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t  Teachers' thoughts and decisions are the focus of studios currently

' -undor way at Hichibqn State Univcrsity s Institute for Research on Teachr .

. S i

ing (IRT). The IRT foundud in April 19?6 with a $3 6 million grant from
the National Institute of Eduration, has major projects investigating
teacher decision-making, including studies of reading diagnosis and reme-

diation, classrogm management strategies, instructien in the areas of lan-

3

o
guage arts,_;eading and mathematics, teacher education, teacher planning,

effccts of external pressurcs. on teachers' decisions, and tcachers' percep-

-

tions of student gffeé:. Rascaréhers from many different disciplineé co-
opcruée in IRT reseérch. In addition, pubilic sch;ol teachers gg;kﬁgz }RI'.
as half-time collaborators in sesearch, helping tn 6&signfﬁﬁawp]dn studies,
collect &atu,'qnd'analy;e restlts. The Institute publishes research reports,

conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a frze yuarterly newsletler
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e ‘ ’ An Overview of Research on Teacher Thinking
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Three Studies of Teacher Piannins o .

‘ : : : L
+ Christopher M. Clark and Robert J. Yinger2

. -

L 4

&
Behavioral.Scientist$ have long been fascinated by the question:
What makes a good teacher? Many variations of this basi&.question occur

in the literature of teachgr-effectiveness research. Behaviorists ask

which teacher behaviors are systematically and causally related to student

achievement. Researchers on the psychology of personality ask which
personality,types arée highly correlated with neasures of teaching -
effectiveness. Aptitude-treatment interaction reeearchere ask what
types of instructional treatment are most effectire with\different
types of students.

<he many forms ofgthe ;eacher effectiveness question have a few
feetures'in common, %irst,.the research objective is to discoger "laws"
about the relationship between teacher behavior and student echievement.
Reseerchers expect .these lews to Be appiichble over a wide range of

circumstances. Secdnd, -the there s an egghasis on observahlg behgvior;____ ______

particularly that of the teacher. Third, ‘teacher effectiveness researchera
tend to separate the act of teaching into many component parts or L
_ rariablee&for analysis. Hest experimentei deeigns permit examination of
only a. very few of these variables in any singye etudy Finally, the |
N

generally accepted criterion for validity of research findings 4s the

replication of\those findings in subsequent research etudies.

- I

-1Paper pres ted to the Ameriren Educational Resaarch Association,
San Francisco, 197 4

-

2Christopher E.\Clark is Prejewt coordinator Eor IRT's seacher Planniné
Study. Robert J. Yinger, a former IRT research associate, i4 an assistant

_grotnnaor in the Collage of Educacion at the University of Cificinpati. = -
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Researchegs have lea;nediaigreat deal from the.varioué.foéms of

teaching effectiveness research. Teacher effectiveness researchers
" have described classroom interactipn systematically and’ioﬂgreat detail.

: , _ - \\
These descriptions document the;great natural variation in what teachers

do, and training experiments reveal a great.deal about how to change and -

shape this -teacher behavior. But multiple studies of a few teacher : ’

]

behavior variables have turned up inconsistent results, and no géneral

laws have emerged.

. . ' . [) ) . ’ % L]
Yet despite‘this situation, many teaching effectiveness researchers - .

-]

temain undiscouraged. Attempts have Been made to re-interpret this body

of literature using statistical techniques such as meta-analysis (Glass,

/1976; Peterson, 1979), in which the results of many different studies of’

: oatenaibly the same variables are combined to permit more general-and

global conclusions than are possible from individual studies. Others

“

(e.g., Brophy & Good, 1974) advocate great%r scphistication in classroom

, observation instruments, including the tracking of :  'ividuasl students

in their interaction with teachers. §Still others suggest'that experimental’

El

rather than correlational research will sort out the causal links r

'between teachef behavior and atudent achievement (Gage, 1978). The

[

toad

teaChIng cffectiveness ‘research going on today ‘is far more sophisticated

than studieg conducted d<ive or 10 years ago.

-

-4
Other researchers on teaching have responded to the disappointments -

- of teaching effectiveneds research in a different_way.'IInstead“of

. advocating :efihement of: the well-established toois of obaervatioﬁ and

analysis. these reaearchera have changed their basic queation. Rather N
than asking "What worka?" or "What works with whom?" this new school of

thought asks "ﬂhat.is happening Here, and why?"* The goal of this resesrch’

. ) s v ’
i L
* ; . y O — ) . ,‘ , I
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“thought to -occur in the teacher's mind that organize and direct his or
, - _ o

" ‘her béhavior. The implied model of teaching is that the teacher is a

. investigate and make sense of teaching and iearnins. But it is nmot too |
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is understanding whg‘teaching!is as it is, This work 1s kncwn asthe

co ‘:itive information~processin3 approach to’ researcn on teaching (NIE,
Note 1), and also :efgrred to a8 researca on teacher thinking. (For

a review, see Clark & Yinger,'1977.) These researchere hepe that by _
looking at teaching as it is, tﬁey can achieve a more satisfying and

. . 2 N
useful understanding of*the forces that shape life in classrooms. .

1t is much too early to-tell whether the cognitive information-

proceheing approach will&proée'to"be'e nowerful andrueefcl-way to
N -
soon to describg the ways' in which research on teaching has changed as
a result of a shift in the basic question being asked, These changee are

summarized below.

Research Topics. and Sites

In the cognitive, informaticn-processing approach to research ony’

teaching, there is a great deal of interest in basic psychclogical processes

. rational and intelligent individual faced with a very complex situation.

- The way that a teacher or any other rational agent deads with complexity

-t

is to simplify it in some ratioﬂal and adaptive way. In the language of
cognitive psychq}ogy, the teacher entei's a complex task environment and -
simplifies it dy defining some emall pert of it as the problem space
within which he or -she will work. The basic psychological precesees

that affect how a teacher eiﬂplifieé a task envifonment include Judgment;

decieion_making, ettenticn, and short-tcrm and long-term memory. Most ..

