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i ' . . .Abstract
This paper diacua;es.the use of pgrspnhl‘doquments in social gcience
reseérch and,utn pa;ticulaf,nhethqgs and'limita;iohs of jogtnal ke;plﬁg.kn Te=
sgarch on teaching planning. The‘authors argue that journal.writing 1nv$1ve§
‘the creation of.a ﬁniqué and uséful form of persona%mdbcument and that, with
appropri#&e s;feguérds, Journals written Ey teacher# can be used as a valid

-

and rel;able source of data about their‘planning/ﬁkocesses. ¢
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porate and integrate ethnographic methods with methods currentlv popular in

"~ USING PERSONAL DOCUMENTS TO STUDY TEACHER THINKING!

Robert J, Yinger and Christopher M. Clark?- v

In this papér-we discuss journal writing-as a method for studying teacher

Ry

thinking. Two themes 1nterwéave throﬁghout-tbe discussion. The first per-

| tains to method ‘and the 1ssues concerning the#pse'df personal documents in-

social science research, . The second component is alsc one of mqthoa, bu%'of
metﬁod as worked out in gFacficg--how we. have conducted our research usfng
Journal writing as a research tool to stqu teacher planning processes, We
now think of~joufnal writing gsqthe creation of a unique type of pérsonal |
document. This has not alwgys bgen so., A littlé hiétory may‘better 1ilumi-
nate how we have developed this viewpoint.‘ B | ' ‘V'Z‘

In 1976, we began our/program of research on teqcher planning with a case
(e

study of one elementary school teacher., In this study, we at;empted to incor-

information-processing psychology. The study was successful in that it pro-

duced a richly detailed description of Ehe teacher's planning activities and a’

theoretical model of the planning process differing significantly from tradi- \
. ’ ’ . ) ’

tiohal ‘planning theory (see Yinger, 1977; 1980).. During the followlng year we

» °

s

§ '

lrhis paper is based on one presented at the Midwest Regional Conference
on Qualitative Research in Education at Kent State University, Kent, Ohio,
Nctober 1981, '

Zpobert Yinger is a former research intern with the IRT's now completed
Teacher Planning Project and {8 currently an assoclate professor of education
with the Nepartment of Educational Leadership at the University of Cincinnati,
Cincinnati{, Ohio, Christopher Clark coordinated the now completed Teacher
Planning Project and presently co~coordinates the Written Literacy Forum and
s a professor with the Department of Counseling, Educational Psychology, .and
Special Education, Michigan State University.

The authors acknowledge the assistance of Jack Gajewski and Robert Hill
as co-researchers in the field study of the life history of a plan referred to

.herein,
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set out ‘to extend these_findings and to test\%he model thrSHgH a sertes of
studies 1ncotpovéting laboratory, survey, and field me thods (Clark & Yinger,

1979). ) ' .

Among these studies, the field research_presented.the'greatest challenge,
Yinger spent five months following one teacher through the school day, pri- o
warily relying upon "thinkiﬁg aloud" methods. to 'tap the teacher's thought pro-

‘cesses. This method was effectSve, but extremely labor intensive in both the

. !

coliectioh of.véfbal protocols and in their transcription (see, for instance

9

Newell & Simon, 1972; Neweil,»1977; and Simon, 1979, for more details on these

'm'ethods).:'. Lo o ' . _ _ ’

We ‘settied thfﬁ problem by deciding ta sub;titute Journal keeping by :
teachers for thiyking-aloud methods., Teachers were asked, to. the extént_that"
they could, to rec6r§ their pl@nniné deliberations and the accompanying
thought§ in a peréonal journal that théy were to keep constantly at hand,. In
instituting th1S'ﬁ;thod, we viewed journal writiﬁg‘as a kind of "thinking
aloud on paper'" and based our resea;ch ratioﬁales on existing def;nsés (e.g., '
‘Newell & Simon, 1932; Ericsson g Siﬁon, 1980).
Our reconsideration of the nature of the journal writing expe;ience 1q .

the past few years has been based primarily on two experiences,. The ‘first
experience occurred very so?n_and unexpectedly in our fleld research, We had

»

anticipated that the,requirement.to keep‘a journal of omne's planning delibera-
tions in additfon to the nofmal Ioad of,fhe planning and teaching pf;cess'
would initially be very difficult for many teachers and reﬂgife a substantial
amount of support and eﬁcouragement from us as researchers, 'Thoqgh the

- journal-keeping process was new and difficult fd{ gome of the teachers, soon

after the study began they needed little support from us. For almost all of

the teachers, journal writing became a valuable tool in their planning and .

o

teaching,
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Writing and reflecting on what they were doing became, for maay of the
'% ¢ . ¢ . .

. teachers, a powerful means to professional devélopméht, It quickly became

evident that our research method was having profonnd effects on our teacher-
. B y . o

participants. These experiences led us to spend the next couple of years

exploring and developing journdl writing methods as professional and self-

development techniques for educators.

-

Our early experiences with journal writing caused us to reexamine our

conceptions of Journal writing as thinking aloud on paper but with only modest

progress, Thinking ‘aloud had been admirably defended by'a'humber of}résearch-'

- .

ers égatnst the criticisms Qf‘it being merely, another form of 1ntrospect16n.

Simon and his colleagues claim that since verbal reports are collected in’ the

process -of perfor%ing a task, the sﬁbject is not prodqcing an lntrospéctivg

'

account of past experience but merely an on-going verbal report of objécts in

congsclcousness, W1thiﬁ this framework,owé felt that journal writing was'moré ' '

akin to thinking aLoudfthan’to introspection because we wefe attempting to .

gather a written report of what teachers were thinking about during the plan- -

ning process rather than an introspective reconstruction of the process once’

it had been completed, In short, we stuck to our original conceptions because

the alternatives seemed. even less accurate,
2

bl

Recently, a_second experience brought us to our current conceptualiza-

tion, .This concerned an exploration of the important differences between

.

spoken and written communication. The essential difference is that, for the

research particippnts; thinking-aloud me thods required them to produce oral

products that for them were quickly forgotten, while Journal writing required

v

them to produce written accounts of their thinking thet wererbermanent and

_avallable for reflection. Also, research 1n'written ‘composition suggests that

writing functions not only as a form of expression but that the nature of the

v

Ve
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cognftive pfocegses required by writing makes it a very effective ﬁay to .

