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Abstract 

This study examined the language, methods and behaviors 

employed by high school level special education teachers 

when planning for content area classes. While past research 

in the area of teacher cognitions have described these 

processes related to regular classroom teachers, no 

systematic investigation of special education teacher 

planning has been conducted to date. 

previous research in the area of teacher planning has 

served to develop models of planning found at all levels of 

education. Drawing on past research, hypotheses about 

planning practices for secondary level content area special 

education teachers were tested. 

Use of a descriptive case study design allowed for an 

investigation of the language, methods, and behaviors used 

by special education teachers at the secondary level to plan 

for content area classes. Two special education teachers, 

one teaching social studies, and one teaching science, and 

two regular classroom teachers, one teaching social studies 

and one teaching science at the high school level 

participated in the study. The teachers completed 

background questionnaires, were interviewed to obtain their 

beliefs and practices in planning, were observed for one 

week while teaching, kept audio reflective journals, and 
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were interviewed using a video stimulated recall procedure. 

Findings indicated that special education teachers and 

regular classroom teachers plan in similar ways. The 

language that these two groups of teachers used in talking 

about planning varied. The language diffrences were 

observed when teachers talked about individualization and 

about skills versus content focus in their teaching. The 

definitional differences could hinder effective 

collaboration between these professionals. These findings 

impact teacher preparation in special education, as well as 

ongoing staff development for inservice teachers. The 

combination of methods used to develop the descriptive case 

studies provide more validity for subsequent qualitative 

research in this area. Lastly, this study adds to the 

literature base describing secondary level teacher planning 

and also represents an initial study in the area of special 

education teacher planning. 
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CHAPTER 1. 

PURPOSE AND RATIONALE 

In the last 10 years, considerable research has been 

conducted on the topic of teacher planning. Teacher 

planning can be defined as the actions teachers engage in 

including the thought processes they use prior to teaching 

and the decision making they employ while teaching a lesson. 

Planning also includes the reflection and analysis they 

engage in after teaching (e.g. analysis at the end of the 

day that affects decisions for the next day) (Clark & 

Peterson, 1986; Clark & Yinger, 1987). Clark and Peterson 

(1986) describe the process as cyclical with the distinction 

between what is pre-active planning and what is post-active 

planning as blurred. 

The notion of what teachers do during planning has 

received much attention in teacher planning research. 

Historically, comparative studies of how elementary, middle 

and high school teachers plan have been conducted and the 

findings extended to elements of teacher training, 

evaluation, and classroom practices (Clark & Peterson, 

1986). Other research has also been conducted on expert 

versus novice teacher planning methods (Borko & Livingston, 

1990; Callaway, 1988; Neeley, 1986; Sardo, 1982; Tochon, 

1990). The findings of these studies have been incorporated 

into planning for pre-service teacher education and for 

student teaching evaluations. Clark and Peterson (1986) 



asserted that studying planning is an appropriate topic of 

inquiry for studying the implementation of educational 

innovations. 
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Currently, the research on teacher planning has moved 

to include planning decisions related to classroom teacher 

acceptance of and planning for mainstreamed special 

education students in elementary, middle and high school 

settings (Schumm & Vaughn, 1990). While the planning of 

regular classroom teachers has been the focus of 

considerable research, little is known about the planning of 

special education teachers. The special educator has become 

a part of every public school system in this country. These 

teachers work not only with students who have special needs 

but have begun to work more closely with regular classroom 

teachers in response to the Regular Education Initiative 

(Will, 1986). 

The language and methods of planning used by special 

education teachers was the focus of this study. How do 

these teachers plan for individualization? Do they place 

each student on the same instructional continuum and merely 

move them along the continuum at the individual's pace? Or, 

do they determine lesson plans and tasks to suit each 

student's needs? How does their planning differ from 

regular education teachers' planning? When they talk about 

their craft, do they use the same language as a regular 

educator? 



13 

Descriptive research in this area of teacher planning 

was be used in four ways: (a) to develop an understanding of 

special education teachers' planning methods, (b) to 

disseminate findings through pre- and in-service course work 

on planning (Mccutcheon, 1980), (c) to further explore the 

notion that teachers are problem solvers and decision makers 

(Yinger, 1980), and (d) to determine the degree to which a 

common language is evident for regular and special teacher 

collaboration. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Teacher Planning Models 

The study drew upon previous models of research in 

teacher planning to investigate the planning models used by 

experienced special education teachers. The next section 

presents the models used to describe teacher planning and 

the supporting research conducted at the elementary and 

secondary school levels. A discussion of research on the 

planning practices used by teachers of mainstreamed special 

education students completes this section. 

In reviewing the literature related to teacher 

planning, several paradigms were identified. The first 

model represented by Tyler (1950) is often called the 

objectives first or the rational model of planning. In this 

model, four steps of effective planning were identified: (1) 
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specify objective, (2) select learning activities, (3) 

organize the learning activities, and (4) specify evaluation 

procedures. This method is linear in nature, as it 

progresses from goal setting to evaluation. Tyler (1950) 

characterized planning as an ordering task, using rational 

and scientific methods to interpret the curriculum to a 

teaching plan. McCutcheon (1980) stated that the objectives 

first model persists in pre-service education programs 

because it is intuitively reasonable; it seems as if it 

should work. This model evokes notions of schooling that 

are prescriptive in nature and are normative rather than 

descriptive. 

A second model of planning described by Eisner (1967) 

is the integrated ends means model. In this model the 

process of planning occurs in two steps: (1) generate 

instructional activities, and (2) identify objectives from 

the activities not from conscious planning. Eisner (1967) 

described this model of planning as an integration of the 

means of learning with specific goals for learning so the 

activity does not become meaningless. 

A third planning model, defined by Clark and Yinger 

(1987) describes a process model of teacher planning. 

others describe this model as an interactive planning 

process (Borko, Livingston, & Shavelson, 1990; Schumm, et 

aI, in preparation; Wendel, 1990; Walter, 1984). In this 

model the teacher is viewed more as a decision maker and 
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problem solver than a manger of curriculum enactment. Clark 

and Yinger (1987) detail a three-stage problem solving 

method for teacher planning: (1) content, goals, knowledge, 

and experience are combined to yield an initial concept of 

activity or work, (2) elaboration of an activity takes place 

through reflection, and (3) activity implementation occurs 

with evaluation for future use. 

These three models for planning represent the basic 

understanding of how teachers plan. The next section 

describes the research that has investigated what happens 

when teachers plan. This review summarizes research on 

teacher planning conducted at the elementary and secondary 

levels. Summarized in this review is the purpose, 

methodology, and results for each study. Clark and Peterson 

(1986), Sardo-Brown (1988) and Clark and Yinger (1987) have 

reviewed the studies on teacher planning in greater detail. 

Studies of Elementary Teachers' Planning Methods 

By using a questionnaire, Zahorik (1975) studied 

teacher decision making. His purpose was to identify the 

types of decisions teachers made during planning and to rank 

order those decisions by teacher rated importance. 

Zahorik's study described teacher perceptions of their own 

planning practices. He was not able to assess planning in 

action or match written plans to class instruction. Of the 

194 elementary teachers who responded to his questionnaire, 

81% identified decisions about activities as most important, 
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but only 32% indicated they began planning with activities. 

Conversely, 28% listed decisions regarding behavioral 

objectives as their first step in planning. Zahorik 

concluded that teachers' decisions on planning did not 

consistently follow a specific objective to activity plan 

for teaching, nor did the process consistently begin with 

activities. He concluded that while activity driven 

decision making was present in most of the teachers' in the 

study, it was not necessarily the first step in teachers' 

planning (Zahorik, 1975). 

In a case study by Yinger (1977), the planning 

decisions made by a single first/second grade combination 

teacher were studied over a five month period. Yinger 

(1977) used observation of the teacher to compile an 

ethnographic account of the planning practices used by the 

teacher. Yinger found that four types of routines existed 

in this teacher's planning; (1) activity, (2) 

instructional, (3) management, and 4) executive. Each of 

these routines combined to make up the process this teacher 

used for planning. Yinger (1977) further described the 

planning strategy as a process of moving from problem 

finding to problem formulation to implementation, and 

finally, to routinization. He developed his design cycle 

theory to describe this function. This notion is similar to 

other studies (Bromme, 1982; Clark & Peterson, 1986) that 

concluded that pre-active and post-active planning is 



difficult to isolate because they overlap. Yinger stated 

that there are routines which are developed and adhered to 

by the teacher during planning. 
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Morine-Dershimer (1978) studied ten elementary 

teachers' uses of mental images in planning. The study used 

interviews and questionnaires to assess the teachers' use of 

mental images to guide their behavior. She found that while 

teachers did engage in mental rehearsal and visualization, 

plans, both written and mental, were abandoned only when the 

activity flow in the classroom was disrupted. The mental 

images described by Morine-Dershimer's study can be related 

to the "reflection-in-action" that Sch6n (1983) describes. 

Clark and Elmore (1979) interviewed five elementary 

teachers during their first and fifth weeks of school. The 

purpose was to find out how teachers planned globally for 

their classes at the beginning of the semester and how the 

focus narrowed over the course of the year. They found that 

teachers were initially concerned with the planning of the 

physical environment of the classroom (i.e. room 

organization) as well as assessing student abilities and 

establishing a social system within their class. 

Comparatively, the fifth week interview described teacher 

concerns with scheduling, establishing routines and grouping 

for instruction. Clark and Elmore (1979) concluded that 

these structures and social features persisted throughout 

the year and were the framework within the class to 



structure unit and lesson planning. Experienced teachers 

notably drew on past experiences to make these planning 

decisions and to develop these structures. 
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The last study included in this review on elementary 

teachers methods for planning was conducted by McCutcheon 

(1980). This ethnographic study of twelve teachers 

investigated the purposes of planning. McCutcheon (1980) 

reviewed plan books and interviewed target teachers to 

gather case study data. She found that planning does not 

typically follow the objectives first model taught by many 

colleges of education, rather it is non-linear and follows 

difficult "paths of thinking and different order" 

(McCutcheon, 1980). While the scope and sequence is usually 

guided by the textbook, teacher experience and present class 

make-up determines the activities and methods used for 

teaching. She also found that planning was shaped by 

external influences such as administrative requirements or 

policies. McCutcheon described the process of mental 

planning as having a dialogue before a written plan takes 

form. This includes rehearsal of the lesson, envisioning 

the alternatives for planning, and reflecting on how the 

lesson went the last time it was presented. The teacher 

engages in what Dewey referred to as deliberation or 

considering the alternatives for planning. Even so, the 

teachers in McCutcheon's study, typically relied on the 



first option they thought of and then added in the facts 

they knew about the students they would teach. 

Studies of Secondary Teachers' Planning Methods 
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Research on teacher planning has generally been 

conducted at the primary level and few studies exist at 

either the middle school or high school level (Sardo-Brown, 

1988). This review summarizes one study at the middle 

school level, two at the junior high level, and one at the 

senior high level. 

Sardo-Brown (1988) conducted a qualitative study of 

twelve middle school teachers' planning methods. By using 

think alouds, a questionnaire, and an interview, she looked 

at teacher goals for planning, sources for planning, and the 

planning form. The results generated by this multiple case 

study indicate that use of the rational model (objectives 

first) was not an accurate description of the form planning 

took. Sardo-Brown (1988) found that indeed activities were 

the primary stimulus for teacher planning, followed by 

time/schedule considerations, and lastly, by student 

interest and ability concerns. The think aloud process 

revealed that teachers consider "what worked last year" as 

the primary influence for planning and "objectives from the 

curriculum guide" as least influencing planning. Sardo

Brown (1988) also considered team planning, a condition 

unique to middle schools. Even though middle school 

philosophy calls for time to be set aside for team planning 



(Clark & Clark, 1989), the planning done in Sardo-Brown's 

(1988) study reflected a modification of the 

unit/weekly/daily plan system, and team planning did not 

occur. 
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Peterson, Marx, and Clark (1978) constructed a lab 

setting to study teacher planning with twelve junior high 

social studies teachers. The subjects were presented with a 

new instructional unit and allowed one, 90 minute time 

period to plan each lesson. These teachers were to develop 

plans without knowing the students, but were given a list of 

six goals to be met by the class. The researchers found 

that the teachers; (1) spent the greatest percentage of time 

on developing a knowledge of the content, (2) then 

concentrated on the instructional process or activities, and 

(3) spent the smallest percentage of time on formulating 

objectives. 

Sardo's (1982) study of four junior high teachers 

focused on the difference between "novice and experienced 

teacher" planning. The subjects of this case study varied 

in experience from two to 30 years. By using observations 

and interviews, Sardo (1982) investigated teacher planning 

in English, math, social studies, and language content area 

classes. These findings corroborated Peterson, Marx, and 

Clark's (1978) study findings that a great percentage of 

time is spent on content understanding. Both novice and 

experienced teachers spent time developing a base of 
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information regarding the subject matter. The difference 

between experienced and novice teacher planning as observed 

by Sardo was novice teachers' reliance on objectives for 

teaching. She found that the novices used the Tylerian 

linear model and experienced teachers used the activities 

first model. Sardo (1982) concluded that style of planning 

was related to experience. 

Nesselrodt (1990) focused on a secondary level English 

teacher and the planning practices and decision making in a 

class for students with low ability versus a class for 

students with high ability. The teacher was interviewed and 

observed, participated in the use of audio journals during 

planning, and provided class documents and products. The 

findings indicate that there were no major differences 

between planning and decision making for the low ability 

class versus the high ability class. The low ability class 

was not specifically a special education class, however, the 

teacher described this class as lower than the general 

English classes she typically taught. The researcher 

indicated that the study needs to be replicated to provide 

greater information on planning differences with different 

performance levels, in different content areas, and with 

different levels of experience. No mention is made of 

assessing differences in decision making for special 

education instruction. 
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The final secondary study was conducted at the high 

school level by Taylor (1970). Taylor analyzed the syllabi 

of 261 teachers of English, science, and geography in 

British secondary schools. The findings of this study 

established an order found in secondary teachers' planning 

methods (1) understand the content to be taught, (2) develop 

learning situations that interest and involve pupils, and 

(3) identify the evaluation method or purpose for learning 

the material. The order described by Taylor indicates 

teacher use of activities first related lesson planning. 

Little reference was made to use of objectives in this 

study. 

Studies of Regular Educators' Planning for Mainstreamed 

Students 

There have been no published studies on special 

education teacher planning practices to date. However, the 

literature has begun to investigate the practices used by 

regular classroom teachers to accommodate special education 

students. These studies typically asses the regular 

classroom environment, the teacher planning practices and 

the decision making evidenced when teachers are engaged in 

educating students with disabilities. The ultimate goal of 

these studies is to provide the teachers with support in 

planning and decision making for students with disabilities. 

A review of these studies is included in the following 

section. 
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Ysseldyke, Thurlow, and Christenson (1987) addressed 

the decision making process teachers use in instruction, 

using the rubric of effective instruction for students with 

disabilities. The synthesis of research presented by the 

authors focused on the practices used to make decisions 

prior to teaching. They combined theoretical premises with 

teacher education practices and behaviors observed in action 

to formulate a framework for effective decision making. 

This framework included: assessment of student performance 

levels, student outcome goals, instructional modifications, 

and effectiveness measures. The study concluded that the 

complexity of the teaching task is compounded when special 

education students are included. The recommendation 

presented in the monograph emphasizes consultation as a 

solution that would reduce the complexity. 

A recent study by Schumm, et al (in preparation) 

examined what mainstreamed special education students would 

experience when placed in the general education curriculum. 

The study surveyed elementary, middle, and high school 

regular classroom teachers to develop a sense of the 

planning process for special education students. Then, 

twelve teachers were selected to be studied in depth. The 

researchers used interviews, observations, think alouds, 

stimulated recall interviews, and surveys to identify the 

themes in the teachers' planning. The case studies yielded 

by the data contain descriptions of the teaching practices 
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most often used by mainstream teachers. The findings of 

this study indicated that regular classroom teacher of 

mainstreamed students did not preplan specifically for 

special education students. Many of the teachers planned 

for diversity within their classroom by incorporating varied 

instructional methods. The practices observed in this study 

impact the expectations placed on the special education 

student by the content area teacher. The implications of 

the study provide insight for the special education student 

and teacher into practices and considerations regular 

classroom teachers find most appropriate for their age level 

instruction. 

In summary, past research on teacher planning has 

identified several models that describe the methods used by 

teachers to plan instruction. These models represent both 

the process oftentimes taught in colleges of education 

(linear/rational model) and the processes observed in 

classrooms (integrated ends-means and content directed). 

The implications of these studies are that differences exist 

between the planning styles of elementary versus secondary 

level teachers as well as experienced versus novice 

teachers. Recently, focus has been placed on planning 

considerations for students with special needs in the 

mainstream environment. studies of special education 

teacher practices are not present in the literature. 
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

One aspect of the special education teacher's 

responsibilities is to participate in the development of 

individualized educational plan (IEPs). These IEPs define 

the curriculum for the special needs student. They are 

based on skills development and often have little linkage to 

the content present in the regular education curriculum. 

Because IEPs are written in behavioral objective form, it is 

likely that the planning that stems from an IEP will also be 

in behavioral objective form. Therefore, it is hypothesized 

that special education teachers will not use the activities 

first model to plan, but will, regardless of experience 

level, use the objectives first model. This would not be 

consistent with Zahorik (1975) and McCutcheon's (1980) 

findings that teacher decision making strategies vary with 

experience, with the objectives first model used more 

frequently by novice teachers. 

It is hypothesized that the nature of special education 

classrooms will also have a bearing on the type of content 

presented and the manner in which it is presented. The 

students in these classes are often seen by teachers as 

deficient in skills. The skills are often taught in 

isolation, at the expense of the content. A second 

hypothesized difference between regular and special 
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education teachers is that their focus will be primarily on 

skill development not content presentation. 

The notion that teachers plan differently for groups 

versus individuals will be investigated by this study. The 

IEP lists objectives for individualization. If the special 

education teacher uses that document to plan then the 

planning will be for individualization and not necessarily 

group instruction. A third hypothesis is that the 

difference between special education and regular education 

teacher planning styles will be demonstrated in their 

planning for individuals versus groups. 