. A

& : ~—
of these basic processes heye been investigated in the psychology laboratory,
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.ite various forms is the information prOEeeeing that

P —

but none'nave been thoroughly Studied in realistic and cofplex-educational

A -
settings. : .

Besic_ﬁbYchological processes, like teacher judgment and decision

waking, do not operate'in a"vacuum, Researchers using the cognitive

¥

information-processing approaﬁh must attend to the psychological and
eéological context in which bhsic processes are embedded. The psychologi-

#al context for teecher judgme-t and-décision making is made up~vf the

teecher'e implicit theories, beliefs, and valnES about teaching 3“9

learning. The ecological context ingcludes all of the resources, external
- Lo - - y

"circumstances, administrative requirementS. etc., that limit, facilitate,

Lg
-

and shape teacher and student thgusht and action.

”~

In looking for naturally-occurring circumstances in which basic

psychological processes and implicit thecories might be seer in action,

resea;chers have bzen led to investigate the psychology of teacher planning.

L

In the various kinds of planning that teachers do, there are opportunities
to study how their thoughts are translated into acﬁion\inﬁéﬁe,clessroom.

This research has also led to long overdue attention to the so-called

"empty classroom” as‘OPPosed to the active classroom populated with

&

-

teacher and students.

" Another site for research on teaching besides teacher planming in
X  TE

occurs 3urihg classroom interaction. Thig line of research en teacher~
interactive deEision making is concerned with how, and under what condi-

‘tions, teachers decide to modify or abandon a course of instruction

*

while it is under way. 'Researchers seek to understand, among other
¢

thinge, what the vital signs of the classroom are that teachers monitor

and use to organize, guide, and maintain the learning environment.

I\j
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®  .Finally, researchers on teacher thinking'tend to choose relatively
- * ; - -~

oﬁgn'kindﬂ of task as promising research topics. For example, in our

research on teacher planning (Clark & Yinger, in press),,it seems more

profitable to study teachers as they plan for tqgching ereative wri%ing— —

than to.study planning for teaching reading or pathematics. In “the

a;Rhol séttings in which we do our research, reading and mathematics

curricula dre largely prescribed and-embodied in coﬁmercially ﬁréduced

. . -

materials and learning systems. Teacher plauning is largely eliminated
by the publishers and authors of these Bystems. In contrast, very little -

curriculum material is available to support the teaching of writings IQ

such an open situation, we have an opportunity to observe a wide range

Y

of teachers' cognitive behavior as they plan, elaborate ideas, try thea

out mentally, implemen: activities in the classroom, and revise, reject,

L ' )
or transform the activities into routines.” Teacher tasks that are not
séverely ;ongtrained by habit, prescribed materials, amd proceﬂhres

A

pgovide the most rromising opportunities for the cognitive iﬁ%ormation-

processing approach.

Methods of Research

- - — ————

. The cognitive information—processing approach to research on teaching

+

is generally concerned with the mental processes that are thought to

L

o underiieﬂbéhavior. For this reason, teachers' self=reports of their

thought process often constitute the main source of data (see, for example,

Bﬁssis; Thittenden, & Amarel, 1976; Morine & Vallahce, Note 2; Peterson

& Clark, 1978; Yinger, Note 3). Teachers' self-reports have been
. 4

obtained by interview and questionnaire methods,-JOurnal

‘keeping, "think aloud" procedures in which a teacher is asked to verbalize

- g o ko,

g



. 8ll©of his or her thoughts end déhisioqe'as they take place, and by e

e VR
'

“'stimulated recall," 1n which teachere are shown a videotape or other

record of their behavior and asked to rehall and recreate the, mental

W e v . -

processes that were taking place at the time the record was made.

L4 e Y
. In additiom to teacher self-reports of various kinds, observation

* . * . » ¥

'is an important method of investigation in this approach. Observations S
. B .

. of two generai types aré employed' (1) -participant observation, ‘in

- t

-which the observer°participates in and becomes a part of the social’

phenomenon being studied, and (2) non-parficipant observa:ion, "in which

the observer attempts to Be as unobtrusive and object;ve as possible.
. . M L]
In the case of participant observation, a techniqge‘borréwed from -

A}

. anthropology, the researcher ettempts to enter the subject's fr of
reference to understand more completely the mental proceeses and the

relation between these mental processes and actiog. Non—psrticipant

observation has been used to compare and con;fest teaching activities

"‘that are planned with those’ that arehectually carried out. 1Usuallyt"
» ' \ - .
- . 4 . .
' ‘ non-participant observation is paired,with one or more of the teacher selff-

report techniques desg;ibed above.

L]

In addition to teachers' aelf-reports and various kinds of obeerVItion

techniques, resgarchers on teacher .judgment and decision making have borrowed

]

methods from the psyéholugical laboracory, esﬁecielly policy~capturing

techniques using the lens model of Egon nmnsﬂck"(ﬁmoﬁd. 1971; Rappoport

& Summers, 1973). Attempts have also been made to write computer programs
5]
“y. ., that model the decision-making behawior of teachers and expert_;gadins

dingnesticians (Vinsonhaler, '"Note 4). "

In-general,'the methods used {n research on teacher thinking are phe=

nomenological in nature. The teacher and the researcher often find themselves,



atting &s thei: own 1nstrumantl !hnrn are !cu tceognizad tusts of thu SRR

validity or reliability of’ these procedures and techniQues. - The methods taan -

-

to have a persaasive faca validity, especially to experienced practitionerl.' ™

r . .

But much vork remains to be done in developing, standardizing, and‘improvins'

these tools,for learning about the mental lives oE teachera.