learn: We learn as we‘write..,(Fof,a,futther discuépion of‘lhis 11ne of ' y

’ .

reaéoning, see Yingef & Claik, 1981,)

When we realized that.journal writing presented a very different set of
taské for a research participaﬁt than did.th%nking aloud, we gought,anotﬁer |
me;hodologicgl ratlonéle, .We found this rationale in t@e lesser knownzéraéi- -0
tion‘of using personél.documents as é'source of data for social science re- . . -,

searche Thus the major questions of interest here are whether or not journal

©

writing, as a personal documént,~can be'defended as a legitiméte 1nqufry mode -

for studying human experience (in this bése, thinking:and,plénning), and, 1f

so, what are the safeguards that one must institute to defend , the quality'and'
validity of the research? To address these questions, we discuss some issues
about the use of personal documents raised by other'sBcial scientists and then

focus on crucial issues about journal writing and how we have addressed them
. B ko] .

-

. -
- a

in our research, ti ' ' e
Personal Documents as Research Tools

The use of personal documents in sécial science research was ploneered -by
- B ) N .
Thomas and Znaniecki (1927) in their multivolume work entitled The Polish

k]

Peasant in Europe and America. ‘This work inspired a series of monogréphs

sponséred by the Social Science Research Council (SSRC) between 1939 and 1945

I'd

evaluating  the usefulness. of thesg methods., Many of our comments here reflect

the thinking of two psychologists, Gordon Allport and Robert Angell, who

r

examined personal documents under the sponsorship of the SSRC to assess thé

"usefulness of these fypes of data as an information source about what goes on

. ’ & R “
in people's minds (Allport, 1942;. Angell, 1945), . v

4
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Personal documents include a variety of personally created products?_

written, oral, and(visual, ?hey,include:hutobiographies,'1etters, diaries,

°

) duéstionnaire and Anterview responses, dream records, confessions, composi-

.

tions,'and’art, among others. MAny Self-revealing recordVthatvintentionally‘

u \ he

or unintentionally yields information regarding the structure, dynamics, and _

,\

*  functioning of the author's mental life" may ‘be defined as a personal’‘document,

q

(Allport, 1942, p.xii). Defined in this way, personar documents constitute a
class of case study materials, spetifically, first-person case documents,
The general question -of interest to the SSRC-spogfored appraisais of per-

_ Msonal documents as data.sources was "What i¢ the status of written documents
\

as evidence about human behavior on the one.hand and hypotheses:about human

behavior on the other?" Blumer's analysis of The Polish Peasant (Blumer,

. & . N s . . 0 .
1939) focused ‘on four standards of judgment for human documentsa (1) repre- N

TN
‘ sentativeness of the document as a source. of common experience, (2) adequaéy

-~ ’ Y

of the document. for thé‘purpose to which'ft is employed, (3). reliability of
" the, document (as checked by independeént sources), and {4) the validity of

. — . R ,
interpretations drawn from .a single document, According to these standards,

~

Blumer concluded that the documents employed by Thomas and Znanieki, taken

zndtvzdually, failed to measure up to any one of the four.judgment.criteria.

-

L 4

Yet, as Allport states,

Such devastating negative evidence.does not lead Blumer to conclude °
that human documents fail as scientific aids. He hastens to state
‘two important jualifications: (1) To set aside the documents as
having no scientific¢/ value, he says, would be to "ignore the under-
standing, insight, and appreciation which their careful reading .
{elds.” (2) Taken collectively, he finds, the documents fare much
- better, for since the documents—atre numerous, when pieced together
they tend to give gpnsistent pictures. The sheer weight of nimbers
tends to confer upon the documents “'representativeness, certain ade-
quacy and reliabilitvy that cannot be igndred." For three of the
four criteria of scientific acceptability, then, Blummer finds per-
sonal documents measure up if they exist in sufficient numbers
(1talics in original) to create a preponderance of evidence. (1942,

Pu_O) * . N

-

o,
.“_Q
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irrelevant, trivial, or false; (2) those that are true under certain circum- ' S

_ _tiveness of sample,- argues Allport, is only refevant within a.nomothetic '

1s often not the cgse in studies incorporating personal 'documents; rathér, an

‘Allport (1942) responds to a number of criticisms about the use b@

~ personal documents,.organizing them into three groups: (1)’ those that are .-

“a '
stances-or In a 1imited sefee; and (3) those that are generally true and ) S
admittedly serious. . In the firstogroup, Allport places the charges thef pe{ii T
sonal documents by thelr very nature are nonobjective, nonvalid, and non-
‘reliable, He dismisses the first criticism as irrelevant b:cause;-he‘Says’f
personal documents are by definition subjective data, objectiviiy has never

been claimed. 1In spite of this subjectivity, he argues, validity of personal-

A

V doéﬁments can be supported by both quantitative and nonuquantitative means, -

Non-quantitative indicators of vali%:ty include internal consistency, plausi~

! .

bility, known reliability of the author, and corroboration by independent _

! -

evidence. Quantitative criteria of validity have inc1uded such things as cor- .
: .
relations between judges ratings of ‘separate documents or sources (Allport

cites specific studies as examples here). The charge of unreliability is.
7on
{
dismissed as having ' no particular meaning unless in\be in terms of mood--a

danger easily avoided by taking samples of writing or interviews distributed

[}

!
)

>

in time" (Allpott, 1942, p.141),
In this second group, Allport'lists_the contingent criticiqms, those that

are true of some éEpUments or true»of'all personal documents under certain

conditions. These include unrepresentativeness of sample, oversimplification,

deliherate deception, errors of memory, and blindness to motives. Represehta-

framework where one wishes to easily generalize to a larger population. This

o

1

emphasis is often placed on description for ideographic purposes.




& v ' . . . ’ , ’ . _' : - ]
/ - . - R .
Oversimplification may result from a writer's need for ‘:losure and
" . ' : . : . e Y ,
s consistency within a personal account. -'This is more of a problem with xetro~ 7
. o N\ . . T a . .
specti¥e accounts like biographies than with on-going recurda like diaries or.

journals, 5This criticisn is not unique to personal documents, and. Allport is

quick to-state that’ oversfmplification ia also common “to thiId-person docu~’ "

S

ments as well as to laboratory and fleld investigationar ‘
A ’ - . s . .A . . ‘

.'-‘

. Purposeful.deception within a personal document can become a problem with

<&

~

‘certaln uses of personel documents, but detection of fraud is often possible

|

|

|

~ |
&4 through the validity checks mentioned above. Strict guarantees of anonimity .

