


THESIS

200b

This is to certify that the
dissertation entitled

A PRESERVICE TEACHER LEARNING TO TEACH READING:

A CASE STUDY OF MOLLY'’S INTERNSHIP JOURNEY

- presented by

GASTON DEMBELE

has been accepted towards fulfillment .
of the requirements for the
Ph.D. degree in Curriculum, Teaching and
Educational Policy

& u\,ﬂ/( ﬂun Lo

Major Professor’s Signature

H-19.05

Date

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution




LIBRARY

Michigan State

University

PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE

DATE DUE

DATE DUE

241+
APR 0 5 2008

- .P\A’ [ T T
ChiAavA o0
Aa ?’\ 0, 4 LJ;.E

2/05 c:/CIRC/DateDue.indd-p.15




APR




A PRESERVICE TEACHER LEARNING TO TEACH READING:
A CASE STUDY OF MOLLY’S INTERNSHIP JOURNEY

By

Gaston Dembele

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
In partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Department of Teacher Education

2005



APRES
AC

The purp.

teacher's learmur

Yerany ntemsh
wdrsianding of
Raheffoctnely
tresgh which
patcuiarhy fear

Wrimg. Thes, y

rﬁd‘.ng"espcg

Mabling

<

cond
fonstryey?

In ord
m‘;}'&ple Sou;
ciaSS.'O()m In
®ueral time
oty
Mles of tog

e, tlopme,



ABSTRACT

A PRESERVICE TEACHER LEARNING TO TEACH READING:
A CASE STUDY OF MOLLY’S INTERNSHIP JOURNEY

By
Gaston Dembele

The purpose of this longitudinal study is to investigate one elementary preservice
teacher’s learning to teach reading--especially to teach struggling students--during a
yearlong internship. Although the teacher education community has gained an increasing
understanding of the kinds of knowledge, skills and dispositions that teachers need to
teach effectively, we need to know more about the processes and enabling conditions
through which preservice teachers learn about the central task of reaching all learners and
particularly learners who encounter difficulties in specific areas such as reading and
writing. Thus, this study addresses the following central questions related to learning to
teach reading during an internship year. How did a preservice teacher learn to teach
reading--especially to teach struggling readers--during her internship experience? What
enabling conditions facilitated her knowledge construction? And what did she actually
construct?

In order to answer these questions, a case study was designed by using

multiple sources of data during the 1999-2000 academic year in a second grade
classroom in a Michigan semi-rural school. This methodology included interviewing,
several times, the intern (Molly) and her collaborating teacher (Sue) reviewing
documents (e.g., journals, projects, lesson plans, syllabi) videotaping and taking field
notes of lessons observed weekly. Data analysis revealed that Molly made a

developmental progress both conceptually and practically and her confidence level was
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reinforced all along. Over the course of her internship, Molly developed an integrated and
balanced approach to reading instruction, which is very much in line with a reform-
minded vision of good reading instruction. Data analysis also revealed that Molly’s
knowledge construction was achieved through two ongoing processes, namely
appropriation and synthesis. Furthermore, evidence from the study specified some
particular internal and external conditions that were salient throughout Molly’s
appropriation and synthesis of knowledge. These conditions included the personal
dispositions--eagerness to learn, being able to work effectively with a collaborating
teacher, being able to reflect upon the clinical experience, and being open to constructive
feedback--with which she started the internship. They also included the existence of a
collaborative reform-minded leaming environment where innovative instructional ideas
were being promoted, the collaborative teacher’s conceptions and expectations of how
best to help the intern learn the craft of teaching reading--e.g., providing space to try out
ideas, engaging the intern in substantive conversations grounded in practice. Moreover,
these conditions included the guidance provided by the structure of the teacher education
program. In light of the processes which characterized Molly’s knowledge construction
and the enabling conditions, the study supports the claim that learning to teach, and
particularly to teach reading, is a complex enterprise. The study also supports recent calls
to teacher educators to turn the idea of a learning-to-teach continuum into a reality, by
proposing a continuum of learning to teach reading during the internship year, including a

structure that would allow interns to systematically and continuously take stock of what

they are constructing.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION: JUSTIFYING AND CONCEPTUALIZING THE STUDY
Statement of the problem

A student’s ability to read is essential to the educational process. If students fall

behind in reading proficiency, they may find it difficult to benefit from other

aspects of the curriculum. In the future, poor readers may also find it difficult to
participate effectively in an economy requiring increasingly sophisticated job

skills. (National Center for Education Statistics, 1995)

Because of the critical importance of reading (as reflected in the above
observations), anybody involved in the educative process should be concerned with the
fact that in “every school some children find learning to read difficult” (Allington, 1991)
or are likely to struggle in acquiring reading skills. We should be even more concerned
because “an increasing proportion of children in American schools, particularly in certain
school systems, are learning disabled, with most of them identified as such because of
difficulties in learning to read” (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998). This alarming news raises
the question as what can be done to change the situation and shape a hopeful future for
many of today’s children.

Fortunately, there is a growing consensus that excellent instructional support can
make a difference for the many children who struggle in leamning to read (Carroll, 1963;
Allington, 1991; Smith et al., 1998; Cunningham & Allington, 1999; International
Reading Association Position Statement, 2000). In other words, the vast literature on
effective teaching has made it clear that good teachers play an essential role in meeting
the reading needs of today’s young learners. For example, over the past two decades,

there have been increasing calls for providing struggling readers with more and better

instruction time, particularly in regular classrooms (Kiesling, 1978; Allington, 1991;
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National Association of State Boards of Education Study, 1992). In recent years, many
studies have developed and/or examined successful literacy and reading intervention
programs and strategies for students with reading difficulties in regular classrooms (e.g.
Pinnell, 1989; Au, Mason, & Scheu, 1995; Roller, 1996; Taylor, Hanson, Justice-Swanson,
& Watts, 1997; Tompkins, 1997; 2004; Mathes, 1998; Cunnigham et al., 1999). As a result,
teachers are increasingly expected to take the crucial and primary role of
accelerating the reading growth of...struggling readers..., a shift from the
previous reliance upon compensatory and special education teachers to children

with reading difficulties. (Duffy-Hester, 1999, p.486)

However, the above calls and expectations have not been followed by successful
instructional practices in regular classrooms. This state of affairs is mainly due to a lack
of sufficient preparation of teachers. In the area of reading, Smith et al. (1998) eloquently
account for this lack of sufficient teacher preparation as follows:

One major factor is that very little time is allocated for preparing teachers to teach

reading. A second is that teacher-training programs are highly variable in their

inclusion of the foundations of reading (p.329).

Similarly, the International Reading Association’s National Commission on Excellence in
Elementary Teacher Preparation for Reading Instruction concluded that there is
tremendous variation in the content and experiences provided across the 1,150 teacher

preparation programs in the United States. As indicated in the commission’s executive

summary of Prepared to make a difference,

Some programs require as little as one three-semester course in reading methods
while others offer as many as 18 semester hours in reading coursework that
covers topics ranging from the structure of English to teaching comprehension.
Some programs offer no practicum hours in public schools with supervised,
“hands-on” experiences in reading, while others offer as many as 50 to 60 hours
every semester. (2003)

If teachers are not prepared enough to teach reading to average students, it is
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then unrealistic to expect them to be successful with struggling readers. It is therefore
evident that in order to promote all students’ reading learning, every teacher will need
to acquire the type of knowledge, skills, and dispositions through training programs
that were historically reserved all over the country for reading specialists and special
education teachers. In addition, no matter how we increase the use of new instructional
reading approaches in regular classroom, it seems that the innovation will have limited
impact on teaching and students’ reading achievement, unless the teacher education
community invests more in the initial preparation of elementary teachers to teach
reading in new and more meaningful ways. In order to invest more in quality reading
teacher preparation at the preservice level, it appears necessary to learn more about what
it takes to develop the types of knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary to teach
reading in reform-minded ways that are “both practical for teachers and responsive to
the unique learning needs of individual children” (Allen & Fuchs, 1998).

This dissertation tells the story of one preservice teacher, Molly (pseudonym),
learning to teach reading in a semi-rural second grade during a full-year internship,
which allows interns to begin learning to ‘““act like a teacher,” putting it all together in
supervised practice under the guidance of a collaborating teacher (CT) and an MSU
liaison (Field Instructor). The internship starts in the fall with observation, guided
teaching practice, gradually leading up to extensive independent teaching practice
during the spring semester. Interns take 2 Master’s courses per semester designed to
support their learning. By learning to teach reading during the internship year, I am
primarily referring to learning--at the conceptual and practical levels--to teach in

context. This is a case study that carefully examines the processes by which Molly
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developed her knowledge, skills, and dispositions with respect to teaching reading--
particularly to teaching struggling readers--and the conditions that helped her along the
way. In doing so, I intend to contribute to efforts aimed at developing more
empirically and conceptually grounded theories about how best to prepare teacher
candidates to effectively and efficiently teach all students to become successful
readers. I also recognize that the study could serve as an educational intervention for
the participants. That is, it might push the intern teacher to examine some her own
assumptions and prompt her to reflect on how she is learning to teach reading in new
and challenging ways. With respect to the collaborating teacher, this study may serve
as an opportunity for her ongoing professional development in teaching reading and
in mentoring intern teachers.

In this chapter, I construct an argument for studying elementary preservice
teachers learning to teach reading during the internship year. I start by outlining the
overarching theme of the study. I then discuss the theoretical perspectives underlying
the study. Finally, I examine relevant literature to illustrate the importance of reading,
the links between better reading teacher preparation, on the one hand, and quality
reading instruction and the learning of reading in elementary schools, on the other
hand. In doing so, I underline the need to learn more about what it takes for
clementary preservice teachers to become competent beginning teachers.

Overarching theme of the study

This is the study of an intern teacher (Molly) constructing knowledge or learning

about reading instruction, in the context of practice, through the processes of

appropriation and synthesis. By appropriating knowledge, I mean learning--through, for
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instance, direct observation and appraisal of teaching situations, talking with the
collaborating teacher--ideas, concepts, and strategies about reading instruction that are
similar to ways of thinking and acting of more knowledgeable members of the teaching
- culture. Synthesizing knowledge involves a continuum of evolving thinking, which
ranges from regrouping, i.e., taking stock of knowledge being appropriated, to adapting
and transforming or weaving together existing knowledge leading to refinement,
enhanced understanding and/or the development of new ideas, concepts and strategies.
These concepts will be elaborated further in later chapters as well in the glossary at the
end of the text.

As I examine these processes, I discuss the external conditions (e.g., the
assistance of more knowledgeable others) and internal conditions (e.g., reflective abilities
and eagerness to learn) that facilitated Molly’s learning and the nature of what she
learned--content knowledge (CK), pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) and
dispositions. In other words, in characterizing the process of constructing knowledge
about reading instruction that Molly went through during her internship, I describe the
conditions that helped her along the way, and what she actually learned as a result. In
doing so, the study examines the interrelationship between three aspects of learning:
namely, the learning process, learning conditions, and learning outcomes. Thus, each data
analysis chapter makes an argument about how appropriating and/or synthesizing
concepts and ideas is made possible by interactions between external and internal
conditions. Internal and external conditions are explained below and in the glossary (see
Appendix A).

Conceptual framework
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This study is guided by the basic premise that learning to teach is an on-going
process that begins long before formal teacher education and also continues thereafter
(Feiman-Nemser, 1983; 2001). In other words, learning to teach is an ongoing process
that occurs at three stages, which are briefly described as follows. (1) A pre-formal
teacher preparation stage--while elementary, secondary and post-secondary school
students spend time engaging in various learning activities, they also form some ideas
and concepts about teaching, some of which are likely to surface when they are formally
learning to teach reading and when they teach reading. (2) A formal teacher preparation
stage--professional teacher education courses and field practices that foster the
integration of theory and practice. And (3) a post-formal teacher preparation stage--
induction and continuing professional development. Thus, this study assumes that
prospective teachers’ formal learning to teach reading is influenced by their pre-
professional knowledge and experiences, as further explained below in the review of the
literature. This assumption is congruent with two interrelated theoretical perspectives:
namely, the Vygotskian social cultural theory of learning and instruction and Dewey’s
concept of educative experience as enabling conditions, which I draw upon to understand
the process of learning to teach reading during the formal teacher preparation stage.
Vygotskian socio-cultural theory

The Vygotskian socio-cultural theory emphasizes the social and situated nature of
learning through joint activity. The overriding tenet of this theory is that “the driving
mechanism for learning and development is found in the interactions among people”
(Palincsar, 1993), and it is through these social interactions that cultural meanings and tools

are shared within a given group and then internalized by individuals. In this section, I
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briefly describe three intertwined theoretical assumptions underlying this theory
(Wertsch, 1991). The first assumption has to do with the critical mediating role of language
for understanding and knowledge construction. The second one focuses on the socio-cultural
and historical contexts that shape the development of higher psychological processes. And
the third assumption emphasizes the learning and development of mental processes through
participation and interaction with more knowledgeable others in cultural practices.

The critical role of language in learning

From the socio-cultural perspective, “...higher forms of mental activity (e.g.
planning, thinking, constructing meaning, remembering) are always, and everywhere,
mediated by symbolic means” (Lantolf, 1994:418). This perspective highlights that
language is one of the most--if not the most--fundamental symbolic and psychological
tools that enables human beings to think, problem solve, interact with their world, to
communicate and learn from one another (see Barnes, 1986, 1995; Wertsch, 1985), to
engage in different social activities--including literacy and teaching. According to Mead
(1934), it is within the act of communication and within its context that meaning is
constructed. Put in simple terms, language is a basic symbolic medium for knowing,
acting and interacting in a given context. By extension, this suggests that opportunities
should be provided for intern teachers to explore ideas, concepts and strategies about
reading instruction through meaningful language-mediated activities such as reading and
writing about professional texts and sharing what they read and write about with others (e.g.,
classmates, collaborating teachers, instructors). An important implication of the mediating
role of language, in the context of mentored learning to teach, has to do with collaborating

teachers and interns capitalizing on dialogue and following the three rules of dialogue.
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These rules are: (1) the rule of active participation--opportunities for engagement,
questioning, trying out new ideas, and hearing diverse points of view; (2) the rule of
commitment--to the pursuit of intersubjective understanding despite difficulties; and (3) the
rule of reciprocity--maintaining the quality of communicative interaction through mutual
respect and concern, reversibility and reflexivity (Burbules, 1993).

Socio-cultural and historical origins of higher psychological processes

While the first assumption highlights the critical role of language in the
development of mental processes, the second assumption emphasizes the nature of these
processes. The socio-cultural theory distinguishes between what is learned as a result of
regular and sustained interactions among individuals (psychological processes) as
opposed to biological processes that do not require social mediation (Vygostky, 1978;
Raphael and Hiebert, 1996). According to Vygostky, “higher psychological processes”
(including literacy and leaming to teach) involve the mastery of socially shared
conventions and strategies such as metacognitive knowledge that are needed for the
acquisition of such conventions. In Vygotsky’s view, it is possible to understand many
aspects of mental functioning only if one understands their origin and the transitions they
have undergone” (Wertsch, 1991). From this perspective, the nature of socio-cultural
conventions, their purposes, and the means to acquire them do not happen in a vacuum;
instead, they vary contextually, i.e., culturally and historically. As such, the way we think
and act is a function of our experiences in acquiring certain social conventions and the
way we acquire them; these experiences will either facilitate or impede the learning of
new conventions. Hence, the centrality of context in learning, which is viewed as a

cultural phenomenon, that is, as a form of socialization or enculturation into a community
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of practice (Erickson, 1982; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1990). By extension, schools
are viewed as sociocultural settings within which teaching and learning take place.and
where cultural and psychological tools such as reading, writing, mathematics and certain
modes of discourse are utilized (Richardson, 1997). Similarly, schools and colleges of
education are institutional settings where certain culturally shaped ideas, concepts and
strategies about teaching theory and practice are enculturated, through participation in
cultural practices, in order to become effective members of the teaching community.

Internalization through interactions with more knowledgeable others

While the second assumption focuses on how social, cultural and historical
contexts shape the experiences of learners, the third assumption emphasizes the
occurrence of learning through participation and interactions, with more knowledgeable
others, in cultural practices. The process by which social conventions become individual or
psychological is called internalization and as Vygotsky (1978) pointed out,

any function in the child’s cultural development appears twice or on two

planes. First, it appears on the social (intermental) plane, and then on the

psychological (intramental) plane. First, it appears between people as an
interpsychological category, and then within the child as an intrapsychological

category. (p.163)

That is to say that learning starts at the social level first and then moves to the
individual level. At the social level, the learner must first observe cultural practices of a
given community, which s/he then gradually internalizes before demonstrating his/her
understanding and interpretation of what has been observed. The move from the social
plane to the individual or psychological plane, is not a mere transfer; but is rather the
active construction of new spheres of understanding through private or inner speech

(Vygostky, 1978, 1986; Wertsch, 1991). As such, this internalization requires the learner
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to be actively engaged in making sense of the world through the acquisition of “socially
shared conventions” (Halliday, 1978). It is this active role that allows the learner to
contribute to his/her own development and to transform knowledge or create new
understanding.

In addition to the active involvement of the leamer, from the socio-cultural
perspective, this internalization is only possible through scaffolding, “‘assisted performance”
(Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) or guided participation (Rogoff, 1990) within the learner’s Zone
of Proximal Development (ZPD). The ZPD, a concept first developed by Vygotsky (1978)
is the “distance between the actual developmental level determined by independent problem
solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under
adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p.86). In other words, it is “a
state of readiness in which a student will be able to make certain connections, but not
others” (Burbules, 1993, p.122), and will therefore need the assistance of more
knowledgeable others of a given community. In the context of leaming to teach reading
during the internship, this implies that collaborating teachers play a critical role in terms of
helping them move from regulation by others, i.e. “social regulation” (Wertsch, 1985, 1991)
to self-regulation--independent instructional decision makers. This requires scaffolding
interns’ learning of new ideas, concepts and strategies--through modeling and co-planning
for example--and continually assessing their readiness to perform particular teaching tasks
on their own or with assistance (see the glossary for further explanation).

To summarize, the social constructivist theory emphasizes the mediating role of
language in the learning and development of mental processes--learning experiences--

that are shaped by socio-cultural and historical contexts. As such, this theory explains
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that prior learning experiences influence future learning in terms of content and process.
It also underlines the internalization of social conventions through involvement of the
leamner in sustained interactions with more knowledgeable others who provide
scaffolding within his/her ZPD.
Dewey’s concept of an educative experience

Dewey (1938) offered a theory of education, which relies on understanding the
nature of experience, suggesting that, similar to Vygotsky, he was very sensitive to the
social nature of learning. For Dewey, any good educational experience should have a
purpose for both the individual and society and as such, educators are responsible for
providing learners with experiences that are immediately valuable and which better
enable them to contribute to society. After explaining Dewey’s criteria of experience--
principles of continuity and interaction, I discuss his concept of educative experience as
enabling condition.

Principles of continuity and interaction

Dewey argued that experience stems from the interaction between two principles,
namely continuity and interaction. By continuity, he meant that all past experiences in an
individual’s life are carried forward and influence future experiences. Such influence on
future experiences could be either for better or for worse, simply because for Dewey, no
experience has pre-ordained value. As such, what may be a rewarding experience for one
student might be a detrimental experience for another.

By interaction, Dewey meant that any present experience arises out of the
relationship between the situation and the individual’s past experiences. Put differently,

an individual’s present experience is always a function of the interaction between his/her
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stored experiences and the present situation. According to Dewey, the learer brings
some “internal conditions”--i.e., personal dispositions such as needs, desires, internal
capacities and purposes, along with past experiences--to any learning situation. These
internal conditions interact with the environment’s “objective conditions” such as what
the educator says and how he says it, the materials used and the social situation. By
extension, an intern’s pre-formal teacher preparation knowledge and experiences are part
of his/her internal conditions, whereas the teaching and mentoring practices and the
clinical setting would constitute external conditions of the internship environment.

Educative experience as enabling condition

Although the pﬁnciples of continuity and interaction help explain the nature of
experience, they do not guarantee the making of an educative experience. Dewey’s theory
suggests that in order for any interaction between the individual and a given situation to
be educative, it has to result in growth, which has several attributes. As Dewey pointed
out, “education as growth or maturity should be an ever-present process” (p.50). The
concept of growth refers to the learner's ability to discriminate between educative and
"mis-educative experience that has the effect of arresting or distorting the growth of
further experience" (p.25). He believed that every experience should prepare an
individual for later experiences of a deeper and more expansive quality. As such, a given
educative experience turns into enabling conditions in a new learning situation. That is to
say that a past educative experience becomes internal conditions that a person brings to a
new situation enabling him/her to have a positive experience. As Dewey put it, “only by
extracting the full meaning of each present experience are we prepared for doing the

same in the future” (p.49).
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The notion of educative experience as enabling condition helps explain why
Dewey underscored that growth in itself is not enough, but it is the direction that it takes
that makes the difference. As he pointed out, "every experience is a moving force,” which
can potentially move in the right or wrong direction. Thus, it becomes essential for the
learner to be helped by the educator--the more knowledgeable other--in moving in the
right or most appropriate direction (see p.38). By implication, it pertains to the university
and field-based teacher educators to not only assist interns to experience growth today,
but to move them in the right direction for more growth in the future.

Finally, in addition to needing to help learners move in the right direction, Dewey
argued that an educative experience fosters in them the "desire to go on learning" (p.48).
That is, students learn to appreciate the value of learning and its potential application in
future situations and develop a positive attitude toward growing as learners. As such, they
are more equipped to face future learning situations with a positive outlook and mastery-
oriented goals. This explains why Dewey advocated the engagement of learners in
activities that "promote having desirable future experiences."

Review of the literature and rationale for the study

The purpose of this section is to review the literature related to the scope of this
study. It is therefore structured according to issues that are relevant to the process of learning
to teach reading, including examining what we know about literacy, the nature of reading,
learning to read and effective reading instruction. These issues also include taking a look at
teacher education reform with respect to our current knowledge about the nature of learning
to teach. Through this review, I make the case for the need to learn more about the process

of learning to teach reading at the preservice level. Although this review is descriptive in
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nature, it also provides a normative stance regarding the kind of reading teacher preparation

needed.
Literacy education reform and the teaching and learning of reading
In this section, I reviewed a current and complex view of literacy, particularly the
nature of reading and leamning to read and effective reading instruction. However, from
the outset, I do recognize that such reform-minded vision of literacy and reading
instruction is actually a contested view.
What research has to say about literacy and reading
Literacy used to be defined as the ability to read and behaviorists conceived of
the teaching of reading as learning a series of discrete, sequenced skills (Skinner, 1968).
Basically, reading instruction was skill-oriented and teacher-centered. Tompkins (1997)
gives a comprehensive description of reading instructional practice within the behavioral
tradition as follows:
Students were grouped according to reading development, often into three reading
groups. The teachers introduced vocabulary words, and students practiced them
by reading flash cards. The textbooks students used contained simplistic stories
written to rehearse newly introduced vocabulary words, phonetic principles, and
other skills. Students often took turns reading aloud in round-robin fashion, and

teachers corrected words students did not pronounce correctly. Teachers drilled
students on skills, and students practiced skills by completing worksheets.

(p.120)

More recently however, educators have increasingly called for a new
conceptualization and teaching of literacy in general, and of reading in particular. Current
reform efforts are characterized by the provision of rich and balanced instruction across the
full array of reading, namely ‘code-based systematic word recognition and fluency strategies
and meaning-based literacy experiences’ or comprehension development (see Kameenui,

1993; Gunn, Simmons, Kameenui, 1995; Snow et al. 1998). Literacy has now been
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broadened to encompass both reading and writing so that literacy means the competence
“to carry out complex tasks using reading and writing related to the world of work and to
life outside the school” (Cases in Literacy 1989, p.36). This new conceptualization
suggests that teachers are now being challenged to teach both the processes of reading
and writing and also how to think with and through reading and writing, i.e., to use them
as learning tools (Teale, 1995).

It is important to note that the above calls are based on recent advances in
cognitive science on learning in general and on the reading process in particular. Over the
past three decades, many scholars have studied and advocated that reading is a complex
developmental challenge characterized by both cognitive psycholinguistic processes and
social processes, and involving active meaning making (Anderson & Pearson, 1984;
Bloome & Green, 1984; Resnick & Resnick, 1977, Scribner, 1984; Au et al. 1995; Snow
et al., 1998). In the sections that follow I discuss what these processes entail.

Reading as a linguistic process

As a linguistic process, reading is associated with other language processes,
namely, speaking, listening, and writing, and as such, it is viewed as an act of
communication (Taylor et al., 1995). Many scholars have indicated that this act of
communication is only possible as human beings learn to make use of four cueing
systems, namely: the phonological or sound system; the syntactic or structural system;
the semantic or meaning system; and the pragmatic system or variation of language
according to social and cultural uses (Halliday, 1978; Snow et al, 1998; Taylor et al.,
1995; Tompkins, 1997).

Reading as a cognitive process
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As a cognitive process, reading involves the use of mental operations such as
attention, memory, perception, encoding, and retrieval (Taylor et al. 1995). Many
scholars have argued that the focus for the readers is on comprehension, or making
meaning, or constructing meaning from a text (Rumelhart, 1977; Stanovich, 1980;
Pearson et al. 1990; Au et al. 1995; Tompkins, 1997, 2004). The argument is that it is the
mental operations, mentioned above, that facilitate the creation of meaning from a text.
That is to say that readers make sense of a given text by drawing on both background
knowledge and knowledge of text structure, as well as on information presented by the
author. In other words, meaning is not in the text, but in the interaction between the text
and the reader; readers create meaning for the words they encounter in a text based on
their prior knowledge and experiences with books.

Reading as a social process

The construction of meaning from text is not only a linguistic and cognitive
process, but also a social process, which can be examined from two different angles. First,
reader response theorists indicate that readers always have writers in mind in the same way
writers always have an implicit audience when setting up to write. Thus, reading is viewed
as a transaction between a reader and a writer to negotiate a unique interpretation that
transcends the original intentions and understandings of both the reader and the author
(Rosenblatt, 1978, 1983). In addition to the transaction between the reader and the author,
the reader also interacts socially with characters in the text, either through identification or
alienation (see Taylor et al., 1995).

Second, from a sociocultural perspective, words have no meaning without the

social context (Bahktin, (1986). Thus, it is the interaction among the readers, the text
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(the writer) and the social context (Gavelek, 1986) that brings about the construction
of meaning when reading. This interaction is a complex one for different reasons,
which can be summarized as follows. On the one hand, there are multiple types of
texts, which readers read in multiple ways--more or less “deeply” (Gee (1988) and
for aesthetic purpose, i.e. enjoyment or pleasure, or for efferent purpose, that is to
locate and remember information (Rosenblatt, 1978, 1983). On the other hand,

our age, our experiences, the histories of our people, or culture, our first language,

the words it contains and does not contain, our goals, our political views, and our

desires all color the way in which we read and interpret text-as it does for our
students”...if each of us understands text through our own experience and culture
and we have different experiences and come from different cultures, we will not read

into text the same meanings. (Poplin & Phillips, 1993, p.250)

However, as Raphael & Hiebert (1996) cautioned us, “knowledge construction
has boundaries-not just anything makes for a reasonable interpretation-and conventional
knowledge does exist within our culture and time period” (p.19). As such, the notion of
reading and constructing meaning from print through an interpretive community
(Lemke, 1989) becomes all the more important. This interpretive community involves,
for instance, “an explicit social negotiation among members within a classroom
community...when students get together to hold a conversation about a book they
have read” (Taylor et al., 1995:18). Because of this interpretive community, reading
is currently viewed as being socially acquired and facilitated both in and out of
schools (Heath, 1983; Taylor et al. 1995).

As seen so far, reading is a complex linguistic, cognitive and social process to
engage in for the construction of meaning from text. A next logical step is to examine the

nature of how this process is learned.

What research has to say about the nature of learning to read

17



1§l

U

&ine
v Lidals




With reading being a complex process, it goes without saying that learning to read
is also a complex process. As indicated in the International Reading Association
summary position statement (April 1999), significant research evidence converges on a
definition of reading and learning to reading which is articulated as follows:

Reading is a complex system of deriving meaning from print that requires all of

the following:

e the development and maintenance of a motivation to read

e the development of appropriate active strategies to construct meaning from
print

o sufficient background information and vocabulary to foster reading
comprehension

the ability to read fluently

the ability to decode unfamiliar words

the skills and knowledge to understand how phonemes or speech sounds are
connected to print. (see also Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998)

A prerequisite to learning to create meaning is that children should come to
reading instruction with well-developed language abilities. However, children are not
expected to have fully developed language abilities before they learn to read, for the
former will continue to evolve as they learn to create meaning. As advocated by Smith et
al. (1998), “children need simultaneous access to some knowledge of letter-sound
relationships, some sight vocabulary, and some comprehension strategies” (p.84). This
suggests that the act of creating meaning through text is only made possible as the learner
acquires both decoding skills and comprehension strategies that play a complementary
role. Whereas readers use skills automatically and unconsciously to decode graphic
features in the texts, they use comprehension strategies to orchestrate high-order thinking
skills (Tompkins, 1997). Research findings suggest that most of the time struggling

readers are so busy processing the language, i.e., decoding the text, that they cannot focus

at all on the comprehension part of reading (Tompkins, 1997, 2004).
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Because of the complexity of the process of learning to read, excellent instruction
in elementary schools is essential in helping students on their way to becoming fluent
readers and competent literacy users. Thus, in the next section, I examine current ideas
about effective reading instruction.

What research has to say about effective reading instruction

In its position statement Excellent Reading Teachers (2000), the IRA stated its

beliefs that “‘every child deserves excellent reading teachers because teachers make a
difference in children’s reading achievement and motivation to read.” This raises the
question as to what makes excellent reading instruction. In summarizing research findings in
the 1990’s, the IRA characterized excellent teachers as sharing a number of critical qualities
of knowledge and practice, namely:

1. They understand reading and writing development, and believe all children can
learn to read and write--they understand the definition of reading provided in the
previous section.

2. They continually assess children’s individual progress and relate reading
instruction to children’s previous experiences--they also understand that
involving children in self-evaluation has both cognitive and motivational
benefits.

3. They know a variety of ways to teach reading, when to use each method, and
how to combine the methods into an effective instructional program.

4. They offer a variety of materials and texts for children to read--they are aware of
the reading abilities and interests of the children and they constantly provide a
selection of books that will be both interesting to the children and within the
children’s reading capabilities.

5. They use flexible grouping strategies to tailor instruction to individual students.

6. They are good reading “coaches” (that is, they provide help strategically).

Furthermore,

excellent reading teachers share many of the characteristics of good teachers in
general. They have strong content and pedagogical knowledge, manage
classrooms so that there is a high rate of engagement, use strong motivation
strategies to encourage independent learning, have high expectations for
children’s achievement, and help children who are having difficulty. In addition,
excellent reading teachers know that reading development begins well before
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children enter school and continues throughout a child’s school career. (IRA
position statement: Excellent Reading Teachers, 2000)

The above qualities suggest that excellent reading instruction and excellent
general instruction are very much connected and that successfully teaching children to
read and keeping them motivated to become life-long readers is a complex task. It
requires a proficiency model of instruction, which is assessment driven--child-centered--
and emphasizes strategic reading--through an authentic integration of both skills and
strategies that learners need in order to become successful and independent readers. It
also involves strategically creating the appropriate balance of instructional methods to
scaffold children’s efforts to succeed in learning to read.

It is important, however, to point out that many students who are experiencing
difficulties in learning to read are not benefiting from the instruction in line with the
above qualities. Indeed, they “often receive instruction that focuses on learning and
mastering isolated skills to be put together for successful reading” (Raphael & Hiebert,
1996, p. 6). By focusing on basic and isolated skills, teachers fail to challenge enough
struggling readers (Rosner, 1993; Roller, 1996). In addition, many struggling readers do
not receive enough instructional time (Allington, 1991). Finally, many reading
instructional practices tend to focus on a deficit model of reading instruction, i.e. what
children cannot do instead of capitalizing on what they are capable of doing (Rosner,
1993; Roller, 1996).

Current understandings of the complex nature of reading, learning to read, and the
impact of quality reading instruction on students’ reading achievement point to the need
for investment in the preparation of teachers to help all children become successful

readers. This investment is even more important given that there is “compelling evidence
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that an investment in quality reading teacher preparation at the undergraduate level

contributes to effective teaching and learning of reading in elementary schools” (IRA

Commission on Excellence in Elementary Teacher executive summary, 2003: Prepared to

make a difference).

Reform-minded standards for reading teacher preparation programs

According to the International Reading Association, teacher education

programs must get preservice teachers off to a running start on acquiring the

knowledge, skill, and will that it takes to be an effective teacher. In order to make this

a reality, the IRA developed some standards to ensure that every preservice

teacher receives quality preparation on all aspects of research-based reading

pedagogy in the following areas:

e o o —
.

Foundational knowledge and dispositions

know how reading develops

know how oral language helps students acquire written language

know to read research reports and appropriately adapt classroom practices to
match research evidence.

Instructional strategies and curriculum materials

know how to select curriculum materials and help students learn how letter-
sound relationships work

know how to teach students to make sense out of texts they read

know how to develop strategic readers and writers

know how to match curriculum materials to students’ need and levels of
competence.

Assessment, diagnosis, and evaluation

know how to assess the progress of every student and change instruction when
it is not working

know how to communicate results of assessments to various stakeholders,
especially parents.

Creating a literate environment

know how to set up, organize, and manage a classroom so that students can
and will learn to read

know how to motivate students to do their best work

know enough about and value the cultures and languages students bring to
school to use those differences as resources rather than as excuses for not
teaching them well.
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5. Professional Development

e get their practical experience under the best teachers our schools can provide
as mentors

continue to receive mentoring support throughout their first years of teaching
participate in, initiate, implement, and evaluate professional development
programs. (1998)
To summarize, teacher preparation programs must provide quality instruction and
experiences that enable preservice teachers to develop foundational knowledge about what
is involved in reading and to assess children in light of this knowledge and to adjust the

balance of instructional strategies in order to give each child what s/he needs to learn (see

IRA position statement: Using multiple methods of beginning reading instruction, April

1999). As such, the ultimate goal of the above standards is to ensure that the preservice
teacher develops the kind of knowledge, skills and dispositions that s/he needs to be
competent to teach reading from the first day on the job.

Although these standards are of great value, our knowledge about what it takes for
preservice teachers to meet them, especially the process by which they do so, remains
limited. As we invest in enhancing the quality of reading teacher preparation, it is important
that our efforts are informed by current ideas about learning to teach.

Teacher knowledge and learning to teach

Reform efforts to improve teacher knowledge

As the literature suggests, teaching is about the intellectual and logistic
management of ambiguous, dynamic and complex learning environments (NCRTL,
1992). In order for teachers to engage successfully in the above management,
reformers have increasingly called for more and better subject matter knowledge
(Shulman, 1986a; 1986b; Grossman, Wilson, Shulman, 1989; Quimby and Barnes,

1986;) and pedagogical subject matter knowledge (Shulman, 1986b, 1987; Lampert,
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1986; 1988). The importance of these two kinds of knowledge, which Shulmann
coined “content knowledge” and “pedagogical content knowledge,” is best captured
in the following statement by The National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future (1996):
Even given the shortcomings of some teacher education programs, studies over
the last 30 years consistently show that fully prepared teachers are more highly
rated and more effective with students than those whose background lacks one or
more of the elements of formal teacher education-subject matter preparation,
knowledge about teaching and learning, guided clinical experience (p. 52).
In the next two sections, I briefly describe the nature of what is involved in
both content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. In doing so, I draw

some parallels to knowledge for reading instruction.

Nature of content knowledge (CK)

Content knowledge in a given discipline has to do with knowing something
about its theories, ideas, etc. According to the literature, content knowledge includes
three things. First, it includes knowledge of facts, concepts, principles, and
procedures (Kennedy, 1990). Second, it includes an understanding of how the above
pieces fit together, that is, the organization and structure of the content (Feiman-
Nemser, 1989; Kennedy, 1990). Third, it involves some knowledge about the
methods of inquiry (e.g., assumptions, rules of practice, forms of argument) within
the discipline. It is important to point out that literacy is different from typical
disciplines such as math, physics and science and as such, it cannot be viewed as
disciplinary knowledge in the classic sense. Instead, it should be thought about as
“foundational knowledge, just like learning theory or social fbundations, that is

required for learning in the subject areas of the elementary school” (Pearson, 2002).
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Nonetheless, in order to teach reading, teachers need to have some important
theoretical knowledge about language and literacy, as discussed below.

First, according to the International Reading Association standards for the
preparation of classroom reading teachers, especially the standards related to
foundational knowledge, beginning teachers need to have some knowledge about:

e how reading develops--which Snow et al. (1998) referred to as the relationship
between early literacy behavior and conventional reading; and

e how oral language helps students acquire written language--or information
about language development as it relates to literacy (Snow et al. 1998).

In addition, the content knowledge for teaching reading must include the following:

e some knowledge about the structure of language as outlined by Snow et al
(1998):
-information about the features of an alphabetic writing system and other
systems
-information about both phonology and morphology in relation to spelling;
-information about phonological awareness, orthographic awareness, and
writing development;
e some information about comprehension and its dependence on other aspects
of reading and on language skills; and
e some information about bilingual language and literacy development, in
settings in which children are learning to read in a language other than
English. (Snow et al. 1998)

Finally, this content knowledge should include an understanding of what good readers do
(skills and strategies they use), a sound knowledge of the dialectical relationship between
the reading and writing processes, and a broad knowledge of children’s literature.

Nature of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK)

While content knowledge deals with knowing the subject matter, pedagogical
content knowledge is about applying what is known about the subject to particular
learners and knowing how to teach those learners in particular situations. Many

scholars have advocated that the ultimate task of teaching is to connect subject matter
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to diverse learners. Such a connection requires specific pedagogical content
knowledge (see Kennedy, 1991, for a review). Connecting content knowledge to
diverse learners is not as straightforward as it might appear. Indeed, this connection
can be examined at different levels. First, according to several researchers (Shulman,
1986b, 1987; Grossman, Wilson, & Shulman, 1989; Wineburg & Wilson, 1988), the
main task of teachers is to find ways--this requires some thoughtful planning-- to
represent subject matter knowledge to students in‘ways that they can understand (see
Kennedy, 1990). In the case of reading, for example, helping young students grasp
the concept of prediction (before and during and while reading a text) and its role in
reading comprehension would be better achieved through some modeling by the
teacher followed by some guided practice and then independent practice, as opposed
to simply defining, through such means as using a dictionary.

