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ABSTRACT
CONFRONTING THE CHALLENGES OF FIELD-BASED TEACHER EDUCATION:
NEW ROLES AND PRACTICES FOR UNIVERSITY
AND SCHOOL-BASED TEACHER EDUCATORS
By

Patricia J. Norman

Current teacher education reforms call for extended field experiences where
interns learn to teach in the company of thoughtful, experienced teachers. A large gap
exists between the rhetoric of reform-minded teacher education and what actually
transpires in interns’ field experiences. If current reforms are to succeed, greater support
and guidance must be given to mentor teachers so that they become strong teachers of
teaching.

Drawing on an emerging tradition whereby researchers use their own teaching as
a site for conducting research, the researcher documented and analyzed her efforts as a
field-based teacher educator to assist a group of six mentor teachers in developing their
practice as school-based teacher educators. The dissertation describes several core
challenges she faced including developing and using records of mentoring practice to
foster analytic conversation with the mentors, helping them construct and act on a
learning to teach curriculum for the interns, and accessing her practical knowledge when
individually coaching mentors. While the teachers developed a deeper understanding of
their mentoring role, translating their propositional knowledge into procedural knowledge

proved difficult.
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Chapter One

Introduction

Reforming Field-Based Preservice Teacher Education

The question of how to create educative field experiences that support novices’
learning to teach has remained a contentious and unresolved issue in preservice teacher
education. While some university teacher educators argue that prospective teachers need
more practical experience, others warn that extending the amount of time in classrooms
only increases the chances that teacher candidates will adopt the conservative practices to
which they are exposed. As Cohen notes, “experience with teaching figures both as the
salvation of teacher education and its greatest enemy” (1998, p. 167).

Nearly a century ago Dewey argued that practical work in the classroom was not
to be an end in itself but an opportunity to develop “intellectual methods required for
personal and independent mastery of practical skill” (1904, p. 315). He maintained that
novices need to establish a strong foundation in educational principles and subject matter
before worrying about and attending to day-to-day teaching issues. Otherwise, a
premature focus on performance leads a student teacher to focus solely on proficiency.
Thus gaining immediate skill comes at the cost of further growth and leaves the novice
submerged in circumstance without the critical habits of mind or analytical tools to
evaluate the latest educational fad.

Although Dewey believed that the chasm between school and university, theory

and practice is bridgeable, historically university teacher educators have remained largely



unsuccessful in their efforts. Preservice teachers still complain that their education
courses are too theoretical and their more practically oriented field experiences are most
valuable (Lortie, 1975; Evertson, 1990). However, because preservice teachers are often
placed in traditional classroom settings where teachers tell what they know and students
learn by regurgitating presented information (Goodlad, 1984; Jackson, 1986), novices
often leave their field experiences with a limited and narrow view of teaching and
learning (Goodlad, 1990). Maintaining control of students becomes the goal rather than
tapping into students’ needs, desires, purposes and capacities in order to create the
conditions that support their further learning.

Creation of professional development schools. Recognizing the need to change
not only preservice teachers’ field experiences but the professional culture into which
novices are inducted, a number of recent ambitious teacher education initiatives have
linked teacher education reform with efforts to restructure schools into centers of
sustained and serious inquiry (Levine, 1992). One such initiative developed by The
Holmes Group (1990) calls for the creation of professional development schools where
professional education, teaching for understanding and inquiry drive university and
school collaboration. Reformers claim that PDSs can create strong field experiences by
enabling student teachers to learn to teach in the company of experienced teachers,
sometimes for a full year NCTAF, 1996; Holmes Group, 1990; Carnegie Forum on
Education and Economy, 1986). These extended clinical experiences rest on the
assumption that learning to teach in the company of a thoughtful mentor is a powerful
way to induct novices into the intellectual and practical challenges of reform-minded

teaching (Cochran-Smith, 1991a).



Challenges to Creating High Quality Clinical Learning Experiences

Simply extending the length of time teacher candidates spend in the field will not
insure that their experiences are educative. The success of teacher preparation programs
such as the one at Michigan State is largely dependent on the classroom teachers (e.g.
collaborating teachers) who agree to work with interns. Currently, several formidable
challenges limit classroom teachers’ capacity to help novices learn to teach in the context
of actual practice.

Mentors do not teach for understanding. First, collaborating teachers often do
not model the kind of reform-minded teaching promoted by MSU’s teacher preparation
program sometimes referred to as “teaching for understanding.” *“Understanding” means
that students not only know but can think and act with what they know (Perkins, 1998).
Learning entails actively constructing understandings of our world by synthesizing new
experiences and ideas into what we have previously come to understand. Understanding
is demonstrated when students can put their knowledge to work in posing and solving
problems, building arguments and constructing representations or products.

“Teaching for understanding” rests on the idea that teachers facilitate the
construction of knowledge rather than disseminate it. They do so by posing problems of
immediate or emerging relevance to students, structuring learning opportunities around
core concepts that extend across the curriculum, and seeking out, valuing and using
children’s present conceptions and questions to help them develop deeper subject matter
understanding (McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993). Teachers do more listening as they elicit
students’ thinking in order to interpret their ideas and assess student learning. Students

do more explaining as they investigate authentic problems and generate solutions.



In reality, few teachers actually teach in conceptually oriented, reform-minded
ways (Cohen, McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993). Teachers continue to treat knowledge as
self-contained, independent of the situations in which it was learned and used. By failing
to recognize the constructed and situated nature of knowledge, teachers treat knowledge
as relatively fixed and teach it as decontextualized facts and abstract principles. Thus
school children rarely have opportunities to engage in authentic activity in schools
(Resnick, 1987).

This means that interns continue to be placed in traditional classroom settings
where children may gain information but have no idea how to use it in authentic practice.
Because student teachers often take on the beliefs and values of their cooperating
teachers (Zeichner, 1980), it is not surprising that mentor teachers often promote
conservative norms and practices (Zeichner & Tabachnick, 1981; Feiman-Nemser, Parker
& Zeichner, 1993). This inevitably limits the potential for field-based teacher education
reforms to transform teaching. Rather than producing well-started novices who enter the
profession having established a vision of teaching for understanding that they should
continue to develop in their practice, traditional internship placements may launch
beginning teachers who provide similar kinds of conservative instruction that they
received as students and witnessed as teacher candidates.

As a university liaison who supported groups of interns and their collaborating
teachers in MSU’s teacher preparation program, I witnessed first-hand the challenges
interns face when placed with CTs who do not teach for understanding. As part of their
internship, teacher candidates take a semester-long graduate course on the teaching and

learning of mathematics. They study recent reform documents such as the NCTM



standards (1989) which redefine what it means to teach and learn math. Challenging
traditional notions of teaching mathematics as a fixed and discrete set of computational
skills where learning entails giving “right answers,” current math education reforms
stress problem solving skills and mathematical reasoning. The interns are encouraged to
pay careful attention to students as they make sense of concepts and ideas, to design
worthwhile mathematical tasks and to learn how to manage mathematical discussions.

Early in her internship Jo often watched her CT, Terry, use the first ten minutes of
class to correct students’ math homework. Terry gave the students the right answers
while the students individually corrected their work. While jointly observing this daily
task, Jo and I recognized that we knew very little about how the students arrived at right
or wrong answers, thus making it difficult to assess students’ understanding. During one
such observation, Terry asked the students what they thought the percentage of .2 is.
Most students incorrectly responded, “2 percent.” Terry stated this was the wrong
answer and encouraged them to try again. One boy hesitantly offered, “20 percent?”
Terry responded, “Yes, that’s the right answer.” The child replied, “But I just guessed.”
Terry assured him, “That’s okay. You guessed right.” The child repeated, “But I just
guessed.” Terry reassured him, “It’s the right answer!” and continued with the next
problem. The incident suggests that Terry may have held a traditional view of
mathematics as “right answers.”

When Jo took over the task of correcting daily homework, I encouraged her to
elicit the students’ thinking so that she could better assess their understanding. However,
asking the students to explain their thinking often took longer than the ten minutes Terry

allotted for homework correction. When Jo spent 25 minutes going over the previous



night’s homework, Terry later approached her and told her to stop asking the students to
explain their answers because it not only took too long, but the students often did not
know how they had arrived at an answer. Was Terry’s advice an attempt to help Jo better
pace future lessons? Did Terry believe that eliciting students’ mathematical reasoning
was inappropriate all the time? This anecdote begins to paint the complicated and
contested terrain of reforming field-based teacher education.

Mentors do not see themselves as teachers of teaching. Even if sufficient
numbers of classroom teachers modeled practices associated with reform-minded
teaching, simply being placed in an exemplary teacher’s classroom does not necessarily
mean that interns will learn that kind of teaching. Being a strong teacher of children does
not automatically translate into the necessary skills needed to carry out the role of school-
based teacher educator (Koerner, 1992; Feiman-Nemser, 1998a). Historically, mentor
teachers have received little formal preparation for their role (Sparks & Brodeur, 1987).
Thus mentor teachers must figure out for themselves what they are supposed to do when
working with interns (Abell et al, 1995). Because experience has been their best teacher
and they have “learned the ropes” on their own (Lortie, 1975), mentor teachers may
believe that they should stay out of the way so that novices can demonstrate their know-
how (Feiman-Nemser & Beasley, 1996).

Stepping out of the way can create problems for both mentors and novices,
however. My own student teaching experience illustrates the challenges novices face
when working with classroom teachers who do not see themselves as teachers of
teaching. Placed with a reform-minded first grade teacher, I initially thought I had died

and gone to heaven. The students sat at tables, conversing freely about projects they



conceptualized and carried out themselves. Centers provided many opportunities for free
exploration. Happily, textbooks collected dust on a forgotten shelf. My cooperating
teacher, Claire, seemed to draw from an endless supply of resources to engage students in
meaningful learning activities. This was a vision of the possible. I immersed myself in
the vibrant life of this classroom, paying careful attention to how Claire interacted with
the kids. I wrote down specific language she used. I memorized the routines of the
classroom and pitched in when I felt comfortable. I worked hard to get to know the
students and the curriculum, thoroughly enjoying opportunities to explore the content
with them.

Then my four weeks of lead teaching arrived. I vividly recall Claire telling me
the upcoming curricular theme while handing me boxes full of materials that she had
used in previous years. Since this was lead teaching, I was expected to develop and teach
lessons around the curriculum for that month. Completely overwhelmed by the prospect,
I took the boxes home over the weekend, looking carefully at all of the children’s books,
content books, resource materials, directions for experiments, and various other
resources. How was I supposed to transform this “stuff” into actual lessons and a
coherent “day/night” unit that would last several weeks? I felt inadequate and inept.

How had I gotten so far in my teacher preparation program without knowing how to
create thoughtful plans around rich curricular resources? This question haunted me
throughout my lead teaching.

I did my best to create a day/night unit that integrated language arts and science
activities. In retrospect I realize that I produced individual lessons which did not fit into

some larger whole. I muddled through lessons without clear goals, grateful that the



students seemed willing to go along with me. Claire explained that it was difficult for her
to “give up the reigns” and let me teach on my own, so she physically removed herself
from the classroom for a significant chunk of my lead teaching. Perhaps she also found it
difficult to observe me teach due to the fact that I had little idea how my lessons hung
together to create a coherent study.

Here was a thoughtful teacher who could offer me a vision of the kind of
progressive teaching I wanted to learn and practice. But seeing this kind of teaching and
learning how to do it myself were two very different activities. While I observed Claire
teach, much of what she did to prepare for teaching remained invisible to me since I had
no access to the intellectual work she put into planning for instruction or into the
interactive decisions she made during instruction. Thus when the time came to develop
and teach my own plans, I had little if any experience or understanding to draw on. This
lack of clear guidance and support kept me from understanding what is involved in
planning responsive curricula or developing an approach to planning. In addition, by
actually leaving the classroom, Claire was in no position to help me learn from my
teaching.

As Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann (1987) point out, being placed in an
exemplary teacher’s classroom does not necessarily mean that a student teacher will have
necessary opportunities to learn. After studying two student teachers and the role their

cooperating teachers played in their learning, the researchers found that the cooperating
teachers’ well-meaning praises and sole focus on classroom management did not help the
student teachers productively make sense of and learn from their teaching experiences.

Thus while a student teacher may be given freedom in what and how she teaches, she



may lack necessary support for learning if the cooperating teacher does not act as a
teacher educator.

Mentors have not developed a mentoring practice. Even if collaborating
teachers view their intern as a learner of teaching and develop an understanding of their
role as school-based teacher educators, they many times lack the knowledge and skills
needed to mentor novices. Mentors need to have ideas about what novices need to learn
to teach and how they can be helped to learn that curriculum. Mentors must help interns
prepare for, pull off, and later analyze their teaching. They must know how to use
practice -- their own and their novice’s -- as a site for learning to teach, and how to
ground conversation in practice in order to take novices inside the intellectual work of
teaching (Mclntyre et al, 1993; Feiman-Nemser & Beasley, 1996).

While talk becomes a critical tool for the mentor teacher in supporting the
novice’s learning, she may find herself being asked to draw on skills she has not had
opportunities to develop. The social organization of schools and professional norms of
autonomy and non-interference often leave teachers isolated in the privacy of their own
classrooms (Lortie, 1975). This means that teachers rarely have opportunities to observe
colleagues teach or to talk collaboratively about teaching in sustained and rigorous ways
(Little, 1993). Instead, teachers participate in conventional professional development
opportunities where outside experts hold “one-shot workshops,” disseminating
fragmented, shallow and pre-packaged information about instruction (Hawley & Valli,

1999), knowledge that is disconnected from teachers’ immediate problems of practice
(Lieberman, 1995) and the specific contexts in which teachers work. Without chances to

experience and engage in practice-centered talk as classroom teachers by systematically



studying their own and their colleagues’ practice, mentor teachers may not know how to
foster and sustain such conversation with prospective teachers.

In addition, mentors need to explain why they do what they do (Tomlinson,
1995). In reality, teachers often have difficulty articulating what they know and how they
make decisions about particular pedagogical moves (Carter, 1990) in part because
teachers spend more time ‘doing things’ than they do explicating what they do and why
(Connelly and Clandinin, 1988). Thus tapping into their practical knowledge to help
novices learn in and from practice remains a real challenge for many mentor teachers. A
further impediment to collaborating teachers developing a strong mentoring practice lies
in the fact that those new to the role of school-based teacher educator do not have
concrete models on which to draw. Lave and Wenger (1991) state that novices new to a
community of practice need broad access to full participants within that community. By
watching old-timers in action, newcomers can develop a general understanding of
membership. However, because so few collaborating teachers have developed a strong
mentoring practice, such models do not exist.

No corps of mentor teacher developers exists. The problem then becomes one
of helping mentor teachers to develop a new vision for their role as teachers of teaching
and to expand their capacity in guiding, supporting and assessing interns’ learning to
teach. Such assistance is not always forthcoming, in part because of university teacher
educators’ misguided assumptions. For example, some have assumed that cooperating
teachers just “know what to do” and how to do it (Sudzina, Giebelhaus & Coolican,
1997). Other university teacher educators believe that mentor teachers do not want

guidance, or that time constraints keep them from participating in training, or that they
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will resent the implication that they need assistance since they are already experienced
professional educators (Garland & Shippy, 1991; Grimmett & Ratslaff, 1986; Rikard &
Veal, 1996). In contrast, researchers have found that cooperating teachers report wanting
more preparation (Korinck, 1989).

Perhaps more importantly, no corps of mentor teacher developers exists who are
able to create the structures and learning opportunities necessary to develop collaborating
teachers’ mentoring practice at the local level. Because university teacher educators
often have not developed their own capacity to mentor novices, they are not well
positioned to induct collaborating teachers into the practice of school-based teacher
education. Thus the university teacher educator, like the collaborating teacher needing to
learn the practice of mentoring, must develop a new role and practice to address mentor
teacher development.

Traditionally, university teacher educators have served as field supervisors,
responsible for periodically supporting and evaluating student teachers’ performance,
oftentimes utilizing a model of clinical supervision (Garman et al, 1987). Clinical
supervision originally grew out of Harvard’s MAT program where supervisors tried to
circumvent the lack of support novices received from mentors by working intensively
with preservice teachers in sustained sequences of planning, observation and analysis in
order to improve student teachers’ practice (Goldhammer, 1969). One of the great

contributions of Goldhammer’s pioneering work is that it offers novices serious,
sustained support while engaging them in the process of analyzing and evaluating their

own performance.
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While training mentor teachers in clinical supervision might strengthen their
capacity to help novices learn from their teaching, such training would not help mentors
think about how to use their own teaching practice as a tool for novices’ learning. Nor
would the clinical supervision cycle help mentors learn how to support novices while
they teach. Thus it is unclear how well clinical supervision as a mentoring practice maps
on to the goals of field-based preservice teacher education where novices learn to teach
under the support and guidance of an experienced teacher rather than an “expert
supervisor.”

More recently, Costa and Garmston (1994) have developed a form of clinical

" &6

supervision known as “cognitive coaching,” “a set of nonjudgmental practices” centered
on a similar cycle of pre-conference, observation and post-conference designed to
enhance teachers’ intellectual growth (p. 13). Cognitive coaching differs from earlier
forms of clinical supervision in that coaches serve as consultants rather than more
knowledgeable “experts,” raising questions designed to help teachers talk out loud about
their thinking so that over time they become their own reflective coaches (Garmston et al,
1993). By helping teachers explore the thinking behind their practice, the cognitive
coaching model has great potential in helping teachers become more informed decision-
makers and over time stronger practitioners. However, like earlier forms of clinical
supervision, cognitive coaching has shortcomings as a sole model for collaborating
teachers’ mentoring. Because cognitive coaches serve a consultative role, relying on the
principal strategies of questioning, paraphrasing, and providing data from the teacher’s
teaching (Costa & Garmston, 1994), it is unclear how collaborating teachers might share

their practical knowledge for teaching with interns.
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No well-developed curriculum for learning to mentor exists. In addition to
insufficient numbers of mentor teacher developers, it remains unclear what the
curriculum of learning to mentor includes. The use of the terms mentor and mentoring
have dramatically increased in educational reform literature in recent years (Mclntyre et
al, 1993). Mentoring generally refers to working with beginning teachers as they are
inducted into the profession. More recently the term as been extended to include
assisting student teachers and interns in preservice programs. Helping someone learn to
teach in the mentor’s classroom (e.g. preservice teacher education) is very different from
helping someone teach in their own classroom (e.g. induction). There is neither
consensus nor clarity about what mentoring means in relation to learning to teach (Jacobi,
1991). Much of the literature on mentoring equates this role with offering “support,
“guidance,” and “assistance” (e.g. Odell, 1990; Gold, 1996); however, such terms “say
little about mentoring as an educational activity in helping novices learn to teach”
(Feiman-Nemser, 1998b, p. 5) and do not offer a serious conceptualization of the
mentor’s practice (Little, 1990).

Addressing problems while trying to run the program. In essence, each key
player in the internship must develop a new professional practice. The intern must learn
the practice of teaching, the collaborating teacher must learn the (under-conceptualized)
practice of mentoring, and the university teacher educator must learn the practices of
mentoring and mentor teacher development. Schon (1987) defines a professional practice
as “the province of a community of practitioners who share... the traditions of a calling
(p- 32). Such traditions include operation within particular institutional settings (e.g. the

court, the school, the hospital) and shared conventions of action. Schon further states that
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while practitioners of a given professional practice agree upon certain activities, they will
undoubtedly confront “indeterminate zones of practice” -- moments that are characterized
by uncertainty, uniqueness, instability and value conflict -- which defy predetermined
procedures and simple answers. Membership in a professional community means that the
practitioner is able to define problems before solving them. This ability to “make sense
of an uncertain situation that initially makes no sense” entails a kind of professional
artistry characterized by intelligent, reflective thought (p. 40).