- . [ <

ie' Nature of the Results L

. < follows from thé questions asked‘ problems thestigated and methodé
‘used {n research on teacher thinking that the results of this work will be

primarilyddescriptions -~ descriptions of teachers': thoughts, theories,
\

decisions, and deliberations. Researcherl on teacher thinking do not search N
for general laws of human behavior and be;gaior change. Rather, the main

benefit of describing the mental lives of teachera will be a set of

concepts useful for thinking about, organizing, and making s@nse of the

. -
—
- . - " -

classroom world. This work could be called "conceptual research" rathér
" . e Y

- e
—

. \ ' . - -
than decision-oriented or conclusion-oriented research. : e

- e

AT -
This line of research, in addition to defining and creating concepts \Hhaﬂf

useful for understanding teaching, produces portrayals of the formerly
. S

hidden or incoﬁSpicudus aspegts of teachers' professional lives. ‘Teaching
has beenscharacteriZEd'BQ an isolated pfofessiont particuiarly for teachers
in sé}f-contained classrooms. Much of what is truly profesaionai'in a.
teacher's life is a private process_of aPplying theoretical knowleége to
particular cases,'préél?ms, and,aituaf;ona. The classroom observer sees
only-the"results'of these private profééaional delibefatioﬁh, p;: a more
publié descriétion of the thdught processes that ﬁndgrlie,te;chgr behavior

might serve to uniffzthe profession and provide a basis and forum for

professional cosmunication.
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T . Another effect of research on.teachex, thinking -is to foster more e Lo
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e f ~  colleglal relationghips'bEt“eé“ teachers gnd researchers-‘,;hﬁ’ﬁﬁavy depen~ .

-
- -

.dence on teacher eelf-reporte in much of this research requirea and supportn

1 this qoLlegiality. A’ new/respect for the"wisdom of the practitioner f011998

from the aasumption that whaf goes on in classronma is % rationat product

of teacher decieion-naking and planning.. Individual résearch etuQiee wili

‘ - . mére-likely inveet{gate topics and questcions that geiate'to the needs of -.-*-4)

3 > . g . : T o .. -
\\ ‘ ~ practicing teachers when teachers are involved as ‘colleagues in the endéavor,
[y “' ) .5 - . - -

Lo ‘. This should help to cloee the gap between reaearch and practice and to increase
. 0 »- *

oo the credibility of the éducafiopal research community among practitionere._
N\ . Finllly, the précees ‘of doing reaearch Qn taaehe' thinking holds the

promise of joining formerly separate and indépendent communitiee

5\ of reeearchers and bodies of reseaych. For example, research on teacher -
jwj' _‘planning has brought together many of the concerns and iasuéa that hawe‘
" been eeparately p;rsuedpby reSearchers on curriculum, researchers on instruc-

« & / !

tion, and researchers on classroom management LAslone curriculum theorist

.recedtly said about research on teacher-thinking "It is encouraging that we

-

~ may yet learn not only how, but why, teachers translate curriculum programs"
[ \\\ .
TS f(Weiss, 1977,kp 277). The concerns of reeearchera on instruction and teacher
' ¢ -~ ~ @ ' N . ?
- behagior and those of researchers on curriculym and materials all come

.

| - togerher\in-the minds of teachers as theyhmake the nlane. judgments, and

d ‘ - decisions that'éafde_their beharior. Indeed, the thinking‘of teaché:; may -]\:
3 be theﬁatrateéic reeearch topic™that yields the first practicaf thegry of

S instru;tion. ‘ m‘?\\ " a B . ~ v

e
.

Planning for Inetruction:
: A Strategic Site for Research on Tedcher Thinking

For our‘purposes. we define planning as a process of preparing a frame-

« work for guiding teacher action, a proceea-atrongly oriented toward
’ \‘l - I - ‘ N " : I ‘n ’
ERIC® .-~ -~ . | . | .




PR pnrticular action rather than, say, knowledge or.self-development. In U
-_ I - . “,‘.—f R ) -
" this view; the plsnnins procens involvag. toachar thinking, decision; S

=making, and judgment. The résearch dancrihad here 13 concerned primarily

. . _':f

with teacher plannins for instruction.. . | T ‘ N -

'-. _ . Thg/study of teacher planning is _8n important research topic for four - .

reasoné. First, teacher planning is a promising,site for the study of

teacher thinking qnd!tho relntionahip between thought and action in . : ;

teaching. Prior rasearch (e. .8s, Peterson, Marx, &. Clark 1978) indicates C .
. that teachers are morﬁ ahle to ' talk about their thoughts while planning
rfor instruction than to«recall their thoughts while aCtuaily engaged in

. _ instruction. Second, teacher planning is & topic of concern to’ practitioners.

. Teacher preparation time increasingly appears as an item in teacher -cont

tract negotiations. Furthermore; informal conversation with teachers " .

* N - " .

and educational adminiotrators.indicatea a conviction on their part.that’

]
L]

iplanning for%insrruotion is- 2 very important aspect of thelr work. Third,

the study of teacher plannipg.mﬁy serye‘as a window to thé pedagogical

ideals of teachers. In describing plans'for‘é legson, week, unit, or

[ L J‘, i

VS terﬁ,-anh in Eonﬁaring the actual’ implementation of a plan'éith the

L * B ’ . - -
v

‘hlanned and hoped for scenario,’ teachers may provide researchers with -
- ' ’ C . . L

g ", valuable insights sbout their implicit theories of'teaching 3ndfiearning ©

L]

and the criteria)énainst which they evalnate théin own and'other teohhers'

performancé. Fourth, rﬂsuarcﬁ on teacher planning offers ‘the possibility
o of linkigi'research on. curriculum and research on teacher behavior. These

* two .bodies of research have developed relatlvely independently ‘of oné

J—
*r - -

- C o / - another, and heither spproach has had the dfamatic impact on 1mprovement T
. of ?raptice pnhe hoped EQFK' ht is our conviction that by atu?ying fow :
s consideration of'curriculum and inotructional performance sre brought ._4’,/7
JI -

‘s o together in- rhe nind of s, teacher during planning, we may be ahLe to

R

. ¥ . - r . o ) re - -
Q . i . . . . *‘) .
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bridge the gap and eventually ‘have a poiitive impact on the‘practicefof T,

teaching.