™ and a dewemphasis of evalution might alao reduce the frequency of deliberate . ',? ¢

deception, Allport suggests, : \

?, eErrors of memory are acknowledged by Allport as potential dangers but are,v

‘not tonsidered particularly troublesome, "for the' fact that the~snbject atruc- . C -,#:J
\: tures a:d recalls his life ih a certain manner is W want to know" (19&2, i
_p.136). Errors of memory are less of a problem in dia&ies snd journals than Lve
in doaﬁments produced further from immediate experience. /“' ’ o ‘-ﬂ
ot Regarding blindness to motives, Allport suggests that though’ "ultimate" - | .
motives £ often hidden from one 8 awareness, proximal motived and intentions - R P
! ,are not. Even though true causes and ‘reasons for behavior may not be readily ;?
. . -~ - .
: dnv d in personal documents, he concludes that much can be ined from ",:'{
. S_A/%XG P 9 %55 o
’ = clofer scrutiny of a writer's own astory_of reasons for his or her conduct, ’ ;;". R
In the final group of criticisms, tnoee considered most seridua, Allpert.
‘1ists only one Eriticism: that conceptualization is arbitrary or predeter-
mined by the writer or by the researcher. Conceptualization springs from the . |
. interaction betveen the;;y (both implicit and explicit) and induction, and

this interaction i1s, as Allpor: states, the essence of the methodological

probleh of personal documents, As Blumer writes:

. o h .
~ .




Ic is clear ., ., . that the letters presented by Thomas and Znanlecki
are not the inductive material out of which they have constructed
thelir elaborate analysis of Polish peasant life, It is equally
clear, however, that the letters are not mere illustrative material
fou ﬂ%u'kxamplification of their theoretical analysis, 'The actual
relation”1ls scmewhere between. The numerous and thoughtful notes to
the letters giv. us every reason to believe that the aythors mulled e
over the letters a great deal and derived much from them in the way
of ideas, suggestions, and generalizations which they incorporated
into their theoretical statements., There is equal reason to belleve
» " that they already had a rather exten#ive theoretical scheme (built

‘ out of experience that had nothing to do with the letters) with:

. which they approached the letters and which guided and frequently
.coerced their intefpretation of the letters. Thus, there has been
an interaction between theory and induct{ve material, but an inter-~

.o action that is exceedingly ambiguous. (1939, p.37f)

Allport seems to sgvee w;th Blumer that, for the most part, documents do
appear to take their meaning and intelligibility from the accompanying com=-

ments and interpre’ations,

‘

L)

" No standard exists tc demonstrate the necessary logic of an explana-
tory theory. . . . Even where induction is used, seldom, if ever, :
do ve find that the interpretation of the document is compuleory. .
Sometimes it 1s clearly forced or strained; but more often it seems

to be merely one of many (emphasis in original) possible interppeta-
tions that could be imnosed on the material. (Allport, 1942,
p.21,142) :

This basic 1issue of interpretation, as first raised by Blumer, furnished

the theme for a conference on Blumer'y critique (sponsored by the Soéial.

1

Science Reseaich Council and published in the same volume) under the central

" question of how does one knmow when one has a valid soctal theory? Briefly
. - . <

stated, six criteria by which to assess the validity of a. theory "¢T§ proposed v
by the conferees: |
1. Feelings of subjective certainty

2. Conformity with known facts
L4
3. Mental experimentation (referring to any mental manipulation of
theory such as Max Weber's proposed test of contemplating an
alleged cause or critical factor while attempting to imagine life
. without its presence) ‘ /’49

4, Predictive power

d




5, Social agreement .

6. Internal consistency

In retrospect, these ériteria seem to be wainly directed at preventing../
conceptualization from being unsystematic or arbitrary. They do not address
the issue of prédetermined conceptualizations and the interplay bétween~theory

and datas. More will be said about this topic as we direct our discussion to a

more specific defense of journal writing 'as a valfd research method.

In Defense of Journal Writing

Studyiﬁg human behayior in natural settiqgs presents a basic'patgdox: To:
underssand human behavior in these sitdatiqns one’needs_tQ'obserye how p¢0p1g
~behave when the;"are not being observed. This statement raises a question.
that is crucial in all research, namely, how does pne.knOW<1f the behgvior
being observed is not merely dﬁe to tﬁe fact that a person 1is being observed?
In terms of the discussion in the previous éection, this 1s a general question
of‘the representativeness, adequacy, and validity of a'¥esearch method and its
data. Given our acknowledgement ear11e€H;f theﬂpotential power of writing as
a thinking and learning mode, how can we defend journal writing as a research

'meqpod?

The following sections wiil address this quéstion-by describing the ways

wé have attempted to protect both the validity.of jourhal writing as a data
source Qnd the validity of ouf interpretations of this data. The context for .
- this discussion will be a description of a set of case studies ofvﬁeacher
planning where journal writing was the major data source, The framework we..
will use is the four standards for human documents introduced ﬁy Blumer (1939)

that were discuseed abovetr (1) representativeness of the document as a source

of common experience, (2) adequacy of the document for the purpose to which it

14
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is employed (3) reliability of the document. and (4) the validity of the

interpretations drawn from a single document, “

Protecting the Validity of Journal Writing as a Data Source

4

Adequacy of journal writing, Central to assessing journal writing as-an

“adequate data source in research on teacler thinking i1s whether or not the act

'of journal writing_causee teachers to engage in activities (apecifically.

mental activities) that would not be'taking place except for the research,
Stated differently. does journal wri%ing'create or necessitate a reflective
s tance that is not normally present in teacher thinking, or does it merely

P )
record (and.possiblyéintensify) an already existing and functioning mode? We

'
[

subscribe to the latter position for three basic reasons.