Furthermore, other scholars (e.g. Lampert, 1986; 1988; McDiarmid, Ball, and
Anderson, 1989) suggest that pedagogical content knowledge requires teachers to
understand the unique difficulties that each subject presents to students and to know
how students in general tend to learn this subject (see Kennedy, 1990). In the case of
reading, this suggests that teachers should have, for instance, some knowledge of
difficulties associated with letter sound correspondence and how best to help students
master this correspondence. In addition to having some knowledge about the
uniqueness of each subject and how students learn it in general, PCK also requires
teachers to have some specific knowledge about different students in terms of
interpretations, misconceptions, i.e., in terms of different students’ ways of

understanding the subject.
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In conclusion, pedagogical content knowledge requires teachers to blend
knowledge of subject matter with knowledge of students (see Kennedy, 1990). Such
blend necessitates an understanding of what is involved in reading, as defined earlier,
and its critical implication for finding and effectively planning instructional strategies
to facilitate children’s learning to read. This PCK is reflected in the International
Reading Association standards for the preparation of classroom reading teachers,
especially the standards related to the areas of instructional strategies and curriculum
materials; assessment, diagnosis, and evaluation; creating a literate environment; and
professional development (see standards on p. 23). In addition to these standards,
Snow et al. (1998) made reference to other aspects of pedagogical content knowledge

 that all teacher should acquire, namely:

¢ information about the learning and curricular needs of diverse learners
(students with disabilities, with limited English proficiency, with English
language dialect differences);

e in settings in which children are learning to read in a language other than
English, an understanding of--as well as strategies and techniques for--
teaching children to read in that language;

¢ in settings in which non-English-speaking or limited-English-speaking
students are in an English as a second language program and learn to read in
English, information and skill to help these students confront a double
challenge: learning to read and learning a new language; v
information on the design features and requirements of a reading curriculum;
information about how teachers apply research judiciously to their practice,
how to update their research knowledge, and how to influence research
agendas, including teacher-researcher collaborations; and

¢ information about how to maintain and promote motivation to read and
positive attitudes toward reading (pp.330-331).

What research has to say about learning to teach
The literature on learning to teach shows that it is complex process. This
complexity in learning to teach is due to the fact that it involves the integration of

knowledge, skills, and dispositions shaped by both personal and professional
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experiences (Ball and McDiarmid, 1987; Stoddart and Floden, 1995). The process of
learning to teach is further complicated in the sense that althougﬁ it begins long before
formal teacher education, it also continues afterward (Feiman-Nemser, 1983; 2001). In
other words, learning to teach can be viewed as a life-long process influenced by the
many years spent as classroom participant observers (Lortie, 1975; Kennedy, 1991) in
elementary, secondary and post-secondary education, individual personal life histories
and beliefs, preservice teacher education, and in-service teacher education. This suggests
that preservice teachers draw upon their prior experiences (i.e., pre-formal

or undergraduate teacher preparation) in formally learning to teach reading, as further
explained below. Keeping in line with Dewey’s concept of interactions between the
individual and the environment, pre-formal teacher preparation knowledge and
experiences are part of prospective teacher internal conditions, while formal learning
opportunities would constitute external conditions of learning situation.

The preservice stage of learning to teach

The formal stage of learning to teach reading requires going through a formal
education program. This formal stage has two components, namely theory (i.e.,
course work) and field practice (i.e., clinical experience that fosters the integration of
theory and practice). Before discussing these two components, it is important to
examine prior school and out of school experiences, which according to the
literature tend to influence them.

While elementary, secondary and post-secondary school students spend time
learning to read and engaging in various reading and other language arts activities, they

also form some ideas and concepts about the structure of language and how to teach
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reading. Many of such ideas and concepts are likely to surface when they are formally
learning to teach reading and when they teach reading. To put it slightly differently, our
experiences as students of reading can provide us with “wells to draw upon” (Calkins,
1991) as we formally learn to teach reading. Besides the learning experiences that take
place in elementary and secondary schools, another important aspect of learning to teach
reading at the pre-formal stage is one’s personal life histories outside school. That is, a
student’s out of school experiences before college may influence him/her when formally
learning to teach reading. For example, a student who was exposed to a rich home
literacy environment may not only develop good reading skills and a love for reading, but
in addition, as s’he engages in formally learning to teach reading, s/he might give a
special attention to outside of school reading. Such influence could be reflected in the
way a prospective teacher chooses to talk and/or write about reading instruction and
learning, or in the way s/he encourages-during his/her clinical experiences-young learners
to read at home.

The theoretical component suggests that prospective teachers need some
substantive knowledge base about learning and teaching of language and reading (as
illustrated in the previous section on the IRA standards for preservice teachers). In
order for the acquisition of this substantive knowledge to be successful, the literature
points to a few things that need to happen. First, teacher education programs need to
recognize the informal knowledge about literacy that prospective teachers bring
with them and to gradually engage them in examining and reflecting upon their
taken-for-granted beliefs in relation to new visions of good teaching (Ball, 1989;

Hollingworth, 1989; Pajares, 1992; Kennedy, 1991; Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Second,
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in order for this process to result in changes in beliefs, teacher candidates must be
provided with ‘vivid, concrete and detailed’ alternative models of teaching and learning
that are probably better than their initial models (see NCRTL Special Report, 1991).
Finally, the literature suggests that some of the theoretical knowledge with respect to
the structure of a given subject area, e.g., structure of language, language develop-
ment and the development of reading skills, can be acquired through teaching
practice, e.g., through clinical experiences, in the case of preservice teachers (see Ball
& McDiarmid, 1988).

As far as the clinical experience is concerned, the literature reveals that it is under
the influence of many instructional contexts. First, research (see Anyon, 1983) shows that
the make-up of the student population, i.e., students’ socioeconomic backgrounds and
academic needs, can greatly shape a teacher’s approach of curriculum and delivery of
i‘nstruction. By implication, the type of students in a given classroom may significantly
influence the extent to which prospective teachers construct the teaching of reading, and
make instructional decisions. Second, the clinical experience may be also influenced by
the school and teaching culture (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Liecberman & Miller,
1991). This culture include the type of collegial relationship (e.g., individualistic vs.
collaborative) the kinds of instructional practices (e.g., guided reading) that are valued in
a given school and the kind of curriculum structure, materials and resources, which can
all impact for better or for worse the teaching of individual teachers. By extension, all
these characteristics of the teaching culture may help shape, to some extent, how intern

teachers learn to teach reading in a particular professional development school.
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Last, but not least, the clinical experience is strongly shaped by the type of
mentoring that is provided to interns. Because collaborating teachers often have different
expectations for what preservice teachers should learn and of the role they should play in
supporting them (Dembele, 1996; Feiman-Nemser & Parker, 1992), it goes without
saying that those differences will impact preserivce teachers’ learning differently. Many
studies have highlighted the important role of mentor teachers (cooperating and
collaborating teachers) in supporting the learning of novices (Borko & Mayfield, 1995;
Calderhead, 1996). For example, Feiman-Nemser & Buchman (1987) point out that the
active involvement of the cooperating teacher is essential in order for student teachers to
be introduced to the main tasks of teaching and encouraged to look beyond the pressing
demands of the classroom setting to what they need to do to refine and expand their
understandings and skills.

As mentioned earlier, the aim of the clinical experience is to foster the integration
of knowledge and practice--helping novices to enact and reinforce teaching ideas,
concepts and strategies they have encountered and acquired throughout their coursework.
The success of that integration will depend mainly on three things. First, it will depend on
the extent to which the teacher education courses have prepared prospective teachers to
identify problems and find resources to solve them and better recognize reform-minded
ideas about teaching reading during their student teaching

Second, it will depend on the role of the collaborating teacher, whether or not s/he
is able to influence the intern in a positive direction. One of the first things that needs to
happen is for the collaborating teacher to have a sound approach to teaching and learning

(Beck & Kosnik, 2002), i.e., an instructional practice that is in line with current vision of
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good teaching (e.g., see previous section on excellent reading instruction). However, as
the literature points out, being a good classroom practitioner is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for being a good mentor (Berliner, 1988; Stoddart; Yinger, 1987; and
Dembele, 1996). Thus, collaborating teachers will need to do other important things, such
as seeing themselves as students of teaching, i.c., seeing learning to teach as ongoing
(Feiman-Nemser & Buchman, 1986), engaging the intern in sustained and substantive
conversations (Stanulis & Jeffers, 1995), create a collaborative and supportive
atmostphere, be flexible in teaching content and method, and give a “heavy but not
excessive workload” (Beck & Kosnik (2002). Unfortunately, as the literature suggests,
the absence of the above helps explain the negative influences of many mentor teachers
on novices (e.g., Feiman-Nemser & Buchman, 1986, Zeichner, 1990; Maynard, 1996).
Third, the success of the integration of knowledge and theory will depend on
interns’ disposition to reflect and learn from their clinical experience, i.e., to think
carefully about their own practices and to find ways to improve them. The disposition to
reflect is critical in learning because experience is educative only with reflection (Dewey,
1933,1938; Schon, 1982; Shulman,1986; Anning, 1988). Schon’s framework, which
stipulates that reflection must happen "in and on action" (1987) helps us understand the
nature of reflection, On the one hand, reflecting in action requires thinking about what we
are doing while doing it in order to make some adjustments as the needs arise. On the
other hand, reflection on action requires engaging in some self-analysis of reflection-in
action so as to pinpoint aspects of performance that might need improvements or some

revisiting.
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Schon’s framework is also helpful to our understanding of how preservice
teachers can be helped to reflect in and on their internship experiences through guidance
and support, i.¢., through reflective coaching (1987), from their classroom mentors and
university teacher educators (e.g. field-instructor and course instructor). As Schon
advocated, this reflective coaching must take the form of a dialogue between the coach
and the student through *“questioning, answering, advising, listening, demonstrating,
observing, imitating and criticizing” (1987, p.114). Without such reflective coaching, the
clinical experience can be miseducative simply because teaching situations are so
complex and dynamic that they can distort or arrest students’ thinking about teaching and
learning (see Dewey, 1904/1964; Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann, 1985; Kennedy, 1991).

Some studies have provided examples of successful teacher education programs
that make a difference by helping novice teachers learn both CK and PCK (see Kennedy,
1991; Ball & McDiarmid, 1993; Wideen et al., 1998). However, despite the fact that
prospective teachers are able to acquire new and good visions of teaching (e.g. Florio,
1990; Ball & McDiarmid, 1993), these visions rarely translate into reform-minded
teaching in the classroom. As several scholars pointed out, the lack of translation is due
in part to the fact that prospective teachers’ learning of good teaching has been
decontextualized (see Kennedy, 1991, for a review). This argument draws upon the
principle that all knowledge is situated in and grows out of the context of their use
(Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Lave & Wenger, 1991).

As such, there has been an increasing push for bringing context(s) of classroom
teaching closer to teacher education course work through case-based or virtual

instructions (Snow et al, 1998; Wang, 1998). The argument for such push is that it will
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provide an early initiation in the integration of knowledge and practice. That is to say that
course-based or virtual instructions will not only provide teacher education students with
simulation and opportunities to identify problems and find resources to solve them, but
they will also prepare them to better recognize ideas about teaching (e.g., teaching
reading) during their student teaching experience. However, it is important to note that
these instructions cannot be used as substitutes for field experiences for two crucial
reasons. First, some researchers have argued that prospective teachers are often not ready
to grasp an idea until they have wrestled with it in the field (e.g., Wilson, 1992). Second,
field experiences are different from individual to individual, and they also vary for the
same individual because of changing instructional complexities and ambiguities--e.g., the
make-up of the student population, complex classroom situations requiring spontaneous
decision making (quick and concrete answers) leaving little time to think or remember to
use specific teaching principles (see Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; Shulman, 1992).

Thus, in addition to case-based instruction, increasing calls (e.g., The Holmes
Group, 1990; The Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1990) have been
made for extensive, mentored clinical experiences along side school-based teacher
educators. The underlying assumption is 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, 1991). These mentors are
experienced practitioners open to reform-minded teaching ideas who see themselves as
teacher educators and view such a role as an opportunity for their own professional
development, as opposed to accepting an intern or a student teacher used primarily as an

instructional aid. School-based efforts for teacher education are also encouraging school
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practitioners to play a more active role in developing curriculum and providing
instruction to preservice teachers (NCTAF, 1996).
Rationale for the study

Why a focus on reading?

As discussed earlier, several factors account for the need to care about reading.
First, reading virtually cuts across all grade levels and virtually across all subjects. Thus,
learning to read is essential in order to succeed in school and ultimately in society. A
student who is not at least a modestly skilled reader by the end of third grade is quite
unlikely to graduate from high school (for a review, see Slavin et al., 1994). Second,
while reading well enough is essential to ensure understanding and to meet the demands
of an increasingly competitive economy, *“large numbers of school age children,
including children from all social classes, have significant difficulties in learning to read”
(Snow et al. 1998). Third, the literature suggests that learning to read is difficult; “even
children who will eventually become successful readers might find it difficult at first”
(Snow et al., 1998). Therefore, it is critical that students benefit from teachers with the
necessary knowledge, skills and dispositions to help them become successful readers.
Indeed, there is a need for teachers who have a greater undersianding of how to help
students who are struggling to read in regular classrooms.

Why study learning to teach reading?

First, the fact that learning to teach is an ongoiﬁg and complex process,
-ombined with the difficult nature of learning to read justify the need to pay more
attention to how learning to teach reading occurs. This argument is made even

stronger with the fact that how to teach to different levels (i.e., teaching a group of
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students including high, average, and low achievers) seems to be a continuing
dilemma for most teachers. This has certainly been the case for me, throughout my
experience as a language teacher (in middle/high school) and my work with students
with various learning disabilities and needs. Being able to teach at different levels has
also been a frequent struggle for most of the intern teachers I have worked with.

Second, the literature is helpful to our understanding of current reform efforts

in teacher education to increase prospective teachers’ content knowledge and
pedagogical content knowledge. However, it is limited with respect to our
understanding of the process through which these types of knowledge develop—
particularly how they are constructed in learning to teach reading in elementary
school clinical settings. In addition, Shulman’s ideas about CK and PCK were
primarily talked about in a theoretical way and all materials were at the secondary
education level and mostly related to the teaching of literature and writing.

Finally, it has been argued that teacher preparation for the teaching of reading
has not been adequate to bring about the research-based changes in classroom
practices that result in success (Corlett, 1988; Nolen et al. 1990; Moats, 1994; Moats
and Lyon, 1996). In addition, Snow et al. (1998), point out that "’even if sufficient
course work with the needed content were available, the problem of transferring the
knowledge to the future teacher’s practice must be addressed”; raising the question as
to what needs to happen, during preservice preparation, to increase the likelihood of
such a transfer.

The reasons mentioned above make the case for the need for more empirical

research on the process of learning to teach reading, and on some of the opportunities
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or enabling conditions that facilitate such process. Although there is now a growing
consensus about the need for quality teaching and what constitutes effective reading
instruction, very little is known about what it takes for teachers to learn to become
competent beginning reading teachers. Knowing more about the process of learning
teach reading will help us better understand how preservice teachers construct their
knowledge and practice and is therefore essential to efforts of the teacher education
community to invest in quality preservice reading teacher preparation. The most
effective way to help the learner is to first find out about his/her learning strategies
and processes.

Therefore, the following overarching research question guided this close
investigation of one teacher’s experience:

How did a preservice teacher learn to teach reading--especially to teach
struggling readers--during an internship experience?

Two subsidiary questions also guided the study:

(1) What enabling conditions facilitated her knowledge construction?

(2) What did she actually construct?

Overview of the study

This dissertation is organized into six chapters. In chapter two, I describe the data
collection and analysis procedures. In chapters three, four and five, I describe a variety of
episodes to represent how the intern went about appropriating and synthesizing ideas,
concepts and strategies, the conditions that helped along the way, and what she
constructed in terms of reading instruction during her internship year. Finally, in chapter
six, I discuss findings from the case study and consider implications for teacher education

and further studies to improve the preparation of preservice teachers. To help readers
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understand the full meaning of key terms (e.g., appropriation, synthesis, scaffolding,
internal and external conditions) used in the text, a glossary has been created at the end of

the dissertation (see Appendix A).
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Chapter 2
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Participants in context

Participants and internship site

To pursue the questions that guided this study, I decided to examine closely the
experience one intern, Molly, and her interactions with her collaborating teacher, Sue.
They taught second grade in an elementary school, which I will refer to as Jefferson
Elementary School. Jefferson Elementary school is an MSU alliance school located in a
semi-rural community about 15 minutes outside a mid-sized midwestern city. Molly is an
intern who has an elementary education GPA of 4, with minors in earth science and
environmental science. She was doing her internship in a second grade classroom of
twenty (22) Caucasian students--all along the spectrum of academic achievement--from
both working class (60%) and middle class (40%) backgrounds. Sue is a 17 years veteran
teacher, all spent in second grade. At the same time, she had been teaching at her current
school for eight years and she had been actively involved in the school improvement
team. Sue holds a BA in English and Elementary Education from the Western Michigan
University and a Master’s degree in reading from Michigan State University. Molly was
her second intern, in 3 years, from the MSU teacher education program.
The selection process

I had to make several decisions (i.e., grade level, the number of interns, and
intern’s abilities) for the design and implementation of the study. To start with, this study
is limited to second grade. I made this choice because it appeared to me that it is usually

at this grade, and also 3™ grade, that the issue of struggling readers becomes more salient
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and worrisome to teachers and parents. Second, I decided to focus my study on one intern
partly because of the time limitation, but most importantly, because I assumed that it
would allow me to do more close-up examinations of the internship experience (see also
discussion below of my choice of a case study design). Third, I decided to limit my study
to interns having the potential of being competent beginning teachers and to collaborating
teachers who are strong or outstanding practitioners and whose mentoring practices are
above average. By above average, I mean collaborating teachers who are good at
providing the type of collaborative and supportive environment that interns need in order
to learn the craft of teaching (see discussion of the role of the collaborating teacher
below). I assumed that examining good scenarios has the potential to give the teacher
education community some images of what it is possible. I drew upon three sources from
one of MSU teacher preparation teams to help me make decisions: Karla (pseudonym) a
student coordinator, liaisons, and TE (spring 99) course instructors.
The Teacher Education Program Requirements and Structure

At the time of the study Jefferson Elementary school had been involved in
Michigan State University's Teacher Education Internship program for four years. This is
a school setting where there had been lots of conversation about the internship program
standards, namely: knowing subject matter and how to teach it; working with students;
creating and managing a classroom learning community,; and working and learning in a
school and profession. These program standards “represent understandings, skills,
commitments, dispositions necessary to be an effective beginning teacher.” Developed by

faculty from MSU and by teachers from Alliance Schools associated with the Teacher
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Certification Program, these standards are also compatible with state and national
initiatives aimed at assessing beginning teaching” (Team One Handbook, 1999-2000).

MSU’s five-year field-based teacher preparation program is a model of teacher
education as a “collaborative enterprise that depends on research-based knowledge as
well as teachers’ knowledge and ways of knowing and on continuous exploration,
development and critique” (Feiman-Nemser, 1996, p.1). The program begins with two
pre-professional courses before admission. Upon graduation, students serve a two-
semester long unpaid internship (from September to April), which “combines extensive
practice teaching with supporting master’s-level seminars” (Team One Handbook, 1999-
2000). During the fall semester, the focus is on “how the intern is approaching the
challenges of learning to teach, not how well the intern is performing in the classroom.”
And during the spring semester, the emphasis is on “the intern’s understanding and
performance in relation to all aspects of the standards” (Team One Handbook, 1999-
2000). During the internship interns have opportunities to enact their ideas and construct
their practice from within; this construction of their practice becomes a combination of
theory and practice.

Both the intern and the collaborating teacher play a major role in the success of
each intern’s journey. On the one hand, “interns are expected to take an active role in
their own learning, in relation to the program standards” by fulfilling the following major
responsibilities:

e observe collaborating teachers and students carefully, keeping notes and

raising questions about what they are seeing;

e study and participate in the formation and maintenance of a classroom
learning community;

e take initiative in suggesting teaching responsibilities, locating materials,
contributing related activities, beginning during the orientation period,
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e co-plan and co-teach lessons and activities with collaborating teacher in
response to ongoing classroom life and program assignments moving toward
independent planning and teaching as the year progress;

e reflect on classroom interactions, lessons, school/classroom activities and
events;

e act in a professional manner (e.g., arriving at school on time, notifying the
school office and collaborating teacher of unavoidable absences, conferring in
advance about lessons) and take initiative to introduce themselves to other
school colleagues;

e confer with collaborating teachers and MSU liaison about the format and
plans for individual lessons; prepare written plans before teaching; share these
written plans with CT and liaison;

e confer regularly with collaborating teacher and MSU liaison about progress,
concerns, etc;

e prepare for and participate in internship seminars.

On the other hand, the collaborating teacher plays a major role in guiding, supporting and
assessing interns’ learning to teach across the internship year, as outline in the following
list of major responsibilities:

e stage appropriate, classroom-based learning opportunities for intern(s) across
the school year;

e meet with intern at least once a week at a regularly scheduled time to c-plan
and discuss concemns;
assist intern in getting to know students’ parents, school colleagues;
assist intern in developing and implementing personal/professional learning
goals;

e help intern gain familiarity with district curriculum and grade level objectives,
school policies, curricular resources;

¢ model the intellectual work for teaching by sharing goals and beliefs, co-
planning, discussing dilemmas, etc;

e participate in appraising intern’s progress at mid-term, end-of-semester, and
end-of-the-year conferences;

e participate in professional development activities for collaborating teachers
(e.g. summer institute, CT study group).

In addition to the intern and the collaborating teacher, it is important to note that
there are other individuals--MSU Liaison, The School Liaison and the Principal--who
contribute to the internship. The MSU Liaison is the program representative supporting

the learning of interns both individually and as a group, in one or more schools. The
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school/teacher liaison is a teacher or principal working closely with program staff in the
planning of school-based teacher education activities. The principal works with team
leaders and other program staff to develop a strong, field-based teacher education
program and s/he also supports collaborating teachers’ participation in ways that promote
professional development.

As indicated in chapter 1, interns take 2 graduate level courses per semester
designed to support their learning. During the fall they take TE 801: Professional
Roles & Teaching Practice I: Curriculum & Teaching in Mathematics) and TE 802
Reflection & Inquiry in Teaching Practice I: Writing & Children’s Literature. In the
spring, they take TE 803 Professional Roles & Teaching Practice II: Curriculum &
Teaching in Science and TE 804: Reflection & Inquiry in Teaching Practice II:
Learning From Teaching. These four courses allow them to continue to work in
curriculum development, study their own teaching, and explore the teacher’s role and
responsibilities in relation to the school and community (Elementary Intern

Handbook, 1999-2000). It is important to point out that the structure of these courses
along the intemnship year and the guidance provided by course instructors play an
essenfial role in shaping interns’ thinking and action as they construct their
knowledge of teaching in context.

Research Methods
Elaboration of research questions

As discussed earlier, the following overarching question guided the study:

How did a preservice teacher learn to teach reading--especially to teach struggling

readers--during an internship experience?
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In order to answer this question, two subsidiary questions were examined as
follows.

(1) What enabling conditions facilitated her knowledge construction?

This first subsidiary question aimed at getting at understanding the various
conditions (internal and external) that facilitated Molly’s knowledge construction in
context. Several areas of influences were looked at in order to address these conditions.
These areas were: (1) the influence of the collaborating teacher; (2) other instructional
factors (i.e., the culture of teaching that prevails in a given school setting; the curriculum
materials and supports that are available and the kinds of students in a particular
classroom); and (3) the influences of the various seminars offered during the internship
year. Several questions were used as probes in order to get at these areas.

Area one: influences of the collaborating teacher

What are the beliefs, conceptions and practices of her collaborating teachers?
What are the collaborating teacher’s conception of her mentoring role & her
expectations for what the intern needs to learn about teaching reading, especially
teaching struggling readers?

e How do the collaborating teacher’s beliefs, conceptions, practices and expectations
influence her collaboration with the intern?

e What are the intern’s expectations from her collaborating teachers in terms of
learning to teach reading, especially to teach struggling readers?

¢ How do the intern’s beliefs, conceptions and expectations influence her work with the
collaborating teacher?

e What does the intern learn or claim to have learned about teaching reading, especially
teaching struggling readers, from the collaboration?

e How does she learn it?

Area two: other instructional factors

What kinds of literacy learning and instruction are valued in each school?

What kinds of literacy curriculum materials and supports are available to interns?
What types of students does the intern have to deal with in the classroom?

How many students in the classroom are having difficulties in reading?

How many struggling readers does the intern notice in the classroom and how does
she pay attention to them?
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What type of instructional needs do those struggling readers have?
How does the intern respond to the kinds of literacy learning and instructional values
that exist in the school?

e How does she make use of curriculum materials and support available to her in the
school?

Area three: Influences of internship seminars and other TE courses

What is taught in TE 802 and 804?
What ideas in relation to struggling students, particularly struggling readers are
discussed in TE 501Guided Practice Seminar, and how?

e What ideas, if any, from junior and senior year and intern—year courses are used in
the classroom, and how are they used?

e What aspects of and/or ideas from junior and senior year and intern—year courses
does the intern report as important in learning to teach reading, especially to teach
struggling readers?

In addition to the above areas, I recognized the possibility of the emergence of
other areas (e.g., Molly’s experiences during her apprenticeship of observation, her
current life experiences, dispositions) during the internship. So I needed to pay attention
to additional areas that emerged.

(2) What did she actually construct?

This second subsidiary question looked at the development of Molly’s conceptual

and practical knowledge during the course of her internship. In other words, it looks at
what she constructed at the conceptual as well as practical levels, in relation to the
knowledge base for learning to teach reading, as outlined in chapter 1. I paid attention to
the following areas of topics during data collection.

Area One (Content Knowledge): The intern’s conceptual development with respect to
literacy and the learning and teaching of reading.

Knowledge about the nature of language

Knowledge about the nature of literacy in general, and reading in particular
Knowledge about learning to read

Knowledge about assessing students’ reading achievement

Knowledge about struggling readers



Knowledge about the teacher’s role in facilitating reading

Dispositions toward struggling readers

Skills and strategies considered essential in facilitating reading development for
struggling readers

Area Two (Pedagogical Content Knowledge): The intern’s practical development with
respect to literacy instruction in general, and reading instruction in particular.

The ways she goes about planning a reading literacy unit or reading lesson

The rationale she gives to the choices she makes as she plans

The types of activities she engages students in

The ways she structures reading activities

The ways she engages struggling students in reading activities

The types of questions she asks

The ways she responds to students’ responses—comments and interpretations--to

texts (e.g. students’ novel ideas)

e The ways she responds to students’ questions (e.g., struggling readers’ difficulties in
understanding particular words in a text)

e The ways she assesses and evaluates her lessons (e.g. students’ learning and thinking,

their own learning, thinking, and revising)?

Why a case study?

The above lists of diverse areas to be addressed in order to answer the main
research questions, reinforce the idea that learning teach, especially to learning to teach
reading, is a very complex undertaking (see chapter 1), the understanding of which
requires a complex research method. As such, I decided to use the case study design
which is an ideal when a holistic and in-depth investigation is needed (Feagin, Orum, &
Sjoberg, 1991. It has the advantage of investigating a phenomenon within its real-life
context where the boundaries between the phenomenon and context are not clearly
evident and in which a multitude of sources of evidence are used (Yin, 1984, p.23). As
such, I assumed that focusing on a case of one intern would allow me to engage in a
close-up look at the process by which Molly constructs her learning with respect to
teaching reading in context. In doing so, I had the advantage of engaging in rich and thick

description of data gathered from a variety of sources, given the highly situated nature of
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learning to teaching. Furthermore, this up-close description allowed me to start broad and
narrow in as I went, and to provide a richer description of Molly’s knowledge
construction.

Because of the study of small samples, qualitative studies-- including case studies
--have been frequently criticized for offering no grounds to make generalization of
findings--i.e., for establishing reliability or generality of findings. However, several
researchers (Yin, 1984, 1993, 1994; Hamel, Dufour, & Fortin, 1993) have made the case
for the usefulness of any given study, as long as it is carefully planned and parameters are
shaped by the goals of the study and have met the established objectives (for a review,
see Myers, 2000). Yin (1989, 1994) argued that the issue of generalizability is dependent
upon the rigor with which a study is constructed and its methodological qualities--data
gathering and analysis procedures for a qualitative case study must be used systematically
and properly. These case study procedures must also be well documented so that they
could be replicated in another setting--albeit not an exact replication because of the
uniqueness of a study in a specific context--and findings based on sound evidence from
the study might be partially generalized to similar populations (Creswell, 1994; Myers,
2000; Yin, 1989). More importantly, despite their limited generalizability, well conducted
case studies do provide insights into issues, ideas and concepts that could be pursued in
subsequent research, and have the possibility of offering hypotheses to pursue.
Data Collection

Data were collected from early November 1999 to May 2000 (see Appendix B for
a full description of instruments used). When I set out to collect data, my intention was to

focus on observing lessons directly related to the teaching and learning of reading. As
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soon as I started my fieldwork, I was drawn, somehow naturally--maybe because of my
background as a former Liaison and as a student of teaching--to other non-reading related
experiences that Molly was having. This quitkly reminded me that teaching reading, and
by extension learning to teach reading, does not happen in isolation, but instead in
connection to other curriculum and instructional areas, and forced me to make some
adjustments in my data collection framework. For example, in chapter 3, I discuss a Math
lesson debriefing session between Molly and Sue in early November 1999. Although this
was not related to reading instruction, it provided me with some initial insights into
Molly’s teaching as a whole and her disposition to reflect on her experience.

In order to increase the richness of the data and subsequently give me more
insights into the complex process of learning to teach reading triangulation (i.e., using
multiple methods and sources on the same phenomenon) was used for this study. Stake
(1995) and Yin (1984, 1994) made the case for the importance of triangulating data
sources by pointing out that it is a strategy that increases the reliability of the data and
how it was gathered, and serves to corroborate the data collected from other sources. The
data collection methods I used included participant interviewing, participant observation,
and reviewing documents, as described below. Table 1 summarizes the different data

sources and types of data collected to examine each subsidiary research questions.

Tablel: Research Questions, Data Sources, and Data Types

Subsidiary Research Data Sources Data Types
Questions
1) What enabling e 3 interviews with intern e Transcribed interviews

conditions facilitated | ¢ 3 interviews with collaborating | ¢ Transcribed interviews
her knowledge teacher

construction? e 1 interview with the MSU e Transcribed interviews
Liaison
e Course syllabi and related e Summary of courses’
documents (TE objectives and selected
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501/502/802/804) from course
instructors and/or intern.
Debriefing sessions between the
intem & CT

Questionnaire administered to
course instructors

Intern’s Journal

School literacy/reading
curriculum materials

Attending Interns’ study group

activities used to meet
them

Transcribed debriefing
sessions

Written open-ended
answers

Selected journal entries
Selected pieces of
school literacy/reading
goals and achievement
methods

Notes from interns’
study group

2) What did Molly
actually construct?

3 interviews with intern
Pre/post observational
conversations with intern

Classroom observations of the
intern
Artifacts (from intern’s lessons)

Debriefing sessions between
intern & CT
Attending Interns’ study group

Transcribed interview
Transcribed pre/post
observational
conversations
Videotaped observations
and field notes

Samples of lesson plans,
worksheets, handouts,
quizzes, students’ work
Transcribed debriefing
sessions

Notes from interns’

study group

In-depth Interviews (audio taped)

In order to help me answer my research questions, I conducted three in-depth

interviews with Molly as follows.

e Early November 1999: Molly was interviewed to find out about her

educational backgrounds and life histories, and some of her theoretical instructional

orientations. Among other questions, I asked her to remember how she learned to read. I

also asked her to talk about her view of literacy instruction--particularly her view

regarding characteristics of good readers, struggling readers, and instructional approaches

to be used to improve reading performance. Finally I asked her questions about how she

had been learning to teach to teach reading successfully. Since my study did not start
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until early November, this interview engaged Molly in taking a retrospective look at what
happened during the first two months of her internship journey. It also engaged her in
setting up learning goals for the rest of her internship.

e Early February 2000: Molly was interviewed to find out about her
perception of progress she made up to that point in the internship. In doing so, I asked her
to recall something significant to her learning to teach reading that happened to her since
our first interview, or even before that. The interview also focused on new goals that she
might have for the spring semester. Thus, similar to the November interview, this second
interview asked Molly to both think back and look ahead with respect to her leaming
across the internship. In addition, this interview also gave me chance to ask some follow-
up questions on what she said during the first interview in early November interview.

o Late May 2000: Molly was interviewed in order to reflect back on the
internship experience and also to look at new goals she might have for herself.
Everything that has been said about the second interview is also true for this third one.
The only difference is that this final interview asked Molly an overall question in terms
of how well she felt prepared to teach reading in her own classroom the next school year.

Part of studying the learning of someone is having that person talk about his/her
learning to find out how s/he is making sense of it. It is not just about gathering data on
what the researcher thinks was learned. As such, many follow-up questions were asked
during subsequent interviews to engage Molly in examining her own learning. In many
instances, I went back to see where Molly was with regard to goals she set up in earlier

interviews. The same was true when interviewing Sue.
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In-depth Interviews with collaborating teacher (audio taped)

e Early November 1999: Sue was interviewed to find out about her theoretical
and instructional orientations toward literacy. This interview also focused on the her
perception of her role as mentor, and the objectives she had in terms of Molly’s learning
to teach reading.

o Early February 2000: Sue was interviewed to find out about her perception
of progress made by the intern. The interview also focused on new goals that she might
have for Molly during the spring semester.

e Late April, 2000: Sue was interviewed in order to engage her in reflecting
back on Molly’s learning to teach reading and also to look at new learning goals she
might have for her.

In-depth Interview with MSU liaison (audio taped)

Although I initially intended to interview the MSU liaison at Jefferson
Elementary School --Early January 2000 & early/mid April 2000--I ended up conducting
only the January interview. This interview focus mostly on the Liaison’s perception of
her role as mentor, and the objectives she had in terms of interns’ learning to teach
reading as well as to get a sense of her perception on Molly’s progress.

Participant Observation (video taped)

I observed Molly from early November 1999 throughout late March 2000, on an
average of two observations per week. In order to be systematic and consistent with the
data collection procedure, I tried to use an observation protocol, which I abandoned after
the first two weeks because I found it constraining. It was too detailed-oriented and

difficult to follow; it somehow took away the spontaneity in taking open field notes,
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which allowed me to document a range of events that either did or did not anticipate.
During my observations, I paid particular attention to how Molly engaged students in
reading-related activities and how she dealt with students’ difficulties (e.g., when
decoding words). In addition to gaining some insights into their knowledge, skills and
dispositions, I assumed that observing Molly teach might give me a sense of some of the
things that were influencing her knowledge construction. For instance, I might be able to
see Molly adapting a given reading activity based on the types of question(s) students
were asking. In addition to taking field notes during my observations, I videotaped
several lessons, which allowed me to revisit some lessons in order to gain more insights
into what was happening. Furthermore, most classroom observations were preceded and
followed by some conversations with Molly, as described below.

Pre-instructional conversations (audio taped)

Pre-instructional conversations aimed at finding out what Molly would be
teaching and how she was thinking about it (e.g. objectives, activities, and assessment
methods). Planning is one of the most important program standards (Elementary Intern
Handbook, pp.43-44) that is used to assess interns’ progress throughout the internship
year. Thus, I assumed that pre-instructional questions would allow me to have some
access to Molly’s knowledge and skills at different levels. First, it would give me some
sense of her own understanding--content knowledge-- of what was to be taught and how
she was would go about deepening such understanding. Second, it would give me some
sense of how she would go about taking the necessary steps in identifying “big ideas,”
framing worthwhile goals based on knowledge of students, standards and curriculum

expectations, keeping in mind the needs of struggling readers. Third, it could give me
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some sense of how the CT and/or the resources available in the school were influencing
Molly as she was planning a unit or lesson. Finally, it would allow me to have a sense of
how she was going about organizing materials and learning activities and assessment
tools (pedagogical content knowledge). To stimulate pre-observational conversations
with Molly, I used a set of guiding questions (see Appendix B). Some of the questions
used were:

How did you plan this unit (lesson)?

What did your CT do in helping you plan this unit (lesson)?

What are your intended outcomes (i.e., goals/purposes/objectives of the unit (lesson)
What activities/materials are you planning to use?

What assessment methods are you planning to use?

What are some of the questions or concerns you have as you look ahead to teaching
this unit (lesson)?

Post-instructional conversations/debriefing sessions (audio taped)
Post-instructional conversations aimed at engaging Molly in reflecting on her
teaching in terms of students and teachers’ activities, interactions, learning and thinking.
As such, I assumed that engaging Molly in post-instructional conversations would give
me a sense of how she was assessing or learning to assess her students, how she was
reflecting on her teaching practice and whether and how she used assessment and
reflection data in deciding where to go next. I also assumed that engaging in post-
observational conversations with Molly might give me a further sense of some of the
things that were influencing her knowledge construction. To stimulate the post-
observational conversations, I used a combination of field notes, and a set of guiding
questions (see Appendix B). Some of the questions used were:
What were the most difficult things to teach in this unit (lesson)?
Did you make any change(s) from what you planned during your teaching of this unit

(lesson)?
e What did your CT do in helping you teach this unit (lesson)?
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How did you feel the unit (lesson) went?

Were you able to reach your objectives?

How do you know that students learned what you wanted them to?
What were the important things you learned from this unit (lesson)?

I also sat in and audiotape a couple of debriefing sessions between Molly and Sue.
I assumed that such sessions could provide me with more opportunities to witness
Molly’s reflection on her teaching--learning and thinking--as well as to see Sue’s role in
assisting her reflective thinking. They could also lead me to have follow-up
conversations with Sue to find out more about her expectations and new objectives she
might have for Sue. My main goal was to look for instances of Molly’s reflection on her
learning and her experiences working with struggling students--struggling readers in
particular.

Interns’ Study Group

I planned to sit in on a couple of Interns’ study group sessions in each intern’s
building the spring semester. I assumed that this could be another window into how
interns learn to teach out of the classroom context, i.e., it might give me a chance to see
how theoretical and practical ideas associated with literacy instruction and learning
difficulties were surfacing during professional conversation among preservice teachers. I
was able to sit in two study group sessions, during which I paid particular attention to
Molly’s participation and contribution.

Artifacts

Gathering artifacts produced as part of different lessons was part of my data
collection strategy. These artifacts included lesson plans, worksheets, handouts, students’
work (reading logs, etc.). The goal of having lesson plans was to give me an enhanced

picture of how Molly went about planning a particular unit (or lesson). I assumed that
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other artifacts would be important especially in helping me, for instance, have an idea of
activities that took place earlier and that I missed. In this way, it would allow me to make
some useful connections between different lessons or activities. In addition, these
artifacts could be helpful when engaging in a post-instructional conversation with Molly
who might, for instance, make reference to an assessment worksheet that students had to
complete as part of a reading lesson.

Journal entries

As part of their learning to teach, interns are required to keep a journal to reflect
on their actions and observations. Journal entries can be windows into interns’ thinking in
the sense that the journal is the place where they engage in internal conversation with
themselves as they process students’ actions as well as their own actions and thinking.
Often times such journal entries take the form of an account of what has been done and/or
seen, and also a set of questions for either the CT and/or the MSU liaison or course
instructors. Thus, having access to some journal entries was viewed as an effective way
of supplementing insights from interviews and observations.

Review of Documents

I assumed that reviewing the documents might be another window into how
Molly’s knowledge, skills, and dispositions were being shaped. Thus, I was able to have
some access to:

e School language arts/reading curriculum materials (i.e., goals and achievement
methods) from Molly and Sue.

e Course syllabi and related documents (TE 402/501/502/802/804) from Molly.

Questionnaire
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Having course instructors respond to a questionnaire was a way to find out about
the main objectives of the course they taught each and its related projects and its related
projects and opportunities to learn. I assumed that this would be an effective way to
supplement the information I might be able to gather from reviewing course syllabi and
related documents. Unfortunately, I did not get any data through this method because the
course instructors never responded to the questionnaire they were given.

Theoretical assumptions as well as my research questions influenced the data
collection. Although special emphasis was placed on Molly’s learning about and teaching
of struggling readers throughout the analysis, I also paid attention to how she went about
planning for instruction--including collaborating with other professionals in getting ideas
and accessing resources and materials. The reasoning behind this is related to the primary
role that planning plays in teaching and subsequently in learning to teach, as illustrated
by major responsibilities for interns and collaborating teachers in the section about MSU
TE Program requirements and structure. See also, in chapter 1, section on pedagogical
content knowledge--finding and planning instructional strategies to facilitate students’
learning to read. The above observation also held true for the data analysis, which is
discussed below.