Research Qhestioné

2 review of the literature on teacher planning will not be presented

here. A recent review by Clark and Yinger {(1977) indicates that .

' teachers, when planning, do not seem to foliow ghs linear model that is

often prescribed ;n teacher training and curriculum\ planning. In
particular; the tea;hers studied did not begin or gui&e their planning in
relation to clearly specif{ied objecti;es o; goals. Ratﬁer. teacher
planning seems td'begin with thé content to be taughtfapd considerations

about the setting in which teaching will take ﬁlace. Tﬁe.focus thex

-

shifts to student involvement as a process ijecfive. The‘activity, rather .

than :ﬂe objective, seems to be the unit of planning. The mudel'dévelééed
by Y}ngér {Note 3) furthar proﬁoses that. planning can be Viewed ag the.u
progressive elahoratipn of a‘major idea, in contra<t to the developmgnt of
a number of alternatives and selection of the optimum alternative f rom

this set. Yinger also theorizés that the nature of the planning process

changes as a function of time in the natural history of the échool year.

*That is, Planning in September may be a rather different procgss from

ﬁlanning in March.

Our review suggests that research on teacher planaing should focus
' Ty ’ '

~on more representative £16¥d studies of the blaﬁhing process to‘cqmplemeﬁt

-

description and analysis of teacher planninz in highly cqntrolled"labératory
gettings. Beyoﬁd this,'éhere is élneed Lor re?earch on the psychotogy of
plsnningi as well as description of the plnnning‘process.. At this time,

we know very little gbout why teachers plah, how teacher planning behavior

changes with experience, and whether individual difference variables in

¥

-
—
¥

A —1‘L
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. e

fluence the quantity and style of teacher pllhniné. Finally, there is a

need for research on the relationship between teacher planning and subse-

i

quent action. This last research topic is perhaps the most promising point
of contact betweenlresesrch on teacher thinking and teaching effectiveness. -
it 1§ here that the outgomes of planningr both in terms of organizing cla&g;.

room interaction for "the.teacher aad in influencins student involvexent

and léarning can be geen.

The research questions that guide the research described and pro-

posed hére can be grouped under three major headings: the hgw of teacher

planning, the why of teacher planning, aud the relationship betwean. teacher

planning sad teaching effectiveness.

1

The How of Teacher Planning -

To answer the questioh "qu‘du teacherswplan?" we require dedcrip-
tions of both observable teacher behavior and teacher thought processes
while planning. We are }nterested in the amcunt and distribution ofléime
spent planning, settings in which planning takes place, the types of plan-
ning engaged in (bogh as to scope of the plan, such as yearly or daily;
and as to the differenpea-betéeen planning of iesaons for the first

-

time compared with revising énd adapting ‘previously taught materjial),
T .

variety of the forms that plans take, resources used by teachers, sources

of ideas, differences in planning related to different subject matters and

differences in the focus of plaqniﬁg‘(e.g.; focus on teachér verbal behavior

" compared with focus on'student activity or teacher physical movement). In

exploring the psychology of planning, we need to know morﬁ about the psy- °
chological processes that tesachers use while planning. How do Jjudgment,

visualization, memory, and ftolerance of uncertainty contribute to teacher

planning? How do teachers vary in thé number and variety of factors taken T

-

- . ...‘.' o .lf:;
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into account during planning? What roles do student.charécteristics play
in teacher planning? Sociological factors such as teacher rolée definitiom,

institutional press, peer ‘expectatioms, and administrative regulations

can also ke hypothesized to shape and 1imit teacher planniamg behavior.

-

The Why of Tedcher Planning
In addressing theAQUeationw"Why do teachers plan?”" we are intetestedﬂ*

both in teacheté' motives'andwgoals {(internal influences on fghchet planning)

and external factors that influence teacher planning. -Hypotheses we

have entertained cdncerning teacher motives and goals.fot-pianuing include

, the reduction of anxiety, insuring equitable treatment of all étudentg.

-

compositioh of “a smooth script for action, increased subject-matter mastery,

conformity. to teacher role expecfationa. and compensation for the isolation .

- :

af the gelf-contained classroom. What other motives and goals may lie

4

behind teacher planning? What 1nd1v1dﬁé} differences exist in the mixed
and tglativé emphases of these motivations for planning? Among external
influences on teacher planning, we have considered curriculum matetia}g,

classroom and school organization, administrative requirements,

—_—

t

acgoqntability systems, and preservicé and 1nsetv1ceIQtain1ng. In

L]

what ways do these and other external factors influence the "amount and
kinds of teacher planningé What are the consequences d¢f not planning or

of pdor planning? And how do the forces that influence and motivate

¢

teacher planning interact as the school year ptégrésses and the classroom’s

»
-

-

social system develops?

Teacher Planiing and Teaching Effectiveness . .

In tﬁis third focus of our research we are concerned both with teacher f
« effectiveness in planning as an end in itself, and é{ph the effect® of teacher

planned classroom behavior on student outcomes. What criteria do teschers use

) . - .
L
P -

A 2 -
"‘,"-...‘“: . - . ! j a [




for judging the completenees of a8 plan? What are the differences, in
. | the eyeo of teechere, between good plans and adeisate plans? 'Wﬁat is
important to know before entering the classroon? what:part go‘teacner
expect&tions about students play? What is the relationship of 3 plan
to subsequent interactive teacher thoughts and actions and, throuéh

teacher actions, to effeets on gstudents?

