the
surface. However, tKese rich areas are too valuable to
research.onﬂﬁeach1ng and the evaluatlon of teaching to be
1gnored 1f educat1onal researchers accept teachlng as a
process and student learning as a funct1on of .
student - teacher 1nteract1ons. then th1s doma1n seems . a
profitable one to research

As well, the- 1nvolvement of teachers inwstudies‘of

" decision making must be encouraged Educational research

will prof1t from the acceptance of ‘those in the field as
partners in 1nvest1gat1ons of the teach1ng=learning process,
rather than just the subJects ;ﬁgyen that one of the aims
of educat1onal research is to prov1de 1nformationtthat will
ult1mately be used 1n the deve lopment of appropriate ’
pre serv1ce and in-service teacher education programs, then
the 1nvolvement of teachers in “such research is cruc1al
F1nally, the use of’ 1ntrospect1ve'methodologies in
educational research must be encouraged To develop £
conceptuallzat1ﬁns of effectivd teathing behav10urng1thout
deterhining what teachershactually(do inhthe_ciassroo;’is‘to

-
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) .
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ignore rea]i€}q? The valué of naturalistic, exploratory
resdarch in education must not be under-rated; it has the
potential of provid}ng much ' needed information concerning

3
o

Sy

- .

the teaching and learning processes.
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Cothent Analysis -x tem for Lnteractive Demgiong (CA§2 "
The Content Analysgs ‘Systen? for Interactive Doc1s1ons '

was developed spec%facally Yo facvlitate the categorvzat19n . o

of the subJect teacﬁer ﬁant'ef‘active t,hougﬁts concerning her
f’?& S

development of the -CAS 1ts underlymg;natlodale and &the «w/

.

dec1s1on ma‘kmg during the observed lesgons The

. structur-e, haVe been mfluenced greatly by prev1ous syst\ems .

developed by Mar’land (1977) Qonners (1978ab), and ng @
(1979) Howevec, the actual c:ategorles develo‘ped for use in

R

this studv are fqnctwns ?f the: nature of ‘the da_ta c%l leoted o
and have been genératedras a r‘esult of carefufllid"&wma\tioﬂ ﬁ

- Rl

of ‘the st1mulated recall transcripts e . \ .

. ' V u The Data T . ‘F o \
. ' . ) _|\“5 . ’o.
g . The data that were collected and analyzed “in this ”‘

study omgmated from the traLﬁ*scmpts of the st1mu’lated -

. recall interv1ews There were ten such 1nterV1ews and each o

. BT,
L was conducted over a peric&& rangmg from 30 to 55 mmutes"" L e
Y3 e .

Dumng the mterv'ieus, ‘the' teacher viewed the v1deqta_pe

| records of her teachmg 1% the ol:served lesson Nhﬂe ‘f‘{ "T' |
,' v1ewmg the v1deotapes,.v the teacher was lasKed to report her
thoughts and feelmqs/doncernlng the demsions she o )
formulated mcludmg any thoughts and feeli.llps concernlng

" .. . .~ .

A
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f ,4 | the students th classroom or herself . - -
T t.; A Folfgring the teaoher § report of her thaughts and »
R ,
yéﬁ%@g, -® feelings at eﬂch dennsion moment, she was uéually asked s
LA e ’ Y,

questhqns that \elated to, the informatiOn ‘she wasg aware of ..

at the time of the décxsion maKi‘igvand her eWns» form
particurar deci51on actdons chosen. ~-Thus, the data consist s

" b s - .
of mdhe than Just 1nteractiVe thoughts ﬂ”'e. *,“=&’ .

L3
.

»

oo . The Content Analxg sttgm
o > There a&kﬁour distmct steps in the CAS. These

P

procedUP3311ﬂb]Ude ' T, et S

1, The categorization of %he stimulated recall interv1ew -

transcnipt datd- into two distinct types decision - ,

a

fron 3
niwersity of Alberta -

B bi o related and nén dec151on related*dati o
"2.47'he cateqorization of deCIsion iQIated data 1nto two '

‘distinct types 1nteractive and non 1nteract1ve data

,
PO

'f-'l.i'r 3, *The segmentation c# the 1nteract1ve and non interaotiVe
. ,}J&data 1nto units of thought S !

| h}4if The‘@ategorization of thought units 1nto categories that
n reflected the identitied e]éments of interactive :
.“E v ’ ’ . : . ' B
3 SRR [ ‘decqsions. as 1dent1fted,during the analysis. ' 4,-‘~':.

4
]
. e

'fi_?-.' c1§ion Related ggt_ _§ Noh- Qec1§10n Relgted Q__g _hh : '7‘ P
13 t : ; ' De01sion reﬂated data.con31sted of. those thoughts and |
;ﬁujll;; thklu‘peports that. dealt specifically with .the teacher s reports

;, 'Lof her thoughts. fee11ngs ‘and behavaouriythat occurred

o . o o ; S N RO . . .o S e ) N -
- . N . Y e E P ) R e ’
™ N ; . L o . o . - e . . - . . . I L
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‘ ,durind‘the decision moment Non dé%ision reiated data,
 then, consisted of those thoughts and reports that had no
3t 'gg;vance to_the teachar s deczfion mmkinq, Code'as Y
'hOn‘dectsion related data those reports that refer to o “f;
v ;; 4S%utside school activities . o : 1, AN 35.
: . v o . L » ' . :
o Exalees A T L,
i 7 T e re»not 901nq*to have ary’ summer. It’ ll end LA
, that we’ 11 two or hree months of summer. and that will -\
: © _ be theend of it.oeq - oW,
S ' " N‘ .ﬁ‘i’:
B 2 T T My lunches are getting small each ﬁﬁay \ " é e
TR0 4- L TiI'mnot’all that excited abouF t%ﬂs other st y“thatfz:‘
J;w'ﬁ; oo o is beinq done ,;u . I | e
2 'A S rhperhqp‘s yéu!d like to Jo out for dinr\e,j with us. T
TR : - at ‘JiRch time, - Lots of pedple seem -to dash awa to the ) /
ST 4 b xxxxx, which.is’ quite close _ , /o . .
o .5 o S DA .
FSon. o o 5 'av‘
= fSr