First, when asked about the journal-writing process, the teachers them-

'vselves attested to the representativeness and validity of their own journal

entriee.1 That these reports are,not due lo self-deqeption or to an inability
to discern.the similarities and differences between performance‘in constructed
versus real-life situations is supported by teacher's reports of non-
represgntativeness of performance in more artificial planning tasks (see for
instance, Morine-Dershimer & Vallance, 1976), g

The second reason for subscribing to our position &hat journal writing
does not create artificial cognitive phenomena is the growing theoretical and'
empirfical work attributing a great deal of importance to,teachers thoughts
and intentions., Among these orientations are the intentionelist and action
irameworke for describing teaching practice (Fenstermacher, 1978; Kerr, l?sl);
conceptions of the teacher as decision maker (Shevelson, 1976); as thinker

(Clark & Yinger, 1977; Shavelson & Stern, 1981); and as clinical information

processor (National Institute of Education, 1975); and conceptions of teaching

15
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as professional actlvity with design at its core (Clark & Yinger, 1980; Simqn,

1981), . . .
" The third reason for asserting that Journal writing ¢~es not create arti-

» A}

ficial cognitive phenomena is based on an analysis of reactivity in naturalis-

’

tic research. Jacob (in press) argues that- the basic issne in determining the

effects of a researéh method on a pﬁrticipant'sﬁbéhavior is one of determining
the d;gree to which certain behaQibr is naturallor unnatural, This viewpoint
acknowiedges ;hat all rese;rch activities foect barticipants' behavior to
some extent.  The issue of reactivity is directed away from the focus on mere
change in behavior fo a focusldh changed behaviér that 1s distorted from
natural ways‘qf acting. |

o

The approach that ﬁacob takes toward this issue is one of defining
natural and'unﬁatural behavior 19 termg of a pa;ticipant's own pefcéption of a
researcher's status and role, So-called unnatural behavior, she says, is nore
likely to occur when the participant percéives the researcher as being in a
posilion Bf superiority or power (e.g., that of supervisor or evaluator)., In
these 1n§taﬁces, behavior 1is more likely t¢ take on perfofmance characteris~
tics. So-called natural behavior will more likely take place ﬁhen the par-'
ticipant defines the researcher as a néqﬁfal ébserver or as having some type
o{yhybrid status within the.settihg. Interpreting the amount of reactivity,
then, becomes,a task of trying to understand how participants in a setting are
defining the researcher at any given moment (Jacob, in press,vp. 5).

; Our position about reactivity has been one of acknowlgdging its P#is-
tence, attempting‘to map carefully the change occurring during the process of
research, and‘keeping in”touch with the pacrticipants' perception of our role

as researchers. We also acknowledge the possibility that participants inter-

pret and rec.nstruct events, but we take a stance that personal interpretation
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of experience becomes a natural basis for thinking and planning. ‘Thomas, in

his response to Blumer's critique of The Polzsh Peasant stated:
A document prepaged by one compensating for a feeling of inferiority
or elaborating a delusion or persecution is as far as possible from.
objective reality, but the subject's view of the situation, how he
regards it, may be the most important element for interpretation,
For his immediate behavior is closely related to his definition of
the situation which may be in terms of objective reality or in terms

of subjective appreciation-~"ag {f" 1t were so. . . . If men define.

. 8ituations as real, they are real in their consequences}(Blumer.
1939, p. 85). :

Given the qgsumption that jnnrnal writing fosters natural modes of ' e
behavior in teachers, there might still beiquestions about the suitability or
adequacy of this method for repérding the planning_pr;cgss. In other,words;_

are there certain characteristics of Jjournal writing inigenerai that make It
an especlally adequate data-collection method?: | |

Journal writing is especiallylauited to recording thihﬁing and behavior
over_time. It i{s a proximal data source, that is, journal entries are usually
made soon after an event or reflect:current thnughts about somt past.occnrf
rence, Journais with date and time entries preserre sequence and duration of
activities,. Journal writing prdvidef a written}record,of thoughts and delib-
erations that is similar to.other written notes or records that teachers pro-
ducé as they make plans and teach, In summary, 1onrna1 ﬁriting seems tp be a
natural extension of deliberative'behavior and one uniqnely suited to repre~

sent planning and action,

Representativeness and reliabilitf‘of journal writing., Our research

goal has been to examine and describe teachers' pianning behavior in actual
' “ ‘clagssroom contexts and to preserye as much as possible the natural thinking

behavior of our res:arch participants. - In our case studies we approached this

goal through three aspects of the research design: (1) what we call the "1life
|
|
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history" concept, (2) regarding teachers as resegréh collaborators, and (3)

the use of naturalistic data~gathering techniques,

v

The 1ife-history concept. Our purpose here was to trace the entire

+

process of p;anQLng from the moment a teacher first came into contact with an

LY

idea or a set of materials, through the ;laboration and adaptation of the plan

to fit a particular group.qf_studentq, to implementati;n of th;t:plan, ana,

'finally, to evaluation of both the plaén;ng process and the success of the

implementation:‘ We viewed each.étudy as a longitudinal record or life history
“of a plan from conception to completion., We even found’ou;gelves explaining

this concept to teachers using the analogy ;f a-parent's bgﬁ{ book, which can

become the repository fqr an infinite variety of notes, records, photoggapﬂs,
- and other.important traces of a child's growth and development.

We yanked to oBtain a number of lnsﬁancesrof a~comp1ete.p1ann£ng sequence
fhat'might replicate, on a smaller scalé, Yinger's initial case study and thus
refine and elaborate our qndqrstan@ing of the planning process. More specifi-
callf, these research questions guided our inquiry:. - | |

g

Why do teachers plan?

What factoras (cugriculum materials, student characteristics, admin-
istrative regulations, etc.) do teachers take into account in plan-
ning? : o -

What criteria do teachers use to evaluate theiT planning?
What forms do teachers' plans take?