When a novice begins to learn a new professional practice, she faces a seeming
contradiction -- she recognizes that she does not know how to do something, yet learning
entails doing the very thing that she does not yet know how to do. She must come to
learn through action, yet at the outset she “can neither do it nor recognize it when she
sees it” (Schon, 1987, p. 83). Interns are confronted by this “learning paradox” as they
attempt to learn the practice of teaching. Prospective teachers must engage in teaching
even though they are not yet able to teach. In theory, the mentor teacher can serve as a
novice’s cognitive coach, assisting her performance by helping the intern learn abgut
teaching through the process of engaging in and reflecting on the act of teaching. The
mentor discerns what the novice does and does not understand and where difficulties lie
based on the novice’s initial efforts. The mentor then must choose to demonstrate,
explain or question, constantly assessing the effectiveness of her intervention.

In reality, however, the intern is not the only person who faces a learning paradox.
The collaborating teacher, too, faces this dilemma in learning the practice of mentoring.
She is expected to mentor her intern and develop new ways of talking about teaching

even though at the outset she does not know how to offer thoughtful guidance or structure
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and sustain educative conversation. Ideally, the university field-based teacher educator
could serve as the collaborating teacher’s coach, helping her learn from her work with an
intern to develop her mentoring practice. However, most university field-based teacher
educators are untrained graduate students or faculty without particular expertise for this
kind of work (Lanier & Little, 1985; Byrd & Foxx, 1996). This means that the university
teacher educator is caught in a dual learning paradox. At the same time she is learning
how to help interns learn about and from teaching by engaging in mentoring activities,
she must also learn how to support collaborating teachers in their work with interns.

Unlike Schon’s model of developing professional practices, rarely do well-
equipped coaches exist in field-based teacher education to support the novice, the
collaborating teacher or the university teacher educator in learning by doing. Rather,
they are all constructing new roles and practices while simultaneously enacting them.
Meanwhile, the internship program keeps functioning and we cannot stop to wait until the
pieces are in place. To borrow a metaphor from Deborah Meier, trying to develop
collaborating teachers’ capacity to guide, support and assess novices’ learning to teach is
akin to attempting to fix the train as it is running down the track.

The Holmes Group vision for high quality, standards-based clinical training
settings is compelling. MSU’s decision to adopt that vision for its teacher preparation
program is inspiring. However, it all rests on a shaky foundation in the absence of
adequate numbers of teachers who can function as school-based teacher educators and/or
a corps of mentor teacher developers who can help collaborating teachers learn to mentor

novices. If we want to pull off the Holmes vision, we need well-conceptualized

15



experiments that link reform-minded visions of teaching with views about mentored
learning to teach and ideas about mentor teacher development.

This research attempts to do that by exploring what happened when I as a field-
based teacher educator assisted a group of collaborating teachers in understanding their
role and developing their practice as teachers of teaching. As a university liaison in
MSU’s teacher preparation program, I was keenly aware of the need to help collaborating
teachers become stronger mentors. Initially I had been so overwhelmed by the challenge
of supporting interns that for the first few years, I focused my own learning on how to
mentor interns rather than how to support collaborating teachers.! Until I felt better
“inside” the practice of mentoring, I was in no position to help the CTs strengthen their
capacity to enact their new role.

Tales from Learning to Mentor

In my fourth year as a liaison, I began working in an elementary school new to the
internship program, bringing what Cochran-Smith (1991a) labels a “critical dissonance”
lens to my field-based work. I worried that the collaborating teachers’ conservative
practices would counteract the ideas espoused by the teacher preparation program so that
the interns ran the risk of perpetuating the traditional practices they observed. With a real
sense of urgency, I quickly attempted to help the interns challenge the teaching they saw,
pointing out ways that their CT’s practices did not embody the professional standards by

which the interns were assessed. Failing to recognize the tentative nature of the

' Part of my learning included strengthening my teaching practice. I returned to classroom
teaching for a year under the tutelage of a master teacher because it felt hypocritical to
help novices develop instructional practices which were not a part of my own teaching
repertoire.
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relationships that the interns were forming with their CTs and me, I did not consider how
threatening my critique of their mentor’s practices felt to them.

One intern in particular, Carole, seemed very enamored of her collaborating
teacher’s practice, which I considered conservative. Attempts to help Carole critically
examine her CT’s teaching as well as her own met with resistance and anger. I was
deeply troubled by the stance Carole took, but I lacked the ability to assess my own role
in creating our difficulties. We quickly entered into a “learning bind,” “a process of
systematic miscommunication” that develops when a “student’s initially resistant and
defensive stance” is coupled with an equally problematic stance on the part of the
instructor (Schon, 1987, pp. 126-7). I had been aware of our learning bind from the
beginning, but my initial understanding of our combative struggles was limited to
focusing on the role Carole had played. I had been painfully aware of the ways in which
Carole had demonstrated resistance and defensiveness, much less so about how my own
stance and practice cemented our systematic miscommunication.

Wanting to examine more closely what had caused Carole and me to develop such
an unproductive relationship and to consider how I might “unbind” it, I enrolled in a
graduate seminar offered by Sharon Feiman-Nemser designed to help graduate students
learn in and from their own efforts to support novices in MSU’s teacher preparation
program. This course enabled me to do what I had never done before -- design and
conduct an inquiry around a question that had grown out of my emerging practice. I
began tape recording and transcribing a series of debriefing conferences I held with
Carole. After developing these artifacts of my practice we would then, in a collaborative

setting, systematically analyze my actual efforts to help a novice learn.
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The process enabled me to identify a problematic feature of my practice. Unlike
Schon (1987) who suggests that the coach must draw on what the student is saying to
extend the teacher’s agenda and the student’s understanding, I would respond to Carole’s
comments with ideas that were completely disconnected from hers. Through Sharon’s
mentored assistance I developed tools to address this vulnerability so that I was able to
move my practice forward. This experience as a learner of mentoring significantly
shaped how I subsequently approached mentor teacher development, strengthened my
capacity as a mentor developer and ultimately framed and pursued this study several
years later. For these reasons, I describe this learning experience in some detail.

The first debriefing conference: Identifying a problem. During lead teaching,
I observed Carole teach a lesson on adjectives as part of a literature unit on the novel,
Helen Keller. As 1 watched the lesson I had no idea why she chose to teach this content
or how it deepened the students’ understanding of or connection to the book. Carole
began by asking the students to define the word “adjective.” After verifying their ideas
with the dictionary’s definition, the students offered a number of examples that led
Carole to believe they understood what an adjective is. She then showed them a stuffed
animal, asking them to brainstorm “how it makes you feel, what you think of. You want
to describe it.” Failing to recognize the problematic nature of her directions, Carole
seemed surprised and flustered when the students suggested nouns, adverbs and phrases
in addition to adjectives. She then went on to show them five objects and play three
different pieces of music, each time giving them the same directions to describe how it
made them feel or what they thought of. She frequently implored them, “Give me

something closer” when they did not offer an adjective.
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Finally, Carole had the students work in small groups to brainstorm “about Helen
Keller, what she’s like and what we think of when we hear her name.” Not surprisingly,
the students used various parts of speech. Answers included blind, fat, Braille, Scarlet
Fever, she eats like a pig, had chickens, horrifying and insane. She seemed unsure what
she was trying to get the students to learn even though she gave them eight different
activities in one hour for practice. I was amazed that the students did not rise up and
revolt in protest. It reminded me of Goodlad’s (1984) damning description of classrooms
where students, in the midst of mindless instruction, remain somehow passively content.

When we sat down to talk immediately after the lesson, Carole voiced frustration
with several students who leave the classroom twice a week for language arts instruction
with the reading specialist. When they rejoin Carole for reading the remaining three
days, they have often missed so many activities that they simply cannot jump into the
novel and make sense of it. In her opening comments, she raised several critical issues
with which she had to contend. How should she work with students who are pulled out
of the classroom for special services? Does it make sense to ask them to participate in
activities when they haven’t read the novel and so don’t have a shared understanding of
the story? She also expressed dissatisfaction with her current practice, suggesting a
willingness to question her teaching and examine alternatives. Moreover, she framed her
concern as an indirect question to me, in essence asking me what I thought about her
situation. This is significant given the fact that until this point she seemed to believe I
had little to offer her.

Instead of responding to her desire to make sense of this troubling situation, I was

intent upon making her feel good about her lesson in an effort to be responsive to what I
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saw as her perennial need to know she was on the right track. I referred to several
students (none of them students receiving special resources) who seemed to understand
what adjectives were.

I think it’s so exciting because you're really getting their ideas. Some of them were
right on target. Every time you said ‘can you tell me that in a single word?’ he was
able to offer an adjective. Like ‘eats like a pig,’ he said ‘impolite!” He was getting it
but the other kids aren’t there yet...

My response can be explained in part by my continued wariness in bringing up concerns
that might lead her to think I was criticizing her. However, she herself had raised a
difficulty. This utter lack of responsiveness highlighted my own ambivalent feelings
about our relationship. My weak and indirect attempt to raise my concerns about what
the students had learned dismissed Carole’s thoughtful identification of her own issue to
pursue. We were still in a learning bind because I continued to talk past her.

Carole, however, was at least willing to be responsive to me. She acknowledged
what I had said and shared her own observation of what specifically the students seemed
to understand. In this way, Carole made a significant effort to work with me, not against
me by abandoning the issue she raised in order to explore my own. However, my next
turn demonstrates that / did not clearly follow through on my previous line of thought

around the students’ ideas.

I really want you to clue into the directions when you watch the video tape. When
you said ‘I’m going to show you these six things and you’re going to describe
them,’ describing is different than saying ‘Give me adjectives that describe them.’
See the difference?

I moved from considering what the students did or did not understand to a monologue on
what was problematic about her directions. Instead of allowing Carole the opportunity to
consider how her directions influenced the nature of the students’ responses, I fell back

on a teaching-as-telling model by simply stating what was wrong. While I finally found a
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way to be explicit and direct, this move did not make sense given the fact that I had
videotaped the lesson and thus could let Carole draw her own insights from watching her
teaching.

Many of these insights into my practice were raised as the course instructor, my
peers and I read through the transcript of the conference together. Sharon, in particular,
had structured our analysis by limiting our attention to the first page of the transcript then
so that we could analyze this excerpt turn by turn, determining what each turn was about
and whether and how it responded to the turn that had come before it. Had I not revisited
the conference by first making a transcript and then subjecting my practice to our
collaborative analysis in the course, [ would not have gained these understandings.

A second failed attempt. While embarrassed at how poorly I had facilitated the
conversation, | remained determined to help Carole learn from the lesson she had taught.
I had suggested that Carole watch the videotape of her lesson at home so that we could
talk about it later. When we met again, I came armed with pre-planned questions that
were much more direct and clearly focused on my concerns about her purposes for
teaching adjectives. In addition, Sharon’s advice to listen hard to Carole’s responses
echoed in my head as I opened the conversation by asking Carole to share what she
thought of the video. While the question was purposefully open-ended, I was not
prepared for Carole’s response. In the same way that Carole seemed to become
increasingly derailed when the students offered unanticipated answers, I, too, became

flustered by her responses to my question.

Boy, I’'m boring! No, I’m kidding. That wasn’t a super-exciting lesson. But I guess
that’s okay... I saw things that I miss [when teaching]. John was eating something
out of his desk! I’m going to show the class the video, and then I’m gonna bust him
for it. I mean he was blatantly opening the desk and putting something in his
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mouth! But when you’re walking around, thinking about what you’re teaching, you
don’t even catch some things that are really, really obvious.

Instead of acting on the opening that she had created to explore why the students
might have found the lesson boring, | commiserated, “It’s really impossible to see all the
things that go on.” At this point I still had a limited understanding of Schon’s idea of the
coach using the student’s answers to move the conversation forward in productive ways.
I equated this concept with active listening.

Still hoping to move the conversation beyond catching a boy who ate his lunch in
class, I asked Carole what she had noticed about her teaching but again found myself

nonplused by her answer.

I noticed that I didn’t reprimand anybody, but I was trying to use the positive.
Umm, I walked around a lot. That’s good instead of just standing. I noticed [while
watching the tape] that you were just going all over. I'm like, I probably shouldn’t
be walking around so much because you probably got dizzy with the camera.

I found the students to be incredibly complacent and good-natured. Therefore, I did not
understand Carole’s focus on “management.” Nor could I believe that this far into the
second semester of her internship, she was still zeroed in on her general performance
without connecting it to student learning. I tried to demonstrate that I heard what she said
even though I did not see its significance given everything else that was in the video.
Instead of raising this tension or offering my own observations since I, too, had watched
the video of her lesson, I fell into the trap of keeping my dilemma to myself, saying,
“You probably got dizzy watching the video. I apologize if the quality wasn’t so great.”
While I cared little about the quality of the video, Carole again demonstrated
uptake by persisting with this line of thought. She liked how I “zoomed into one group

when they were working in groups” because it gave her the chance to hear what the

students were really talking about. Rather than asking Carole to share what specifically
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she had noticed as the small group discussed adjectives to describe Helen Keller, I just sat
there feeling like the conversation was going nowhere. However, I was leery to attempt
to move it forward. I simply waited for Carole to state what had seemed so obvious to
me while watching her teach. It had yet to occur to me that using the video of her
teaching as a tool for her learning was a skill, not something that Carole should know
how to do on her own. Therefore I should not have been so surprised and unhappy when

Carole continued to share what she noticed about her teaching.

What else? | hate being on film. I was thinking, ‘Geez! That’s what I look like in
that outfit!?’ I’m never wearing that outfit again until my self-confidence is a little
bit higher. I looked like I was pregnant! ...I made my mom watch it with me, and
my fiancé watched a little but then he got bored so he left.

While she raised the issue of boredom again, I remained unwilling to address this topic
myself. It had yet to dawn on me that the concern I wanted to raise with Carole around
her responses to students’ ideas was the very issue I was struggling with in my own
practice as a teacher educator. That is, like Carole, I seemed to have anticipated certain
“right” answers in response to my questions, and again like Carole, I seemed completely
unable to respond to answers that did not fall into these predetermined “correct”
categories.

Stepping back: Sharon’s mentored assistance. It wasn’t until I analyzed this
second conference with my colleagues that I finally began to realize I lacked ideas about
how I could have moved the dialogue forward. I knew what my goals were -- to help
Carole consider why a lesson is worth teaching and better understand the importance of
clear and concise directions. Even though I had fundamental questions about her
purposes, I knew that I could not start there; this would feel too threatening to Carole. It

made sense to begin with her unclear directions. But I lacked a strategy for meeting these
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goals. With Sharon’s assistance, I developed a plan for a third conference that took place
a month after Carole had taught the lesson.

Because so much time had passed, I thought we should view the videotape
together. Borrowing a strategy I had read about in another graduate course, my plan was
to watch a twenty-minute clip then hand Carole the remote control so that during the
second viewing, she could stop the tape anytime she noticed something or felt surprised
by something she saw. Sharon suggested an alternative procedure. She knew that there
was way too much to talk about in such a lengthy video segment, so she proposed that I
focus our attention on a much shorter clip. It made sense to both of us that I choose a clip
where Carole gave the unclear directions.

After watching the clip, Sharon suggested that I ask Carole what she noticed
about the directions. If she did not pick up on how confusing they were, I should bring
this up directly. Sharon offered me actual language to use, suggesting that I refer to the
lesson transcript I had planned to bring along: “Let me tell you something I was struck
by. Let’s go to the text and actually look at what you said.” After jointly analyzing the
actual words Carole had used, we then could each write a new set of directions for the
task since giving clear directions is an important skill for teachers. Again, Sharon offered
me concrete language, saying, “Let’s both take a minute to write up directions that are
clearer.” Once these were shared, Sharon suggested that I ask Carole what specifically
she had learned then share my own feelings about the importance of paying careful
attention to the clarity of one’s language when giving directions.

Sharon then helped me think about how to open the conversation by establishing a

positive tone. Recalling that Carole had commented about how she looked in the video
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of her lesson, Sharon suggested that I, too, could tell her how worried / was about what
the video camera would do to me since I had planned to videotape our conference.
Sharon also recalled that Carole had stated how frustrated she was while teaching the
lesson. I could demonstrate how concerned I was for Carole and her learning by stating
that I had been thinking about what might have caused her frustration which would lead
us into viewing the chosen video clip. Armed with such a clear and reasonable plan for
the beginning of the conference, I felt confident enough to plan the remainder of the
conversation which I hoped would address Carole’s purposes for teaching the lesson.

A final successful attempt. After opening the conversation using Sharon’s
suggestions, Carole and I watched the video segment where she showed the students a
stuffed animal then asked them to describe how “Wrinkles the Dog” made them feel or
what they thought of when they saw him. The students offered the following responses:
fat, chubby, extraordinary design, cute, careful, cuddly, snugly, nice, fuzzy, Wrinkles,
sleep, comfortable, and hairy. When students gave answers that were not adjectives,
Carole asked them to either “think of something closer” or “give me another one.”

After watching this clip, I asked Carole what she noticed. Immediately Carole
articulated why her directions had been problematic. I encouraged this analysis and
suggested we look at the transcript of her lesson to locate the directions and the students’
responses. I then suggested that we each write a new set of directions for the Wrinkles
activity that were clearer, explaining that giving concise directions is a real skill teachers
need to develop. Carole enthusiastically engaged in this activity, writing not only new

directions but a scenario for how the children would have responded differently.
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Later Carole noticed that when a student said that the stuffed animal was
“careful,” she replied, “You think he’s careful?”” which led Ryan to change his answer.
When Carole realized that this response was not helpful, I casually asked Carole, “So
what could you have said to him?” In her attempt to answer my question, she covered
her mouth with her hand and spoke in much choppier, hesitant and softer tones. It took
her three different tries to come up with a response that she was comfortable with --
“Ryan, I hadn’t thought of that. How do you think he’s careful?” During each of these
attempts, an interesting pattern emerged where her hand would move to cover her mouth
and she would speak more softly and hesitantly. When we looked through the transcript
and came across the next strange answer, Carole tried to think of a different response on
her own but still struggled. You could actually see her working through the challenge of
finding new language to address students’ responses.

During our conversation, I had no sense of the enormous challenge that my
question presented Carole. While she had quickly recognized the problematic nature of

? 6

her replies to the students’ “wrong” answers, this knowledge in and of itself did not
provide her with an alternative approach for responding. When I asked, “What could you
have said to him?” I was doing more than asking her to think on her feet to offer a
different reply. I was really asking her to move away from viewing student responses as
only right or wrong and instead to accept their answers as windows into their thinking
which she could further probe for understanding. Given this huge shift, it was no wonder
she hesitated as she searched for a less evaluative response to the students’ answers.

What was happening during the conversation that created space for Carole to

willingly risk trying on a different voice and different perspective on what learning
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entailed? Part of the answer lies in our joint efforts to make sense of and learn from
Carole’s teaching. For example, I, too, completed the task of re-writing the directions. I
even commented to her while drafting my own, “This is harder than I thought!” which
drew a laugh from both of us. In this respect we were on equal footing. I was not her
liaison so much as I was a fellow teacher jointly engaged in an authentic teaching task.

In addition, as we puzzled about how Carole could have responded differently to her
students’ unanticipated answers, I offered my own ideas about different language to use.
I believe it was this feeling of success that allowed Carole and me to willingly pursue the
conversation when it became much less structured and covered more threatening territory
around her purposes.

What and how I learned. Carefully analyzing previous conference transcripts
and receiving Sharon’s help in planning the final conference positioned me to engage in
this joint work with Carole. Being mentored by a more knowledgeable other while in a
mentoring role myself supports Gallimore, Tharp and John-Steiner’s (nd) assertion that in
order for mentors to assist novices, their own performance must be assisted. In other
words, mentors need to be mentored. What I learned through this mentored assistance
was intimately connected to how I learned it. The kind of mentoring I received was
critical not only to strengthening my mentoring practice but structuring my approach to
this dissertation research.

Professional community of practice. As a university liaison, I had initially found
myself doing the work out of sight of other adults with few chances to engage in
sustained conversation with my peers about the work. The graduate course created a

professional community where novice teacher educators could come together and talk
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about our images of good mentoring and how we might act on those images. The course
instructor played an instrumental role in making sure that we developed into a
professional learning community rather than just a support group where educators swap
stories and offer moral support. Rather, she pushed us to engage in “critical
colleagueship,” a term Lord (1994) uses to describe an inquiry-oriented, practice-based,
self-disclosing form of conversation that creates opportunities for teachers to raise
questions about and carefully examine their practice.