The last hypothesized area of difference between 

regular and special education teachers to be studied, is the 

option of fixed versus flexible planning and teaching. The 

premise of individualizing for student achievement should 

result in special education teachers being flexible and 

willing to negotiate changes in their plans. Regular 

classroom teachers, especiallY at the secondary level are 

more constrained by curriculum coverage and test 

accountability. The schedule and pace of secondary school 

may not permit teachers to be flexible enough to consider 

individual student pace and needs when planning. This 

hypothesis suggests that special education teachers will be 

more flexible in their planning and allow for instances of 

overlearning or repetition in instruction than regular 

classroom teachers are. 
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RESEARCH OUESTIONS 

This study looks at the differences and similarities in 

regular and special education teacher planning. The overall 

question to be addressed is: 

How does special education teacher planning 
practices compare to regular classroom teacher 
planning practices? 

specific questions address: 

What model of instructional planning do high 
school content area teachers exhibit? 

What evidence of individualization is found in 
high school content area planning? 

To what degree do high school content area 
teachers structure their lesson planning around 
presentation of skills or content? 

What evidence of flexibility can be found in high 
school content area teachers' planning? 

A multiple case study model was used to describe the 

planning practices of four high school teachers. Two of the 

teachers were regular classroom teachers, one in social 

studies and one in science. The other two subjects were 

special education teachers, one in social studies and one in 

science. All four teachers were employed at the same 

school. All the teachers are experienced teachers, and have 

taught the content course previously. It was expected that 

variations would occur in administrative demands (e.g. 

required lesson plans) between special and regular education 

departments, but not at the district level. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 
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This section provided a description of the research 

design, participants, setting, procedures, measurement and 

instrumentation and data analysis. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research method employed in this study was a 

multiple case study of four high school teachers in social 

studies and science content courses. The purpose of the 

study was to describe special education teacher planning 

practices in content area classes, then to compare these 

practices to teachers of similar content classes who teach 

in the regular education program. 

Consideration of the best methods for obtaining valid 

data was guided by observations made by Sardo-Brown (1988) 

and Yin's (1989) methods of case study research. Sardo

Brown (1988) discusses three limitations of past research on 

teacher planning. They (1) are conducted mainly at the 

elementary school level, (2) use mainly paper and pencil 

assessments, and (3) do not explore factors such as what do 

teachers take into account when they make instructional 

decisions. A fourth (4) limitation is related to the short 
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duration of many studies, thereby not addressing issues 

related to global and semester planning. This study was 

conducted at the secondary level, made use of more than 

paper and pencil measures, looked at planning in action, and 

was conducted during the course of an entire semester; 

thereby addressing Sardo-Brown's research limitations. 

Yin (1989) lists four criteria for jUdging the quality 

of research designs in case studies. These criteria analyze 

the validity and reliability measures of the research to 

ensure rigor. Figure 1 lists these criteria and the tactics 

used in this multiple case study to meet that particular 

test. 

Construct validity is concerned with the objectivity of 

a research method. In qualitative research this is a 

particularly difficult criterion to satisfy, as qualitative 

research measures are often perceived as subjective in 

nature. To increase validity, varied sources of information 

gathering are used. In this study, several sources of 

information are to be collected and analyzed. The various 

data sources are then used together to provide more details 

descriptions of an event. 

Internal validity in this study can be controlled by 

analyzing the inferences made regarding planning by the 

special education teachers. Pattern matching of coded 
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Figure 1. 

Measures of Validity and Reliability 

Type of Validity/Reliability Procedure 

Construct 
validity 

Internal 
validity 

External 
validity 

Reliability 

Use multiple sources 
of evidence 

Use explanation building 

Use replication logic 
in multiple case studies 

Develop case study 
protocol 

Procedures Used in This Study 

pre & post srudy interviews, audio 
journals, observations; have informants 
review document drafts; ananlyses are used 
to develop a case study. 

initial theoretical hypotheses made, 
comparisons made against literature, revisions 
of analysis categories was ongoing. 

Pilot study restructured to be more precise 
and to develop theoretical hypotheses; four 
participants involved in present study for 
replication across subjects. 

Pilot study provided basis preparation 
information and helped revise instruments; 
coding process required two independent 
coders who discussed definitions involved in 
categories. 
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interview transcripts will link the data to propositions 

ortheories tested by previous research, and revision of the 

initial hypotheses are revised throughout the study. 

The third test deals with external validity or the 

problem of generalizing the study's findings beyond this 

case study. This research design included a pilot study to 

test the concepts analyzed in the questionnaire and 

interviews and multiple case studies using replication logic 

to control external validity. The indepth description of 

the analysis process allows the reader to determine if the 

results can be generalized to other specific research 

settings. 

The last case study tactic to be tested is reliability. 

In this study, standardization of the interview questions, 

and coding categories was used to control reliability. The 

use of a research assistant or second coder to analyze the 

interviews, audio journals, and questionnaires provided an 

added measure of reliability to the analysis. Additionally, 

a multiple case study design as in this study, requires 

replication of procedures. This replication logic satisfies 

reliability assumptions (Yin, 1989). 

SUBJECTS AND SETTING 

As stated earlier the participants in this study were 

four high school teachers. Two of these teachers were 
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special education teachers with classes primarily composed 

of students with learning disabilities and emotional 

handicaps. One special education teacher taught the 

exploratory science course and the other taught world 

history. The other two study participants were classroom 

teachers, one in u.s. history and the other in biology. The 

teachers were employed in the same public school system, and 

in fact, at the same high school. All four teachers 

selected were teachers with at least five years teaching 

experience in their content area. 

The district in which the study was conducted is a mid

sized school district located in a large city in the 

Southwest. The district covers 108 square miles has 14,299 

students, with about 1,200 enrolled in special education. 

The district has two high schools, four middle schools, ten 

elementary schools and one special school for the severely 

multiply disabled population. The ethnic breakdown of the 

students in this district is 1.63% Native American, 2.53% 

Asian American, 3.07% African American, 19.2% Hispanic, and 

73.54% Anglo. The district also represents a broad spectrum 

of socioeconomic levels within its constituency. 

The high school selected for the site of the study is 

located in the northwest section of the school district. It 

draws mostly from the suburbs of the city and the adjacent 

feeder communities. The high school has a 2,185 student 

enrollment, and ethnic breakdowns as follows: .65% Native 



33 

American, .83% African American, 1.52% Asian American, 

11.11% Hispanic and 85.89% Anglo. The socioeconomic levels 

at this school typically exceed the rest of the district. 

The four teachers have been assigned pseudonyms in 

order to report teacher descriptions and comparisons while 

guarding the participant's privacy. The teachers were 

voluntary participants who were identified through the chair 

of the special education department and assistant principal 

as "highly motivated teachers", and as likely to want to 

participate in the study. Brief descriptions of each 

teacher is presented in the following section. 

Hal has taught for 15 years in special education. He 

reported that he has taught at every grade level from 

kindergarten through 12th grade, specifically, with students 

who are mentally retarded and learning disabled. He has 

both a bachelor's and a master's degree in special 

education. Hal has taught in overseas schools as well as 

u.s. public schools. He has taught at this particular high 

school for five years. This year he was assigned two U.S.

state History classes, a World History class, and a Free 

Enterprise class. He chose to focus on his World History 

class for this study. The specific unit of study observed 

covered the formation of ancient civilizations. He used a 

variety of methods for presenting the material, including 

lecture, note taking, text reading assignments, review 



quizzes, video tapes, map work, and small group work. He 

has taught this course four years at this high school. 
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Gerry has taught for 13 years in both physical 

education and special education. She, too, has taught all 

grade levels from kindergarten through twelfth grade. She 

has a bachelor's degree in physical education and holds 

special education in the areas of mental retardation and 

learning disabilities. Currently, she is working toward a 

Master's degree in learning disabilities at the university. 

This year Gerry was assigned two general math classes, an 

introduction to science class, and a study skills class. 

Gerry is also assigned to provide testing to students in the 

special education system. She chose to focus on her 

introduction to science class for this study. Specifically, 

the unit focused on identification of animal and plant cell 

parts. During the week Gerry developed the content by 

constructing labs, developing independent work packets, 

reviewing concepts in small group, large group, and 

individual activities. Gerry has taught this particular 

course three years, and was responsible for writing the 

curriculum and course goals for this class. Gerry is 

involved in the interscholastic volleyball program as a 

coach for both the boys' and girls' teams. 

Will has taught for five years, all of them at the same 

high school. He has a bachelor'S degree in biology and 

history, and recently earned a master's degree in secondary 
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education and administration. He has taught students in the 

tenth through twelfth grade range in both biology and earth 

science. will has been assigned to teach two sections of 

introductory biology and one section of "block" biology (an 

accelerated version of the standard biology curriculum, 

compressed into a four and a half week period). He has 

chosen to focus on a classical biology class for this study. 

The specific content covered in the observations centered on 

bacteria and viruses. During the week, will made use of 

lecture, lab, video, and discussions as instructional 

techniques. 

In addition to the classroom assignments, will also 

participates in administrative activities that require him 

to work with students and teachers on discipline issues. In 

the past will has taught biology in the "Skill Intensive" 

(SI) program. This course allows students who may not 

succeed in the regular biology program to earn credit for 

science. The students in this program typically are not 

special education students, but special education students 

are often mainstreamed into this class. This is the first 

year that he has not been assigned a course of this level to 

teach. will also coaches football and track during the 

school year as well as being involved in a school wide San 

Diego/sea World trip in the spring of the year. 

Mike has taught for eleven years. He has focused his 

teaching on u.S. History and Government at the high school 
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level. He has a bachelor's and a master's degree in 

secondary education: social studies. This year he has been 

assigned three u.s. history classes and two advanced 

placement (AP) u.s. history classes. He chose one of his AP 

classes as the focus class for this study. This is the 

second year that Mike has taught this content course. In 

the focus week, Mike taught the time period prior to the 

civil War in u.s. history. He incorporated two student 

presentations, lecture, text assignments, a reading quiz, 

and a critical issue essay into the instruction for the 

week. In the past, he too was involved in SI class 

instruction in history and government. This year is the 

first year he has not taught an SI class. He has taught AP 

classes in u.s. history for one year prior to the study. 

Mike is also involved in coaching varsity football at this 

high school. 

In summary, the teachers who participated in this study 

are all veteran teachers with at least five years teaching 

experience. They have either completed their master's 

degrees in education or are in the progress of completing 

the degree. All four teachers are involved in the 

district's teacher improvement program identified as "Career 

Ladder". Most importantly, these teachers volunteered to 

participate in the study, and three of the four teachers 

identified an interest in the study because the video tape 



information could be incorporated into their career ladder 

evaluation materials. 

PROCEDURES 

The study focused on three aspects of the planning 

process (a) the type of planning done at the global, unit, 

and lesson level, (b) the language teachers use to talk 

about their planning for instruction, and (c) behaviors 

teachers engage in to carry out their planning for 

instruction. 
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After reviewing the literature on teacher planning, a 

list of possible methods of inquiry was generated. Among 

the options were journal keeping, observation, interviews, 

think aloud interviews, stimulated recall (via videotaping), 

lab constructed lesson units, policy capturing (through 

scenarios), questionnaires, and document analysis of 

syllabi, exam questions, and lesson plans. Of the possible 

data collection methods, consideration was given to the 

problems encountered by using each method. Methods and 

instruments were chosen considering these limitations. For 

example, if using policy capturing or lab constructed lesson 

units, a researcher eliminates an experienced teacher's use 

of interaction with students. Video stimulated recall 

forces a teacher to manufacture an answer about thoughts at 

a particular step in planning. However, it is a way to 
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examine teacher thinking during the teaching process. A 

document analysis of syllabi, exam questions, and lesson 

plans would be useful to match beliefs to practice; but this 

method does not explore what happens during planning. Using 

a questionnaire alone provides useful background information 

and may describe individual teacher beliefs, but does not 

easily describe the process used to plan. 

Many of the studies reviewed used a combination of 

methods to investigate teacher planning. This study too, 

used a combination of methods of inquiry that included: 

questionnaire 

analysis of products 
plans, texts used, 
student work and 
tests 

interview 

-global planning measure to 
(a) detail teacher background 
(b) validate beliefs and practices 

-lesson planning measure to 
(a) validate beliefs and practices 
(b) evidence flexibility in planning 
(c) identify skill or concept focus 
(d) classify planning as targeted for 
individuals or groups 

-global planning measure to 
(a) assess beliefs about planning held 
by each teacher 
-unit planning measure to 
(b) identify language, materials, and 
planning techniques 



observation & 
videotaping 

audio journal 

pilot study Review 

-lesson planning measure to 
(a) match beliefs to practices 
(b) analyze language, materials, and 
planning techniques used by each 
teacher 
(c) evidence flexibility in planning 
(d)identify skill or concept focus 

-lesson planning measure to 
(a) analyze language, materials, and 
techniques used by each teacher 
(b) evidence flexibility in 
planning 

The purpose of the pilot study was to field test the 

39 

interview and document analysis techniques to be used in the 

current study. To test the questionnaire and interview 

instruments, both were given to three high school special 

education teachers. The documents these teachers used in 

planning lessons (i.e.; lesson plans, student evaluations, 

and student products) were also gathered and used to test 

document analysis procedures. The coding categories 

hypothesized from the literature were tested and found to be 

observable with the documents gathered in the pilot study. 

Further refinement of the interview schedules was possible 

because of the pilot testing. More specific questions to 

describe in action planning were added as well as questions 

to elicit language used in planning. The addition of audio 

journals was also considered after the pilot testing because 
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the written journals kept by the teachers were cumbersome 

for the teachers and not very detailed. Greater detail was 

added to the stimulated recall methodology by generating 

specific interview schedules for each teacher. Pilot study 

findings supported the initial hypotheses and provided a 

basis for continued investigation. 

Timeline for Data Gathering 

The timeline for the data gathering is shown in Figure 

2. First, the teachers were contacted and a meeting was set 

up to discuss the project. Only one teacher had any 

reservations about participating, and after considering the 

amount of involvement, opted not to participate. Another 

teacher asked to participate and the final group of teachers 

for the study was established. 

The researcher met with the special education and the 

regular classroom teachers at separate group meetings. The 

meetings were designed to provide the teachers with an 

understanding of the goals of the research, the design of 

the research, and the time commitment to the project. The 

pre-study questionnaires were given to each teacher and they 

were asked to complete the written form before the semester 

began. Dates for observation were established, as well as 

content focus for the observed unit. The meetings were 

concluded by setting up specific dates for the pre-study 



Figure 2. 

Timeline for Data Gathering 

Representative of One study Participant 

x x xxxxx x 

A B c D 

A - subjects contacted, commitment obtained, process 
for study explained (August, 1991). 

41 

B - subjects interviewed one week before observations 
in class, training in use of reflective journals given, 
use of audio journals to record in action planning 
begun (October - November, 1991). 

C - subjects observed and videotaped during instruction 
for five consecutive days, examples of student products 
collected, use of audio journals for recording in 
action planning continued, transcribed initial 
interviews given to teachers for verification (October 
- November, 1991). 

D - video stimulated recall interviews conducted not 
more than one week after video taping the focus 
lessons, audio journals collected from each teacher 
(October - December, 1991). 



interview and demonstrations for use of the audio 

journals. 

42 

The week before the identified unit, the teachers were 

interviewed for the purpose of providing more information 

and elaboration regarding beliefs and practices as well as 

to obtain a description of global or unit planning methods. 

The interviews were transcribed and given back to the 

teachers to validate the information in the 

transcriptions. 

Immediately after the pre-study interview the teachers 

were trained in use of the reflective audio journals. All 

of the teachers used the tape player during the week prior 

to the observed unit, throughout the observational week, and 

occasionally after the unit was concluded. The audio 

journals provided insight into informal planning processes 

for the unit as well as contained teacher reflections after 

each lesson. 

Individual lesson presentations for one week of 

consecutive instruction were observed and videotaped. The 

focus unit selection was up to the individual teacher, 

however, it was necessary for the teacher to have already 

taught that particular unit to high school students. No 

other constraints were given to guide the teacher's 

selection. The observational video tapes 



provided the basis for the video stimulated recall 

interviews and for analysis of language and behavior 

patterns in instruction. 
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Documents that were used in the instruction of the 

designated unit were collected. They included the text 

sections, supplementary materials, written lesson plans, 

student exercises, and evaluation measures used for that 

unit. 

At the completion of the unit, a video stimulated 

recall interview was administered to allow the teachers to 

evaluate the unit, to discuss changes for the unit's next 

presentation, and to access their thinking and decision 

making used in the teaching process. Typically, each 

interview contained several questions from the initial 

interview, that needed clarification. These stimulated 

recall interviews also focused on variations from the 

written plan, teacher perceptions of the lesson, and 

planning practices for different types of instruction. 

Methodological Considerations 

One consideration for timing of the study reflects the 

desire to obtain a description of the different types of 

planning in which teachers engage. By beginning the study 

prior to the beginning of the semester, the notion of global 

planning was captured in the pre-study questionnaire. 

Later, the pre-study interview provided more information 
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about concepts of planning for units versus lesson planning. 

The post study video stimulated recall interview, 

administered at the conclusion of the observed unit, 

provided insight on reflective behaviors following the 

unit's presentation. In this way, the entire process of 

planning from the beginning of the semester, through the 

unit level, and to the lesson plan level was evaluated. 

A second consideration of this study is the 

researcher's role in the data gathering. In any study that 

requires the researcher to interact directly with the 

subjects, the researcher role must be considered. During 

data gathering, the researcher must probe for answers in an 

objective manner. This may be difficult given the 

researcher's background and professional development. For 

example, in the pilot testing of the interview instrument, 

even though specific probes were identified to be used to 

elicit more information from the teacher; the probes were 

disregarded when one subject gave what was thought to be an 

inappropriate answer. The researcher's reaction was to 

"fix" the subject's responses. The discomfort experienced 

by an unexpected response from a participant was disturbing 

and was communicated to the participant via non-verbal 

feedback. To this end, the interview has been structured to 

lend more objectivity to the process. possible responses to 

questions were brainstormed and researcher probes were 

developed. The researcher's role in the data collection 



needs to be considered even if the intent is to gather 

information for description versus evaluation. 

MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS 
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A number of instruments were used to ascertain teacher 

planning methods. The use of lesson plans can be compared 

to writing an outline for a paper. The writer assembles 

ideas and places them in some order. Some teachers write 

lesson plans to guide their teaching; these are often very 

detailed. other teachers use the plan to brainstorm 

possibilities or ideas. In either case the method of 

planning reflects the notion of the craft. Sardo-Brown 

(1988) found in her study of 12 middle school teachers' 

planning that the written plan were the connection between 

their theory of teaching and teaching in action. She later 

explained that while experience usually determines the form 

a plan takes, beliefs about themselves, the students and the 

curriculum are evidenced in the thoroughness and flexibility 

of the plans (Sardo-Brown, 1988). The measurement 

instruments for this study were combined to describe the 

particular notion of craft held by each teacher. 

Pre-study Ouestionnaire. Questionnaires can easily 

sUbstantiate background data (degree, certification, years 

taught, subject area training, preferred teaching style, 
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etc.). The data obtained through the pre-study 

questionnaires provided information about teacher 

background, experience and training as well as more specific 

information on district polices on planning, and the form 

and function of written planning. The pre-study 

questionnaire for this study is found in Appendix A. This 

questionnaire was adapted from Schumm and Vaughn (1990) and 

Sardo-Brown (1988) studies of teacher planning. The 

questionnaire combined open ended statements with multiple 

response choice answers. 

Pre-study Interviews. The format for the pre- study 

interview is found in Appendix B. The interview questions 

for this study have been structured to elicit from the 

teachers their beliefs and practices for planning. The 

questions were patterned after Spradley's (1979) 

ethnographic interview methods. This interview schedule was 

designed to parallel the pre-study questionnaire with regard 

to certain aspects of teacher planning (i.e., administrative 

requirements, functions and form of planning), so as to 

allow teachers to provide more elaborated responses. The 

pre-study interviews were used to identify teacher practices 

in relation to global, unit, and lesson planning. 

Observations. In this study, the teachers were videotaped 

teaching on five consecutive days. Along with the 
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supporting field notes, the video tapes provide two types of 

descriptive information. First, they are the basis for the 

video stimulated recall interviews. The tapes are also used 

to provide examples of teacher language and behavior while 

teaching. Comparisons of the lesson plans as written and 

enacted provide insight on flexibility and decision making 

engaged in during the instruction. 

Audio Journals. The audio journals were used to record 

informal teacher planning practices, descriptions of teacher 

decision making, and reflection on the lessons taught. After 

the pre-study interview, the teachers were trained to use 

the audio journals in a reflective manner. Each teacher was 

asked to generate their own definition of reflection and the 

outcomes were discussed between the researcher and the 

teacher. Examples of reflective thought were presented. 

Each teacher was then given a tape recorder to use whenever 

they planned for the selected unit. The target teachers 

recorded ideas, decisions, and thoughts pertaining to the 

unit and lesson planning process as they occurred. 

Typically the journal entries included responses to the 

following questions: 

-What things do I need to keep in mind for this lesson? 
-What do I have to do to get ready for this lesson? 
-How do I plan for this lesson's presentation? 
-Did the lesson go as expected? 
-Why or why not? 
-will I need to make any modifications for the next 
time I present the lesson? 
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-What things will I have to carry forward for the next 
lesson? 

The tapes of the audio journals were transcribed and 

analyzed as part of the unit and lesson products. These 

tapes provided insight into the processes that occur when 

teachers move from global to more specific decisions for 

lesson plans. They also describe thinking in action that 

teachers engage in while planning for instruction. 

Video Stimulated Recall Interview. The video stimulated 

recall interviews allowed the teachers to discuss decision 

making during planning and follow up planning decisions. 

The taped segments represented three different instructional 

methods taped during the week's observation. Questions 

about the process for planning, adaptations and follow up 

were focused on in each segment. This interview also 

allowed the researcher to clarify questions that may have 

appeared to be unclear in the initial pre-study interview. 

others who have used the video stimulated recall technique 

{Richardson-Koehler; 1988; Yinger; 1979} have found that the 

process allows for an understanding of teacher thinking and 

decision making in action. 

A different interview schedule was developed for each 

of the study participants. The individual interview 

schedules can be found in Appendix c. 
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Document Analysis. All the written documents used in the 

observed lessons were collected and analyzed. These 

document included written plans, student work, textbooks, 

curriculum guides, supplementary materials, and lesson 

evaluations. Each product yields different information, but 

together provides an understanding of the connections 

between the pre-lesson planning, instruction, and the 

expected outcomes. 

Relationship of Instruments to Type of Planning 

Figure 3 demonstrates the relationship between each 

level of instrument. At the global planning level, methods 

and language planning (global, unit and lesson) and each 

measurement described by the data collected in the pre-study 

questionnaire, and pre- and video stimulated recall 

interviews. Document analysis of the unit and lesson plans 

and analysis of the videotaped lessons was used to identify 

congruencies between beliefs and practices at the global 

planning level. To describe unit planning language and 

methods the pre- study questionnaire, pre- and video 

stimulated recall interviews, document analysis of unit and 

lesson plans, audio journal entries, observations, and video 

stimulated recall transcripts were analyzed. By using this 

array of instruments, an understanding of the language and 

methods used by special education teachers to plan for 

lessons is able to be obtained. 
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Figure 3. 

Relationship Between Collected Data 
and 

Global Planning 
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Interview 

Document 
Analysis 
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Levels of Planning 

unit Planning 
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Document 
Analysis 
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Video stimulated 
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Audio Journals 

Lesson Planning 
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Document 
Analysis 
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video 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

This case study looks at the differences and 

similarities in regular and special education teacher 

planning and focuses on the general questions of: 

How does special education teacher planning 
practices compare to regular classroom teacher 
planning practices? 

Specific questions address: 

What model of instructional planning do high 
school content area teachers exhibit? 

What evidence of individualization is found in 
high school content area planning? 

To what degree do high school content area 
teachers structure their lesson planning around 
presentation of skills or content? 
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What evidence of flexibility can be found in high 
school content area teachers' planning? 

Data were analyzed by a pattern matching process. Yin 

(1989) describes this analysis method as one of the most 

desirable for case study research. In this form of 

analysis, a general theory is presented then data are 

collected. The data are analyzed to identify causal links 

that lead to a policy process or theory building. The 

theory investigated in this particular study is that regular 

and special educators plan courses differently. One 

important characteristic of pattern matching studies is that 

they result in a series of iterations: 

-make an initial theoretical statement or initial 
proposition about policy or social behavior; 



-compare the findings of an initial case against such 
statement or proposition; 
-revise the statement or proposition; 
-compare other details of the case against the 
revision; 
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-compare the revision of the facts of a second, third 
or more cases and repeating this process as many times 
as needed. (Yin, 1989; p. 40-46) 

This pattern matching process is similar to the process 

of refining a set of ideas or developing a proof in 

geometry. The scope of this method of data analysis can be 

broadened when the explanation builder considers additional 

information as well as the theoretica~ framework used to 

initially guide the research. Clarification of the research 

questions, often by an analysis of the pilot study, can 

narrow the scope. Each transcribed interview was analyzed 

and coded using categorical analysis (Miles & Huberman, 

1984). The Ethnograph, a computerized category search 

program, was used to sort within and across interviews and 

references representing different categories. 

The first category of the analysis framework was model 

analysis. This related to the first specific research 

question. The results corresponded to the models of 

planning discussed in the literature review. Instruments 

were coded to find evidence of objectives first, integrated 

ends-means, and process planning methods. Here, examples 

were compiled from the text of the interviews, observations, 

and directly from the lesson plan books. 

The second category of analysis was the level and types 

of individualization. It was hypothesized that special 



education teachers would plan with individual students in 

mind. Consequently, they would teach fewer group lessons. 

There would then be greater instances of small group and 

individual lesson presentation. By using the observation 

video tapes and by analyzing lesson plans, descriptions of 

each teacher's presentation style were developed. 

Comparisons of behaviors used to teach students in content 

area classes by both regular and special educators were 

compiled. 

53 

The third category examined the focus of teaching. Two 

subcategories were identified under this topic. Does the 

teacher plan for skill development or strategy use? Or, 

does the teacher strive for concept development? special 

education teachers often are skill or strategy focused. 

Teacher preference was observed in the videotaped lessons, 

discussed in the interview questions, particularly during 

the stimulated recall interview, and identified in the 

document analysis. 

The final category described teacher's flexibility. It 

was thought that special education teachers would be more 

flexible in planning and instruction than regular educators. 

Evidence of revisions of goals and methods were observed in 

the videotaped lessons, lesson plan books, and with the 

audio journals and stimulated recall interviews. Analysis 

of the language used in teaching also indicated flexibility 

(i.e. allowing for negotiation with students). 
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An overall understanding of the teachers beliefs about 

lesson planning was developed from the interview data sets. 

This body of data respond to the overall research question. 

The documents were read by two independent readers. The 

independent readers listed recurring statements or themes. 

Concepts that reflected global beliefs about planning were 

also identified. The statement were then categorized. The 

categories identified by the two readers were matched and 

discrepancies were counted and later discussed. The 

reliability between readers was calculated at 84%. 

After categorization, a concept map was developed. 

Tochon (1990) reviewed the use of concept mapping in 

educational research. His findings indicate that for 

complex, non-linear data sets, such as interview data, a 

graphic representation in the form of a concept map can 

provide the researcher with an understanding of the 

relationships between cognitive schemata. His use of 

heuristic schemata as a data analysis tool was most recently 

applied to understanding teacher thinking during lesson 

planning. 

After rereading the interviews for clarification, the 

concept maps were then reorganized to look for relationships 

within each category. Clark & Peterson (1981) developed a 

model for analyzing teacher decision making by constructing 

a relationship network. They grouped decisions into like 

categories and then used the groupings to develop a taxonomy 
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of teacher decision making language. In this study, 

behaviors and descriptions were also grouped into like 

categories. Examples of the initial concept map and 

reorganized map are presented in Figures 4 and 5. For 

example, in Gerry's interviews she discussed goals in three 

ways: student goals, teacher goals, and outcomes. 

Initially, all the statements relating to goals were 

clustered around that superordinate on the concept map. By 

refining the groups, coordinate topics were identified, and 

statements were clustered around them. This reclustering 

and refining process allowed a more accurate portrayal of 

Gerry's goals for her science class. 



Figure 4. 

concept Map: Beliefs About Instructional Planning 
Gerry 

Teach content, 
organizational 
skills, group 
skills & to feel 
good about them 
selves 

Student nee 
ictate presentation --:.0------

56 



Figure 5. 

Restructured 
Concept Map: Beliefs About Instructional Planning 

Gerry 

Student learning 
modes 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to describe special 

education teacher planning practices in content area 

classes, then to compare these practices to teachers of 

similar content classes who teach in the regular education 

program. In this multiple case study of four high school 

teachers, a combination of observation, interviews, audio 

journals and document review was used to collect data. This 

section presents the results of the data analysis. 

The results are presented in a format that responds to 

the overall research question by exploring the responses for 

each of the specific research questions presented in chapter 

1. The research questions were: 

How do special education teacher's planning 
practices compare to regular classroom teacher 
planning practices? 

specific questions address: 

What model of instructional planning do high 
school content area teachers exhibit? 

What evidence for individualization is found in 
high school content area planning? 

To what degree do high school content area 
teachers structure their lesson planning around 
presentation of skills or content? 

What evidence of flexibility can be found in high 
school content area teachers' planning? 
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ANALYSIS METHOD 

The process used to analyze data and produce responses 

to the research questions is described by yin (1989) as the 

pattern matching method for case study analysis. The 

process of pattern matching requires that the researcher 

establish a pattern of specific variables before data 

collection. The data are then collected and patterns 

observed are matched against patterns predicted. The 

expected behaviors of special education teachers while 

planning are the patterns to be matched in this study. 

These behaviors are discussed in the data analysis section 

and are restated here. 

High school special education content teachers 
will plan in the form of objectives first model. 

High school special education content teachers 
will individualize student learning and 
consequently teaching methods. 

High school special education content teachers 
will structure their presentation around skill 
development rather than content attainment. 

High school special education content teachers 
will demonstrate flexibility in planning and 
presentation of lessons. 

Models for Planning 

The first question addresses the models used by special 

education teachers while planning for content area 

instruction. The sources used to respond to this question 

includes the pre-study interview, audio journal entries, and 
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the post study video stimulated recall interview. A 

question that specifically asked for planning process was 

included in the pre study interview. The teachers were also 

asked to provide information on planning process for 

specific instructional methods in the video stimulated 

recall interview. An example of the interview stimulus and 

responses is provided from will's interviews. 

From will's pre study interview, when asked what does 

he do when he plans for a lesson, he responded: 

Will: Again, I have been teaching long 
enough, I used to - I've never ever used an 
actual lesson plan. You know they have them 
in the teacher handouts and stuff. But 
especially in my early years, I would go 
ahead and make sure I had my outline form of 
the whole chapter to guide me and now that 
I've done it enough times, it's more of a 
"How can I get as many resources as possible 
to help the kids out?" So I tend to look for 
supplemental stuff, to help with the book. 
Figuring the book's there if I need to refer 
to it, all kids have the book, so I can say, 
"Open up the book to this page, and this is 
what you want to get out of it, now let's see 
how we can supplement what is in the book". 
The key thing and I'm not really great at it, 
but I realized it through my student teacher, 
is to make sure the kids at least have a 
focus as to where they are going. I don't do 
it real well, but I try to let them know this 
is where we are heading, this is what we are 
trying to get. And it may not be just using 
the book, but when everything is said and 
done, this is what you should know and 
understand. 

During the video stimulated recall interview will 

viewed three different instructional sequences taped during 

the observation week. He was asked to tell the interviewer 



what he did to plan for each instructional sequence. The 

following excerpts from the video stimulated recall 

interview are Will's answers to that particular stimulus 

question. 

Segment #1: Presentation of video tape on different types 
of bacteria. 
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Will: Well it was blind luck. Basically I didn't know 
we had this and Joe had shown it earlier and he had 
forgotten about it and he was going through some of his 
films. And the day before, he had said, "Hey". He put 
a note on my board, and I didn't even catch it, but I 
saw this video sitting on my desk and thought, "I'll 
use it". And then I saw the note on the board that 
said you might try these, they are pretty good. And so 
that's what it came up to. But that's the way I like 
to approach teaching - anything and everything I can 
get my hands on. I don't care where I get it from. And 
if it comes to me that way, that's nice. We're pretty 
good - you saw me talking to Danny - he's another 
biology teacher. As a biology department, we are 
pretty good about saying, "Hey this worked real good. 
Why don't you try it?" or "This didn't work" or 
whatever. We're pretty good. So that helps out. So a 
lot of times I do get stuff from them or the department 
chair is real good about giving me stuff. And so it 
comes to me that way. Or other times, I'll seek it out 
on my own. So for this lesson, it was blind luck. 

Segment #2: Lab on protists where students worked in pairs 
to draw examples of microscope specimens. 

will: I was trying to explain as much as possible. 
That's why I had some of the information up on the 
board, because I found in the past if I just show them 
the film first - if I just let them go at the slides, 
there is major league confusion. Because they can't 
find them. Even me telling them that they have to look 
for color. You saw how many times kids didn't look at 
anything. So I want to make sure that I at least go 
over most of the key points that they need to know. 
And make sure that the lab itself is ready. I still 
have to explain the lab because most of the kids won't 
read it. And in this particular case, I let them work 
with whatever pair they want to. Normally, in a lab 
setting, I make them all turn in the same thing. So I 
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grade the same thing over and over again. So for this 
lab, I thought about myself and grading considerations. 
But more importantly, I thought about the problems that 
I had previously. And if I have 20 slides and 32 
people all looking at them. There is just not enough 
to go around. So it even takes a longer time to get 
through the lab. Because now I have 32 people sharing 
20 slides, or whatever number of slides I have. So my 
thinking was if they work in pairs, which they are 
going to do anyway, then we have roughly 15 groups. 
And about 15 slides. It's a bit easier to share the 
slides and I was hoping it would speed it up. 

Segment #3: Lecture to class on how the students should 
prepare their research paper on energy conservation. 

Will: Their rough drafts and the student needs helped 
me plan this lesson. 

ML: How? 

Will: I had real concerns making sure the kids knew 
what I wanted, because I don't know what they are doing 
in their English classes. As a matter of fact I 
took - the handout that they got was from an advanced 
sophomore English class. With a project like this one, 
there are so many factors that come into play - a lot 
of them don't know how to type, a lot of them don't 
know how to use a computer, a lot of them have real 
poor writing and reading skills, and they don't know 
how to use the library. And I sometimes don't do a 
real good job of explaining exactly what I want when we 
get to all these factors. Because of the fact that 
they may not have had the background to do it - that's 
why I did those examples. And I ended up over the 
weekend in reading them, after getting through some of 
them, I realized I had to find two or three kids who 
had done an outstanding job. And I decided right away 
to pull their papers out and run copies of what they 
were doing. So they could see. Because when I tell 
them verbally, or even if I write an example on the 
board, they leave and forget and they don't have 
anything with them. 

The pre study interview question proved to be the most 

useful in explaining the process each teacher used to plan 

lessons. The video segments were very narrow in focus and 
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tended to produce responses about beliefs rather than 

practices. Therefore, the pre study interview responses are 

used to exemplify the teachers' models of planning. 

All four teachers demonstrated an activities centered 

planning process. In discussing planning both special 

education teachers described a planning process where 

activities were selected to present the content. One of the 

special education teachers, Hal, discussed in his pre study 

interview his attention to the IEP goals. However, he did 

not refer to objectives again. His planning can be 

characterized as utilizing projects and global concepts. 

Pre Hal: What do I do when I plan? Well I keep 
in mind the IEP long and short range objectives. I 
evaluate the text I am using. I use two different 
texts in that world history class, because I am not 
happy with either one of them totally. 

Pre Hal: How would I define unit planning? I'd define 
unit planning as glopping a bunch of similar subject 
matter together. The unit that you are going to be 
videotaping is going to be on ancient civilizations and 
the beginning of civilizations. And we will talk about 
similarities in those. . .• But kinda glopping this 
all together so that the major global concepts are all 
presented within that one unit. 