. : . . Y
+, . e . LN . ] « w
: 0
1 ’ )

- Code a5 non dedisﬁon related‘data those r »
X . teachEr that relate to cla%sroom activities by& hav !
o - - bq’ring on the dec1sion mmment S .,.ﬁ - R ‘
) ‘ ‘ K . / o -'f v *L '
R ExaMples p;_ R S
e Lo “i-.n‘ ‘ S
BE S o I this ane’ thataﬂark is / ing his: just got ﬂ: -
E e super pyzzled I. guess I -don’ tfknow hether he’s - ally »-;'
b - v ,feeling'your pulse or notij S0 whether /that’s just® a/ R
2 o sideline But it's a rio Qs 1<mean*.1 was really PEENL

__‘A' ] . 7 intrigued L T CoE ._-",‘;‘. . ) / _'. .

/,'."‘ﬁ t T . '

e T TRy i It’s funny to see oﬁrself (on the telev1sion _;ﬁ;g?yf”
T monitor) -and wonder wgq ¥ou re doing, .. L A
ST e O T T
0 F: You-sure can hear*xx - (another teacher) voice-on PR

o N,‘;.there (tblevision monitor), eh? B e T

T Bt xRk (anather teachew)fi;ﬁf Qf;;if]f,'”*3” =
L ffﬂ;“Cover to'Cover » ri .
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library, so our Kids can pick them up and read them
after they' ve seen the program.

Interactive vs Non-Interactive Data .

’

The second step in the.CAS .is to separate the
interactive from the non-intgractive decision }elated data.
ilthough some non-interactive data were usedAaé data in this
study, most were not. ‘ |

In the differentiation between interactive and
non-interactive data,'many clues from the transcripts were
used. Examples of the clues that were used in identifying
in}eractfve data are:

T: I sort of wonderea

I: Can you “tell me exactiz.whatAyou were fnoticing about
the kids? '

T: 1 was noticing that a lot of them were just shuffling
around their papers .

T: 1 sorta felt that the kids were ready.

I': What were you thinking‘at that point?

T: Ah, well I was trying to concentraft® on what Amanda
was telling me

Similarly, many clues appeared in the transcripts that
lightened the task of identifying non-interactive data that

were not coded in the study.
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+ Examples: B S

*

T: 1 think 1 just sort of.glanced ardund again at the
girls

T: 1 don't recall.

»

1.

T: . ... oh, I don't know. 1 just sort of wrote
something down I don't know what it was, though.

* T: Oh, 1 guess I changed my mind.

As previously mentioned, some‘ndn-intenhetive'%ataiwas
coded for use in the study. Again,‘obviou% clues to this
type os data were found in the transcripts. "

Examples: , - ' o j o

T: . . . because earlier in the morn1ng you Know y we'd
sort of gone through this already

T: I find that if they' re really persistent in maKking a

lot of noise~and .
y

T: 1'’ve done this previously, you Know where he's said

he doesn’t want to do-.anything at all

T: You know, 1 find that the less you say . . . it seems

to be more effect1ve

N
In order the assist in the distinguishing of less

obvious interactive and - non-interactive data, a set of
guidelines was’ used. These guidelines were initially
developed by Marland (1977) and refined by Conners (1978a)
and King (1879). As some of the ngn-interactive data
collected in this Study was coded for analysis, these

guidelines required further refinement .

\

.~

R o A N
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Guiaelihe 1. |
Labe! as non-cd.i;. non-interactive data féose reports
of the teacher that referred to behaviours exh{bited that
were d1fferent from those that she might have exh*wted in
d1fferen¢ situations.
Eiamples:

T: You‘Know usually I will ask them- 1f th1s is what
they want to do but [ didn’'t this time.

T: Normally I would have helped her. But we just didn't
have time th1s morning.

On the other hand, label as coded, non-interactive data
those reports of the teacher that refer to behaviours
exhibited that are similar to behaviours exhibited at other
times. _ |

Examples: _ .

T: That's something I usually do .

-T: I Usually ;ery often stt ask’ that Kind of question

to see if the kids are paying attention.

Guideline g.

j S

jndicate what the teacher would have done,
f ]

Reports that
if a student had exhjbited a certein behaviour, are to be
labelled as non-coded )\ non-interactive data.

Examp1e:v¢ .
T: You know, if he hed had his hand up, I would have
asked him. : oo

r
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Label as coded non-irnferactive data those reports that
reveal information about the 'tudent or the lesson and that

had a bearihg upon- the formulation of an interactive

decision. ' i
| Examples: | . . - ’ J/\

T: She’'s a very slow reader, you know, so I thought that
this would be good for her to read.

I1: Why‘did you go on to that? ' "

T: . . well, the author was born there and‘We

—— (—————— A—— ——— —— — S———

d1scussed it xesterday .