In class, we were required to expose our practice publicly by making and sharing
records of our mentoring efforts so that when jointly analyzing them, we could ground
our conversation in the particulars of what was said and done. We were expected to ask
hard questions of each other, to support our assertions with evidence from the records of
practice, to consider alternative interpretations, and to explore rather than avoid
disagreement. We had to learn to separate the person from the practice, to move from a
defensive stance to one of openness, important elements of critical colleagueship.

Assisted performance. While studying my practice helped me identify patterns in
my interactions with Carole, it did not help me create new patterns because I lacked that
critical know-how. Thus another important feature of my learning occurred through
assisted performance. Vygotsky (1978) first wrote about assisted performance in relation
to working in a child’s zone of proximal development where a learner is able to
accomplish with a teacher’s help what she could not accomplish alone. In other words, a
learner engages in an activity to which she is committed. The teacher or mentor observes

what the learner can do on her own, then provides appropriate guidance that helps the
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learner “to identify the nature of [her] problems and to find solutions that enable [her] to
bring the activity to a satisfactory completion” (Wells, 1999, p. 159).

Sharon assisted my performance by helping me plan for my final debriefing
conference with Carole. Through that authentic joint mentoring work, she helped me
recognize that I did not know how to launch the conversation and that exposing my
uncertainty was okay. Sharon offered concrete language and strategies I could use to
create opportunities for more productive conversation with Carole. For example, she
helped me consider how I could use the videotape of Carole’s lesson as a “stimulus for
thought, reflection and action” (Denyer, 1997, p. 18). Mining a video and crafting a
conversation around it is a practice that teacher educators must develop. Sharon’s advice
about how to use the video supported me in beginning to visualize and develop this
practice.

Inquiry. Finally, this field-based seminar helped me not only to engage in inquiry
but to experience firsthand the power and joy of self-study. The process of creating
transcripts from my ongoing practice, studying them then considering next steps based on
what [ was learning about myself, my practice and my intern became a powerful means
of strengthening my practice and marked a turning point in my work as a liaison. As I
became more adept at helping interns make sense of their teaching and plan for
instruction, I began to attend more systematically to the collaborating teachers’
experiences. Over time I realized that a sole focus on guiding the interns did not make
sense given the fact that the collaborating teachers were the ones who remained

connected to the internship long after each cohort of interns or liaisons had rotated

through the program.
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The Research Questions

When I shifted my attention to work more directly with collaborating teachers, I
drew on my experience as a learner of mentoring to shape what I did as the mentor
teacher developer. In particular, I hoped both to develop a similar kind of professional
community where the CTs and I seriously studied mentoring and to assist their
performance by jointly engaging in authentic mentoring tasks with them. However, [ was
unsure how to pull this off this work. Drawing on my newfound commitment to self-
study, I deliberately crafted the dissertation as an opportunity to study and learn from my
emergent practice. In this sense, the shape of this dissertation parallels the earlier inquiry
I conducted into my mentoring practice.

My first iteration of a research question focused mainly on my practice: How can
a field-based university teacher educator assist a group of collaborating teachers in
understanding their role and developing their practice as school-based teacher educators?
The original sub-questions broadly centered on the different contexts in which I worked
with the CTs (e.g. What did I do to help the CTs individually? What did I do to help
them collectively?). Once I began collecting data, the most pressing questions that I
brought to the study were ones about how to do the work of mentor teacher development.
For example, I wondered how to support the CTs in developing a new professional
discourse that focused on their dilemmas and uncertainties about mentoring interns. I
knew that I wanted them to study records of mentoring practice, but I did not know what
it would take to use them productively. [ wanted to individually coach the mentors but
was unsure what that coaching would look like or how I could position myself to offer

one-on-one assistance.
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Ultimately I wanted to do more than simply study and strengthen my practice. I
was equally interested in investigating whether and how professional development
contributes to teacher learning. I wondered what if anything the collaborating teachers
learned as a result of our joint work. I brought this burning question to my immediate
work with the CTs as well as to data analysis. Thus once the challenges of doing the
work were over, I developed research questions that captured both learning the practice
of mentor teacher development and learning the practice of mentoring. The following
central question framed my inquiry:

What core challenges arise and learning outcomes result from my
efforts to help collaborating teachers learn in and from mentoring
practice?

This question considers not only my practice as the mentor developer -- both the
challenges I faced and what I learned -- but what the collaborating teachers learned about
their role and whether and how they developed their mentoring practice. Once I had
refined the central question and had launched my analysis of the data, I clarified the sub-
questions, organizing them around two headings: my practice and the collaborating

teachers’ learning.

My practice: The CTs’ learning:

o What challenges do I face in creating, e What contribution does the analysis
framing and facilitating conversation of records of practice make to the
around records of mentoring practice? development of CTs’ mentoring

practice?

e How can I help the mentors come to o What do mentors need to know and
see themselves as teachers of be able to do in order to support
planning? interns’ planning?

® How can I use a CT’s mentoring e What does a CT learn when I assist
practice as a basis for her learning? her performance by jointly engaging

in the work of mentoring?
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Researchers are just beginning to attend to the important role professional
developers play in helping classroom teachers construct and enact new practices (e.g.
Ball & Cohen, 1999; Thompson & Zeuli, 1999; Stein, Smith & Silver, 1999). A growing
body of research has emerged from teacher educators’ more recent attempts to transform
classroom teachers’ practice. Rarely, however, do such studies specifically attend to the
role that the teacher developers played in supporting teachers’ learning or describe what
these developers had to learn in order to offer more complex forms of teacher assistance
(Wilson & Ball, 1996).

One notable exception, Stein, Smith and Silver’s (1999) case studies of two
teacher developers working with a small group of classroom teachers, begins to shed light
on the complicated new territories professional developers must enter. The experiences of
the subjects in this study suggest that teacher developers must revisit their assumptions
about teacher learning as they construct new contexts (i.e. teacher communities) that
enable and sustain deeper kinds of learning. Furthermore, they must develop pedagogical
strategies that respond to the particular needs, contexts and cultures of given groups of
teachers with whom they work. The researchers conclude that if teacher developers are
to be successful in helping practitioners make substantive changes in their teaching, the
developers themselves need to transform their professional development practice.

While their study begins to illuminate the role and practice of the professional
developer, it raises a number of questions. How do the experiences of novice teacher
educators attempting to construct a professional development practice compare with
experienced teacher educators who must “unlearn” traditional practices? What unique

challenges do teacher developers face when helping classroom teachers construct a
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mentoring practice rather than new teaching practices? These questions deserve serious
attention. Few studies address how mentor teachers’ dispositions and capacities can be
developed. Much of the existing U.S. literature on mentor teacher development focuses
on beginning teacher induction (e.g. Feiman-Nemser & Parker, 1992; Feiman-Nemser,
Parker & Zeichner, 1993) rather than preservice teacher education.? Even less attention
has been given to how university teacher educators can address the complex agenda of
creating strong clinical settings for novices to learn to teach.

Conclusion

In this introductory chapter, I framed the problem. that this dissertation addresses,
namely the need to offer mentor teacher development in order for teacher education
innovations such as extended internships to do more than simply lengthen the amount of
time prospective teachers spend in school. As Feiman-Nemser (2000) notes, “The real
challenge for teacher educators is to see that prospective teachers not only have
appropriate and continuing field experiences, but that they learn desirable lessons from
them” (p. 17). I then described the challenges that mentor teachers and university teacher
educators face in creating educative experiences for novices since they often lack strong
models or coaches to assist them. Finally, after describing how my own experiences as a
learner of mentoring influenced how I approached my work as a mentor teacher
developer, I defined the research questions that frame this inquiry.
In the following chapter, I extensively describe the research study, including the

setting, participants, and data collected. I outline the nature of the interventions I

! Literature on U.S. preservice mentor development is sparse, but a growing number of
stucdies have been conducted in England (for example Mclntyre, Hagger & Wilkin, 1993;
Torm inson, 1995; Edwards & Collison, 1996).
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designed and how I analyzed the data that grew out of these interventions. In addition, I
explain that while my role as mentor teacher developer included helping the mentors
develop both their mentoring and teaching practices, I deliberately chose to focus solely
on helping them become stronger mentors. I hypothesized that because mentoring is a
form of teaching, this “back door approach” of working directly on the practice of
mentoring might indirectly help the CTs learn more about the practice of teaching. I re-
examine this hypothesis in chapter five. Finally, I describe how I conceptualized and

organized the three data chapters.
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Chapter Two

Research Design

This study is informed by professional literature on preservice teacher education,
school reform, learning to teach, mentoring and professional development. Drawing on
an emergent methodological tradition whereby researchers use their own teaching as a
site for conducting research, I designed the study so that I could document and analyze
my efforts as a field-based teacher educator to assist a group of six collaborating teachers
in becoming teachers of teaching. The dissertation is a sort of hybrid, drawing on
scholarship of teacher education, action research and self-study. In this chapter, I lay out
the general and specific context of the study then describe the participants, particularly
my role as both researcher and researched, as well as the nature of the intervention |
designed. In addition, I describe the data sources and methods for analysis.

General Context of the Study

Based in part on recommendations from the Holmes Group (1990), the College of
Education at Michigan State University developed a five-year teacher certification
program. Designed to help preservice teachers integrate theory and practice, the program
is intended to foster a democratic commitment to teaching all students, an inquiry-based
approach to “teaching for understanding” and a commitment to creating learning
communities in classrooms and schools (Team One Collaborating Teacher Handbook,
1997). Students enter the program as juniors, take two years of courses combined with

field experiences, then complete a year-long internship with a single mentor teacher.
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MSU internship. The internship and the program more generally attempt to help
prospective teachers blend experience with inquiry and reflection. Interns are expected to
develop a principled practice embodying four professional standards: knowing subject
matters and how to teach them; working with students; creating and managing a
classroom learning community; and working and learning in a school and profession.
Meseting these standards requires that interns have opportunities both to prepare for
classroom teaching activities and “to actually engage in these activities with support”
(Team One Elementary CT Handbook, p. 22).

Interns are placed with a single classroom teacher (e.g. collaborating teacher) in
small clusters of six to eight per school building. In addition to their ongoing work in
classrooms four days a week, interns participate in three professional seminars. A
school-based study group creates opportunities for interns to come together as colleagues
to talk about and explore issues of practice that arise from their classroom teaching
efforts. Led by a university liaison, this seminar is designed to strengthen habits of
collegiality, thoughtfulness and reflection. In addition, interns complete two graduate
level seminars each semester that focus on increasing interns’ subject matter and
pedagogical content knowledge.

Collaborating teachers. Ideally, CTs assume major responsibility for guiding,
supporting and assessing interns’ learning to teach across the year. They are expected to
view their intern as a learner, someone who is learning how to teach rather than simply
demonstrating their know-how. Their responsibilities fall into three broad categories:
helping interns prepare for teaching; guiding interns’ teaching; and supporting interns’

efforts to reflect on and learning from their own and the CT’s teaching.
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University liaisons. Liaisons work in a single school building with six to eight
interns. Liaisons’ responsibilities fall into two major categories: supporting interns in
their efforts to learn to teach; and supporting collaborating teachers in their efforts to
mentor interns. Working individually with interns, liaisons help them develop personal
learning goals, confer with them and their CTs about their planning and teaching, offer
written and verbal feedback, and assess interns more formally at mid-term and end-of-
semester conferences. Moreover, liaisons work with a group of interns, helping them
become a professional learning community. Toward that end, liaisons plan and convene
a weekly study group where interns provide critical support for each other as they explore
questions and dilemmas of practice. In addition to supporting and assessing interns,
liaisons are encouraged to meet periodically individually and collectively with
collaborating teachers, discussing how the CT and liaison can coordinate their efforts to
support the intern’s learning as well as the program and their role as school-based teacher
educators.

Specific Context of the Study

Within this general portrait of the internship through Michigan State University’s
teacher certification program lies the specific context in which the research was
conducted. My liaison work at Sandburg Elementary School' in central Michigan served
as the specific site for this study. Located in a rural community fifteen miles from the

university, Sandburg became an Alliance School” in the fall of 1997 and is currently in its

' Pseudonym.

2 The teacher certification program is divided into three teams of university and school
faculty. Each team develops long-term connections with a small cluster of schools in
nearby districts. Schools that agree to become clinical sites for interns are deemed
Alliance Schools.

37



fourth year of collaboration with Michigan State. The 400 kindergarten through fifth
grade students who attend Sandburg represents a predominantly white, economically and
academically diverse population. Many students come from working-class families who
live in a nearby mobile home park, and nearly ten percent receive free or reduced lunch
with an equal number receiving special education services.

During the 1998-99 school year, I, along with the six collaborating teachers
working with interns at Sandburg were the primary participants. All six collaborating
teachers had worked with an intern the previous year when Sandburg first joined MSU’s
internship program. In addition, the building principal, Jeff McDormate, participated in
several of the mentor teacher development functions. The six interns placed with the six
collaborating teachers were part of the study tangentially since my work with the CTs
centered on helping them mentor their intern. In order to help the reader distinguish
between the collaborating teachers and their interns, the pseudonyms for the CTs contain
two syllables and end in “y” or “ie.” The interns’ pseudonyms consist of single syllables.
The following chart lists the six collaborating teachers, the grade they taught in, and the
interns with whom they worked.

Table 1: Collaborating Teacher and Intern Pairs

Collaborating Teacher Grade Level Intern
Shelly Kindergarten Beth
Sandy First/Second Liz
Kelly Multi-age Jan
Mary Third/Fourth Matt
Bonnie Multi-age Lynn
Peggy Fifth John
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Shelly worked with Beth in her kindergarten classroom while Peggy, a fifth grade
teacher, worked with John. The remaining four CTs team-taught in multi-age
classrooms. Sandy and Kelly taught first and second graders and worked with Liz and
Jan respectively. Mary and Bonnie team-taught third and fourth graders and worked with
Matt and Lynn respectively. All of the collaborating teachers had taught for at least 12
years, most of them at Sandburg.

Role of the Researcher

A growing number of researchers have conducted studies where their own
teaching serves as a site to investigate issues of teaching and learning (e.g. Ball, 1993;
Heaton & Lampert, 1993; Rosaen & Roth, 1995). Many of these researchers studied
their own teaching in response to curricular reforms that only offered theoretical treatises
of what reform-minded teaching in a given school discipline might look like. Missing
was an image of the possible from actual classrooms. Such an emic perspective as these
implementers enacted curricular reforms provided a much-needed understanding of what
is involved in developing such a practice.

Drawing on this emerging tradition, I used my work as a university liaison in the
teacher certification program at Michigan State University to provide an “insider” look at
mentor teacher development. My decision to study my own practice was made largely
out of necessity. At the time I conducted this inquiry, very few university liaisons were
actually addressing mentor teacher development in their respective Alliance Schools, thus
my design options were limited. Perhaps more importantly, however, I had developed a

commitment to continue studying my practice in ways similar to my experience as a
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learner of mentoring. Designing a self-study around my efforts to support the
collaborating teachers allowed me to learn in and from my practice while simultaneously
illuminating the core challenges I faced as a teacher of mentors to a wider scholarly
audience. In this sense the study was designed to generate knowledge in two different
domains -- local knowledge and public knowledge (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993).

Drawing on Brown’s (1992) notion of “design experiment,” I attempted to
“engineer innovative environments and simultaneously conduct experimental studies of
these innovations” (p. 151). MSU faculty had not yet developed a systematic approach to
mentor teacher development. Through my efforts to assist collaborating teachers, I both
created the site for and focus of this research in order to examine the challenges field-
based university teacher educators face in developing their practice as mentor teacher
developers.
The Intervention

I brought to this work an understanding that mentoring is actually a teaching
activity that requires the mentor to know what she wants the intern to learn, who her
intern is as a learner of teaching, and how she can use conversation as a tool to facilitate
that learning. I also believed that mentor teacher development is a teaching activity as
well. As a mentor teacher developer, I had to know something about the practice of
mentoring I was trying to help the collaborating teachers learn, who CTs are as learners
of mentoring, and how I could create opportunities for them to learn that practice.

Becoming a school-based educator meant that the collaborating teachers needed
to strengthen both their teaching and their mentoring practices. I deliberately chose to

focus solely on helping the CTs develop their mentoring practice for two reasons. First, I
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lacked credibility as a teacher developer since I had only taught several years and had not
studied and developed my classroom teaching practice as I had for my mentoring
practice. Perhaps more importantly, however, I hypothesized that because mentoring is a
form of teaching, strengthening their capacity to guide and support interns’ learning over
time might naturally lead the collaborating teachers to reconsider and reshape the way
they supported and assessed children’s learning.

I created two contexts in which to help the CTs develop and strengthen their
mentoring practice: a collaborating teacher study group and one-on-one assistance.

Collaborating teacher study group. Based on my experiences in Sharon’s class,
I knew that I wanted to create opportunities for the CTs and me to develop a community
of practice where we could construct a new understanding of our role as school-based
teacher educators. Toward that end I established a collaborating teacher study group,
thinking that if we could learn to engage in practice-centered conversation, we would be
able to identify, articulate, examine and potentially revise our assumptions and beliefs
about teaching, learning, learning to teach and mentoring. To foster that kind of
conversation, I imagined engaging in two related tasks.

First, we needed to define what we wanted our interns to know or be able to do at
the end of their internship. Part of this task entailed studying MSU’s professional
teaching standards that served as the basis for assessing interns’ growth and performance.
We had to get beyond what initially were merely words on a page in order to understand
more clearly how those standards suggested a curriculum for the interns’ learning.
Another approach to this task lay in clarifying what the CTs as veteran teachers already

knew about those core aspects of teaching. This entailed helping the collaborating
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teachers access and articulate their professional knowledge. For example, while they had
been planning for instruction for many years, the CTs had never thought to identify
specific skills they drew on when planning. Asking them to describe what they actually
do when they plan helped us realize the complexity of planning and the many aspects of
planning that interns needed to learn.

Second, we needed to consider how we could help interns develop specific
knowledge, skills and dispositions, in other words study the practice of mentoring. Based
on my own powerful experiences as a learner of mentoring, I had become passionately
committed to the examination of artifacts of real practice as a tool for mentor teacher
development. I believed that collectively studying our actual mentoring efforts would
enable us to identify challenges and dilemmas endemic to the work. Lave and Wenger
(1991) note that newcomers to a community of practice learn through conversations and
stories about problematic cases. Just as interns were invited to come to the intern study
group ready to share video clips or narrative accounts of their teaching, I envisioned the
same configuration for a collaborating teacher study group. I had hoped that studying our
own mentoring practice would help us enter into what Little (1987) calls “joint work” --
thoughtful and enduring interactions that “induce mutual obligation [and] expose the
work of each person to the scrutiny of others” (p. 512).

My goal was to create that kind of “critical colleagueship” (Lord, 1994) where we
publicly disclosed our questions and dilemmas and pushed each other’s thinking while
sustaining high levels of ambiguity and uncertainty. Learning how to foster passionate,
sustained and self-disclosing conversation within the study group became an ongoing

challenge. Initially I had thought that the CTs would not feel comfortable making their
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own mentoring practice available for our collective scrutiny. Thus I decided to shoulder
the burden in the early months by sharing examples from my own work with the interns,
believing that collectively examining my mentoring practice would provide much needed
“images of the possible.” Once the collaborating teachers had become comfortable
studying records of my practice in the study group, I assumed they would be willing to
put their own mentoring practice on the table for our joint examination.

One-on-one assistance. In addition to creating the CT study group where we
could work to develop a shared vision for their role as teachers of teaching, I also wanted
to help them develop specific mentoring strategies so that they could acquire and
strengthen particular mentoring skills. In the same way that Sharon had assisted my
performance by jointly engaging in an authentic mentoring task (e.g. preparing for the
debriefing conference), I wanted to work individually with the CTs, providing mentored
assistance to support and extend their efforts to guide their intern’s learning. I imagined
“coaching” the collaborating teachers in much the same way that Sharon had coached me,
helping them prepare to debrief interns’ teaching or sitting in on co-planning sessions,
stepping in and out to support the CTs’ efforts.