Gerry focused on activities and resources for teaching a 

specific content. She did not mention IEP goals or 

objectives. 

Gerry: I've researched it, and looked at the 
different ways that I can show them. I end up blowing 
different pictures up out of books so we can label them 
and tear them apart. And so we get the content as 
simplified as possible and yet interesting and then I 
try to figure out how I am going to present it. Is it 
better with the overhead? Can I find other things from 
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the resources library that have been helpful? •• We do 
vocabulary like a regular class, they are required to 
have a notebook like a regular class, which is tough 
for a lot of those kids because they don't remember it, 
or ••. so, I give them points for notebook checks. 

Both regular classroom teacher focused on activities. 

Will talked about his need to outline the content as a guide 

for activity selection. 

will: Again, I have been teaching long enough, I used 
to - I've never ever used an actual lesson plan. You 
know they have them in the teacher handouts and stuff. 
But especially in my early years, I would go ahead and 
make sure I had my outline form of the whole chapter to 
guide me and now that I've done it enough times, it's 
more of a "How can I get as many resources as possible 
to help the kids out?" So I tend to look for 
supplemental stuff, to help with the book. Figuring 
the book's there it I need to refer to it, all kids 
have the book, so I can say, "Open up the book to this 
page, and this is what you want to get out of it, now 
let's see how we can supplement what is in the book". 
The key thing and I'm not really great at it, but I 
realized it through my student teacher, is to make sure 
the kids at least have a focus as to where they are 
going. I don't do it real well, but I try to let them 
know this is where we are heading, this is what we are 
trying to get. And it may not be just using the book, 
but when everything is said and done, this is what you 
should know and understand. 

Mike discussed global or thematic planning that 

centered on content units and activities. 

Mike: Basically, I plan globally, right now, because I 
am approaching the history content as a thematic 
approach. Right now we are getting into the part of 
expansion, achieving Manifest Destiny, and tying that 
in with the controversy or the growing controversy 
about slavery. I think globally, that context I can 
encompass the whole unit and get them to start thinking 
about the relationship between the two and get them 
sort of thinking about causes and effects, and make 
connections. I go over my notes, go over readings. If 
I am doing something, like some sort of group activity, 
I organize that, break the class up into - make sure I 
know what sections, or how I'm going to break the class 
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up, for instance, for cooperative learning or something 
like that. If I am showing a filmstrip or a tape, 
making sure that I'm familiarizing myself with the 
points that I want to stress in it. If it's a tape, it 
starts to getting into logistics, things like that. 
Like where I want the tape to stop, or where to rewind 
it to. Basically, these things are just really getting 
organized for what I want to do in class. 

However, Mike used the term objectives when he 

discussed planning practices he used with his 51 classes. 

Mike: Oh it's night and day. The 51 classes, you 
get - in 51 the skill levels are very low and as a 
teacher, as far as preparation - you can decide what 
you want to do basically, you get some objective set. 
Or basically depending on what you are doing, it is a 
lot easier to wing it in an 51 class. And a lot of 
that is in preparation, around grading - whatever 
works. You don't give 51 - obviously I don't give 51 
classes AP type questions. 

The four teachers in this study focused their planning 

practices around content driven activities. The teachers 

talked about selection of activities that would "present the 

content" or "make the kids focus on what we are trying to 

get". Only one teacher talked about long and short range 

goals from the IEP as part of his planning process. 

Individualization 

The second research question focuses on 

individualization in teaching methods. The pre study 

interview asked teachers to discuss how many students they 

planned for at one time. The responses to this question 

were then matched with the field notes to verify the 

statements and to provide information on planning in action, 

in other words, the interpretation of written plans into 
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instruction. Gerry, for example, discussed specific 

modification for individual students. Observation notes 

indicated she did in fact make these modifications while 

teaching. The segments of transcript describing the 

teachers' individualization process came from the pre study 

interviews. 

Gerry, Hal and Mike started their responses by 

referring to the numbers of students in their classes. 

Will, on the other hand, indicated that he didn't think 

about the number of students but the number of class 

preparations. The special education teachers grouped each 

class as a whole, while the classroom teachers grouped 

students by the "preps" of similar content. 

Gerry was concerned with getting an overall plan for 

the entire class and then making modification as needed. 

Gerry: I have 22, and so I think of them as a whole 
group, first, then I think of the different 
modifications. Angela can never have •.. if I have 
only five notes on the overhead, I have to give her my 
overhead papers when I am done. I have even run off 
the notes for kids that didn't get it. They like to be 
part of the norm, so they try to copy a couple of 
notes. I don't do pages off the overhead; I think it's 
a big waste of time. But I do expose them to 
transferring stuff from the wall or the chalkboard down 
to their paper, because they are going to need it in 
their other classes I present it that way and then 
group stuff is sometimes really good. This group of 
kids I have this year are really working on cooperative 
learning skills. Because as soon as they get into a 
group, they think it is party time. So we are still 
working on that. And you will see that in the lab next 
week that I really have to walk around and I don't get 
to teach as much as I want to because I've got to just 
play with all the behavior problems. 
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While Hal's interviews did not provide clear details on 

his willingness to modify content. 

Hal: I plan for about 20 to 25 at one time. I think 
about where the kids are and where they need to go. 
And I have to think about that in terms of the class as 
a whole. We are talking about this history class, 
there are 22 kids in there. And they have all kinds of 
ability levels. So I'm sort of shooting for the 
center. 

It was obvious that he did make individual and small 

group modifications during instruction and evaluations while 

teaching. Numerous examples of Hal's willingness to adapt 

presentations exist in the video taped observations that are 

not evident in the interview transcripts. For example Hal 

provided copies of notes for students who had difficulty 

with copying from the board. He also considered student 

reading levels during oral reading of the textbooks. 

Will was concerned with setting a goal for all of his 

classes and then making modifications as necessary. His 

modifications reflect adaptations at the class level rather 

than the individual level. 

will: No, I don't think I ever really think of it as a 
specific number. ! don't tend to think of it as 
individual students, or even individual classes. I 
tend to lump my classes. I have to change gears like I 
have right now, because I have two classes where I'm 
teaching for a full semester, and then I have the block 
class where I am teaching them for 4 1/2 weeks. So I 
have to switch gears with those, but it's still - I 
will mix them in my thought processes. And I will say, 
"Well these kids I'm doing this and this; with these 
kids I'll do this. But in my regular class I'm doing 
more of this, but not enough of that". So I start to 
kind of mix them in and say well let's make sure that 
in both cases I'm getting the different styles in 
there. 



Mike looked at planning similarly to Will. He 

identified two preparations that he was responsible for -

for the AP classes and for the regular history classes. 

Unlike will he doesn't look at class needs within the two 

preparations. He tended to keep them the same. other 
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interview segments, and journal entries describe his desire 

to keep the classes on the same topic to make planning 

easier. It was observed that all of his classes were 

studying the same historical time period during the 

observation week. 

Mike: I plan by subject. So in my AP classes, I'm 
planning for a total of 40. In my regular classes, I'm 
planning for about 90. So I plan by class. So that 
would be about 90 for one class and 40 for the other. 
Preps. 

When asked how many students they planned for at one 

time, three of the teachers replied with class number 

answers. The fourth teacher focused on number of preps. In 

looking at the observational data and notes, it was evident 

that the special education teachers tended to provide 

modifications to individuals with in the classes. While the 

two regular classroom teachers provided modifications to 

classes with regards to content. 

Skills versus content 

The third research question focuses on skill 

development versus content attainment. By counting the 

number of references to attaining content versus mastering 
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skills in the pre study, reflective journal entries and post 

study interviews, an understanding of each teachers' beliefs 

can be described. Figure 6 presents a comparison by 

teacher, of instances of skills development versus content 

attainment. 

All four teachers discussed content issues more than 

skill issues. The classroom teachers discussed content 

between 3 to 4.5 times more often then they discussed 

skills. While the special education teachers discussed 

content only 1.5 times more than skills. The regular 

classroom teachers references to skills are limited to 

specific teaching goals. All of Will's references to skills 

related to the research project that his classes were 

completing. Mike referred to skills only in the context of 

teaching thinking or test taking skills for the AP exam. 

Skill references by the special education teachers could not 

be linked to one specific context. They tended to be found 

in relation to a variety of instructional situations. 

In addition, written lesson plans for each special 

education teacher were coded for specific examples of 

content versus skills development. Of particular note is 

that lack of written lesson plans for the regular classroom 

teachers. Gerry presented textbook or lab worksheet page 
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Hal 

Mike 

will 

Figure 6. 

Content versus Skills Planning Practices 

CONTENT 
PRE REF POST 

6 7 

10 5 8 

16 13 7 

19 6 14 

62% 

61% 

82% 

75% 

SKILLS 
PRE REF POST 

5 3 38% 

2 1 12 39% 

1 2 5 18% 

6 4 7 25% 
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references on each day of her lesson plans. She did not 

list skills to be developed or included in the plans. Hal 

also identified textbook pages for reading or for homework 

assignments. He also included statements about notetaking 

or map skills in relation to the content presentation. 

Again, it was observed that the special education teachers 

evidenced a mix of content and skill presentation in their 

lesson plans. 

Flexibility 
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The fourth research question focuses on flexibility in 

planning presentations. The pre study, reflective journal 

entries and post study interviews provide insight to the 

teachers' perceptions and practices. Segments of each 

teachers' interviews are provided to describe their 

practices with regard to flexibility in planning and 

instruction. 

Gerry talked about setting a time frame for each unit, 

but allowing for extensions if the student interest was 

high. She also talked about considering the content and 

simplifying it if necessary. 

Pre Gerry: 
weeks, 
And if 
really 

That's a unit that takes about, I'd say, 3 - 4 
depending on the students I have in my class. 
it takes longer, we take longer. If they are 
liking the unit, we'll do some extra activities. 

Post Gerry: First of all, it's really hard to do it (plan) 
more than day by day. I mean I have my general idea 
but sometimes we get stuck on a topic and we don't get 
half the stuff covered that we need to cover. And so I 
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have my whole unit planned out pretty well, but the it 
really changes. Some days we get a lot done and some 
days, if we get going on a subject, and it's really 
feeling good, then we just keep going with it. 

Pre Gerry: In the first year I taught it, I never finished 
it, because I - just looking at the kids and what they 
were remembering - they had that look. They weren't 
getting it, so I stopped teaching it and went back to a 
simpler version. 

Hal's flexibility is typically connected with his 

perception of the students' needs. He gave frequent 

feedback on student grades and used the feedback to 

determine the pace necessary for the students to succeed. 

Pre Hal: We usually do grades about once a week, and then 
based on that kind of data, I know if I can keep 
rolling along, or I need to step back and take a day or 
two and have it as a work day. 

Pre Hal: We will be ... it's real hard for me to give you 
an exact amount of time, Mary LOu, because it depends 
on the kids. We have been working on this since Sept. 
9th and it's Oct. 9th now. So that's a month, and we 
will be on it for at least another week or two. 

Post Hal: This is the fourth year that I've taught this 
unit. It's modified every year in various ways. This 
one hasn't undergone a whole lot of modification from 
what I did last year. The speed this year, because of 
the nature of my group. Last year I had predominately 
freshmen and so my pace was a lot slower. This year 
with juniors and sophomores and seniors in there; my 
pace in covering the material is a little bit quicker. 

Will demonstrated flexibility in considering 

alternative forms of presentation. He centered his teaching 

around making the content relevant to his students. with 

this in mind he talked about using varied sources and 

comparing the products with past lessons after making 

changes in the process. will also described his planning 
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practice as "fly by the seat of his pants" in that he used 

whatever he could find, whenever it was available. 

Pre will: And so I'm sitting there last night, I caught a 
glimpse of an ad for Murphv Brown that was dealing with 
the homeless. So I thought, "Well, that would be 
interesting - kids can relate to that". So I taped it 
and showed it today to the kids so that they can see 
some of the relevancy. So when I think about the 
planning, I think about "What is it that will spark 
someone's interest in the class, so they will go away 
and get something out of it?" Rather than just, "Oh, 
I've got to cover bacteria today, so I better make sure 
I've got my bacteria plan out". Most of the 
information that I give, I can - just five minutes 
before class, I can go over the notes fast enough that 
I can put whatever information they need to know right 
up there. But I don't think that's really that 
important. I tend to think the curriculum aspect is 
actually the least important thing that we do with the 
kids. 

Pre Will: Again I am looking for supplemental materials, 
and when I get them, I tend to not - use the classes as 
guinea pigs, rather than doing it ahead of time and 
check it all out, and make sure it works great, and all 
that. I just tend to, if I see something - I probably 
fly by the seat of my pants too much. Then depending 
on how it works even though it maybe a good activity, 
if it was a bomb, I may never use it again just because 
of the negative experience. 

Pre will: Being that the unit we're on is on protists and 
such, I found this year because I've been changing a 
little bit, I'm kind of curious to see how it's 
affecting the classes because this year - last year it 
t"las like, "This is a unit, so I'm going to make sure I 
cover this unit in this set amount of time. And if 
they are going to do a research paper, I'll take time 
out after I've covered the whole unit and do my little 
spiel on research papers and then go to the next unit". 
This year it's kind of been like I've got all these 
other things that I think are more important and we set 
them out at the beginning of the year that the research 
paper rough draft is due this day and this is due the 
is day and this on this day. So I found myself taking 
two or three days off from the unit and then going back 
to it. And I'm not too sure how its' affecting the 
kids. I guess it just depends on the kids. 
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Post will: So I'm cutting myself so thin that I am afraid 
that I will be trying to cram too much in the last 
week. So just within the last week or so, I've decided 
that I am going to try to extend this one a little bit 
more. So again the planning in terms of what's 
creative and what's interesting to them I might end up 
changing my thought processes and go with the lab 
starting on Monday on bacteria which I haven't done in 
a couple of years. And so that might change things 
around, I just don't know if I can get the supplies in 
time to do it. But I've just realized that to try and 
take and shove another unit in the last week is 
ridiculous. 

Mike taught two sections of the same AP U.S. history 

class. His main concern was to keep the classes 

coordinated, to keep them at the same place in the 

instructional sequence. 

Post Mike: Strengths of this unit for me, were that you 
really have a real chronology to follow real well. And 
I think there is a lot of cause and effect in this 
unit. 

Post Mike: Modifications? Maybe in terms of adjusting the 
times with the classes - the second and the sixth to 
keep them together. You know, get them basically the 
same area. Like obviously because of what happened 
that day with the discussion, that class was behind. 
Anyway, I really had to move through the next section 
with that class to get it back up with that other 
class. 

Post Mike: Timeliness, yeah the timeliness. We will 
discuss things in all my classes. We discussed Pearl 
Harbor in my regular classes, that day too. And they 
had some good questions I those classes, too. We will 
talk current events. It's not something that I only do 
with my AP classes. Last year we were talking about 
the Gulf War almost everyday. Some of the guys knew 
people who were there and stuff. But we were on top of 
that. In fact, the first day we declared war, the next 
day we wasted a day talking about that. And we had a 
couple of kids who were involved in a protest, and they 
had to defend themselves and their viewpoint. We also 
had some hawkish type guys in here and they talked 
about that sort of stuff. 
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Two patterns of evident in the interview segments. The 

first pattern involved time extensions. Hal, Gerry, and 

will appeared willing to extend time considerations if 

student were interested in the topic, or if they needed more 

time to learn the material. Mike did not demonstrate this 

type of flexibility. He was concerned with keeping the 

classes together to make presentations easier. The second 

pattern involved individual versus content flexibility. 

Again Hal, Gerry, and will appeared willing to modify the 

presentations if student needs justified the change in 

content. Mike expected the students to possess the same 

level of skills and have the same goals, so his willingness 

to modify the content to incorporate individual needs was 

not observed. His behavior may be dictated by the type of 

classes he taught, indeed all the students in the AP classes 

would tend to be closer in ability levels then the regular 

curriculum classes. Has he chosen his regular history class 

as the focus class, examples of flexibility in his teaching 

may have been observed. 

Beliefs and Practices in Instructional Planning 

To answer the overall research question on comparison 

of special education teacher planning practices to regular 

classroom teacher planning practices, case studies of each 

teacher are presented in the following section. The pre

study, audio journal and post study video stimUlated recall 
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interviews were used to develop a concept map of study 

participants' beliefs about instructional planning. The 

concept maps contain four general areas or segments: goals, 

principles, sources, and practices. Goals are defined as 

the teacher's goals for the focus class. Principles are 

defined as each teacher's underlying educational premises. 

The sources segment of the concept map provides information 

of the places the teacher goes to or uses to plan for 

instruction. Lastly, the practices segment describes the 

behaviors typically engaged in while planning. Each segment 

was expanded and defined by sorting interview segments to 

match the general areas. By gaining an overview of the 

individual beliefs about instructional planning, a teacher 

by teacher comparison can be accomplished. The individual 

teacher concept maps are presented in the following section. 

Gerry 

Gerry, a special education science teacher, stated the 

goals for her science class to be related to student 

behavior and content attainment. The concept map depicting 

Gerry's beliefs about instructional planning is presented in 

Figure 7. 

Her main goal for the class was to have students move 

from her support class to the mainstream classes in science 

if the students are able. To do this, she indicated several 

sub goals as necessary. The first set of sub goals related 



to student behavior goals. The students need to be 

familiar with the content and develop other non-science 

skills (i.e., organizational skills, group skills, on task 

behavior, and a positive self-concept). 
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The second set of sub goals centered on objectives for 

her to meet. The teacher objectives were related to content 

attainment as well as developing support skills. She 

described her efforts to meet student needs whether they be 

academic, social, affective, or organizational needs as the 

primary goal for herself. She also identified seeking 

motivating activities to keep the students' interest as 

another goal. 

The third set of sub goals in Gerry's map related to 

outcomes. She talked about providing the skills needed to 

eventually have students move to mainstream science classes, 



Figure 7. 

Restructured 
concept Hap: Beliefs About Instructional Planning 

Gerry 

are met 
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have them feel good about themselves, and ultimately meet 

their individual needs. 

Pre Gerry: I want the kids to have the skills out of my 
class, science skills to go to another science class 
and feel as good about themselves as they can. 

ML: And by other class you mean ••. ? 