Methods and Strategies of Data Analysis and Reporting

I relied on multiple data sources as I engaged in analyzing data and looking for
patterns and themes in Molly’s learning to teach reading. I also used methodological
triangulation’--i.e., different approaches to data analysis--in order to increase confidence

in data interpretation (Denzin, 1984). Both data collection triangulation and data analysis

55



N

Al and




triangulation play a critical role in giving case studies strengths in their findings and
conclusions.

Following the advice of Bogdan & Bickden (1992) and Creswell (1994), 1
engaged in some data analysis along with data collection. I took field notes and wrote
some reflective notes while observing and interviewing participants. Many of those notes
were expanded upon later on to write analytic memos summarizing what was standing
out to me. After each set of interviews with and observations of each participant (e.g.,
first interview with the intern plus a series of observations), I wrote an analytic memo
summarizing contents and general themes, including quotes and some of my tentative
hypotheses. This required some listening to audio taped interviews and re-reading of
interview transcripts. These analytic memos were helpful in looking for patterns, gaps in
information received from previous interviews and conversations, in guiding subsequent
interviews and conversations, as well as in guiding the focus of subsequent observations--
in terms what to look for. For example, during the first interview with Molly in early
November 1999, I asked her questions about her goals and concerns for the rest of the fall
semester and the internship. I made sure to revisit Molly’s answers to these questions
during our second interview in early February 2000. Similarly, new goals and concerns
that were articulated during the second interview were revisited during my third and final
interview with Molly in May 2000.

After the data collection period, I pursued with a more in-depth analysis of data,
which included re-listening to audio taped interviews and re-reading interview
transcripts, revisiting analytic memos in order to confirm or reject initial hypotheses and

emerging patterns. While re-examining my data more deeply, I noticed that I was over-
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relying on interview data. Through conversations with my dissertation directors at the
time, I came to realize that I needed to use multiple data sources in order to give more
credibility to the story I wanted to tell. As such, triangulation became a focal point for
subsequent analysis and discussion. I began to attempt to understand Molly’s knowledge,
skills and dispositions by looking for interactional patterns across multiple data sources
and allowing theories--i.e., learning by appropriating and synthesizing knowledge--to
emerge out of the data.

When I first designed this study I was thinking about a linear approach to my data
analysis in terms of stages. I realized (in the summer of 2001) that this approach would
have been a contrived and even premature way to make sense of my data, and eventually
to make sense of Molly’s journey. It would have forced me to come up with some phases
and to merely look for specific evidence to confirm them. And in doing so, I might have
been blinded with respect to other possibilities or important aspects of Molly’s
knowledge construction with respect to reading instruction. Therefore, I decided to
outline the writing of Molly’s story, based on significant learning episodes--events that
mark a major turning points and/or appear to trigger some transformation within the
learner. I would then look back to see exactly what happened in terms of common themes
with respect to how she went about learning to teaching reading during her internship. In
other words, I decided to let the specific learning episodes dictate the unfolding story of
Molly before drawing any final conclusions about common themes. The specific learning
episodes discussed throughout this study were chosen based on several factors, namely:
their connection to background information about Molly, their connection to reading

instruction, and their relevance with respect to teaching in general, i.e. what teachers need
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know, be able to do and care about. I also wanted to make sure to select learning episodes
to represent the full spectrum of the internship (i.e., the beginning of the internship, the
fall guided lead teaching, the pre-lead teaching period and the lead-teaching period). The
unit on Native American legends (see chapter 4) dealt not only with literacy instruction
but also with some fundamental aspects of teaching in general such as planning and
assessing, and it also corresponded to a significant stage (the guided lead teaching period)
in Molly’s journey.

I also struggled as to whether to start by telling Molly’s story by contrasting her
early and late conceptions of literacy instruction--especially reading instruction--followed
by telling the story of how she got to formulating her conceptions the way she did at the
end of the internship. This did not feel like a natural progression to me. It felt as if I had
some preconceived notions about her late conceptions of literacy instruction, which I
needed to find data to confirm. I then decided to let the story unfold naturally, starting
with her early conceptions of literacy instruction, followed by telling her knowledge
construction story and ending with her late conceptions. This allowed me to discuss how
her learning experiences might have contributed to her knowledge construction with
respect to reading instruction.

Although I went into the study with some analytic categories (e.g., CK, PCK) that
grew out of the literature review and the assumption that they were important to pay
attention to regarding what Molly learned, others emerged later during the study. I did not
go in with analytic frames that helped me uncover the processes by which she learned
(appropriating, synthesizing) or frames that described influences. For example, Dewey’s

concept of an educative experience was used later as I proceeded with data analysis and
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sought frames that would help me explain what happened and to write the story. In
addition, the theme of developing a teaching identity (discussed in chapter 5) emerged
late in the writing process. Once the story was drafted, I gained the insight about her
voice coming through more strongly. The above examples illustrate that I was open to
new possibilities and also that writing was part of the analysis process regarding Molly’s
knowledge construction.

After providing some background and discussing Molly’s early conceptions of
literacy instruction, the next three chapters describe a variety of episodes to represent
how she went about appropriating and synthesizing ideas, concepts and strategies, the
conditions that helped along the way, and what she constructed in terms of reading
instruction during her internship year. The description of each episode starts with a
discussion of why it was chosen, and ends with a summary of external conditions and
internal conditions that facilitated the knowledge construction process and the nature of
what she constructed learned--content knowledge (CK), pedagogical content knowledge

(PCK) and dispositions.
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Chapter 3

THE BEGINNING OF THE INTERNSHIP: MOLLY’S EAGERNESS TO LEARN
AND HER EARLY CONCEPTIONS OF LITERACY INSTRUCTION

“I'm trying to learn so much right now. Anything I can grab, I'm trying to do”. (First
Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

This statement, made during our first interview, captures the essence of some of
Molly’s internal conditions (e.g., her readiness and willingness to absorb everything she
could) that facilitated her appropriation of concepts, ideas and strategies, particularly at
the beginning of her internship. This chapter centers around three learning episodes,
which stand as critical in helping me demonstrate what was involved in Molly’s
appropriation of knowledge about reading instruction, through interactions between
internal conditions and external conditions (e.g., such as opportunities to observe, and
engage in conversations). This chapter also reveals evidence of Molly synthesizing
knowledge, i.e. taking stock of what she was learning.

In all three episodes, Molly encountered opportunities to work with her students
and to reflect upon her interactions, in collaboration with Sue. In the first episode, the
most important in the early stage of Molly’s internship, I describe how (through self-
report) Molly had a 180 degree change of mind regarding the use of learning centers. As
for the second episode, it briefly describes how being exposed to a successful pull out
strategy during spelling test--which Molly was not excited about at the beginning of the
school year--convinced her of the value of small group instruction and breaking down the
code to help struggling students. Finally, the third episode is a debriefing session,

following a math lesson, during which Molly demonstrated her willingness to learn from
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constructive feedback on her own teaching and her growing awareness of the need to
focus on students’ learning.

I begin this chapter by briefly introducing Molly with some background
information, including some of the dispositions with which she started her internship. As
revealed through upcoming discussion, this information seems to constitute a key piece of
internal conditions that facilitated Molly’s appropriation of concepts and strategies, during
the course of her internship. This is followed with an examination of her early conceptions
of literacy, which involve her ideas and beliefs about the definition of literacy,
characteristics of good and poor readers, instructional strategies to accelerate reading
performance. I then present some in-depth description of each of the three learning
episodes, to illustrate the process of appropriating knowledge. I end the chapter with a
summary of Molly’s appropriation of concepts and strategies, facilitated by interactions
between internal conditions (e.g., Molly’s motivation to learn and her ability to reflect)
and external conditions (e.g., Sue’s scaffolding role and opportunities to observe and work
directly with students). This summary also includes what Molly constructed in terms of
content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and dispositions.

Background Information
Molly is a twenty-three year old Euro-American female who majored in
elementary education, with minors in earth science and environmental science. Molly
grew up on a small farm in the Midwest. She is part of a close family with a total of ten
siblings, including twin brothers.
As the literature suggests, many of the experiences children have in elementary

and secondary classrooms play a crucial role in the process of learning to teach (e.g.
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Lortie, 1975, Kennedy, 1991 & 1998). Kennedy (1998) stated that “from these
experiences, teachers do acquire not only a set of ideals to strive for but also a repertoire
of ideas to guide them through a wide range of teaching situations.” As such, this case
starts with a brief description of some of Molly’s preschool and early school experiences;
I also briefly discuss one of her college experiences, which appeared to have influenced
her thinking about teaching.

Learning to read

Molly always had a love for reading and she remembered reading at a very young
age, as follows:

I remember reading a lot to my younger brothers. And my grandparents read a lot

with us. And when I would read to other people, they actually had me on

recording, tape recordings, like reading to other people. But like I would make up,
if I didn’t learn, if I didn’t know how to read yet, I’d just look at pictures and
make up stories as I’d go along. Probably ever since like I was four-I think the
tape that I have, it was from when I was four. And I had a lot of encouragement
from my older brothers and sisters. There’s ten of us total so I had a lot of siblings
to either help learn how to read or that helped me. (1* Interview with Molly,

November 11, 1999)

Molly’s reminiscence illustrates that she grew up in a rich literate home
environment. As research has pointed out, children who have had several “informal”
literacy encounters prior to coming to school, are likely to develop “critical
understanding about the nature of reading and writing and the ‘I can’ attitudes toward
their inevitable inclusion into the literate community” (Allington & Cunningham, 1999).
Indeed, Molly appeared to have started formal school already knowing many of the
conventions of print. “I don’t really have a lot of memories of school except for it was,

reading was always pretty easy...I can’t even remember learning to read though. It just

seemed like it happened,” she stated (1* Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999). In
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other words, learning to read is a process that came rather easily to Molly who
remembered trying, as soon as she could, to get into chapter books such as “the
babysitters club” series and “Sweet Valley High” series in 5™ and 6™ grade. As she
indicated,
As soon as I started reading chapter books, I read them like every spare minute I
could...pretty much all the time, unless I was outside playing. Usually I was up in
my room reading a lot of the time. (1* Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)
In addition to chapter books, Molly was an avid reader of magazines such as
Scholastic News. She considers herself a good reader; she currently reads for recreation,
2 or 3 times per week when she is busy and 4 or 5 times per week when she is not so
busy. To summarize, Molly seemed to have become, mostly through home support and
encouragement, a self-motivated and an independent reader at a very young age.
Becoming a teacher
Molly’s desire to become a teacher dates back to her early elementary school
years, which she commented upon as follows:
I first knew that I wanted to be a teacher when I was in 2™ grade actually. I have a
lot of cousins who are teachers; my grandpa was a teacher. So whenever I’d go to
my grandparents’ house, I always used to play school. And I played in school like
forever and I always knew I wanted to teach. Why? I guess I don’t know. I always
looked up to all my teachers, I think almost all of them. They fascinated me. So
I’ve always loved children and teaching them. Especially, I have two twin
brothers who are like 3 2 years younger than me so I spent a lot of time helping
them learn how to read and teaching them how to read and things like that. (1*
Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)
The above comments suggest that Molly is a people person who seemed to
have contemplated the idea of becoming a teacher for a long time; she was growing up,

she was inspired by educators in her family as well as by her schoolteachers. She

particularly seemed to enjoy helping her twin brothers learn to read. Molly’s fascination
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with seeing people learn was further developed when she had the chance in college
(during either her sophomore or junior year I believe) to participate in the “Read to
Succeed Program”--a one-on-one tutoring program for children who are below grade
level in reading and writing in the Lansing area elementary schools and churches.
Throughout this program Molly tutored a 2" grade girl who could not yet read at a 1%
grade reading level. And within three months of working with her, Molly indicated that
the girl was already making considerable progress in reading level. This seemed to have
had a particularly positive impact on Molly, in reinforcing her desire to pursue a teaching
career. “So that was nice--- I mean, she couldn’t really spell her name and stuff so...just
seeing people who are struggling to accomplish something makes it worth it” (1*
Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999).

As illustrated through the “Read to Succeed” experience, Molly had a
fascination with those who are struggling in the learning process. According to Molly,
this special interest is something that she fully realized once she was into her internship
experience. As she put it:

I like to see kids that are excited to learn and that was like my main thing. Until

like probably a few months ago, then I realized that I really have more fascination

with seeing people who are struggling at first or who have no desire to, and then

to see them learning...that’s more exciting to me, for teaching them. (1* Interview

with Molly, November 11, 1999)

The quotes mentioned above suggest that Molly’s motivation to become a teacher
was heavily influenced by interpersonal ideals: role models--both at home and at school--

and her emerging interest in struggling students, i.e. her fascination with and satisfaction

in teaching them. It also appears that it is only after getting in and working with students



that her interest in struggling students crystallized; I shall pay close attention to how this
plays out throughout this case study.
Molly is determined to learn

As Molly began her internship, she was quite aware of and articulate about her
own weaknesses, limitations, and apprehensions about teaching reading. Despite her love
for reading and her ability to read with ease throughout elementary and secondary
schools and the fact that she thinks of herself as a good reader, Molly considered literacy
to be her weakest instructional area. As she stated, “I started off not knowing anything, or
feeling like I didn’t, I probably did know some stuff but I didn’t feel comfortable, really
comfortable with it. I don’t like going into situations not knowing” (1* Interview with
Molly, November 11, 1999).

This lack of comfort originated from the fact that Molly didn’t feel like she had a
strong instructional background in literacy coming in from her Teacher Education
courses, which she referred to in different ways during our first interview in November
1999. First, she talked about her lack of exposure to children’s literature and wished she
had taken a minor in children’s literature. Second, she pointed out her limited knowledge
of Guided Reading as follows: “I did not even know what guided reading seriously was
until this year with Sue, and that’s why I’m so embarrassed because I feel like I'm
confident as far as teaching other areas” (1*' Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999).
Lastly but not the least, Molly was feeling unprepared with respect to knowing what to
expect of second graders in terms of reading ability and how to help kids at different
levels. Her own words better illustrate this point: “How are we going to work with kids

that are at different levels? I wasn’t sure if we would be, you know, doing a whole group
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basal learning or if we’d have that in addition to small groups with reading at their own
levels” (1% Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999).

Because of the above-mentioned limitations and apprehensions, Molly began her
clinical experience eager to learn and to take advantage of every single opportunity
available to her. As this case study will show, Molly’s openness to constructive feedback
and willingness to engage in reflecting on her teaching were helpful to her learning from
the beginning to the end of her clinical experience. In addition, her learning was
facilitated by her readiness to ask insightful questions, right from the beginning of her
internship, as illustrated below:

When I started the internship, I was asking Sue so many questions because before

I really didn’t know what to expect. I was just, you know, I’ll learn as I go. ...My

questions weren’t as complex as they became after even the first day of school.

Then I had so many questions about, you know, how fast do they progress? You

know, what do you do with the different levels of readers, things like that...And

another thing was were my expectations of them coming in too high. That was a

big thing I struggled with for a few weeks. You know! Am I expecting too much

out of them? Am I not expecting enough out of them? I wanted to be challenging
for them but I didn’t want to be too overwhelming for them. I thought they would

all come in reading already. (1*' Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

Similar to her emerging fascination and satisfaction in teaching struggling learner
mentioned earlier, this statement suggests that it was only through working with students,
including struggling ones, that Molly began to ask more complex and detailed questions
about children’s needs and abilities. In other words, it was through hands-on experiences
with students that she began to appreciate, with some depth, the different paces at which
children progress and the meaning of providing developmentally appropriate instruction.

As discussed above Molly came into her internship with dispositions--recognizing

her own weaknesses, eagerness to learn (e.g., working with students at different levels),

and asking insightful questions--conducive to learning. In addition, this discussion also
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foreshadows the type of interactions between internal conditions and external conditions
(e.g., opportunities to work with students at different levels) that enabled Molly to
appropriate knowledge about reading instruction, as discussed in later sections.

I now shift to Molly’s early conceptions of literacy instruction, particularly
reading instruction, which she articulated during our first interview in early November
1999. Since these conceptions were expressed after two months into the internship, many
of them appear to depict early signs of Molly’s learning to teach reading in the context of
practice.

Molly’s early conceptions of literacy instruction

Before describing Molly’s conceptions of literacy instruction, it seems important
to take a look at her overall teaching philosophy. I believe that in many ways, this might
shed some light on some of her dispositions with respect to how to facilitate children’s
learning as well as set the tone for what she is able to accomplish throughout her
internship journey. Molly described her teaching philosophy as follows:

I like to have kids interacting with each other as much as possible. The focus, I

don’t mind if it’s on me but I prefer to have it on them so that they’re learning

from each other. You know, group work, collaboration. As far as how would I

describe myself as a teacher, just someone who encourages the growth in the

students and helps them progress and get them excited to learn. And kind to, not
let, kind of lead them, be a guide, instead of a lecture to them, be a guide to their
learning...Kids as learners. I think if you can just reach, reach them, if you can
find a way to reach each individual child and they are all so different that you
kind of have to find their little thing that gets them going so you can get them
excited. Then it’s gonna make your job as a teacher easier, or my job as a teacher
easier to relate to them at their own level. (1% Interview with Molly, November

11, 1999)

Three points stand out from Molly’s teaching philosophy. First, it shows that

Molly is committed to an interactive and student-centered approach to teaching. Second,

it shows that she is aware of the fact that there are different learning styles and needs.
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Hence, the need for the teacher to make sure to get to know each student as a unique
learner, a need which will become one of Molly’s driving forces throughout the rest of
her internship, as discussed later on in this case study. Third, one gets a sense that Molly
is particularly keen on making kids excited about learning. That is to say that engaging
students--one of the leitmotivs of good teachers--appeared to be one of Molly’s
instructional goals.

Molly talked about her goals in terms of getting to know her students very well
and to assess their reading performance. She also talked about the fact that it was
important for students to feel confident when reading. She articulated her conceptions of
literacy, which shows a significant conceptual change just during the first two months of
her internship. This is what she had to say about the concept of literacy:

I would say even a year ago, I had, literacy was reading. If people can read, you

know, you’d hear on the news so many percentage of Americans are literate.

They can read or write and now, through working with Sue, a lot of my ideas are

kind of the same as hers because she’s been the biggest role model for literacy I

have. But literacy is, I think, I feel now a combination of reading and writing but

also speaking, being able to listen to people and interpret what they’re saying,

comprehending it. (1* Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

First, from this definition, one can see that Molly has begun to see literacy as a
range of abilities that go beyond reading in an effort to comprehend/create meaning.
However, it is important to notice that her definition is limited to the four traditional
language arts (reading, writing, listening and speaking) and does not include visual
literacy, which is composed of two language arts, namely viewing and visual

representation (International Reading Association (IRA) and National Council of

Teachers of English (NCTE), 1996). Second, the fact that Molly attributed her new take
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on literacy to Sue is an important signal of her collaborating teacher’s influence (external
conditions), on her journey, an influence that I shall discuss throughout this case study.
Characteristics of good readers

Molly described characteristics of good readers as follows:

Good readers. High fluency does that sound right? Fluency is that the right word?

I’m thinking, yeah, fluency. Comprehension skills, good comprehension skills,

positive decoding skills... I'm trying to think what else. Oh, earlier this year we

tested for sight words too. It was within the first few weeks of school all second
graders had to go through a list of fifty (50) sight words and on the back of the
page there was another list of about fifteen (15) words that were just the oddest
words, they’re just nonsense words. And the kids had to go through so that we

could see their decoding skills...Well, I think that that test alone does not tell if a

kid is a good reader because you can’t tell if they’re comprehending. I mean, it’s a

list of words; it’s not like a sentence. So also another characteristic I just thought

of would be if they’re reading with expression--not just monotone reading, but

with some expression. (1% Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

Two points are worth noting from Molly’s ideas about good reading. First, Molly
showed some sign of uncertainty, when referring to the concept of fluency, which she did
not really fully explain. Even later on when she talked about reading with expression as
being an important characteristic of good reading, there was not a clear sense that she was
looking at it as a feature of fluency. However, the notion of expression speaks to Molly’s
awareness and understanding of the importance of being engaged with a text.

Second, although Molly felt that she knew very little about teaching reading at the
start of her internship and was not so sure about the concept of fluency, she did address
some very important characteristics of good reading. Overall, Molly recognizes that the
ability to comprehend is essential to good reading. Along the same line, she also realizes
that knowing sight words or merely decoding isolated words could not be equated with

being able to comprehend texts. Her experience in observing children take a sight

vocabulary test seems to have enabled her to come to this realization.
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Characteristics of poor readers
Molly talked about characteristics of poor readers by contrasting them with those
of good readers as follows:
Struggling readers are not very fluent in their reading, comprehension skills aren’t
there...Very low decoding skills, strategies to learn how to decode, very low sight
word recognition. If they’re very hesitant or seem very, if they’re not very
confident...If they’re reading and they’re looking up, is that right, is that right...A
good reader, I see maybe has a little bit more confidence. Just showing, like
they’re ready to jump in...They are the ones raising their hands in class. Oh, I’ll

read it, even if they’ve never seen it before. (1* Interview with Molly, November
11, 1999)

In addition to characterizing poor readers as having limited and/or non-existing
comprehension and decoding skills and sight words, Molly puts an emphasis on their lack
of confidence. In contrast, her words suggest that she believes good readers are usually
more confident and are willing to take risks, which is an important disposition in learning
in general and in learning to read in particular.

Problems inhibiting the progress of struggling readers

Molly described her beliefs about problems inhibiting the progress of struggling
readers through the following words:

...No follow up at home, like if there’s, you have some parents who read with their

kids every night or have them read to their siblings...Or if they don’t. Like that

would be an ideal family situation but you know, sometimes at home, there may not
even be any books at home for kids, like appropriate levels for them...Oh, maybe no
individualized instruction at school. Teachers, I think it’s important to find time to
work with each individual child on their weaknesses. But if you have a teacher who
doesn’t make the time or doesn’t have the time, I guess, I don’t know. I think there’s
always the time that could be made for that but if there’s none of that, then you can’t

really meet those needs. (1* Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

This statement raises some interesting issues that are worth pointing out. First,

Molly is convinced that the lack of a rich literate home environment--presence of

appropriate reading materials and parents reading to their kids or siblings reading--slows
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down the learning to read process for many students. This conviction seems to be in line
with Molly’s own childhood reading experience, which I briefly described earlier.
Second, Molly believes that the lack of one-on-one attention during formal instruction
contributes to reducing the chance of struggling readers to make any progress. As such,
one can say that she recognizes a role for both school and home in helping children learn
to read. Finally, the above statement illustrates how committed Molly is to making time

to provide assistance to students who need it the most.

Effective instructional strategies to accelerate reading performance

During our first interview Molly indicated that prior to the internship she had
assumed that first grade teachers--who are under lots of pressures to get children to read--
were doing the hard work. In other words, Molly assumed that reading instruction would
be easier in second grade. However, she had had a “big eye opener” coming into her
second grade classroom placement. As she said, ““...we have some kids that came into us
this year who didn’t, weren’t very strong readers. So I’m seeing the importance of using
so many different skills and strategies to get them to learn.”

It appears that as a result of working early on in her second grade classroom with
kids who could not read, Molly had come to realize the importance of using different
instructional strategies, some of which are described below.

I think, like I just mentioned individualized instruction. So you know exactly

where the kids are coming from, what they know, what they can do, what they’re

comfortable with, what they need to work on like decoding skills with them or
comprehension. Most effective strategies... oh, just to kind of keep them reading,
encouraging them to keep reading and working on it, and giving them material
that’s at their level, not something that’s totally way above them so that they feel

like they’re stupid or something. That’s the worst thing... (1% Interview with
Molly, November 11, 1999)
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Three key strategies stand out from this statement. The first one is using one-on-
one instruction to get to know each child as an individual learner in order to determine
background knowledge, strengths and limitations as well as set new goals. Although
Molly did not use the term assessment, it is evident that she was referring to the use of
informal assessment in an individualized context so as to inform reading instruction and
help students move forward. The second strategy is that of providing positive
reinforcement to students in order to keep them going. The third strategy is making sure
that reading materials are appropriate to students’ needs; and by doing so, giving students
opportunities to feel successful as opposed to failing all the time. Both of these strategies
(the second and the third) speak to Molly’s awareness of the importance of the affective
dimension of reading, given that improvement of students reading achievement often
improves their self-concept. As Gipe (2002) points out, “The classroom teacher must
make every effort to help students feel good about themselves, to feel successful,
especially if they have difficulty with academic subjects such as reading.”

Ineffective strategies to accelerate reading performance
Molly’s ideas regarding the least effective reading instruction are best articulated as
follows:

I would have, the first thing that came to my mind would be basal reading, just

strictly that’s all that reading is-the whole class reads out of the basal because then

you have some kids who can’t even read up to that level...So then they’re kind of,
they fall through the cracks, so to say...That’s what sticks out the most. I will
probably add more onto that as we talk. I know there’s got to be more but I can’t

think of it now. (1% Interview with Molly, November 11, 1999)

Several points are worth mentioning here. First, this statement reveals Molly’s

awareness of the fact that using only the basal reading would not reach all students in the

classroom, simply because it does not cater for the needs of individual students. In other
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words, her statement suggests that she is sensitive and committed to making sure that all
students experience success in learning in general, and in reading, in particular. Second,
Molly’s words indicate that she was critical of the effectiveness of basal reading to reach
struggling readers; an issue which became even more apparent during her lead teaching
in the spring semester. Finally, through her awareness of the limitation of the basal
reading, Molly gave a sense that as a teacher candidate, she realizes that there are
problems associated with limiting oneself to only one instructional approach.

So far, I discussed Molly’s early conceptions of literacy instruction--particularly
reading instruction--which indicate that one-third through her internship, she viewed
literacy as going beyond reading words to comprehend and create meaning. Although she
did not include visual literacy in her conceptualization of literacy, she expressed an
awareness and understanding of the connection between the four traditional language
arts, namely reading, writing, listening and speaking. Furthermore, her conceptions
reflect some understanding of the differences between good and poor reading behaviors. I
also examined her keen sensitivity and realization that using appropriate reading
materials, making time and using a variety of instructional strategies (e.g., individualized
instruction, providing positive reinforcement and opportunities to be successful) are
necessary in order to meet the diverse needs of her students with respect to learning to
read.

The foregoing seems to have resulted from the presence of several internal and
external conditions. To start with, the fact that Molly grew up in a rich literate home
environment and learning to read seemed to have come easily to her appeared to have

made her more sensitive to the needs of those students who are not as fortunate as she
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was. She also had an emerging fascination with helping those who are struggling in the
learning to read. This was a fascination, which Molly fully realized once she was given
opportunities--during the first two months of her internship--to work with second graders.
Furthermore, these same opportunities or external conditions appeared to have helped her
realize the importance of using different instructional strategies. Another external
conditions seemed to have been the influence of Sue, which Molly referred to during our
interview.

I will pay close attention to Molly’s early conceptions and dispositions as I
attempt to portray her learning about reading instruction throughout her internship
journey. Doing so will help me understand her evolving construction of ideas, concepts,
strategies and dispositions pertaining to reading instruction, and the internal and external
conditions assisting her along the away, as in the case of the three events to come.

The learning centers experience: The big eye-opener

This section provides a description of how Molly went from having an intellectual
resistance to learning centers to being an enthusiastic advocate for using them, because
she realized that they facilitate students’ learning. In doing so, it shows that being
exposed to learning centers and learning about them marked a turning point for the rest of
her journey, as she gradually became more deliberate about using centers. The following
table previews the transformative process Molly went through regarding the use of
learning centers as an instructional framework and sets the stage for the organization of
discussions related to this learning episode.

Table 2. Summary of the transformation of Molly's ideas about learning centers
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Time Period Focus

Friday, September 10", 1999 Molly and Sue meet to set up chart centers and to
talk about the rationale and the process

Week of September 13-17, Molly participates and witnesses the enactment of
1999 the learning centers

Weekend (September 17-19) Molly spends part of the weekend contemplating the
idea of learning centers

Wednesday, September 22, Molly writes a reflective journal entry on the idea of
1999 learning centers

November 1999 Molly uses centers during her legend unit
December—1January 1999 Centers are put aside in Sue and Molly’s classroom
February—March 1999 Molly decides to bring learning centers back with

some innovative ideas

Molly’s exposure to using learning centers

Learning centers are “permanent or temporarily arranged areas in which students
can work individually, with a partner, or in small groups in order to engage in activities
such as “exchanging ideas, rehearsing a play, reading, writing, conducting research, or
practicing a newly learned skill” (Gipe, 2002, p.29). From the outset, it must be pointed
out that Molly was already familiar with the idea of using centers as an instructional
approach prior to her internship experience. In fact, while she was a senior in spring 1999
semester, Molly visited Sue, as part of the process of finding a placement for her
internship experience. During her visit, she had the opportunity to witness learning
centers and to even talk about them with Sue. One idea Molly vividly remembered from
their conversation is that according to Sue, during center time she would not usually go
around the room, as this was a time for students to practice and work on their own (1*

interview with Molly, November 11, 1999).
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At the beginning of her internship, Sue reminded Molly about the learning
centers she usually incorporates into her classroom each year, about 3 weeks
into the school year, “after the students get a handle on correct classroom
behavior and routines.” Learning centers in Sue’s classroom lasts on average 40 to 45
minutes and involve usually some combination of both choice centers and assigned
centers, with a total of six centers. These centers are: (1) Writing (e.g., creative
writing, practicing penmanship), (2) Math, (3) Read Around the Room, (4) Listening
to audio taped stories, (5) Computer, and (6) Sentence Building. Sue’s main goal in
using learning centers is to allow students to practice skills and foster their
independence. Although Molly could appreciate what learning centers had to offer to
students, she did not, at first, show too much excitement about the concept.

I was hesitant if this is something I would actually pursue in my own classroom in

the future. Why? Well it simply just seemed like such a lot of work to put into

something and what if the kids really didn’t get much of a benefit from it?

Wasn'’t this taking away from teacher instruction that they all need? Wouldn’t

there be too much commotion in the room with people going from center to

center? I think those questions made me think that centers weren’t for me.

(Molly’s journal on learning centers, September 22, 1999)

One can see that at the beginning of her internship Molly had doubts about the
idea of using centers simply because she was not sure if it would be beneficial to
students. In addition, and most importantly, Molly seemed to view instruction time as the
sole property of the teacher, who brings about learning. Therefore, allowing students to
work in small groups would take away from such critical teacher time. Furthermore, the
above statement suggests that Molly was concerned about the teacher being in charge and

effectively managing behavior so that the classroom runs smoothly. It is interesting to

note that this state of mind is a classic illustration of beginning teachers’ survival
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concerns or stage--worrying about their own personal survival and things getting out of
hand (see Fuller, 1969 and also Feiman-Nemser, 1983).

However, meeting with Sue after school, on Friday, September 10, to set up
centers for the following week, proved to be the first big eye-opening experience for
Molly. During that meeting, Sue and Molly spent their time putting up a center chart on
the black board. As they organized the chart they also talked about what would actually
happen during center time each morning. The following excerpt from Molly’s journal
entry gives a sense of the type of conversation that took place and how it impacted her
thinking.

I came to find out that during these times, Sue meets with individual reading

groups. How wonderful...After all, it has become quite obvious to me that there

is a wide range of reading levels in our room and how can we all read the same
thing each day and accommodate all of the various learning needs? Sue’s reading
program provides opportunities for students to work at a pace that is comfortable
to them. We all read the basal together, but in the separate reading groups, they
may actually read more difficult literature or less difficult literature based on their

reading needs. (Molly’s journal on learning centers, September 22, 1999)

It is clear that Molly recognized not only the presence of diverse reading abilities,
but also the need to do something about it. As such, talking with Sue--instead of simply
observing her--appeared to have made her realize that center time could be the solution to
the problem she recognized in the classroom. Indeed, Sue seemed to have engaged Molly
in an educative conversation about the rationale, goals and potentialities of learning
centers in meeting the needs of diverse learners. The above pedagogical encounter
appears to have been a good way to set Molly’s mind to witness the enactment of

learning centers--she observed students working at centers and worked with some of

them on a one-on-one basis--during the period of Monday September 13 through Friday
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September 17. This period proved to be filled with great revelations for Molly as

evidenced by her own words.

My opinion of centers has now changed. Yes, they do require a lot of work to set

up and change, but if they can help a student understand something, it is worth it!

In addition, I spent a lot of the weekend contemplating on the whole idea of

centers and came to the conclusion that I was being selfish of my time. Ididn’t

think that centers were “for me” and I was right... They aren’t for me. They are
for the students who deserve every possible opportunity to learn and if working at

a center makes that connection for them, then I should make it happen. I also

realized that not every student will need the same amounts of teacher instruction.

Hence, during center time, I can meet individual needs by working one-on-one

with the kids. What about the commotion? If centers are introduced after the

students know the classroom routines, the only commotion there should be is that
of learning taking place, and who can disagree with that? (Molly’s journal on

learning centers, September 22, 1999)

This excerpt and the previous one (from Molly’s journal on learning centers)
seem to illustrate that early on during her internship, Molly engaged in some regrouping,
i.e., taking a stock of what she was appropriating. As above excerpt reveals, Molly went
from resisting the idea of learning centers to fully embracing their use in the classroom,
simply because they worked for her students. This suggests that Molly was not simply
looking for what worked for her, but rather what would best facilitate her students’
learning. In other words, Molly’s comments say something about her dispositions, i.e.,
going for whatever it takes so that students can learn.

Another important point worth mentioning is the change in Molly’s conception of
instructional time. After an active participation during center time in her second grade
classroom, she had come to realize that centers can actually increase instructional time in
the sense of creating more learning opportunities for students through individualized and

small group work. Subsequently, she also seemed to have begun to think about learning

and management in an important and interconnected manner. That is to say that there was
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a shift from looking at logistical management in isolation and from the perspective of the
teacher’s survival to looking at it in terms of students’ learning. This shift is critical, for
when a novice teacher’s response is based upon the need to survive complex classroom
activities instead of the need to push students forward on a worthwhile task, that response
will not be productive in fostering learning (Feiman and Floden, 1980; Feiman-Nemser
and Floden, 1986; Kennedy, 1991).

Enabling conditions: Molly’s learning and Sue’s role through the Vygotsky Space

Besides highlighting what Molly leamed during the leamning center
experience, it is important to understand the conditions that facilitated such learning.

As discussed earlier, Molly went into her internship with some dispositions including
her eagerness to learn, her reflective attitude (e.g., asking insightful questions), her
sensitivity to and emerging fascination with doing whatever is necessary to help those
who are struggling in the learning-to read-process. These dispositions seemed to have
helped her to take stock of what she was witnessing with respect to learning centers.
These internal conditions, along with the scaffolding Sue provided, appeared to have
made Molly realize what learning centers have to offer to students’ learning.

A close-up look at the learning center experience indicates that Molly’s learning
and enabling conditions seem in line with the “Vygotsky space”, a social constructivist
learning model developed by Harre (1986, p.121-22) and adapted by Gavelek (1991) (see
also Gavelek & Raphael, 1996). This space is a visual representation of the Vygotsky’s
theory (see Figure 1.1), which depicts any high order psychological process as being
learned first in the public domain where it is used socially by more knowledgeable

members of a community and made visible to the leamners. Through social interactions
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within the public domain individuals are then in a position to internalize, i.e., to adopt
and adapt what was observed and then use it privately. According to this model, high
order learning occurs through four processes--appropriation, transformation, publication,

and conventionalization.

Figure 1.1 The Vygotsky Space
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The appropriation process has to do with how learners are initially introduced to
strategies, concepts and ways of thinking in the social context of classroom learning and
how they use them in ways quite similar to what was observed in the public discourse
(Raphael and Hiebert, 1996). Through a gradual process of scaffolding--participating in
and talking about the behind the scene work--Sue helped Molly appropriate concepts and
strategies related to learning centers. Organizing together the center chart, and talking
about the rationale and what goes in during center time is a true example of how through

joint participation in activities authentic to teaching, the mentor and the novice develop
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shared understandings about what the meaning and purposes of these activities, and the
novice gradually internalizes ways of knowing, problem solving and acting needed to
carry them out (Feiman-Nemser & Beasley, 1997).

According to the conceptualization of the Vygotsky space, such
internationalization or transformation of strategies and concepts takes place in the private
domain and is therefore invisible. However, through publication--learners make their
learning public--one can get a sense of transformations that have occurred (Raphael and
Hiebert, 1996). Molly made her transformation--understanding and internalization of the
rationale and strategies relative to learning centers--public at two levels. First, she shared
her journal entries with both her Liaison and me, revealing her disposition to reflect on
what she was being exposed to. Second, she used learning centers as a part of her
teaching, particularly during the spring semester.

Nonetheless, it is important to note that throughout the rest of her internship,
Molly added her own voice to the use of learning centers. First, unlike Sue, Molly
decided to move systematically around to different centers to make sure that students are
staying on task and also to support those in need (1* interview with Molly, November 11,
1999). I also witnessed this during several instances of classroom observations, including
during her guided lead-teaching unit, which will be discussed later on. Second, right
before the beginning of her lead-teaching, Molly decided to bring back learning centers
into the classroom--learning centers were not used during the period December 1999
through January 2000 although it was unclear to me as to why that was the case. As she
told me, she felt that there was a gap for not using centers in the classroom. More

importantly, she felt that there was a need to use centers again so that she could have
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more opportunities to give individual attention to students who needed it the most (2™
Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000). Lastly, during her lead teaching, Molly created
learning center evaluation forms for students to fill out to make sure they were staying on
task instead of goofing around. The above changes or ideas that Molly brought in will be
discussed in more detail later on, especially when taking a close look at her journey
during the spring 2000 semester. For the time being, suffice it to say that these changes
are congruent with the conventionalization process, within the Vygotsky space, which
occurs when “transformed and publicized ideas become part of the conventional
conversation in the classroom (Raphael and Hiebert, 1996).

As explained above, being exposed to and learning about learning centers through
joint participation, was a big eye-opener for Molly in terms of getting new insights into
instructional time and the benefits of individualized and small group work. The above
experience had shown that Molly went from resisting the concept of using centers to
adopting it because it worked for her students. A similar transformation occurred when
she was exposed to the idea of pulling students out during spelling tests.

As discussed earlier, Molly came into her internship with some significant
dispositions conducive to learning teach. These dispositions include her eageress to
learn, her reflective attitude (e.g., asking insightful questions), her sensitivity to and
emerging fascination with doing whatever is necessary to help those who are struggling
in the learning-to read-process. It is apparent from the learning center episode and the
upcoming spelling episode that these dispositions enabled her to better appraise--from a
student’s point of view--the benefits of instructional strategies she observed and

implemented at the beginning of her internship experience.
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Pulling out students during spelling test

When I went for my second classroom observation (November 4, 1999), 1
witnessed a spelling test during which Sue would, pretty slowly, read out loud compound
words (e.g., up-on) which students had to write down. She broke each spelling word
down into its unit of pronunciation, illustrated it in a sentence before asking students to
write it down. At the same time, in the far right hand comner, as you enter the classroom,
Molly was reading, very slowly (much slower than Sue), the same spelling words to a
small group of four students. It was in fact that same day that I found out that these
students were among the five struggling readers in Sue and Molly’s classroom. As my
focus kept switching from Sue to Molly, it became apparent to me that they were working
on increasing students’ phonemic awareness, which is an insight into how oral language
works--the ability to hear, identify, and manipulate individual sounds or phonemes in
spoken words (IRA, 1998 & Center for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement,
1998, 2001).