Guideline 4.

n-interactive data repqﬁts that

Label as ¢ éd,

indicate the teacher’s bekaviour, efther verba\ Orp

non-verbal, rather‘than the teadher’'s thoughts or feelings.
. ‘ S

Examples: -

T: So, at that point I said, "Sit down; Michael, right
nm. "

Give it to me

T: And I said, "Yes, please do

ion, I Just sa1d h1s name

~

T: And so, ‘as I read the que
to draw h1s attention.

T: . . . 1 accepted hjs answer.
(\3

Note 1. Often reports by'the'teacher of what she said

6E did during the lessoﬁ indicatéd interactive decision$§ and

were valuable in identifying decision moments and elements

of the decisions.
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Statements that reveal what the teacher saw, heard of A e

perceived about the students, the classroom or the lesson

and that have a bearing upon the forﬁu[ation‘of%an “ ;

intéractive decision are to be coded as interactive'qataf
Examples: | .

so he saiq. "I've got it done; I'd like to get

\

, T: . . .
' it marked.™ '
T: . . @ she was jus't,sittin_g_ there . . . y

T: 1 felt rushed. We had such little jrime left.

N4 T. There were a lot of these big ds in the list and ¢
}

didn’t want any more.

: \ ~ Guideline §. ' ' .
g Label as non-coded, non-interactive data, those |
— | /

statements that reveal confusion or uncertainty on the part

of the teacher.

N . Examples:
"‘_ " T: I dont,., . . 1 think I was . . . no 1l don't
remember . ) « ‘
- . e
_ T: 1 guess I was trying to . . . _ : T Y
. " T L}tﬁ!ﬂk-thatﬁ}ﬁght have been .- .
, '.ﬁ,"ﬁ‘ S
- Guideline 7. »‘%{?’ )
a - ’r ot MR

In classifying reports or statements in the trdnscripts
as eithér interactive, coded or. non-coded non-interéctiye,"
the use of contextual clues will be most valuable. When

obvious clues are not to be-found, as in the previo@s

-«
-~

»s
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e —examples, thenmitwmayhbewneeessary—to_examtneftheyltnes~ P

prior.v'or subsequent to t
. . N 4’/
Cogtew investigation.” (

o,
Guidelin sz

When in doubt, clas
0

transcrtpt as non-decision re

statemeht or’qeport under

ify the statement or report in the
Unitization ‘ . . N X .

Unitization the third step in the CAS, 1is the process
of segmenting the interactvve and coded non- interact1ve data
into units of thought or ideas.. Conners (1978a:352) refers
to the unit as "a.remark or series of remarks, which .
expresses aJmore or less complete idea, and serves a
specified function."” \Cohnehs: definition suggests that the
thought unit may be a single\:ord;\a portion of a seritence, ®

1

or an ent]re paragraph so

thought or idea. S ;ﬁ>>£::t} B :
“When indicating a thoug tTunit’ care must bé@ﬁakep to

ensure that it is cJearly del1neated Th1s ma&,be

ohg as it contains a gingle .

dn :
accomp1tshed bg' (a) enclosing the unit 1n'panentheses or
(b) u51ng the "cut-and- paste method ; phys1cally remov#ng
the transcribed unit and placing it etsewﬁere L

¥

I: Were you th1nk1ng of anythtng e/}e you nght have

Examples: (in parentheses)

'done’ .
N T: Well (ya). (I sort of thought well &t at 4 would
Nt quiz him further on it) and -(then 1 dec13 no't to. ) (1

thought, well, that's fine), you know

- M i . N S s ' )\‘

e
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’

a problem in the past with homework) and so on (and he's

usually got it done.) So, you know, (I sort of decided
that's fine), (I'11 just give it 'to him) and . . . (and
not.pursue it any further.) ) .

‘Other speech characteristics that are encounzéred in
the transcripts have been termed by. Conners (1978a:353) as
"filse starts; and "mazes". Thesek-hodever.'are not tb be
unitized, as they do not fali within tﬁe.definition of-a .
thought or idea unit. In Fhe transcripts: these "falSe |
starts” or "mazes" may be dealt with in a number of ways,
Two of thefmostveffective\are: (a) underlining, aor (b)
physically removing the transcribed false start or maze from'

¢ .

the transcript.

Examples of "false starts”: (underlined)
T: 1 was just . . . jUsf getting . . . getting sorta

disqusted with the, you know, uh, (was a little bit
cross at Michael] (and his activities fat the back) .o
T: You know, (rather than just sort of leaving it) and
(say, "Well, that’'s fine"), (I'11 just deal with the
people who are willjng to pay attention) .

LY

- Example of a "maze": tunder 1ined)
5 . - , .

T: (1 was also thinking about the fact that she may have
been counting the zero as one), (rather than going:to
the next point). And so I, if she had been, if she had,

you knows still was confused, I would have gone to the

blackboard) . . . > '
Categorization o o

During the examination of the transcripts of the 10
stimulated recall interviews, each piege of interactive or

coded non-interactive data was examined to determine the

)

N
-
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category into which it could fit.. This process of ¢
categorization is the fourth step of the CAS. However, as

Marﬁand (1977:304) notes, "the distinction‘between the two

stages of segmentation (unitizi

egorization is
cted is best

nderstood in

blurred because the uni

tenms of the categories. n fact, the catggories largely
estéblishfthe unit.” Thus, altﬁough ca(egorization'has been
discussed as a‘Séparaté*procedure, it was conducted
concurrent with thekunitﬁzing.process.