Gerry: A regular science class, if they improve .• 

The overriding principles that Gerry stated in her 

beliefs about instructional planning can be classified, 

again into two sub categories as principles related to 

content and principles related to students. She talked 

about the differences she perceives between regular and 

special education teachers as focusing on the special 

educator's willingness to meet individual student needs 

through instructional planning. 
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Pre Gerry: And so I have my whole unit planned out pretty 
well, but then it really changes. Some days, if we get 
going on a subject, and it's really feeling good, then 
we just keep going with it. And so that's what would 
drive a lot of people nuts. Support teachers do that 
all the time. Where as I think that would be a big 
difference between us and regular teachers. They've 
got exactly what . • .planned out. When I team taught 
in a regular classroom situation, you could put your 
assignments for the week up and exactly know that they 
can do this. I can't do that in my class. 

Her perception of content delivery is that it is 

"easier to deal with" than other aspects of planning. She 

also discussed the need to organize content as being 

important, and that this organization takes time. 
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Her principles relating to students focused on the 

understanding of students as individuals. She spoke of 

providing modifications to meet individual student needs and 

revamping criteria and time limits if needed for a 

particular student. 

Post Gerry: Yeah ... but that's a real hard skills 
or learning disabled students. If you 
present it one method - it's not that they 
don't know it, it you were asking them verbally 
you could rephrase it. But if you were 
asking them, or changing it written - that 
just blows their mind. They are getting 
better at picking out key words. 

Gerry also linked her goal of motivating students with high 

interest materials to the principles for students. 

The sources Gerry stated she used for planning varied 

as did her methods for planning. She used multiple texts to 

not only provide the sections for reading, but also for 

ideas for labs and activities. 

Pre Gerry: At first when I started developing 
this course, I got every science book I 
could get my hands on in different areas 
and then I just went through them, which 
takes a lot of time, and picked out the 
stuff I wanted from this and the stuff I 
wanted from this. So we've worked out a 
lot of packets that I come up with and 
then of course there's the xeroxing and 
all that. 

ML: What type of books were these? 

Gerry: Well for physics, I got some of the 
workbooks from the regular classes and I 
got some steck-Vaughn stuff and so some 
of the labs are the labs the kids do in 
physical science and in earth science. 
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She talked at length about using the sources at hand 

and developing a relationship with the science department to 

enable her to use some of their microscopes and slides. 

Over the years, she developed a large source file of 

materials to draw upon. She described her plans as 

typically coming from her past experiences teaching the same 

course in previous semesters. 

In terms of practices, one theme that was evident 

throughout her discussions was the notion of activity based 

planning. She described the use of activities to motivate 

students to learn the material and as a vehicle for 

presentation. She also considered the activities selected 

as a way to control the student's behavior. For example, in 

her audio journal, she described her decision making process 

for selecting activities as twofold. First, she chose the 

activities from materials she had on hand. Then, she used 

the activities to control the behavior of the students. 

Ref Gerry: In reflection of Monday's lesson, 
I felt that the lesson worked really good. 
I chose as the first group of kids to 
work with the microscope, I had divided 
the kids up into - like half the room -
to work on the microscope, and half to 
work on study sheets. I have to organize 
that way because I don't have enough 
equipment. And therefore, the kids I 
chose are the real hands on, real hyper 
kids - the emotionally handicapped group 
of kids - use the microscopes first. They 
really got into it and it seemed to work 
really well. 
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She described a large part of her planning as occurring 

in her head, and even planning when she wasn't physically at 

school. However, when she described her written plan, she 

saw them as being the "in between step of planning", making 

updates of activities as she needed throughout the week. 

other practices that she engaged in during planning 

related to her understanding of the students and their 

instructional needs. She felt that in planning she would 

have to simplify the content for presentation as well as 

having to review the content often. Again, she stressed the 

understanding of the individual student as critical for her 

planning. She cited learning modalities and student needs 

as priorities that dictate her presentation. 

In summary, the beliefs about instructional planning 

expressed by Gerry in her interviews and audio journal 

entries included: 

-her goals in planning were divided into student goals 

and teacher goals, both working together to attain the 

desired outcomes of movement to the mainstream program, 

development of a positive self concept, and 

consideration of student needs. 

-the principles she followed in planning relate to 

consideration of student needs and differences in 

practice these needs demand; especially with respect to 

time. 
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-her sources of plans tended to be varied and were 

updated from year to year. 

-and her practices included consideration of activities 

used to present the content. 

Hal, the special education social studies teacher 

focused on three goals in his instruction: student 

knowledge of content, motivation of students for learning, 

and integration of several disciplines into the study of 

history. The concept map depicting Hal's beliefs about 

instructional planning is presented in Figure 8. 

Hal's main goal for his social studies class is to 

broaden the students' base of knowledge in history. He 

talked about teaching for understanding of the overriding 

ideas in the western civilization curriculum. 

Pre Hal: I think my overall long term goals 
are not the kids memorize dates and 
individuals and so forth. That they 
have a more global understanding of -
in this case the interplay between 
man and nature - between similarities in 
civilizations. Because I think if they 
can start to get those global concepts 
then they will have something to serve 
as a point of reference that they can pin 
other things on to. 

Examples of this belief into practice were observed in 

the frequent content based quizzes the students were to 

complete and the focus on compiling information in note form 

to help with the unit tests. 



Figure 8. 

Concept Map: Beliefs About Instructional Planninq 
Hal 
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Another goal that Hal described as important to his 

planning was student motivation and interest in the content. 

He discussed teaching techniques that would "break up the 

routine" and keep the students interested. 

Pre Hal: A lot of the times that I use the 
picture books, is to sort of help bring 
it more alive. If the kids can see a 
graphic image or an artist's drawing of 
the Great Wall, it just helps them to get 
it. It builds interest - that's another 
reason why I do it. 

Closely related to this idea of interest was his 

presentation of history in an integrated manner. During the 

observation week, Hal incorporated geography, art, and study 

skills into the daily history class. He commented during 

the pre study interview that while "study skills may be off 

the point" of the class, it was something he felt he needed 

to teach. 

The overriding principles found in Hal's teaching 

centers on developmental instruction. He defined this 

principle as building on the past knowledge. 

Pre Hal: Yeah. But one of the things I do when I start the 
year, we start real basic, and they have a pretest on 
the seven continents, and the four oceans, and 
basically that's where we start. And there are a lot 
of them that need that review and need to go back and 
learn that again. We have to build onto their 
understanding of maps, history and other skills. 

Not only did he describe the nature of the curriculum 

as being developmental (i.e., historical patterns, content 

structured in a chronological order) but he also identified 

support skills as being developmental. He identified the 



students' ability to take notes, attend to maps, and 

participate in group work as examples of skills developed 

during the course of the year. He also talked about the 

developmental differences between 10th graders and 12th 

graders related to skills demonstrated. 

86 

Hal listed several sources for planning. These 

included multiple texts, IEP goals, and the school district 

and city audio-visual catalog. Text use and text choice 

dominated his discussion during the interviews. He based 

most of his daily lesson plans on specific sections of the 

text. He described his choices in texts as those 

recommended by the district that were lower in reading level 

than the standard text used in the regular curriculum. 

Besides text driven materials, Hal also described past 

experiences as a source for planning and instruction. He 

has taught this course several years and has made changes in 

pacing and assignments during that time. At one point in 

the pre study interview, Hal related that he changed the 

projects to keep interest up. He then clarified the 

"interest" to be his own interest, as well as the students'. 

There are several themes running through the practice 

segment of Hal's concept map. The first theme is adjusting 

instruction according to student needs. He compared this 

year's class of multiple grade level students, to the past 

year's class. He described the adjustment he has had to 

make because this year's students seem to be moving through 
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the curriculum faster. Attention to individual student 

needs appears to guide the rate of presentation but not the 

method of presentation. 

Pre Hal: So the first year that I did it 
(completing the entire text), I tried to 
get on my white charger and plow through 
all this material in a year's time. And 
I was able to do it, but I really didn't 
feel that the kids got diddley out of 
running it that way •.• I felt that whole 
year was basically a waste. The following 
year, I decided that since I was teaching 
world history again, it was more important 
to teach the kids what I taught really well 
and to have the kids get it than it was to 
cover all the material and when we finished 
have their heads swimming, and not really 
know anything. 

The second theme that appeared in Hal's discussion of 

practices in planning was the methods he uses to teach these 

students. The three methods discussed in Hal's interviews 

were instruction in pre-requisite skills, review of 

material, and frequent feedback on grades. He gave examples 

of his conscious efforts to incorporate these three 

practices in his audio journal entries. The practices were 

then observed in the taped classroom sessions. 

Lastly, inherent in Hal's understanding of teaching 

social studies for special education students was the 

practice of organizing materials. It is apparent in the 

discussions about methods for teaching students with 

learning disabilities and in the incorporation of pre

requisite skills into the curriculum. For example, his 

audio journals described the time needed to organize for 
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instruction and the organization that occurred before he 

could conference with the students. His ability to organize 

appeared to be a major tool in his instructional planning. 

In summary, the beliefs about instructional planning 

expressed by Hal in his interviews and audio journal entries 

include: 

-his goals for planning included student knowledge of 

content, integration of several disciplines into the 

study of history, and keeping students motivated to 

learn. 

-his principles for planning centered on developmental 

instruction. 

-he used several sources for planning including 

multiple text, audio-visual materials, and past 

experience. 

-and his practices during planning include adjustment 

for student needs, inclusion of pre-requisite skills in 

teaching, and organization of materials prior to 

teaching. 

Will, the introductory biology teacher, identified two 

goals for himself related to planning. They were to involve 

the students in the content as a way to generate an interest 

in science, and to attain the content in the science 

curriculum. The concept map depicting Will's beliefs about 

instructional planning is presented in Figure 9. 



When Will discussed the methods he used to engage 

students in the content, he typically used examples from 
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current or school events to make the curriculum interesting 

and relevant. Will also wanted the students to understand 

the content presented to the extent that it is applicable to 

life. He talked about the objectives for the projects he 

assigned as developing the ability to apply the scientific 

method to everyday life, improve writing skills, and apply 

knowledge of energy conservation techniques. 

Pre Will: I'd like to get them interested enough to see 
the relevancy and a place in their lives for it 
(science), so they can go home and apply it in a 
situation at home. We started some studies where the 
kids are doing energy conservation studies at home. 
We're trying to apply the scientific method and we're 
trying to set it up like a regular experiment. You've 
got to run the experiment, post study analysis of the 
data. But rather than just saying, "Here's a beaker of 
water and some bugs, go do some experiment". 
Hopefully, we're saying go home and take a look at how 
you consume energy, come up with a plan to save energy, 
run the plan all year, do monthly reports, then at the 
end of the year, take all the data that you've compiled 
for the whole year, and analyze it and tell us what 
you've come up with, why it is working, why it's not 
working. And that's the application of concepts of the 
curriculum to something that they can apply in their 
life. And even if they don't get the scientific 
method, they willi number one learn better writing 
skills. Number two, they are going to learn something 
even if they get nothing out of the class, when they go 
home or when they graduate from here, they will have 
some applicable knowledge on how to save energy. 



Figure 9. 
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Besides the use of application projects, will also used 

the text as a guide for topics. It was unclear to the 

observer that reading assignments were considered part of 

the unit material. students could use the text for 

reference but emphasis was placed on the notes taken in 

class as material for the tests. 

Will summarized his philosophy of teaching by saying, 

"Curriculum goals were not as important as my other goals". 

In adhering to this philosophy, he described his principles 

for planning as directly related to student centered 

instruction. He was concerned with meeting student needs, 

teaching to student learning modes, attaining student goals, 

and again making the study of science relevant to the 

student. He stated that he did not know which students 

needed specific types of support, but knew that if he 

presented the content in varying ways that the students 

would get the material. 

Pre will: I don't think I ever really think 
of any specific kids. I think it's just 
a general feeling for my classes. What 
is it my classes need and what have I been 
doing for the past week, month, semester, 
whatever it is - and how am I meeting the 
needs of the class? I think you probably 
know as you get to teach more and more 
years, classes start running together, 
and it's not that I can pinpoint that 
these 5 kids - I haven't met their needs, 
and these 5 kids I have. It's more just a 
general feeling. I know if I have been 
lecturing, like I used to do a whole lot, 
that I haven't met the needs of a particular 
set of students. How many of those students 
there are, I don't know. I just know that 
I haven't met their needs. So I need to do 



something different. There may be an 
individual case here and there where I'm 
doing something, a research paper, and I 
know a student have very poor writing skills. 
So I may try and target something for that 
student. But that's usually an exception. 
More often than not it's just a general feeling 
of where the kids are and what they need 
or what I need to do to get them to another spot. 
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It was obvious that he incorporated different teaching 

styles into his presentation to meet the different learning 

styles of his students. Both the audio journals and 

interviews provided instances of his consideration of 

student needs before curriculum needs. His analysis of each 

lesson included statements about which types of learners had 

he "reached" with the presentations that day. 

will also discussed the balancing of time and 

curricular constraints on his instruction. This impacted 

his idea of student centered learning by dictating the depth 

he could cover the content. will discussed the amount of 

material to be covered and the lack of time for completion. 

He factored in the time constraints when planning and 

teaching. The text book chapters were given as support 

reading, consequently, the students were tested on notes and 

in class material. His rationale for this choice was that 

text reading, when done right, had to be monitored. The 

time constraints did not allow this to happen. 

The sources that will used in planning were varied. He 

relied heavily on what had worked well before, and his 

consideration of the material from his "early years". He 
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described his planning as including anything and everything, 

multiple texts, television shows, and materials from 

museums, state fairs, Sea World. But the source of planning 

that was repeated again and again in the interviews and 

audio journal entries was his colleagues in the science 

department. He described the close knit group he worked 

with as frequently sharing materials and ideas. In one 

instance he discarded the lesson plans he had described in 

the audio journal and used a video given to him that morning 

by another biology teacher. He admitted that he hadn't seen 

the tape prior to use in class, but felt that the 

recommendation from his colleague was positive and would be 

useful for his class. 

The practices that will engaged in for planning 

included an updating of past plans just prior to teaching, 

use of activities to control behavior, and consideration of 

student needs for instruction and grading. will used terms 

such as "fly by the seat of my pants", "plan in my head five 

minutes before class", and "it's an ever-evolving art form" 

to describe his planning practices. 

He used the activities to control behavior of students. 

He considered how long it might take for a task to be 

completed, and then developed supporting tasks to keep the 

students engaged. He also considered the detail involved in 

each task and grouped students for success. 
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Lastly, he considered the grading process and it's 

affect on the students and himself. He described feelings 

of being hurried, or lacking time for grading. He 

constructed tasks that grouped students and produced only 

one product for a small group of students. His audio 

journal provided his rationale for this practice. The 

grouping allowed students to work with others who may excel 

at a task in which others could not excel. It also 

minimized the number of assignments turned in for grading. 

In summary, the beliefs about instructional planning 

expressed by will in his interviews and audio journal 

entries included: 

-his goals for planning included creating interest in 

the content for the students, making the content 

relevant, and covering the content. 

-his principles for planning centered on student needs, 

goals, and learning styles as well as the effect of 

time on content coverage. 

-his sources for planning included past experiences, 

outside curriculum sources, and colleague 

recommendations and ideas. 

-and the practices he engaged in when planning included 

updating past plans shortly before presentation, 

inclusion of colleague ideas, using activities to 

control student behavior, and consideration of grading 

practices. 
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Mike, taught United states History in the Advanced 

Placement (AP) program. The concept map depicting Mike's 

beliefs about instructional. is presented in Figure 10. 

Mike's primary goal in planning is to get the students to 

pass the AP exam. To that end, he saw content coverage and 

development of writing and test taking skills as sub goals. 

The overriding principles in Mike's practice included 

identifying the important content and covering it, relating 

objectives for class to the content, including students' 

motivation for method selection, considering student ability 

levels, and incorporating teacher's expectations to make 

planning decisions. 

On several occasions, Mike expressed his beliefs in 

relation to content coverage, especially when talking about 

the AP exam and the exam's requirements. To provide a 

comparison, Mike was also asked about planning for non-AP 

classes. Mike has had experience teaching both regular u.s. 

history as well as skill intensive (SI) level history. The 

SI classes are classes designated for non-special education 

students who may be struggling with the regular track 

curriculum or content. Some special education students are 

mainstreamed into the SI classes if their skill levels 

permit. In all three types of classes, he discussed content 

coverage as being important. Mike mentioned setting 



Figure 10. 
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objectives as the way he begins planning. Usually the 

objectives were related to tests or evaluation methods. 

Post Mike: AP class, that's become pretty easy to do. Long 
term goals in the AP class is to cover - get them to 
know the material well enough to be prepared to take 
the AP exam. And that involves long term goals; 
involves being able to write an expository essay. And 
also to be able to analyze the type of multiple choice 
questions that they are going to get. Because that's 
what they are going to get on the AP exam. 

The following interchange exemplifies Mike's 

differences in beliefs related to planning for regular and 

SI classes. 

Pre ML: This is a good lead in, since you said, "This 
wouldn't happen in a regular class .•. " How does the 
planning for AP classes differ from when you plan for 
your regular class? 

Mike: Oh that's much more thorough. Much more in 
depth, I really want to make sure that I explicitly 
cover things that I think would be major points. 

ML: In the AP class? 

Mike: In the AP class - would be much more detailed to 
give them enough more information that they can draw 
on, like for an essay. Or in the AP multiple choice 
questions, which are very detailed. 

ML: Ok. Now I know that you taught SI classes. How 
does it vary from the SI classes? 

Mike: Oh, it's night and day. The SI classes, you get 
- in 51 the skill levels are very low and as a teacher, 
as far as preparation - you can decide what you want to 
do basically, you get some objective set. Or basically 
depending on what you are doing, it is a lot easier to 
wing it in an 51 class. And a lot of that is in 
preparation, around grading - whatever works. You 
don't give 51 - obviously I don't give 51 classes AP 
type questions. 