While I was able to create the collaborating teacher study group where we
studied records of mentoring practice and to provide one-on-one coaching, what my
interventions looked like in practice differed sometimes markedly from my early visions.
For example, the CTs never became comfortable or willing to make public their own
efforts to mentor their intern during that school year. In terms of working individually
with the CTs, I had not anticipated my own struggle to create opportunities where I could

support the collaborating teachers as they worked with their interns. Because I was rarely
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invited to join co-planning, co-teaching or debriefing sessions in which a CT mentored
her intern, I felt reluctant to simply show up and insert myself into their conversations.
Yet until I found ways to fold myself into their mentoring work, I could not help them see
the need for or benefits from this kind of mentored assistance. I first had to demonstrate
that I could be helpful to them when working with their intern.
Data Sources

In order to document and analyze my practice and the collaborating teachers’
learning in these two settings -- the collaborating teacher study group and one-on-one
support -- I collected a wide range of data. The following chart summarizes the data I
collected for this study. Each type of data is then described more thoroughly in the
following sections.

Table 2: Summary of Collected Data

Description of Data Quantity Audio Video Field
Notes
CT Study Group Sessions 13 13 3 13

One-On-One Assistance:

Co-observations

- Lesson intern taught 7 2 5
- Debriefing with CT 7 5 3
- Conference with
intern, CT and me 7 5 5
Co-planning
- Assessing intern’s
written unit plans 1 1
with CT
- Debriefing plans
with intern, CT and 1 1
me
- Planning with 2 1 1 1
intern, CT and me
Coaching Mentor 4 4 4
CT Interviews 7 7 1 6




CT study group sessions. During the fall semester, the study group met monthly
for a total of four sessions, all of which were audio-taped. In addition, I took notes
during the sessions and wrote extensive field notes afterwards. In the spring semester,
the study group began meeting twice a month, and when the interns began their lead
teaching, we met nearly weekly for the month of March. Of these nine study group
sessions, all were audio-taped and three were also video-taped. I also collected written
documents related to each study group session including artifacts created before, during
and after the study group meetings (e.g. writing the CTs completed in response to specific
tasks I had posed, memos that outlined upcoming sessions or summarized key ideas from
previous conversations).

Individual assistance. One of the formal ways that [ assisted the collaborating

teachers’ performance was through a process we called “co-observation.™

During co-
observations the CT and I would (a) individually take notes while observing the intern
teach; (b) talk together about what we noticed after the observation; (c) prepare for the
debriefing conference (e.g. determine the agenda, who would say what and how); and (d)
jointly lead the debriefing conference with the intern. In the fall semester, I conducted a

co-observation with each intern and CT pair. In the spring semester, I completed a

second co-observation of Liz’s teaching with her collaborating teacher, Sandy.

*In her work at Averill Elementary School, Sharon Feiman-Nemser coined the phrase
“co-observation.” She brought student teachers together to observe a teacher’s lesson.
Afterwards, the novices met with the teacher to discuss what they noticed, to raise
questions and to consider what the teacher might do tomorrow based on what happened
today/. At Sandburg, I asked the CTs to join me in observing their intern teach so that we
could support the intern’s capacity to learn in and from her teaching.
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In addition to helping the mentors analyze their intern’s teaching, prepare for the
debriefing session, and lead the debriefing conference, I assisted the CTs’ efforts to help
their intern plan for instruction. Specifically, I assessed an intern’s plans with his
collaborating teacher, enabling us to develop a shared agenda for the conversation we
then held with the intern around his written plans. I also sat in on several co-planning
sessions where the collaborating teacher and intern developed the intern’s plans. During
these conversations, I often raised questions, made suggestions to both the CT and intern,
and offered my own ideas for the plans being developed.

Finally, much of my one-on-one assistance came in the form of “behind the
scenes” coaching. Several of the CTs sought out opportunities to talk to me about
specific concerns they had with their intern’s performance. In addition, they raised
concerns during study group sessions. These conversations often involved first clarifying
what exactly the intern seemed to be struggling with then developing a plan to address
the situation. This entailed offering advice about how to approach the intern, what
specific language to use, and what role the CT needed to play in supporting that aspect of
the intern’s development.

CT Interviews. I held a formal interview with each of the six collaborating
teachers near the end of the 1998-99 school year. These interviews focused on their
beliefs about good teaching, their mentoring role and what is involved in learning to
teach as well as their experiences as learners of mentoring. In addition, at the end of the
school year I held a group interview with the six collaborating teachers where I asked for
their candid comments and feedback about the work we had done collectively in the

study group and through our joint work with their interns. Because my joint mentoring
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work with Sandy continued the following school year, I interviewed her a second time to
determine how her ideas about her mentoring role had changed. In addition to these
formal interviews, I talked frequently with individual collaborating teachers about their
intern, both through informal conversation and e-mail. These conversations became part
of my fieldnotes.
Data Analysis

Data analysis occurred in two phases -- ongoing analysis during data collection
and analysis once data collection was formally collected. The first was much easier than
the latter. Given my commitment to use this research study as an opportunity to learn
from and improve my liaison practice, analysis occurred throughout the data collection
year. I periodically read through my field log entries, making note of what stood out or
seemed particularly salient in my ongoing work with the collaborating teachers. In
addition, I immediately transcribed a number of the study group sessions then met with
Jenny Denyer, a member of my dissertation committee, for support in initially analyzing
the discourse. By looking at the actual record of the study group session, we were able to
ground our conversations in the particulars of my liaison practice. These conversations
with Jenny allowed me to revisit earlier impressions and conclusions I had drawn while
facilitating the study group meetings and to think ahead to next steps with the study
group in light of what had just happened.

These early analytic sessions helped me evaluate my practice as the “researched.”
But I was also the researcher. One of the central challenges I faced in playing this dual
role lay in understanding the difference between analyzing the data as the researched and

the researcher. While motivated to understand the sense I had made of events at the time,
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I recognized that I had to move beyond those initial reflections-in-action, re-searching the
events captured in the data to reflect-on-action, to examine more critically the events in
terms of my own and the collaborating teachers’ actions. In keeping with the spirit of
qualitative research, I needed to try to understand why events unfolded the way they did
rather than simply evaluate my performance or the collaborating teachers’ learning.

However, trying to tame the mass of data I had collected proved enormously
challenging. My post-data collection analysis occurred in several stages. First, I
generally reviewed all of the data, globally looking across it in order to categorize study
group and individual coaching sessions into specific categories of activity. For example,
we engaged in three main activities during the study group meetings -- clarifying the
curriculum for interns’ learning to teach, analyzing records of practice, and discussing
difficult situations that individual mentors faced with their intern. Then within a given
kind of activity, I first considered what I was up to and why, often returning to my field
notes where I had written about my goals for particular sessions.

I also analyzed individual study group or one-on-one coaching sessions using a
process that Erickson (1986) refers to as “inductive analysis,” segmenting a study group
or one-on-one coaching session into chunks that marked different phases of our
interaction. Then I looked at each chunk in terms of exchanges between participants,
paying attention to moves particular participants made, including who initiated topics of
conversation, who responded, how and why. For example, in reading and rereading a
study group transcript where we had examined a record of my mentoring practice, I

noticed that the content of our talk varied widely. Noticing this pattern led me to develop
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categories for the different content of our talk. I then coded each participant’s turn, later
enabling me to make claims about whether and how we examined the record of practice.

During this phase of analysis, I often developed a narrative account of the session,
using large chunks of transcript to describe the action. I relied on my strength as a
storyteller to develop a descriptive account without necessarily knowing exactly what the
event revealed. Bruner (1985) makes the distinction between paradigmatic and narrative
modes of knowing. Whereas the former relies on “science” through the use of “good
theory, tight analysis, logical proof and empirical discovery grounded by reasoned
hypothesis,” (p. 98) narrative modes deal with story, drama and rich historical account. I
intuitively felt that these stories were significant. After writing narrative accounts of
individual sessions, I looked for exchange patterns within and across study group and
individual coaching sessions, examining how our conversations unfolded over time.
Keeping in mind the central question of this inquiry -- the core challenges that arose and
learning outcomes that resulted from helping the collaborating teachers learn in and from
mentoring practice -- I then searched for themes across different data sources including
study group transcripts, interview transcripts, my field notes, and transcripts of my
coaching sessions with the CTs and their intern. Doing so helped me move beyond
simply telling stories to considering the meaning embedded in these tales.

At this stage of analysis I had to make difficult decisions about what stories to
include in the dissertation. Writing three data chapters meant that I was limited to
carving out three stories. I quickly realized that analysis involves deliberately choosing
not only what to include but to leave out. For example, developing separate chapters on

each of the main activities in the CT study group (e.g. studying records of practice,
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developing a curriculum for interns’ learning, discussing problematic situations) would
preclude me from delving deeply into my one-on-one work with the CTs. Because I was
committed to summarizing and analyzing data from both the study group and my
individual work, this meant that something had to be left out in terms of the study group
data. IfI developed a chapter around clarifying a curriculum for interns' learning to
teach, should I try to capture all of the work we did around what interns need to learn
about planning, teaching, assessment and working with children’s families or should I
delve deeply into a single aspect of the curriculum we defined? Might I use a single
chapter to compare and contrast what our study group conversations were like when we
grounded our conversation in artifacts of practice versus relied on their reported accounts
or should I look at just one of those two kinds of conversation? If I devoted a chapter to
my one-on-one work and the collaborating teachers’ learning, should I display one CT’s
learning over time or compare and contrast all of the CTs’ growth? Should I focus on a
CT who made tremendous progress in her understanding of her role and her capacity to
mentor or one who did not move her mentoring practice forward in visible ways?

In addition to these questions about the focus of each data chapter, I had to
grapple with the question of who and what this dissertation was a study of. Was this a
study of my practice, my learning, the collaborating teachers' mentoring practice, their
learning, or some combination of these different elements? Initially, I was deeply
invested in examining my practice and my learning. Over time, however, I began to see
that representing and analyzing my practice meant not only studying my pedagogy but
considering who my learners were and what I was trying to help them learn. Once |

stopped dichotomizing my practice and the CTs' learning, instead considering the
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relationship between the two given what I was trying to help them learn, I was able to
make choices about the focus of each of the three data chapters.

I have conceptualized and organized the data chapters (chapters three, four and
five) around what educational philosopher David Hawkins refers to as the dynamic
relationship between teacher, student and content to be learned -- the three essential
elements that lay at the heart of any teaching encounter. In his essay “I, Thou, It”
Hawkins (1974) argues that while teachers, like parents, interact with children by
showing them love and concern, teachers must do more than simply care about children.
They have the added responsibility of helping students learn content, the school
curriculum. Teaching occurs, then, when a teacher and student come together to engage
with an “it,” the content. As a teacher of mentoring, I had to help my learners, the CTs,
gain a deeper understanding of their role as mentors as well as build their capacity to
mentor interns. Thus mentoring was the “it,” the content to be learned.

Each data chapter foregrounds one specific aspect of that dynamic relationship
between me, the collaborating teachers, and the content they were learning while

backgrounding the remaining two elements.

Chapter Three
My practice
Chapter Four Chapter Five
Curriculum for learning to plan One mentor’s learning

Figure 1: Layout of the Data Chapters
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In the next chapter I focus on the study group as the unit of analysis, specifically the
pedagogy of using records of mentoring practice to foster practice-centered, analytic
conversation. I focused on this study group activity for several reasons. First, I had read
Ball and Cohen's (1999) argument about using artifacts of practice to foster professional
learning. While intrigued by their argument and motivated to use records of practice as a
mentor developer, I found this practice to be much more difficult to pull off than I had
anticipated. Believing that collaborating teachers need opportunities to uncover their
taken-for-granted assumptions about teaching, learning, learning to teach and mentoring,
I thought that the use of records of practice would create “productive disequilibrium” for
the mentors, something we would then work collaboratively to resolve. I use this concept
of productive disequilibrium to analyze two sessions I held with the mentor teachers
around records of mentoring practice. Furthermore, of the two kinds of conversation we
engaged in during study group sessions, I was much more personally invested in those
that centered around records of practice than I was conversations where we relied on the
CTs' recollected experience. Finally, I chose this focus for the practical reason that I had
transcribed most of these study group sessions and thus was ready to analyze them more
systematically once the data had been collected.

Chapter four centers on one important domain of the content the mentor teachers
and I were trying to teach interns -- both what is involved in thoughtful planning and how
we could help the novices learn to plan. I first offer a synthesis of the literature on
planning, highlighting the different ways that novices and veteran teachers approach the
task of planning for instruction. I then chronicle how as a group the mentor teachers and

I worked to clarify a curriculum for the novices’ learning to plan and to develop a
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strategy the CTs could use to help the novices learn to plan. Finally, I analyze what may
have made it difficult for the mentor teachers to carry out that mentoring agenda.

Chapter five foregrounds one collaborating teacher’s learning to mentor in
relation to the individual coaching I offered her as she worked with her intern. After
chronicling what this mentor learned about her role as a teacher of teaching and what
specific aspects of her mentoring practice she developed, I identify critical elements in
her learning to mentor and explore the relationship between “what” and “how” she
learned. Finally, I offer a model for mentored learning to mentor. I chose to focus this
chapter on Sandy's learning because I was able to show her growth over time since my
work with her spanned two years. While I had originally decided to juxtapose Sandy's
learning to mentor with Peggy who did not make nearly the kind of strides that Sandy
made, I realized that simply telling Sandy's "story" was stretching the limits of what one
chapter could do. Thus I dropped my intent to explore what might have accounted for the
differences in Sandy's and Peggy's experiences as learners of mentoring.

It is important to note that the mentor development work that I describe and
analyze in the following chapters occurred in the context of relationships which affected
what and how people learned. For example, Sandy's early experience as a CT whose
intern unexpectedly and abruptly quit halfway through the school year left Sandy with
many unanswered questions that she wanted to pursue in her continued work as a school-
based teacher educator. Thus she may have been more motivated to learn the practice of
mentoring and more willing to engage in the intellectually and emotionally demanding
task of studying her practice than some of her colleagues were. I have deliberately

chosen not to focus on the relational aspects of my work with the collaborating teachers
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in an effort to "right a balance" because much of the existing mentoring literature focuses
on relational issues (e.g. power, trust, affect, etc.). Thus while the dissertation focuses on
the curriculum and pedagogy of mentor teacher development, I acknowledge the
centrality of the relationships the CTs and I developed and maintained through out joint
work on mentoring tasks and emergent problems of practice.

Methods for verification. Once I determined the analytic foci for the data
chapters and began drafting memos that offered detailed descriptions of particular events
and my subsequent analysis, I needed to contend with the question of whether or not my
writing was “believable, accurate and right” (Creswell, 1998, p. 193). I wrestled with
this question in a number of ways. First, I triangulated the primary data sources to
corroborate evidence, drawing from my own field observations and impressions,
collaborating teacher interviews, and transcripts of the study group and individual
coaching sessions. I also strove for what Lather (1991) calls face validity. Face validity
refers to the reaction a participant has when reading the study. The goal is for the
participant to react with a ‘yes, of course’ rather than a ‘yes, but’ experience (Cresswell,
1998). In order to verify my interpretations, I conducted a number of member checks
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). These checks involved soliciting participants’ views on the
credibility of the findings by reading drafts of the data chapters, Sandy’s in particular,
since of the six CTs her learning and mentoring is featured most prominently.

In addition, I attempted to clarify my own biases both as researcher and
researched throughout the study. A strategy used to uncover biases is peer review. A
peer reviewer serves as a “devil’s advocate” who keeps the researcher honest (Lincoln &

Guba, 1985). My dissertation advisor, Sharon Feiman-Nemser, and committee member,
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Jenny Denyer, played that role for me when I consulted with them around my liaison
practice and during data analysis.

The purpose of this dissertation is not to offer a “how-to” manual for mentor
teacher developers. Rather, I analyze my emergent practice as a field-based university
teacher educator, our collective efforts to define one aspect of the curriculum our
prospective interns needed to learn, and one collaborating teacher’s efforts to learn to
mentor as we jointly engaged in authentic mentoring tasks to support her intern. In the
final chapter, I step back from these fine-grained analyses to consider broader
implications for teacher education. In addition, I offer a conceptualization of the role and

practice of mentor teacher development.
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Chapter Three

The Pedagogy of Using Records of Practice to Foster Analytic Conversation

Wanting to develop a shared vision of the collaborating teachers’ role as teachers
of teaching, I convened a monthly study group where they could become learners of
mentoring. This chapter focuses on my attempts to engage the collaborating teachers in
practice-centered discussions based in records of mentoring practice. Knowing how to
create, frame and facilitate conversation around records of mentoring practice stretched
my ability as a mentor teacher developer and met with mixed results at best. In the
following section I first consider the value of examining records of practice as well as the
necessary conditions that enable participants to engage in such investigations. I then
define the central questions of this chapter, describing the specific data sources I used to
examine these questions. Finally, I describe my approach to data analysis before
presenting two study group sessions where we investigated records of my own mentoring
practice.

Using Records of Practice

Ball and Cohen (1999) argue that classroom teachers need opportunities to learn
how to elicit students’ ideas, interpret those ideas in the moment, and use what they learn
about children’s thinking to inform their responses to students and situations. In order for
classroom teachers to develop new visions and capacities for teaching and learning, they
need opportunities to “become serious learners in and around their practice, rather than
amassing strategies and activities” (Ball & Cohen, p. 4). The researchers recognize that

the frenetic pace of classroom life makes it nearly impossible for teachers to analyze and
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evaluate their teaching decisions in the moment. Rather than being relegated to learn
from their immediate practice in real time, Ball and Cohen argue that a systematic study
and analysis of the central activities of teaching can occur through the examination of
records of practice, be they of one’s own or another’s teaching.

Records of practice refer to videotapes, audiotapes, transcripts from audio and
video, and other artifacts that grow out of practice such as student work, teachers’ lesson
plans, curricular materials, etc. Records of practice act as a common referent or shared
“text” which grounds the conversation in the particulars of practice. Conversation
becomes a more effective instructional stra.tegy when it is organized around a common
referent (Scribner & Cole, 1981). Lampert and Ball (1998) argue that when participants
examine records of practice, they engage in collaborative investigation by observing,
analyzing and interpreting actual practice which leads them to discover different and
sometimes conflicting meanings and interpretations. Exploring competing interpretations
often leads participants to grapple with standards (e.g. what does it mean to know? what
is good teaching? what counts as evidence of student understanding? etc.). Wrestling
with these standards creates shared values and a common vocabulary as participants work
to develop mutual, agreed-upon understandings over time.

I believed that mentoring, like teaching, is a professional practice that must be
learned in and from practice. Like classroom teachers, mentor teachers must elicit,
interpret and respond to their learners’ ideas, strengths and vulnerabilities, in this case
interns. And like classroom teachers, mentors must develop their capacity to size up
situations from moment to moment and to operate experimentally in response to interns’

thoughts, confusions and questions. To help the collaborating teachers develop both a
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vision of their role as teachers of teaching and their capacity to support, guide and assess
interns’ learning to teach, I turned to the investigation of records of mentoring practice.

Developing a professional discourse. Engaging in a collaborative investigation
of practice requires participants to enter into a new discourse. This professional talk is
characterized by a narrative of inquiry, not answers, a commitment to analyze rather than
evaluate, the ability to support assertions with evidence, the disposition to weigh
competing interpretations, the willingness to question each other and the desire to
develop reasoned professional judgment (Ball & Cohen, 1999). These discourse norms
stand in sharp contrast to the current structure of most professional development activities
where teachers lack opportunities to engage in meaningful conversation around practice
with colleagues (Little, 1990). Moreover, professional norms of politeness, non-
interference and isolation create further challenges to exploring differences in order to
reach shared understandings.