P
What kinds of individual .differences exist in teacher planning pro-
cesses? '

How are the various poychological processés (eege, judgment, percep=
“tion, problem solving) coordinated and orchestrated during plan-
ning? -

What 1s the relationship between teacher planning gnd subsequent

teacher and student behavior?
' )

18




- In short, the goal of the.life history concept was to get a complete

- pletur: of the planning sequence, to produce a record of thinking behavior

from start to finish " This longitudinal approach is designed to accumulate,

*

" over a reasonable time, a number of different data points that, when taken
together, will produce what Allport referred to as a "preponderance of evi-
‘dence." This long-term approach to studying a question contributes signifi=

cantly to the representativeness, relifability, and adequacy.of a data set,

o .
" Teachers as collaborators.‘ An important agpect of our approach to the

2

research was our conception of the role of the teachers we worked with, .We

wanted to involve the teacher as a.full participant in the research ay much as
possible. We defined our task as researchers as one of trying to learn asA
much as we could about teacher planning from the teacher '8 point of view. 6ur
primary information source about teacher planning was the reflections and
: reports of the teachers themselves. We thought of  and treated the teachers
who agreed to work with us as collaborators ‘in this research effort and helped
them to understand as fully as possible our goals and research questions and
the reasons behind each step of the procedure.
The initial contact with each potential teacher-participant emphasized
. his/her role as a collaborator who would be asked to record, reflect upon, and
discuss a large part of the data. on which the analysis would be based., We -
also emphasized that all the proceduves had been pilot-tested and that the
teacher with whom we had conducted the pilot test reported that he had found
the procedure useful and intetcsting--an experience that taught him something
about his own planning behawior and gave him a useful record of a auccesaful
teaching unit, Furthermore, we emphasized to our"teachar-collaborators_our
desire to make the-study as natural and representative an experience as pos-

gible,

of

SR
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We elaborated on this in an orientation for teachers to the study which v

included an overview of the research‘hugstioﬁs of interest, the ways the

teachers would participate in the research, and épeéific\directions'and v

-

Nsuggesfiona for keeping the planning journal,

By doing research in natural teachlng situations and by 1nvolving teach-
ers as participants in our research, we were further able to.guayd against
threats to the rgpresentativeness and reliability of the data. Reliability
defined as consistency of behavior (doing the same thing.over and over again)
is really#bf little concern in this kind of research, because we expect be-

<>

havior to be adaptive and responsive to situational differences., By keeping a

close record over time, consistency of action can be.checked. Reliability: |

defined as trustworthiness is also supported by close collaboration and par-

ticipation in. the research, For 1npt5nce; knﬁwing'that the data will not be =«
- used for evaluative purposeé éhquld reduce or eliminate the poséibility:of
purposeful deception.'
» . Allport's éssessﬁent of the threats t§ the validity”of personal.documentsl

 as data sources listed predetetmined conceptuélizétion as the most serious,.

O . i TTe— ~.

“What subjects or participants think 1s expeéted of them can sericusly distort
behavior in any kind of soclal sclence research. We.hpve,attempted to mini~
mize the "demand characteristics” of our case studies through close collabora-
tion with the teéchers and  through apecific'discussion of this issue with

them. Following 1s_an excerpt from the orientation for teachers to the study

fa

.dealing with this issue: v

In asking you to make a record of your own before-lesson thinking
and decision making, we have been conscious of the fact that you may
understandably want to put more than average thought and planning in
- the unit. However, we think that you will agree that, particularly
v as we become more experienced as teachers, many of the things that
we do in any teaching situation become relatively routine and auto-
matic, and. we don't always have to think far ahead about them.

20




$ ".f_'.“ ' . s | 16

Sometimes the topic: of a unit or lesson, the teaching approach used,
or the time available can also make it unnecessary or difficult for
us to spend a large- period of time considering dnd making decisions
about the coming lesson. For some lessons, then, we may actually
spend little time tonsciously forming a plan of action before the
lesson begins. At the other extreme, many hours of careful thought.
and planning may have occurred hefore some lessons get underway. If
the teachers who are assisting in the study plan the unit in either
of these extremes we will probably not gain a very accurate or

' balanced 1mpression about this hapect of teaching.

Bearing these points in mind, we would ask you to plan the unit in a -
way that is “normal" for you and to report as honestly as possible
your thoughts during the planning process. . . . We recognize that
planning for a particular unit may occur days, weeks, or even months:
before the unit actually takes place. Similarly, unit planning will
most likely take’place over a number of occasions, Thus, your notes
will be made on more than one occasion, and they may make reference
to decisions that were originally made some time previousiy. It is
possible that when you look back over the notes that you have made
you will feel that some of the things you have thought about or the

" details of the plan-of action that you ‘have in mind seem to be
trivial, irrelevant, or even inappropriate. However, remember that
it is the "REAL" world of teaching that we are wanting to lea.n
about, so no item of 1nformation can be too insignificant or ir-
relevant. - ) -

- Na%uralistic approach. Studying teacher planning in actual classroom

contexts is best accomplished by using field 'research methods brwwhat have
come to be called naturalistic research methods. A detailed :ationale and
.description of the characteristics of these methods and a number of good de-
fenses of them have appeared elsewhere (e.g., Agar, 1980; Pelto & Pelto, 19f8;
Schatzman & Straugs,'1973). What follows 13 a brief description of the re-
: search'design‘and précedures uéed'in this_s%udy to further promote the repre-
sentativeness, adequacy, and reliabilhty.of journal writing as a data source,
Six\ggper elementary teachers participated in the study. The_reaearcﬁ
préduced 1i?e\g}stories of five plans; one plan waé produced jointly by a
pr-person team:\\ﬁgch teacher was asked to plan a unit on writing. that s/he

,

had never taught befofé}\ We allowed the teachers approximately three weeks
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for blanning,anﬂ'approximately two weeks for classroom inplementation, During
the;e five weeks, the teachers participated inafiye research activities:
| l. a preliminary interview; . ,
2. keeping a journal recording their thinking and planning from the
time they first began thinking about -an idea for a language arts

‘unit, through the planning process to the idea's implementation,
in the classroom; : .