Another guiding principle found in Mike's interviews 

and audio journals related to teacher expectations and 

student ability levels. He discussed his expectations for 

the students in terms of not only the curriculum, but also 

with regards to the development of higher levels of 

thinking. He also factored in student motivation as an 

element in his instruction. In Mike's opinion, the AP 

students should have been more motivated to learn the 

material. He stated that this was not always true. 
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Post Mike: The most important thing for me is the 
expectations. I mean the AP class - now I have 2 
sections, although the preparation is easier this year 
since I have taught it before. But the grading -
because I give so many essays. The number of written 
assignments - well and then to have double the amount 
of essays I had last year! Because the essays in the 
class from this sort of kid - the AP kids - that you 
get. They want immediate feedback. They demand it. 

******** 
Post ML: Sounds like they are very motivated. 

Mike: Yeah, they are highly motivated. It's an 
outspoken class. . . they are very relaxed, and they 
feel like it's a very relaxed atmosphere. Sometimes 
they take advantage of that more than I want them to -
more than the 6th hour does. You never see a situation 
like that in my regular classes. They t'10n't talk about 
history. They will talk about anything but. 

Consideration of ways to involve the stUdents in the 

learning process, adjusting the expectation levels and 

striving for higher level thinking skills appeared often in 

the interviews and audio journal entries. 

Mike varied his sources for planning. He used the text 

as the primary source of information. However, he also used 
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essays and period writings to provide additional support for 

the curriculum. It was obvious that Mike required the 

students to be responsible for the text readings as his 

weekly "review quizzes" were based entirely on the book 

readings. 

Mike relied heavily on past plans for his lectures and 

presentations. He mapped out the lessons in a chapter by 

chapter format, approximately one week at a time. To plan, 

he would review the topics of the chapters covered, and skim 

any notes from the last time he taught those chapters. 

Adjustments in the plan were made if a timely topic was 

presented for discussions. An example of this type of 

modification occurred during the video taped week. Mike 

brought up the topic of the 50th anniversary of Pearl 

Harbor's bombing with the students. He had intended to 

spend only 10 or 15 minutes talking about the topic. 

Instead the students talked about it for the entire period. 

In his audio journal he commented that the time wasn't 

wasted, "They learned something from the discussion". 

One teaching technique that was used as a source was 

the use of student presentations. Mike talked about the use 

of these presentations to motivate students. He provided a 

list of topics for students to select from for a 

presentation. The topics were spread out throughout the 

quarter and related to the material covered in the text. 

The students' presentations were part of Mike's planning 
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sources. He used these presentations to build on other 

concepts or to connect ideas together. Typically, this type 

of incorporation was done after the presentation, and little 

formalized planning was necessary. 

The practices that Mike engaged in during planning 

included consideration of the text sequence and time 

constraints, provision of feedback to students, presentation 

of content at varying levels, and student awareness of the 

goals of the course. Most of these practices relate to the 

specific content of an AP history course. Throughout the 

interviews and audio journal entries, Mike talked about the 

content to be covered in a short time frame. He talked 

about the problem time constraints caused by limiting the 

depth of the discussions. When asked to compare the AP 

class with regular class preparation, he stated he still 

used the text as a guide, but felt that it was necessary to 

supplement the text with supportive discussions to make 

ideas clearer. He differentiated his teaching practices 

because of student ability levels, and different student 

goals. 

Mike included in his planning, the time needed to grade 

and provide feedback on projects. He stated the "students 

demand it". This notion specifically permeated the journal 

entries. He talked about it in class also, when students 

asked about the grades on their essays. The concept of time 

constraints appeared to affect not only the curriculum 
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covered, but also the manner it was evaluated. He also 

talked about timing in relation to the coordination of 

classes. Because he taught two AP history classes, he felt 

that it was important to keep the two classes on the same 

timeline. When one class got ahead of the other, he had to 

reconsider the sequence of the plans for the class that was 

behind. He talked about having to skip a segment to allow 

them to catch up. 

Post Mike: Gosh, I - you know I can't even recall. 
Modification? Maybe in terms of adjusting times with 
the classes - the 2 and the 6 (hour classes) to keep 
them together. You know, get them basically the same 
area. Like obviously, because of what happened that 
day with the discussion, that class was really behind. 
Anyway, I had to really move through the next section 
with that class to get it back up to the other class. 
I find that with these AP classes you always have the 
time factor that you want to get in as much as you can. 
And move along very fast. 

The last planning practice described in Mike's 

interviews was presenting content at different levels. He 

talked about this most directly when discussing differences 

between AP and regular social studies classes. He talked 

about it again ~'lhen he described the sources for planning 

coming from his expectations for the students. And lastly, 

he referred to it when he discussed principles of planning. 

Typically, this did not occur within one class. He would 

not differentiate skill levels for individual students in 

the AP history class, for example. But would identify 

differences between different levels of classes and the 



planning decisions would reflect these perceived 

differences. 

In summary, the beliefs about instructional planning 

expressed by Mike in his interviews and audio journal 

entries were: 
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-his goals for planning included content coverage, 

development of writing and test taking skills, and the 

students' successful completion of the AP history exam. 

-his principles for planning centered on identifying 

the important content, consideration of student 

motivation and ability levels in planning, and 

incorporating teacher expectations into planning. 

-his sources for planning were identified as past 

lesson plan, textbook usage, student sources, and 

outside material. 

-and his practices in planning were coordination of 

classes, providing feedback to students, and 

considering time constraints that effect goals, 

presentation and sequence of plan. 

Summary of Case Studies 

By answering each of the specific research questions 

and then developing a concept map of each teacher's beliefs, 

an overall understanding of the teachers' planning practices 

was presented. Table 1 presents the concept map information 

in a chart for comparison between teachers. Some 



similarities and differences between the individual 

teachers' map can be observed. 
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All four teachers stated a goal of content knowledge 

development. The only variations between teachers involved 

Hal's and will's definitions of content. Both teachers 

talked about content in global concepts. Mike and Gerry 

described the content in a more traditional manner, relating 

it to text chapters or topics. 

All four teachers included student interests in their 

principles related to planning. will tended to link student 

interest with relevancy and connected it to all aspects of 

planning. Mike connected interest with motivation and used 

both to dictate his methods in planning. 

All the teachers made use of multiple sources, 

specifically multiple texts. This was especially evident in 

the special education teachers' discussion of searching for 

appropriate material and not being satisfied with one text 

for teaching. 

All four teachers made use of past plans in their 

practices related to planning. Gerry discussed updating her 

past plans in her head before she wrote the plans down. 

Mike also talked about updating his past plans before 

teaching. Will did not plan ahead; typically he would 

review textbook outlines a few minutes before class if he 

was lecturing. Otherwise he would set up labs in the 
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morning before school from what was available in the science 

department. 

There are several differences between the teachers 

concepts maps. Gerry, Hal, and will included a discussion 

of student interests in their goals for their classes. 

Mike, on the other hand did not focus on student interest as 

a goal. He tended to link the notion of student interest 

with motivation and include it as a principle behind his 

planning methods. 

All four of the teachers discussed content attainment 

in their goals for their classes. However, the special 

education teachers tended to combine skills with the 

content. The classroom teachers discussed content as it 

related to the discipline they taught, and skills as they 

related to isolated projects or course components. 

Only Gerry included motivation of students as a goal 

for her classes. She discussed her efforts to improve the 

students' self concept and to make them feel good about 

themselves in science class. The other teachers only 

discussed motivation as an aspect of student interest, not 

as an individual goal for their instruction. 

To summarize the concept map presentations, the 

teachers varied on some definitions and beliefs related to 

planning, but one area of consistency in all the maps was 

the inclusion of student interest in the planning goals. 

Gerry and Mike tended to build on the interest that already 
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existed in each student. Hal used and integrated curriculum 

to build new interests. While Will combined both techniques 

to incorporate student interest. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to describe special 

education teacher planning practices in high school content 

area classes, then to compare these practices to teachers of 

similar content classes who teach in the regular education 

program. In this multiple case study of four high school 

teachers, a combination of observation, interviews, audio 

journals, and document review was used to collect data. 

The subjects in the study included two special 

education teachers and two regular classroom teachers. Two 

of the teachers were science content area teachers and two 

were social studies content teachers. Each teacher was 

interviewed prior to beginning the study. At that time they 

selected a unit for focus and observation. They were then 

observed and video taped while teaching. Examples of all 

classroom documents and student works produced during the 

week long observations were collected. The teachers were 

then interviewed again using a video stimulated recall 

method, where the teachers viewed themselves teaching and 

were asked to talk about their thinking about planning for 

specific instructional practices. Throughout the 

observation week, each teacher kept an audio journal, 

reflecting on the previous lessons, describing their thought 
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processes for future planning, and elaborating on their 

planning practices. 

The data were analyzed to address the four specific 

hypotheses centering on special education teacher behavior 

and language during planning. The specific questions were: 

What model of instructional planning do high 
school content area teachers exhibit? 

What evidence of individualization is found in 
high school content area teacher planning? 

To what degree do high school content area 
teachers structure their lesson planning around 
presentation of skills or content? 

What evidence of flexibility is found in high 
school content area teachers' planning? 

The data were then analyzed by using concept maps to 

provide descriptions of the differences and similarities 

between regular classroom and special education teacher 

planning practices. The concept maps centered on four 

belief areas: goals, principles, sources, and practices. 

By using the interviews and audio journal entries, recurrent 

themes were identified and supporting statements were 

clustered around the coordinate topics. The concept maps 

were then developed into descriptions of teacher beliefs 

about planning. The descriptions were reported in case 

study format. These case studies provided an answer to the 

overall research question: 

How do high school special education teacher's 
planning practices compare to regular classroom 
high school teacher planning practices? 
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Discussion 

This section discusses each of the research hypotheses 

in relation to the literature, compares the predictions to 

the actual observations, and offers interpretations of the 

findings. The overall research hypothesis is preceded by 

the specific research questions. 

Question 1: What model of instructional planning do high 

school content area teachers' exhibit? 

Hypothesis 

The first question addressed the models used by content 

area teachers while planning for content area instruction. 

The literature is replete with studies describing classroom 

teacher planning methods (see Clark & Peterson, 1986 for 

extensive review). The research indicates that novices plan 

by establishing objectives first and experienced teachers 

identify activities first in planning. The initial research 

hypothesis was that experienced special education teachers 

would plan in the objectives first manner as novice teachers 

would plan. Supporting this hypothesis is the understanding 

that special education teachers are involved in the 

development and implementation of IEPs for each student they 

teach. The IEP document is structured around long and short 

term behavioral objectives that are to be used in 

instruction. Given that these documents are written yearly 
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by each special education teacher, it would be expected that 

objectives are part of their planning process. 

Observation 

The findings indicate that all four teachers used an 

activities centered planning process. In discussing 

planning both special education teachers described a 

planning process where activities were selected to present 

the content. One of the special education teachers, Hal, 

discussed in his pre study interview his attention to the 

IEP goals. However, he did not refer to objectives again in 

response to any other interview question or in any journal 

entry. 

Interpretation 

The IEP did not appear to present a powerful model or 

structure for these special education teachers' planning 

practices. The special education teachers demonstrated 

decision making practices more like experienced classroom 

teachers rather than novice teachers. consistently, 

research has indicated that the IEP does not present a 

powerful force in special education instruction (Oudley

Marlin, 1985; Lynch & Beare, 1990; Margolis & Truesdell, 

1987; Smith, 1990) This profile then leads to another line 

of research questioning. How do novice special education 

teachers plan? Are they more influenced by the IEP than are 

experienced special education teachers? If during an 

interview, a special education teacher indicated that they 



used the IEP as a working document, would their planning 

reflect a more linear model? 

This variance from the predicted behaviors provides 

researchers with further areas for investigation. 
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Question #2: What evidence of individualization is found in 

high school content area teachers' planning? 

Hypothesis 

The second research question focused on the amount and 

types of individualization used in teaching methods. It was 

hypothesized that special education teachers would 

individualize their lesson presentations to meet the 

students' needs. Underlying this assumption is the very 

nature of special education which is oftentimes defined by 

differentiated instruction and lower student-teacher ratios 

(Kirk & Gallagher, 1989; Hallahan & Kauffman, 1990). Special 

education students are placed in the program because their 

specific needs are not able to be met in the regular 

classroom. They may need smaller groupings for 

presentation, modifications in time on task, or even 

different instructional methods. Because of the needs of 

the students, it was hypothesized that special education 

teachers would teach in a more individualized manner than 

the classroom teachers. Theoretically, special education 

class rolls tend to be smaller than the regular program 

class rolls. Indeed, the special education teachers 

observed in this study had fewer students per period than 
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their regular class cohorts (Gerry=22i Hal=Z4i Mike=30i 

Will=32). However, the lower class numbers do not indicate 

an individualized program. 

Observation 

All four teachers talked about a class goal that was 

set prior to teaching the lesson. Gerry then discussed 

modifications for individual students within her classes. 

Hal did not talk about the modifications he made, but they 

were observed in his daily lessons. Both special education 

teachers considered the individual student needs after 

focusing on the class. For example, during a 

lecture/notetaking lesson, while Hal's class was engaged in 

copying information from the board, Hal moved to one student 

and handed him the notebook he used to compile his personal 

lecture notes. Later he commented that this specific 

student was not very good at copying notes from the board, 

so he needed the material close up. 

Mike and will approached the individualization task in 

different ways. Both classroom teachers looked at the 

number of preparations per day for which they were 

responsible. In Will's case, consideration of the needs of 

the class as a whole was evident. He talked about 

remembering what this class had already done, and what he 

needed to include to reach the group of students in a 

specific class. In his pre study interview will also talked 

about not knowing what types of students he had in his class 
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(i.e., learning styles, learning differences) but rather 

knowing that he had to present information in ways to touch 

on different learning styles. 

Mike also identified the number of preparations he was 

responsible for, but unlike Will, he did not differentiate 

between his AP and his regular history class. He worked 

hard to keep the classes on the same topics. Ultimately, 

that would mean his regular history class was moving through 

the curriculum at the same pace as the AP class. In his 

interviews Mike talked about the differences between 

different levels of classes (AP, regular, and SIlo The 

differences he identified related to extent that the 

textbook is used, depth of concept presentation, and type of 

evaluation questions used. He did not discuss other 

modifications that included individual differences or 

individual needs. 

Interpretation 

Definitions of individualization used by the teachers 

in this study tended to vary. In Callaway's (1988) study of 

teacher planning practices on a hypothetical unit, he 

concluded that language used in planning varies from teacher 

to teacher even within general education programs. The 

current study was consistent with his findings. One of the 

planning behaviors observed in this study involved the 

planning practices used to meet student needs. The teachers 

in this study described individualization or adaptation for 
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student needs in different ways. In comparing the 

definitions used by the special education teachers, it was 

observed that they first planned for the group then 

accounted for individual needs. The regular classroom 

teachers planned for all similar content classes, then 

accounted for individual class needs. The definitions of 

individualization varied between professionals. 

The definitions that teachers use to operationalize 

their beliefs about individualization may affect that 

teacher's ability to collaborate. Teachers who talk about 

individualization may have two different definitions in 

mind. specifically, the definitions these teachers used to 

describe individualization would not easily facilitate 

collaboration. Researchers in the area of collaboration and 

consultation have identified ineffective communication 

skills as a major barrier to successful collaboration 

(Price, 1991; west & Cannon, 1988; West, Idol & Cannon, 

1989). Communication skills that facilitate effective 

collaboration include eliciting and sharing information and 

clarifying and summarizing while listening (Cannon, Idol & 

West, 1992). These skills should facilitate the development 

of common definitions. considering the language used during 

collaborative interchanges also adds to the effectiveness of 

the collaborative process. One hypothetical example of the 

potential barrier that different definitions presents that 

could be drawn from this study might involve Gerry and her 
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regular class cohort, Will, in the process of developing the 

groundwork for mainstreaming a student. Gerry might 

perceive that because Will talked about individualizing for 

instruction, the student would receive numerous 

modifications. The definitions the two teachers are working 

from are different and yet the difference may not be 

discovered until after the student is placed in the 

mainstream class. 

From a facilitative perspective, teachers could 

interview each other, as suggested by Ysseldyke, et ale 

(1987) and Cannon, Idol & West (1992), to underscore the 

necessity of an individual teacher interview to provide a 

rationale for behaviors and ultimately practices. The 

belief interview process not only provides teachers with the 

opportunity to discuss ideas and to develop a rapport but 

also allows teachers to define terms and clarify ideas. 

Other writers in the field have used the interview process 

to provide a profile of practices used in individual 

classrooms as a guide for mainstream student success (Schumm 

& Vaughn, in preparation) . 

Ouest ion #3: To what degree do content area teachers 

structure their lesson planning around presentation of 

skills or content? 

Hypothesis 

The third research question focused on skill 

development versus content attainment. The hypothesized 
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difference between special education teachers and classroom 

teachers was that the special education teachers would 

provide skill instruction more often then their regular 

class cohorts. The basis for this assumption comes from the 

nature of the special education program. The students 

placed in special education classes demonstrate below 

average academic achievement. Enhancing or developing the 

academic achievement becomes a goal for instruction in these 

classes. One way to accomplish this is to focus on skill 

mastery through skill based instruction. 

Observation 

All four teachers discussed content issues more than 

skill issues. The classroom teachers, however, discussed 

content 3 to 4.5 times more often than they discussed 

skills, while the special education teachers discussed 

content 1.5 times more often than skills. 

Besides the ratio of skills to content being lower for 

the special education teachers, another difference was 

observed. The classroom teachers discussed skills in 

relation to the projects in which the class was engaged. 

For example, will identified writing skills as important and 

that they were part of his curriculum. Mike also identified 

writing and test taking skills as important and as part of 

his curriculum. These two skill area were discussed in 

relation to the AP exam and were not specifically taught to 
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the AP class students. Rather the students were given the 

opportunity to practice their skills on essays and exams. 

A difference in the needs perceived by each special 

education teacher was also observed. The skills that Gerry 

identified as goals cut across a wide variety of topics. 

She addressed the students' need to learn organizational 

skills, study skills, and group skills. Hal, on the other 

hand, limited his discussion of skills to study skills. The 

curriculum for special education is typically defined by the 

teacher who teaches the class. Gerry wrote the curriculum 

that the school used for its special education introductory 

science. Hal indicated that he chose the books and set up 

the content to be covered for the course. The focus of the 

courses is determined by the individual teachers. This type 

of freedom in curriculum development allows for variance in 

skill emphasis between teachers. 