~Each of.the 8 identified cafegorigs of interactive

d 3 . » 13 y » . “ K3
decisions and elements Qf interactive decisions consists of

~a set of thought units that has one og more distinct and -

¢ » . s
descrete characteristics. The 8 categories of interactive

.. decisions and elements of interactive decisions are:

(1) instructional decision, (2) managerial decision, (3)

decision antecedent, (4) decision information, (5) decision®

. alternative, (6) decision rationale, (7) decision feedback

information, ®nd (8) decision congruence.

The fol]owing is'a brief description of the categories
identi¥ied through the use of the CAS. Giveq the nature of:
this study and its purposes, these catégories were

subcategorized.

*
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1. Interactive Instructional Decision
The categdyy of "[nt;ractive Instructional Decision

consists of statements or units in which the teacher'’'s
thoughts are focussed upon the delivery of instructiohal
material or student learning and in which the teacher
mentions the consideration of thoice behaviour.

Examples: (in parentheses)

T: . . they weren’t too sure yesterday and they had

problems with . . . this stuff, so (I thought I would go

back and ask those particular people, . . . that'Were

having problems yesterday.) . . . So with Laura and

Steve, you know, (]l specifically asked them a question

just to see if they were able to understand from

yesterday )

i N A

Care must be taken to ensure that the teacher’® report
menttons'choice behaviour. That is,' the teacher must say
that he/she has indeed made a deliberate choice to implement

N .

a specific action. There are several clues within the
transcripts that will fagilitate the categorizatfon of a

decision. Examples of these context clues ahs;’_"““N

T: So, that was a eonscious decision to do that at that

time ~.

T: . . . but I.thought, well, I'11 just mention it to
them and . . . just sort of remind them of it.

T: . . . and so, as I read the quest1on I just said his

name to draw his attention "

However, other clues from the transcripts must be used

to ensure that choice behaviour was exhibited. Dubing_the

- e
discussion of the decision moment, the.geacher must »sindicate
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that the ch01ce bgg;y our -wa
- ” :—‘;.,‘J\\
* . . N - \&;“ kvi;?,:, E -
2. Interactive Managertal Decision
An “Interactive Managerial Décision" may be révéhled P

by a statement of conscious choice by the teacher to deal

with the behaviours of students that are pérceived to be

dysfunctional, in that'Yhey interfere with or detract from

the learning and/or instructional process. *
Example: Interactive Managerial Decision (in
parentheses)
— :
T: 0.K. . . . I've said it again. (I'd decided that I
would). And then (I thought that I would sit without
saying anything, waiting until everybody settled down) .
~As with instructional décisfbns._manégerial decisions may bé ¥

idﬁzgﬁfied from context clues. Again, caution must be taken
to ensure that the bdhavnour is in response to a perce1ved

behaviour dev:at1on or disruption.

3. Decision Antecedent '
A d;cision antecedent is an event, behaviour-&r &

perception that stimulates the teacher’'s expressed need to
?orm&lqte an interactive decision. n order to categorize
the thought unit as a decision antecedent, the teacher must
also state that he/she formulated a deciéion. as a result of
fhe perceived stimqlus or stimali.

Example: Decision Antecedent (in pareﬁthe§es)

I: Can you tell me what 'is happening there?

‘
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T: Well, he made, you kKnow, I said thank you for puttin?
his book ddwn. and (he said, you' re not welcome
Uh, o.k. At that point | was s rta thinking, now should

I just let it pass and not worry about it or say
something. . . 1 don’t Know why, but 1 decided to

pursue it.

Stimuli that precipitate the formulation of decisions

can be identified using contexual clues Examples of thesg

clues are:

T: . . . when | did that, | noticed that he was chatting .
already . . . o Q o

(24

T: . . ya, she was just sittin@ there and she was
doing nothing . . . ' : )

T: 1 didn't understand.what he was trying to qet at at
all . . . at that particular time he just had me

thoroughly confused. .
‘ v
4. ‘Decision Information = ‘ ) .
' Ty
A piece of decision- information. is a thought unit that

8

focusses upon a piece of data or cue that the teacher uses

P—

in the formulation of an interactive’dec1510n. Caution must
be taken to distinguish a thought unit that indicates
information from that that indicates a decision antecedent

or a decision rationale. An gxépple of decision information

is found below, in parentheses. -
T: (Same old story). (No more books left). Well . .,
you Know, (I still had Michael on my mind) and (I didn’ t s
- particularly have any patience for Audrey at that

point.) Um, so I asked Jennifer if she would, you know,
go check in the other classroom and, . . . (she’'s pretty
good-about doing things Tike that.) (She . . . will

have a good look, if, you Know, there,is a problem or
something comes up. -
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Examples of clues in context that will fadilitate the dl'-
- . ) S~

identification and classification of decision information

, ‘
are: _ o »
' \
.

T: This is what they were looking at . . . \\

S/

© T: .. . and 1 find the kids, you know, draw to the , ‘
overhead . - | |
T: . . . he didn't seem to be confused or'anytﬁﬁng \

\

A
' Each of these pieces of information have a comﬁon

characteristic. Each explains the teacher’s perception ﬁ
without : o o | \
(a) describ1ng it in terms of a st1mulus or '

(b) using it as an explé;ation for a particular decvsion

- 5. Decision Alternative

Label as dec1sxon alternat1ve any tKought unit that:
iq’iéates that the teacher consciously considered another .
choice of action during a decision moment .