=

3. progress interviews during the plannfﬁg/beriod to discuss and
clarify journal entries; '

4. "classroom visitations and observationg--once at the beginning of
the study and once during the teaching of the unit; and

» 5. a final interview to look back on the planning and implemen®ation

process, -

Preliminary interview. An iInterview schedule was developed to obtain a

&

general description of each teacher's background, the classroom and school
settings, and the teacher's general ways of thinking about sﬁcL issues ;s cur-
riculum,!use of time, and planning, .The preliminary 1nter§1ew also served as
an occasion during which the researcher and the teacher could get to know one
.lanother beéter and become more familiar with each other's working styles,

(One researcher was assigned to each teacher, or pair of teachers in the case
of the }eaching team, This procedure became another check on tﬁe validity of
the data because the researcher stayed with one case for the QUration of the

' stpdy and. wvas bettgr'able to judge the {nternallconsistenuy of data generated
throughout the process,) At the end of the preliminary interview, the re-
searcher gave the teachef(s) é copy of the Teacher Planning OQuestionnaire fhat
was to be completed before their'next»meeting. This questionnaire was de-
veloped for a study cpllecting sélf-reports of teachersf plans (see Clark &
Yinger, 1979) and'provided iﬁportant additional preliminary information in

that {t agked teachers to provide fairly detailed, retrospective accounts of

several recent planning decisions, - ‘ “

22




Journai keeping, The hajor sourcé of information about teaeher planning

in this study game from the teachers' planning journals. _Each teacher was'

o

v

given a journal consisting of a spiral notebook with each page divided into

°

‘two columns by a line drawn down the middle of the page. Teachers were asked

A.‘to use the left column to record their thoughts and ideas while actually in

~ L

the process of planning the unit. As ldeas came to ﬁind,mwere considered,

k]

atcepted, rejected or modified, teachers were encouraged to jot" them down in a

<

siwple annotated or abbréviated form. At the end of the planning session or

the day, they were to go back to the journal énd fill iﬁ,'elaborafe, or com=-

3

ment on- notes that migh@ﬁhave been unclear or illegible. Teachers wexe also \\;>
fnstructed to note in the left-handfmargin when and‘where they beggﬂ/each
entry and when thﬁy gtopped writiﬁ%t- t i

| The rigﬁt-hand ¢column Q;s t;{ﬁ;:gged to record Lhe teacher's thoughts and

) “r\ T . 3

reflections within the planning pi@sess. Whéreas tﬁ; left-hand rolumn would
chironicle the kinds of things thét might-be ré;orded in a plan book, "to d;" -
list, or other form ;s part 'of the normal planniﬁg process, the right-hand
column was an exercise not normally a part of the planning sequence. Partic-
ipants were urged to write their reflections about their planning opposifé"
the parts of the plan they had referred to. 'In this way, they would produce a
record of the developing plan accompanied by the thinking that’was creating
Teachgrs were told that 1if this approach was followed,‘we would be better
able t§ follow the actual seéuence in which planning thoughts occurréd.
Finally, we askedithe'teachers to use thegparbon paper supplied_with the
journal to make a copy of .each Jjournal rige. The researchér collected these
copies before each interview aessi?n. IfOFhe teacher had prepared specific
worksheets, task cards, or other matgrials not a part ;f the journal, they

’

were asked to include a sample with their copies.

33
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‘First classrgym visit. The first classroom visit further acclimated the

,teacher and the stﬁdents to  the presence of the researcher; acclimated "the

. researcﬁer to the.teacher, the studfnts,-and classfgom setttyg; and gagp the
researcher a preview of teacher planning and its relationship to subsequent
¢lassroom a’,ctivity.° The emph#sis of - this observation was to develop a generél
portrayal of the setting, schedile, typical activities, and strugfure of the
teaching day. The r;h£;rchers used,ﬁatﬁralistic observation methodf. The

: product was a narrative description of.classroom activity'during the observa=-

tion period (this initial visit typically took a full day).

Progress interviews, Regular interviews were scheduled twice weekly~w1;h

each teacher. - First, the interviews weée an opportunity for the researcﬂér,to‘

gather further information about. journal entries or other data, This was

)

facilitated by the researchér arriving some time prior to the scheduled inter-

view time and bicking up and examining the copies of the journal entries made
s . | . -
since the last visit., Based on this examination, we were then able to brepa;e
0 : <
further questions, suggestions, comments, and reminders to be mentioned during

¢ D \a :
the subsequent interview. The interview also became a time to ask the teacher ;

\

to explain or elaborate ény journal entries that appeared to be unclear or in-'

complete, Secopd, the 1ﬁterviews were held to encourage the teachers and to
clarify, {f necessary, the journal-keeping procedures. As mentioned, we vere
surprised to find the journal writing process readily picked up by nearly all
of the teaﬂhers so that after tHe first week little time was spent on these

matters,

Second classroom vigsit, The second classroom visit allowed the research-

er to observe a portion of the planned unit being implemented. This observa-

tion, scheduled near the unit's mid-poiut, provided a vivid and moée complete

.
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impresaion of the unit in action. Also during the visit a post-observation

o o

’ interview.took place in which the question ‘of the relationship between plan-
ning.and subsequent activity could be discussed in a more concrete context,
In addition to recording a general description-of the pattern and sequencetof
classroom activity, the observer was to particularly note any apparent
references that the teacher made to ‘the plans during their enactment or any

v

_apparent modifications to the plans. These events were followed as soon as

possible by the’postiobservation interview, ' —
' .
The post-observation ihterview was viewed as an .important source of ir-

formation concerning the relationship between teacher planning and teacher
behavior. -ﬁuring the interview,‘theiresea;cher tried to get a feel for the
4 ) .

teacher's evdluation of the teaching session andlthe(basis for that evaluation

(e.g., What was the teacher attending to that'influeﬁced his or her judgment

about the que}ity of the session?), .Also, the researcher tried to get an idea
about thé representativeness of the observed session and the teacher's percep-

| tion of the influence of knowing that this particular session would he ob-

.

served.

, -

Final interview. The finai ihterview"occurred_after the teaching of the
unit was completed. It was the last formal contact between the researchge and
the teacher, - The major purpose of this interview was to have the teacher look
back over the course of the entire study and reflect on his or her'planning.
Discussion topics included a retelling of the planning and teaching experience'

during the past five weeks in the teacher's own words, the teacher's overall

assessment of the planning and teaching process; and what s/he might do dif-

ferently next time., Teachers were also asked to reflect on their own planniné :

style and to discuss what purposes planning served in their teaching (i.e., -

[}

9
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why they planned and the'ﬁavs,in 3hich- lanning was important to therh),
| y P P

L

Finaily, hey were asked to give their impressions of how complete and typical

‘ the planning entries in. their iour?als.were and to comment on any important
information that they felt was missing or that had ndt been discussed. Also, &

teachers were asked tp comiment on how participating ip the study had affected S

.
’

them. : ‘ : , - A - .
: . o e ..

Protecting the Validity of uonceptualization i'Q" -.? . : )

Resulting from Data Analysis o

]

et ;

The bridge from research data to theory has long been, a subject o1 cons-.