Interpretation 

Schumaker and Deshler (1988) described the gap that 

exists between skills levels possessed by special education 

students and the skill levels demanded by the setting, as 

widening as the student progresses through school. This gap 

presents a barrier for successful instruction in the regular 

classroom. These students also typically lack background 

information upon which to build the more advanced content 

knowledge presented in secondary content classes (Snider & 

Tarver, 1987). content area teachers are then faced with 
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the choices of simplifying the content, teaching pre

requisite skills while teaching content, or teaching support 

skills when needed. 

The teachers in this study provided examples of 

practices related to these choices. Gerry simplified the 

content, and Hal presented support skills embedded in the 

content curriculum. The two classroom teachers focused 

mainly on content presentation and provided support skills 

only when a project was underway and focused more on content 

than either Gerry or Hal. The behaviors they exhibited stem 

from their beliefs about the appropriate manner to support 

the students they teach; in essence, their beliefs about 

what is best for the students. The beliefs and the behavior 

form the basis for their practice. The practices can be as 

different as the teachers themselves. 

Teacher background may also contribute to the choices 

that teachers make in planning for skills versus content 

instruction. Hal has both an undergraduate and a master's 

degree in special education. He has taught students with 

mental retardation, emotional disturbance and learning 

disabilities through out his career. His teacher 

preparation program focused on methods for use with students 

in special education programs. Gerry has an undergraduate 

degree in regular education in physical education and 

health. She is currently working on her master's in 

learning disabilities. Her teacher preparation work focused 
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on content development in her discipline. It is not clear 

how much of Gerry's prior training and experiences 

contribute to her choice to simplify the curriculum for her 

students. It is possible that Gerry felt it was better to 

isolate key content and teach it to the students as a 

solution to the basic skill deficit observed in her 

students. 

will went through a teacher preparation program in 

secondary education, where he focused on biology. He 

recently received his master's in education in secondary 

education and administration. Mike received his 

undergraduate degree in special education, specifically to 

work with students who are mentally retarded. His master's 

degree is in social studies in secondary education. Their 

programs focus on a specific content area discipline, 

providing them with ample content knowledge to teach at the 

secondary level. With this focus in their training and 

certification programs, it is understandable that their 

teaching would evidence strong content presentations. 

The practices that the teachers engage in and the 

background that they bring to their teaching either 

facilitate or hinder efforts for collaboration between 

regular and special education professionals. The 

perceptions and even the definitions of the skills needed 

for success in a class varies between teachers. One teacher 

may identify the need to be familiar with the vocabulary 
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used in a specific discipline as an important element of 

content presentation. Another teacher may identify study 

skills as important for secondary level students. Their 

practice reflects the choices of skills needed to be 

successful in a class. In a recent study by Cannon, Idol, 

and West (1992), essential teaching practices for general 

and special educators in the mainstream setting relating to 

instructional content practices indicated that both 

classroom and special education teachers were equally 

responsible for selecting goals, modifying approaches, and 

designing instruction to build on what the student and 

teacher knows. To design developmental instruction, 

consideration of what the teacher and student already knows 

about the content is mapped out to provide a base for 

further dialogue. An understanding of teacher knowledge and 

beliefs facilitates this process. 

Collaboration requires a conscious assessment of 

rationale and methods for skill development. Understanding 

the teachers' background and training would also provide a 

rationale for choices and behavior. 

Question #4: What evidence of flexibility is found in 

content area teachers' planning? 

Hypothesis 

The fourth research question focused on flexibility in 

planning presentations. It was hypothesized that special 
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education teachers would be more flexible in planning and 

instruction then regular classroom teachers. The hypothesis 

is based on the criteria for placement within the special 

education system. During the multidisciplinary committee 

meeting, the placement team discusses student needs in 

relation to the regular classroom. A determination of the 

most appropriate placement considers the type of instruction 

that is most like the regular classroom program while it 

provides the support needed for student success (Hallahan & 

Kauffman, 1990). If the student is placed in a setting 

other than the regular class, the assumption is that the 

regular class cannot provide the instruction that is needed 

for this student. The special education class would be by 

design more adaptable to student needs and the teachers more 

willing to be flexible in their teaching and instruction. 

Observation 

Two patterns were evident in the interview segments. 

The first pattern involved time extensions. Hal, Gerry, and 

will appeared willing to extend time considerations if 

students were interested in the topic, or if they needed 

more time to learn the material. Mike did not demonstrate 

this type of flexibility. He was concerned with keeping the 

classes together to make presentations easier. The second 

pattern involved individual versus content flexibility. 

Again Hal, Gerry, and will appeared willing to modify the 

presentations if student needs justified the change in 
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content. Mike expected the students to possess the same 

level of skills and have the same goals, so his willingness 

to modify the content to incorporate individual needs was 

not observed. His behavior may be dictated by the type of 

classes he taught, indeed all the students in the AP classes 

would tend to be closer in ability levels than the regular 

curriculum classes. If he had chosen his regular history 

class as the focus class, examples of flexibility in his 

teaching may have been observed. 

Interpretation 

In the study by Morine-Dershimer (1978), the findings 

indicate that teachers develop scripts that govern their 

teaching. These mental scripts are developed over time and 

are the result of teaching and considering or reflecting on 

the teaching process. These scripts are typically fixed in 

the teacher's teaching routine. Morine-Dershimer found that 

teachers rarely varied from the mental scripts of lessons; 

however, they did abandon them when the flow of the class 

was disrupted. The permanence of mental scripts must be 

considered in measuring flexibility. 

In this study, the teachers were observed demonstrating 

various levels of flexibility. The teachers adapted their 

plans if they believed the students needed more time to 

complete a task, or if the students needed some type of pre

requisite skill development. These behaviors not only 

demonstrate flexibility, but they also indicate that these 
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teachers were willing to abandon their pre-determined plans 

to incorporate student needs, typically observed while 

teaching or evaluating. 

One explanation for these practices may relate to the 

amount of control over the curriculum these teachers have. 

with the exception of the AP class, the teachers indicated 

that they were in control of the extent and depth their 

curriculum manifested. The special education teachers 

selected the texts, set the course goals, and in Gerry's 

case, even wrote the curriculum for the course. The regular 

classroom teachers selected material from a list of district 

approved texts and specified the areas of focus for their 

courses. This type of control over the curriculum allows 

teachers to change goals, incorporate new ideas, and provide 

extra instructional support that may not be possible in a 

tightly controlled curriculum. 

Another explanation for the flexibility in planning 

observed during this study may relate to the teachers' 

incorporation of student interest. One characteristic 

common among the four teachers was the consideration and 

incorporation of student interest in their lesson plans. By 

considering the student as a part of the decision making 

process, the planning and later the teaching becomes more 

flexible and contains possible modifications. 

Overall Research Ouestion: How do special education 

teachers' planning practices compare to regular classroom 
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Hypothesis 
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The teachers in this study were interviewed, observed, 

and given to the opportunity to reflect on their planning 

for instruction. This study centered on secondary level 

teachers engaged in content instruction and specifically on 

special education teachers in social studies and science. 

The literature did not provide an empirical basis for 

special education teacher planning nor is the regular 

education literature on planning sufficient at the secondary 

level. 

The specific research questions in this study analyze 

elements of teacher planning (i.e., model of planning, 

individualization, content versus skills presentation, and 

flexibility). The overall research question compares the 

special education teachers to the classroom teachers in 

terms of goals, principles, sources, and practices. The 

last section of Chapter 3 presents a comparison of each 

teacher's map and underscores similarities and differences 

between the teachers. This section reviews the concept maps 

of the special education teachers in light of the research 

findings for secondary level teachers. 

Special education teachers are both special educators 

as well as high school teachers. They are responsible for 

both content presentation and for specialized instruction. 

Their planning practices should therefore represent elements 
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of secondary teachers (i.e., content coverage) and 

instructional practices necessary for student success (i.e., 

flexibility and individualization). 

Observation 

By answering each of the specific research questions 

and then developing a concept map of each teacher's beliefs, 

an overall understanding of the teachers' planning practices 

was presented. Some similarities and differences between 

the individual teachers' map were observed. 

All four teachers stated a goal of content knowledge 

development. The only variations between teachers involved 

Hal's and Will's definitions of content. Both teachers 

talked about content in global concepts, while Mike and 

Gerry described the content in a more traditional manner, 

relating it to text chapters or topics. 

The four teachers included student interests in their 

principles related to planning. will tended to link student 

interest with relevancy and connected it to all aspects of 

planning. Mike connected interest with motivation and used 

both to dictate his methods in planning. 

The four teachers also made use of multiple sources, 

specifically multiple texts. This was especially evident in 

the special education teachers' discussion of searching for 

appropriate material and not being satisfied with one text 

for teaching. 



127 

All four teachers made use of past plans in their 

practices related to planning. Gerry discussed updating her 

past plans in her head before she wrote the plans down. 

Mike also talked about updating his past plans before 

teaching. Will did not plan ahead, typically he would 

review textbook outlines a few minutes before class if he 

was lecturing. Otherwise he would set up labs in the 

morning before school from what was available in the science 

department. 

There are several differences between the teachers 

concepts maps. Gerry, Hal, and Will included a discussion 

of student interests in their goals for their classes. 

Mike, on the other hand, did not focus on student interest 

as a goal. He tended to link the notion of student interest 

with motivation and include it as a principle behind his 

planning methods. 

All four teachers discussed content attainment in their 

goals for their classes. However, the special education 

teachers tended to combine skills with the content. The 

classroom teachers discussed content as it related to the 

discipline they taught, and skills as they related to 

isolated projects or course components. 

Only Gerry included motivation of students as a goal 

for her classes. She discussed her efforts to improve the 

students' self concept and to make them feel good about 

themselves in science class. The other teachers only 
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discussed motivation as an aspect of student interest, not 

as an individual goal for their instruction. 

To summarize the concept map presentations, the 

teachers varied on some definitions and beliefs related to 

planning, but one area of consistency in all the maps was 

the inclusion of student interest in the planning process. 

Gerry, will and Hal focused on incorporation of student 

interest as a goal for their planning. Mike discussed 

student interest as a governing principle in his teaching 

and planning. However, the methods they used to include 

student interest in planning varied. Gerry and Mike tended 

to build on the interest that already existed in each 

student. Hal used and integrated curriculum to build new 

interests, while will combined both techniques to 

incorporate student interest. 

Interpretation 

After comparing the teachers in this study to each 

other and discussing similarities and differences, the next 

phase of interpretation is to compare the teachers to the 

literature on secondary teacher planning. The dearth of 

research on secondary level teacher planning limits the 

comparisons that can be made. This comparison makes use of 

three studies conducted at the secondary level. 

Wendel's (1990) longitudinal study of four secondary 

teachers investigated the relationship between pre-planning 

conditions and decision-making during planning. The study 
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followed the teachers through the first three years of 

teaching by using interviews, observations, and follow-up 

surveys of student perceptions of teacher behaviors. The 

researcher observed that planning changed with experience. 

The detailed lesson plans observed in the first year of 

teaching gave way to carefully selected and paced planning 

observed at the end of the third year of the study. 

Findings indicate that the teachers planning practices 

changed in relation to their experience level, and the 

changes related to what the teachers perceived they could 

control versus what was out of their control. For example, 

novice teachers planned to control textbook selection, 

discipline, interruptions, and teaching style. with 

experience, these teachers stated that some variables were 

controlled by the administration and that they no longer 

needed to plan for them (i.e., textbook selection, 

discipline, interruptions, and teaching style). The 

experienced teachers also developed routines that made their 

planning more effective. 

The experienced teachers in Wendel's (1990) study 

provided statements of planning concepts similar to the 

concept maps 

developed in the current study. These planning concepts 

included: 

You can plan: content; tests; routines; some teaching 
strategies; elements of time management; evaluations. 
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You need to plan: content coverage; teaching methods; 
selection of resources; classroom rules; evaluation. 

You cannot plan: teaching style for discipline, for 
interruptions. 

You do not need to plan for: daily schedules; textbook 
selection; level of your class. 

(Wendel, 1990) 

A comparison of the results of the current study with 

Wendel's study indicates some similar findings. All four 

teachers in the current study indicated that they planned 

for content attainment/coverage. Unlike Wendel's study 

results, the experienced teachers in this study indicated 

that selection of materials was important and that three of 

the four teachers used multiple texts to obtain the material 

that was most appropriate for their classes. 

Another area of similarity between Wendel's findings 

and the current study's f~ndings revolves around 

individualization. The special education teachers in this 

study planned first for the whole class then considered 

individual needs within each class. The classroom teachers 

planned for all classes of similar content, then considered 

needs for different classes. They planned for individual 

classes not individual students. This finding is similar to 

the teachers in Wendel's study. 

One of the strongest themes in the concept maps 

developed in the current study was the inclusion of student 

interest and motivation as an element of teacher planning. 

The inclusion of student interest in planning considerations 
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was not limited to the special education teachers in the 

current study but was found in all four teacher's interviews 

and journal entries. Wendel's study does not mention 

student interest as a critical element of teacher planning 

concepts. 

In conclusion, Wendel's (1990) findings and the 

findings presented here are similar in two respects. First, 

the teachers in both studies focused planning efforts on 

content attainment. This appeared to be a consistent theme 

in the both the classroom and special education teachers' 

planning practices. Second, the classroom teachers in this 

study and Wendel's study appeared to plan for classes not 

individual differences. The special education teachers 

accounted for individual student differences in their 

planning. 

One area of difference between Wendel's (1990) study 

and the current one centers on planning to include student 

interest. The inclusion of student interests in planning 

considerations was not evident in Wendel's study. However, 

in the current study, both regular classroom and special 

education teachers included student interest in their 

planning practices. 

Nesselrodt (1990) focused on a secondary level English 

teacher and the planning practices and decision making in a 

class for students with low ability versus a class for 

students with high ability. The teacher was interviewed and 
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observed, participated in the use of audio journals during 

planning, and provided class documents and products. The 

findings indicate that there were no major differences 

between planning and decision making for the low ability 

class versus the high ability class. The differences 

occurred in the implementation of the plans during 

instruction. The teacher felt she made more "adjustments" 

in her instruction and provided more "nurturing-type 

teaching" for the general class. 

In comparing the findings of Nesselrodt's (1990) study 

with the current study, both similarities and differences 

were observed. Teachers in both studies discussed 

curriculum driven decision making. Nesselrodt's subject 

identified the curriculum as the district curriculum. The 

teachers in this study did not indicate that district 

parameters affected their curriculum or content. They 

identified other sources of content for decision making 

(i.e., textbooks, teacher preference, student interest). 

In both studies, the classroom teachers did not 

evidence differences between planning for different levels 

of classes. In fact, both Nesselrodt's target teacher and 

the AP history teacher in this study planned in very similar 

ways. They coordinated the content to be covered, 

regardless of the level of the class. For example, Mike 

identified coordination of classes as a practice in his 



daily lesson planning. This included both his AP and his 

regular u.s. history classes. 
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It was clear in Nesselrodt's (1990) study that the 

target teacher did include student needs and to some extent, 

student interests in her planning practices. The teacher 

was willing to "start where they are and trying to progress 

from there." This was evident only in her planning for the 

general English class. The special education teachers in 

the current study exhibited similar behaviors in planning 

for their students. Both Hal and Gerry considered student 

needs and interests in their planning. It is not clear 

which factor took precedence in their decision making. 

Further research might include a rating scale to indicate 

the weight given to an individual teacher's decision making 

prior to planning. 

In conclusion, Nesselrodt's (1990) findings and the 

findings presented here are similar in two respects. First, 

in both studies, the classroom teachers did not evidence 

differences between planning for different levels of 

classes. content attainment and selection of materials to 

allow students to attain the content is important to 

secondary teachers, including special education teachers. 

Second, it was clear in Nesselrodt's study that the target 

teacher did include student needs and to some extent, 

student interests in her planning practices. This practice 

was evident only in her planning for the general English 



134 

class. All four teachers in the current study discussed 

consideration of student interest in their planning 

practices. The consideration of individual student needs 

was a factor in the special education teachers' planning. 

The regular classroom teachers considered each class' needs 

as a whole. 

Another study of teacher planning at the secondary 

level was conducted at the high school level by Taylor 

(1970). Taylor analyzed the syllabi of 261 teachers of 

English, science, and geography in British secondary 

schools. The findings of this study established an order 

found in secondary teachers' planning methods (1) understand 

the content to be taught, (2) develop learning situations 

that interest and involve pupils, and (3) identify the 

evaluation method or purpose for learning the material. 

When the findings of the current study are compared to 

Taylor's findings, the special education teachers appear to 

plan in the same manner, that is, using the same order 

described in the earlier study. The special education 

teachers typically reviewed the content for presentation, 

searched for activities that conveyed the material to the 

students and devised evaluation tools to determine if the 

content was attained. 

Taylor's study made use of syllabi as a way to 

understand teacher planning practices. This single measure 

does not provide enough descriptive information about 
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planning practices to allow for detailed comparisons. 

However, the behaviors Taylor described, in the order 

developed by the teachers in his study, are similar to the 

behaviors observed in both the regular classroom and special 

education teachers in the current study. 

One final study is included in this comparison of 

literature. Callaway (1988) included both elementary and 

secondary teachers in his study and focused on planning 

decisions made when the teachers constructed plans for a 

hypothetical unit of study. The teachers in Callaway's 

study demonstrated planning procedures similar to the order 

described in Taylor's (1970) study. First, they identified 

the content to be taught and related it to textbook and 

curriculum constraints. Second, they considered the 

resources that were on hand and their appropriateness. 

Lastly, they determined how evaluation would take place. 

The researcher also found that the teachers did not evidence 

consideration of student interests and motivation in 

planning. 

All four teachers in the current study incorporated 

student interest and motivation as elements in their 

planning process. This difference appears again and again 

when comparing studies conducted at the secondary level with 

the current study. The difference between the observations 

made in this study and those conducted in the past may be 

related to the control the school district and the school 
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itself places on the teachers. comparisons between school 

districts cannot be made as the previous studies did not 

provide information about administrative constraints in 

teacher planning. 