5 | -
. Iﬁnghree Studies

\

Three separate but related studies of teacher planning were con-
ducted during the 1977-78 school year. Each study represented a different

approagu to investigating how teachers plan for instruction and what

péychological proceasea operate in their planning. .In addition, these

- three studies were designeo to validate and elaborate;the model of

teacher planning proposed by Yinger (Note 3). 'We hope t?at these three

)

’
L 2 S

crgtudies constitute the*beginning of a geries of teacher planning studies

that will investigate more fully each of ‘the facets of Yinger's model,
The three studies were: (1) a8 survey of teacher planning practices

(2) 8 laboratory study of teacher judgment in planning, and (3) a field study

~

. of the relationship between teacher planning and teacher implementation of
- $ o -

instruction..- These studies are described in turn below.

~

t

o

Th
L]

Survey of Teacher uPlanning Practices

L

The primary purpose of the survey was to deenrine how elementary

teachers in general vienptﬁe process of planning.l Teachers described the

1

‘various kinds of planning’they engage'in,'the éonaiderationa and constraints

| ‘ that affect their planning, and the reasons for which they engage in planning
at various leVels from yearly planning to d&ily planning They ansvered

questfons sbout differences in planning for various subject matters.

4

"
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Method. - The feachgflPiagn;ns‘§qrvgg:q¢§,distributgd to approximately |
300 elementary school tenchﬁra‘ﬁdfolledfin g;;duate éOursas_lt Michigan Stase
University. The teachers uﬁre,offéred $10 to complete and ret:;n thg Survay;
Pilot work indicated that the sdrvey took between 1k and 2 hours to ébmpletﬁ.
Seﬁenty-eight usable surveys_wefa-fetugned, for a response rate of 26%. .
The first ﬁlrc of the sﬁrvéy was used té describe the personal charac;

. ~ . S
~ teristics of'the respondents’, _Of the teachers completing the survey, 78%

-

were female é?dIZZﬁ were male. The mean number of years of teaching
experienée was six (s.d. = 4.0j and range:i frém Bne to, 23 years. The
teachers résppnding represented every grade from kindergarten to sixlh,
with 45% preseptly teaching in the primary grades {K-3) énq 262 preseptly
Ceaching in the upper elementary grades. Ten .percent were Bubjéct matter.’
specialists, and another 10% were in special education. Most of the

: respandeﬁta taught in self-contained ciaésrooms k?O%), with 227 in team

. teaching situations, and 12% in non-graded ciassréoms. The teachers

characterized the schools in which they taught as eicher urhan (242),

rural (362),.or suburban (40%). A]ll of the teachers had some graduate_

tralning, with 3% holding specialist degrees and 18% holding masters degrees v’

The second part of the survey asked teachers to report the amounts

K éf time they plan during a typical week for yar{Bus subjects and activities;
to-descrihe the locations and éircumstancea in which they plan, and to.lis* -
the different typea,of'pianning that'tﬁey do. -

Part three of the survey invotvé@ vriting detailed descriptions of

. . ) . & . L ’.
three actusal plans that each teacher had made and implemented in his or, hef,

classroom during the current school year. The“ééachers vere asked to‘select
and describe examples of. plans representing the three most important types

of plannins that they did during the year.

-

L]

1
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Fimxly, the teachers were asked to compare and - contrast their plan-

-

aing-in lsnguage arts,- mthmticl science snd aocial studias tnd to

respond to ‘the question "What purposes does: plming serve for you?"l

: ' < !
o, .
, .

Results. -B;scld”";isn the Survey of Teacher Planning Practices, it

e +
-

appears that: 1 ‘ ‘ ' ' ‘

-- Learning objectives are seldom the starting point for planning. o
Instead ~teachers plan around their-students and ‘around activitiea.
-- Teachers tend to limit their search fox ideas to resources that
‘ are immediately available, such as. teache§ editions of texthogks,
. magazine articles, films, and suggestions from othe:'FEﬂghérgs

-- Teachers indicated that most of their planding is done. for
~reading and language arts (averaging five hours per week) ,” .
followed by math (2.25 hours/week), social studies (1, 7 hours/week),
and science (1.4 hours/week).
-- Teacher planning is more explicit and involves a longer lead

, time in teamr£each1ng situations than in self-contained class-
. . - rooms. . L \ -,
-- The ﬁgét common form of written plans was an outline or list
, : of topics to be covered, although many teachers reported that ,
o, , , the majority of planning wag done mentally and hever committed .
s . . to paper. ' :
..
- .- Planning'seems to operate not only as a means of organizing
instruction, but as a source of psychological benefits.
for the teacher. Teachers reported that plans gave them
direction, security, and confidence.

Ly

.~ The Laboratory Study of Teacher Judgmeat in Planning )
,J"' . q ) ‘.
Teacher judgment is important’ in thelproblgm formulation and -

' -prbblem solving stages of the Yinger model of teacher planning. This
'stﬁdy was, designed to 1nvestikaté the ways in which teacher judgment

. is used to select teaching activities. . - ) . ‘ £
_ T T .- , . . -

I i{ ) ) i ) . . * T . € i . . . . N ] .
-+ Method, Teachers were asked to make fudgments about laniguage arts .