- cern to sclentists, even those advocating more quan&itqti?e methegi’ﬁgxg., N

.* . 'y

Cornfield & Tukey, 1956). As discussed earlier, Allport considered the poten- | .

tial ‘for predetermined or arbitrarv'conceptions by the researchers the most //

-~ \

serious criticism of the use of personal documents;inlsocial science research,

: R . .
The basic issue is, as Blumer stated, one of whether personal documents serve ° .
. ' e . . )

as the inductive material out of which theor} 1s constructed or mereiy.become' py

o .

11lustrations ‘of existing theory.

. We have taken the position that, in reality,’ hoth of these practices ' -

occur, Inquiry~end conceptualization involve a dynamic interaction between

data and theory, At times data give rise to conceptualization; at other

timés, data confirm prior notions. This interaction has been acknowledged and

. d- wn upon in the social sciences°by:researchers‘advocating the development of

>

"grounded theory" {e.g., Glaser & Strauss, 1967), ' What must be guarded

against, however, in this interaction between data and theory 1is the £Endency

1

(or temptation) for the interaction to lean too heavily .in farotQOf theory.
« &ﬂ When data become solely illustrative or when on'y supportive data are col-
lected or analyzed, the reseéarcher may be fairly criticized for arbitrary and

predetermined conceptualization,
&

)
4
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,by certain procedural considerations.
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- This dangat is not unique to the\uaﬁ of'personé}vdocuments or other
naturalis {c or qualitative apptcachea. Unfortunately, the use of sophisti-
cated statistical techniques and research designsﬁfg:ﬁore cowtrolled, experi-
mental research has obscured the fact. that pure induction, objectivity, and
thu'necessaqy lééic of an explanatory theory are beyond the teach of any type
of social science research: What follows {3 a description of how we have

tried to protect the validity of our conceptualization in the context of ap-

preciating the research process as an Interactive and very human enterprise,

Procedural conaiderations. In naturalistic research, conceptualization

t ~

is an on-going part of the inquiry process, Since the research questions (and
sometimes the«procedures) are refined and modified by the progress of the
study, the validity of the researcher’ 8 conceptualization may be facilitated®

When we, described our_methodqtearlier,'we also discussed most.tf the ways
we have attempted to.theck.our thinking about the research as we conducted 1{t,
Briefly‘summarizing, three aspects of the design and method allowed us to
assess our i;tetpretatioqs and‘ideas.

The firgt was the assignment of one researcher to each participant (or
team of participants) for the entire research peribd. This. encouraged consis-
tépc of thé'conceptualigation process thrdugh an on-going contact with the

Jf;et of ;ata'and the same procesz. This assignment. not only allowed the
researcher to check the"internal'consisténcy of the ‘teacher’s repotts, but
also to aaaéss tht'internal tggsistency of his thinking from the data.

Second, we protected our conceptualization process'by continually checke~

ing the plausibility Qf.our“thinkingmhbout.theudata. These plausibility

‘ghecks occurred as individual researchers checked the plausibility of an idet

?

* |
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or interpretation against their knowledge of the participant and the data bacre

(an instance of checking for internal consistency mentioned above). Also, the
;esearchgrs check;ﬁ conceptualigations against their own knowledge.and expe-
rience about planning’ (all of the researchers had had extensive experfence in
classrooms; two were cer;ified'tegch;rs who taughtfhalfgtime and served as’
research-collaborators_Balf-time); Finally, blausibilifyAchecks occurred é{
régular meetings'bf the foﬁr researchers fo share ideas, work out.methodologi- : .
cal difficulties, or deal with ﬁny other.matters of concern to thg.research
project, ’ | .

| The thifd aspect-of the research design that functioned as a ch;ck‘Bh,our
thinking from the aata was our use of multiple data sources. . This app;oach,'
of ten réferrgd to as triangulation, was most useful in checking' a gonceptuali-
zation that arose from one particular data-source. For instance, if a re-
‘sea:cher picked up a particular idea Qrom-a.teacher's Journal, it might be

possible not only to check previous entries for confirmation or refutation but

also check the ;dea against the data from interviews, observation, or from the

"

("

self-report instrument administered at the beginning of the study.

Nata anélxsis. ‘Each of the five élansAproduced'in this study was‘unique,
. differing widely in topié, activities, and duration. To date, only po;tibns
of the data have been analyz;d, andxthen, only in a preliminary manner (see |
»Ciﬁtk &ﬁﬁingér, 1981, for a .:n.ral report of this data)., The major strategy
we are using for the analysi. of this extensive d;ta gset 1s to ap?roach the
task using multiple analysis methods, a sort of triangulation of analysis,

Thus far we have used three different approaches,
) !

Coding along tbpical and theoretical linea, Our first attempts at

summarizing the life histories of the five plans were throdgh a content

28
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A

analysis of the plsnning journals, The framework used for developing cooing :
A
categories and topics was based on the models in Yinger's original study., For

example, he proposnd a model of the planning process cha;acterizing planning
as a problem-solving activity that proceeds in a ayoiioal“mannor progressively
elaborating goals, ideas, and solutions. Three stages of planning were hy-
pothesized: problem findihg; problem formulation and salution; and implemen~. -
wtation, evaluation, and routinization, More detailed'processes snd.components_
were described within each stage that hecame the category system for the con=- .
tent analysis., For instanoo, within the problem-formulation and solution y
stage a general design process was proposed that includeduphases of elabora-

n

~tion, investigation, and adaptation,

, -

In general, our.attempts at coding the data according to these topics and
. I . : .

categories has indicated suppurt for Yinger's process model, The major danger
of this kind of content analysis is the possibility of overlooking information

that is not in agreement or that does not easily fit the conceptual framework,
éng ;;

ey Y

J
We are combating this by continually reminding ourselves of this danger

(naturalistic research calls for a high degree of self-coosciousness,of method -
and procedure). We plan to further control for idiosyncratic errors by insur-
ing that each journal is coded by one other member of the research team. Thus
far, this awareness and a concerted effort to be on the lookout for counter

examples has led us to discover some Interesting variations in the planning
‘ K] "“:I —

procéss that we are attributing to pianning stylg.u.
574

ty
e
]

Researcher interviqu, A major difference between naturalistic research

and more controlled experimental research is that experimental research
usually attempts to test a very specifio-hypothesis using a predetermined set

of design procedures and instrumentation, In contrast, naturalistic research

LR
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proceeds from a more general research question (often in the form of "what's

going on hére?") .incorporating a variety of methods and techniques that seem

to best fit the evolving research questions and findings, Another -way to
state this is that, in experimental research, the ;esearcher uses data‘collec-
tion instruments, while in naturalistic research the researcher is the data
collection instrument, |

Since sd mnch_of the dgta céllecfed in a study of this type really ;e-'
gldes In the qind of the researcher, we‘have been ?xperimentipg with a method

) :
to help each of us be more explicit in our perceptions and interpretations of

1ife histories we worked with, Ve call this metﬁod;researchér interviews,
Basically, it inVolves one researche; interviewing another resea;cher about a
life\hiatofy. 4Invadd1t16n to producing an oral description of the cage study,.
it also allows for deeper probing.and exploratioq of impressions and 1aeas

" that might be overlooked or minimized when working alone.