Exampie: Decision Alternative (in parentheses)

T: well, I noticed a lot of chatting’ amongst “one ‘another ,
and 1 think they were talking sbout the math itself and . ¥
they . . . seemed . Just sort of puzzled looks on
their faces, so I thought that I would go back and sort
. of br1ng them ‘back and realwze what they were supposed
‘to be- tooking for. . {1 thought on several occasions
of putting the shapes on the overhead, doing it that way
and looking at them.) (I thought about it and then I
sort of hesitated not to.) 1’11 continue with the boock
and see if I can . . . draw their attention from there,

{

1 Those statements that explain the options that occurred

to the teacher .during the 1nterv1ews but not during the

4
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. decisiq: moment are ‘to be labelled non - i*hteracﬂvm w y
n‘n-coded data. The follo@ag exanples e o bq labeiled

" non- interactive non codéd data ‘ Thos

I If certain stude"ts uere still lﬁ/tmlot:
peoblems, or it seqew groq: of them I
. me overhead. .

‘Well, there:wéie
the optign of dtking.&,,es well . ,:.,

N L
wy .

T

/

13

v

‘oo.

qeveral other 's{ﬂ)dents thai l hed‘

'T- . . . it had crossed: my mind garlier in the morning.
just have the kids come up to the overhead and have them

¥ ‘h N
N |4 .

do it themselves e e, oy .‘; LY . ,
. » . y _.'

The followirb thought untt& are to be labe]led a; Dec!sion

L}lternatives - - ,‘ S S

R »

X Bl
[ 2
ve

o1 huq,thought about it at the time hut | decided that

\ I really didn’ t want 'to have a
- and then check to see if it wa right or. wronﬁ*

T RS was going to ask Steven Or Kelly or. someone :" 3

Y .
< ' "'. ':“wﬂ ": #‘

:D¥d you think 6f the photocopytng at ‘the time the

dec1s1on was rﬁade?

T: Yes, I did, = ... .
' out. . I just sort of rejected 1t

-

.

L™
'.. . -:; v; “06 7 "

6. Decision Rationale.

R u.» -~

Each report of a dec1sion that the gteach%r ‘forfwlqted.
;.

with the exceptwn of two was accotrpanied with an-

4 explanat__gwor a reason. The report though to be .
categoru_'ed as a dec1saod rat1male nust be interactive.

explanhtion or rat1onale that 1&rgat§ during the

t sadd no.

interview but not thought during the forwlatlon of the

-

It ‘was Just sort ‘of &eetinﬁ in"ﬁpd

y write it down first

L
o w»!&‘w‘ 5
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decision may not be considered a decision rationale. The

following decision illustrates a dec1s1on rationale.

Exampde: De01s1on Rat1ona]e (in parentheses)

1: Why did you read that out, the instructions?

T: (I . . . sorta felt that I needed the chance to sort

of get M thoughts together) and, . . . 'you know, and

that gave . . . me a chance to sort of think about what

I had planned earlier about what to do, sort of thing.
And at that point, you know, I still . . . hadn’t

\emetionally calmed myself down enough that [ could sort

of think straight . (So I wanted to give myself
the chance just to get organized, get my thoughts
organized). -

0

Decisien rationales may be identified through the use

of several clues found in the transcripts.

7.

Examples: Decision Rationale Clues (under 1ined)

T: . . . and 1 wanted to sort of include him.

T: . just to sort of bring them back and realize .
what they were supposed to be Tooking for. o
T: .. . . to see if she could get that association

across. * i

T: . . that I could see that she was understanding
what: I was trying to get at.

T: . . . because it wouldn’t digllirb the er Kids
Decision Feedback \

L}

Label an’interactive unit as Decision Feedback when it

relates information that the teacher perceived, following

the iimplementation of a decision. The ?ol]owing are

!

examples ofrunits label]ed Decisien Feedback:
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Examples: Decision Feedback (in parentheses)

T: . . . and (then I saw he was ready to go), sort of
thing.
T: . . . after I had spoken to them, I thought they
might ‘have paid more attention but (they were still
talking).

g o
T: . . and (she said yes), (that she’'d like to do it
that way) .

8. Decision Congruence

~

There are no thought ‘units that dihectly indicate
decisioh congruence. Decision congruence may be judged by
the degree of ‘congruity between the teacher's statements of
intent, as demonstrated in the thought units 1nvolv1ng
dec1s1on rationale, and thought unfts concernlng decision
feedback - 1nformat10n

The judgment of decision congruence must be made usfng
cldes found ih'the transcript data. When the tran;cripts ’
reveal units that express positive feedback, the judgment of
congruence may be made. Often, though, there\will be an
absence of units expressing either satisfactiéh or
diseatisf%ction with the implemented decision. When neither
positive nor negative decision feedback information units
are available, the decision actign taken is to be considered
in congruence with the intentfz/?\\ _

On the other hand, when the tramnscripts do not reveal
units expressing negative feedback, the judgement of .
incongruence may‘not'be made. The only occasions that a

{
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such decision may be made will occur when the transcripts

reveal units that indicate negative decision feedback

Y

information.

289
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THE CHRONOLOGY

| interviews.