P

6---,-‘ ' » T .- o :
t. activities from a set of activity deScriptions that varied svstemarieally

, on five preseldcted cues or diﬁensioné‘importanf in teacher judgment




———— - . “'f«v

(atudent 1nv01vement, 1ntegration, difficulty, fic betweau purpose and
;x;_ process. and demand on the teacher). 'In.addition‘to the policy capturins

approach of generating régresaion equations that characterize teachers’

¥

audgmental policies based cnly on their activity selections, wa asked some
of the teachers to think aloud as they made their selectiona.' The

think-aloud protocols provided the raw material for a process-tracing
e
approach to characterizing the teachers’ 1udgment pruceaaea. Hence; we

were able to compare products of two‘hethods o¥ describing teacher judg- _
ment based on the same ‘task. In addition to the substantive know}edge ve

gained ‘asbout the wajs in which teachers m%ke decisions,we addrcssed'an

important hcthodological Queation.3

v Y

Twenty~five upper elementary teachera‘parbicipatcd in the judément-

study. ‘Six of these teachers also participated‘in a process tracing of -
their thinking during the judgmeat task. 'Each_reacher‘waa asked to rate -

32 different language arts activities on attractiveness, appropriarencas;

probability of'use!‘aag,gffectivenesa.‘ Regression equatldhg'were-
- . 3 i ! " b -
computed yielding a judgment policy for each of the fbur judémenta for

~ each teacher. . o :

i

"

Results. Preliminary analyses of the Laboratory Study of Teacher
Judgment in planning 4ndicate that: | .
it ' For some teachara_the five manipulated activity dimensions
accounted for as much as 50% of the variation in their rat-
' ings, and for othera there was no systgmatic relationahip
between the five dimensiona ‘and teacher judgments.

L]

,%A study by Yinger (Note 5) exrmined the judament processes of vediatricisns
using a design similar to the one-described here. Yinger also contrasted
" the results of policy-capturing methodology with & process~tracing approach
" in that study. The present study applied. this design to an educational set-
ting and avoided some of the methodological problems that Yinger encountered
- - {in his earlier work. "

' ' ' ¢
' | T J | '
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A B Eifteen of the 19 taachera whose policies we examiped had, N <

“-regression equations that accounted fer a gignificant

_proportion of the variance in their ratings“‘of-activities ® .

‘“on at least ome judgment, 13 of the 19 had significant "
policy equations on at least two of the judgments, 11 of S
the 19 had significant policy equations for three or more

of the judgments, and six of the teachera had significant

policy equations for 811 four. . ‘
R -- In cases im which the five manipulated activity dimensions . o
e : o accounted fQA°E signiftcant proportioa of the variénce in . -

teacher ratings, the regression equations ranged from -
simple to Gomplex. Of the 19 teachers whose policies we _ “
I examined, si{x had policies that could be expressed .- A
"~ in terms of all five manipulated activity features,
two had four-feature ‘policies, two had three-featurc pol-
icies, and ohe teacher had a8 one-feature policy.

- -- In the d3 significant policy equations.obtained from
. - ana}yzing the Judgments of 19 teachers, the activity
dimension contributing most frequently as a predictor .
‘ _of teacher. judgment was Student Involvement, followed
\ ' by Integration, Difficulty, Fit Between Purpose and
Proceas, -and. Demand on the Teacher., :
-~ Results of the procass—tracing analyses suggest that- g , M
. C the teachers engaged in a four-step pracess when making '
-\, ' judgments about activities. First, the teaclier-tried to
. understand the aqtivity. Second, he or she imagined using
it in the classroom. 'In the third step, the teacher Sl
. thought of ways to modify or adapt the:activity to avoid . LN
R problems.foreseen in Step 2, and finally, the teacher :
“ : created a mental image of the revised version of -the
- . activity. It was this "mental version” that teachers
seemed to be judging when rpSponding to questions about “ .
each of the activities. ' . o

2o
&

The Field Study of Teacher Planning and Plan Implementation

+

The purpose of this study was to trace the eantire process of planning, ﬁg

L3
n

from the moment a teacher fdrst came into'contaat'ﬁith an idea or a -2g o R
set of materisls through the elaboration and adap:stion of the plan to fit f?m -

s particuiq:_cllsa of~students, to implementation of. that plan,and finally,
- evaluation of both the-ilanning prOCEHE'snd the implementation of the plan.

The study is seer as & longitudinal case hiatory of a plan. In this study,

.we observed the planning ﬁ}ocesi‘in considerably more detail thap the =~ -~~~

-
L]

&
b -
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" realism ehan the ﬁudgment_studf descrtbed above involves. Tﬁe study 1is a

a e

_Quelttonnliriﬁbr‘1ﬁtetview pethédolﬁgy perﬁigl.and with conltaetebly‘mare

replication of parts of ‘Yinger's 1977 case study of teacher planning.

Kethod.i Each teacher kept a journal docunenting his or her plan- . F

ning and thtnking about plaoning iu great detail. Biweekly interviews and

1, -

elasaroom observattons by researchere ve:e used to supplement the journnl -

data. The atudy produced 11fe histories of five plans. One plan was pro- '

duced jointly by a two-teacher team,. and the remaining four plans were de-

" veloped by teachiers working alone.

Each teacher was asked to plan a two-week unit on writing %hgt he or - &
: - hl ’ - .
she gpd\E%Ser taught before. We allowed about three weeks for planning and
‘ twe weeks £or classroom enactment of the plan. " ' o . : p

{ =

Reeults. »Each of the plans was uniqué; the topics and activities
—_— :

-. were different for each teﬁsper. Our first atteppts to summarize the life

.planning process rather than a linear one was characterist}c of all the

”atage‘of pla

planning.

histories of the-five plané were in terms of Yinger's psycholpgicai process

model of plaqn}ng' In general, we found support for the model. A cyclical

plans.- Rather than moving from well specified and"taréfully étated

objectives and proceeding to designing activities to meet these dbjec;ivee, &

our teachers more commonly began with a general idea and moved through

the phases of successiue elaboration'
. i '
ence was also found fpr g distinction between-the problem finding

ing and the pfoblem formulation/solution atage. Some of

the teachers spen great deal of .time and energy gene;ating a topic or

idea for their writing . The search proceas appeared to be disttnctly : ’
' o ¢ I! RN

differehtlfroﬁ the elaborat end refinement of the idea in aubsequent

* . - ' el
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A third confirmation related to the process model was theﬁguggaation

.“_

_of & phase structure to the design process used by some teachers.. These

I;teéchers were observed ppogressiug"Lihrnugh the successaive phéses of

elaboration, ihvestigation, énd adaptation at different periods in their -

1
L]

L}
-
bkl

At this very general level, then, we hdve found that the process

model of teacher p’anning fits well aith the plannlng that we have
observed. At a more molerular level, however, we found that there weére
interesting individual differences in how our teachers.followed this

general process.