In order to engage in this kind of professional dialogue, particular norms must be
present. Trust, respect and concern must be established before participants can endure
conflict and persist in the face of disagreement in an effort to reach interpersonal
understanding (Burbules, 1993). Furthermore, participants must bring certain
dispositions and skills to the conversation. Burbules identifies “communicative virtues”
that help participants successfully construct understanding including a willingness to give
and receive criticism, tolerance for different points of view, the ability to admit error, and
the ability to listen. Listening involves more than passively hearing what someone has to
say; it encompasses actively trying to understand both what is being said and why

someone said it.
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I believed that studying records of mentoring practice would help us develop a
professional discourse which we needed to study the records. Collectively investigating
real-life, contextualized examples of thoughtful mentoring would offer everyone equal
access to actual practice, an important criterion that had been missing from informal
group conversations I had held with the collaborating teachers the previous year.
Records of practice would act as a common reference, grounding our examination in the
particulars of mentoring practice.

Creating productive disequilibrium. One particularly important criterion of
records of practice is that they challenge “extant practices, beliefs, or ideas” (Ball &
Cohen, 1999, p. 15). In other words, studying examples of traditional practice may not
be helpful in uncovering unexamined assumptions about teaching, learning, and subject
matter, or in this case mentoring and learning to teach. Ball and Cohen assert that when
participants encounter non-conventional practices that differ markedly from their own,
opportunities for developing a new vision of practice are created. In this way, using
records of practice creates opportunities for participants to experience productive
disequilibrium, an important aspect of the pedagogy of teacher development (Thompson
& Zeuli, 1999).

When I began this study, I equated productive disequilibrium with encountering
some difficulty, ambiguity or question that leads to what Dewey refers to as reflective
thought. In his book, How We Think, Dewey (1910) makes the distinction between
thought and reflective thought. Whereas the former unconsciously influences our
accepted, unexamined beliefs, the latter refers to conscious inquiry into the nature,

conditions and bearings of beliefs. Reflective thought, which Dewey defined as the
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“active, persistent and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge
in the light of the grounds that support it, and the further conclusions to which it tends,”
considers the basis and consequences of beliefs which guide action (p. 6). Critical
thinking allows us to come to reasoned conclusions so that we do not constantly fall
victim to accepting inferences at face value.

Dewey believed that reflective thought arises when a learner faces a problem,
dilemma or felt difficulty. In other words, the process begins when she encounters ideas
or actions that create a sense of productive disequilibrium. By willingly entering into a
state of doubt and suspending judgment in order to actively seek and challenge evidence
that supports or rejects possible solutions to the problem, over time the learner is able to
establish well-reasoned beliefs which guide further thought and action. For Dewey, the
only way to avoid uncritical thought and action is to endure the discomfort of not
knowing while inquiring into possible solutions to questions.

This was the kind of productive disequilibrium I had hoped to create for the
collaborating teachers in our study group sessions. By using records of mentoring
practice that depicted the mentor assessing, guiding and supporting an intern’s learning in
ways that the CTs may not have considered, I had hoped they would become more aware
of their unexamined assumptions about learning, teaching, learning to teach, and
mentoring. In addition, I hoped to work through moments of dissonance and develop
shared beliefs about our role as teachers of teachers.

Challenges in Creating, Framing and Facilitating Analysis of Records of Practice

I encountered three challenges in using records of practice to foster analytic

conversation about mentoring. First, I had to create real-life materials that challenged
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extant practices and lent themselves to systematic study and analysis. Second, I grappled
with how to frame analytic tasks that grew out of the record of mentoring practice.
Finally, I had to facilitate our conversations as we engaged in those investigative tasks.
Creating records of practice. Since vivid examples of mentoring were nearly
non-existent, my first task lay in creating actual records of mentoring practice. At the
outset I felt that I had not developed a sufficient level of trust to ask permission to use
examples from the collaborating teachers’ own work with their interns as the focus of our
joint investigation. Moreover, I believed that because the CTs were just developing a
new vision for their role as school-based teacher educators, their mentoring efforts would
not depict images of mentoring that challenged their extant practices, beliefs and
assumptions. Since I had been able to document and strengthen my work with interns in
the past, I believed that created artifacts from my current practice would introduce a
different vision of mentoring. Therefore, I put myself in the “hot seat” and documented
my mentoring practice with the interns for the study group’s examination and analysis.
Framing worthwhile analytic tasks. Creating records of practice was just the
first challenge, however. Professional developers must create opportunities for teachers
to think deeply about issues and questions central to the practice (Thompson & Zeuli,
1999). “Learners will be more likely to thrive if materials are framed by appropriate and
artfully designed tasks” (Ball & Cohen, 1999, p. 26). Simply videotaping a co-planning
session or transcribing a debriefing conference did not illuminate how to use them in the
study group. Oftentimes an hour-long co-planning session created over 20 pages of

transcript. Knowing what parts of a conversation to focus on, why and how were central
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questions I had to consider. Thus framing worthwhile analytic tasks around carefully
chosen materials became a second major challenge.

Facilitating our talk. Knowing how to manage conversation around our
examination of the records of practice became a third challenge. I did not always know
how to use our investigation to help us establish and engage in a substantial professional
discourse. While I had hoped that our investigation would create productive
disequilibrium that we could then work collectively to resolve, I oftentimes could not
identify moments when the CTs felt uncomfortable. The conversations themselves
suggest that we were indeed beginning to establish a new kind of professional talk where
we grounded our comments in documents of practice, sought to understand rather than
solely evaluate, and acted as “critical colleagues™ where we raised concerns and
questions about our thinking and actions. On the other hand, these professional
development opportunities exacted a heavy price for everyone involved.

Central Research Question and Data Analysis

In investigating the potential of records of practice to help the collaborating
teachers begin to develop a new vision of their role as teachers of teaching, I needed to
consider both the curriculum and pedagogy of my practice as well as their participation
and what that revealed about their development. The following question framed this
inquiry: What are the possibilities and limitations of using records of practice to support
mentor development? The following two sub-questions center on the issues I faced in
using records of practice as an intervention strategy and what, if any, effect this

intervention had on the collaborating teachers:

e What core dilemmas do I face in creating, framing and facilitating
conversation around records of mentoring practice?
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e What contribution does the analysis of records of practice make to the
development of CTs’ mentoring practice?

Three of the fourteen study group sessions held during the 1998-99 school year
centered on examining records of practice from my ongoing work with the interns in the
school building. The data used to address these questions feature two of these three
sessions held in the fall semester as well as my field notes from these meetings.' Each
session took place after school and lasted approximately 90 minutes. The sessions are
presented chronologically in order to document both new insights I gained about my
practice as a mentor teacher developer and changes that occurred in the community of
practice we were working to create.

While these questions frame the empirical research, they also were ones that |
brought to my immediate practice as a liaison. How I answered these questions in the
moment as | struggled to make sense of unfolding and sometimes unanticipated events
differed markedly from how I made sense of this inquiry as a researcher returning to the
data many months later with a different set of lenses and understandings. Thus in the
analysis I first describe my reflection-in-action, sharing my immediate responses to and
understandings of the events around the records of practice. I then offer my reflections-
on-action developed after more carefully analyzing the data in order to consider both the
effect the investigations had in helping the CTs begin to develop a new vision of their

role and core dilemmas I faced.

'I do not include the third session held in December for two reasons. First, we ran out of
time to finish our investigation of that record, and the CTs seemed uninterested in
returning it. Second, it was the only session where participants asked me to turn off the
tape recorder as we analyzed the artifact. The record of practice generated strong
emotions about a CT who did not participate in the study group. Thus I chose not to
include it in the data presented here.
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Descriptive analysis. The descriptive analysis of each session is organized
around the three central challenges I faced in using records of practice to foster analytic
conversation: creating, framing and facilitating analytic discussion of records of
mentoring practice in the study group. In describing the development of the record of
practice, I trace the ideas, context and activities that led me to collect raw materials that I
later turned into actual artifacts. I then describe how I framed and introduced the record
of practice. Finally, I provide a detailed account of our conversation around the record
and my attempts to facilitate that talk.

Just as I had to make decisions about what parts of a transcript or video segment
to include in any given record of practice, I had to make decisions as a researcher about
what parts of the study group sessions to most thickly describe and analyze. I attempt to
give the reader an overall sense of the conversation but then zero in on segments that
directly address the central research questions.

Interpretive analysis. Following the same organization of the descriptive
analysis, I then offer an interpretive analysis organized around creating, framing and
facilitating our joint investigation of the record of practice. I consider whether my goals
for the conversation fit with the analytic tasks I designed, and how my framing of the
tasks may have shaped our investigation in particular ways. Analysis of my facilitation
includes both the collaborating teachers’ participation and specific pedagogical moves I
made in response to their participation during the sessions because my understanding of
their experiences in the moment influenced decisions that I made as the group facilitator.
I also consider whether the collaborating teachers seemed to have experienced the

productive disequilibrium I had set out to create. Facilitating our talk around the artifacts



forced me to examine my own taken-for-granted assumptions about the pedagogy of
using records of practice.
Session One: The Struggle to Develop a Professional Discourse

After completing a co-observation with two interns, I developed a record of
practice designed to address two questions: (1) What can and does an intern learn through
her early observations of a CT? and (2) How can the collaborating teacher support, guide
and assess what her intern learns from observation? While clear about what I wanted the
collaborating teachers to consider through our investigation of these records of practice, I
felt much less certain how to frame and facilitate the new kind of professional talk I had
hoped we would engage in.

Creating the records of practice. Wanting to know what sense Liz and Jan were
making of their observations in a multi-age classroom, I asked the two interns to observe
Sandy, Liz’s CT, teach a short calendar activity to the 40 first and second graders. In
addition, Jan’s CT, Kelly, and I observed the same lesson. While Liz, Jan and Kelly took
notes as they watched Sandy, I videotaped her lesson. Afterwards, I held a debriefing
session with Liz and Jan, inviting them to share what they had noticed. Liz, who worked
most closely with Sandy, had taken extensive notes describing many of the teacher moves
Sandy had made. To my surprise, Jan, who worked more closely with Kelly, explained
that she had kept her eye on Kelly who other than stepping in to assist Sandy with several
off-tasks students in the back of the whole group had simply taken notes while observing
Sandy teach. After the conference, I made copies of the observation notes Liz and Jan

had taken and wrote up a summary of our conversation later that day.
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Before developing records of practice around these events for use in the study
group, I first gained Sandy’s permission to focus on her lesson.> Once secured, I chose to
create a written record of Sandy’s lesson rather than show the 10 minute videotape,
assuming it would be easier to focus our attention on a written document rather than the
video which contained so much “fast action.” After watching the videotape of Sandy’s
lesson, I created a three-page written summary of the calendar lesson that included a
chronological explanation of what had transpired for both Sandy and the students and
dialogue excerpts I had transcribed from the videotape (see Appendix A).

Then based on my field notes and the interns’ observation notes, I developed a
short one-page written summary of the comments both Jan and Liz had made about
Sandy’s lesson during the debriefing session (see Appendix B). I deliberately chose to
focus the summary on the interns’ comments rather than on how I structured the
conversation or the challenges I faced in facilitating it. This decision was based in part
on my desire not to expose my own difficulties but also on my belief at the time that
records of practice should document strong rather than emergent practice.

My decision to focus on what interns learn from observing their CTs stemmed in
part from incidents that had occurred in my first year of work at Sandburg. At about the
same time the previous year, one of the collaborating teachers had told her intern that
after observing the CT teach the morning activities several times, the intern should be
able to lead the opening activities on her own. After carefully watching the CT lead these

activities, the intern tried it herself but became very frustrated when her teaching was not

21 had already gained written permission from the interns to study my work with them
and to share pieces of that work with the CTs. Thus I did not explicitly tell Liz and Jan
about using our debriefing conference in the CT study group.
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nearly as seamless as the CT’s. The CT responded by asking the intern to watch her
teach it once more before attempting to teach it again herself. The CT’s response to the
intern’s inability to pull off the morning activities suggests the CT believed that learning
to teach is a matter of imitation. I wanted us to rethink our assumptions about what
interns can and should learn through observation as well as how we can gauge what they
actually “see.” I was not convinced that interns recognized the reasoned decisions that
their CT made in the moment or the intentions, goals and plans guiding their actions.

Framing the analytic task. My plan was to have us first gain some practice in
“noticing” teaching ourselves by making a list of things that stood out to us about
Sandy’s lesson. I assumed that our list of observations would be much more extensive
than what the two interns had noticed, particularly Jan since she had not noticed any of
the instruction other than Kelly’s management moves. By juxtaposing our own
observations with the interns’, I had hoped to create some productive disequilibrium
between a potential belief that observing teaching was relatively straight-forward for
interns and the notion that interns need guidance when processing observations of their
CT’s practice. Once the CTs recognized the challenge of knowing what interns notice as
they observe, I hoped they would better understand that part of their role entails
deciphering what interns learn through their observations and helping them consider
aspects of the collaborating teacher’s practice that initially may have remained invisible.

At the outset of the study group session, I explained that because the interns were
learning about teaching through observations of their CT’s practice, we needed to assess
what they were noticing and use those observations to help them gain a deeper

understanding of the complex interactions between teacher and students that occur during
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any given lesson. I then described the records of practice we would jointly examine to
help us get better at assessing what interns are noticing from their observations and how

that information might help us as the interns’ teachers.

Pat:  Sandy allowed me to videotape her during a 15 minute calendar activity that
Jan and Liz observed, and then I talked to Liz and Jan afterwards about what
we noticed. I thought we could first read a short summary of Sandy’s lesson
then think to ourselves what stands out for us here? Take a few minutes to
read through the summary. You might jot notes in the margin every time you
see something going on that you think would be important for an intern to be
thinking about or talking about. (ctsg 9-28-98)

Facilitating the talk. After introducing the activity and questions to guide our
investigation, no one seemed to have questions or comments, so the CTs and I began to
read the summary of Sandy’s lesson I had passed out. No one spoke for nearly a minute.
Then Sandy laughed and read aloud from the summary, “Sandy taps their head.” Shelly
laughed. Sandy explained, “I thought I put a gentle hand on their shoulder.” It was quiet
again for another 40 seconds. Peggy then commented, “I didn’t know they sing! I was
kind of impressed here.” Silence descended again for 30 seconds until Peggy asked the
group whether or not the CTs say the Pledge of Allegiance in their classroom. A brief
conversation about flags and the Pledge ensued.

Thrown off guard by their comments made while reading the summary of Sandy’s
lesson, I quickly became frustrated with the tone we were establishing. Rather than
seriously reading the document, they seemed to banter back and forth, feeling
comfortable talking off the tops of their heads. I had hoped for a more deliberative tone.
Because we were collectively studying an artifact for the first time, I worried that the
precedent was already being set to speak one’s mind, to do so while others were reading,

to go for the laugh.
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Engaging in the analytic task. As I tried to determine if everyone had finished
reading the lesson summary, Peggy stated, “I forgot what we were looking for.” When I
clarified that we were to consider “what stands out for us, things that we would want
interns to pay attention to,” Sandy’s team teacher, Kelly, described several important
aspects of Sandy’s lesson including the use of a signal to get the students’ attention,
Sandy’s level of preparation, the way routines supported her teaching, her step-by-step
directions, and her ability to alert the students to what was coming next. Bonnie agreed
with several of Kelly’s observations.

Veering from the analytic task. As Kelly continued to share what stood out to her
in Sandy’s lesson, Peggy interrupted her to ask a clarifying question about the class
agenda. When Peggy highlighted the fact that she, like Sandy, displays a written agenda
in the classroom, the conversation turned to the importance of routines and their schedule
for specials. While wondering how we had veered from the artifact of practice so
quickly, Peggy seemed to connect this talk to what interns might learn about the
importance of routines. After Peggy offered a further description of her own class
agenda, | made an explicit connection between the general importance of classroom
routines and what specific ones I noticed in Sandy’s lesson.

Peggy: Maybe the interns need to understand that even though it’s not necessarily an
inherent part of this lesson, routine is important for children. And that doesn’t
mean that you have to be so rigid that if you’re in the middle of a writing
lesson and it’s 1:43, then you’ve got to put that away...

Pat:  It’s one of the things that I noticed, like as the person would come up to hold
the flag for the Pledge, automatically the kids were standing up without you
having to say anything. Automatically they would sit down. It had just
become so routinized that they could do that. And how that supports Sandy’s
teaching. Not to take that for granted.
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However, my deliberate attempt to answer the discussion question and direct our
talk led Peggy to describe an incident where her intern, John, failed to notice that the

students toward the back of the room were not attending.

Peggy: I wasn’t there but one of the things that I’ve been trying to get John to notice
is when he has everyone’s attention. It’s very easy, especially when they’re
sitting in rows, to play to the front half of the room. You get good active
listening and participation but then you’ve got the back two groups of kids
who haven’t a clue... I tell him you can’t teach a child who’s not paying
attention.

Shelly: Well to piggyback off that, that’s one thing I said to Beth. I was gone Friday.
I had a sub. I had talked with the sub, explaining that Beth would be there
and for the most part would do most of the activities. We planned it out
together. But one thing I had mentioned to Beth is especially in some of the
routine activities, take your time. Pose a question then count. These kids
need time to process what we’re saying...

Peggy seemed to suggest that because she “wasn’t there,” she could not respond or offer
her own examples of how routines supported Sandy’s teaching. Shelly then shared a
recent event that had occurred when her intern, Beth, had subbed. Shelly knew that
interns often feel pressed to get through an activity, so she offered Beth the strategy of
counting in order to slow the pace of her lesson down.

Sandy responded by stating that much of what accomplished teachers do is so
automatic, comes so naturally, that they no longer consciously think about certain moves
when teaching. She went on to conjecture that interns probably fail to notice all of those

little managerial moves that make such a big difference in their instruction.

Sandy: I think for a lot of the interns, they don’t recognize some of the little things
you do like the hand on the shoulder or the active listening signal. I think we
all do a lot of things without thinking about it. It just comes naturally. We
don’t think of it even as teaching and it’s not necessarily things that they
would pick up.

Her comment generated lots of overlapping speech, most of which centered on the need
to make more visible to the interns all of the little things the collaborating teachers do in a

given lesson.
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Moving further away from the analytic task. For the following twenty minutes
before introducing the second record of practice that summarized Liz and Jan’s
comments about Sandy’s lesson, much of the conversation centered on specific
mentoring strategies the collaborating teachers used to help their interns learn in and from
teaching. For example, after Peggy watched her intern struggle through one of his first
solo teaching experiences, she suggested that when he observed her teach the next day he
should “ignore the content of [her] lesson,” instead focusing on specific management
moves Peggy makes to keep students involved. I responded by pointing out that focusing
the interns’ observations is a great mentoring strategy “for all of us to [use] because they
don’t know what to attend to.”

Bonnie picked up on this thought, stating that interns “don’t know what they’re
looking for” and are unable to “see” the many decisions teachers must make in the
moment. | responded by sharing several specific strategies the CTs could use to make
these invisible aspects of their teaching more apparent. I suggested that the CTs try to
“unpack their teaching beforehand,” alerting their intern to specific moves they planned
to make or potential difficulties they anticipated would arise. In addition, the CTs could
unpack their teaching in the moment, explaining why they made particular decisions on
the spot. Shelly reflected back on her work with her previous year’s intern and shared that
she had pushed the intern to become too involved too fast. This year Shelly was trying to
provide more opportunities for Beth to learn about what happens in the classroom before
taking responsibility for instruction.

Shelly: This year I’m really trying to pace it better for Beth. [With my first intern,] I
think I wanted the children to accept her as a professional, and maybe we
started things too quickly... Later she said ‘you make it look so easy; you
don’t realize everything that goes into it,” and I thought yeah, that’s true.
Some things become so routine or second-nature...
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When Shelly mentioned that she has asked Beth to record questions about
Shelly’s teaching that they can later discuss, Kelly shared that the two interns in her
classroom were taking a lot of written notes. Kelly wondered if this was “part of an
assignment that they’re working on?” Peggy did not think so “because John’s not taking
a lot of notes.” I asked Kelly if she was able to talk to Jan later about what she writes.