As soon as the spelling test was over, I had the chance to speak with Molly, who
informed me that at the beginning of the school year, she was not thrilled about pulling
students out. Although she did not explain why, considering her early conception of
instructional time (see Molly’s journal entries on learning centers) and sensitivity, it
seemed to me that she was simply not keen on the idea of pulling or singling out some
students during what was supposed to be a whole class instructional time. However,
during our post-instructional conversation, Molly indicated that she had begun to see the
value of pulling students out in order to give them instructional support. Indeed, she

brought to my attention the fact that she thought these five students were beginning to

83



spell words that were being broken down for them; and as a result, their “self-esteem was
being boosted” (Field notes, November 4, 1999). This growth is congruent with the
literature, which suggests that phonemic awareness is the single best predictor of success
in learning to read--it provides children with an easier time learning how to relate
phonemes to graphemes (written symbols representing individual phonemes) and
learning to read and spell (IRA 1998, Center for the improvement of Early Reading
Achievement, 1998, 2001, Ehri & Nunes, 2002).
Enabling conditions

Pulling out students during spelling tests made Molly realize the value of
“breaking things down even simpler,” a concept which she learned from Sue (first
interview, November 11, 1999), as being critical in helping struggling students. She went
from a general stance of not being keen on pulling students out to break words down into
units of pronunciation to seeing the positive impacts of this activity on increasing
phonemic awareness. Similar to the learning centers experience, the opportunities to
observe and work with second graders coupled with the disposition to reflect on it and
her sensitivity toward struggling students seemed to have helped Molly gradually learn to
pay more attention to their leamning. This focus was further demonstrated through a math
lesson debriefing session (between Molly and Sue) that is discussed below.

Tell me what you guys thought about the math lesson

Molly reflects upon her lesson

In addition to underlining her learning through working with students, this
debriefing session exhibits Molly’s willingness to reflect and learn from constructive

feedback. Furthermore, I included this third episode because it was a significantly
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unplanned learning experience that I witnessed. By unplanned I mean that I, and probably
Sue as well, were not expecting this session.

During lunchtime on Thursday, November 4, 1999) Molly was eager to hear from
both Sue and me about the first lesson of her math unit (the lesson for the day centered
around an activity called “guess what my rule is”), which she taught earlier in the
morning. Although Molly wanted feedback from both of us, being the researcher, I ended
up participating mainly as an observer as Molly and Sue engaged in what appeared to be
a lively educational conversation about her lesson. This conversation is divided into two
segments as follow.

Note: M =Molly; G = Gaston; S = Sue; [ ] = Note

M: So do you have a minute? Tell me what you guys thought about the math
lesson.

G: Oh, the math lesson? Let’s see. [I was caught by surprise and did not know
what to say; I had just finished a pre-instructional conversation with Molly
about her legend unit and I had no idea that this was coming].

[Molly was looking at both Sue and me and jumped right into her self-critique].

M: Well, first let me tell you what...I have. If you have a couple of minutes

G: Sure, Yeah, I have a couple of minutes.

M: First of all, the very first thing I put [Molly jotted down some self-
evaluation notes and questions during both snack and library times] was
that my closure was weak because I knew it was and as soon as I was like,
go get your snacks, I was like whoa, I just kind of left them like okay,
that’s math for today. So I glanced at the clock and realized that we had
only 8 minutes for snack and to get ready for the library and then
tomorrow’s lesson, to kind of make up for how I left that, I’'m gonna open
by saying or reminding the students where we left off. Like to say
attributes are important to look at when sorting data. And today, what I
meant to say which I had it right here was to inform them that in the next
lesson, we’ll be taking a closer look at the data that we collected today.

This first segment of the debriefing speaks to the three intellectual attitudes
of ‘open-mindedness’, ‘whole-heartedness’, and ‘responsibility’--essential to critical
reflection--that Dewey (1932) presented. First, Molly’s initiative to approach her

collaborating teacher and myself about her lesson is a sign that she values what others
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have to offer. It shows that she had an “active desire to listen to more sides than one” .
(Dewey, p.29). Second, the fact that Molly came prepared--with some jotted reflection
notes--to fully participate in the post-instructional conversation and was very attentive to
Sue’s comments, during the entire session, indicates that she was wholehearted. That is to
say that she was “giving (her) full attention to the matter at hand”, (Feiman-Nemser &
Rosaen, 1994). As such, she was willing to take risks and act, unlike many preservice
teachers who “express fears of making mistakes, being criticized, disturbing traditions
and making changes” (Goodman, 1991). Third, Molly demonstrated that she was
intellectually responsible, i.e., she was able and willing to consider consequences of her
actions and decisions. While Dewey referred mainly to projected positions and actions, in
Molly’s case, being intellectually responsible had to do with examining certain effects of
some of the teaching moves she made during her lessons and putting on the table what
she planned to do in the future. For instance, her words suggest that she was well aware
of the importance of closure during instruction. She appeared prepared to bring closure to
her lesson for the day, but was unable to do so according to her original plan because of
the time pressure. This seemed to have caused her to worry that she might have

ended the lesson without her students realizing the importance of attributes when looking
at data. As a result, she planned to make up for how she ‘left off” the following day. In
doing so, Molly demonstrated that she was able to think-on-action, i.e., to engage in some
self-analysis of her reflection-in-action so as to pinpoint aspects of her performance,
which might need improvements or some revisiting (see Schon, 1987). Furthermore, the
very fact of considering the consequences of her decisions and planning to take actions to

address them acknowledges that Molly was learning to focus more and more on her
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students’ learning. I interpret this to mean that instead of simply worrying about the
schedule, she was mostly concerned about what her students were getting out of the
lesson.

The next segment of the debriefing illustrates the scaffolding role of Sue in
bringing Molly’s attention to the importance of being flexible when enacting a lesson
plan as well as in highlighting what she did to keep the students engaged during the
lesson.

Sue: Just remember that the lesson plan is just-you don’t do everything in your
lesson plan. And if you don’t get to something, you’ve got tomorrow. But
sometimes the kids don’t need it [Molly was carefully listening and
nodding her head].

Uh, uh.

I think they had, I think they had plenty--They understood, it wasn’t a bad
ending. It just wasn’t the ending you planned. And most teaching is,
happens far away from the plan.

S: It does. You won’t end up on the exact note that you want every time--
[Molly was carefully listening and nodding her head].

Okay.

And they were getting distractible and so you kind of—you picked a good
time to stop. You knew that they were getting wiggly and...

M: So I had no idea... like I told Sue this lesson might only take 'z hour, I
don’t know. And it didn’t, but and I knew that they were really into it, it
seemed like.

They were very active for as long as you went.

Yeah, I was surprised.

That was surprising. But you know why it went? Because you had them
actively involved--everybody was getting up and moving around.

If you would’ve been explaining it from up on the overhead, you would’ve
lost them 20 minutes earlier.

S: That was terrific. [Molly was carefully listening and nodding her head].
[At the end of the debriefing, Molly asked both Sue and me to pay attention to
the types of questions she asked students when teaching; an issue which she
raised again during an intern study group session that I attended on December

15, 1999].

(Debriefing Session, November 4, 1999)

ngw

The above segment, which took the form of a dialogue between two willing
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participants--the coach and the student--illustrates that Sue used some of the reflective
coaching techniques (e.g., listening, telling, advising, and questioning) advocated by
Schon (1987) to help Molly reflect upon her teaching and learn about teaching. After
listening to her opening self-analysis, Sue advised Molly on some of the intricacies of
planning and enacting lessons. She reassured her that lessons don’t always go according
to plans and that there is a need to be flexible. Such a reassurance was especially timely
for Molly who admitted to being “very scheduled”; a disposition which I shall come back
to next, when discussing her legend unit. She also mentioned that the kids understood the
concepts Molly was trying to cover, without making clear what evidence made her think
that--this is an instance where it seems that telling by showing would have been more
effective than simply telling. Furthermore, Sue pointed out that the way Molly ended the
lesson was not a bad one; informing her that she used a good judgment in stopping the
lesson at the right moment, since the students were getting distracted. In doing so, it
seems that she was also attempting to make Molly realize the importance of being in tune
with students. In addition, Sue appeared to have effectively brought to Molly’s attention
what she did in order to keep them actively engaged during the lesson.

Finally, the fact that Molly asked both Sue and me to pay attention to her
questioning techniques is an indication that Molly was not only concerned about what she
says, but about how she said it; a disposition that seems rare in today’s society. An
unknown French philosopher argues that asking questions, or at least good questions, is
more difficult than answering them. This leads me to speculate that maybe Molly was
aware of this reality, hence her commitment to working on her questioning skills. Most

importantly, she seemed aware of the fact that asking the right questions can indeed
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promote students’ learning and thinking. This focus on student’s learning suggests to me
that the learning center experience and other work with students were yielding
substantive fruits; signs of Molly’s learning were carrying over to different subjects,
including reading, as the rest of this case study will demonstrate.
Enabling conditions

The foregoing suggests that Molly was able to appropriate about some ideas and
concepts about teaching (e.g., the importance of being flexible and in tune with the
learner) during the debriefing session she had with Sue. Similar to both the learning
centers experience and the spelling episode, such appropriation seems to have been
partially made possible thanks to both some internal conditions and external conditions.
On the one hand, Molly’s eagerness to learn (including being open to constructive
feedback), her disposition to reflect and her sensitivity to and emerging fascination with
helping struggling students, appeared to have allowed her to take the initiative to get
some constructive feedback in order to better facilitate students’ learning. On the other
hand, Molly seemed to.have benefited from some external conditions, namely the
spontaneity and availability of Sue and her mentoring skills, to make the most out of her
reflection on action. Although the debriefing session was unplanned, some of the
mentioned-scaffolding moves (e.g. listening, telling, advising, and questioning) reiterate
Sue’s ability to help preservice teachers think carefully about their own practice and find
ways to improve it. As illustrated in later sections, Molly continued to benefit from this
ability throughout the rest of her clinical journey in Sue’s classroom.

Summary and conclusion
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This chapter illustrates noteworthy examples of appropriation of concepts, ideas
and strategies during the first two months of Molly’s internship. There is evidence of this
appropriation through the conceptions of literacy provided and the three learning
episodes discussed, which revealed that some of Molly’s content knowledge (CK) and
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) and dispositions appeared to have been reinforced
and/or developed, as summarized below.

1) Content Knowledge (CK):

¢ A fairly broad-based conception of literacy--which she attributed to the influence of
her collaborating teacher. Although she did not include visual literacy in her
conceptualization of literacy, the chapter indicated that one-third through her
internship, Molly expressed an awareness and understanding of literacy as going
beyond reading to comprehend and create meaning.

2) Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK):

e An awareness and understanding of many of the characteristics of good and
struggling readers.

e A keen realization that different instructional strategies (e.g., individualized
instruction, providing positive reinforcement and opportunities to be successful,
breaking words down to increase students’ phonemic awareness; using appropriate
reading materials) must be used in order to meet the diverse needs of students in her
classroom.

e A deeper understanding of the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of learning centers (see learning
centers episode); and some awareness and understanding of the need to be flexible
when planning and delivering lessons (see debriefing session with Sue).

3) Dispositions

o Emerging sign of looking at teaching from the learner’s point of view--being able to

realize the benefits of specific instructional framework or procedures (¢.g., learning
centers, breaking out sounds) for students.

e A disposition to reflect upon and appraise existing instructional practices,
including her own (e.g. debriefing session with Sue).

e An increased commitment to doing whatever is necessary to help all students
succeed.
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The above appropriation seems to have been made possible by interaction
between internal and external conditions. On the one hand, the background information
provided at the beginning of this chapter showed that Molly came into her internship
context with some internal conditions that seemed to play a pivotal role in her learning.
These internal conditions are summarized as follows.

e Sensitivity towards struggling students: the fact that Molly grew up in a rich literate
home environment and learning to read seemed to have come easily to her appeared
to have made her more sensitive to the needs of those students who are not as
fortunate as she was. She came with an emerging fascination with helping those who
are struggling in the learning to read.

e A willingness to absorb as much as possible and being receptive to feedback: Molly
came into the internship feeling unprepared to teach reading and ready to engage right

away in knowledge construction with respect to reading instruction;

e A commitment to helping all students succeed by getting them excited and reaching
out to them (see Molly’s teaching philosophy); and

e A disposition to reflect upon and appraise existing instructional practices,
including her own.

The above dispositions constituted key pieces of information that helped me to
make sense of the three learning episodes (the learning centers experience, the spelling
activity, and the math lesson debriefing session) discussed in this chapter. Indeed, the
discussion of these episodes suggested that these dispositions, coupled with being placed
in a collaborative context, allowed Molly to successfully engage in collaborative
activities, experiential learning, reflection and self-examination--the types of field-based
opportunities that are advocated in constructivist teacher education (Kaufman, 1996;
Kroll & LaBosky, 1996). In all three learning episodes there is evidence of meaningful
interactions between external and internal conditions. Throughout all three episodes,

Molly encountered opportunities to observe and/or work with her students and to reflect
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upon her experiences, in collaboration with Sue who provided sustained and worthwhile
scaffolding. Molly’s reflections acknowledge her ability not only to appraise instructional
practices she had been exposed to, but to analyze the strengths and limitations of her own
teaching. In doing so, these episodes also reinforced her commitment to absorbing as
much as possible in order to find what works for students. This is a commitment that
would remain prevalent throughout the rest of Molly’s internship.

The dispositions, concepts and strategies developed and/or reinforced during the
first two months of Molly’s internship guided my thinking as I examined her literacy unit
on Native American legend throughout the fall guided lead-teaching period. In other
words, I came to understand how these internal conditions constituted a key piece of
information that would help me, in the next chapter, to make sense of how she went about
appropriating and synthesizing knowledge during the design and implementation of her

literacy unit.
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Chapter 4

MOLLY'’S LITERACY UNIT ON NATIVE AMERICAN LEGENDS:
FROM KWL TO WHISPERING FAWN

“I was pulling it together and kind of trying to make sense of it. Still at this point... I
don’t think I felt really confident until around February”. (3 Interview, May 30, 2000)

The above statement, made while reflecting upon her clinical journey captures the
essence of Molly’s effort to synthesize knowledge during the second third of her
internship experience. As such, this chapter centers around one learning episode (Molly’s
literacy unit on Native American legends, which stands as critical in helping me make
sense of how she went about appropriating and synthesizing knowledge during the fall
guided lead-teaching period, the internal and external conditions helping her along the
way, and what she constructed. As mentioned in chapter one, synthesizing knowledge
involves a continuum of evolving thinking ranging from regrouping, i.e., taking a stock
of knowledge being appropriated, to adapting and transforming, or weaving together
existing knowledge leading to refinement, enhanced understanding and/or the creation
development of new ideas, concepts and strategies. The fall guided lead-teaching period
is a time when interns are no longer observers; instead it is a time for them to get their
feet wet before undertaking full time teaching responsibilities in the second semester of
their clinical experience. It is a period that allows them to design and implement two
units (literacy & math) mostly on their own--with some input from collaborating
teachers, seminar instructors, and MSU liaisons. Interns are given a formal opportunity to
try to make sense of what they have been learning during course work--e.g., hearing

about, reading about, or witnessing--in the context of their own teaching. This is a
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process that is intended to help them to recognize the big picture in teaching. By the same

token, they typically begin to see the big picture and to discover a teaching identity.

Besides the fact that this unit on Native American legends was part of Molly’s

guided lead teaching experience and a requirement of TE 802 (“The Role of Writing in

the Literacy Curriculum”), I decided to focus on it for various reasons that are discussed

below. It is important to point out that these reasons reflect connections to several

internal conditions, discussed in chapter 3, which I will draw upon in order to understand

how Molly was synthesizing knowledge during the design and implementation of her

literacy unit.

First, Sue played an important scaffolding role, including helping Molly make her
legend unit more interesting, i.e., more engaging for her students--a goal that would
become even more apparent during the lead teaching in the spring semester.

Second, this unit is particularly interesting to me in light of the way it integrated
reading and writing. This is important because of the critical connection between the
reading and writing processes, which feed off of each other (for a review, see
Tompkins, 1997, 2004). This connection is also part of the MSU’s Teacher Education
Program view of literacy instruction and can be seen as external condition since it is a
learning expectation.

Third, the unit reflects Molly’s struggle to synthesize how use of literature, teaching
literature content, and writing all fit together.

Fourth, the unit reflects Molly’s ability to implement a variety of authentic
assessment strategies, allowing her to be flexible and adjust instruction. The notion of
flexibility is an internal condition, which Molly appeared to have started to develop
during the first two months of her internship, as discussed in chapter 3. Flexibility can
also be considered an external condition in that professional knowledge needs to be
used flexibly in relation to particular situations and contexts--an MSU Teacher
Education Program expectation.

Fifth, the unit serves as further evidence of Molly’s sensitivity and ability to help all
students--the quality of her questions and the efforts she made to adjust instruction in
order to meet the needs of struggling students. This indicates a further development of
the PCK and dispositions discussed in chapter 3.
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Finally, but not the least important, the unit further reinforces Molly’s ability and
commitment with respect to reflecting upon her own teaching--these are internal
conditions that were discussed in chapter 3.

Since this unit was a requirement of TE 802 Reflection and Inquiry in Teaching

Practice: Writing and Children’s Literature, it appears relevant to give a brief overview of

this course in order to situate the context of this learning episode. TE 802 is a seminar

that builds on interns’ senior year experience with literacy instruction by focusing on the

teaching of writing and the uses of literature.

Interns will consider their own experiences as writers and students of writing,
how to support as writers, and how to integrate literature and writing. Interns will
also undertake the analysis, adaptation, and planning of curriculum and teaching
in language arts for specific students, classroom, and school context of their
school placement. Interns will develop unit plans to be implemented during the
Guided Lead Teaching, featuring writing, reading, and children’s literature. This
course serves a context for ongoing investigation and study of the practice of
teaching in the English language arts and for contending with the dilemmas and
challenges interns experience in their own teaching. (Elementary Intern
Handbook, 1999-2000)

This learning episode has three main parts. The first part provides an overview of

the conceptualization and planning of the unit. The second part focuses on the enactment

of the unit--descriptions and discussions of lessons that I observed and summaries of

other lessons. It also includes Molly’s reflection on each of her lessons in terms of how it

went, what she would do differently, and things that still puzzled her (a requirement of

TE 802). The last part is an assessment of the unit, which includes not only Molly’s

reflection upon the implementation of the unit and what she learned, but also some of my

reflections on what I witnessed and/or discussed, particularly Sue’s role. Throughout the

description and discussion of this learning episode special attention will be given to

Molly’s ability to meet the needs of struggling students--i.e., how she is synthesizing

knowledge about ways to scaffold their learning.
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Conceptualizing and planning the unit:

I had the opportunity to engage in a pre-instructional conversation with Molly
four days prior to the beginning of her unit. I was mostly interested in the goals of the
unit and also in how Molly designed it, as well as some concerns she might have had.
The most important concepts in the legend unit

According to Molly, the most important concepts she thought her students should
learn was what a legend is, i.e., “an explanation of something that has occurred in nature,
and what is needed to create a legend, like creativity, nature-based thinking” (Pre-
instructional conversation, November 4, 1999). She also wanted her students to become
interested in and respect other cultures and to enable them to acknowledge how different
cultures, specifically Native Americans, used their heritage as a way to expose their
literature and ideas to others. Finally, Molly wanted her students to realize that it is
possible to “learn a lot about other people by listening to what they have to say, by
speaking to, and reading and writing about them” (Pre-instructional conversation,
November 4, 1999). The following table highlights specific lesson objectives designed to
help Molly reach her goals and sets the stage for the organization of discussions related to
the implementation of the unit, as discussed in upcoming sections.

Table 3. Summary of specific lesson objectives for the unit on Native American legends
(from Molly’s written plans)

Specific lessons Specific Lesson Objectives

1. Introduction: Why are legends | 1. Students will identify what they are thankful for.

so important to us? (45 minute- 2. Students will transfer their ideas to paper.

lesson) 3. Students will show respect for their surroundings.

2. What is the Importance of 1. Students will use listening skills to create a sequence of events

Retelling a Story? (1 hour-lesson) | from a story.

2. Students will find personal strengths in themselves and others.
3. Students will learn how to face adversity

4. Students will acquire an understanding of heritage.

3. The Legend of Sleeping Bear 1. Students will compile a list of genre characteristics.

(1 hour-Lesson) 2. Students will use analytical thinking skills to answer questions
@ a video.
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4. Brainstorming Legend Ideas 1. Students will demonstrate their understanding of what makes a

(30 minute-Lesson) story a legend.
2. Students will generate ideas of possible legend ideas or
characters
5. Main Ideas for Legends (45 1. Students will demonstrate their understanding of what makes a
minute-lesson) story a legend.

2. Students will generate ideas of possible legend ideas.

6. Working on legends (several Students will show group collaboration skills while working on
sessions) their legends.

7. Powwow (1 hour-lesson) Students will participate in a Powwow and read their legends to
their fellow classmates, and acquire an understanding for how
others may celebrate an accomplishment.

A three-step designing process
When designing her legend unit, Molly took three important steps-- (1) finding a

topic, (2) planning alone and (3) planning with Sue. As Molly was looking for a topic for
her literacy unit, she did not hesitate to ask Sue about the kind of theme she usually
focuses on during the month of November. It is important to note at this point that,
without getting into details about the kinds of things she does, Sue informed Molly that
she tends to focus on Native American folktales (Pre-instructional conversation,
November 4, 1999). Although I was not there and did not have access to Sue’s thinking,
my assumption about the fact that she refrained from giving any specifics, is that she
probably wanted Molly to do some homework on her own. This assumption seems to be
in line with Sue’s mentoring practices, which she partially described in the following
statement. “...She [Molly] kind of goes home and thinks things out and then she brings
them back to me and it’s like I give her ideas and she takes them and fine tunes them and
then I critique those and fine tune them more” (1* Interview with Sue, November 11,
1999). This type of scaffolding can be characterized as a gradual release of responsibility

(Pearson & Gallagher, 1983) which is needed in order to guide the leamer in his/her zone

of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978).
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With the information received from Sue in mind, Molly decided to create a unit on
Native American legends, by first engaging in a solo thinking and planning process,
which is partly described below.

...My first original plan was first, do KWL on the board, what they know about
folktales or legends. You know, what they know, what they want to learn. Then, 1
was gonna read a folktale to them and then point out the characteristics. (Pre-
instructional conversation, November 4, 1999)

This description suggests that Molly initially thought about her unit with a focus on
a teaching format--KWL--she was familiar and comfortable with. The KWL (Ogle, 1986)
is a simple instructional procedure that can be used with any content or grade level,
individually or with groups. It is designed to help students combine new information with
prior knowledge and to develop active reading of expository. The letters K, W, and L
stand for What We Know, What We Want to learn, and What We Learned. Teachers
introduce a three-column KWL chart at the beginning of a theme or unit to require
students to identify what is already known about the subject (first column) and what they
want to learn (second column). Toward the end of the theme, students are required to
complete the last column of the chart with what they have learned.

Despite her intention to plan her unit in a way that facilitates students’ active
knowledge construction, Molly did not seem to make any connection between the KWL
approach and her reading of a folktale and pointing out its characteristics to her students.
Instead, her thinking revealed a linear and transmission model of teaching, aimed at
enlisting her students’ prior knowledge and what they wanted to learn, and yet not taking
it into account with respect to expanding their knowledge of folktale. It appears that

Molly was at a point where she could accurately explain how to implement the KWL

approach, and yet she was not quite capable or ready to synthesize--weave it into her
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thinking about teaching a unit on legends. This suggests to me that being cognizant
(knowing the steps) of a given instructional approach cannot necessarily be equated with
being able to pull together such knowledge when planning and teaching within the
context of a specific topic.

According to Molly, she was not excited after planning the first two lessons of her
unit; and she began to worry about whether the unit would be exciting for her students.
This provides evidence that Molly was working on making her lessons more interesting
and engaging for her students. As a result, Molly took the initiative to seek help from
Sue, to draw upon her expertise and wisdom, which engaged both of them in a co-
thinking process of redesigning the unit. The statement that follows is a self-reported
summary of how her legend unit was collaboratively redesigned.

I told Sue, I said it doesn’t seem very, it just seems boring to me. I said I need
help with some more creative ideas...Actually, we were driving into town and she
helped come up with ideas...I know a friend who has a headdress. Why don’t you
come in wearing that, Native American headdress? So she helped me bring in the
cool aspects of it, the more exciting and then we played off of each other to
expand on those ideas...I said what are some of the legends that you have? And
she mentioned the Knots on the Counting Rope and we went to the bookstore
actually and read it together there and that’s when I said, Sue, we have to read this
in front of our kids that way [with an excited voice]. So just from then, I did the
sleeping bear lesson, stumbled across that video in another classroom of another
inten... And then the intern’s collaborating teacher said oh, I have the sleeping
bear video and she was like here, you could use that. So then I came back to Sue
and I said we should use this, too. And it was perfect timing because Nick Van
some[thing]... I can’t think of his last name but he was the illustrator for that
book, was here just the week before. (Pre-instructional conversation, November 4,
1999)

Several points are worth highlighting here. First of all, the fact that Molly was not
herself excited about what she had planned on teaching made her realize that her students
would probably not get excited either. I interpret this realization to mean that, as a student

of teaching, she is “able to see things from the child’s viewpoint” (Van Manen, 1991,
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p.193). In other words, Molly is able to put herself in the shoes of her students and think
about the impacts of specific learning activities on them. This is a very important
disposition to have in teaching for, in my mind, it is a prerequisite to any efforts to bring
about meaningful instructional adjustments. This disposition is reminiscent of the internal
conditions--looking what excites and works for students--discussed in Molly’s teaching
philosophy and in the learning centers and spelling episodes (see chapter 3). It is
important to highlight this because it shows that the internal conditions developed or
reinforced during the first two months of her internship seemed to be influencing Molly’s
learning throughout the rest of her clinical journey.

Second, despite the lack of an original transcript of the conversation that took
place, it can be concluded that, similar to the learning center experience, Molly and Sue
jointly pérticipated in an authentic activity aiming at accomplishing a task, in this case,
making the unit more creative and interesting. The above description seems to suggest
that this joint participation resulted in some learning on the part of Molly. For instance,
Molly’s suggestion (expressed with excitement) about reading the book in front of the
students indicates that she realized or was reminded of the importance of modeling (e.g.,
reading aloud) good reading behaviors for her students.

Third, there is a shift in focus in the way Molly referred to the legend unit. During
her initial idea about the design of the unit, Molly was only talking about what she would
do. However, as she engaged in collaborating with Sue, she began saying we (e.g., “... So
then I came back to Sue and I said we should use this, too”). Another example of such a
shift can be seen when she talked about addressing some of her concerns (e.g., back-up

plans for how to present ideas, technology glitches) as follows: “so we’ll plan, we’ll
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probably have to get together this weekend to do that kind of stuff, just to make sure.”
This shift speaks to Molly’s disposition with respect to seeing teaching as a collaborative
enterprise, i.c., team effort, as opposed to a mere solo activity. This was also suggested
by Molly’s openness to ideas from another collaborating teacher (at her internship site)
and sharing them with Sue. This is an important disposition for a novice teacher to have,
for good teaching entails exchanging ideas with colleagues. As Van Manen (1991)
eloquently stated, “teachers need to be experts at alternative points-of view, perspectives,
outlooks, biases, orientations”(p.193).

Finally, although the above description seems to reveal that the co-planning
focused primarily on the structural aspect of the legend unit, with very little or no
attention given to exploring content by either one of the participants, Sue’s own words
suggest otherwise.

She doesn’t have a very broad range of literature. She doesn’t know many books.

So when she chose to focus on Native American legends for her unit, I first got

out my books I have on legends and then we went to the bookstore to find others.

And so I got her queued in on what we could use to show the children what kind

of literature we’re using...” And then we talked about the characteristics of

something and we’re building the unit together (1* Interview with Sue, November

11, 1999).

Sue made similar remarks when reflecting on Molly’s first lesson as follows:

...She borrowed authentic clothing from a Canadian descendant of a tribe in

Southern Canada (Lake Superior). She had to research to make sure it was close to

Michigan’s culture, not southwest (Arizona, etc.)...Dressing up and getting the

children familiar with the culture was a lot of preparation. She asked for lots of

clarification and practiced before the kids were involved. (Sue’s written reflection on

Molly’s lesson, November 12, 1999)

Although I do not have the data to describe what was exactly talked about,

Sue’s words seem to indicate that some attention was given to discussing the books

that were read during the co-planning session described above, as well as to clarifying
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some content related-matter throughout the unit. These descriptions, along with
Molly’s summary of the co-planning session acknowledge Sue’s role in assisting
Molly with both exploring content--to increase her content knowledge of children’s
literature--and designing learning activities--to develop her pedagogical content
knowledge.

Molly looks ahead with some concerns

The pre-instructional conversation I had with Molly revealed that Molly had some
concerns as she was getting ready to start her unit. One of her concerns had to do with
finding ways to keep her students focused because of their short attention. As she stated:

...I don’t know if this is typical for all 2" graders. This is my first time working

with 2™ graders but their attention spans are very short. So I wanted to

incorporate as many interesting activities that will keep their attention there. So
when I’m planning, I think about, you know, I’'m going to have, you know, little

Hillary [one of the struggling readers in the classroom] over here who I know

after ten minutes is going to be gone...So what can I do to keep her interested? I

also want to bring in group activities that they can do so it is not just me lecturing

to them, talking. So more, just in general, with this age kids, I want them

participating as much as possible. (Pre-instructional conversation, November 4,

1999)

This statement further demonstrates Molly’s disposition toward looking at
teaching from the point of view of her students, which I discussed earlier. Molly did not
want to incorporate interesting activities just for the sake of doing so; instead, she wanted
to use them to promote an active participation in the learning process on the part of her
students in general, and struggling students in particular. As such, her statement is
consistent with her teaching philosophy, implementing a student-centered pedagogy in
which she clearly indicated that she was not excited about lecturing. Furthermore, this

statement seems to suggest that after two months into her internship Molly had begun to

develop a pretty good knowledge of her students in terms of needs and what might work
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best for them. This is important for it acknowledges Molly’s disposition and skills with
respect to getting to know students, which is a critical component in teaching in general
and in teaching reading in particular.

Along with making sure to keep her students actively engaged, Molly was
concerned about the fact that she did not know how quickly her students would
understand concepts. Her own words best articulate this apprehension:

...Idon’t know if they’re gonna really understand this stuff right off. I don’t

know, I’m a little concerned because, either they could get it really fast and then

I’ll have to really pick up on my lessons or, you know, re-teaching things. I guess

I’m questioning, you know, I need to have, I know I need to have back-up plans

for how to present something. (Pre-instructional conversation, November 4, 1999)

A lack of any reference point to give her a sense of how quick or slow her
Second graders would grasp legend-related concepts, coupled with her schedule-oriented
nature [I’m very scheduled”, Pre-instructional conversation, November 4, 1999], caused
Molly to be worried about running out of activities. This state of affairs also seems to
confirm Molly’s lack of awareness of the role the KWL procedure could have played in
helping her understand her second graders as learners. However, in order to reach her
goals (see pp. 99-100), she knew that she needed to be flexible and come up with some
alternative plans to be used, depending on how things would evolve.

The fact that Molly was thinking about conceptual understanding and the need to
come up with alternative plans also acknowledges her awareness of the need to monitor
both students’ learning and her own teaching. Such awareness is further illustrated
through the following statement:

...I' know my first two lessons and then over the weekend, I'll be thinking of my

other lessons, more specifically...and then even on Monday night, after I teach my

first lesson, it will help me know kind of what they know, if they’re grasping it, if
I’ll need to re-teach anything. (Pre-instructional conversation, November 4, 1999)
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Indeed, it is clear that Molly was planning and prepared to engage in some
ongoing assessment of students’ understanding of concepts so as to help her gauge the
pace of the unit and the need to make instructional adjustments accordingly. I interpret
this to mean that Molly is aware of the importance and need to use assessment to inform
instruction, i.e., to “make assessment instruction’s working partner”’ (Routman, 2003).

Enactment of the unit

Based on her written lesson plans (see table 3, pp. 99-100), self-report and my
observations of lesson 1, lesson 2, lesson 4 and lesson 6 (the Powwow), I would say that
all of Molly’s lessons seemed planned with clear instructions and carefully sequenced
activities, with each activity setting the stage for the next one. With the exception of
lessons six (students worked extensively on their legends) and seven (The Powwow), all
of Molly’ lessons consisted of four stages. First, there was an introductory stage during
which Molly explained the objective and importance of what was to take place, prepared
students to read (e.g., picture walking) and/or did some modeling (e.g., explaining how to
play the game operator) followed by some directions given to students. The second stage
involved engaging students in whole group activities (e.g., listening to a story followed
by discussions, or brainstorming ideas). The third stage required students to do some
practice either individually or in small groups, often time during center time. Finally, the
fourth and final stage brought closure to each lesson, summing up what was learned or
done and helping students to look ahead to the next lesson. It is also important to note
that throughout the enactment of the unit a selection of Native American legends were set
aside for students to read (either individually or with a partner) sometimes at the end of a

lesson and other times during silent reading time.
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In the discussion that follows, I give some detailed descriptions of the lessons I
observed and some summaries of the ones I did not observe, where I relied on Molly’s
lesson plan and reflections.

Lesson one: Why are legends so important to us? (Introduction)

The first lesson, which was taught on November 8, 1999, focused on helping
students understand what it means to give thanks to something or someone, and in doing
so to introduce them to the importance of legends and to help them show respect for their
surroundings. The lesson began with Molly entering her classroom dressed as a Native
American guest speaker in order to grab students’ attention. She invited the students to
the carpet (in the reading area) and engaged with them in a short exchange, which went
as follows.

Note: M (Molly); S1, S2,... (1 student); SS (Several students); —(Silence);
[ ] (Observations notes).

M: Good moming boys and girls. My name is Whispering Fawn

[Students looked excited, several of them discussing if Whispering Fawn was

Molly.]

M: Can you tell me which holiday is coming up?

S1:  Thanksgiving?

M: Why do we celebrate Thanksgiving?

S2:  Because of the Pilgrims.

M: Any other idea?----I’'m going to share with you today a story about my

people giving thanks.

(Field notes, November 8, 1999)

As evidenced in the above short excerpt, Molly did not content herself with
students mentioning Thanksgiving as the upcoming holiday; she tried to push them to
think about the reason behind celebrating it. As a pre-reading activity, it seemed to me

that Molly’s goal was not to go into details about the history of Thanksgiving. Instead, it

appeared that she wanted her students to begin thinking about what it means to be
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thankful. This probably explains why after receiving only one response (“‘because of the
Pilgrims”), with respect to celebrating Thanksgiving, she decided to tell them the main
idea of the story and to start reading the book Giving Thanks she brought in.

Molly’s decision to move on, after only receiving one answer, is an illustration of
the fact that novice teachers tend to try asking why questions but often lack the ability to
probe more deeply. They seem to need to go on with the lesson (survival mode) or
perhaps are unsure about how to follow up for more depth. In addition, this could help to
explain why Molly asked both Sue and me to pay attention to her questioning techniques
while teaching (see debriefing session in chapter 3); this was an indication that she
realized that this is something she would need to work on. It also helps make sense of the
fact that Molly told me that she wanted to learn to challenge her students, that is, to help
them to engage in higher level thinking (first interview with Molly, November 11, 1999).

Molly began reading a story out loud--holding the book up and moving it
around so that everybody could see the picture. As she was reading the book, she would
stop at times to ask questions about what the people in the book were thankful for. The
students were very attentive throughout the reading and their answers were right on
target. Molly would also point out some “beautiful illustrations in the book and the nice
wording the author used”, as part of her strategies to help the students “develop positive
attitudes and perceptions” (written plan for lesson #1, November 8, 1999). Asking
questions to check comprehension and paying attention to context clues (e.g.,
illustrations) are both effective comprehension monitoring and repair strategies necessary
to the process of becoming a skilled reader/good comprehender (Snow & al, 1998). Thus,

it was a good thing to see Molly modeling these reading habits.
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When Molly finished reading the story, she made the following statement:
I was hoping that you would pick up some ideas about what my people are
thankful for...I want you to think about what you are thankful for and I am going
to put them on the board. (Field notes, November 8, 1999)

The students generated a list of things they were thankful for, including cat, puppies,

deer, brother, deer, birds, people, Willie, lizards, families, Mother Nature, books. After

writing these words on the board, Molly continued dialoguing with her students as
illustrated by the following excerpt.

M: Why are you thankful for your brother?

S1:  Heis someone to play with

M: Why are you thankful for Mother Nature?

S2:  Because it gives us food

M: Why are you thankful for people?

S3:  Because you would be lonely.

S4:  Yes!

M: I would be lonely too.

M:  Why are you thankful for your life?

S5:  Because my life is nice

M: Why are you thankful for books?

S5:  Because you can read.

M: If you read them do they give you anything?

SS:  Information!

M: Good! I would like to thank you for being such good listeners. What I
want you to do is I am going to give you a piece of paper and have you
write what you’re thankful for. You can draw a picture to go with it. We’ll
put them together to have a class book. I wrote on the board “I give thanks
for...” [Molly’s sentence was written on the board prior to the beginning
of the lesson]. I want you to use it to start your sentences.

[Soon after Molly finished giving writing instructions to students Sue added a few

words of her own, in a nice and non-threatening manner]

Sue: Boys and girls, as in the Native American story [she was referring to the
pictures in the story read by Molly] use lots of natural things when you
draw.

[From that point onward, the students kept working quietly at their desk, while

Molly, Sue and myself walked around the room occasionally to see how they

were doing. Most of them, if not all, were focused writing or attempting to write

sentences along with pictures, including family members, pets, trees, the sun.. Just
five minutes before lunch Sue praised four students]
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Sue: I want to thank this group [she looked in the direction of a group
composed of two strong students, an average student and a struggling one]
for putting period at the end of their sentences.

(Field notes, November 8, 1999)

A couple of points are worth noting from the foregoing. First, similar to the early
excerpt on Thanksgiving, Molly pushed her students to think about the rationale for what
they were thankful for. In doing so, she allowed her students to appreciate what was
important in their own lives. I interpret this to mean that, as a pre-service teacher learning
to teach reading, Molly is aware of the need to connect books to students’ lives, as
opposed to merely discussing facts from stories in an isolated manner. Second, the fact
that Molly wrote on the board “I give thanks for...” indicates to me that she is well
aware of the importance of modeling good writing and reading behaviors for students,
especially at a young age. Third, Molly’s comments about creating a class book speaks to
the importance she attached to giving her students a picture of the end result of their work
and giving them a real audience to write for. This is critical, for when leamers, especially
young children, have a concrete image of what they are working toward, it can serve as
an incentive by inspiring and giving them a sense of purpose for learning. This was
indeed the case for Molly’s second graders who became excited about the idea of a class
book and were eager to pull out their writing journals. A final point to make with respect
to the idea of turning students’ individual writings into a class book is tﬁat itis an
indication of Molly’s awareness of and commitment to integrating across a variety of
language arts, which I discussed, in detail, below.

As reflected in the selected excerpts, Molly was able to engage her students not

only in reading and writing, but also in speaking, listening, and visually representing.