- The purpose of the c ronol ‘ ., y . irst, it was

|

designed to enable the récording of aﬁparent decision

'mdhegﬁs. so that they could be ea511y referred to dur1ng the

stimulated recall interviews. Second the decxs1on .

chronology was to serve as an 1nstrument by which the kﬂgﬁ*

investigator could compare his ab1l1ty to 1dent1fy ' )

mteractwe ‘decision moments dur1y the obseryation of . the
to 1dent1é) decas1on |

moment s dur1ng the observatloné of her behav1oursa recorded

on’vﬂieo tape.

xe following sample displays five aspects of the"

chronology.” The first two items that are displayed are the

. time that the decision moment was_perceived and the number

of feet into the videotape that the decision moment was
perceived respectj?ely Next, the column labelled
"Observed Behaviours" details the behav1ours of the teacher
at the instant a possible decision moment was perceived and

the behaviours immediately following the.perceived decision

Lo : ‘
¥ .
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point. Fourth, the "Comments" column records the

7H1nvest1gator s thoughts at the- moment the poss1b1e‘ﬁec151on'

(
moment was perceived.

The fifth aspect of the decision chronology is_to be
found in this last column also. During the stimulated
recall 1nterv1ews &he investigator used the chronology to
check hus ability to identify the interactive decisions
while observing teacher behaviour. Decision moments that

‘,
téacher and the investigator are

were identified by both th

marked wi th an astexNsk (¥). in the "Comments” column. As

- well, additional thoughts are recorded; thoughts that the

1nvest1gator recalled dur1ng the interviews.. <\\

Reading Lesson No. 2

W —

\l

<. VTR DESERVED TEACHER

TIME COUNTER/ BEHAVIOURS ' COMMENT
9:45% - 000 Ss return from 11brary - Instructional Decision
Tr: "0.K., let's qu1et1y or pre-planned
" read for a few minutes, . _
‘ please. For five - .‘Preactive!
minutes or so until - ""That's something I
everyone else comes planned earlier."
back." (D?) . =
9:46 009 Tr: Walks around room . - Managerial Decision?
' watching Ss. Looks at : o
Tracey and Holly (ta1k1ng) "M.D.*
Tr: "Tracey and Holly, - Not Satisfied
. .would you please save a
L - your conversation until - .
N Tater?" (D?) ~ ' .




Albcrta

;

v v " ®
' “

OBSERVED TEACHER \\
BEHAVIOURS :

293

tOMMENTS

Tr:
Tr:

’V

~Tr: looks at Tracey-and -

Holly (still talking)
"Girls, please"

"(Girls stopped ta]kfng)

sorts through: papers on.

desk. Continues to watch

Tracey and Holly.

Managerial Decision? -

*

‘M.D.

T

asks Kelly to tell
Laura to come back

- to class from library.

Instructional Decision?
Asking Kelly?
Not Identified.

S:

Tr:

Approaches Tr. about

missing assignment
card from book.
goes to card file
and looks for book.

Instructional~Decision?

Not Identified.

Approaches Tr.
complains of pains.’

: Suggests S. see nurse
“-in afternoon.

Ménagerial Deéision?
~
Not Identified.

, VIR
TIME  CcQUNTER
.9:47 ] 018 _

19:50 | 049
9:50 051
9:51 057

R0 'Tﬂﬁﬁx

Approaches Tr. asks if
lesson started.

: Says yes and thanks

S: for helping in
library.

Instructional Decision?

Not Identified. ~

asks about ass1gnment
in individual reading
program.

: Asks S. to clarify

question (D?).

: explains assignment to
S (D?)

Instruc;ional Décision?»

(a) to seek clarificatior’

(b) to explain assignment:
* R

to explain assignment

»

071

Instructional Decision?

(a) allow student to go to

library?

Not Identified.

froﬂt o% classroom

" to watch T.V. program.
:.gives Ss. option.of

sitthng in desks’ -

Interactive or Preactive?

Preactive
“This is something I
always do" Habit

A

I'4



b Alberte

vy
e w0y
‘\.“\..‘“"’.

294
‘ VIR OBSERVED TEACHER f
TIME  COUNTER _BEHAVIQURS X _COMMENTS
9:53 075 + 1 Tr: "Will you all please - changed mind?
- : -~ - sit at the front? _ 1ntéractive?
- Not Identified
9:53 | 076, Tr: "Please sit down - Managerial Decision?
. quickly, Stan.” (D7) - Not Identified.
9:54 080 Tr: Watching Ss moving - Maﬁageria] Decision?
-1 closer to T.V. x
Tr: "Boys, move back from
the T.V. It will be
o , too loud for you" (D?)
9:54 081 S: ?sks Tr whin books - - Interactive Decision
book club) will arrive. .
“Tr: "When they get here. or reaction? 7
I'm no fortune teller."” - Reaction. "I don't know
“ ' N why I said that."
-~ . "N ) :
9:54 084 Tr: Watching S with piece .
: of paper. - Managerial Decision?
Tr: Asks S to put paper - Not Identified
away. (D?) - :
9:54 086 Tr: Asks S to turn on - Instructional Decision?.
program. _ - tiE3 '
Tr: Listens to program, No; Identified. .
asks S to turn up ' ‘
volume. (D?)
9:55 098 | Tr: Watches T.V., laughs - Interactivg Decision
: . Tr: "Must be a commercial" - ' .
Tri-teaks at S. or Reaction?
Ss: laugh - Reaction!
 9:57 121 | Tr: Looks at 2-5s  -Managerial Decision?
: Tr: "Laura and Sandy" (D?) - girls talking?
*
. 9:58 < 147 Tr: Looks at S drawing - Null?
« with marker, returns . Ses
to T.V. (D7) = Not Identified.
10:00 .| 170 T Tr: Looks at S. - Managerial Decision?
Tr: "Stan, would you give . »
me that, pleaséz Come 2;; ::%gcltgm away:
and sit over here with * ate .
me. "~ (D2
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VIR . OBSERVED TEACHER
TIME  COUNTER BERAVIOURS COMMENTS
10:01 182 - 'S: Ask}xizﬂfor permission - Interactive Decision
. to worX“on assignment .
\ during T.V. program. or Reaction?
“.Tr: "No. That's homework. - Reaction!
Please sit down." (D?)
N G ]
10:08 | 263 Tr: “Jennifer, will you | - Instructional Decision?
g come here please? i . .
TN Asks S to find book < | - Choice of Student? =
__“/" from 1iBrary. (D?) - getting boq& - preactive’
" * choice of studer
10:08 270 Tr: Begins discussion of - Instructional” Decisions?
' - .T.V. program. . .
- Tr®Directs 3-Q's to (a) gtz;g tgﬁ
students (D?) ‘ o
- " -"I'm not aware of apy
. T e reason why os€ those
1 students. _
10:09 274 Tr: Begins to form statement - Instructiondl Decision?