. . L
A .

One interesting éiatinction among teachers found in our pre-~

iiminary analysis was related to the tomprehensiveness of the”:eachera"plaua.

Two of the plans were characterized by little time-spent generating an idea,

1.e., a short probleq'findiné stage, -brief unit pfﬁnning;'and Eonagderable

reiiance on actually trying out an activity in the classroom. The remaihing

‘three plans, in contrast, were characterized by a longer problem finding',

.period, a moré elaborate unit planning process, and lors reliance on actual

A

“ classroom tryout. The former group we have come to describe as incrémental

plaaners. By this,‘we mean that they seem, Eo prefer to move in a series of

short’ planning steps relying on day-to-day information from the classroom.
\ 1

-

The. latter group we call comprehensive planners. These“teachetb wvere more i

concerned with developing a QEIl-defined framework for future gction at a

more comprehensive level. "hey tended to be more concerned with the unit

.

‘a8 .a whole, and vere vpty careful to specify their plans as.completely-as

pussible before beginnlng to teach.

“The product that the incramental planners vére most concarned with

- F [ ]

"ﬂls an lctivity or & set of activitias to ‘get ‘the'unit started. Once this

activity wvas implemented, the problem for these pllnnérl;bcclma one of .

To- . . 1
- [ ] .. L - " . . -
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’ aﬁswering th; Questibn, "Wheré do -we go from here?" The plafining cycle 1n.

1ncrementai'planning moved between actual clagsroom experience with the’

Lg

Plan and reflection on what the next logical step should be, giwven the

particularﬂreactions of the studants to the initiated activities.

o

Incremental planners in our study placed a high value on Bpontaneity and

on staying in close contact with the needs and states of their students.

One of 6ut\1ncremental planners egplained that- she had had unpleaaant
. / .J L]

experiences in the past with ﬁaki_g_elaborate >and detailed plans that

“boubed” because they were inconsis;ent ‘with student needs at the moment.. '

-

» . It seema to us that incremental planners buy the advantage of remain-

L]

ing in tune with their atudenta at the expenSe of not necessarily knowing

where they are going.. when,difficulties are encountared in mid-implementation,

-

i

the incremental planner does not have g detailed unitlplan ‘to re-examine,

| -

adjugt, trim down, or. otherwvise modify £o ‘weet the difficulty. In one of

L]
-

our cases, when the students did not respond enthusiastically o the teacher's

. ppening gambit, the only alternative that occurred to the geacher was to-drop

the entire unit. N

]

a .

The Eomprehensiva planner spends a great deal of time and énergy in-

both the problem f£inding and'desikn stages of the psychological process model.

The main product of these deliberations is a very.detailed'long-range plan.

The trying out of tﬁis plan or activities that compose it is usually done

L -

mentally or vicsriously, rather thsn-actually in the classroowm.

The elsborltion investigation "and adaptaqiog\processes of ‘the denign cycle
are built ‘much more on predictions. about how studentl might. or might not
react to 1mplement:tion -of the plan.,’ Before the plan is actually 1mple-
mented the teacher has'a rather complete picture of what to nnticipate

v ~

'ﬂhenldifiicultiel-or_uuanticipated events gnd diatractionp-occur 6urlug

" . - P
1Y

4 o .
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1mpi¢nentltion .the plnnner can refer back to the fully ellhorated unit

, LN

- plan as an aid in decidins how to solve th problem. For example, one Of

our teachers who was & comprehcnsive planner found that the tencbing of his

. unit was going much nore slowly than he‘had thought it would. ‘His4reaétioﬁ{

.to thig difficulty was to re-examine the ﬁl&n and eliminaté‘some of the

actlvities and objectiveé that he had earlier ingended to include in later

Co.
stages of the unit.

The comprehensive planner has something to g0 back to when adaptation
is nécessary. The incremental plgnner, in a sense, must go back to square
one after each activity. Of course; the-disédvantage of comprehéﬁsive s
planning might be that the teachef feels loéked into a course of action
athat aight not be in fune with the needs‘and ;tates of his or her studenté.
In additiop, it geems that ‘a gfeat deal:ﬁore‘time and gnergy are required
in comprehensive planning befqre*impleme?tatioﬁ can evéh begin to take

. Place than in incremental planmning. Comprehensivg_planning may also céll

for considerable confidence in one's ability to predict the reactions and
? . . - ‘

- :
responses of students. Comprehensive plans dare puch more likely to be

»

successfully implemented when the teachef‘has guessed right about how the

activities will be received,. and much more llkelyato bé frqstrating_
M - - ' [

experiences when student ‘reactions are quite unpredictable.
Both cqmpréhensive planning and .incremental planning seem to be ' -
'adaptive for.the teachers who use them. lﬁ may be that éhe same teacher

wOuld be described as a comprehensive planner for certain situations and

as an incremantal planner fox othera. We have no basis for suggesting that

-

eonprahannive or \acremental styles of planning are traits orx chnrnctariaticn

[t

of thn planner that are raaistnnt to changa or in gome 5undamenta1 way. part1

]
L]

of the pernon&lify . ] , o '

* P

1n iddition to these senarcl and preliminlry reaulta of the field :
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N < study, we found thﬁt the 5rucets of journal keeping was & very ?owerful ex-

- perience for the teachers who undertook it. . They'reported that they learned
¢ . . . - ) . ' )
a great deal about their thinking and teaching. Until asked to keep & de-
tailed report of their planning, they did not realize how much thought and

- energy they put into planning for imstruction. In & sensg, they were newly

__..-,appreciiting themselves as professionélé:“Tﬁisfleadé_us to believe that ;
structured jounal keeping might be a powerfﬁl f&ql for inservice teacher

tratning. R .