First, students had a chance to listen to a story (‘Giving Thanks’) that Molly read to them
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and to answer questions. Second, they were given the opportunity to see their own words
and a model phrase written on the board and to engage in writing (along with a picture)
about what they were thankful for. Third, they were able to talk about why they were
thankful as well as to pay attention to what their classmates had to say. As the literature
suggests, “reading and writing are not isolated activities; they occur with and in relation
to a number of meaning-making experiences that children have” (Tierney and Readence,
2000. P. 199; see also Tierney and Shanahan, 1991; Tiemey, 1992). Thus, the interplay of
reading, writing, talking, drawing and peer relationship (e.g. listening to and showing
respects towards each other) is a critical aspect of literacy instruction that pre-service
teachers need to be aware of and learn to implement.

It is also important to acknowledge Sue’s comments, which speak to her efforts to
scaffold the students as well as to provide some modeling for. From her first observations
about using natural things when drawing, it appears that she felt the need to get the
students started in terms of the kinds of drawing they could do. This type of assistance is
particularly useful for struggling students who oftentimes need a nudge to get them
started. Sue’s observations seemed to be also an appropriate way to make a connection
with a book that was just read to them and to one of the objectives of the unit and the first
lesson, i.e. “students will show respect for their surroundings.” As for the praises Sue had
for some of the students, they served as a way to model good writing for the rest of the
class. It also seems to me that they served as a model for Molly, showing her when and
how to praise and/or provide feedback to students as they engage in the act of writing.
Sue’s remarks were made at the end of the lesson--giving students a chance to write

down their ideas first without worrying about the mechanics of writing.
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Molly’s assessment of this lesson indicates that she was very happy with the way
things went. As she wrote:

The students loved meeting Whispering Fawn! It was fun to hear them discuss if

Whispering Fawn was Mrs. Sue! The purpose of dressing up was to grab their

attention. It worked! They were great listeners and active participants in

discussion. Transitioning from reading the book and working on writing their
journals went really well. Next time, I might change the introduction by telling
them, before I got changed, that a visitor was coming into the room and that we
need to be on our best behavior (they were a little rowdy when they first came
into the room—as expected though). I was a little nervous about acting as

Whispering Fawn. I know next time what to expect and I’ll loosen up even more!

Nothing really puzzles me about this lesson. It was very straightforward. (Molly’s

reflection on lesson #2, November 8, 1999)

It is obvious that Molly was very pleased with the students’ level of participation
during the lesson, which indicated that they were interested in the topic and activities of
the day. Molly wanted students to show participation by asking and answering questions
in an appropriate manner. Along with the participation level, the most striking point from
the above excerpt is that it reinforces Molly’s commitment to finding ways to engage her
students to the fullest. Her words suggest that she realized that the more she is relaxed
during activities such as dressing up as Whispering Fawn, the more she will have her
students engaged and excited. In other words, she realized that she would have to learn to
be fully immersed in the moment when acting up so as to maximize the effects on
students. As Sue stated, “dressing up and pretending to be “Whispering Fawn” was not a
“natural” for Molly” (Sue’s reflection on lesson #1, November 8, 1999). This also leads
me to wonder whether being more relaxed might have allowed her to do more in-depth
probing during discussions.

A couple of key ideas, which are extensions of several internal and external

conditions discussed in chapter 3, stand out from this first lesson. First, there appeared to
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be a reinforcement of Molly’s commitment to doing whatever is necessary to engage her
students in the learning process (discussed earlier) which came through as she was brave
enough by including dressing up and acting up like Whispering Fawn. Second, Molly’s
disposition to reflect was illustrated in the details she provided in her reflection on the
lesson. Third, there seemed to be a reinforcement of Molly’s awareness and
understanding of the need to connect across a variety of language arts in order to
comprehend and create meaning (see chapter 3). Finally, Sue’s scaffolding role
(discussed earlier) also seemed to come through as she provided some modeling with the
comments she made while students were writing.

Lesson two: The importance of retelling a story

The second lesson, which took place on November 9, 1999, focused on helping
students understand the importance of retelling a story. This lesson was carefully
sequenced; unfolding with several interconnected activities such as listening Molly’s

childhood tractor story, reading Knots on the Counting Rope (a book by Bill Martin Jr.,

which tells the story of a grandfather and his blind grandson reminiscing about the boy’s
birth, his first horse, and an exciting horse race) and making a filmstrip. According to
Molly, this lesson was a transition toward talking explicitly about the nature of a legend,
as stated in her rationale: “Educate students on the importance of retelling a story. This is
a very valuable lesson that will nicely lead into what exactly is a legend” (written plan for
lesson #2, November 9, 1999). Before getting into the details of this lesson, it is
important to acknowledge that the above rationale speaks to Molly’s awareness of the
need to look at individual lessons in relation to each other--instead looking at them in

isolation--as the unit evolves.
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Similar to the first lesson, Molly started this lesson with an attention grabber, i.e.,
the game ‘operator’. In order to play the game she had students sit in a circle on the
carpet (in the reading area). As soon as the rules of the game were explained, a student
asked if they could make their own sentences. Molly’s response to the student’s request
was concise and yet delivered in a sensitive manner: “Actually, I will start the sentence.
We will get to that one later” (Field notes, November 9, 1999). After playing one round
of the game operator Molly attempted to make her students think about why the sentence
changed (the sentence was generated by Molly but I never had the chance to find out
what it was), as follows.

M: Who has an idea why it changes? Why do you think it changes?

[No responses from students who were just staring at Molly]
M: Do you think that if there were 2 or 3 people it would change as much?

Ss: No!
M: Why not?
[Again no responses from students]
M: Because there are so many people to tell it to, someone may have wanted

it to be more interesting. I want you to keep that in mind. [Sue was in the
circle and she intentionally changed the sentence a little].

(Field notes, November 9, 1999)

The above excerpt clearly shows that Molly did not involve her students in the
“operator’ game just for the sake of it. First, in addition to using it as an attention grabber,
she used the game as a way to introduce the concepts of repetition and change, both of
which are relevant when talking about legends. Second, after repeating and rephrasing
her question to get her students to think about why the sentence changed, Molly resorted
to direct instruction. In doing so, she brought her students’ attention to the fact that when

retelling a story it is possible and okay to make some changes but with good reason, such

as making the story “more interesting”.
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Molly then went on to inform her students that she was going to tell them a story
about herself. She let the students know that each time she told the story she would tie a
knot in the rope and that when the rope was filled with knots, they would know the story
by heart and would be able to tell it to themselves. Similar to informing the students
about creating a class book, discussed earlier, explaining to the students the end result of
retelling a personal story and tying a knot further demonstrates the importance Molly
attached to giving her students a sense of purpose for learning. The following description
is what I was able to write down as Molly was telling her childhood story with animation
and excitement.

M: The story happened to me before I was in Kindergarten. I was 4...1 fell off
of my Dad’s tractor. My dad and his friend helped me. They pulled me out
and put me in a crib. I didn’t like being in the crib. I broke my pelvis.
Does anyone know what the pelvis is? [Students were silent. At that point,
Sue explained what the pelvis is in simple and understandable terms to
them]. I also had some seizures.

S: Who knows what a seizure is? [Again the students were silent and Sue
proceeded to explain the meaning of seizure to the kids who were good
listeners throughout the entire episode].

M: Now I want you to tell each other something that happened to you when
you were little [The classroom became very loud as students were busy
sharing their childhood stories with each other].

(Field notes, November 9, 1999)

Two points stand out from the above description. First of all, this story speaks to
Molly’s willingness to open up to her students and thereby giving them an opportunity to
appreciate her personal life, through a childhood story, which, I believe second graders
could easily connect to. This suggests to me that Molly realized that sharing part of a
teacher’s personal life is “usually very interesting to children” (Gallagher & Norton,
2000, p. 57) in not only motivating them but in helping them grasp concepts and enhance

Connections they are making. And according to Sue, the way Molly related her own story
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to the idea of story telling and re-telling was “magical” (Sue’s reflection on lesson #2,
November 12, 1999). In doing so, her personal story telling seems to have served as an

appropriate transition to read Knots on the Counting Rope to the students and to engage

them in making a filmstrip representing it.

The second point worth discussing here has to do with the two key words, namely
‘pelvis’ and ‘seizure’. The fact that Molly checked to see if the students knew the
meaning of pelvis acknowledges her awareness of the need to stop at times during the act
of reading or telling a story to explain difficult terms which might othervyise interfere
with comprehension. Thus, although she did not ask students about seizure, I assumed
that she might have done so, had it not been for Sue’s intervention. As far as Sue’s
intervention in explaining the t.wo words and asking students about the second one, it was
done in my opinion, in a natural and non-threatening manner for, it did not seem to have
bothered or distracted Molly at all. Once again, Sue appeared to have played the role of
providing her with some modeling, showing her how to explain key concepts and words
by using a simple language that children can easily connect with.

Before reading Knots on the Counting Rope, Molly gave her students some

specific directions regarding what was about to happen and what to look for. Indeed, after
informing the students that she and Sue would be reading out loud to them about a young
Native American boy and his grandfather, Molly told them that they should pay attention
to the details and sequence of the story. This is another evidence of Molly’s awareness of
the importance of giving students a sense of purpose when reading.

While both Molly and Sue were reading the book out loud, Sue was

simultaneously using a computer keyboard to show pictures from the book on the screen.
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This was one of Sue’s ways of spicing up the lesson, i.e., “the mood of the literature”
(Sue’s reflection on lesson #2, November 12, 1999). This is important in terms of
Molly’s learning to teach reading, as this was an example of how to integrate technology
into reading instruction in order to motivate students and enhance their learning.

After reading the book out loud, Molly engaged the students in a question/answer
session. Some of the questions and respected answers that were provided are listed
below.

M: Did the boy seem to know the story?

S1: Yes,

M: How did you know?

S1:  Inoticed he was finishing up some of the questions.

M: What was special about this grandson?

S2: He was blind.

M: Why do you think it is important to tell the story again?

S3:  You remember better. It makes you smarter.

M: Yes, you remember better and it makes you smarter. That’s a great idea!

(Field notes, November 9, 1999)

Although this excerpt does not include the voice of everyone in the classroom, it
indicates that those who answered showed some understanding of the story read to them.
This understanding could be attributed to several factors, among which the directions
Molly gave students prior to the reading, the numerous repetitions throughout the story,
as well as the fact that both Molly and Sue read the story with animation and excitement
along with computer images. Furthermore, this excerpt is an example of Molly’s ability
to push students’ thinking, in this case making them ponder about the need to repeat
stories, through follow-up and engaging questions (e.g., how, why?). In addition to
asking probing questions, Molly repeated a student’s answer before praising him/her.

This type of pedagogical move is critical because it gives other students who might have

missed the original and correct answer a chance to hear it again.
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Once this question/answer session was over, Molly asked for volunteers to
Share with the whole class any story that someone had told them over and over
again. However, realizing that she was running out of time (only 7 minutes left
before lunch), she decided to switch to a paired activity as follows:

M: I see many hands raised. Instead of telling me, why don’t you tell the
person next to you”. (Field notes, November 9, 1999)

Molly’s suggestion generated lots conversation among the students, as the entire room
became very rowdy. The above description suggests two things. First, asking students to
share stories that were retold to them further demonstrates Molly’s awareness of and
commitment to connecting books to children’s personal life. Second, transforming a
whole group activity into a paired one is a testimony to Molly’s ability to think on her
feet and to be flexible, in this case, because of time constraints.

Since I did not get the chance to see the activity on making a filmstrip, which took
place in the afternoon, the description that follows is based on self-report. Molly’s written
lesson plan indicates that this filmstrip was an extension activity designed to “help
students extend and refine their knowledge” of the importance of retelling a story”
(written plan for lesson #2, November 9, 1999). When planning the filmstrip activity,
Molly anticipated that it could be a potential area of difficulty for lower level kids, i.e.,
“lower level kids may not be able to keep up with the filmstrip (CT and teacher facilitate
around the room) ” (written plan for lesson #2, November 9, 1999). Molly’s reflection
upon the lesson indicated that some of the struggling students found it difficult to recall
the events and sequence of the story. A difficulty, which seems to have been further

coxmplicated by the time lapse (lunch) between the reading of the story and the filmstrip
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activity. In order to overcome this hurdle, Molly noted that she had to talk to students by

using techniques such as:

who knows what happened next in the story? And if someone gave a wrong

answer, I would say “okay, that’s a good idea but I think that happened a little bit,

you know, later. What happened? Is there something that stuck out to you in the

story that happened before that? (Molly’s reflection on lesson #2, November 8,

1999)

The foregoing is important for two reasons. First, Molly’s anticipation of
difficulties in remembering the events of the story in sequence further speaks to her
disposition and sensitivity toward struggling readers and meeting their needs. Second, it
acknowledges her growing ability to find and try what works for them. In this case, she
'was able to break down a given task to make it manageable by asking more specific and

contextualized questions, to help students identify the events of the story in Knots on the

Counting Rope.

Molly’s own reflection suggests that she was pleased with many aspects of her

lesson. As she wrote:

Transitions in this lesson were smooth. The kids were in good moods and I think

having several ‘fun’ activities helped (game ‘operator’, my telling personal story,

rope with knot in it, listening to my CT and me telling a great story, and then
making filmstrips). Even though there was a lot of activities, the timing and order
was perfect. Our discussion following the book was good also. (Molly’s reflection

on lesson #2, November 1999)

Indeed, these words indicate that the lesson unfolded to Molly’s satisfaction. In
addition to the kids being in good mood, it seems to me that the success of this lesson had
a lot to do with her detailed and careful planning of activities, which I alluded to earlier
(see pp- 107-108). In her reflection on the lesson, Sue also made a similar observation:

“She made great transitions from carpet to desk and from listening to discussion; the

activities were well planned and nicely carried out!” Furthermore, I attribute the
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effectiveness of this lesson to Molly’s remarkable ability to ask good questions (e.g.,
during the discussion following the reading of the book and the filmstrip activity).

Interestingly, Molly herself seemed to be somehow puzzled by some of her
questions, which she articulated as follows: “I’m curious to know how my questions for
discussion were” (Molly’s reflection on lesson #2, November 1999). A puzzlement to
which her TE 802 course instructor responded to as follows: “Your questions reflected a
variety of cognitive levels and connected well to your lesson objectives” (comment
written by the TE 802 Instructor on Molly’s reflection on lesson #2). For Molly to be
curious about the quality of her questions during discussion, is a further indication of her
awareness of the role of questioning in promoting students’ learning and thinking and her
commitment to working on honing her questioning skills (see discussion of the
November 4 debriefing session). Ultimately, it reaffirms her growing ability to see things
from the learner’s perspective, as discussed in chapter 3 and the section about designing
the unit.

Besides being pleased with many aspects of her lesson, Molly also reflected on
what she might do differently in the future. One of such changes was formulated as
follows:

Some of the lower-level children had a difficult time thinking of the events of

the story in sequence. Next time, I would pass out a copy of the book to each

table so they could go back and check their work (Written reflection on lesson

#2, November 9, 1999).

The idea of providing a copy of the book to each table suggests to me that Molly
realized or was reminded that checking for understanding is an essential reading strategy

or habit that all readers can benefit from, especially the struggling ones. Compared to her

initial plan to facilitate around the room, this strategy is more concretely connected to the
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learning and teaching of reading. This concreteness of Molly’s idea about helping
students check their work seems to be a sign of Molly’s knowledge construction from
instructional context.

This sign appears to suggest that Molly was synthesizing knowledge about ways
to assist in monitoring their work as a result of two enabling conditions, namely having
the opportunity to experience a specific act of teaching and having the disposition to
reflect upon it. In doing so, she was developing a situated under-
standing of some concepts and strategies relevant to the teaching of reading. Such an
understanding is critical, considering the fact that many of the concepts teachers must
learn are best understood in the context of the situations to which they refer (Brown et al.,
1989).

Lesson three: The legend of sleeping bear

The third lesson, which took place during the week of November 12, 1999,
focused primarily on helping students understand what a legend is (e.g. characteristics of
a legend) through the use of the legend of the Sleeping Bear video. As discussed earlier,
another collaborating teacher in her building recommended this video to Molly when she
was planning her unit. Since I did not observe this lesson, I based my discussion on
Molly’s written lesson plan.

Molly’s lesson plan suggests that she started the lesson by telling the students
where they were heading, which further demonstrates her awareness of the need to give
the leamner a sense of purpose for learning. Her reflection on the lesson seems to
acknowledge Molly being pleasantly surprised and having an even greater understanding

of the effectiveness of such a pedagogical move: “they reacted really well to me telling
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them where we were headed in the unit. It was like 22 light bulbs turmed on in the room.”
An observation to which Molly’s TE 802 course instructor reacted in the form of an
advice as follows: “giving students a purpose for leamning is a powerful teaching tool.”

Molly’s reflection suggests that she was satisfied with the outcome of her lesson.
As she wrote:

The video went very well. Students were really paying attention to it. The

discussion we had about what was a legend went better than I thought it

would. I didn’t realize that they had any clue! We also had a good discussion

about the difference between a fairytale and a legend (student-oriented talk).

(Written reflection on Lesson #3, November 10, 1999)

More importantly, this reflection demonstrates Molly’s ability to give specific
reasons for why she thought her lesson or at least part of her lesson went well, as opposed
to merely making broad statements, as is the custom for many pre-service teachers.
Along with reflecting upon specific aspects of her lessons, Molly showed once again, as
was the case in the learning center episode and the spelling activity discussed earlier, her
ability to appraise existing instructional strategies or procedures. As she stated,

I liked having the questions already in the bear books because the kids didn’t

have to write down the questions and answers. That would have taken a long

time. I might combine a few of the questions next time...I think it would be
helpful to experiment with follow-up activities after the video. I'm not sold on
the bear book...it seemed a little boring to me! (Written reflection on Lesson

#3, November 10, 1999)

Although Molly followed instructions from the Sleeping Bear booklet, it is
obvious that she felt that there was room for improvement. I interpret Molly’s
suggestions to mean that she is able to interact with the curriculum with critical eyes and
adjust it to meet the needs of students. Not only did she think that it would be better to

blend some of the questions (there were 17 questions), but she also came to the

conclusion that it would be more productive to come with some supplemental activities.
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Furthermore, statidg that the bear book is a little boring reinforces once again Molly’s
ability to put herself in the shoes of her students--the fact that the booklet is boring to her
indicates that she is projecting that it would be probably boring for her second graders as
well. This is reminiscent of the disposition, i.e., looking for what excites and works for

students, discussed earlier.

Lesson four: Brainstorming legend ideas (Molly is unsure about when to bring
closure to her unit)

While the third lesson focused on helping students understand what makes a story
a legend, the fourth lesson, which took place on November 16™, aimed at inviting
students to demonstrate such understanding and thereby generating possible legend ideas
or characters. Although this lesson was videotaped, the data was not accessible because
of some technology glitches--I only have some field notes on the later part of this lesson.
Thus, the description Athat follows relied mostly on Molly’s written lesson plan as well as
her reflection on action.

As part of this lesson, Molly read out loud part of Coyote Walks on Two Legs (A

Navajo myths and legends book) by Gerald Hausman and Floyd Cooper to her students
who sat in a circle in the reading corner of the room. The reading of the story was
followed by a discussion. Some of the questions used to guide this discussion were
written up in Molly’s lesson plan, namely: What makes this book a legend? What is a
trickster? What was your favorite part? Part of the discussion I witnessed went as
follows:

M: Did everybody notice how this story talks about animals and nature?

SS:  Yes

I\I\:[I: Good! Keep that in mind!---

Boys and girls, we have been talking about legends. We are going to
brainstorm ideas to write our own legend.
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[At that point Molly asked students to return to their seats and to take out their
writing journals and pencils].

As she engaged the students in brainstorming legend ideas, Molly wanted them to
start by focusing on where the legends would take place. Some of the places that were

suggested by students are listed as follows: France, jungle, rainforest, barn, school, ocean.

After writing up this list using an overhead projector, Molly advised her students to write
them down. “I want you to write all these ideas down. They might help you later when
you don’t like your own ideas.” This piece of advice, along with her earlier suggestion
that students should keep in mind that the story talked about animals and nature are both
indication of Molly’s keenness and ability to provide them with some useful strategies,
which might come in handy later.

Although she was happy with some of her students’ legend ideas, Molly was also
not pleased with what others had to offer and she attributed this to the fact that her
guidelines were not as specific as they could have been. As she wrote:

The students gave many great ideas for legends; but some of their ideas were

far off and I should have been more specific about what I was looking for

(something explaining a natural occurrence, etc.). I am wondering how I

could have specified more about what I wanted from them without creating

22 legends written by “Mrs. Molly’s robots”. I wanted them to take ownership

of their legends but also to fit some guidelines. (Written reflection on Lesson

#4, November 16, 1999)

The above statements, which further illustrate Molly’s ability to reflect on action
(Schon, 1987), appear to be addressing the issue of transfer of knowledge. It seems to me
that because students were able to understand characteristics of a legend (see lesson #3),
Molly was expecting all of them to be able to immediately transfer such understanding by

Creating great legend ideas. At this level, it seems that Molly failed to realize that for

Mmany students, especially the struggling ones, this might take a while. I shall come back
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to this issue later on in the subsection dealing with assessing the unit. From Molly’s
reflection, it also appears that she was struggling with balancing instruction in such a way
that takes into consideration both direct and indirect method. As a result, she seemed,
understandably, to be wondering about the effectiveness of her direction. Similar to the
third lesson, her TE 802 course instructor reacted to her dilemma, in the form of practical
words of wisdom, as follows:

Remember-having more specific guidelines at the beginning of acquiring a

concept is helpful for students and serves as a basis on which they can build

better understanding. Great artists always study and copy the Masters first

(TE 802 instructor’s written feedback).

At the end of the lesson, I had the chance to talk informally with Molly about how
the unit was evolving. After mentioning that the unit was going well, Molly talked briefly
about the Powwow event--a gathering among certain North American Indians to
celebrate an accomplishment--she had been planning. She was excited to inform me that
the powwow event was something she had thought about since the very beginning. As
she said, “I knew all along that I was going to do that. When I was planning my first time,
I said I want to end it with the powwow.” I was curious to find out if the Powwow would

be the end of her legend unit. To my surprise, Molly was not so sure, and as she often

did, she was quick to consult with Sue as illustrated in the following exchange:

M: I’m not sure, we will be doing the powwow next Wednesday (i.e.,
November, 24"’). Sue will that be the end of my unit?
S: Yes, that will be the end of your unit. And that will be a nice transition

to talk about holidays celebration: Christmas, Kwanza, what else?”
M: Okay (nodding her head). Thank you! [And that was also the end of
our short and informal conversation]. (Field notes, November 16,
1999)
Three points are worth mentioning here. First, I interpret Molly’s response to

mean that at this point in her learning to teach experience she was struggling with how to
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bring closure to her unit. Her uncertainty took me by surprise initially, simply because of
the fact that Molly, to use her own words, is a “very scheduled person”. In addition, her
uncertainty appeared to be in contradiction with her earlier comments indicating that she
wanted to end with the powwow. However, it all eventually made sense to me;
considering that this was Molly’s first designed unit, I came to the conclusion that, as an
intern teacher, developmentally she was not quite ready to do it all by herself. Although
her original intention was to end with the powwow, it appeared that she was not clear
about the connection between this event and the bigger picture of the unit, including how
to bring it to a closure.

Second, not only did Sue tell Molly that the powwow would be the end of her unit
but she turned the event into a teachable moment to help Molly realize the connection
between her unit and the time of the year. In other words, she attempted to make Molly
realize that her legend unit was very much in line with the flow of the year and was a nice
preparation toward talking about holidays’ celebration in the classroom. Despite the fact
that Molly nodded her head and thanked Sue for her input, I am not so sure if she fully
captured the big picture Sue was talking about. In fact, Molly never talked or wrote about
or referred to this connection either throughout the rest of the unit or beyond. This state
of affairs suggests to me that maybe with a more structured and intentional conversation
Molly could have had a better realization of the connection Sue was referring to. Put
differently, Molly might have benefited from a more carefully designed scaffolding
session at a later stage.

I am also led to wonder whether Molly did what a lot of novices and experience

teachers do--they come across a ‘neat activity’ that they just want to do, and fail to
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consider whether or how it supports the overall objectives or the big picture. Eventually,
the powwow did help her provide a way to share the legends, but writing was not even a
prominent goal in her unit. She realized the place of writing in her unit after the fact; a
realization which seemed to have been possible thanks to her disposition to reflect. This
suggests that Molly was working on synthesizing how use of literature, teaching literature
content, and writing all fit together; an issue that I shall come back to in the assessment
section of the unit.

Lesson five: Main ideas for legends

The fifth lesson aimed at helping students generate the main ideas for their own
legends. Molly’s reflection suggests that it was a successful lesson (I did not observe this
lesson). As she wrote:

The students responded well to the story. I read to them after lunch and it was

a great time for settling. I was also impressed with how eager they were to

give me/or write down their legend ideas. I was a bit pressed for time today

and instead of having the kids begin writing their actual legends, I had to

modify my lesson and ask the children to write one idea of what their legend

might be about. I didn’t like this at first--it wasn’t what I had planned, but

looking back, I see that it really got them into it, knowing they could only

write one or two sentences. They wanted to keep going! Next time I might try

the lesson letting them continue with their legends. (Written reflection on

lesson #5, November 17, 1999)

Besides being satisfied with the outcome of the lesson, the above reflection gives
the impression that there was a little bit of discomfort on Molly’s part in making changes
to her original plan, because of time constraints. Again, this is not that surprising
considering Molly’s own admission (early on) that she was a scheduled person, who
wants things to go according to plan and does not like surprises. However, it is a good

sign that she was able to go ahead and make the necessary changes to accommodate the

students--an illustration of her disposition teaching from students’ point of view and
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doing what is necessary to facilitate their learning. By the same token, she seems to have
realized the importance of simplifying a given task for students in order to make it more
manageable and to lead to higher productivity. This is further indication that Molly was
learning to become more in tune with students’ needs and development, i.e., she is
working on synthesizing knowledge about ways to scaffold their learning.

Lesson six: Working on legends

The sixth lesson aimed at allowing students to work on and finalize their legends.
This lesson is particularly important to Molly’s learning in the sense that it seems to have
helped her realize that writing is a complex process, the mastery of which requires efforts
and time and does not happen over night. By the same token, this lesson further illustrates
how, through her dispositions to reflect and the scaffolding role of Sue, Molly was
working on synthesizing knowledge about ways to support students’ leamning, including
their writing skills.

Initially designed as a one-time activity, this lesson ended up unfolding over four
sessions. Unfortunately, I did not get the chance to see any of these writing sessions.
Therefore, the following discussion is based solely on post unit conversation, which
suggests that Molly was happy with students’ participation. As she wrote,

I didn’t have to give much direction for these days. The kids were very

excited to write their legends. Basically, each day I walked around while they

worked on their drafts. On 11/9, I met individually with each child (with help

from my CT) to review what they have done. This “conferencing” was a great
experience (for all of us). The kids worked great independently...” (Written

reflection on lesson #6)

Despite the excitement and active participation of students, it is important to

mention that Molly encountered some difficulties due to the fact many students had a

hard time generating and writing their own legend ideas; which helps explain why the
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sixth lesson ended up unfolding over 4 days. In order to overcome these difficulties,
Molly told me that she had to rely a lot on Sue who had one-on-one conferences with
students who were struggling. These conferences were not only beneficial to students but
also to Molly who seemed to have learned a lot from observing (a couple of times) Sue’s
conferencing techniques, as illustrated below:

Before she would call a kid up, she would read over the legend with me and
point out things and she would write on the back of the legend where it wasn’t
really visible to them different questions she was going to ask them. And then
make comment in terms of questions she would ask them, such as “okay, so
what was the little boy doing here?” or “where was he?” to make it more
descriptive. “What color was the sky that night” or...trying to get it more
descriptive for them, and that was beneficial because when the kids came back
with her, and she had some of these questions that probed their thinking and
expanded their thinking, I guess, is what I would say, then they, like little light
bulbs, it would look like, ooh, you know, it was a bluish green sky or it was,
you know, this kind of animal so. Then she would start by saying, “I’m going
to help you, we need to work on a few things here. Read me your story first,
what was the question you’re answering in your legend?” “Does this make
sense right here?”” Like when the kids would be reading it, she would ask
them, “now does that make sense?” “does that follow your question that
you’re trying to follow?” And oftentimes they would say, “no, not really.”
And went on to something else. I watched her actually write for a student who
was having a hard time writing. I think her handwriting was not that good and
so she was getting frustrated because she couldn’t even read it so Sue said
‘“you tell me and I’ll write it and then you can just copy what I wrote ...you
can copy it onto your final draft.” So that was helpful because some kids do
get hung up. (Post unit conversation, December 3, 1999)

By the same token, she seems to have realized the importance of simplifying a
given task for students in order to make it more manageable and to lead to higher
productivity. This is further indication that Molly was learning to become more in tune
with students’ needs and development, i.e., she is working on synthesizing knowledge
about ways to scaffold their learning. The above description gives evidence of Sue doing
noticeable modeling for Molly prior to and while conferencing with students. Similar to

the learning center experience, this description gives a sense that--through thinking
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aloud--Sue successfully broke down the task of conferencing for Molly by not only
telling her what she planned on doing, but by also giving her a rationale for it. This
appears to have been a good way to set Molly’s mind to observe Sue scaffolding
students’ writing. Witnessing the preparation stage and running stage of conferencing
seemed to have been a big eye-opener for Molly. Indeed, she appeared to have gained
new insights into many of the steps and questions used in both writing workshops as well
as guided reading; two instructional approaches which became dominant during her lead
teaching (as discussed in chapter 5). Besides Sue’s scaffolding role, it is also important to
note that the fact that Molly was able to remember so many details about what she
witnessed and to also explain the implications of the Sue’s actions reinforces her
eagemess to learn. This is further reiterated by the very fact Molly is the one who came to
Sue and asked if she “could sit with her while she helped some of the people who were
struggling so that she could see how she handled that” (Post unit conversation,
December, 3, 1999).

Another difficulty that Molly encountered was connected to peer editing, which
she had intended to use. After she started doing self-editing with the students, Molly
realized that a lot of them couldn’t even do that. At that point, she knew that peer editing
was not going to work and she had to come up with an alternative. As she wrote

,...1 did go over an editing checklist with each child to expose them to what

they will eventually be doing later on in the year. [This checklist was

attached to any work students did on their legend so that Molly could go back

to see their progress; see checklist sheet in Appendix D]. I might cover the

editing sheet earlier on in the year next time. I was hoping that we’d get to

peer editing, but they had a difficult enough of a time editing their own work.

There is still a lot of questions as to where sentences begin and end (written
reflection on lesson #6).

128



The above reflection leads me to believe that Molly made some assumption with
respect to her second grade students’ editing skills. At the same time, it shows signs of an
intern who was beginning to see the big picture; i.e., recognizing that there are some
developmental patterns for literacy acquisition and that writing is a complex process,
which requires time and practice to master. For example, there are some essential writing
skills (e.g., checking for meaning, spellings, and punctuation...) that
need to be explicitly taught in the process of helping students self-edit before
engaging them in peer editing. It is in keeping with this developmental awareness
that, I believe, Molly’s TE 802 Instructor gave her the following advice: “This is
certainly a ‘developmental process’. Keep working on it over the year’ [as if to
reassure Molly that with time and effort, she would have a better understanding of
what young learners are capable of doing]. Along the same line, Molly’s TE 802
Instructor advised her to think about students’ questions with respect to the beginning and
ending of sentences as data that “will help [her] plan mini-lessons as needed” (TE 802
Instructor’s written feedback). These words of wisdom from the course Instructor are
important, particularly in the light of the fact that Molly’s awareness and under-standing
of children’s writing development and how to support it crystallized in the
spring semester, as illustrated by her inquiry project (see chapter 5).

The I ast Day: The Powwow

I was fortunate enough to attend the powwow, which took place on December 3™,
1999, as I was particularly impressed by the students’ engagement and attention span
during the entire event as well as by the quality of their individual presentation. The goal

was for students to participate in a Powwow and read their legends to their fellow

129



classmates, and acquire an understanding for how others may celebrate an
accomplishment. The Powwow event was divided into three parts. It started with a
preparation ceremony that began at 1:45pm. While Sue was setting an artificial and
symbolic fire in the middle of the classroom--with woods, candles, and some Native
American objects--Molly was busy putting necklaces around students’ neck and some
belts around their waist. Once everybody was seated, in a circle around the fire, Sue
showed them (one by one) the artifacts she brought in. These artifacts seemed to fit well
the goals of the powwow activity and a goal of the unit, which was to help students to
become interested in and respect other cultures and to enable them to acknowledge how
different cultures, specifically Native Americans, used their heritage as a way to expose
their literature and ideas to others.

As for the second part, it required students to take turns to read out loud the
legend they had written over the course of the unit. Just before the beginning of this
stage, Molly reminded the students to be active listeners. After proudly reading his/her
legend, each student would then choose another person to stand up and do the same. I
was impressed by the efforts they put into reading out loud; so was Molly who, at one
point made, the following comment: “Boys and girls, I am really proud of you. There are
lots of older people who have not had experience reading in front of people. Everybody is
doing such a wonderful job” [Field notes, December 3, 1999]. The only exception had to
do with the last student--a usually talkative and even hyperactive young boy (based on
my own observation and what I was told)--who categorically refused to read his legend.
After quickly consulting with Sue, Molly sat by the boy and read his story--he showed

some excitement (e.g., smiling) during the reading. After all the students finished
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reading their lcgends' they, unexpectedly, had to go to Creative Art, in another room
(from 2:30pm to 3pm). This interruption gave Molly and Sue the opportunity to get
everything ready for the third part, which brought closure to the event. After the art
session, students came back and sat by the fire to enjoy each other company with juices
and cookies made by Molly. At the end of the powwow, students expressed their
gratitude to both Molly and Sue as follows:

S: You need to thank Mrs. Molly for this great party.

SSS: Thank you so much Mrs. Molly!

M: Say thank you to Mrs. Sue preparing the firework for us.

SSS: Thank you both of you!

(Field notes, December 3, 1999).

With the exception of the student who refused to read his story, and the
interruption for the art lesson, I thought that this culminating activity, which showed
creativity on the part of Molly, went well. It seemed to have successfully excited and
engaged students in demonstrating what they learned during the unit, as discussed in the
‘assessment section below. The excitement on the students’ face throughout the powwow
appeared to be an indication that they took pride in their work and enjoyed this grand
event. Similarly, Molly expressed her satisfaction with the event through her comments
during the activity (e.g., praising students about the way they read their legend) and
during the post-unit conversation that we had right at the end of the day. Another
important point worth underlining is that, based on what I witnessed, I am led to believe
that some thoughtful planning went into this lesson. Along the same line, this lesson
further illustrates the remarkable and natural collaboration between Molly and Sue (e.g.,

setting the stage, Molly consulting with Sue about the student who refused to read,

getting everything ready for the feast around the fire).
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Assessing the unit

The assessment of this unit was done at two levels. First, as illustrated throughout
the various teaching episodes discussed above, Molly engaged in a post-assessment of
each lesson. In doing so, she demonstrated her ability to assess the merits and limitations
of existing instructional practices, including her own. Second, at the end of the entire
unit, I had the opportunity to engage in a post instruction conversation with Molly. I was
interested in how she felt about the unit in terms of being able to achieve her goals,
obstacles she came across and how she overcame them, things she had to change all
along and things she would do differently if she were to re-teach the same unit. At both
levels of assessment, it is fair to say that, Molly expressed a general satisfaction with how
the unit evolved in meeting her objectives as well with being major instructional
achievement and a significant learning experience for her. However, this satisfaction did
not prevent her from addressing areas for improvements.

During our conversation, Molly indicated that she felt that her unit went very
well. She felt particularly good about the outcome of the powwow, because of the high
quality of the students’ legends. The following statement specifically demonstrates her
satisfaction in terms of achieving her learning goals.

I think that they learned a little bit about respecting each other when they

were helping, coming up with ideas for each other. Respecting other people in

general, other cultures. I know that they learned what legends are now and a

process of writing and this is something that I didn’t write into my unit (...)

Process of writing, but they did, they wrote, you know, rough drafts, they

started with a topic sentence and they did a rough draft, then it was the

editing...I didn’t write in [referring to her unit objectives] as them practicing

process of writing...and it was so much in this and I overlooked that. Duh!

But, another thing that they learned is oh, how pictures can aid in their

writing. They had symbols drawn around their legends. And the symbols were

supposed to pertain to what was in their legend. (Post unit conversation,
December 3, 1999)
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The above statement indicates that overall, Molly was satisfied with the outcome
of her unit in terms of achieving her overarching learning goals--she wanted students to
understand the concept of a legend, and to respect and appreciate other cultures through
literature objectives (see introduction to the unit and table 3). This satisfaction is also
corroborated by Molly’s written reflection on individual lessons, as discussed in previous
sections, as well as my own observation--e.g., students’ engagement during the different
reading and writing activities, the quality of their individual legend presentation, and their
sustained attention span during the powwow. See more below about how Molly achieved
her unit goals.

In addition, the above statement shows that the students learned about the writing
process, an outcome that was not specified in the original design of the unit. The fact that
Molly overlooked specifying the writing process into her learning objectives for the unit
was a bit surprising to me. This is so, especially when considering the fact that her
literacy unit focused on writing--keeping in mind also that the main focus of TE 802 is to
look at the role of writing in the literacy curriculum. This leads me to believe that had
Molly initially given much thought to the writing ;;rocess, she might have anticipated that
it would take students much longer to write their legends. As discussed earlier, this
indicates that she was working on synthesizing how use of literature, teaching literature
content, and writing all fit together.

During our conversation, I was interested in hearing Molly articulate how she
knew that students learned throughout the unit. The following excerpt illustrates how she
talked about some of the assessment measures she used.

For the first lesson..., I was checking for understanding of what it means to
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give thanks to someone or something, and I made a note of how detailed each

child’s journals were on that. So...in lesson 2, I was looking to see if the

students correctly placed the events in the order on their filmstrips. Were they
able to explain their filmstrips to another student? Were the questions that

they asked and comments made during the discussions appropriate and

thoughtful? For lesson 3, which was the sleeping bear lesson, after going over

the question in the booklet together, did it seem that the students had an

accurate understanding for what a legend was? Do they answer questions

correctly? Other, the rest of them were mostly observation, to see if they were

contributing or not contributing in class discussions. How were the legends
going? I kept every piece of anything they wrote on their legend, starting from
the very first day and I’d staple it onto the back so I have everything to see

their growth, so that was one way. (Post-unit conversation, December, 3,

1999)

Two points are worth highlighting from the above statement. First, it shows that
each aspect of table 3 was addressed during the implementation of the unit. On the one
hand, the first three lessons focused on a gradual process of helping students understand
the concept of a legend and respecting and appreciating other cultures, through
discussions and exposure to a variety of literature. On the other hand, the last 4 lessons
emphasized students’ demonstration of their conceptual understanding.

Second, the above description indicates that Molly was using a variety of direct
assessment tools to make sure that students were grasping concepts and making progress.
I will discuss, in a later section, how she interpreted some of the data she collected. As it
appears, Molly had a complex assessment system composed of documentation and record
keeping, including reviewing (and keeping) students’ written work and “kidwatching”,
which is “careful and knowledgeable observation of students as they are immersed in
their own learning and language use” (Goodman, 1996, p.209). In addition to the above-
mentioned assessment procedures, Molly used success stories outside the classroom to

talk about what students got out of the unit, as demonstrated through the following

anecdote:
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Also it was kind of interesting, yesterday we went to the library and after,

actually it was after you left, I had three different girls come up to me and

show me, in their books, oh, here’s a Native American. Here’s a legend, all

this kind of stuff, so that was so... And another one said I found out my, my

grandma has part some kind of Indian in her so that makes me part, too. So,

it’s nice to see them relating it to a real life connection; so authentic learning

as MSU would say (Post unit conversation, December 3, 1999).