Kelly: Well, I didn’t know exactly, if that was private. Today when the kids got
talking, I just gave them two minutes to talk. Afterwards, I explained to her
why I did that. But at least for Jan I don’t hear her asking a lot of questions so
I’m just assuming she’s observing. | mean, her focus is on me and she’s
writing. We haven’t processed that together. I didn’t know if she wanted to.

Peggy: Idon’t hear John asking a lot of questions either...

When Kelly replied that she had only informally explained her actions to Jan, Peggy
shared that her intern, John, does not ask many questions of her.
Bonnie then shifted our attention to a recent co-observation I had conducted of

Bonnie’s teaching with her intern, Lynn.

Bonnie: I wondered if we were supposed to process something with them after you
came in the other day. You went out in the hall and then there were things /
would have liked to have processed with her and we didn’t take that time.

Before I could respond more fully to the purpose and process of the co-observation, a
learning opportunity that I was trying to use formally for the first time, Peggy returned to
an earlier point about her intern not asking questions. After stating again that John does
not raise questions, Peggy hypothesized that this may be due to the fact that she often
prepares John ahead of time by walking him through her plans. When she veers from her
plans, she makes a point of explaining why. Kelly warned that explanation can actually
become a pitfall if not used judiciously, suggesting that by “waiting for them to ask,”

they can assess what the intern does and does not already know or understand.
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Checking in with each other. Peggy then raised a question about what classroom
responsibilities the interns had assumed at that early point in the school year. After each
CT clarified what teaching tasks the interns had assumed, Shelly described a recent
incident that had occurred as Shelly supported Beth in preparing to share a book with
their kindergartners. Beth was surprised when Shelly asked her to develop questions
around a text Beth planned to share with the students, erroneously assuming that Shelly
made up questions on the spot. When Shelly explained the importance of crafting
questions ahead of time, Peggy seemed to challenge this statement, sharing that “after 14
years in the same grade level,” Peggy was able to im-prévise while teaching. She then
contrasted her experience as a veteran teacher capable of improvisation to John, who
seemed unable to think quickly on his feet.

Returning to an earlier question. Rather than respond directly to the discussion of
interns’ teaching responsibilities and the idea that interns cannot pull off what they as
experienced teachers can, I returned to earlier questions Bonnie had raised about co-
observations. I explained that part of the co-observation process involves me helping the
intern craft a question or two to bring back to the collaborating teacher about her lesson.
I also noted that asking such questions might feel intimidating both for the intern and CT.
Peggy seemed to pick up on this tension, jokingly stating how difficult it would be for an
intern to ask her collaborating teacher if she had a purpose for a lesson.

Bonnie explained that Lynn seemed nervous about our joint observation of
Bonnie’s lesson. Bonnie had tried to put Lynn at ease, stating that even if things did not
go according to plan, Bonnie would think on her feet and try an alternative route. A

number of the CTs shared similar anecdotes where they had to think quickly on their feet.
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Yet another direction. Kelly then shared what she thought was a real strength of
the interns -- their “kid watching skills” -- which led Sandy to describe an incident when
her intern, Liz, had noticed that a child was walking on tiptoe. When Sandy pressed Liz

to contact the child’s parent, Liz seemed unwilling.

Sandy: Oh yeah, they picked up things that I just didn’t [notice]... Today Liz
mentioned that one of my little ones is walking on tiptoe. I said would you
like to give the parent a phone call about that? And it was like oh no! Very
good observation but as far as talking to parents about it, that’s intimidating
to them.

Peggy: John is so quiet. He doesn’t say much about the kids.

Rather than moving the conversation back to the record of practice, I asked the group to
put themselves in Sandy’s shoes by imagining that their intern seemed reluctant to
contact a parent. What could they do in such a situation? While Sandy had simply made
the phone call, in hindsight she recognized she could have invited Liz to listen in on the

conversation.

Sandy: Model. I’m thinking let her listen in on conversations because there really is
something to talking to parents. When you’ve got heavy-duty stuff to tell
them, you start out by telling them the child’s strengths and then you sort of
get into the issue a little bit, back down a little bit and say oh, but she’s such
a good friend. Then go in another direction — it is a dance.

Pat: Part of our job since we are the teachers of these interns is to figure out a
curriculum for them. What do we want them to learn? I think a really
important piece is how to communicate with parents. But what are we going
to do to get them ready to take that responsibility?

After pointing out that Sandy has developed an internal script for communicating with
parents that she could share with Liz, I raised the idea that as the intern’s teachers, we
needed to clarify what interns need to learn then consider what we needed to do to
support their learning.

The second analytic task. Fifty-five minutes into our initial discussion of Sandy’s

calendar lesson I deliberately brought our attention back to the original record of practice,
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first summarizing what we had noticed about the lesson before turning our attention to
the second record, the interns’ comments about Sandy’s lesson. After reading about Jan
and Liz’s observations described in the one-page summary I had passed out, Kelly
launched our brief discussion, commenting that Liz’s observations differed from her own
in that Liz seemed to pay attention to the lesson more generally whereas Kelly noticed all
of the little things Sandy did to make the lesson successful. Sandy shared that the
interns’ focus is on the lesson itself, implying that they might not be noticing the
interplay between teacher and students.

I then pointed out that because Liz had planned to teach calendar time the
following week, she may have been concentrating on how Sandy orchestrates this activity
in general rather than noticing how Sandy was responsive in the moment. This meant Liz
might not understand the improvisational demands of leading calendar time. My
question of what we could do to help Liz think about the interplay between preparation
and improvisation of this activity was left unanswered.

When I attempted to move us back to thinking about what might have remained
invisible to Liz, Peggy went on to share that as veteran teachers, they can consider
multiple aspects of what is happening and what is to come whereas interns have much
more singular perception. Kelly ended our examination of the record of practice by
stating that as their teachers, we should remember that interns have trouble widening their
focus. As time ran short, I thanked Sandy for allowing us to use her teaching in this
context and reiterated that I wanted us “to be able to focus our talk together on what
we’re doing with the interns because we can learn a lot from studying what we are

attempting.”
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Analysis of First Session

The following interpretative analysis of this initial attempt to analyze records of
practice with the collaborating teachers centers on my pedagogy in using records of
practice. Specifically, I examine issues related to facilitating our conversation, framing
our investigation, and creating the two records we studied. In the following section I first
analyze our conversation using the four categories of talk found in the conversation
before examining my own contributions to the discussion. I then examine the challenge I
faced in knowing how to respond to the CTs’ comments in the moment. Finally, I
consider whether or not I was successful in creating productive disequilibrium through
our investigation of these records of practice.

Facilitating the discussion. In reading and discussing the first record of practice
around Sandy’s lesson, our comments fell into several distinct substantive categories.
The following table lays out the different categories of talk found in the conversation and
the number of turns both the CTs and I took within each category.’

Table 1: Number and Kinds of Turns Taken during First Session

Kind of Talk Number of Turns
CTs Myself
Direct response to inquiry task 7 2
Clarification questions 7 3
Connection to teaching practice 25 0
Connection to intern/mentoring practice 63 17

? These categories arose from analyzing the transcript. In coding each turn, some turns
contained more than one kind of talk. In such cases, the category that most characterized
a turn was counted in that category only.
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The collaborating teachers took over 100 turns during the conversation, some lasting only
a few seconds while some continued for more than a minute. Only 7 of more than 100
turns were directly connected to the question I had posed after we read the summary of
Sandy’s lesson (e.g. “What stands out for us, things that we would want the intern to pay
attention to or to notice in her teaching?”). By far the largest amount of time and the
majority of the CTs’ turns focused on mentoring moves the collaborating teachers have
made given what their intern needs to learn. As the CTs described strategies such as
articulating their thinking, assigning the intern tasks, offering the intern feedback, and
suggesting strategies the intern could employ, they also made explicit their knowledge
about teaching.

Of the four categories of talk found in the discussion, my comments fell almost
exclusively into the “connection to intern/mentoring” category. Unlike the CTs,
however, who shared specific examples of how they had mentored their intern, I labeled
strategies embedded in the collaborating teachers’ stories, offered suggestions about
specific moves they could make to support their intern’s learning, and raised questions to
prompt the CTs’ thinking about mentoring. For example, when Sandy shared that Liz felt
uncomfortable calling a parent, I asked the group to consider what we might do when
faced with this situation (e.g. “It’s a great situation. So you’re the CT... What are our
options?”’). When Bonnie noted that the interns fail to pick up on the little things they do
while teaching, I named several strategies they could use including unpacking their
teaching beforehand, inviting the intern to stand next to the CT while teaching, and

explaining teaching decisions to the intern on the spot.
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Responsive to whose agenda? The bulk of my comments demonstrate that [ was
trying to be responsive to what the CTs shared during the conversation. For example,
when Bonnie and Shelly raised concerns about co-observations, I tried to address their
questions directly and honestly. At the time, however, my decision to capitalize on what
the collaborating teachers brought to the table left me feeling that I was abandoning my
own vision and plans for the conversation around the record of practice before us.
Responding to the issues they raised only took us farther away from the direct task at
hand which was to identify aspects of Sandy’s teaching in order to consider parts of their
own practice to make explicit to interns. Following the study group session, I wrote:

The CTs didn’t seem invested in looking closely at Sandy’s teaching and what
we would want interns to think about. Kelly had lots to say but that’s because
she had paid careful attention while Sandy actually taught. How to manage
conversation in productive ways while not losing sight of the Sandy vignette?
How do I manage the back and forth between the vignette on the table and
how it relates to the CTs’ immediate experience? It was so exciting that they
were really talking to each other. There were jokes... Everyone seemed
relaxed. On the other hand, it didn’t feel very respectful to Sandy not to focus
on her teaching because she had graciously offered to let us use it as the
artifact for the conversation. (field notes 9/28/98)

At the time, I felt ambivalent about the session. While grateful for the
conversation’s lively tone, the CTs’ seeming engagement, and their willingness to
contribute important anecdotes, I was also overwhelmed by the challenge of sustaining
our attention on the records of practice. Because it did not happen on its own, I did not
try to force it. Feeling ill prepared to manage the dance between us “zooming in” on the
documents themselves and “zooming out” to consider related experiences and issues, I
did not attempt to connect their comments to the records under study. In hindsight, I
realize that the magnitude of this challenge was due in part to my failure to consider a

number of issues when framing the analytic tasks around the records of practice.
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Framing the analytic tasks. First, I failed to alert the group to the fact that
investigating a record of practice calls for a very different kind of conversation than
sharing what is on our minds. The former requires sustained attention, a desire to
understand “what is going on here,” a willingness to suspend making immediate
connections to one’s own circumstances. Such a conversation stands in sharp contrast to
more informal gatherings I had held with the CTs where we had “checked in” with each
other and exchanged stories of what the interns were doing. I failed to alert the group to
the fact that I wanted us to try on a different form of professional talk.

I had been so steeped in this kind of conversation myself that I simply assumed
the collaborating teachers would value and engage in this form of study in the same way I
had. As long as I framed a thoughtful question to guide our collective inquiry, I assumed
that our talk would focus on the tasks I had designed. This belief was based in part on
my participation in a study group with university and teacher liaisons on campus the
previous year. In those meetings, we often carefully examined similar records of
mentoring practice. Both university and school liaisons always seemed willing and able
to engage in the defined task. The questions the facilitator framed focused our collective
examination of the records. We stuck to “close readings” of these texts (e.g. written
summaries, video segments) and used the artifacts as evidence to support our conjectures
and interpretations. Our conversations rarely if ever veered from questions that
facilitators posed. I had anticipated the Sandburg CTs would examine the artifacts of
practice I created in much the same way. This did not happen, however.

The fact that I also failed to publicly acknowledge that the record involved their

colleague’s practice may have been another reason why this did not happen. Asking us to
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talk directly about Sandy’s teaching represented a departure from strongly held
professional norms of privacy, non-interference and politeness. This might explain why
only Kelly seemed willing to engage in the analytic task. Unlike Kelly, the other CTs
lacked first-hand knowledge of either the particular lesson we were analyzing or Sandy’s
teaching more generally. Thus they may have felt uncomfortable investigating this
record of practice since that required them to analyze their colleague’s teaching.

Creating the records of practice. The fact that so few collaborating teachers
actually engaged in the analytic tasks suggests that the written summary of Sandy’s
lesson and synopsis of the interns’ observations did not give enough information.
Perhaps showing several well-chosen video clips of the lesson would have provided us
with a richer artifact to analyze. Kelly stated that she had the benefit of being able to
visualize the lesson since she had been there which might account for her analysis of
Sandy’s teaching. Peggy, however, stated she “wasn’t there,” suggesting that she may
have been uncomfortable discussing a lesson that she had not actually observed. This
might help explain her tendency to talk about her own teaching and mentoring rather than
directly discuss the two records of practice.

Mismatch between goals and activity. In addition to the records lacking sufficient
detail, my goals for the session may not have fit with the activity I had designed. I had
wanted the collaborating teachers to understand that it is not often clear what interns learn
from observing their teaching. I thought that contrasting our own observations of
Sandy’s lesson with the interns’ observations would lead us to that insight. However,
from the comments they made well before reading what the interns had noticed about the

lesson, it seems that several if not all of the CTs had already gained this awareness or
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were developing it through our discussion. Because they already understood that interns
do not “see” all of the moment to moment decisions they as experienced teachers make,
the CTs did not experience the productive disequilibrium I had anticipated they would.*

My second goal for the session was to help the CTs realize that part of their role
entails assessing what interns learn through their observations and using those
observations to further the interns’ learning about teaching. However, I am unsure that
the second record of practice featuring Liz and Jan’s observations could have helped us
achieve that goal. Because I had deliberately left out any of the mentoring moves I made
during the debriefing conference with the two interns or my uncertainties about
facilitating the conversation, there was little for us to analyze.

In hindsight, I realize that our investigation might have been much more
productive had I framed it around the challenges involved in helping interns learn from
observing experienced teachers. However, I was unwilling to expose my own
professional vulnerabilities. Preparing for the meeting, I felt much more confident about
how to use the summary of Sandy’s lesson (e.g. give us practice “noticing”) but much
less certain what we could make of the fact that one intern had noticed a lot and the other
hadn’t even paid attention to the instruction taking place. Had I framed our inquiry as an
immediate problem of my mentoring practice, we could have identified goals for the
debriefing conference with the two interns before reading their observations then

considered how we could have responded to the interns’ comments.

* On the whole, the conversation does not overtly reveal many places where the CTs
experienced productive disequilibrium. One notable exception is Peggy who seemed
uncomfortable after hearing that other interns were raising questions given the fact that
her own intern did not.
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Lacking these insights into my emerging practice at the time, I began to question
the advantages and disadvantages to using records of practice directly connected to
members of the study group. How would I develop the necessary pedagogical skill to
facilitate our discussion around the artifacts in productive ways? This question shaped
the way I created learning opportunities in the next study group session. When we met
the following month to analyze a second record of practice, I had planned much more
deliberately how to structure the conversation around the document. While the
conversation looked very different than the first, new tensions arose.

Session Two: Success in Developing a Professional Discourse

In October, interns concentrate on learning to plan, and CTs are supposed to help
model and teach this skill. The expectation that CTs will help “teach” planning stands in
sharp contrast to traditional models of student teaching where student teachers are
expected to know how to plan and thus cooperating teachers are not expected to offer this
kind of intensive, ongoing support. From my previous year’s work at Sandburg, I knew
that not every CT had come to see herself as a “teacher of planning.” Even when some of
the CTs did recognize they had a role to play, knowing how to support the interns’
planning was an ongoing challenge. I designed the next set of records of mentoring
practice to address the pressing goal of helping the CTs assess interns’ plans and develop
strategies for strengthening those plans in educative ways.

Creating the record of practice. Drawing again on my own mentoring efforts to
focus the study group's collective inquiry, I videotaped a co-planning session I held with
Sandy's intern, Liz, around her upcoming literacy unit. Liz was an intern who on the

surface appeared to be a real star. Exuding compassion for and interest in her students,
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Liz seemed to have established her "teacher presence" at the outset of her internship.
Unlike her peers at this early stage in the school year, Liz rarely struggled with
management issues. She also demonstrated an incredible work ethic, unafraid to spend
long hours before and after school preparing for the day's activities.

Sandy felt that Liz was an exceptional beginning teacher. When Liz shared her
plans with Sandy, Sandy often responded with enthusiastic approval. In my own work
with Liz, I felt she needed to “get below the surface," to move beyond the accomplished
skills she already brought to the situation in order to grapple with some of the
complexities of planning for instruction. In my co-planning session with her, I attempted
to complicate Liz’s written plans. I hoped that investigating a record of practice around
this session would push the collaborating teachers' thinking, Sandy's in particular, about
what Liz specifically and the other interns more generally might still need to learn about
planning and what the CTs could do to enable that learning.

After transcribing the session, I deliberately chose two excerpts, about a page
each, which illustrated Liz's struggle to get beyond "neat activities” in order to consider
what specifically she wanted the students to learn from her literacy unit on quilting (see
Appendix C and D). By making public Liz’s struggle, I hoped we could grapple with
questions such as what content was being taught through her unit, what interns need to
learn about planning and what Liz specifically still needed to develop in her unit. These
transcript segments also depicted specific mentoring strategies that helped Liz pursue
several questions that had no easy answers.

Following each transcript segment, I listed several questions to guide our inquiry.

These questions focused on what we learned about Liz as a planner, what planning skills
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we would want to help Liz further develop, and mentoring moves I made to support Liz's
learning. [ did so in response to the last study group session where I had failed to
consider the importance of including the guiding questions on the document itself so that
the collaborating teachers could refer to them while reading the record.

Because Liz had given me written permission at the beginning of the school year
to make records of my mentoring practice and share them with the Sandburg CTs, I did
not explicitly tell her that the October collaborating teacher study group would focus on
our earlier planning session. Nor did I tell Sandy ahead of time that the study group
session would center on Liz and my efforts to support her planning. Thus unlike the first
record of practice where two of the collaborating teachers were familiar with the content
ahead of time, I was the only study group member connected to or familiar with these
two documents. I assumed Sandy would experience some discomfort since she had
already agreed with Liz that her plans were ready for implementation. I also assumed
that because several of the other CTs gave blanket approval to their intern’s written plans,
they too might experience disequilibrium.

Framing and using the records of practice. To frame the session, I explained
that because the interns were in the thick of planning their math and literacy units for
guided lead teaching, it made sense for us to consider what is involved in helping interns
learn to plan. I explained that we would address this question in two ways. First we
would "zoom in" to analyze one specific instance of co-planning. Then we would "zoom
out" to consider where each intern was in learning to plan and how the collaborating
teachers could support their intern's learning. By explicitly stating the expectation of first

investigating the record of practice before shifting our focus to the interns more
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generally, I had hoped to avoid what had happened in the first study group session where
we had abandoned the artifacts of practice.

To provide some context for the co-planning session, I explained that Liz had
developed a literacy unit around one of her passions, quilting. At the time she and I met
to discuss her plans, Liz felt she had finished the unit. After giving an overview of the
unit, I explained my goal of pushing Liz to consider the big ideas that she wanted
students to learn beyond her metaphor that quilting is a story on fabric. I then suggested
that two volunteers read the first transcript excerpt (see Appendix C) aloud while the rest
of us read along silently so we could get a better sense of the conversation. Finally, I
alerted them to the questions at the end of the segment to keep in mind as they listened to
the two volunteers read: 1) What questions and impressions came to mind about Liz and
her unit as you read this excerpt? 2) What is one issue or question you would want Liz to
follow up on from this piece of the conversation and how might you invite her to do so?
3) What moves did Pat make during this part of the co-planning session and to what
effect?

Facilitating our discussion. As soon as the volunteers finished reading the
excerpt, Peggy addressed the questions posed at the end of the transcript segment without
prompting from me. Her initial comment launched our examination of the record of
practice as we worked collectively to understand Liz as a planner.