Summary for the Overall Research Ouestion 

The planning practices of the special education 

teachers in this study have been compared to cohorts in the 

regular class program. The difference centers around the 

level of individualization observed in planning. The 

special education teachers tended to plan for individuals 

within the class and the regular classroom teachers planned 

for individual classes. This is consistent with 

Nesselrodt's (1990) findings related to class adaptations 

for lower ability classes. 

The special education teachers also focused more 

equally on their skill development and content presentation 

in comparison to classroom teachers. In reviewing the 

literature, no measures of skill versus content presentation 

have been recorded for content area teachers. However, 

several studies found that teachers focused on content as 

the initial step in planning (Callaway, 1988; Nesselrodt, 

1990; Wendel, 1990). This behavior was observed in the 

planning practices described by the special education 

teachers in their audio journals. 

Lastly, all four teachers in this study discussed an 

inclusion of student interests and student motivation as a 
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principle and practice in their planning. The incorporation 

of student interests in planning was not evident in most of 

the literature on secondary level teacher planning. Only 

Nesselrodt (1990) observed inclusion of student needs and 

interests in the case study she conducted. 

In conclusion, special education teacher planning 

practices as observed in this study use the same hierarchial 

order for development of lesson plans as do regular 

classroom teachers. However, they tend to add 

consideration of student needs and interests to the planning 

process. This typically affects the pacing (flexibility), 

focus (skills & content), and the level of 

individualization. 

Implications of the study 

Clark and Peterson (1986) asserted that studying 

planning is an appropriate topic of study to inform the 

implementation of educational innovations (i.e., 

collaboration among school professionals). This rationale 

supports this study of beliefs and practices used in special 

education teacher planning. The findings of this study 

provide the basis for several considerations in research on 

teaching as well as for teacher preparation in both regular 

as well as special education. 

Implications for Research Methodology 
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The implications for research methodology include an 

analysis of the methods and instruments used, the 

limitations of the current study, and recommendations for 

subsequent studies of teacher planning. The following 

section presents each area of implications with a rationale. 

The instruments used in this study were drawn from past 

research in teacher planning. Many of the previous studies 

used single instruments to gather data (i.e., collection of 

syllabi or lesson plans), other studies used pairs of data 

collections methods (i.e., lesson plan and syllabi 

collection paired with interviews). The current study 

uniquely combined several methods of data collection to 

provide a rich description of teacher planning in special 

and regular education classrooms. The results from this 

study are comparable with previous studies but provide 

greater detail, indicating that multiple measures are indeed 

necessary if depth of description or understanding are 

required. 

Another aspect of the current study that bears closer 

examination is the use of concept maps to analyze interview 

data. Tochon (1990) used heuristic schemata drawings 

derived from interviews to construct a graphic 

representation of teacher beliefs and practices. The 

current study builds on this idea to present beliefs in a 

semantic map. In this way relationships between and qmong 

different aspects of teacher planning can be understood. 
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The use of a relationship map allows researchers to get at 

the underlying principles that support behavior. 

Verification of the accuracy of the maps by the subjects in 

the study would provide validity to the researchers' 

understanding of individual teacher decision making. 

Of the methods used in this study, the pre study and 

video stimulated recall interviews proved the most 

descriptive. It was thought that the reflective journals 

would also provide in depth information about teacher 

planning in action, however the power of the audio journals 

was limited by the teachers' ability to be reflective. Even 

though training in reflective discourse was provided before 

the audio journals were used, the teachers were much more 

descriptive of their process and less reflective than hoped. 

Only Will provided insights to his rationale behind his 

decision making. will recently completed his master's in 

secondary education and administration, and was exposed to 

reflective practice issues in teacher education. This may 

have been the reason for the difference between his journal 

entries and the other teacher's entries. The use of audio 

journals has been used with success in Schumm and Vaughn's 

(in preparation) study of planning to accommodate special 

education students in the regular classroom. 

One element missing from the current study is a measure 

of student achievement for the observed lessons. The 

teachers selected a unit as a focus. within that targeted 
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unit, one week was selected for observation. All student 

products used or developed during that single week were 

collected, however, methods of evaluation for the unit were 

not collected. The information the evaluation measures 

could provide would allow for further discussions with each 

teacher regarding the differences between hypothesized and 

actual student achievement. This aspect of teacher thinking 

has an impact on teacher planning for the next time the unit 

is presented, as well as implications for subsequent units. 

By including this measure to the other instruments, greater 

understanding of the thought process involved in lesson 

planning is possible. 

In summary, considerations for subsequent planning 

studies might include: (1) multiple measures such as the 

ones combined in this study, (2) further refinement of the 

use of semantic concept maps to allow for an understanding 

of the relationships between beliefs and practices, (3) 

increased training in reflective discourse to explore the 

thinking in action aspect of teacher planning, and (4) 

assessment of evaluation measures used by teachers, and the 

impact they have on subsequent planning. 

Implications for Regular Education Research And Practice 

The implications of this study on teacher education 

research and practice include verification of the 

similarities and differences between the literature and 
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observed planning practices in special education and an 

understanding of the differences between regular and special 

education teachers' planning language. The following 

section presents both areas with a rationale. 

This study adds to the body of literature on secondary 

level teacher planning. This topic is not as well 

documented as are the planning practices of elementary level 

teachers (Sardo-Brown, 1982). The differences between the 

elementary and secondary school settings (i.e., emphasis on 

content, development of content specialties in teacher 

training) do not easily allow for generalization of findings 

to the secondary level. The need continues for research 

that describes planning practices at the secondary level to 

inform teacher education practices. 

Future research needs to be descriptive, longitudinal, 

and use a combination of measures to provide an 

understanding of the premises underlying the decision making 

process used in planning. Past research studies that have 

broadened the literature base in secondary level teacher 

planning, typically have incorporated all three of these 

aspects of the methodology. In this way, the current study 

adds to the empirical data that describes secondary level 

teacher planning. 

The findings of this study are comparable to the past 

studies in that they describe teacher practices that focus 

on content attainment and activities driven instruction. 
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One area of difference observed between past research and 

the current study involves the use of textbooks in planning. 

Past research indicted that experienced teachers were 

concerned less with textbook adequacy and use than novice 

teachers were. The content area teachers in this study 

discussed during the planning interviews, their concern for 

the adequacy of the textbooks they used. Their audio 

journals described their use of multiple texts and sources 

for the most appropriate material for their students. These 

teachers appeared to vary from the past descriptions of 

secondary level teacher planning practices (Wendel, 1990) in 

this one area. Because the school district's administration 

did not require one specific textbook for any given course, 

the teachers were free to choose from a list of adopted 

texts for their classes. Typically, the teachers talked 

about selecting from this bank of texts to provide the best 

support for their teaching. 

Does this indicate that administrative parameters have 

affected the planning practices observed during this study? 

Or is this behavior indicative of the diversity that these 

teachers encounter in their classes? The teachers tended to 

search for supplemental material because they felt the 

standard text was not appropriate for their needs. Mike 

integrated several sources to supplement the textbook. He 

tended to look for essays that exemplified the writing done 

at that time in history. Will pulled labs and activities 
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from several sources because he found some texts provided 

clearer examples. This trend was also observed in the 

special education teacher planning practices. Further 

studies in secondary level teacher planning should examine 

the use of textbooks and supplemental materials to 

understand more clearly their role in teacher decision 

making during planning. 

Researchers have indicated that studying the practices 

of teachers while planning gives insight to teacher 

preparation practices (Borko & Livingston, 1990; Clark & 

Peterson, 1986; Walter, 1984). The process used by special 

education teachers in planning for students of varying 

ability levels provides teacher education with insight on 

the decision-making process for diversity in classrooms. It 

also informs the instructional practices presented in 

colleges of education. Several researchers describe the 

need to teach long range decision making to pre-service 

teachers (Borko & Livingston, 1990; Walter, 1984; Ysseldyke, 

et al., 1987) as one way to move novice teachers through the 

induction phase of their career. 

Another implication for teacher education and research 

evident in this study, is the language used by secondary 

level teachers to describe their planning practices. 

Teacher education programs provide the groundwork for the 

understanding of educational concepts (such as 

individualization and skill development) and provide 
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opportunities to reinforce the understanding. Likewise, 

innovations such as integration of curriculum and 

collaboration between professionals, are also tested in 

teacher education programs. Attention to the language used 

by teachers engaged in these innovations provides a clear 

understanding of the beliefs held by each teacher or future 

teacher. 

In summary, considerations of the impact this study has 

on regular education research and practice includes: (1) an 

addition to the body of literature on secondary level 

teacher planning, (2) comparable findings indicate a valid 

methodology was used, (3) further examination of the 

influence textbooks have on the planning process, and (4) 

consideration of the language used in teacher decision 

making for specific instructional practices. 

Implications for Special Education Teacher Research and 

Practice 

The implications of this study on special education 

teacher education research and practice include an initial 

study of special education teacher planning practices, an 

understanding of the differences between regular and special 

education teachers' planning language, and considerations 

for future research. The following section presents each of 

the three areas with a rationale. 
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This study serves as an initial study describing the 

planning practices of special education teachers. 

Understanding the decision making and planning practices of 

this group of teachers informs teacher training programs. 

The results obtained from the instruments used in the study 

are similar to the past research on regular education 

teacher planning. This similarity allows researchers to 

replicate the process with confidence. However, more 

research is necessary to allow for readers and practitioners 

to generalize the findings to other settings. Questions 

about special education teacher planning practices in 

different settings (i.e., middle school, vocational 

programs, self contained classes), as well as the 

differences between novice and experienced special education 

teachers planning practices are yet unexplored. 

One of the major findings in this study is the 

difference between the definitions used by special and 

regular education teachers to describe individualization 

practices and instruction for content or skill development. 

These observed differences have a bearing on special 

education teacher preparation practices. Special education 

teachers need to have an understanding of the language and 

belief differences and the behaviors that are manifested as 

a result of the beliefs. Teacher preparation programs need 

to provide opportunities for pre service special education 
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special education instruction. 
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Teacher planning also impacts the process of 

collaboration between teachers. The language and behaviors 

that teachers exhibit during planning are linked to the 

thoughts and beliefs that ultimately govern their teaching. 

The understanding of beliefs can be used to construct a 

framework for collaboration. For example, Chalfant, Pysh, & 

Richardson (1989) incorporated teacher beliefs into the 

Teacher Assistance Team process to identify the more 

acceptable instructional practices for teachers to select 

from when working with students with learning disabilities. 

Individual teacher beliefs were identified and a list of 

possible accommodations were generated and presented to the 

teacher, always attending to the belief parameters apparent 

for each teacher. The understanding of teacher language and 

beliefs presents an aid to the collaboration process. 

In summary considerations of the impact this study has 

on special education research and practice includes: (1) an 

initial study of special education teacher planning 

practices, with implications on future research trends, (2) 

comparable findings indicate a valid methodology was used 

which can and should be replicated, and (3) differences 

between teacher language and beliefs observed in this study 

hold implications for collaboration between professionals. 
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Appendix A 



Pre-Study Questionnaire 

Teacher Name: ___________________ _ 

Date: __ ~~-~----------------__ 
Directions for Part A: 
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Fill in the background information section by entering the information at the end of the 

line. 

A) Teacher Background 

number of years taught 

educational background 

certification(s) held 

levels and grades taught throughout career 

content areas taught throughout career 

Directions for Part B: 

Describe each class you currently teach with respect to (a) class title, (b) description of 

students, (c) grouping considerations for that class. 

FIRST PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: _______________________ _ 

Describe the students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

Comments: 

tracked :Jrogram 

required course 

------------------------------

SECOND PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ ____ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 



Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

THIRD PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ _ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

FOURTH PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ _ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

FIFTH PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ _ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 
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heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

SIXTH PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ _ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

SEVENTH PERIOD CLASS 

Class/course title: ______________________ _ 

Describe students in this class: 

achievement levels 

age group 

identified disabilities? 

Group considerations for this class (mark all that apply) 

heterogenous 

homogenous 

tracked program 

required course 

Comments: __________________________ _ 

C) Administrative Policies on Planning 

Directions for Part C: 
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Describe the conditions that exist at your school in regards to principal's or 
administrators requirements for planning. Specify if requirements vary from class to 
class, or if they remain the same over all your classes. Please feel free to elaborate on 
any answers. 

What is the district policy on the use of curriculum guides? 
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What is the district policy on the use of specific texts/alternative texts? 

What are the special education guidelines for instructional planning? 

What is the special education policy on function and use of IEPs? 

What is the school administration's policy on lesson planning? 

How much time is allotted each day for planning? 



OJ Practices in Planning Related to Specific Courses 

(i.e .. High School. special education. U.S. History classl 

Directions for Part 0: 

Answer this section by marking all choices that apply to you. Please feel free to 

comment, or elaborate on answers in each section. 
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What is the function of planning in social studies ? What do you use written plans for in 

social studies ? 

used to monitor student progress 

used to list/categorize activities 

used to identify objectives in the lesson 
otheruses: ________________________________________________ _ 

What form does your planning take for social studies ? 

written 

individual lesson plans 

contains objectives 

contains activities 

lists group activities 

What materials do you use in planning? What are your sources for instructional planning? 
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Appendix B 



Pre Study Interview 

for 

Teacher Planning Study 

GLOBAL PLANNING PRACTICES 

1) For what purposes do you plan? 

2) What do you think about when you plan? 

3) What do you do when you plan? 

4) For how many students do you plan? 

5) What types of long term goals do you keep in mind? 

6) Do you vary your lesson planning methods for different units, activities, 

lessons? 

7) What resources do you use when you plan? 

UNIT PLANNING PRACTICES 

8) Define unit planning. 

9) Describe the unit of focus. 

10) What are your goals for this unit? 

11) What is the timeframe for this unit? 

12) What resources will you use for this unit? 

13) Has this unit been modified since the last time you taught it? 

14) How will you evaluate student progress for this unit? 
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LESSON PLANNING PRACTICES 

15) Define lesson planning. 

16) What do you do when you plan a lesson? 

17) How much time do you spend on lesson planning? 

18) When do you plan for lessons? 

19) Where do you plan for lessons? 

20) What materials do you use when you plan a lesson? 
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Appendix C 



Video Stimulated Recall interview for Gerry 

Evaluative Questions 

1) What do you see as the strengths of the unit? 

2) Were there any weaknesses? What were they? 

3) How might you teach this unit the next time? 
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4) Did you make any improvements from the last time you taught this unit? Did 

you make any modifications to the lesson plans during the week, while you were 

teaching? 

5) If you had more time to spend on this unit, how might it have been different? 

The selections chosen are examples of different teaching methods you used during 

the week. Please keep in mind that I am most interested in what you were thinking 

about in terms of planning for each segment. 

15t taped segment: 

What types of things were you keeping in mind during this segment? Why? 

What might your response to the students' inability to complete the tasks have 

been? 

What were your goals for this lesson? You talked about several types of different 

goals: feel good, content, study skills, graduation credit ... 

What factors went into the material selection? reading levels of students, content 

of material, activities/lab, time frame 



Were any elements omitted from the original unit plan? 

2nd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? 

What thinking/planning went into the group work? 

What effect did student response have on your planning? 

3rd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? 

Think about how you planned this, what cues gave you planning ideas? 

How does this lesson apply to the students' life situations? 
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Video Stimulated Recall interview for Hal 

Evaluative Questions 

1) What do you see as the strengths of the unit? 

2) Were there any weaknesses? What were they? 

3) How might you teach this unit the next time? 
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4) Did you make any improvements from the last time you taught this unit? Did 

you make any modifications to the lesson plans during the week, while you were 

teaching? 

5) If you had more time to spend on this unit, how might it have been different? 

The selections chosen are examples of different teaching methods you used during 

the week. Please keep in mind that I am most interested in what you were thinking 

about in terms of planning for each segment. 

1 st taped segment: 

What types of things were you keeping in mind during this segment? Why? 

What might your response to the students' inability to complete the tasks have 

been? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

What factors went into the material selection? reading levels of students, content 

of material, activities, time frame 

Were any elements omitted from the original unit plan? 



2nd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

What thinking/planning went into the group activity? 

What effect did student response have on your planning? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

3rd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

Think about how you planned this, what cues gave you planning ideas? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 
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Video Stimulated Recall interview for Will 

Evaluative Questions 

1) What do you see as the strengths of the unit? 

2) Were there any weaknesses? What were they? 

3) How might you teach this unit the next time? 
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4) Did you make any improvements from the last time you taught this unit? Did 

you make any modifications to the lesson plans during the week, while you were 

teaching? 

5) If you had more time to spend on this unit, how might it have been different? 

6) How do your planning practices for this class differ from your planning 

practices for an SI class? 

The selections chosen are examples of different teaching methods you used during 

the week. Please keep in mind that I am most interested in what you were thinking 

about in terms of planning for each segment. 

1st taped segment: 

What types of things were you keeping in mind during this segment? Why? 

What might your response to the students' inability to complete the tasks have 

been? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

What factors went into the material selection? labs, paCing, graded work 



2nd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

What thinking/planning went into the lab activity? 

What effect did student response have on your planning? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

3rd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

Think about how you planned this, what cues gave you planning ideas? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

How does this lesson apply to the students' life situations? 
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Video Stimulated Recall interview for Mike 

Evaluative Questions 

1) What do you see as the strengths of the unit? 

2) Were there any weaknesses? What were they? 

3) How might you teach this unit the next time? 
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4) Did you make any improvements from the last time you taught this unit? Did 

you make any modifications to the lesson plans during the week, while you were 

teaching? 

5) If you had more time to spend on this unit, how might it have been different? 

6) How do your planning practices for this class differ from your planning 

practices for the regular U.S.History class and for an SI class? 

The selections chosen are examples of different teaching methods you used during 

the week. Please keep in mind that I am most interested in what you were thinking 

about in terms of planning for each segment. 

1 st taped segment: 

What types of things were you keeping in mind during this segment? Why? 

What might your response to the students' inability to complete the tasks have 

been? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

What factors went into the material selection? readings maps, focus of lecture 



2nd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

What thinking/planning went into the quiz and student presentation? 

What effect did student response have on your planning? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

3rd taped segment: 

What types of things did you keep in mind during this segment? Why? 

Think about how you planned this, what cues gave you planning ideas? 

What were your goals for this lesson? 

How does this lesson apply to the students' goals? the course goals? 
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