The fact that these three students were transferring what they were learning about
to real life situations, including personal connections, is evidence that they were
developing some conceptual understanding of the unit on Native Americans legends.
Such understanding reflects Molly’s satisfaction with the outcome of her unit. By the
same token, Molly’s own reference to what she learned or heard about in her TE
coursework at MSU is a sign of her own conceptual understanding about the true
meaning of authentic learning and assessment.

In the foregoing, I discussed that Molly used a complex assessment system, which
in my view, is a sign that she was having first hand experience with assessing students
learning in an authentic context. This leads me to believe that she was either learning
about or reaffirming her awareness of how, through a variety of authentic assessment
procedures such as observation and anecdotal records, teachers can effectively record
“learning in action” (Drummond, 1994, p.89). Besides her insights into the role of
assessment in facilitating and monitoring learning, this unit showed that Molly learned a
great deal with respect to other aspects of teaching, which I now turn my attention to.
Molly’s learning

Seeing the big picture: Learning to be flexible

During our post-instructional conversation, I wanted to learn about Molly’s

assessment of her own growth from designing and teaching this unit on Native American
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legend unit. Molly told me that one of the main things she learned personally from the
unit was that of the timing aspect of teaching, in the sense that things don’t always go as
planned. As she noted,

It didn’t stress me out at all but it was just kind of interesting to see some of

the lessons I would say 35 minutes and they would take 55 minutes. And I

don’t know if it was when I was actually teaching that I got into it so much

more that I, you know, would kind of go off on little things a little bit more.

Or if the kids directed me in a certain way through conversation, I would go

there, too. (Post unit conversation, December 3, 1999)

Although Molly was initially nervous about not having a full idea of how the unit
would evolve, she seemed to have learned not to panic about the fact things did not
always go as planned. I interpret this to mean that she was learning to see the big picture,
i.e., recognizing that details are only a part of a larger framework, in this case, the
overarching goal of the unit. In doing so, there is sign that she was learning a great deal
about the need to be flexible and follow the natural flow of individual lessons--for
instance, lesson #6 (working on legends) turned out to unfold over 4 sessions. More
importantly, she was learning to or synthesizing how to adjust instructions in order to
meet the need of diverse learners, which is further discussed below.

Meeting the needs of diverse learners

Molly’s apprehensions prior to the unit, her ongoing assessment of the unit and
post assessment, coupled with my own observation, underline not only her commitment
to meeting the needs of a variety of learners throughout her unit, but also an increasing
awareness of different ways to scaffold students. As such, she engaged them in an

assortment of learning activities. On many occasions, she had the most capable students

work independently while providing assistance to others. In addition, assessing students’
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writing on an on-going basis appears to have played a critical role in helping Molly
support her students, along the way, particularly the struggling ones. As she told me,

after they would do any writing, I would take them home...So I probably took
them home and read them through all three times. Initially, their topic and
then the next week and then the week after that...I took all the legends home,
like a week ago, or a week and a half ago, and I read through them. And I
made a list on my computer of who’s totally fine, who needs a little help
they’re getting off their focus and who really needs major help. (Post-unit
conversation, December, 3, 1999)

Molly shared her assessment data with Sue who provided some scaffolding to
struggling students during one-on-one conferences, which I referred to when discussing
lesson six. Observing Sue during conferences with students allowed Molly to appropriate
a great deal about the role of jumpstarting students during the writing process, as
illustrated below.

Tina [one of the struggling readers in the classroom] started off a little

shaky on her legend. Her first legend was pretty much real life stuff, about her

brother and her dad on a horse. And then her second legend we [Sue] just gave

her a little starter story starter, and then she took off. So, some of the kids who

I thought I would have to help more were fine, being creative...*I watched her

[Sue] actually write for a student [another one of the struggling readers]

who was having a hard time writing. I think her handwriting was not that good

and so she was getting frustrated because she couldn’t even read it so Sue said

you tell me and I’ll write it and then you can just copy what I wrote but

they’re words but you can copy it onto your final draft. So that was helpful

because some kids do get hung up (Post unit conversation, December 3,

1999).

The above excerpt speaks, on the one hand, to Molly realizing that many kids
only need a little bit of a nudge on their way to producing good pieces of writing and to
becoming good readers and writers. On the other hand, it also signals her realization of
the fact that other students need more scaffolding. All in all, Molly appeared to have

benefited from many of the teaching tools (e.g., questioning techniques mentioned in

lesson 6) Sue used during conferences, as “motivator(s) to jumpstart students who have
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encountered difficulties as they attempted to enter the world of reading and writing”
(Gallagher & Norton, 2000, p.2).

Furthermore, Molly seemed to have realized that the best way to support students’
learning is to help them help themselves. As she put it,

Oh, another thing I would probably do is have the kids actually reading

legends by themselves more. We had a display out that they could choose

legends during like DEAR time or whatever. And I didn’t really observe, I

wish I would’ve looked back to see how many kids actually did choose those

books to read. I would guess, I remember seeing kids reading them but not as

many...like I didn’t come across as wow, they’re all grabbing these legends.

So I would probably next time make sure I add a time for reading legends.

That’s it. Just reading legends to get more ideas in their heads (Post unit

conversation, December, 3, 1999).

Indeed, this excerpt suggests that Molly is an advocate of the idea of reading to
learn, even in the early grades; in this case, reading legends to learn more about them.
This suggests that she is cognizant of the fact that “writers read extensively to gain
information about writing topics and to revise their writing” (Gipe, 2002); as such,
reading more about legends could inspire her students to write or rewrite their own
legends. Furthermore, Molly seems to have become aware that an environment filled with
books needs to provide a structure that encourages reading. In other words, it is not
enough to have an environment filled with books; students need to be directed toward
reading until they can take the initiative to do so on their own. The literature also
suggests that during such reading time as DEAR time, the teacher should be reading
along with students, in order to provide them with some modeling, the importance of
which Molly appeared to have realized throughout this unit, as reflected in the following

statement:

Another thing was the importance of modeling for students. Reading books to
them and asking questions about it. You know, I didn’t just read a legend to
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them, I tried to read a legend each day or Sue would, if I wasn’t here, she
would read a different legend to them. (Post-unit conversation, December, 3,
1999)

Enabling conditions

Internal conditions

Throughout discussions in this chapter, several references were made to some

essential knowledge and dispositions, which Molly developed and/or reinforced during

the first two months of her internship. I am led to believe that without these internal

conditions, the conceptualization and implementation of the Native American would not

have produced the outcomes it did. These essential knowledge and dispositions are:

e A fairly broad-based conception of literacy--this appeared to have helped Molly in

integrating different language arts into her lesson (CK);

An increased awareness and understanding of helping all students succeed through
the use of a variety of instructional strategies and reading materials--this seemed to
have helped Molly work on synthesizing knowledge about how to scaffold students’
learning, including writing (PCK);

An increased commitment to doing whatever is necessary to help all students
succeed--a disposition which seemed to have helped Molly work on synthesizing
knowledge about how to scaffold students’ learning, including writing;

An emerging sign of looking at teaching from the learner’s point of view, i.e., being
able to realize the benefits of specific instructional procedures--this seemed to have
prompted Molly to redesign her unit in order to make it more exciting and engaging
for her students (disposition and PCK);

A willingness to absorb as much as possible and being receptive to feedback --a
disposition, which appeared to have helped Molly to effectively collaborate with Sue,
throughout the various stages of the unit development and implementation;

A disposition to reflect upon and appraise existing instructional practices, including
her own--this appeared to have helped Molly reflect, with some depth, on each lesson
of her unit.

External conditions: Sue’s role
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As suggested throughout the various excerpts discussed above, it is clear that Sue
contributed a great deal to Molly’s learning-- appropriating and synthesizing knowledge.
Similar to the learning center experience, it is evident that Molly benefited considerably
from Sue’s assistance at the planning as well as during instruction stages of the unit. Not
only did she help her come up with a topic and offer some creative ideas (e.g., Native
American head-dress) to make Molly’s unit more interesting, but she also intervened at
some key points throughout, to provide some scaffolding, as Molly worked on
synthesizing knowledge. Indeed, on many occasions, I discussed how she seized
opportunities to scaffold Molly’s learning either in the form of modeling (e.g. the writing
workshops she conducted with different students or praising students for using some
spelling conventions) or by simply answering her questions and giving her suggestions.
Molly’s own words best describe Sue’s contribution:

She provided feedback all the time for me. Even during the lesson, I could, if

they were working independently on something, I could go and ask her. Do

you thing I should, you know, now that I did this, do you think its all right if I

do this instead of what I had planned?...after a lesson was finished, Sue would

say things like “Very good! I really like how you drew the kids in or if you

noticed some weren’t paying attention, how you would walk over where they
were” type of things. Basically, we did a lot of talking and I asked a lot of
questions to her, what her perception of how the lesson would go. And she

would give different suggestions. She’d come in the next morning, “hey, I

thought of you, you know, I thought of this that you might be able to do”. Or

“here’s more references to look at, to give you more ideas.” Even in the

middle of my unit. (Post unit conversation, 1999)

This description indicates that there were ongoing conversations between
Molly and Sue throughout the unit. These conversations ranged from getting feedback on
specific lessons, to asking clarification questions (e.g., question about whether the

powwow would be the end of the unit became a teachable moment by Sue), to queuing in

children’s literature and giving her new ideas through reference materials. Based on
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Molly’s own words and what I witnessed, it is fair to state that her legend unit would not
have had the same positive outcome it did without Sue’s sustained and varied scaffolding.

External conditions: The role of TE 802

It is fair to say that the structure provided by TE 802 seemed to have guided
Molly’s thinking throughout the unit, and in doing so, have contributed a great deal to her
accomplishments and learning. First, throughout the discussion of the unit, I made
references to some of the feedback the course instructor provided (e.g. the importance of
“giving students a sense of purpose for learning, giving them specific directions), in order
to guide Molly’s thinking and learning. Second, Molly had to meet certain project
requirements, which, I believe, were critical to her success. For example, the unit
required interns to use a step-by-step approach throughout the entire semester ranging
from analyzing school curriculum to collaborating with their collaborating teacher and
other school personnel. In addition, throughout the planning and teaching of the unit,
interns had to be mindful of students’ differences with literacy. They were also
encouraged to follow and assess the work of some struggling writers and they had to
assess how they met the needs of a variety of learners. Finally, the course required them
to reflect on each lesson taught, using the following framework:

1. What went well in this lesson? Why?

2. What would you change next time? Why?

3. What still puzzles you about your lesson and/or teaching? What would be

helpful?

The foregoing leads me to conclude that maybe TE 802 provided a structured

learning context--it seemed to reinforce Molly’s disposition to reflect--which she would

not have been able to do well without, especially when considering the fact that she

admitted that she needs structure (as discussed earlier). In other words, TE course was an
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important enabling condition guiding her thinking, allowing her to fulfill her unit goals
and learn along the way.
Summary and conclusion

This chapter illustrates a noteworthy of appropriation and synthesis of knowledge
with respect to developing and teaching a literacy unit during the fall guided lead-
teaching period. There is evidence of knowledge appropriation and synthesis through the
discussion on how Molly redesigned her unit, in collaboration with Sue, in order to make
it more engaging and exciting. There is also evidence of how she worked on synthesizing
how use of literature, teaching literature content, and writing all fit together. In addition,
Molly worked on appropriating and synthesizing knowledge about how to scaffold
students’ writing, with Sue’s help. Throughout these processes, some of her content
knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and dispositions appeared to have been
reinforced and/or developed, as summarized below.
(1) Content Knowledge (CK):

e An awareness and understanding of how use of literature, teaching literature and
writing all fit together (e.g., see lesson four);

e A broader knowledge of children’s literature through reading and teaching about
Native American cultures (Sue introduced Molly to new books) along with an
understanding of genre;

e An increased awareness and understanding of the writing process--recognizing that
writing is a complex process, which requires time and practice to master-- and the
critical connection between reading and writing as well as the integration across
different language arts (e.g., see lessons five and six);

(2) Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK):
e New insights into finding ways to make her lessons more exciting and engaging (e.g.,

sharing a personal story, connecting books to children’s personal life; dressing up like
Whispering Fawn) in order to help students better understand concepts;
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An increased awareness and understanding of what second graders are
developmentally speaking capable of doing, with respect to writing (e.g., see lessons
five and six; see also Molly’s reflection, in the unit assessment section, on how she
interpreted data about some of her students’ writing);

An increased awareness and understanding of how writing and content (e.g.,
literature) fit together;

An increased awareness and understanding of ways to scaffold students, particularly
struggling students’ learning. That is, becoming more in tune with the needs of
students and learning about strategies to support the development of their skills.
These strategies include using starters during one-on-one conferences, simplifying
tasks--writing only one legend idea instead of several, adjusting the pace of
instruction and asking thoughtful questions that are at a variety of cognitive levels;

An increased ability to use a variety of authentic assessment procedures to document
students leaning students learning and inform instruction, allowing her to be flexible
in adjusting her teaching (see section on unit assessment);

An increased understanding of the importance of modeling good reading and writing
behaviors (e.g., the first lesson during which Molly modeled reading comprehension
monitoring and repair strategies; talking to and observing Sue during writing
conferences; see also her post-unit assessment); and finally,

An understanding of what it takes to develop and implement a unit, as reflected in the
following comments by the TE 802 Instructor who had nothing but praises for Molly:
Well organized! I highly suggest that you place your work in a 3 ring binder
for future reference. You’ll want to show this off at job interviews...Your
hard work plus great effort researching and planning your lessons is clearly
evidenced! Lessons have been thought out in depth, which was reflected in the
success of your students in achieving the learning outcomes....You have
“spelled out” what you looked for in assessing students’ understanding. Nice
job constructing your “Young Author’s checklist”...Your written reflections
show that your are gaining important insights into your teaching...
Outstanding work Molly! This is a model unit! Congratulations (Literacy Unit
Final Evaluation by Instructor, December 1999)!

(3) Dispositions:

An increased awareness of and sensitivity toward helping all students, particularly
struggling students, and her commitment to find what works for them; a commitment
which she emphasized during our first interview;

An increased disposition toward looking at teaching from the learner’s point of view;
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e Ability to co-plan and co-teach effectively with her collaborating teacher. Throughout
the unit, Molly showed that she was receptive to feedback, which she incorporated
into her teaching; and finally,

¢ A further commitment with respect to reflecting upon her own teaching, as illustrated
by her insightful post-assessment of individual lessons and her overall reflection on
the unit.

As discussed earlier, the reinforcement and/or development of the above content
knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and dispositions seemed to have resulted
from the interactions between some internal and external conditions. On the one hand, it
was apparent that Molly was able to make use of some of essential knowledge and
dispositions (summarized earlier) with which she started the legend unit. These internal
conditions constituted a key piece of information that helped me to make sense of how
she went about appropriating and synthesizing knowledge during the design and
implementation of her unit. On the other hand, the discussion illustrated the prominent
role of some external conditions--Sue’s ongoing support as well as the structure of TE
802, including the guidance provided by the course instructor during the various stages of
designing and implementing the legend unit.

I would be remiss to end this chapter without reminding the reader of the fact that
despite the above positive list of reinforced and/or developed knowledge and
dispositions, the design and implementation of the unit illustrated some areas of
improvements for Molly. These areas included being able to accurately explain how to
implement the KWL approach, and yet not being quite capable or ready to synthesize it--
1.€., weave it--into her thinking about teaching a unit on legends. Molly also revealed her

lack of awareness of the role the KWL procedure could have played in helping her

understand her second graders as learners. As discussed earlier, being cognizant
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(knowing the steps) of a given instructional approach cannot necessarily be equated with
being able to pull together such knowledge when planning and teaching within the
context of a specific topic. Another area for improvement had to do with Molly’s lack of
ability to probe more deeply after asking a ‘why’ questions. Although she appeared
successful at this in lesson two, it was not always the case, as illustrated in lesson with
the question about ‘why do we celebrate Thanksgiving’. As discussed in chapter 3, Molly
herself admitted that this was an area she needed to work on.

As I examine Molly’s journey during the second semester, these areas for
improvement, especially Molly’s inability to probe students’ thinking more deeply, will
serve as lenses in helping me make sense of her learning episodes. Obviously, The
knowledge and dispositions developed and/or reinforced (discussed in this chapter) are
key pieces of information that will also help me to make sense of how Molly went about
appropriating and synthesizing knowledge during the second half of her internship. One
of the most important insights Molly gained throughout the design and implementation of
the legend unit, seemed to have been finding different strategies (e.g., dressing up like
Whispering Fawn) to make her lessons “more interesting”, to use her own words. As
such, she was more than ever determined to strengthen this ability throughout the spring

semester, as illustrated in chapter 5.
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Chapter 5

MOLLY’S SPRING SEMESTER INTERNSHIP: BECOMING MORE
CONFIDENT AND BEGINNING TO CREATE A TEACHING IDENTITY

“January, February, March was my major growth. I started to analyze who I was
as a teacher of this, what I was doing, how often I was doing it, why I was doing it; that
was a big one, why... I also, probably more in Jan.uar).), started key"fﬁ into w.ho my
learners were more, even though I thought I was doing it (before)”. (3'° Interview with
Molly, May 30, 2000)

The above statement, made while reflecting upon her clinical journey in Sue’s
classroom, embodies the essence of Molly’s construction of knowledge about reading
during the spring semester of her internship. While there is some evidence of
appropriating knowledge, especially at the beginning of the spring semester, it is a
semester that is mostly characterized by instances of Molly synthesizing knowledge--
taking stock of knowledge being appropriate d, transforming existing knowledge,
enhancing understanding and developing new ideas, concepts and strategies.

The chapter illustrates how, through synthesizing knowledge, Molly began to
create a teaching identity, i.e., to demonstrate her ability to talk about the how and why of
her teaching moves and a readiness to make her own teaching identity public. According
to Danielewicz (2001) “becoming a teacher” is an identity forming process by which
individuals define themselves and are viewed by others. It is a dynamic and ever-
changing process; it is always under construction to varying degrees--reformation,
addition, erosion, reconstruction, integration, dissolution or expansion. Thus, as a
preservice teacher engages in learning to teach in context, s’he can recognize her own
knowledge construction--moves, concepts, strategies, and confidence--as defining her in

becoming increasingly competent throughout the internship. At the same time, others

(e.g., collaborating teacher, liaison or researcher) can also recognize the knowledge
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constructed and implemented as signs of an intern who is becoming a competent
beginning teacher. Some of those signs are taking more initiative and risks, teaching with
confidence.

As her knowledge of and confidence in teaching in general and reading
instruction in. particular increased, Molly started to take bigger steps, i.e., taking risks,
trying out new instructional approaches, modifying existing instructional materials with a
clear rationale. Molly also started keying more into students’ interests and finding ways
to make her lessons more interesting, i.c., engaging. The idea of keying more into
students’ interests and needs seems to have followed and resulted from the fact that,
during the fall semester, Molly spent a great deal of time getting to know second graders
and their developmental levels and needs. As such, she appeared more prepared (during
the spring semester) to come up with activities and opportunities that better suited them--
being at a point where she no longer worried about instructional time; she just wanted to
implement whatever was necessary to help students move forward. Furthermore,
although Molly continued to collaborate with Sue throughout the rest of the internship,
there was a shift in the focus, especially after the month of January. Instead of seeking
ideas or suggestions, as was the case for instance during the legend unit, she would
mostly go to Sue to share her satisfaction or just to have a quick chat about something she
had noticed.

This chapter centers around five episodes that stand out as critical in helping me
discuss the foregoing. The first episode--an instance of appropriation-- discusses how,
after encountering some difficulties, Molly learned to level books. The second episode

examines some of Molly’s reflections (during our second formal interview) on her

147



knowledge construction--that is, it discusses instances of how she was taking stock of
what she was constructing. As for the third episode, it discusses how she brought back
learning centers into her clinical classroom, with some innovative ideas. The fourth
episode looks at the influence of Molly’s inquiry project in helping her become a
thematié planner. Finally, the fifth episode discusses how she made teaching reading
through “Garden Gates’ more interesting. After discussing the above-mentioned
episodes, I examine Molly’s late conceptions of literacy, particularly reading instruction,
in comparison to her early conceptions and end the chapter with a look at her reflection
on her journey and participation in the study.

Some background information at the start of the spring semester

The internship is a highly demanding and tiring experience--lots of pressures to
stay on top of both classroom responsibilities as well meeting the requirements of
graduate courses. Such demands, coupled with being around sick kids, result oftentimes
in interns being vulnerable to illnesses. Molly experienced that in different forms during
her intemshi;;. I remember having a casual conversation with Sue toward the end of
guided lead teaching when she indicated to me that Molly looked worn out as a result of
the increase in her teaching load. I don’t know if being worn out in late December made
Molly vulnerable to being sick; but in any case, the second semester had barely started
(only one week of teaching) when she had to stay in bed, for about a week, with the flu
virus. It is important to note that because I was myself sick (I had malaria) I was unable
to observe Molly during the month of January. Therefore, I can only corroborate some of

Molly’s references to that time period with Sue’s words.
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Molly came back to school in mid-January feeling refreshed and determined as
ever to take charge; it was as if being bed-ridden provided her with the space to put many
things into perspective and to get ready to embark on the boat for the rest of her journey.
Indeed, Molly came back ready to face whatever challenges the rest of the internship
would present to her in order to be successful. As Sue put it,

After the flu, she came back. It transformed her. No I’m kidding! She came

back with this more of a planning mode than a just get up in front of the kids

and teach mode. She wants to have really neat activities that will help to focus

the kids. And I think that is a real strength on her part that I have seen happen.

She has probably always had it but she is pulling it out now and digging more

for things. (Second Interview with Sue, February 3, 2000)

The Book was too difficult for the students: learning to level books

One of the first steps Molly took after her sickness was to learn how to level
books. I chose to focus on this learning episode because it was, according to Molly, the
most important recent event that happened to her and that she talked about with Sue, prior
to our second interview on February 3, 2000. Leveling books to match readers is the
process of selecting books that readers can read at the instructional level, i.e., with 90-
95% accuracy in word recognition and with 75% comprehension or better. Instructional
reading level books offer just the right amount of support and challenge, allowing readers
to successfully read and understand, with some assistance and supervision, and to
experience growth in reading. It is therefore a critical process that elementary reading
teachers should know about and be able to use. In the lines that follow I discuss how
Molly came to learn about this process.

During the third week of January 2000, Molly had a guided reading session with

the lowest reading group of students, using a coded red or early preprimer book

(Imogene’s Antlers, written and illustrated by David Small) that was selected by Sue.
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After quickly realizing that the book was too difficult for the students, Molly attempted to
provide them with some scaffolding. Here is how she described her experience:

We sat down and the book looks easy. I mean, there are big words, the
pictures aid in what’s written in the book so I thought it wouldn’t be a
problem. Well, they just had the hardest time with it. Like we were constantly
stopping and ...I would, you know, “look at this part of the word. Do you
know this part of the word” and they just didn’t get it. It was kind of
frustrating to me because I knew within the first five minutes that the book
wasn’t at the appropriate level so I kind of just got them through, instead of
trying to make it through like a first chapter or section of it, we just went
through and I focused on the first page and I had them silent read it and then I
would say “point to the word night” or you, you know, “Henrietta, you point
to this word so they would have to go through and try to find it”. And then we
read it all together and then they would each individually read it. So we, I
really stressed that page. We probably did three within the whole 25 minutes,
three pages. (2" Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000)

Several points stand out from the above description. First of all, the fact that
these second graders could not even read a preprimer 1 or level C book acknowledges
that they were indeed struggling readers. And their level of struggle appeared to have
been a surprise to both Molly and Sue. As a reminder, level C books “have simple story
lines and topics are familiar to children...oral language structures are used and often
repeated, and phrasing is often supported by print placement. Frequently encountered
words are used more often, and there is a full range of punctuation (Fountas & Pinnell,
1996).

Second, inspite of the above features of early literacy books, Fountas & Pinnell,
point out that,

Whether a text is easy or hard for a child depends on more than characteristics

inherent to the text. The way the text is introduced and the supportive

interaction during reading play important roles as well. The teacher is
constantly balancing the tension between text level and the amount of support

he will provide to readers. His knowledge of individual children and the way
they approach texts is the most valuable tool (1996).

150



Molly’s observations and actions seem to be, to some extent, in congruence with the
above remarks. Even though I was not privileged to seeing whether and how Molly
introduced the book to the students, given that it did not take her a long time to figure out
that the book was at a frustration level speaks to her sound judgement in seeking to know
her students well and in assessing the reading task appropriately. Further- more, despite
being personally frustrated because the book she thought would be easy to read turned
out to be difficult, Molly did not give up on her students; instead, she found a way to
provide some supportive interaction in an attempt to make the reading possible. Although
many more strategies can be used to support students’ reading (see Fountas & Pinnell,
1996, pp. 107-162), the way Molly walked her struggling readers through the beginning
pages of the book seems to reinforce her keenness on learning to scaffold their learning--
reading--needs. Similar to the spelling episode (see chapter 3) and to some of her unit
lessons (see chapter 4), she broke down the task by, for instance, having students
independently solve words--through identification of part(s) of a word or pointing to a
given word.

Once Molly decided to stop the reading session, she immediately went to Sue to
share with her what she had experienced and to ask for help. As she said,

... I said Sue, this isn’t, I don’t, I didn’t know. Not that I didn’t know what to

do but this isn’t the right level of book and do we stop with this book because

I know it is not at the right level. And she said she didn’t realize it was so

much harder. If you look at it though, it doesn’t really look that difficult. But

it was for them. So we talked about it. ...I was going to carry over with the

literature groups for my lead teaching, so then I asked her... “Can you help

me with leveling because I want to make sure I have the right books instead of

having to get everything prepared, my questions prepared for them and then

have the book be too hard or something...” (2" Interview with Molly,
February 3, 2000)
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As it appears, the difficulties Molly experienced with her students triggered in
Molly the desire (“value-triggered interest”, Reeve, 1996) to be able to choose books that
were appropriate to students’ needs and ability. As discussed in chapters three and four,
this desire further speaks to her inclination to do whatever is needed to help students
experience success in learning in general, and reading in particular. It is also evident that
Molly wanted to be prepared to run literature groups smoothly and successfully and to

avoid frustration for both her students and herself; a further illustration of her schedule-

oriented disposition (discussed in chapter 4).

What did Molly learn about leveling books?

Molly’s wish was answered just one week later when both she and Sue attended a

half-day in-service (in Grand Rapids, Michigan) on selecting books and guided reading
strategies. From what she told me, this workshop seemed to have enhanced her
knowledge and skills with respect to matching children with books. As she indicated,
with excitement, “I totally know now how to level books so that’s interesting. . .after that

in-service, I told her [Sue] I would be able to help too” [with leveling books] (Interview
February 3, 2000). The following brief description, which was voluntarily provided by

Molly, gave me a sense of how she understood the process of leveling books.

...I have picked up on the literature children read, they should 80%, what is
the word? Capable? I don’t know if that is the word but it should be easy
enough like where they don’t have problems with 80% of it. And then the
other 20% of the story or whatever should be kind of challenging to them. (2™

Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000)
Although she did not use the exact figures, the above description suggests that

Molly was referring to the three reading levels, namely, independent (95%- 100%

accuracy in word recognition) instructional (90%-95% accuracy in word recognition) and
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frustration (below 90% accuracy in word recognition) (The Wright Group, 1995). The
independent reading level indicates that the reader can read comfortably and understand
without assistance. As for the instructional level, it refers to the level at which the reader
can successfully read and understand with some assistance and supervision. And the
frustration level is the level at which the reader cannot read, even with assistance,
because the text is too difficult and leads to frustration. Her description also reflects a
good understanding of the fact that the instructional level--which combines a high degree
of accuracy with little bit of challenge--should be the target when selecting books. Such
an understanding is very much in line with the literature (The Wright Group, 1995).
Enabling conditions

It appears from the foregoing that Molly’s insights into leveling books resulted

from interaction between some internal and external conditions. It is to these conditions

that I now turn my attention.

Internal conditions:
Molly’s determination to become a good reading teacher (disposition discussed in

chapter 3) seemed to have played an important role in her wanting to know how to level
books so that she could provide her students with successful experiences with texts. By
the same token, it seemed to me that that same determination allowed her to make the

most out of the in-service on leveling books and guided reading strategies, which I shall

come back to later on.

External conditions:
Having the opportunity to work with the lowest reading group of students who

encountered difficulties reading an easy text seemed to have helped Molly realize her
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lack of knowledge with respect to matching kids with books and the burning desire to do
so something about it. I am not sure if she would have developed the same desire to learn
about leveling books without the challenges she encountered while working with

students. Along the same line, I am also not sure if she would have had the same vested
interest in the in-service without these challenges. As Alexander, Kulikowich & Jetton,
(1994, p.217) suggest, “interest, particularly one’s personal investment in the topic or

domain, stimulates depth of processing in the content and, thus, enhances subject-matter

learning” (see Schiefele, 1991 & 1992, for similar remarks).

As discussed in this episode, Molly appeared to have appropriated noteworthy
knowledge about leveling books as a result of interactions between internal and external
conditions. The internal conditions had to with Molly’s eagemess to be good at reading
instruction (disposition discussed in chapters 3 & 4) seemed to have predisposed her to
want to learn how to level books. As for the external conditions were related to working
with students who experienced difficulties with a seemingly easy book, which appeared
to have provided Molly with “actualized opportunities for need involvement and skill
development” (Reeve, 1996). In addition, these opportunities seemed to have prepared
Molly to appropriate as much knowledge as she could about leveling books during the
half-day in-service workshop. I also discussed the fact that the difficulties the students
encountered with the book prompted Molly to provide them with some supportive
instructional strategies. In other words, these difficulties gave her the opportunity to use
some of the scaffolding strategies she had appropriated up to that point in time. In the

section that follows, I discuss Molly’s reflection on how she went about learning some of

those instructional strategies.
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Becoming more confident: “It is coming to me now”

During my second interview with Molly, I gave her the opportunity to reflect
upon where she was (with regards to some of the goals she had in early November) and
where she wanted to be by the end of her intemnship. This interview was highly
characterized by the expression of feeling of excitement and above all a sense of
accomplishments, that is, an epiphany. This epiphany seems to reflect a turning point
two-thirds through Molly’s internship journey, as she was starting to see more and more
connections between ideas, concepts, and strategies she had appropriated and she was

starting to feel more confident in her ability to support students’ learning more

appropriately and effectively.
When asked how she learned about strategies to support students’ learning (e.g.,

strategies she used to help students through the opening pages of Imogene’s Antlers)

Molly gave the following response.

I think everything, I think through Sue primarily, just observing her leading
groups. . .through that literacy conference in Grand Rapids....Through that

guided reading book [by Fountas & Pinnell (1996), which she received from
Sue]. I have been reading little bits of it there so...I mean it could be from
observing but just working with them so much more. I’m so much more
involved with them that I don’t know, I mean, obviously I must have learned
things from before but it seems like now I can just--instead of just thinking
what can I do, just immediately I can say look at this part of the word or, just
you know, what other word to you know that might start with that? You know,
it is coming to me now, which is so good, finally... Where before I might have
jotted down in a journal some ideas and then before I would lead a group, I
would look, okay, now, if this happens, I’ll do this. Now, I don’t really need
that. I kind of have them in my head so I just use them. That’s exciting
because I told you that at the start of the year I really didn’t feel like I had a
good understanding of how to teach it [reading]. (2" Interview with Molly,

February 3, 2000)
Two points stand out from the above excerpts. First, the fact that Molly attributed

her learning to several sources indicates to me that metacognitively, she was aware of her
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own thinking and learning processes. This is an awareness, which I believe is essential in
learning general, and learning to teach in particular. In addition to learning about
strategies primarily from observing Sue leading groups, Molly also mentioned learning
from three other sources namely, attending the literacy conference, gaining insights from
reading the guided reading book, and last, but not the least important, “working with
students much more.” Second, Molly’s description suggests that ideas, concepts and
strategies were coming together in a handy manner for her. That is, her efforts to
synthesize knowledge appropriated through observation, reading, listening, and teaching
appeared to be interwoven into a practical knowledge readily available, allowing her to
think on her feet--in a way that seemed to have surprised her. I still remember the
excitement on Molly’s face when talking about what was happening to her, as if she was
having a self-realization. Indeed, Molly’s words suggest that she was beginning to
realize her potentials and reach her goal of becoming an effective reading teacher, hence
the expression of joy.

While all of the different sources mentioned above contributed to appropriating
and synthesizing ideas and strategies to facilitate students’ learning, it seemed that the
increased opportunities to work with students in the fall as well as early during the spring
semester, were starting to pay off for Molly. On the one hand, these opportunities
appeared to have allowed her to get to know her students better. The more Molly worked
with her students, the more she was getting to know them as learners, as further
illustrated below by her own words about some of her struggling readers.

Sheila has mélde great improvements just recently [she is no longer in the

lowest reading group originally composed of 5 struggling students], yes but

we’ve done a lot of, she is really bonded with me recently...When I give her a
lot she get busy, she does it. I would say it is because I have been kind of
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giving her more individual attention and Sue has been, too. We have both
been trying to build up her self-esteem a little bit. And so it is almost, I think,
like she is trying to work harder for us maybe...So I think all the positive
reinforcement, is keeping her going along... Let me tell you about Tina...she
is totally amazing me; she is not so needy. Like she’s independent and her
reading, she’s very still low in like decoding and comprehension are not there
at all really but she is trying and ...before in out literature groups, guided
reading groups, she’d be the giggly one just would let someone else answer.
Now she is looking at me and I can tell she is ready. She is following along.
She tries, you know, she is trying...Henrieta is still pretty low. Her parents
met with Sue at a conference...and they think we should be pushing her
harder.... And we don’t, I don’t know. Sue doesn’t think maybe she is
developmentally ready to be pushed. But now maybe we are second

guessing like maybe she’s pulled one over us and slipped by us and we didn’t
realize that maybe she is capable. But she is very distracted still and we are
looking into that with her reading. She is so into wanting to read chapter
books...and if you hand her something like Frog and Toad--Sue has been
trying to say Henrieta, this is more appropriate for you, this is a great story
and she will take it...this actually happened last week. (2" interview with
Molly, February 3, 2000)

The above excerpts, which provide an up-close description of some the struggling
readers in Molly’s classroom, show that she was developing a substantive and detailed
knowledge and understanding of her students in terms both their progress and needs. It is
also important to mention that she seemed to be able to articulate such knowledge with
ease and confidence. As the literature (e.g., Duckworth, 1996) suggests, getting to know
and understand students as learners is at the core of teaching. Knowing and understanding
students’ understanding, needs, abilities and progress is indeed at the core of instructional
decisions, for it plays a major role in determining the focus, the nature and the pace of a
given instructional task. By extension, learning to observe, know and understand students
is critical to the learning to teach process (see TE 301 Child Study Guidelines in
Appendix G).

On the other hand and consequently, being given increasing opportunities to work

with students and getting to know them better appeared to have facilitated Molly’s
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understanding about using more developmentally appropriate instructional strategies--one

of the goals she articulated during our first interview in early November 1999. As she put
it,

...I could explain to you within the first few weeks of school this is a lower
student with reading, this is a higher student. But now I really know, I have
accepted that they will have to work at their own pace, I’'ll work more one on
one with them and my question at the beginning of the year was expectations
of the kids. ..I remember, am I expecting too much of them or not enough?
But I think now I have a better handle, just because I have, Sue’s given me the
opportunity to be working with them so much. I have not been lead teaching
but, I’ve been covering a lot of subjects for a long time now so...I think I have
each of my kids pegged now as far as exactly what their level is. And what
their strengths are...I think strategies is one of the things that I didn’t really
feel like I had a solid background of how to, you know, if you have a beginner
that comes to you or an emergent reader, whatever, that comes to you, how

do you handle that as opposed to someone who’s reading at a 3™ grade level.
And now I feel like, like I was just telling you the strategies are just coming to
me. So it’s a lot easier. I'm so glad...I think my questioning has also gotten a
lot stronger. So that was one of the things that I was wondering about. Are the
questions I am asking open-ended and focused or not focused or whatever. So
I think my questioning has developed so that the questions I ask I really do get
the answers back of do they really understand what they read. Do they
understand what the question asks or something? (2" Interview with Molly,

February 3, 2000).

Later on during our interview, Molly made related comments as follows:

...At the beginning of the year, I was still trying to feel out what 2" grade
exactly was. And now...for some reason, within the last few weeks, it just
seems very natural, even more than before. And before I felt all right, like
fine, comfortable. But now it just feels like...natural, like really natural. So
my pace with things, I think I’'m getting better at knowing, being able to read
them, their facial expressions, their body language, their comments, to know if
I need to go back and re-teach something...I’ve really come to realize the
importance of even though, so we just taught money or time, it is still going
back and talking about it so that they don’t forget how to do things or, you
know, just little mini-lessons, too...Another thing that lately has just come to
me too is being able to ﬁgure out ways to on the moment thinking of another
way to prevent things (2" Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000).

As the above excerpts suggest, it seems that, compared to the beginning of her

internship, Molly was having or realizing a deeper and refined understanding of her
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students’ developmental levels and was feeling more and more comfortable in her ability
to help them leap forward. Indeed, while, at the start of her journey she was questioning
whether she was expecting too much or not enough from the students, Molly was
becoming more knowledgeable and confident in her instructional decisions, including her
questioning skills--another goal she articulated during our first interview. Her solidified
confidence level seems also apparent in the fact that her enhanced understanding was
allowing her to think on her feet in the process of problem solving and coming up with
alternatives. Sue eloquently corroborated Molly’s increased understanding and

confidence level through the following statement:

It is kind of like she has gone from student to maybe like...she knows she is in
charge now. She is not worried about what people are going to think. She’s
not worried about having it perfect. She puts a lot of time into it but she
always has put but it is like she has relaxed her goals and heightened her goals
at the same time...She’s relaxed the things that need to go on the back burner.
She has jumped into the things she needs to do and she does it with such an
understanding. ..it is like a mature attitude. She has been a mature person the
whole time but her teaching is maturing and it is really fun to watch how...It
was like how do you do this?...How does this connect? And does this go? To
let me tell you how I think this connects. And this is how I’m going to do it.
And you know, it is like a confidence ...it is a security that she knows now.
(2™ Interview with Sue, February 3, 2000)

In addition to giving substantive details about her growth so far, Molly was also
able to come up with some specific learning goals she wanted to reach before the end of
her internship, as illustrated through the following segment of our second interview:

Note: G= Gaston and M= Molly

G: The last question is about looking ahead. What skills, strategies and
knowledge to you still want to acquire before leaving this school?
Before the end of the internship?

M: Weird to go from everything at the beginning of the year to think what

do I still want to learn.

Yes, I know.

Maybe being able to pick out books faster, like instead of having to go

through and really, Sue can pretty much just sit there, open a book and
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say...I mean like I said before, that one book, it was a little bit higher.
But maybe doing that so it doesn’t take me forever to pick out books.
And working actually with my middle to upper students, expanding
them, challenging them a little bit more, bringing in Bloom’s
activities to just broaden their thinking, too. I want to focus on that
too. I’ve done a lot with the lower groups...Middle, I’'m pretty
comfortable with. Higher kids I'm comfortable with but...that’s
maybe one of those things, expectations again, If I push them too far.
But I know, I mean, as soon as I pick out an activity and try it with
them, I’ll know. And then I feel comfortable now with if it is not
going well, being able to make changes in it to make it work. I really
feel like I’'m, it’s all clicking now actually. But as my lead teaching
starts, I’ll be able to find really quick what my weaknesses are again,
so then I’ll let you know again what I want to focus on.