Considering Liz as a planner. Several of the CTs noted that Liz seemed unclear
about her goals for the unit as well as how she plaﬁned to launch the unit. More
questions were raised about Liz’s concéption of learning and what role she thought fun

played in learning. Peggy wondered what the activities Liz had planned would actually

85



teach students. Worthy of note is the role that Sandy played in this early part of the

discussion.

While the other CTs raised concerns about Liz’s conception of fun and how

that related to learning, Sandy seemed more ambivalent, both defending and questioning

Liz’s stance.

Peggy:

Sandy:

Peggy:

Kelly:

Pat:

Peggy:
Sandy:

Peggy:

Pat:

If you hadn't said anything about fun, I would have because it seems like she
was focusing too much on what was fun rather than her goal.

I wonder if she was thinking you can learn through play. Sometimes they're
learning in spite of us. But the statement that whenever we're having fun,
we're learning, yeah, I don’t know about that.

I think the word she meant was engaged. And that is a worthy goal, but just
to say having fun. I'm glad you picked up on that because I don’t know
necessarily that your goal should be the fun part.

It sounds like she's struggling with how to hook them in. She wants to grab
their attention... I sense that she's struggling with how do you get them
started and focused, that hook, so that they want to do more. She knows fun
can be a link to learning. That's what I'm seeing here. How do I hook them
in? How do I get started with this?

I'm interested to know what Liz meant by 'fun works.' I was really unclear
what her understanding of learning is. I didn't have a sense of what is it she
really wants them to learn.

Yeah, what the goal and objective is.

She mentioned she just didn't want to be standing up there telling them about
that. I think that's where the fun got in. She wanted them to be doing, to be a
part of it.

But what is her goal? I mean, does she want to teach them about quilts? Or
is she trying to make a comparison between quilts and stories and let’s look
at some stories and how can we take that story and put it into a quilt? What
is her academic goal? ...Are the activities going to teach something? You
have to know what that goal is.

Well, I think that she wanted something to get the attention of the kids. Then
she wanted to present what she wanted to teach, the objective, or whatever
she wanted to teach them, and then she somehow in all that wanted to bring
out what they already knew about the unit. So she was trying to get that as
her opening. But she really didn’t know how to express herself.

Yeah, I think you’re right. She was really articulate in what she wanted the
opening lesson to do, but I was less clear about what the big ideas of the unit
itself are that she’s going to draw on to make those decisions. (ctsg, 10-26-
98)
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Several CTs then shared brief anecdotes about their own intern's similar struggles
to plan. I attempted to keep the conversation focused on the record by describing a
concept map that Liz had created for the unit. In the center was the word “quilting.”
Each line growing out of the center circle connected to a separate activity (e.g. patterns in
math, making individual quilt squares in art, developing individual quilt story in writing).
For each activity, Liz had listed particular purposes. For example, in the writing circle,
students would learn what a dedication page is, a copyright page is, and an “all about the
author” page is as they wrote their quilt story.

How to help Liz strengthen her plans. After wondering aloud what specifically
Liz might want her students to learn about quilting, Kelly suggested she could consult the
state curriculum frameworks documents to clarify what content goals might fit with what
she had already planned. I then invited us all to think about what else we might do to
help Liz take the next step in developing her unit. Mary, Kelly, and Peggy thought Liz
should clarify her goals for the unit. Shelly added that these goals should then be aligned
with the curriculum. I suggested that we could offer some ideas to Liz about what the
students might learn or we could invite her to share her own. Bonnie proposed that Liz

focus solely on strengthening the literacy component of her unit.

Kelly: I would guide her to the frameworks to look through the social studies and
science areas to see what kind of things fit in there maybe.

Pat:  That might help her figure out a focus, yeah. Are there other things? Seemed
like she’s got this idea of fun. What would we want to have her follow up
with in terms of her plan?

Mary: What she wants to teach.

Kelly: What’s her goal?

Peggy: Yeah, what her educational objectives are.
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Shelly: How does it align itself, fit in with the curriculum? I mean, if it doesn’t, then
why are you teaching it?

Kelly: What are the kids going to get out of it for themselves that they can use? I
would want to look at that pretty thoroughly and say we don’t want to spend
too much time on something that might not be valuable information for them
specifically.

Peggy: So maybe quilting is not what needed to be put in that center circle. Quilting
was the vehicle to get across story elements or parts of a book or whatever.
So quilting is the vehicle that she’s going to use to engage them but that’s not
the goal.

Considering my moves. Kelly then seemed to move our attention to the final
discussion question when she shared that I helped Liz “get to the next step” by asking
questions that helped her clarify her thinking. Contrasting this co-planning session with
her own conversations with Liz, Sandy explained that she often gets swept up in Liz's

enthusiasm so that Sandy offers unquestioning approval.

Sandy: You really get through the enthusiasm to know the question to ask whereas I
think I get sucked in with the enthusiasm. Oh, she's so excited! Oh, that
sounds great! That's wonderful! [laughter] But you really hear what she's
saying through that enthusiasm and then say tell me more about that and it's
really putting her on the spot and making her stop and slow down and think.
So this enthusiasm isn't a runaway train...

Both Peggy and Kelly used quotes from the transcript segment to describe
pedagogical moves I had made including allowing Liz to explain her thinking, listening
carefully to her ideas, slowing the conversation down by asking clarifying questions and
using Liz's own language to point out discrepancies in her thinking.

Peggy: I like the way you brought back what she said. She went on and on. You said
like two words. And then you said 'but earlier you said you want the opening
to be informational.' She had shifted focus, and you made her think about
whether that was an intentional shift or not... You were really giving her
back her words, not saying 'this is my opinion.' You're saying, 'But this is
what you said and what you're saying now doesn't fit.' It makes her think
about her decisions more intentionally... And then you asked her to clarify.
'‘Can you say more about what you mean?' Explain it. Not just clarify it for
you, but clarify it for herself. Is she clear on what she means by entertain?
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I shared that I was able to slow the conversation down and use Liz's words only by taking
detailed notes during the conversation. The transcript excel;pt illustrated the usefulness of
creating a written record to guide conversations with interns.
Analyzing the second record of practice. We then turned our attention to the
second transcript segment chronicling my efforts to help Liz clarify what she knew about
the students as writers and what it meant to write a "quilting story." (See Appendix D)
Liz had gathered a number of picture books about quilts and quilting. During this part of
the conversation, she realized that the quilts in these books represented important family
memories. This prompted Liz to clarify that she wanted her students to write about a
significant event in their own family. Finally, she and I briefly discussed how telling a
story of a family memory through words is different from capturing that memory in a
quilt. At the end of this second transcript segment, I listed the following questions: 1)
What does Liz seem to be working on during this part of the conversation? 2) What
would you want her to do next in terms of continuing to plan her unit and why? 3) What
moves did Pat make during this part of the conversation?

Considering skills Liz could teach. After reading the second transcript aloud, the
CTs continued to "dig in" to this record without my prompting. Our discussion focused
on what aspects of literacy Liz might teach as we tried to make sense of her evolving
understanding of the content. Originally, Liz wanted to introduce title pages and
dedication pages through the students' writing. During the co-planning session, Liz
seemed to clarify the kind of writing the students would engage in. Kelly stated, “The

way you pulled her to the family conclusion was neat,” explaining that I had helped Liz
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reach that understanding in the same way we would want Liz “to pull those kids to a
meaning.”

The CTs then considered what specific skills Liz might teach through this writing
activity, identifying a number of possibilities including sequencing story events, retelling
an event (in writing, orally, through art), and developing their voice through writing. We
made a distinction between developing a story on paper and retelling a family memory
through a quilt. We also recognized that depending on what kind of story she wanted the
students to generate, Liz would need to focus on helping the students develop different
skills.

Peggy: I'm a little confused how story telling can fit into this because to me story
telling is a whole different skill.

Mary: See I'm thinking of sequencing, what happened first, second, third, fourth in
order to get your story told.

Peggy: So we're all reading different things.

Pat: So one of the things she's working on is clarifying what's the relationship
between oral story telling, written story telling, and quilting as telling a story.

Peggy: And maybe she didn’t mean oral story telling. That's the way I took it when I
was reading it but that may not be at all what she was [thinking].

Shelly: See I took it in the broader sense... I see this as a wonderful vehicle for those
children who may not have the writing skills but can do it through their
drawing, and now you're offering another medium.

Peggy: She needs to be clear which way she's going to lead them...

Pat: She’s working on clarifying what she means by a quilt telling a story, quilt as
a representation of a family memory. That's a big idea. So what is it that
makes us want to capture them in a way that's permanent on a quilt to share
with others? And how is using a single square to represent as Shelly was

saying a memory through art different than story writing? There are different
skills in writing the story versus using the quilt to tell the story.

I then asked the collaborating teachers to put themselves in Sandy’s shoes and
consider what they might do to help Liz continue to develop her unit plan, particularly

since Liz felt “like she’s already got this planned.” Sandy agreed. The CTs' ideas echoed
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their earlier suggestions. Peggy reiterated the importance of helping Liz clarify her
learning goals. Kelly raised the issue of assessment, stating that Liz should carefully
consider how she would determine what the students had learned from the unit. Sandy
responded that she and Liz had already spoken of assessment and that most likely it
would be ongoing since the students would construct personal quilts across the school
year. Peggy seemed to challenge this stance by stating that the students would in fact
have produced a final product, a story that could be evaluated in terms of what the
students had learned over the two-week unit.

Zooming out. 1 then deliberately invited the CTs to consider how Liz's situation
related to where their own interns were as learners of planning. Rather than discussing
the interns as planners, however, the CTs shared a number of anecdotes around the
interns' recent teaching efforts. Kelly described how challenging it is to choose one or
two things to discuss with her intern after observing her intern teach. While many
possibilities exist, Kelly explained that sharing all of her comments, questions and
concerns would overwhelm her intern. Knowing what to focus on and what to leave for
another time were questions I suggested we discuss in a future study group session.
Analysis of Second Session

Unlike the previous study group session where we seemed largely unable to
sustain our attention on the actual records of practice, the group seemed deeply involved
in analyzing these artifacts. The following analysis considers how particular decisions I
made may have resulted in a different kind of professional conversation, one that was
heavily grounded in the records of practice. I paid much closer attention to the quality of

the records of practice I created for this session. I developed clearer strategies for sharing
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the co-planning transcripts. And in contrast to the earlier session where I responded to
anything the CTs said, I was much more direct when facilitating the conversation which
may account for certain features of the CTs’ talk.

Creating the records. The quality of the records of practice themselves differed
markedly between this session and the first. The earlier documents consisted of
"omniscient" summaries of Sandy's lesson and comments the interns made about it.
These narratives did not seem to lend themselves to careful analysis. In contrast, the
second documents consisted of actual transcript segments from the co-planning session.
The transcripts allowed us to consider not only Liz as a planner but me as a mentor,
whereas in the first records I did not include anything about my work with the two
interns. The artifacts from the second study group session also included guiding
questions at the end of the transcript segments, clarifying the intended focus of the
discussions. This time I had thought much more carefully about what learning
opportunities these records of practice afforded the group.

Framing the discussion and sharing the records. In framing our inquiry, I
deliberately distinguished between analytic talk about the records of practice and more
general talk about related experiences with our interns, stating that we would first “zoom
in” on a single instance of planning before “zooming out” to consider all the interns as
planners. By clarifying these different yet equally valuable forms of talk and creating
separate spaces for each, I attempted to avoid what had happened during the previous
session where we did not stick to analyzing the artifacts. Clarifying this structure for our

conversation ahead of time made me feel more comfortable helping the group stick to it
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(e.g. first we would discuss Liz as a planner, then we would consider each Sandburg
intern as a learner of planning).

Furthermore, in terms of sharing the document with the group, I suggested that
two volunteers read the transcript excerpts aloud while the rest of us read along silently
so we could get a better sense of the conversation. This "reader's theater" format created
a shared experience and brought the co-planning session to life. It also addressed my
earlier concern that group members had finished at different times and had spoken while
others were trying to read silently.

Facilitating the conversation. How I facilitated the conversation differed
markedly as well. Like the first study group session, the collaborating teachers’ and my
own comments fell into distinct categories as the following table denotes. The
collaborating teachers took more than 90 turns during our investigation of the co-

planning excerpts while I took nearly twenty.

Table 2: Number and Kinds of Turns Taken during Second Session

Kind of Talk Number of Turns
CTs Myself
Direct response to analytic task 69 12
Clarification questions 0 0
Connections to teaching 9 0
Connections to intern/mentoring 14 6

Sticking to the analytic tasks. Clarifying my expectations at the outset positioned
‘me to play a more active role in focusing our conversation on the records of practice.
Unlike the first session where I made no attempt to connect the collaborating teachers'
COmments to the actual record of practice, in the second session I deliberately tried to

SUMmmarize how the CTs’ comments related to a particular discussion question. Thus the
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majority of my comments fell into the “direct response to analytic task” category. For
example, after several of the CTs shared what specific literacy skills they thought were
embedded in the writing task Liz had designed, I stated, “So one of the things it seems
she’s working on is clarifying what’s the relationship between oral story telling, written
story telling, and quilting as story telling.”

Later in the conversation, Peggy stated that Liz needed to know “which way she’s
going to lead them” because then she will be better prepared to support the students’
learning. Two of the CTs replied that even with preparation, lessons can take on new
directions in the moment depending on how students respond. I interjected at that point,
wanting us to remain focused on Liz in particular by saying, “I think one of the things
she’s working on is clarifying what she means by a quilt telling a story.” My comment
connected to Peggy’s earlier point about Liz being unclear which direction the unit was
taking by suggesting that Liz’s big idea of a quilt representing a story could in fact
provide a focus for the unit.

Aside from refocusing our conversation, another strategy I used to keep the
conversation centered on the analytic task at hand was to invite other comments by
rephrasing one of the three discussion questions or posing the next question once we had
Seemingly exhausted our ideas. For example, when Kelly suggested that Liz consult the
Michigan Frameworks documents to clarify her objectives, I responded, "That might help
her figure out her focus, yes. Are there other things? What would we want to have Liz
follow up on?" Kelly had turned her attention to the question of what we would want Liz
o continue working on in her unit. By posing the question to everyone, inviting other

Suggestions, I had hoped to keep our conversation focused.
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Direct response to the tasks. These strategies seemed to have paid off. Unlike
the first study group session where the fewest number of turns were directly related to the
analytic tasks, the overwhelming majority of the CTs’ comments directly responded to
the tasks around the records of practice. Nearly 75 percent of their turns explicitly
addressed the analytic questions I had included at the end of the co-planning excerpts.
These numbers stand in sharp contrast to the first study group session where only 7
percent of our comments directly related to the record of practice. In terms of the content
of their comments, the CTs noted that Liz seemed unclear what she wanted students to
learn. They grappled with what Liz meant by the statement that learning should be fun.
They tried to clarify for themselves what skills were embedded in the activities Liz had
developed. In addition, they identified a number of mentoring strategies I had employed
(e.g. giving Liz the chance to share her ideas, asking clarifying questions, pointing out
contradictions in Liz’s thinking). Finally, they considered what next steps Liz needed to
make in order to strengthen her unit.

Tentative vs. evaluative language. One of the most striking features in their talk
is the tentative language the CTs used when discussing Liz and what she needed to learn.
A number of comments began with phrases such as “I think” or “I’m a little confused” or
“It sounds like” or “I wonder”. Rather than making evaluative statements, they seriously
engaged in the task of trying to understand what Liz said during the co-planning session,
what that revealed about Liz as an emergent planner of instruction, and what content was
embedded in the unit Liz had designed. For example, Sandy stated, “I wonder if she was
thinking you can learn through play.” Peggy replied, I think the word she meant was

engaged.” Kelly added, “It sounds like she’s struggling with how to hook them in.”

95



Later Peggy shared, “I’m a little confused how story telling can fit into this...” and Kelly
stated, “I think maybe that’s what I’m seeing here.” Their comments convey
tentativeness as the CTs attempted to make sense of the transcript segment, an important
feature of analytic talk.’

Unlike their talk about Liz, however, the CTs’ comments about my moves were
much more evaluative. For example, Kelly stated, “I think you did a nice job of getting
her to the next step.” Later Kelly shared, “The way you pulled her to the family
conclusion was neat.” Moreover, Peggy prefaced her comments by saying, “I like the
way you brought back what she said.” However, the CTs supported their evaluative
assertions by using evidence from the co-planning transcripts. Thus another striking
feature of their talk is their explicit reference to the records of practice, another important
aspect of the kind of professional discourse I was hoping we would develop. For
example, Kelly noted that a specific question I had asked, “what are you thinking?” gave
Liz the chance to verbalize and perhaps in the process clarify her ideas. Peggy, too,
explicitly referred to what I said to Liz when commenting about my mentoring practice,
stating, “She went on and on. You said like two words. And then you said, ‘But earlier
you said you want the opening to be informational.” She had shifted focus, and you made
her think about [that].”

Creating productive disequilibrium. Creating, framing and facilitating the
discussion around the records of practice in the ways described above seemed to create

the productive disequilibrium I had hoped for. Sandy in particular seemed to experience

* Another interpretation of their tentative language could be that the CTs were not
comfortable talking about Sandy’s intern because this violated norms of politeness and
non-interference.
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some discomfort. For one thing, she moved back and forth between defending Liz’s
decisions and raising questions about them. For example, in considering Liz’s statement
about learning being fun, Sandy first wondered if Liz meant that “you can learn through
play” but on the heels of this stated, “But whenever you’re having fun, you’re learning,
yeah, I don’t know about that.” This latter comment suggests Sandy was questioning
Liz’s thinking. Similarly, when Kelly stated that Liz needed to clarify how she would
assess students’ learning, Sandy initially explained that she and Liz had already agreed
assessment would be ongoing. When Peggy challenged Sandy to consider that Liz would
need to assess a final product the kids would create -- a piece of writing or an actual quilt
square -- Sandy acknowledged that Liz would have to assess this product in some way.
Further evidence that Sandy experienced productive disequilibrium lay in the fact
that she scrutinized her own mentoring practice. In contrasting her actions with what she
noticed me doing in the co-planning session, Sandy explained that she gets too caught up
in Liz’s enthusiasm which keeps her from asking Liz probing questions. Sandy seemed

to recognize that her response to Liz’s ideas -- “oh, that sound great! That’s wonderful” -

does not push Liz’s thinking. And because of the many questions we had raised in the
study group session, Sandy seemed to realize that Liz could still develop her unit plans
rather than treat them as finished and ready to implement.

By the end of this second study group session, my qualms about using records of
practice connected to immediate group members had vanished. We had dug into the task
of analyzing the records of practice even though I was one of the principle participants.
My goal to help Sandy move beyond Liz's surface strengths seemed to have been

accomplished.
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Session Three: Exacting a Price for our Earlier Success

Unaware of the extent of Sandy’s feelings of inadequacy during our study group
session, I was ill prepared to respond to her means of reducing her discomfort, sharing
the substance of our conversation with Liz. After learning several valuable lessons from
the experience and sharing them in the study group, I became much more aware of how
my taken-for-granted assumptions about interns as learners of teaching and CTs as
learners of mentoring had contributed to these unanticipated events.

Unforeseen decisions. Sandy had taken copious notes during the meeting which
I had interpreted as in indication of how seriously Sandy was re-examining her stance as
Liz's mentor. Rather than checking this assumption by asking the CTs to share an
insight, new question or strategy they had taken from the conversation, I simply opened
the conversation up to a more general discussion of the other interns. Had I taken the
time to do so, I might have learned that Sandy left the meeting intending to tell Liz
everything we had discussed in hopes of helping Liz "fix" the unit even though we had
clarified at the outset how important it was that our study group conversations remain
confidential. Perhaps a more experienced mentor teacher developer would have
recognized the warning signs. In retrospect they seem obvious -- the detailed notes, her
decreased participation the deeper we got into the records of practice. Instead, I sat there
thrilled that Sandy was leaving the conversation with so much "food for thought."

Later, Sandy shared how "inadequate" she had felt as she listened to us raise more
and more concerns about Liz's unit, that she had failed Liz as her mentor. Thus she felt
compelled to do whatever she could to help Liz address the concerns we had raised.