This.ig similar to case conference methods in which a number of indivi-
duals contribute a vafieéy of perspectLVee to a-gingle'problem. In our re- | .
searcher 1nter§iéws, we have beeﬁ able to explore ideas generated by our |
varying professional eiperiences or by the life histories we are working with,

‘To date we have conducted one complete set of researcher interviews for one

life history.

h

Inductive methods. Inductive methods of data an#lysis have been a
cornerstone upon which naturalistic descriptions are built,” A strong-point of
these methods is that the phedomena being studied are not forced 1Ato a pre-
determined conceptual framéwofk,by coding schemes or other me}hods. Instead,

in naturalistic studies, 1esearchers are advised to immerse themselves in_a

research setting until a set of 1nterpretive frameworks emerge from the data,
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In addition, these frameworks should be ones that convey meaning not only to

the researcher as an outsider to the setting but ones that are meaningful to
the research particdipants as insiders,
Naturally,” induction plays.a major rble in this process. Unfortunately,

in the eyes of some, there are no simple or straightforward methods‘fér'making

sure this happens or of predicting in advance where or how 1t will take place,

This, for most naturalistic researchers, is part of the rt and craft of the

inquir& process, For some researchers trained in positivisfic, ekperimental

2

traditions, this process’contains too much "intuitive, sloppy, uncont;olled

mumbo jumbo." There exist, in fact,“aeveral.excelleht'defenées and descrip~
tions of ways to prétect the vaiiditymbf this ﬁrocess in the natufalistic ree
search literature (see references cited earlier regarding method).”

Thus far we have uséd inductivé methods on several of the cases, Tﬁe
general procédures we have folloqu when analyzing the planning jodrnals have
been to begin with repeated readings of the.journal entries as the'basis for
initial ideas and questions, Ve followed up with additional passcs through

the data until tfénds and patterns began to emerge. This recursive process of

‘rechecking theory sgainst‘data and using data to generate theory produces the

progressive elaboration of the kind of grounded theory that is a major. godl of

naturalistic research.

Additional analysis issues. One question that might still be raised

about our analysis procedures is thac,‘éven though we have tried to triangu-~
late our analysis efforts, we are still all basically 6perat1ng out of the
same conceptual framework, and,'theréfore, there is no real check on the

validity of 6uf'1ntetpretatione."All naturalistic studies face this, and

early critics of personal documents noted this too. Because no interpretation °
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can be defended as more accurate than another according to logical necessity

or statistical probability, contemporary researchers are still relying on com~-

municating their'findings_so that readérs can assess the-yalidity of thelir
conceptualization acéording to criteria similar to those generated by the

Social Science Research Council in 1938..

Two aspects of reporting the results of naturalistic research allow. the -

.reader to appeal to assessment criteria such as feelings of subjeciive cer-

tainty, confermity to known fdcts, predictive power, and internal consistency.

One is an effort by the writers to convey as clearly and completely as bbs-

‘'sible their theoretica! orientations, assumptions, and blases as well as their

research methods and techniques. Then the reader can assess the degree to
which the findings and conclusions might be attributed to the initial perspec-

tives offthe researchers. Second, providing enough examples of the data-frdmn

" which the interpretations were drawn to give the reader a feel for the ‘data

and an opportunity to judge excerpts for him/herself, Reporting any kind of |

research s to some extent an exercise in persuasive writing. In experimental

research the conventions of design and statistical method are more widely_

‘agreed upon, In naturalistic ﬁesearch, each reader m:.st be convinced in a

manner that 1s not unlike the way the researcher came to his/her final con-

clusions, : : J

Summary and Conclusions

. Our central thesis has been that personal documents in general, and.

1

journals in particular, cun be a window, through which, to view some of the

workings of -the human mind. Teachers' journals used as we have described them

* here, do not provide perfect and complete records of teachers' planning and

~decision making. And these incomplete and imperfect representations of
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teachers' thoughts must be painstakingly assayed, supplemented, and

extrapolated from tovyield concepts, ﬁodels, and case studies, the fruits of a

descr}ptive research paradigm: In these analyses, the window to the teacher's

mind can also become a half-silvered mirror, reflecting some of the research-
er's expectations, biases, and selective perceptions in unknown and varying

proportions. These threats to validity can be reduced to some  degree by the

3

"procedures that we hgve proposed (1.e., making the ahalyst's frame of refer-

ence explicit, triangulation, deliberate search for counter evidence) but can

never be completely éliminafed. .

Ve are leftﬂto conclude that.the jdhrnal 18 an imperfect . instrument for
learning about human thouéﬁt. But the same can be s#id of‘aﬁy other device
designed to probe and'reflgct.the intricacies of fhe mind. .Our experiences
with using journalfkeeping as a.reseafch.tool lead us to see it as a benign;
generative, and economical device for recording teachers' descriptions of and
1nsight$ about their.planﬁing and teaching, Thé dange; of serious error.re-
sulting ffom use of journal eﬁtries as data seems sméii; while the promise of
learning more about the psybhology'of feaching from the tegchef's'point éf
view looms lhrge. Theoquestions of when, how, and whether to‘use journal

keeping in research on teacher cognitions should be anéyered only after con-

sﬂQerably mofe empirical attention has been givén to . the matter. In the mean-

-time; let research émpldying joufnal keeping as a window to-the mind be judged

as much by the usefulness of the knowledge it produces as by 1ts procedural

details.
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