Okay, any other means?
I think just, I have to do it, just doing it.

G: How do you think you will be able to acquire those skills?
M:  Just by doing it

G: Just by doing it

M: Uh Huh

G:

M:

Several points are worth noting from the above segment. To start with, it clearly
suggests that Molly was keen on becoming more proficient at selecting books
appropriately for students. This is not all surprising, considering Molly’s perfectionist
nature in wanting to be good at anything she does (see background information discussed
in chapter 3). Along the same line, it is also apparent that she did not want to limit herself
to learning to teach struggling or lower level students only, which was one of her main
goals during the fall semester. Instead, she was keen on being successful at supporting the
learning and development of all her students, including the most capable ones. More
specifically, she expressed her determination to become more comfortable with respect to
making instructional decisions that are developmentally appropriate for high achieving
students. This shift toward focusing on high achievers can be explained by the fact that
Molly was now feeling good about her skills and abilities to support the learning of

struggling students. Finally, given that Molly talked about future weaknesses reinforces
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her disposition to continue to grow as a learner by identifying areas to work on. And the
fact that she emphasized to me that it is by doing--i.e., teaching--that she would be able to
identify more weaknesses to work on reflects her awareness that “problems do not come
ready-made; they must be constructed out of a problematic situation” (Dewey, 1933).
Crystallization of Molly’s learning

From the above descriptions and discussions it appeared that at the beginning of

the spring semester, Molly’s knowledge construction was crystallizing in the following

areas.
(1) Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)

o First, Molly seemed to be developing greater insights into the importance of getting to
know students in making instructional decisions;

e Second, Molly appeared to be developing a greater awareness of her ability to use
instructional strategies that are more developmentally appropriate to the levels and

needs of second graders;

e Third, Molly seemed to have developed a deeper understanding of how to match
students with books; and

¢ Finally, Molly’s enhanced knowledge of her students’ abilities and needs seemed to
be allowing her to see more connections, to be able to think on her feet, and support
their learning in a more readily fashion.

(2) Dispositions

e Along with enhanced pedagogical subject matter knowledge, Molly’s confidence

level appeared to be steadily increasing (I shall refer back to this in later sections).

Enabling conditions

The foregoing seemed to have been facilitated by the presence of some internal
and external conditions that are discussed below.

Internal conditions
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Several internal conditions which were displayed and/or developed during the fall
semester appeared to have prepared Molly to be where she was at the start of the spring
semester, in terms of realizing and talking about her knowledge construction, its sources,
and implications on her teaching. First, chapters 3 and 4 documented in-depth Molly’s
ongoing inclination to reflect on her learning and to make connections, and her growing
disposition toward seeing things from the learner’s perspective (e.g., realizing the
benefits of learning centers to students development). Second, these chapters also
documented her commitment to helping all her students and her growing awareness of
and ability to use a variety of instructional strategies to scaffold learning, including
modeling good reading and writing behaviors for students. Third, they highlighted
Molly’s growing understanding of the importance of assessment and the use of a variety
of authentic assessment procedures to document students’ learning and inform
instruction, allowing her to be flexible in adjusting her teaching. Finally, but not the least
important, chapters 3 and 4 documented Molly’s remarkable determination to always
seek to understand how things work and to challenge herself for improvement, which Sue

also corroborated as follows:

I think her strengths have always been in her questioning of herself and me
and the literature. She is always trying to find out why something is happening
and I think she sends that message onto the children....I think it is how her
brain is put together because she wants to know how to do everything and she
is now kind of transferring that to the kids. She want the kids to know how to
ask for the information. She does not baby them...I think I baby the kids more
than she does. And it is like well, they know this, they should be able to do
this. Okay, you go do this, you figure it out. ...She is also soaking up books
like a sponge. She just wants to know what other books are there? What else
can we do with this? (2" Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000)

Not only do Sue’s comments confirm Molly’s internal desire to learn as much

possible, a desire with which she started the internship, but they also reflect her
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confidence level in challenging her students to figure out things on their own.
Challenging students to figure things on their own is something she probably could not
have done at the beginning of her internship, because of her limited knowledge of what
was developmentally appropriate.

Considering the similarity between the above-mentioned internal conditions and
the knowledge construction Molly articulated during our second interview, the argument
can be made that she was beginning to reap the fruit of her fall semester labors. In other
words, her insights into teaching were starting to reach a certain level of sophistication in
January 2000, which she was realizing and making public to me (see Vygotsky space,
Harre, 1986 & Gavelek, 1991). This is an illustration of Dewey’s concept of educative
experience as enabling conditions (1933) for, Molly was building on her past experiences
and making further connections at the beginning of the spring semester.

External conditions: Sue’s role

To start with, credit must be given to Sue for allowing Molly to take increasingly
work with student s during the fall semester and subsequently early on during the spring
semester, prior to the lead-teaching period. Engaging in more teaching during the last two
weeks the month of January appeared to have presented Molly with unique opportunities
to scaffold students’ learning by drawing upon the skills and knowledge she had acquired
up to that point in her internship. The more chances Molly had to work with students, the
more she was getting to know them and to make use of her knowledge and skills. And in

doing so, she became aware of the knowledge she had been constructing and her

confidence level increased in the process, as if to say I know how to do this.
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In addition, Sue seemed to have, in a unique and effective way, helped Molly
realize the importance of getting to know students in making instructional decisions. As
she put it,

I think we talked a lot about how much time at the beginning of the year we
spent getting to know the kids and their families and I think, I don’t know if
every teacher does that but if I don’t do it, I don’t get to know the needs of the
children. And I think she is starting to realize that. I think she thought we were
spinning wheels for the first semester. That it was like why are we doing this
again and over and all the time? But she has all of a sudden, it is like well
really know the kids. She is feeling like I know what they need and it is not all
written down in test scores and As and Bs and things like that. It is that she
knows how they read and she knows how they think in math skills. And it is a
growth that is hard to explain, because it is intuitive. It is empathetic maybe.
(2" Interview with Molly, February 3, 2000)

This statement seems to indicate that Sue adopted a long-term developmental
approach to scaffold Molly’s learning about the importance of getting to know students.
First, she appeared to have provided Molly with opportunities to observe and possibly to
be involved in activities that facilitate getting to know students during the first few
months of the school year. Sue’s statement suggests that the above opportunities were
coupled with reflective conversations during which Molly might have questioned the
need to repeat some activities. Second, the fact that Molly seemed to finally realize the
value of getting to know students in the early part of the spring semester, led me to
speculate as follows. Sue probably gave Molly the space to reflect and was hoping that
over time, she would come to understand the value of using a variety of activities and
repetitions in order to get to know students. Furthermore, the above excerpt seems to
suggest that, during the month of January, Sue also created a conversational workspace
(Denyer, 1987) to engage Molly in taking a retrospective look at some of the pedagogical

moves that were made in order to get to know their students well at the beginning of the
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school year. And in doing so, to make Molly realize that such moves pay off later on
during the school year.

External conditions: The role of the interview

My second interview with Molly appeared to have provided her with a structure
to allow her to systematically do some regrouping, i.e., to look back, as well as to look
ahead. In doing so, she was able to step back and take a closer look at her own knowledge
construction and make sense of it and make her sense making public--sharing it with me.
Although Molly is a reflective novice teacher, I am not sure if, without the above
structure, she would have been able to engage in such a detailed and thoughtful analysis
of her knowledge construction, after about three and a half weeks into her spring
semester internship. The interview appears to have given her the space to articulate her
knowledge construction--by making connections and giving meaning to what she was
experiencing--and to set up new learning goals.

With an enhanced content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge, and an
increased confidence level, Molly appeared determined than ever to establish her own
teaching identity throughout the rest of her internship. A good example of this
determination is her innovative use of learning centers, which is briefly discussed in the
next section.

Deciding to bring back learning centers into the classroom

As mentioned in the opening section of this fifth chapter, after recovering from
the flu, Molly came back to the classroom with a stronger determination to take charge,
1.., to learn and teach. In addition to wanting to learn to level books, another step she

took was to bring back the use of centers into the classroom. As she told me during our
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second interview (February 3, 2000), she felt that there was a gap in terms of using
centers in the classroom dﬁring the period Dccémber 1999 through January 2000. As
such, she saw a need to be consistent; “I’m a consistent person kind of,” she said. She
also felt that there was a need to use learning centers again so that she could have more
opportunities to give individual attention to students who needed it the most.

Bringing learning centers back constitutes, by itself, a significant change that
Molly brought into her clinical classroom. In addition, in order to. ensure that students
were staying on task, Molly created learning evaluation forms for them to fill out at the
end of each learning station period. According to Molly, she used these evaluation sheets
when conferencing with students, so that she would know that they were “not goofing
off.” I witnessed the first time students used these evaluation sheets, on February 29,
2000. The sheets were framed as follows:

*Writing: Which mitten starter did you choose? Is your story done?

*Math: What was easy for you? What do you need to work on?

*Read Around the Room: List 10 words that you liked reading!

*Listening: Did you like this story? Why or why not?

*Computer: What was one thing that you learned to do at the computer?
*Sentence Building: Write at least 2 sentences you unscrambled!

Although the expression “not goofing around” indicates that Molly was using
these learning evaluation sheets as a management tool, it also appears that they were
being used as an assessment tool. Indeed, the types of questions Molly asked seem geared
toward engaging students in self-reflection upon their learning and/or accomplishments.
Furthermore, some of the questions Molly asked (e.g., “What was easy for you? What do
you need to work on?”; “List 10 words that you liked reading”; “Did you like this story?
Why or why not?”’) could be effectively used during conference time to help students

look back and look ahead.
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As discussed above, Molly brought back learning centers into her clinical
classroom with a new twist, namely having students fill out a self-evaluation sheet at the
end of each learning station period. In reference to the Vygostky space, Raphael &
Hielbert (1997, p.17) pointed out that “each time students revisit ideas, concepts, and
strategies that they have internalized in one context, they continually refine and expand
their knowledge and abilities to apply them in new contexts.” This observation helps me
to state that about two thirds into her internship, Molly’s reexamination of learning
centers (appropriated in September) led to an enhancement of understanding; her

knowledge construction with respect to learning centers was being refined and leading

her to the creation of new ideas.

Enabling conditions

Internal conditions
Molly’s disposition to appraise existing instructional practices, including her own,

was discussed in chapters three and four. It seems to me that without this disposition she
might not have been able to value learning centers to the point of bringing them back into
her clinical classroom. Moreover, Molly’s increased confidence level, which appeared to
have resulted from increased opportunities to work with work with students and get to

know them as learners, and being able to have access to readily available set of
instructional strategies (see previous section), seems to have played an important role as

well. I am not sure if she would have been brave enough to bring the changes discussed

above without a fairly solid confidence level.

External conditions
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The clinical environment--flexibility on the part of Sue and her trust in Molly--
appeared to have allowed Molly to make the decisions discussed above. I’'m not sure
whether Molly would have been able to make similar decisions while working with a
collaborating teacher who was rigid and not open to new ideas. Furthermore, flexibility
can also be seen at the level of the MSU TE program, which expects that professional
knowledge needs to be used flexibly in relation to particular situations and contexts (this
was discussed in chapter 4). It appears to me that Molly’s decision to bring back learning
centers into the classroom might have been guided by this program expectation.

Molly’s decision to bring back learning centers, with some novelty, illustrates
how much she had learned to value this instructional structure (during the fall semester of
her internship), to the point of owning its usage. It also speaks to the fact that she was
confident and comfortable enough to take charge of changing the teaching environment
in a classroom that is not “technically” hers. In other words, she felt empowered to

control the instructional environment; and in doing so, she was beginning to make her

own teaching voice or identity public.
Making her own teaching voice heard was also seen through the development of a

keen desire to expand her students’ learning. Part of this desire pushed Molly to find out

how to get her students to write more. This became her inquiry project to which I now

turn my attention.
Becoming a thematic planner: Molly’s inquiry project

This section on Molly’s inquiry project, which occurred during her lead-teaching

period, has three components. To start with, I state the rationale for including it in this

chapter. Second, I outline, through self-report, some of the scaffolding strategies Molly
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used to enhance her students’ creative writing skills. To end, I discuss Molly’s learning
from her project and the conditions that appear to have helped her along the way.

Besides the fact that Molly’s inquiry project was a major requirement of TE 804
(“Inquiry in Curriculum and Teaching”), I decided to focus on it for the following
reasons.

e Molly was frustrated because many of her students were not writing; she felt like
some of them were not making any effort to write, as illustrated through the following
statement:

When I returned from school after the holiday break, I asked my second
grades to write a journal entry explaining what they did over the break. When
I took the journals home that night, I discovered that almost half of the
students wrote less than five sentences in a twenty-five minute period. In
addition, several students had doodling all over their journal pages. It was at
this time, I knew that I needed to emphasize journal writing in our classroom.
(Molly’s Inquiry Project Presentation (May 1, 2001)

e In addition to being frustrated, Molly was concerned about how she was going to
have students, who despised journal writing, actually sit down and write. As a result,
She was determined to find different ways to motivate and challenge them more. This
is reminiscent of internal conditions (e.g., disposition to reflect and to doing whatever
is necessary to help students move forward) discussed in chapters three and four.

e Finally, similar to the Native American legend, this inquiry illustrates that Molly was
still, to some extent, working on synthesizing how writing ties with content materials.

Since this inquiry project was a requirement of TE 804: Reflection and Inquiry in
Teaching Practice II, Learning From Teaching), it seems relevant to provide some
orientation to the context of this learning episode. The overview of TE 804 is outlined by
in the Elementary Intern Handbook (1999-2000) as follows:

Staying alive to the challenge of teaching, continuing to develop as teachers

who assume a stance of curiosity and interest, who develops a disposition to

raise questions, who are restless to know and understand more--these are the

aims for interns in this course. Interns will take part in “teacher-research” by

examining a question or concern or problem of practice of their choice from
their own teaching. Interns will design and carry out a plan of action or an
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investigation to address their chosen topic over the semester, adapting and

adjusting the plan as hey go. Collaborating teachers and liaisons are important

resources for interns in this inquiry process. Final presentations of these

projects will take place at a poster session at the end of April (p.9).

Molly’s inquiry project was guided by the following research question: “What
strategies can I integrate into our classroom journaling that will enhance my students’
creative journal writing”. During my second interview with Molly on February 2™, I had
the opportunity to hear her ideas with respect to how she was thinking about pursuing this
question. The following excerpt summarizes what she had to say.

I thought what I’m going to start doing is two days a week have them write in

their journals and I’'m going to give them a topic, I think. And then we’re all

going to write, I’'m going to write with them and then I’'m going to invite them
back to the carpet area and I’m going to share with them what I wrote about
whatever topic was. Just so, I mean, they might think what I write is silly or
whatever and that’s fine. Or they, you know, I don’t know if I'll plan

sometimes to do things that they might think are funny just so they know that

it’s okay not to be perfect or whatever. And then ask for volunteers to share.

And then on Mondays and Fridays when we do writing workshop, you know,

I’ll say pick an entry that you wrote within the last, you know, week and work

on expanding your ideas and things. And I’'m also going to bring more

writing into science and social studies. Math is a little bit more difficult but I

need to find ways to do that.

From the above statement, one gets the sense that Molly was planning to provide
students with some modeling and other scaffolding strategies within the writing
workshop framework to foster her students’ creative writing. It also appears that she was
thinking about integrating writing into content areas, particularly into her space unit,
which also took place during her lead-teaching period. This notion of integrating writing
into content areas seems to be related to the PCK that Molly reinforced during her unit on
Native American legends.

Although I witnessed the implementation of some the above strategies, I am

unable to give any detailed and meaningful description based on my field notes, which
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were sporadic because I did not want to create any distraction by either videotaping or
staying too long or too close while observing Molly and students during writing
workshops. Therefore, I rely on the following table, which not only provides an outline of
the steps and strategies Molly used to enhance students’ writing, but also summarizes the
findings from her writing inquiry.

Table 4-Summary of Molly’s Writing Inquiry Project
Source: From Molly’s Inquiry Project Presentation (May 1, 2000
STEPS STRATEGIES USED

1. Look through prior entries noting 1. Teacher writes at the same time as students
problematic areas (lack of writing,
excessive doodling, continuous writing on
the same topic).
2. Flag end of past journals so there is a 2. Teacher gives writing prompts to focus writing
“new” start to compare to
3. Make a list of writing prompts 3. Journal writing time ~10 minutes instead of ~25
followed by a group sharing time for those who want
to share their entry (teachers shares also)
4. Develop strategies to meet individual 4. Modeled constructive feedback

writing styles

5. Model strategies 5. 1-2 minute reflection time following sharing
period where students make changes or additions to
their entry

6. Incorporate strategies into writing time | 6. Brainstormed by compiling list of both ideas and
key words

7. Collect and analyze student entries after | 7. Draw what picture comes to mind when thinking

strategies were introduced of a topic (~1-2 minutes) and then write on topic
8. Sequencing ideas by numbering sentences

FINDINGS

e “Having a different writing environment where everyone wrote on the same topic and then
having a follow-up discussion ending the writing seemed to be beneficial in creative writing.”

e  “Students who generally had a difficult time with creative writing often need more guidance
or strategies. Most importantly when students see their teacher actively engaged in learning,
expectations are more clear and relevant.”

RESOURCES:
o The Art of Teaching Writing, by Lucy Calkins, 1986.

e  Guided Reading: Good First Teaching for All Children, by Irene Fountas and Gay Su Pinnell,
1996. :

o A Fresh Look at Writing, by Donald Graves, 1994.

What did Molly learn from her inquiry project?
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Findings outlined in Molly’s presentation suggest that her inquiry project was
beneficial to her students. By the same token, it seems to have made Molly further realize
the importance of providing specific scaffolding strategies (e.g., modeling good writing
behaviors, writing along with students, talking about what is being written) to enhance
students’ learning--in this case, their creative writing skills. In doing so, the project
appears to have reinforced some of the concepts (e.g., the importance of modeling and
engaging in reading and writing activities along side students), which she began to
acquire during the fall semester, particularly during the legend unit. As she put,

... I think the whole thing of simple things like taking ten minutes out of the

day to write with your children. How silly was that I didn’t think of doing that

before. That just amazes me that just some students, not all of them, but some

of them, just seeing me there and them knowing that Mrs. Molly doesn’t want

to be, you know, don’t interrupt her. This is her writing, too... I think that a

lot of teachers distance themselves too much from the kids. (3rd interview

with Molly, May 30, 2000)

Furthermore, although Molly did not originally plan to teach writing in
conjunction with her space unit the two became totally interconnected. As she said,

“I wasn’t planning on doing it that way. I just was flipping thro;lgh books and ideas and
there was this thing, create your own space and I was like all right. Then I ended up doing
other writings.” This quote indicates that, although Molly appeared to have developed an
increased awareness of and understanding of how content areas such as literature come
together (see the unit of Native American legends) she was still working on solidifying
her PCK in this aspect of her teaching. Although I did not, unfortunately, get any
information on the books Molly explored, it appears that they inspired her to create a fit

between her inquiry project and her space unit. Through the process of connecting her
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writing project and her space unit, Molly discovered that thematic teaching was her
comfort zone. As she stated:

I’ve found that it is easier to have like a main theme to be working with and
then teach other skills™... I love that [referring to integration]. I’'m doing that
with weather now, I’'m going to because I think it’s nice to have a common
subject to talk about. And it makes the writing, what I’ve seen, makes their
writing seem more exciting. (Post instructional conversation, March 8, 2000)

This newly found teaching style was also articulated by Molly during an intern
study group session (on February 16™, 2000) which focused on allowing interns to share
their questions, concerns, insights after about two weeks of lead teaching. The following
exchange between Molly, two of her fellow interns and her Liaison help illustrate this
point:

[Note: M= Molly; L= Liaison; I1= Intern number one; 12= Intern number

tI:Iv:o} I’m seeing my personal teaching style coming through [identity]. I'm

doing everything around my science unit. Writing and reading were
my concern,; it was sporadic; but now kids are really into it. I have

never thought about myself as a thematic teacher, but I now this is
what I think. I want to do it. I have not really planned but it is just

happening.

L: When you have an overall picture you sort of see how it all come
together.

I1: Thematic unit is pretty much what we do in our classroom.

12: I feel like I have certain things I have to do for my CT; it is not
thematic at all.

M: But doesn’t your day feel choppy though?
12: Yes it does.

The above excerpts, particularly the questioning of her fellow intern about the
choppiness of the day, lead me to believe that Molly was reaching a point--an epiphany
so to speak--where she could see the values of thematic teaching, which Myrtle Simpson
(quoted by Taberski, 2002) eloquently articulated as follows:

A child’s school day should make sense. It should be about something.
Ideally, the various activities of the day should work together, building upon
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one-another for some purpose. A teacher’s day should also make sense.
Teachers who can see wholeness and simplicity in their curriculum have an
easier task of organizing their day than those who are frustrated or intimidated
by what they interpret as the increasing complexity of the curriculum
demanded of them (1990).

Enabling conditions

Internal conditions

Recognizing that students were not doing enough writing and coming up with a
focus question to address the issue speak to Molly’s dispositions to reflect upon teaching
situations and her commitment to finding out what works for students so as to fix what
needs to be fixed. These are essential dispositions Molly appeared to have developed
and/or reinforced during the fall semester of her internship. Molly’s dispositions to reflect
seems to have also helped her to make the most out of ideas she came across while
flipping through books as she planned her space unit, that is, they allowed her to
effectively interact with curricular and instructional ideas she encountered while
planning. In doing so, she was able to bring together writing and content areas (in this
case science) and to discover thematic teaching as her comfort zone in teaching.
Furthermore, it seems reasonable to suggest that Molly’s guided-lead teaching experience
in working to synthesize how literature and teaching literature and writing come together
appeared to have laid down the foundational pedagogical content knowledge she was able
to built upon during her lead teaching. To be more explicit, this experience seemed to
have helped her to accept the idea of engaging her students in creating their own space
unit, and thereby connecting her writing inquiry project to her space unit.

External conditions
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Two external conditions appear to have contributed a great deal to Molly’s
accomplishments and learning throughout her inquiry project. On the one hand, coming
across (through books) the idea of engaging students in writing about their own space
appears to have played a critical role in helping Molly bring together her inquiry project
and space unit; and in doing so, she discovered her teaching style, i.e. tﬁematic teaching. I
am not sure if the internal conditions discussed in the previous section would have been
enough, by themselves, to help Molly connect her writing inquiry project with her space
unit.

On the other hand, the inquiry project structure provided by TE804 seemed to
have guided Molly’s thinking throughout the formulation and the exploration of her
research question. To start with, the project required interns to draw on their experiences
and context to identify a question, puzzle or problem of practice they wanted to work on.
It also required them to consult a range of resources (people, written materials) to help
them think about and explore their question or problem of practice. Furthermore, the
project required interns to come up with a plan of action to address the question, to keep
track of the process by collecting data, making sense of the data collected, summarizing
and reporting the findings. I am not sure if Molly would have focused on finding ways to
enhance her students’ creative writing skills, the way she did without the above
mentioned inquiry structure provided by TE 804. Subsequently, she might not have been
able to identify thematic teaching as her teaching style without the same structure. To
summarize, it appears that TE 804 provided a framework that allowed Molly to identity a
problem of practice and systematically focus on it through observation, analysis and

reflection. Without such a framework, Molly might not have explored the question of
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finding more effective ways to improve her students’ creating writing, which allowed her
to discover thematic teaching as her teaching style.

So far in this chapter, I discussed different ways Molly started to make her own
teaching voice public during the spring semester of internship. This became also apparent
as she was beginning to key more into her students’ interests. An example of keying more
into students’ interests is how Molly went about making Garden Gates reading more
interesting, as discussed in the next section.

Making Garden Gates reading more interesting: “The biggest living thing”

Molly was not pleased with the way teaching reading through the Garden Gates
basal reader was being conducted and she decided to make it more engaging. Molly’s
dissatisfaction with Garden Gates reading and her determination to change the status quo
are best captured in her own words as follows.

...It’s always... partner read the story, read it by yourself, read it chorally as a

whole group, do the skill pack and it still seems, to me, it seems boring to

teach it just because it’s so... I mean, they don’t really mind but it seems like

they’re just going through routine so I might try to think of something to make

it more interesting or [inaudible]. (2" Interview February 3™, 2000)

Clearly, this statement suggests that Molly was at issue with basal readers because
of its skill-based and predictable nature. Although Molly did not specifically say so,
making reading more interesting seems to refer to finding ways to make it more engaging
and exciting for students; which is consistent with the notion of getting kids excited,
which she articulated in her teaching philosophy in early November. It is also reminiscent

of how she went about redesigning her legends unit in order to make it more creative and

exciting for her students.
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On March 7, 2000, I had the opportunity to observe Molly when she implemented

a new approach to teaching reading using The Biggest Living Thing by Caroline Armold,
which is a non-fiction book that fascinates readers with facts about the giant sequoia tree
of the Sierra Nevada mountains in California. Unlike the skill-oriented approach of the
Garden Gates reading Molly referred to earlier, this reading lesson (which started at
1:10pm and lasted about 50 minutes) reflects a shift toward a more interactive approach
to reading instruction, as illustrated below. Molly started the lesson by informing the
students that they would be using a new approach for the reading lesson and by telling
them the title of the story to be read. She then engaged students in some pre-reading
activities (which lasted approximately 18 minutes) ranging from activating their prior
knowledge by having them give examples of trees to going over some vocabulary words
with them, to making predictions. Pre-reading vocabulary instruction was carried using a
four-step approach outlined below.
Step 1: Having vocabulary words written ahead of time on the board (Molly’s
idea).
Step 2: Saying the words to students (Sue’s idea).
Step 3: Discussing meaning of words. Note: Sue’s idea for this step is to use
flashcards with definition of words on the back although I did not observe
Molly using this technique during the lesson.
Step 4: Having students engage in choral reading of vocabulary words on the
overhead projector (Molly’s idea).
(Field notes, March 7, 2000)
The above approach appears to give students the opportunity to hear the proper
pronunciation of words, to see them, to talk about what they mean, and to practice saying
them correctly. In doing so, this approach appears to engage them in stimulating variety

of senses, which is likely to increase learning. As Magnesen (1983) put it, “we generally

retain, 10% of what we read, 20% of what we hear, 30% of what we see, 50% of what we
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see and hear, 70% of what we say and 90% of what we do and say”. The following
segment partially and briefly gives a sense of how Molly engaged her students in
discussing the meaning of key vocabulary words and concepts.

[Note: M = Molly; S1= Student #1; S2= Student #3; S3=Student #4...]

M: Why do you think a sequoia tree is called a giant tree?

S1:  Icutdown a tree and it became a stump. [S1 whose pseudonym is
Henrietta is one of the struggling readers in the classroom. Both she
and Molly had a smile on their face after her response].

M: What is another word for soil?

S2:  Dirt.

M: So if you come to the word soil and you can’t remember what the
word is you can think of dirt.

(Field notes, March 7, 2000).

The above segment suggests that Molly did not simply spend time going over key
vocabulary words, by providing students with definitions. Instead, she actively involved
them in the process of thinking about the meaning of different words. Actively involving
students in learning word meaning and relating words to contexts and other words is part
of effective vocabulary instruction, since students might be more likely to remember
words and concepts they had to think and talk about as opposed to merely memorizing
their definitions. Furthermore, the above segment also suggests that, through explicit
instruction, Molly was attempting to make available to her students strategies they could
use independently to overcome difficulties while reading (e.g., asking students to use dirt
as a substitute for soil. This appears to be an appropriate pedagogical move to help her
students become flexible and strategic readers. As Tompkins pointed out, “strategies are
cognitive tools that students can use selectively and flexibly as they become independent
readers and writers. In order for students to become independent readers and writers, they

need these thinking tools” (1997).
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After engaging students in choral reading of all the words discussed and written
on the overhead project and showing them on the maps where sequoia trees are found,
Molly involved them in a question/answer session, appropriately allocating enough wait
time.

M: I would like for you to take a guess of how tall could this tree

(sequoia tree) be.
S2:  Maybe 90-100 feet.
M: ....They can be 272 feet; almost 273 feet tall....
M: The author boys and girls is Caroline Armold. She had to do lots of

studies. What do you think she might have done to get the information
to write the story?

S3:  Go and see them.

M: Good.

S4:  Go to California.

(F ield notes, March 7, 2000).

While the above short segment seems to focus on assessing and building students’
background knowledge, the next segment is characterized by engaging them in
generating questions about what is being covered in the text.

M: Before we start reading, I want to let you know that there are four
things that sequoia tree needs to grow. So I want you to try to figure
out what the four things sequoia trees need are. [Molly wrote ‘Four
things sequoia trees need to grow on the board]. I also want to know if
any of you are wondering. Do you guys have any questions? If you’re
saying I wonder...I wonder how long it takes them to grow [a student
provided the word grow) 272 feet. As I am reading with you, you
might be listening for that.

S5: I wonder how big their roots are.

M: Wow! Great question! [Excitement on Molly’s face]

S1: I wonder how it would feel.

M: To touch it?

S1:  Yes, [nodding her head]. And we might learn about that, hopefully.

[Several students raised their hands].

M: For those of you who have a question, share with members of your
group.

[Molly’s prompt was followed by a very lively discussion at different tables].

(Field notes, March 7, 2000)
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The above segment illustrates the use of a variety of instructional strategies by
Molly. First, she gave her students some hints of what to look for (e.g., telling them that
there are four things that the sequoia trée needs to grow and that they should figure them
out as they read). In doing so, Molly was helping the students to set up clear goals in
mind for reading, which is one of the most important things that good readers do (see
Pearson & Duke, 2002) in enhancing their understanding of text. Second, Molly actively
involved her students in asking themselves questions about various aspects of the story,
which according to the literature, is one of the types of instruction with a solid scientific
basis for improving comprehension in non-impaired readers (National Reading Panel,
2000). Having students share their questions with each other also showed good judgment
on the part of Molly--her ability to think on her feet. The idea of sharing seemed not only
to promote learning through discussion among students, but also appeared to manage
time effectively; it seemed to have saved Molly from listening to all those who raised
their hand, which could have taken quite a bit of time. Third, she seemed to engage her
students in making connections between reading and writing, specifically in reading as
writers to make them think about some of the activities that writers such as Caroline have
to do as they engage in the writing process. Helping students to make connections
between reading and writing is important because the two are parallel processes that
influence one another (see Tierney, 1983, Smith, 1983 & Tompkins, 1997). Finally, after
attempting to provide students with some explicit description of what it means to wonder

about a text, Molly did some modeling of the strategy in action, as reccommended by the

literature (see Pearson & Duke, 2002).
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Before she started reading of the story aloud, Molly appropriately provided
students with some explicit remarks about what she expected from them.

M:  You need to take your book to p.256. Today I will be reading to you
and tomorrow you’ll be partner reading. I'm going to be reading to
be reading to you and I want you want you to follow along. If you
would like to use your fingers to follow along, go right ahead. I'm
going to be asking some questions so you need to listen...Show me
your ready signals. (Field notes, March 7, 2000)

These remarks--which appeared to give students a sense of purpose for learning, the
importance of which Molly seemed to have realized during her legends unit--were
followed by bringing to students’ attention the illustration (pictures of sequoia trees) on
the first page. While reading aloud, Molly walked around the room to different tables
asking comprehension questions at different stages of the story, as illustrated in the

following excerpts.

M: When people found the sequoia tree what questions did they have
about it?

S6: I forgot. [S6 whose pseudonym is Sheila is one of the struggling
students in the classroom]

M Everyone, look at the paragraph that starts with people.

M: Casey, what is one thing they wanted to know?

C5: How big they were

M: Yes! What is another thing they wanted to know Sheila?

S6 How they were.

M There is another thing they wanted to know. [At that point, Molly
came and asked Sheila to read a specific paragraph. Once Sheila
reached the information Molly was looking for, she asked her to read it
aloud for everyone.

S6: How old they were.

[The reading lesson ended with the following exchange].

M: I really like how the author ended the story. Do you know why?

S7:  That’s the title.

M: You did a wonderful job!

The above excerpts illustrate Molly’s use of question answering, where readers

answer questions posed by the teacher and receive immediate feedback, a strategy that,
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according to the literature, is one of the types of instruction with a solid scientific basis

for improving comprehension in non-impaired readers (National Reading Panel, 2000).
While using this strategy at various points in the story, there is evidence that Molly
provided some scaffolding to help students locate iﬁformation. For instance, she asked
students to locate the paragraph starting with people; she even came and pointed the
paragraph to a struggling student who could not do so on her own. Such scaffolding
moves seem to speak to Molly’s awareness and understanding of the need to assist
students, specifically struggling readers, with strategies they can use to identify
information while reading. In addition, she never gave up on Sheila (a struggling reader)
to whom she gave several opportunities to participate by providing her with constructive
feedback--i.e., asking her to and assisting in finding further information about what
people wanted to know when they discovered sequoia trees. This reinforces Molly’s
sensitivity toward and commitment to meeting the needs of all students, particularly
struggling ones, as discussed in chapters 3 and 4 and previous sections of chapter 5.
Finally, Molly’s last question and comment about how the author ended the story seems
to be another illustration of how she was appropriately trying to help her students see the

connection between reading and writing and to read like writers.

What did Molly accomplish and/or learn?

During a science lesson debriefing session the day after Garden Gates reading
lesson, Sue had nothing but praises for Molly, as summarized by the following statement:
“the reading lesson was so good yesterday.” As pointed at the outset of this learning
episode, Molly was determined to make the use of basal readers, in this case, Garden

Gates, more interesting and more engaging. She appeared to have made progress toward
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that goal, if one considers the high level of interaction and students participation from the

beginning to the end of reading The Biggest Living Thing. For example, she spent a great
deal of time engaging her students in pre-reading activities (for about 18 minutes). As the
literature suggests, the preparation stage plays a crucial role in enhancing students’
comprehension of what they are reading. Not only can the preparation stage of reading
help build and/or determine students’ background knowledge and overcome text
problems, but also it can motivate students to want to read (Richardson & Morgan, 2003).
In addition, the fact that Molly spent a considerable amount of time using a new approach
to go over some key vocabulary words seems to underscore her awareness and

understanding that teaching the vocabulary of a selection can improve students’

comprehension of that selection (Beck, Perfetti, C.A., & McKeown, 1982). Furthermore,
the fact that she engaged students in answering several content and comprehension-
related questions, at different points in the story, speaks to her understanding that
comprehension is the ultimate goal of reading. Finally, the fact that she provided students
with a variety of reading strategies prior to and during the reading appears to underscore
her commitment and ability to enhance students’ reading skills.

Enabling conditions

Internal conditions

First of all, recognizing that the skill-based and predictable nature of basal readers
might be routine-like and boring to students seems to reiterate Molly’s disposition to
appraise existing instructional practices and materials, a disposition that was discussed in

both chapters 3 and 4. Moreover, it further illustrates Molly’s disposition to seeing
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teaching from the child’s point of view, a disposition, which was also discussed in
chapters 3 and 4.

Secondly, Molly’s decision to bring a new twist to basal readers--i.e., using
Garden Gates in a more engaging manner--could be attributed, to a large extent, to her
growing confidence in her knowledge and ability to teach reading using a variety of
strategies. As discussed in previous sections, Molly’s confidence level appeared to be
growing as a result of her expanding knowledge of teaching, allowing her to take more
initiative and to make her own teaching voice public.

Finally, Molly seemed to be building upon previously acquired pedagogical
capital throughout her internship, by interweaving it into new teaching situations. That it
to say that she was constructing her practice by weaving together past knowledge and
experiences. This is a further illustration of Dewey’s concept of educative experience as
enabling conditions (1933) (see similar observation in sections discussing Molly’s second
interview and her decision tb bring back learning centers). For instance, during the pre-
reading stage, Molly set up a purpose for students learning; the importance of which she
seemed to have realized during her legends unit. Another example of prior knowledge
being built upon and woven into Molly’s practice has to do with how she provided
students with some strategies they could use during the reading process. These strategies
might have stemmed from some of her previous experiences, namely: observing Sue
leading literacy (both reading and writing) groups, working with students, the in-service
on leveling books and guided reading, and gaining insights from the guided reading book
by Fountas and Pinnell (see 2" interview with Molly, February 2, 2000).

External conditions
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The external conditions discussed when referring to what enabled Molly to bring
back learning centers with some novelty appeared to have played a similar role in helping
her make Garden Gates reading more interesting. Indeed, the clinical environment--
flexibility on the part of Sue and her trust in Molly--appeared to have encouraged her to
bring about some instructional changes to the basal reader being used in the classroom.
I’m not sure if Molly would have been able to make similar changes while working with
a collaborating teacher who was rigid and not open to new ideas. Sue appeared to have
created a environment within which Molly felt comfortable and empowered enough to
interact with existing curricular and instructional ideas and materials, to the point of
making changes to them--in a classroom that is not “technically” hers. Furthermore,
flexibility can also be seen at the level of the MSU TE program, which expects that
professional knowledge needs to be used flexibly in relation to particular situations and
contexts. It is possible that Molly’s decision to make changes might have been guided by
this program expectation.

So far in this chapter, I examined several episodes illustrating Molly’s
engagement in appropriating and/or synthesizing knowledge, with the help of internal and
external conditions. In the first episode, I discussed how, after encountering some
difficulties during a guided reading session, Molly went about learning to match kids
with books, by taking advantage of a professional learning opportunity. In the second
episode, I discussed how (during our second formal interview) she went about taking
stock of knowledge she had constructed up to the beginning of the second semester of her
internship. In doing so, she revealed her disposition to reflect on her construction of her

teaching practice and to set up new learning goal for the rest of her internship. In the third
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episode, I discussed how Molly brought back learning centers into her clinical classroom,
with some novelty. The discussion suggested that Molly’s reexamination of learning
centers (appropriated in September) appeared to reveal a refinement of her knowledge
construction with respect to learning centers, leading her to the creation of new ideas. In
the fourth episode, I looked at how--in an effort to enhance her students’ creative writing
skills and through synthesizing how writing and content fit together--Molly discovered
thematic teaching to be her comfort zone and teaching style. Finally, in the fifth episode I
discussed how, as a result of being at issue with basal readers as the mode of instruction,
Molly went about making teaching reading through “Garden Gates’ more interesting and
engaging for her students. In doing so, this episode further illustrated Molly’s ability to
interact with curricular ideas and materials in order to bring about changes to enhance
students’ learning.

Having examined the above episodes during the second semester of Molly’s
journey, I now discuss the conceptions of literacy instruction, particularly reading
instruction, with which she ended her internship by contrasting those conceptions with
the ones that she articulated after two months into her internship. Noticed changes are
discussed in relation to some of the conditions that might have enabled them. In doing
so, I make references to some of the learning episodes discussed in this chapter as well as
in chapters 3 and 4, to the extent that they might have might have contributed to shaping
Molly’s construction of knowledge with respect to reading instruction, as articulated at
the end of her internship experience.

Molly’s late conceptions of literacy instruction

Examining some conceptual changes
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In the third chapter I discussed how Molly’s conceptions of literacy instruction

showed a significant conceptual change just during the first two months of her internship

journey. At the end of the study, I was able to engage her in re-articulating her

conceptions of literacy instruction, particularly reading instruction. While some of her

early conceptions remained same, others did change as outlined in table 5.

Table 5. Summary of Molly’s conceptions of Literacy
--as revealed in the first and third formal interviews--

(Based mostly on Sue’s Definition)

1" Interview (11/11/99 3™ Interview (5/30/00)
Literacy is: Literacy is:

.Reading; Writing; Speaking; Listening; Same as Interview # 1
.Comprehension However, “I can say how I
JInterpretation Feel about literacy.”