Specifically, Sandy told Liz that she felt she had not done enough to get Liz ready to
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teach her literacy unit. Sandy then shared the transcript excerpts with Liz and relayed all
of the questions and concerns we had raised about the unit in the study group. The fallout
was immense. Liz was not only terribly upset to learn that I had made our co-planning
session the focus of the CT study group, but overwhelmed by the sheer volume of
Sandy's feedback. Liz was particularly angered by the two excerpts I had shared, feeling
that I chose them out of a selfish desire to look good as her mentor at her expense as a
novice. She felt betrayed, uncovered and unfairly represented.

As I worked to repair my relationship with Liz, Sandy and I worked together to
make sense of what had happened. On one hand, Sandy had taken our concerns about
Liz's unit as implicit criticisms of her mentoring. I tried to assure Sandy that the
questions we raised were not a critical reflection of her; Liz had an entire year to learn
about planning. As her mentor, Sandy would need to find ways to help Liz address the
vulnerabilities we had identified over time rather than to inundate Liz with concerns in a
single session. On the other hand, Sandy felt a strong allegiance to her intern during the
study group meeting. Sandy's need to protect Liz from our criticism or at least help her
to respond to our concerns led Sandy to feel it was only fair to confide in Liz about the
comments we had made.

Lessons learned. Once Sandy and I worked through the incident, I wanted to
help all the study group members learn from the experience. I had gained several
important insights into my emerging pedagogy as a mentor teacher developer using
records of practice in the study group that I wanted to make public. Perhaps most
importantly, anyone directly or peripherally connected to the record of practice during

the time of its discussion must be told ahead of time what the nature of the record is and
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how I intend to use it. Gaining blanket permission at the beginning of the school year to
use my work with Liz in helping the collaborating teachers learn the practice of
mentoring was not sufficient. She deserved to know how I had planned to use the
materials that grew out of our co-planning session. Moreover, as someone peripherally
connected to the record, I also should have alerted Sandy that we were studying records
of practice featuring her intern. In subsequent meetings where I developed records of
practice around my mentoring, I did just that.

In addition, closer attention must be paid to how the collaborating teachers make
sense of and experience discussions of records of practice. 1 had not carefully considered
what it might feel like to be Liz's collaborating teacher as we carefully examined the
strengths and vulnerabilities of the unit. In subsequent discussions I created space for all
of us to share what the analysis of the records meant for our ongoing work with interns.
Specifically, I invited each one of us to share something we had learned, some question
that remained unanswered, or some new insight we had gained and how that insight
might guide our future mentoring.

Finally, group norms of confidentiality must be established and maintained. 1
took for granted that my passing reference to keeping study group conversations to
ourselves meant that everyone had a shared understanding of the importance of
confidentiality. Without that shared commitment, the interns would not feel comfortable
letting us study our efforts to support their learning. I also had not helped us consider
how we might act on insights gained from examining records of practice in our
subsequent work with interns. In hindsight, it was not surprising that Sandy wanted to

revisit Liz's unit plans in light of our conversation. She needed to frame that revisiting in
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her own terms rather than attribute her concerns to her participation in the CT study
group. She also needed to prioritize what feedback was most important to give and what
could be left for future conversation.

Sharing these lessons. At the next study group session, I described what I had
learned about my own practice and our collective work with the hope of reestablishing
some group cohesion as we entered this "brave new territory" of mentor teacher
development. However, several collaborating teachers voiced serious misgivings. They
expressed being aware of Sandy's discomfort during the discussion of Liz's unit at our
previous meeting and felt badly that Sandy had experienced feelings of inadequacy.
Sandy agreed that she felt like she had let her intern down. Shelly explained she had left
the study group session worried that she, too, had not done enough to help her intern plan
her guided lead teaching unit. I responded by raising the question, “But, can it be okay
that both of you are learning how to support their planning? I mean, why would you
know how to do that yet?” (ctsg, 11-16-98).

Mentors as knowers vs. mentors as learners. While I had succeeded in helping at
least two of the collaborating teachers (Sandy and Shelly) experience a sense of needing
to do more as mentors, I had not carefully considered whether that discomfort was
“productive” or how they might go about reducing it. I thought it was perfectly natural
for the CTs to have recognized that they would need to develop particular aspects of their
mentoring practice over time. I viewed the CTs (and myself) as learners, believing that
once we had developed a shared agenda for what they needed to learn, we would work
collaboratively in the study group to address those learning needs. This taken-for-granted

assumption about collaborating teachers seeing themselves as learners kept me from
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understanding how uncomfortable it might feel for them to be cast in such a role,
particularly in front of their colleagues. After all, the cultural expectations of teachers is
that they be kmowers with answers not learners with questions (Britzman, 1986). In
hindsight, I realize that I was challenging long-established teaching norms by bringing
this stance of us all being learners to my work with the CTs.

Later in the conversation Kelly suggested that we try studying records of practice
not connected to Sandburg Elementary so that we could avoid hard feelings and
misunderstandings in the future. While I agreed that there were important advantages to
studying documents distanced from our context, I explained that such records of practice
were few and far between. I also said that I remained convinced we could take advantage
of what we had learned from this incident to create more educative opportunities to learn
from our ongoing mentoring work in the future.

Interns as colleagues or learners? Sandy countered that the interns would "be
nervous if they think we're going to discuss them during these meetings, and rightfully
so. | wouldn't want a bunch of people discussing me." (ctsg, 11-16-98) Peggy challenged
this stance, stating that the interns are our students, that "we're not trying to be critical in
that we're picking on them. We're thinking about them with the goal of helping them

improve." My own comments echoed Peggy’s thinking.

Pat: When a group of professionals gets together to talk about a child during an
IEPC, we would never think about going back and telling that child about the
conversation or going to a different child and saying, ‘Hey, you’re great
compared to this screwed up kid.’ [laughter] (ctsg, 11-16-98)

However, Peggy seemed to be the only collaborating teacher who at least publicly shared
this view. The other CTs seemed to believe that the interns were their colleagues, and

discussing a colleague without him or her present was unprofessional. Their comments
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alerted me to another taken-for-granted assumption I had made. I entered the study group
believing it was imperative that we discuss our interns because they were our learners
and we their teachers. In order to learn how to guide their learning to teach, we had to
understand their strengths and vulnerabilities.

The dissonance we experienced around discussing individual interns in the study
group context did not disappear. A year later Shelly voiced her continued discomfort that

we were discussing interns without them being present. She explained:

I think there's a sense of trust that I've developed with my intern and I just don't feel
comfortable at this point sharing something unless that person were here. If she were
here, she could explain and clarify, but I can't... And perhaps I'm reading too much
into it, but I know I wouldn't appreciate my colleagues sitting around talking [about
me], and I think I'm pretty secure in my teaching. But I don't think I'd appreciate it.
(ctsg, 12-16-99)

Shelly’s comment echoed what Sandy had stated the previous year. Shelly believed that
talking about her intern in our study group without the intern being present would
jeopardize the trust that Shelly had established with her. She also seemed to suggest that
only the intern herself could accurately represent her experience and that trying to do so
as her collaborating teacher was impossible. Furthermore, even though she felt secure in
her teaching, she would not appreciate her own colleagues discussing her practice if she
were not present.

I felt largely unsuccessful in helping us reach a shared understanding for
collaboratively discussing interns not as our colleagues but as our learners. Even if we
gained this understanding, I had failed to help us establish the level of trust needed to
disclose sensitive information about them in this context. Shelly explained that her
mistrust of the study group arose from our work around Liz's quilting unit the previous

year. Like Liz, Shelly felt that I had not been up-front about the context of the
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co-planning session which had led to hard feelings and misunderstandings. Trying to
restore a sense of trust and a commitment to learning from our efforts, misguided or
otherwise, became an ongoing challenge that resulted from the fallout of that second
study group session.®

Discussion

In order to engage in critical inquiry, participants must uncover their values,
beliefs and assumptions (Dewey, 1910/1991). In the case of mentor development,
participants would need to address their taken-for-granted assumptions and beliefs about
teaching, learning, mentoring and learning to teach. Examining records of non-
conventional practice enable practitioners to identify and reassess their assumptions (Ball
& Cohen, 1999). By grappling with the disjuncture between the way they thought things
were and the way they now seem to be given their collective investigation, participants
experience and work through productive disequilibrium. Ball and Cohen (1999) imply
that disequilibrium is productive when it enables participants to explore differences, to
work through disagreements in order to reach mutual understandings.

But what actually creates that feeling of psychological discomfort or as Dewey
states it, that “felt difficulty”? What role do the artifacts themselves, the social
interaction around them, and the mentor developer’s facilitation of the conversation play
in leading an individual to experience disequilibrium? In the following discussion I

grapple with these questions in order to illuminate several core dilemmas I needed to

¢ Over time we continued to explore this issue of the interns as learners of teaching and
the CTs as learners of mentoring. When Sandy gave me permission to use records of
mentoring practice from her ongoing work with her intern, Sue, during the 1999-2000
school year, our investigations mirrored the kind of professional conversation we had
around Liz’s quilt plans.
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contend with when developing records of practice, framing intellectual tasks, and
facilitating our joint analysis as well as what the CTs gained through our investigations.

Developing records of practice. Choices I made in developing artifacts of
practice had a direct bearing both on the kind and intensity of discomfort the
collaborating teachers experienced. For example, when designing the first records of
practice, I had hoped to use the two interns’ sketchy observations of Sandy’s calendar
lesson to contradict the CTs’ belief that observing a veteran teacher was a relatively
straightforward activity for interns. However, our discussion revealed that the CTs did
not hold this belief. Rather, they seemed to understand that the complex interplay
between the students’ actions and their responses was difficult for interns to “see.” This
incident illuminates the challenge of developing records of practice that target particular
assumptions mentors need to consider. If the mentor developer does not know in
advance what beliefs and assumptions the mentors bring, she is in a much weaker
position to create artifacts that might bring those assumptions to the fore.

Strong vs. emergent practice. Connected to the issue of disequilibrium is the
question of what kind of practice the artifacts should promote. Should records depict
images of strong or emergent mentoring practice? Some researchers have argued that
artifacts should challenge extant practices (e.g. Ball & Cohen, 1999). This is why I
developed records based on my own rather than the CTs’ mentoring efforts. Using my
"accomplished" practice created several unanticipated consequences, however. For one
thing, solely studying my efforts to mentor their interns left the collaborating teachers
feeling inadequate. Sandy was not the only participant who felt this way. After a

subsequent study group meeting where the record of practice focused on my work with
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Kelly's intern, Kelly stated that she left the meeting feeling she "should have done a
whole lot more" to support her intern. (ctsg 12-13-99)

Furthermore, the records I had prepared failed to illustrate the process I had gone
through to develop particular skills. For example, the CTs noticed in my co-planning
session with Liz that I listened more than I spoke, that I used Liz’s own words to help her
grapple with contradictions in her thinking, that I raised questions rather than evaluated
Liz’s ideas. However, what the CTs never saw were all of the transcripts from earlier
work with interns where I had failed to use these strategies, talked over the intern rather
than listened, evaluated first rather than trying to understand, and pushed my own agenda
instead of being responsive to the intern’s.’

Over time, I really began to puzzle about what Ball and Cohen meant by records
needing to “challenge extant practices.” Originally, I interpreted this to mean that the
records should depict only exemplary practice. That is why I did not create records that
captured the current challenges I still faced in working with interns. For example, I had
deliberately left out my questions about how to use Liz and Jan’s observations of Sandy’s
lesson as a means of helping them learn about teaching. Much later, I began to develop a
more nuanced understanding of what the authors may have meant. I came to believe that
while the practices depicted in the records should be striving for the kind of educative
mentoring the program had envisioned, this did not preclude the records from
demonstrating challenges and dilemmas encountered when trying to enact such practices.

Our own vs. someone else’s practice. In creating records of practice I also needed

to grapple with the question of whose practice to study. Should the records present the
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practice of participants within or outside the immediate school context? My own
experiences as a learner of mentoring suggested studying records that grew out of our
own efforts created powerful learning opportunities. I also recognized that we constantly
asked the interns to examine and analyze their teaching practice both privately and
publicly. I felt strongly that as mentors we should model our own willingness to engage
in similar investigations of our practice by studying our efforts to mentor our interns.
However, my personal commitment to studying records of our own mentoring practice
clashed with some of the collaborating teachers' desire to move to more neutral territory,
a desire that grew out of the cognitive dissonance they experienced when we examined
records connected to each other.

The CTs’ concern about using records connected to study group members echoes
that of Ball and Cohen (1999) who argue that artifacts be disconnected from those in the
community of practice. "Current norms of teacher interaction and discourse do not
readily support the kinds of joint consideration of one another's practice that would be
helpful” (p. 24). In other words, teachers have had few opportunities to discuss their own
and their colleagues’ practice in substantive ways. Learning how to engage in a new
professional discourse might be easier if the practice under investigation is disconnected
from participants.

Framing our investigations. Since I chose to ignore this argument and pushed on
with studying artifacts directly connected to group members, I needed to be much more
explicit about how our collaborative investigations of these records challenged

assumptions we held about our relationship to the interns.

7 In chapter one I describe my efforts to develop these aspects of my mentoring practice
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Interns as colleagues vs. interns as learners. Unlike records of teaching practice
in which most participants would agree that students depicted in the artifacts are learners,
records of mentoring practice force participants to examine their assumptions about
learning to teach. I had erroneously believed that in the same way students are learners
of subject matter, we would all view interns as learners of teaching. Without that shared
understanding, the disequilibrium created by using records of practice connected to our
interns brought about two very different attempts to reduce our discomfort. I (and
perhaps Peggy) saw our interns as learners and wanted to continue strengthening our
ability to discuss and analyze our work with them in this collaborative context. The other
CTs, however, wanted to reduce the felt difficulty by abandoning the practice of studying
our own mentoring efforts altogether, a move that would have left us largely unable to
continue examining records of practice since so few existed. In hindsight, I needed to
help the group establish a shared commitment to analyze their current mentoring efforts
and a shared understanding of the purpose for discussing our interns as learners. Without
these dispositions, the risks of studying our own efforts seemed to outweigh the benefits.

Disclosing discomfort vs. keeping it to oneself. In addition to framing our
discussions in ways that fostered a shared understanding of the interns as learners, 1
needed to help the CTs understand the importance of making their discomfort public. In
order for disequilibrium to be productive, participants must share their questions,
interpretations, concerns, and misgivings so that the group can work together to resolve
conflict and reach mutual understandings. Because they did not disclose their discomfort

as we investigated the records (e.g. Sandy as Liz’s mentor or the other CTs as Sandy’s

by studying transcripts of my mentoring work.
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colleague) there was no way to acknowledge or reduce this dissonance publicly. Instead,
the collaborating teachers were often left to resolve these conflicts on their own since
they did not surface openly during our meetings.

Managing the talk. In addition to framing our inquiry in ways that encouraged
the CTs to articulate their reactions and ideas to the records, I needed to strengthen my
ability to engage the group in trying to make sense of our multiple interpretations
together. My own and the CTs’ unwillingness to convey our discomfort coupled with my
struggle to “read” their reactions weakened my ability to help us make sense of
dissonance and to work through it productively. While I developed strategies for making
more public what we took from our investigations, I still struggled to establish norms
where everyone felt comfortable sharing their reactions to the records of practice. Even
when I began to learn some of the signs of disequilibrium (e.g. lack of participation,
contradictions in their comments, strong emotional response), this knowledge did not
help me know how to respond in the moment.

Digging in vs. checking in. To further complicate matters, we had not developed
a shared desire to study records of practice in the first place. The collaborating teachers
valued opportunities to "check in" with one another. For example, when describing

whether and how the study group sessions were helpful to her, Sandy stated:

I found that time when we could vent and say this is our problem, can you help me
solve it, I found that really useful. And I was glad that Pat was willing sometimes to
put her agenda aside because she realized how important those issues were to us. Just
being able to say ‘This is my problem. Do you have any suggestions?’ So I found that
helpful maybe opposed to whatever the agenda had been. (ctsg 3-29-99)

Sandy appreciated opportunities to get help solving immediate problems of practice with
her colleagues rather than "digging in" to a record of practice. Peggy's comments echoed

Sandy's.
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That's kind of how I see these also, as a place for us to say ‘This isn't working the
way | thought it should be’ or ‘This is where my intern's at. Where's your intern
coming from? Am I expecting too much? Am I expecting too little?” Because of that,
it's very hard for you to plan an agenda because we've got other things on our mind.
It's on this particular intern. (ctsg 3-29-99)

Peggy appreciated the chance to hear what the other collaborating teachers were doing to
support their interns' learning. She also valued the chance to talk about her particular
intern, the challenges he faced and what that meant for her role in supporting him.

The collaborating teachers named the tension between their desire to "check in"
with each other and my desire to "dig in” to the recprds of practice. Even though I tried
not to dichotomize these needs, I often fell into this trap. Sixteen months passed before
we successfully resolved this tension. Kelly had suggested we spend one session
discussing immediate problems of practice. At the end of that session we would then
identify a key mentoring issue to investigate through a record of practice the following
session. While this solution enabled us to study artifacts that addressed emergent
problems, it also created enormous challenges for me to gather raw materials, develop
actual records, and frame analytic tasks around them in very short periods of time.

Learning that and learning how. Ultimately I learned about some of the limits to
using records of practice in learning how to mentor interns. In particular, I confronted
the classic distinction between propositional knowledge or “knowing that™ and
procedural knowledge or “knowing how.” At the time the data were collected, my main
purpose for creating and using records of practice was to help the collaborating teachers
develop a vision for their role as school-based teacher educators. I wanted to help them
learn that they had an important role to play in supporting their intern's learning. I

believed the records of practice we had studied captured some of the complexities of
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teaching, learning and mentoring and promoted an image of mentor as someone who
actively supported, guided and assessed interns’ learning to teach.

Comments the collaborating teachers made after investigating these records of
practice suggest that I achieved this goal. For example, a month after examining a third
record of practice that focused on my efforts to help a special education intern learn how
to plan, Sandy stated

I’m just thinking about the deeper questioning. In those tapes, you make it look so
easy, yet when I’m sitting with Liz, it’s like I can’t even think of the questions to get
her thinking at a deeper level. That’s something I’m working on... Even now I'm
ashamed at some of the conversations I’ve had with Liz because I see these deep,
meaningful exchanges in the videos, and I don’t even know how to ask those
questions. It has me thinking more about my role as teacher of an intern. (ctsg 2-8-99)

When Sandy first became a collaborating teacher, she was not fully aware of what her
new role entailed. Studying records of mentoring practice helped her understand the
importance of getting her intern to think at a “deeper level.” While Sandy was motivated
to act on her new understanding, this desire alone was insufficient in knowing what to do
in the moment.

A month later when I interviewed Sandy, she again referenced the records of

practice we had investigated in assessing her struggles as a collaborating teacher.

As a CT, I want to get better at what you did so artfully, pulling out the important
aspects of the lessons that they're working on. I sort of look at it and say 'Oh! It's
wonderful! And the kids were engaged. And you had lots of hands-on activities, and
everyone was happy.' Whereas when I've seen you in the video tapes and things,
you're better at looking at the individual components and saying 'Now, wait a minute.
Is this going to really get you to where you want to be?' That's something that I know
I have to work on. (interview, 3-16-99)

Studying my efforts to support the interns enabled Sandy to assess her own practice of
universally approving her intern’s plans. Furthermore, she identified aspects of her own
mentoring practice she wanted to develop including both assessing interns’ plans and

finding ways to help them strengthen those plans.
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Sandy was not the only CT who shared this sentiment. When asked what was
challenging about working with an intern, Bonnie explained that “it’s overwhelming
helping them learn how to plan. That’s one of the things that I struggle with” (interview,
2-23-99). And an examination of another record of mentoring practice the following year
prompted Kelly to share, “I wish I had the skills to know how to do that, how to get my
intern to where she needs to be. And I don't have those skills. We almost need a little
script, don't we?” (ctsg, 1-13-00)

While the use of records of practice seemed successful in helping the
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