Discussion
- ' 3 - ’ .
The three methods of inquiry we used in our research on teachef’

' -

" . planning have inherent Strengths and limitations. The survey method allowed 1 Y
v - u§ to contact a relatf%ely largé number of teachers and fo learn gb;ut the
different types of planning that they do. A iimitation of the Suréey yas that
the teachers 'were aqked'to'resollec;'and deécriberplans tﬁey liad made
in the past. Thusl ;he‘surﬁey produced rather general descriptions of df%-
fer;nt types of te;cher plans, possibly diétorted by memory lapses.
The‘stu&y‘of teacher judgment.was much more narrowly focused than the

survey. The judgment tagk was characterized by considerable experimental

a : - )
control. The materials, the task, and the experimental situation were ident-

ical for all'participating teachers. Yet this experimental control mey have

been bought.at the cost of representativeness. The judgment tagk- itself,
(elpecigiiy for the six teachers who thought aloud) wag d;fferent from

anything they had done before, aithough not go differenthﬁhat‘they found it
' ; ¢ o R S . -
whreasonable .oxr too difiicult to perform. Ab & result, we have 18arned how

t ’.I'

. r .

teachers exercise judgment about language arts activities under a pgrticular

set of conditions. At this time, we do not know the extent to Wwhich our

[ -




. --hiving to take different perspectives on teacher planning as we built our -

findings 3enernlize to other judgment gitustinn;::::fc_j;_:;__ L , 5

" The field study of a plan's liﬁefhistgry,permitted us to observe -
"teachcr'planning as, 1t hsppened " The journal snd interview dcthod prcvidJ‘
more depth and detail than the sqrvsy and‘;ns moTe :eﬁlistic than the judg-
.ment study task. But this method ie very time-consumingi We were able to o

work _with only s*t teachers, and their accounts of tHe planning process are
»

&
shaped in unknnwn wsys by the limits of introspection snd self-report. e )
Eacn of ‘the- thrae studies, with its. strengths and lémitations cam -

staand on its own as a modest contribution to our knowledge sbou: teacher

planning. What we are concerned with here is how the compesite pictuse of n

4 4

".teacher planning that is emerging frnm our work might he greater than the P

T

sum of these individual-parts. This could be the case if we take-the posi- -

. tion that the researcher is the primary instrqment of investi;ation in stuﬂg: ﬂ;

ing phenomena as comﬁlex as teacher thinking in narurslistic setﬂlngs Both
“the’ dcscription of the phenomenon of interest and the understanding of how
things work snd come to be the way they are result from changes in the " re-
searcherjs conceptualization of his or her experience. The data themselves

do not tell the story. Rather, the researcher tglls a stor§ that is grounded. .

¢ ‘.

in hi§ or her experiencé in collecting th: data. The grocess of doing re-

search leads. td understanding that which is inwestigated En a vay,’ ‘th ; :

- - [ . )

data thet result frnm a research study constitute the residue of symptdns
or artifacts:of this research p:r cess. _ e )

- + L]

*
KT LA

This view of the reseayche ss-instrument led us,‘perhnps‘unconscicusly;

- to pursue_several different kinds of research on teacher planning more or
' - - ’ ot ¢

less simultdneously. 1In retrospect, this protess of simultaneous multiple .
. . . " « .

nethodi‘of research makes good sense because we believe Lthat the tension,of . ..

%
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0 e - mtal éonceptiona‘of whht ﬁlarming is ~how it works, an& vhat its effects

| " are, lad us to a richer and more multidimensional pic’tute..of teacher plan-

ning than we might otherwise have developed.

- > . ‘Recall:gur assumption that vhat Jteachers" do is rational and s_énsible.l
'Oﬁr:questio'n ;.tl;‘_g,n be‘came,"lp what way does this or that instgnce of ‘planning o

.  make sense?;' -By éxperiencins mﬁltiple typea of planning and describing and
1nvestig;ting, thlqm ;hroug?. different methods, we ware forced to 1ntégrate the
many’ differe;tt waysl in which :teachers make gersg of _their experien_ce and to
sort out the underlying processes common to all or almoat all casea of

+ planning. T * ' B _ »

In a vay, we used éhe more traditional approacr; to data a;nalysis .

as a sort of stimulated vecall exercise, That 1is, our exam.‘.'nal:ion lof,
the ar!:ifacts (;f the' reaearch process Help us to make explicil:, justify,
document, and illustrate io othgts whal: we u.ave learned about teacher plan-

ning durmg the research prpcess itaelf There ia an 1mportant diatinction

between wha’\/ue aruy.ies&rl.b:[.ng here and a completely subjective or ideo-

t’rue;ts thai\ze,.nsed in entering, perceiv.ing,
N .. and ma'kiné sense o — #d of eachg;f p:l.;nning... Thig theonetical frame-
_“ _ . work is not so crysl:alized as toNe unmodifiaﬁl‘é hy exrperieqe-e' )i;u;‘ -1l: doea-
’ provide an’ initial set of categori\a‘;ﬂh aif ;sé —organize what .
B - we see. In this kind of reséarch, the resea‘;ch r evit!bly’*torn between .
v o 4 (R ./’ us <L -

, a .degsire to test or elaborate theoretica‘t 1deaa a

-
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