of purpose of T.V.
program.
. - falters on words.
S: Continues with Tr's
statement.
Tr: Motions S to continue.

(a) choice of words?
(b) acceptance of S?
- Not Identified

- "I wasn't aware of
doing that. I wonder
where my mind was."
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" LESSON SYNOPSES

C

| bverview . ,

The follow1ng are synopses of each of the observed
lessons that were focussed upon during the stlmulated resaII
1nterv1ews Ten lessons were recorded on videotape and
these wereosge recall stimuli. These lessons included, 3
mathematics, 3 reading, 2 spell1ng, 1‘grouo discussion,,and
1 language arts ‘¥essons. ; .

- Each synoosis has beén organized into 7lseotions: (a)
Style, (b) Lesson Topic, (c) Instructional Mode, (d)

Organization of Students, (e) Position of Teacher, (f) Pace

~of the Lesson, (g) Mood of - the Lesson, and'(h) Time Period

of'the.Lesson. Each of these sections contains a shor t
: « y .

summary.

e cw—

Lesson Mathemati cs #1 : -

Stxle Whole Group Instructlon
Lesson ng'c Introduction to Fract10ns

Instruct1onal Mode: Teacher lectur1ng quest1on1ng of.

< students, use of overhead pPOJector..1nd1v1dua1 seat work.

0rgan1zat1on of Students; Seated at desks; due to‘shortage'

of texts, some'students sal in pairs.

Position of Teacher: Sitting\at front of room‘on chair.
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\‘\
\
‘\be51de overhead projector

}g__ Woderate . ../

L]

N335 Minutes.

X:T Lesson: Mathematics #2

»

"Stxle: Whole Group Instructiop

Lesson gg1c Review of Fractions

: Moderately relaxed with pePlOdS of tension.

298

Ingtructiongl Mode:\gpestioning of students; individual seat

work. -

v

Organization of Students: Seated at desks; due to shortage

of texts, some studenté sat in pairs.

Positibn a* Teacher: Sittihg on chair at front of room.

Pace: Rapid ' »

Mood: Tense . ’

Time: 43¥Minutes.

NOTE: During this lesson, a coder 1nvolved in another

research prOJect was in the classroom observ1ng the

teacher s behav1ours

PN

‘Lesson: IMathematlcs #3

-

‘Style: Whole Group Instruction

.

Lesson ngic:‘Fractioné--review; Factors.ef Whole

Numbers . R :
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nstrggtiong ‘Mode: Teacher question@_gAQf;ggydents:,“
ind¥vidual seat work. . . -

f”.

-

] - organf®ation of Students: Seated at desks.
| Position of Teacher: Sitting on table at front of room;
occasionally gdipb,to chalkbo@rd to record student

o ) o
} .
. answers.

" Pace: Moderate | .
Mood : Modgrately'reiaxed'with periotls of tension.
: Time: 46 Minutes. . ' : : —

T , . ' | _ R
. _ . Lesson: Reading X1 -

gg : Whole Graup'lnstrucfkon
Lesson Topic: Literature Appreciat1mn _
Instructional Mode.'Viewlng ;eleVISth program

- "Cover-To-Cov q ' program on\llterature apprec1atlo&

I3

Position of eachg “Sitting in student’s desk.

‘ | Orfanization of Students: Seatpd oor in front of
? . televisi ) . S 4 :

';'Pace. Slow.

~  Mood: Relaxed

. Time: 25 Minutes.
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~ . .. . _lesson: Reading #2 : _
g | ,,,
§;xlg Nhole Group. Instruction ~ @
.‘L_ggg_ Topic: Introduction to_ Unit “Eric the breat” -
Vocabulary Building. e .
nstrgctigg Mode Teacher questioning‘of students;
discussion; teqcher reading orally to stggents(: '
Organization of Students: Seated at desks. ) gh"gf
Position éi Teacher: Standing at front of room. |
Pace: Rapid L
Mood: Tense i

ljgg:‘33 Minutes. ‘ ‘

eLesson: Reading #3

v

',§Lxlg Nhole Group Instruction

Lesson gg'c Dral Reading--Reading Con'prehension
‘Instructional Mgg_ Oral read1ng (students and teacherr

discussion.
¥

Organxzat1on of Students: Seated at desks and on. floor

"~ in front of teacher.

Position of Teacher: Sitting at front of room on chair.
Pace: Medium h

? 1]

Moderately relaxed with ggriéds of tension
35 Minutes.

PR

.

\
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Lesson: Spelling #1

Style: Whole Group Ins(rgction.
Lesson Topic: Syllabication and Vocabulary Extension
’I;strgctional Mode: Teacher questioning; individual seat
. work . '
l{ grgani;étion of Students: Seated at deski.
| Position of Teacher: Pacing at front of room.
R Pace: Rapid |
i Mood: Tense.
é:g Time: 35 Minutes.
< o
:g ﬂg;g: The'ieacher Was'coqgcious of noise coming from the
: §?~ ' next classrqom. Dyrfng the lesson she made frequent
i ‘ - _ references to that noise.
é x | | Lesson: Spelling #2
b A",.'“ 3 Style: Large Group Instruction; Individual Activity
j ) ¢ Lesson Topic: Finalfbiétation--Spelﬁing Unit e
;: Instrgttional'Mode: Teacﬁer~djctation of week's spelling
‘_E' '  B words;_qﬁestioning students on correct spelling of
¢ : words. -

Organizatioﬁ of Students: 22 students seated at désks; 6
B ., , ﬂ et

students involved in individual activities.

‘Positfon of Teacher: Sitting on table at from of room.

L
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Time:

32 Minutes.
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fthe s tudy 1nto the new year. In August, 1979 the

305

EXPLANATION FOR THE CHANGE IN STUDY DESIGN
_ o R T e T

Original Design

This study was originally 'designed. to explore a
teacher’’s interactive decisioh haking at two'différent
times-in'the school year: the Spring and the FaJi. The
reason for this two stage data collection was to |
determine if there were any differences in interactive
decision making at these'ttmes.hAWhen the subject was _

initia]ly'approached wi th this proposal, she accepted it

without question. At this t1me the teacher was

informed that, although she was be1ng asked to maKe a

ccmmitmen\%of her. time, she cou ld w1thdraw from the

‘~study at ahy tihe, if she felt uncomfortab]e‘or'if she

&

could no longer jfmmit the time to which she earlier

At the close of. the f1rst round of data co]lectlon -

May, 1979 the teacher was. asked if she w1shed to . o

ccht1nue with the second round of data collection, to

tcommenceaonithe first day of the new schooi'year,

September, 1979. The teacher agreed to cont1nu1ng w1th

%w
teacher was,aga}n contacted, th15 tlme to arrange a time

for her and the thvestigator,to meet and d1scuss_the

°
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‘second round of data collection. At this time, the |

] 0 : .
teacher expressedlher concern about continuing with the
study and requested that she not'be involved any
further. It was at this point that the study design was

altered. : ’ .ok

Explanation for the Change
In an attempt to discern the reason for the -
teacher’svreluctance to continue with the second round .

of data collection, the inVestigatorhsought andyreceived

- ‘Kelp from a research officer with the Centre for

Research in Teaching (CRT), University of Alberta. This
A 4 : : ,
researcher conducted an informal interview with the

teacher in the Fall of 1979. The'purposes of this

-1nterv1ew were to (a) determ1ne the reasons for then

teacher’s reluctance to cont1nue with’ the study and (b)
determine the teacher’ s.perceptjons of the study as.ﬁt.
was conducted and of the'interact}ve style of’thesstUdy'
1nvest1gator ~‘ | ". ,

| In order to ma1nta1n the conf1dent1allty of the
teacher, the researcher from the CRT did not obtain a
verbat1m record of the 1nterv1ew with the teacher but-
did recreate the.ma1n issues discussed in the 1nterv1ew

and did record perceptions that she'hadtconcernjng'the,

4

teacher 'S comments made during the 1nterv1ew The

follow1ng is a summary of those 1ssues and percept1ons
s/ . .
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. Explanations..

“stlmulated recall 1nterv1ews.

- .\,)\ . -
S L 30?

During the last month of the 1978-1379 school

“year, the teacher exberienced both personal and

‘professional difficulties These had negat1ve )

1nfldences upon her views of teach1ng and her views .of
herself as a teacherﬁ Thus, towards the beginning of
the new school year, the teacher wanted to develop what
she perceiued\to be a more healthy classroom climate,
with as few outswde 1nterrupt1ons as - poss1ble ,'If‘was

with these thoughts 1n m1nd that she reluctant]y removed

-herself from the study.

However 1n the 1ntervtew with.the CRTVresearcheV"

the teacher stated that she had enJoyed her 1nvolvement /2/'nw

 with the ‘study. She cla1med that 1t was a valuable Ny

1earn1ng exper1ence and that she would recommend such

"1nvolvement to others As well, she felt that the study

| '1nvest19ator exh1b1ted an empathet1c styiefthat

encouraged her to feel comf and easy dur1ng the
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P 302

Pace: Slow
Mood: Relaxed
Time:

40 Minutes.

Lesson: Group Discussion

Style: Whole Group Discussion

Lesson Topic: Decision Tree - Discussion of Topics of

Interest to Students - Prison an8 Rehdbi]itation.

Instructional Mode: Discussion; teacher questioning;

Organization of Students: Seated at desks.

Position of Teacher: Sitfing on chair at front of room.

Pace: Moderate

:

Moderately relaxed with periods of tension.

48 Minutes.

3

Lesson: Language Arts

- Style: Whole Group/Instruction; Discussion

Lesson Topic: Pronouns--use in sentences.

Instructional Mode: Teacher questioniﬁg; discussion;

individual seat work.

Organization of Students: Seated.at ‘desks.

Position of Teacher: Standing at front of room; Seated

on chair at front of class.& - ’ 3 ¢
Pace: Moderate S e

Mood: Relaxed