(Deeper and Enhanced Understanding)

Characteristics of good readers:

Fluency/Good decoding skills
.Reading With expression
.Good Comprehension Skills
.Confidence

Characteristics of good readers:

Same as Interview # 1

Characteristics of poor readers:

.Lack of fluency/Low decoding skills/Low Sight
words recognition/

.Reading in a monotone

.Lack of confidence

.Lack of comprehension skills

Characteristics of poor readers:

Same as Interview # 1

Most Effective Strategies to accelerate
Reading Performance:

UIndividual instruction--to work on decoding
skills or comprehension

Positive reinforcement

.Appropriate reading materials

Most Effective Strategies to accelerate Reading
Performance:

.Determining reading level first

.Using appropriate materials

.Small group & partner reading

.One-on-one instruction

.Making students realize

where they’re and where

they want to be

(More Refined, Sophisticated and Elaborated
Ideas)

Least Effective Strategies to accelerate
Reading Performance:

.Whole class engaged in basal reading
.No time for individual instruction

Least Effective Strategies to accelerate Reading
Performance:

Same as Interview # 1

Molly’s Literacy Program:
[Note: This topic was not addressed during the
first interview).

Molly’s Literacy Program:
An integrated approach to literacy instruction.
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As suggested in the above table, Molly’s definition of literacy and what she
identified as the characteristics of both good and poor readers did not change. And
similar to early conceptions, her definition of literacy at the end of the internship did not
make any reference to visual literacy--visual representation and viewing. However, there
were some subtle changes in terms of some of her initial ideas taking on a deeper
meaning. First of all, Molly indicated that although her definition of literacy has
remained the same, it had more meaning to her.

A lot of my ideas were from Sue because she was my, and is still my

strongest role model in literacy...But through her, I’ve been able to develop

my own ideas, too. Not that they’re so drastically different but I have a clearer

understanding. .. Where before she kind of led me through my thinking and

now I can honestly say how I would feel about, you know, what is

literacy...So other than that, I don’t know if I would add anything. (3rd

Interview May 30, 2000)

From the above statement it appears that at the end of her journey, Molly no
longer felt that her ideas were from Sue--i.¢., ideas she had memorized from her
collaborating teacher and was merely reciting them whenever needed. Instead, she felt
that she had earned them and was able to articulate them, using her own voice. This
seemed to be the result of seeing ideas being enacted, revisiting them, leading to an
enhanced understanding and/or appreciation of their meaning and values. As Raphael &
Hiebert, (1997, p.17) pointed out “each time students revisit ideas, concepts, and
strategies that they have internalized in one context, they continually refine and expand
their knowledge and abilities to apply them in new contexts”. For instance, Molly’s unit
on Native American legends seemed to have given her a deeper appreciation for the

connection between reading and writing; a connection which she talked about during our

first interview in November 1999.
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A second subtle change had to do with one of the key concepts that Molly
highlighted during the first interview with regard to characteristics of good and poor
readers was their confidence or lack of confidence when reading. This came up in the
form of a re-enlightenment or re-enforcement during the third formal interview. Molly
attributed this to the opportunity she had to teach 5™ graders. This is how she referred to
that experience:

I was just going to say and, and you said it. The whole confidence thing; I've
noticed that even more in 5" grade because you have certain students when you
ask for volunteers to read aloud, it’s always the same, same kids that want to read
aloud. And you have the ones who just try to avoid looking at you and so I try not
to call on them but you can definitely tell when I’m reading one, one on one with
those students...You know, they tend to just kind of get over the word or they’ll

mumble something. You’re like repeat the word again for me or whatever. So I

think the confidence thing is the main thing. (3r Interview with Molly, May 30,

2000)

From this statement, it appears that working in a different context with different
students had reinforced Molly’s initial belief about the importance of confidence in the
learning process. Most importantly, it appears that Molly had realized that being
confident becomes more visible and more critical when dealing with older children. In
order to make further sense of the subtle changes just described, I cannot help but use the
analogy of a soccer player learning to dribble with two legs. When learning to dribble
with two legs, a player has to, among other things, learn to control the ball, protect
himself/herself, and practice dribbling with one foot first and then the second one. These
skills are learned both individually and collectively (e.g., with a partner, or in teams).
However, it is only in a real game--when the player is faced with dribbling an opponent --

that dribbling takes on its real meaning for him/her. Similarly, it is in the context of

practice that Molly developed a deeper understanding of the impact of confidence on
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students’ reading behaviors; an impact that tends be become more visible with upper
grade students. I am not sure if Molly would have been able to have such an enhanced

understanding without the opportunities to work with students at different reading and

grade levels.

In addition to the subtle changes mentioned above, there were some significant
changes related to what Molly considered to be the most effective instructional strategies
to be used to accelerate students’ reading performance. Here is what she had to say:

What I would do, I would first of all, find the level of where they’re at, where
their reading level is at. And then from there, I would present them with different
texts that would be appropriate for the level that they were at...I would have them
probably...partner reading with someone about the same level. I would try two
things. First of all, have them in a small group with other students who are at the
same level so I could work with them all, on the same common difficulties that
they’re facing. I would also maybe pair them up with someone who is more
advanced reader. You have to be very careful to partner them up though because
you wouldn’t want someone who would be boastful of their strong ability as a
reader. But someone that could be like an encourager and maybe help them...
Other students, you might be able to set them with and they might be able to say
well, remember how you did this or whatever... Presenting them with as many
different ways to understand maybe where their weaknesses are. I think it’s
important that they realize where they want to be--Not necessarily where the
teacher wants them to be but where they want to be and then kind of help them
along so eventually they’re getting to where kind of you want them to be but not
staying, not right away but what’s your goal? Okay, let’s make this even if it’s a
small, minute goal. Okay, well, how long do you want to take before you get to
reading this book or whatever. (3r Interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

The most striking point in this statement has to do with the level of sophistication
in Molly’s articulation of her ideas. First, although in early November Molly talked about
getting to know each child as a learner and reader in terms of strengths and limitations,
and using appropriate materials, she seemed more specific in May about what that entails.
For instance, she talked more specifically about determining students’ reading levels. In

addition, Molly did not simply make a laundry list of ideas and strategies; instead, she
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carefully sequenced their order. She recognized that the most important step after
determining students’ reading level is to select appropriate materials for them; before
thinking about devising instruction (e.g., partner reading, small group reading). There is
also a connection to the notion of using a variety of representations--PCK--in her ideas.
The level of specificity in Molly’s ideas might be attributed to the different opportunities
she had, throughout her internship, to work with students, to try out different ideas and
strategies, and reflect on what works best for them. In other words, it seems that it is
through the context of practice that she constructed an elaborated and situated knowledge
of how to scaffold students’ reading skills.

Second, she had developed é dominant concern for the learner. For instance, her
words suggest that she is aware of the fact when grouping students one needs to take into
consideration not only their ability levels, but also their personality. In other words,
Molly had worked long enough with her students to know that not all ways of grouping
work. Another illustration is the fact that Molly is now talking about setting goals not
only for students but also with them, i.e. making them realize where they are and where
they want to go. Her dominant concern for the learner discussed above, seemed to have
resulted from her disposition to see teaching from the learner’s perspective. It also might
have stemmed from some external conditions--for instance, being exposed to and
learning to implement learning centers and observing Sue leading literacy groups--which
I discussed in previous sections.

One final point worth mentioning here is that there is an apparent difference in the
voice Molly used at the end of her internship, compared to the one she used at the

beginning. Indeed, in early November, when Molly talked about effective reading
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instructional strategies, she used a more distant and neutral voice, referring so to speak, to
what good instruction would be. However, through the way Molly expressed herself in
May, one could hear more of her own voice--e.g., “first I would do” “I could work”, “I
think” I don’t think”--coming through. To put it differently, she sounded more personally
connected to what she was saying, and more confident so to speak. This could be seen as
an indication that, throughout her clinical journey, Molly did find her own teaching
identity; she was gradually defining herself and being viewed by others (Sue and Gaston
the researcher) as a competent and confident beginning teacher, during the spring
semester.

Besides the above-mentioned significant changes, the detailed-oriented nature of
what Molly had to say about her own literacy program, seems to also give a good
indication as to how she had gained a deeper understanding of reading instruction. It is to
such understanding that I now turn my attention to.

Molly’s future literacy program

By the end of my third interview I had the chance to engage Molly in looking
ahead. I wanted to gain a sense of how a literacy or reading program would look like in
her classroom. Her response to that query was intimately related to her emerging
conceptions of literacy instruction. This is what Molly had to say, with confidence, in
response to the question, “What would I see in terms of literacy or reading instruction, if I
were to visit your second or third grade classroom next year for an entire week, for
instance?”

You would see everything. You’d see as much integration of literacy into any

possible minute of the day as possible...Like I said before, whole group activities,

you’d see shared writing, shared reading, read aloud activities, partner reading
activities, silent reading activities like a DEAR situation where everyone’s
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reading silent reading. You’d see students at centers where they’d be listening.

You’d see kids interacting with each other, listening to each other. Obviously,

they’re listening to me but having more like discussion-based things. Speaking,

opportunities where I would emphasize their speaking skills and learning to

communicate their ideas with other people so that people can understand them. I

think, what else? I think that’s... I might add more to that--Can I add something

really quick? ...You would have writing, I would still have journals weekly. I'm

not sure, it would be, it would be dependent on how I set up my room next year,

what group, what age students I had to work with whatever, but creative journal
writing, informational writing. I just wanted to add that, too. I just thought of

that, too. (3" Interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

Clearly, the above description illustrates that by the end of her internship, Molly
developed a vision of an integrated approach to literacy instruction. It is interesting how
in her early definition of literacy Molly talked, in general terms, about the four language
arts, whereas at the end of the study she became more detailed-oriented in terms of what
it entails to have an integrated literacy program. In addition, it is worth pointing out that
the list of strategies (e.g. shared reading and writing, partner reading, centers, DEAR
time) that Molly came up with appeared to be ideas and concepts she was exposed to
throughout her internship (e.g., the learning centers experience, the legends unit, and
Garden Gates reading) and possibly during her course work. Furthermore, Molly’s
reference to the use of weekly journals seems to be, in part, the reflection of the success
she had had with her inquiry project, which was discussed earlier in this chapter.

As discussed above, Molly talked about her conceptions of literacy instruction,
particularly reading instruction, with more details and confidence at the end of her
internship. This increased confidence level was corroborated when I engaged her in
reflecting on her journey with respect to learning to teach reading, as illustrated in the

next section.

Molly’s reflection on her journey: “I feel fine, I mean really confident”
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This section has three components. The first component is related to Molly’s
satisfaction with learning about teaching reading and her experience working with
students at different reading levels, over the course of the intemnship. The second
component deals with her satisfaction regarding her take on her students’ reading
achievement. This also includes data on students’ achievement. The third component
examines Molly’s reflection on what could have been done to enhance her internship
experience.

Molly is pleased with her learning

In order to engage Molly in reflecting on her clinical journey, I asked her to create
a timeline to represent her learning. On the one hand, Molly characterized her pre-
internship experience with respect to learning to teach reading as filled with “little teeny
steps, teeny, teeny steps and occasionally have like a jump...but mostly like question
marks around.” On the other hand she was very pleased with her internship experience, as
illustrated below:

I think I made 100% gains and whatever. You know, I feel more confident that

I’m all set for starting my own program like that so, I am very pleased. I feel, like

I said, I don’t feel like I have any, I mean, there’s things I want to work on, you

know, and of course, being, experiencing it and actually doing it in my own

classroom. I’m going to keep learning on that but I feel fine. I mean, really
confident... I came in not feeling like I was very competent in this area anyway
so anything that I have learned, I’ve felt that it’s been awesome that I’ve had the

opportunity to have learned it. (3 Interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

Molly’s increased confidence level makes sense given the MSU teacher education
program structure. In a way, it supports the logic of the program, which stipulates that
“the lead teaching period is an opportunity to put the pieces together in a way that builds

confidence and experience for the intern, while demonstrating competence to others”

(Team One Elementary Intern Handbook, 1999-2000, p. 27). It also makes sense given
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the determination--in becoming a confident and competent reading teacher--with which
Molly started her internship.

Furthermore, Molly was pleased with the fact that she was given the opportunity
to work with different reading levels. She told me that working with students at different
reading levels was “a wonderful challenge” simply because she could not just have
everyone doing the exact same thing. As she stated:

You have to be able to key into what each individual student can do. I think
it’s important, I’ve felt that it’s important that I know where I want each of my
students to be, not necessarily by the end of the year but... you know, at a
certain length of time, at a time. You know, for instance, the next marking
period, I’d really like to get so and so up to this level. Or work with them on
this. Working with such a diverse ability range, was very interesting. Like I
said, it’s kind of nice to be able to do whole group things. In the same sense,
you have to have activities that are going to challenge the upper level students
and ones that aren’t going to be too hard for the lower level students. I think
the whole guided reading/literacy circle play into that. (3" Interview with
Molly, May 30, 2000)

Molly is pleased with her students’ progress

Molly had nothing but positive things to say about the progress made by her
students throughout the year. The following quote clearly illustrates her satisfaction in
this regard:

I’m very pleased with it. And it, I became more pleased,... because of
different things. For instance, the journal, my inquiry on journal writing,
creative journal writing, I found that when I take time to specialize on
something, to key into something that my students put, it seems like I get
more of a reward back from them, like harder work or something. I think it’s
because if you take the time to actually make authentic learning tasks or
whatever, then it really does pay off and your students really do get into it
more. So I think I’'m very pleased. Some of my lower students at the
beginning of the year, oh, my goodness. You would not even know. I think
they’re, it’s phenomenal, the changes that they have made. (3™ Interview with
Molly, May 30, 2000)
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Sue corroborated Molly’s satisfaction with her students’ performance as follows:
“lots of kids got up to grade level. Nobody was retained” (Phone conversation with Sue,
May 4™, 2001). Molly’s satisfaction was corroborated by data on students’ writing
samples (February 14, 2000) as illustrated in Appendix E. The appendix shows individual
drawing of a spaceship and substantive writing of a corresponding story by students,
some of whom, according to Molly, could barely write at the start of the school of year.
In addition, it was supported by a pre-test and post-test summary table--on students’
phonemic awareness as well as their sight vocabulary--that Sue gave me almost a year
after the 1999-2000 school year (see Appendix F). The results of these tests show that, on
average, only 7.4 out of 22 students knew beginning consonant blends, short vowels, and
ending consonants in September, as opposed to 19.8 students in May. This suggests that
about 12.4 students, i.e. more than half (56.81%) have made progress in their phonemic
awareness. The result from the 2™ grade High Frequency List also indicates considerable
gain. While 14 out of 22 students knew less than 50% of their sight words in September,
only 2 students were below 50% sight word recognition in May. This indicates that 12
students, more than half (54.54%) of the student population, made significant progress in
sight word recognition. Given the developmental progress of Molly and Sue’s positive
influence on her, it is safe to say that they are both responsible for the above students’
growth.
Molly wished she had a better exposure to the use of guided reading

Despite Molly’s satisfaction with the knowledge and skills she acquired, there is
one aspect of learning that she believes could have been structured. Indeed, Molly wished

that more could have been done on guided reading, as illustrated below.
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The whole literature groups. Just to have more of a definite plan of action and

more of a follow through. I don’t think we really followed through it and I

need to have that sense of finishing something or... having the students feel

like they’ve, you know, all of a sudden, pull out your books from three weeks

ago. (3" Interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

Although one does not get a sense of which aspects of guided reading Molly
wanted to learn more about, it appears that she felt that there was a lack of consistency in
using it as an instructional framework. The notion of continuity is not surprising at all,
given that Molly considered herself to be consistent and very scheduled and that she now
had a more sophisticated ‘big picture’ of where she was heading. It is also worth noticing
for two other reasons. First, it might also say something about the fact that in order to
assist preservice teachers and possibly beginning teachers construct their practice, they
need to be given ample opportunities to see any new instructional approach or strategy
being implemented from beginning to end. This could be the most reliable way to make
sure they have a full grasp of the scope and sequence of ideas in action. Second, the fact
that Molly was also referring to the lack of continuity in terms of her students--guided
reading was used during the fall but was somehow neglected during the spring--further
reinforces that she was looking at teaching from the learners’ perspective, a disposition
that was discussed in previous sections and chapters.

Summary and conclusion

This chapter illustrated a noteworthy appropriation and synthesis of knowledge
with respect to learning to level books, still working to fit writing with content areas,
gradually creating a teaching identity by taking bigger steps, such as keying more into
students’ interests by trying out new instructional approaches, and modifying existing

instructional materials to make learning more engaging. There is also evidence of Molly
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ending up her internship with an integrated conception of literacy instruction, as a result
of the different teaching and learning situations she interacted with while constructing her
practice.

All the five episodes discussed in this chapter brought light to three important
points in Molly’s knowledge construction about teaching in general, and literacy
instruction, in particular. First, they illustrated that Molly was building on her past
experiences and making further connections throughout the second semester of
internship. As she built on previous experiences, she seemed to be enhancing her
understanding of ideas, concepts, and strategies. Second, these episodes further
exemplified Molly’s commitment to doing whatever it takes to help students succeed
(learning to level books, scaffolding their creative writing skills, being at issues with
curricular ideas and materials and keying more into students’ interests). Finally, they
illustrated how Molly was gradually starting to make her own teaching voice public, as a
result of an increased confidence in her ability to use a variety of strategies to scaffold
students’ learning.

In addition, a comparison of Molly’s early and late conceptions of literacy along
with how she portrayed her own literacy program seemed to reveal both some conceptual
and practical changes with respect to her journey in learning to teach reading. These
changes are evidenced by an ability to be more articulate about specifics rather than
simply talking in global terms. It seems that the internship allowed her to situate her
conceptions of literacy, to see how they work. She was learning to teach reading in the
context of practice by enacting ideas she had encountered either prior to or during the

internship. Being able to articulate her ideas with specifics could be seen as sign that
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Molly had succeeded in linking theory to practice. That is to say that her conceptions
were no longer standing by themselves, abstract and somehow lacking pedagogical
considerations; instead, they were grounded in practice.

The nature of Molly’s knowledge construction with respect to reading instruction
can be characterized by the reinforcement and/or development of some her content
knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge (see section on conceptions of literacy) and
dispositions, as summarized below.

(1) Content Knowledge (CK)

e A deeper and enhanced understanding of what literacy is.

(2)Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)

e An increased and situated understanding of literacy, as revealed in the discussion of a
conception of an integrated approach to literacy instruction in general, and reading
instruction in particular.

e An increased awareness and understanding of ways to integrate writing and content
instruction. Molly’s reflection on her inquiry project and the way she described her
future literacy program both seemed to indicate that she ended the internship with a

strong foundation for fitting writing into content areas.

e An increased awareness and understanding of the need to get to know students in
order to better meet their learning needs.

e An increased awareness and understanding of the use of a variety of strategies to
scaffold students’ writing and reading skills, as illustrated by her inquiry project and
Garden Gates reading.

(3) Dispositions

e An increased awareness and sensitivity toward helping all students, particularly
struggling students, and her commitment to find whatever is needed to help them
move forward, as illustrated by her determination to learn to level books, her inquiry
project and Garden Gates reading.

e A stronger move from a dominant concern for the teacher to a dominant concern for
the learner, as illustrated by the different episodes discussed as well as her concern
about the fact students were not exposed to guided reading consistently.
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e A highly increased confidence with respect to reading instruction and excitement
in having her own classroom and literacy program.

As discussed throughout this chapter, the reinforcement and/or development
of the above content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and dispositions
seemed to have resulted from interactions between some internal and external
conditions. On the hand, it was apparent that Molly was able to make use of some of
the essential knowledge and dispositions (e.g., being able to reflect and to see
teaching from the learner’s perspectives, and a commitment to doing whatever is
necessary to enhance students’ learning) with which she started the second semester
of her internship. These internal conditions constituted a key piece of information that
helped me to make sense of how she went about constructing her practice through the
spring semester. On the other hand, the discussions illustrated the prominent role of
some of the external conditions--Sue’s flexibility in giving Molly space to try out her
own ideas, professional opportunities at her internship site to attend an inservice, as
well as the structure of TE 804, which guided her thinking as she developed and

pursued her inquiry project.
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Chapter 6
FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

At the outset of this dissertation, I raised three questions that guided my
analysis. An overarching question: How did a preservice teacher learn to teach
reading--especially to teach struggling readers--during an internship experience?
And two subsidiary questions, namely: (/) What enabling conditions facilitated
her knowledge construction? and (2) What did she actually construct? My analysis
of Molly’s internship journey has enhanced my under- standing of these questions.
Thus, in this chapter, there are first some general comments about what was learned
with respect to each question. This is followed by discussion --using more
interpretive comments--of the implications the study for improving teacher education
practices with respect to effectively preparing elementary preservice teachers to teach
reading. Finally, in keeping with the spirit of improvement of teacher education,
teaching, and learning, I raise new questions for further study.

Summary of findings

Research Question 1: How did a preservice teacher learn to teach reading—
especially to teach struggling readers—during an internship experience?

The analysis shows that Molly’s knowledge construction with respect to teaching
reading, especially struggling readers, occurred through two processes. First, she leamed
through appropriation, i.e. learning ideas, concepts, and strategies about reading
instruction that are similar to ways of thinking and acting of more knowledgeable
members of the literacy teaching culture. The analysis shows that this appropriation took
place through, for instance, direct observation and appraisal of teaching situations, talking

with Sue (her collaborating teacher). Second Molly’s knowledge happened through
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synthesizing knowledge, which involved her taking a stock of knowledge being
appropriated, weaving together existing knowledge and in the process enhancing her
understanding of appropriated knowledge and/or creating new ideas, concepts, and
strategies. The analysis also shows that while appropriation appeared to be the dominant
process of knowledge construction in the fall semester, especially during the first two
months, synthesizing knowledge seemed to take over during the spring semester.

Through Molly’s conceptions of literacy instruction, particularly reading
instruction, and three learning episodes (the learning center experience, the spelling
activity, and the math lesson debriefing session) chapter three illustrates a noteworthy
appropriation of concepts, ideas and strategies during the first two months of Molly’s
internship. Throughout all three episodes, Molly encountered opportunities to observe
and/or work with her students and to reflect upon her experiences, in collaboration with
Sue who provided sustained and worthwhile scaffolding. For example, the fall learning
center episode illustrated Molly gradually appropriating concepts and strategies related to
learning centers. This appropriation involved participating in and talking about the behind
the scene work--organizing together, with Sue, the center chart, and talking about and
reflecting upon the rationale and what goes in during center time--observing the
implementation of learning centers, and facilitating learning centers. Molly also engaged
in synthesizing knowledge in terms of taking stock of what she was appropriating (e.g.,
Jjournal reflection on learning centers), revealing that she had come to term with the use
of learning centers because of what they have to offer.

Chapter four provides a noteworthy example of appropriation and synthesis of

knowledge with respect to developing and teaching a literacy unit during the fall guided
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lead-teaching period. There is evidence of knowledge appropriation and synthesis
through the discussion of how Molly redesigned her unit, in collaboration with Sue, in
order to make it more exciting and engaging. The chapter also discusses instances of
Molly working on synthesizing how use of literature, teaching literature content, and
writing all fit together. In addition, there is illustration of Molly appropriating (e.g. direct
observation of Sue during writing conferences with students) and synthesizing knowledge
about how to scaffold students’ writing, with Sue’s help.

Chapter five exemplifies Molly’s appropriation of knowledge with respect to
learning to level books (e.g., attending a workshop on leveling books and guided reading)
and reflecting upon her experience. It exemplifies her synthesis of knowledge by still
working to fit writing with content areas, keying more into students’ interests by trying
out new instructional approaching, modifying existing instructional materials to make
learning more engaging (e.g. making Garten Gates reading more interesting). The chapter
also shows that Molly was synthesizing knowledge by building on her past experiences
(from the fall semester) and making further connections throughout the second semester
of the internship. While Molly was building on past experiences to construct her teaching
knowledge, she was at the same time gradually starting to make her own teaching voice
public--her teaching identity was under construction (Danielewicz, 2001)--as a result of
an increased confidence in her ability to use a variety of strategies to scaffold students’
learning.

As Molly was constructing her knowledge with respect to teaching in general and
teaching reading in particular, she engaged in the process of synthesizing knowledge in

terms of weaving past experiences into new experiences. As Molly engaged in weaving
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these different experiences, she seemed to be enhancing her understanding of ideas,
concepts, and strategies, as further discussed in the section dealing with the knowledge
she constructed. Indeed, she was building on past experiences for later experiences of a
deeper, more expansive quality (Dewey, 1938). She was refining and expanding her ideas
and strategies with respect to teaching in general, and teaching reading in particular in
new learning situations. As such, throughout her journey, she illustrated the usefulness of
Dewey’s concept of educative experience as enabling conditions. This leads me to
summarize, in the next section, what I learned about conditions that facilitated Molly’s

knowledge construction.

Research Question 2: What enabling conditions facilitated her knowledge

construction?

The analysis shows that Molly’s knowledge construction with respect to teaching
reading, especially struggling readers, seemed to have been facilitated by a variety of
enabling conditions. As Dewey pointed out, the learner brings some “internal
conditions”--i.e., personal dispositions such as needs, desires, internal capacities and
purposes, along with past experiences--to any learning situation (1938). Molly started off
her internship with some internal conditions, which are summarized in the next section.

Internal conditions

As a matter of fact, Molly came into her internship with some internal conditions,
which seemed to have played a critical role in facilitating her knowledge construction
during the course of her journey. These conditions included Molly’s eagerness to learn
teach reading, since she considered reading instruction to be her weakest area. In other
words, Molly had a personal interest or value-triggered interest--due to actualized

opportunities for need involvement (Reeve, 1996), i.e., having to teach reading during the
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internship, and skill development, i.e., recognizing her weaknesses in reading instruction
at the start of the internship. Molly’s eagemess to learn was reflected during the course of
her internship, especially during the fall semester to absorb as much possible and to be
open to constructive feedback--which is an MSU program expectation.

Another internal condition Molly brought into her internship has to do with her
emerging interest in struggling students, i.e., her fascination with and satisfaction in
teaching them, as discussed in chapter three. This fascination seemed to have predisposed
Molly to make sure that all kids experience success and joy with the learning process.
This disposition was translated, early on at the start of the internship, into her
determination to get to know her students developmentally as learners, and to appropriate
the use of a variety of scaffolding strategies to improve their reading and writing skills.
As the internship progressed, she continuously strived toward making her lessons more
interesting and engaging for her students and asking good questions (e.g. Garten Gates
reading). In addition, the above internal condition appeared to have predisposed Molly to
start, early on in her internship, to look at teaching from the child’s viewpoint (Van
Mannen, 1991).

Molly also seemed to have come into her internship with the disposition to reflect
--another MSU program expectation and a standard of the Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium. This disposition allowed her, early on, to reflect
upon and appraise existing instructional practices her own (e.g., the math lesson
debriefing session). Although Molly started her internship eager to learn as much as
possible, she did not simply embrace any ideas she came across. In fact, thanks to her

disposition to reflect, she even questioned some of them (e.g., the learning centers, and
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the spelling episode), by analyzing their strengths and limitations. Furthermore, the above
internal condition seemed to have contributed a great deal to enhancing Molly’s
disposition to look at teaching from the learner’s point of view and to be willing to go the
extra mile to find what works for her all students. It is also her disposition to reflect that
allowed her to make sense and take a stock of what she was appropriating and to refine
and expand her understanding of concepts, ideas and strategies.

The internship context as external conditions

To start with, Molly appeared to have benefited a lot from Sue, who provided her
with some scaffolding, which ranged from reflective conversation (Schon, 1987),
modeling, to a gradual release of responsibilities (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983).
Furthermore, Molly was very satisfied with her collaborating teacher who provided her
with the necessary guidance and support to learn to teach and to reflect on her practice, as
described below.

My CT was wonderful and because we were very open with each other at the

very beginning and I was, I would just tell her, why did you do that? Why,

how did you do that or whatever? She was very helpful. Taking me to

different conferences, giving me different resource books to look at, talking

with me after lessons. Talking with me even during lessons when she would

be done teaching and we’d go over to the corner and she’d talk. (3™ Interview

with Molly, May 30, 2000)

In addition, the presence of struggling readers in Sue’s classroom seemed to have
allowed Molly to draw upon her sensitivity toward meeting the needs of all learners. It
also seemed to have presented her with an opportunity to gradually learn to look at
teaching from the learner’s point of view--being able to realize the benefits of specific

instructional approaches or strategies (e.g., learning centers, breaking out sounds) for

students.
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Finally, the structure and requirements (e.g., the need to be flexible and to become
a reflective practitioner) of the internship program, particularly the requirements of TE
802 and 804 played an important role in facilitating Molly’s knowledge construction. For
instance, TE 802 and 804 provided her with a structure that allowed her to design and
implement a literacy unit during the fall guided lead-teaching, and to undertake an
inquiry project on her own teaching during the spring lead-teaching. I made the point
that without such a structure, she likely would not have been able to engage in the kind of
thinking and teaching she did.

Interaction between internal and external conditions

Throughout Molly’s journey, the above internal and external conditions interacted
in meaningful ways, allowing her to construct her knowledge with respect teaching in
general, and teaching reading in particular. In chapter three, the data analysis illustrates
some meaningful interactions between external and internal conditions as she was
constructed her knowledge during the first two months of her internship. Throughout all
three episodes (the learning center experience, the spelling activity, and the math lesson
debriefing session) discussed, Molly encountered opportunities to observe and/or work
with her students and to reflect upon her experiences, in collaboration with Sue who
provided sustained and worthwhile scaffolding. Molly’s reflections acknowledge her
ability to not only appraise instructional practices she had been exposed to, but to analyze
the strengths and limitations of her own teaching, and reinforced her commitment to
learning absorbing as much as possible in order to find what works for her students.

In chapter four, I discussed instances of interactions between internal and external

conditions, as summarized below. On the one hand, it was apparent that Molly was able
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to make use of some of essential knowledge and dispositions (discussed in chapter three)
with which she started the legend unit. These internal conditions constituted a key piece
of information that helped me to make sense of how she went about constructing her unit
during the fall guided lead-teaching period. On the other hand, the discussion illustrated
the critical role of some external conditions--Sue’s ongoing support as well as the
structure of TE 802, including the guidance provided by the course instructor during the
various stages of designing and implementing the legend unit.

In chapter five, the analysis revealed that Molly’s knowledée construction was
facilitated by interactions between some internal and external conditions. On the one
hand, it was apparent that Molly was able to make use of some of essential knowledge
and dispositions (e.g., being able to reflect and to see teaching from the learner’s
perspectives, and commitment to doing whatever is necessary to enhance students’
learning) with which she started the second semester of her internship. On the other hand,
the discussions exemplified the prominent role of some external conditions--Sue’s
flexibility in giving Molly space to try out her own ideas and take risks, professional
opportunities at her internship site to attend a workshop as well as the structure of TE
804, which guided her thinking as she developed and pursued her inquiry project.

As discussed in the previous section on the process of constructing knowledge,
Molly was consistently and continuously building on her past experiences, which became
internal conditions in new leamning and teaching situations. The dispositions with which
she entered the internship with were present and even reinforced (as discussed in the next

section on what was constructed) throughout her entire internship journey. As such,
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throughout her journey, she illustrated the usefulness of Dewey’s concept of educative
experience as enabling conditions (1938).

Finally, during the conceptualization stage of the study, one of my hopes and
goals was that it would serve as an educational intervention for the participants,
especially the intern. I hoped that the study would push the Molly to examine some of her
own assumptions, and doing so, it would prompt her to reflect on how she was learning to
teach reading in new and challenging ways, and also on her instructional practices. My
data analysis suggests that the study might have done just that. In addition, Molly’s own
reflection on her participation in the study seems to be the best evidence for such an
intervention. As she stated during our third and final interview,

...at the beginning of the year, if you asked me which subject I felt the least

confident in would definitely be literacy, all around literacy and I do not feel

that way at all. And I was going to say that I'm glad you focused in on this

issue with me because it made me kind of analyze things in my own head and

interpret things, why I do things. That was a good, a positive experience for

me... At first, I was like do I really want to get myself into this and how much

of my time is this going to take? And I am so glad because I don’t think I

really would have emphasized on it as much. And I think that says, kind of

says something about myself also, recognizing a weakness I had and then

going through and doing whatever. ...

The fact that Molly accepted to participate in the study, even though she was not
sure about what was in it for her, speaks to her disposition--eagerness to learn and
willingness to participate in professional activities that are available. Furthermore, the
idea of the study and its focus on literacy seemed to have reinforced and rekindled
Molly’s personal desire to become better at teaching reading. And she appeared to have
value the opportunity to think more deeply about her learning as further revealed through

the following portion of her reflection.

And to actually have talked with you and so you, you know, you out of
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anyone have been able to listen to my ideas and how they’ve changed or

grown or gotten worse or whatever about literacy. So I think that I would

encourage anyone to do this....Just because it makes you kind of step out, step

back and kind of think the questions you ask aren’t going to be the same
questions a CT is going to ask or another intern is even going to think about
asking. The time that you put into thinking or creating these thoughtful

questions are truly thoughtful and that they require thoughtful answers. You

know what I mean? (3" interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

The above statement suggests that Molly seemed to have valued the structure and
opportunity to engage in substantive conversations with the researcher, about her thinking
and learning--the structure of the study appeared to have provided her with the space to
be listened, do some regrouping and thinking. She also seemed to have appreciated the
challenge of reflecting on thoughtful questions over the course of the internship. The
thinking she engaged in throughout the study appeared to have contributed to her learning
and growth as illustrated below.

It’s just... you have to be able to, I think my thinking about literacy is totally

different than it was before...So thank you, Gaston... I think because of the

time that I’ve put into keying into this because of your study and stuff and that

really brought me into... I don’t know what...[Gaston smiling]. I’'m being

serious. If you wouldn’t have done this study, I don’t know... I mean, I knew

that coming into it, this, that I had a, I felt like I had a weakness in literacy but

I don’t know if I would’ve given it as much attention. I don’t know. I guess I

don’t really, I can’t really say. (3" interview with Molly, May 30, 2000)

The above statement seems to indicate, on the part of Molly, a sense of
accomplishment, which I believe is critical in any learning process--feeling or knowing
that your ideas have changed in. In addition, there is a sense that Molly’s commitment to
issues addressed in the study paid off--reinforcing the common adage that the more effort
you put in, the more you get back. Furthermore, Molly’s reflection reminds me of the

Hawthorne Effect--the Hawthome Studies conducted in the 1920’s at the Western

Electric Hawthorne Works in Cicero, Illinois, led professor Elton Mayo to the conclusion
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that productivity increased every time he paid attention to workers, making them feel
important (see Maher, 2003). The psychological stimulus of being singled out and
involved in the study--I deliberately took time to listen to Molly’s ideas and to challenge
her to think about issues related to her learning with respect to reading instruction--might
have made her feel special, leading her to devote more attention and thought to learning
to teach reading.

Through the above discussion on Molly’s reflection, one can see that the study
served as an educational intervention. As indicated earlier, going into the study, I had
some hunches that there was a potentiality for this to happen. However, the degree to
which it happened is not something I could have predicted.

Research Question 3: What did she actually construct?

Evidence from the study shows that Molly’s processes of appropriation and
synthesis facilitated by the internal and external conditions, discussed above, resulted in a
great deal of knowledge construction, conceptually and practically speaking. To start
with, the analysis has revealed that Molly’s ideas and beliefs about literacy were for the
most part reinforced. A comparison of Molly’s early and late conceptions of literacy
along with how she portrayed her own literacy program revealed both some conceptual
and practical changes with respect to her journey in learning to teach reading. These
changes were evidenced by an ability to be more articulate about specifics rather than
simply talking in global terms. It seems that the internship allowed her to situate some of
her conceptions of literacy, to see how they work. She was learning to teach reading in
practice by enacting ideas she had encountered either prior to or during the internship.

Being able to articulate her ideas with specifics could be seen as a sign that Molly had
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succeeded in linking theory to practice. That is to say that her conceptions were no longer

standing by themselves, i.e. abstract and somehow lacking pedagogical considerations;

instead, they were grounded in practice.

Discussing the different learning episodes throughout her internship revealed that

Molly’s content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and dispositions were all

reinforced. Although Molly made some steps forward in each of the above areas,

pedagogical content knowledge is by far the area where she gained the most, suggesting

that perhaps learning to teach reading during the internship is more a matter of

developing a repertoire of instructional strategies as opposed to acquiring subject matter

ideas and concepts.

Table 6. Summary of what Molly constructed

repertoire of instructional
strategies to meet the various
needs of her students--strategies
for writing conferences,
scaffolding strategies to increase
students’ understanding of texts,
and modeling good reading and

Content Knowledge (CK) Pedagogical Content Knowledge Dispositions
(PCK)
e  Molly developed a deeper | © By the end of the internship, e  Molly discovered
and enhanced Molly developed a conception of thematic teaching to be
understanding of literacy an integrated approach to her comfort zone
literacy instruction, which is because she recognized
very much in line with a reform- its values for both her
minded vision of good literacy students and herself (see
instruction, particularly reading inquiry project in chapter
instruction (see review of the five).
literature in chapter 2).
e Molly developed an e Molly developed an increased
increased understanding awareness and understanding of
of the writing process-- how writing and content (e.g.,
recognizing that writing is literature) fit together (see the
a complex process, which legend unit in the fall and the
requires time and inquiry project and the space
practice--and the critical unit in the spring).
connection between
reading and writing.
e Molly expanded her teaching e  Molly increased her

commitment to do
whatever is necessary to
help all students,
particularly struggling
readers, make progress.
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writing behaviors.

Molly realized the importance of
making teaching more
interesting-- exciting and
engaging--for her students, and
increased her ability in this area

(e.g., legend unit).

e  Molly broadened her Molly developed an increased Molly increased her
knowledge of children’s understanding and ability to take disposition to reflect in
literature (e.g., the legend issue with existing curricular and on action as well as
unit). materials and instructional to appraise particular

procedures and to make the instructional practices

necessary adjustments (e.g., the
learning center experience and
making Garden Gates Reading

and curricular materials.

Molly’s increased her

more interesting). disposition to be flexible
Molly realized the value of Molly went from a
individualized and small group dominant concern for
instruction changed her view of teaching (the teacher
instructional time (e.g., learning being in charge of
centers). instructional time) to a

Molly developed an appreciation
for and understanding of using
assessment tools to get to know
students as learners--one of her
goal in the early part of the
internship--in order to better
meet their needs (e.g., the legend
unit).

Molly developed an increased
understanding of how to match
kids with books.

dominant concern for
learning (the learner
having some control
over his/her learning,
e.g., learning centers,
spelling activity, making
her lessons more
exciting and engaging
for students).

The study also portrays a gradual increase in Molly’s confidence, as she became

more and more competent with respect to teaching in general, and reading instruction in

particular, throughout the semester. Molly’s teaching became more sophisticated as her

repertoire of instructional strategies increased; and in the process her confidence also kept

increasing. In other words, the more competent Molly became, the more confident she

seemed to have felt in making her teaching voice public, i.e., in her ability to trust and try

out her own ideas, suggesting that there is a dialectical relationship between competence

213



and confidence. Indeed, the more confident we feel inside, the more decisive we appear
when performing a given act.

As the analysis showed Molly started her internship feeling inadequate and
unprepared to teach reading and ended up her journey feeling competent and confident as
a literacy teacher. The increase in her confidence level speaks to the fact she was feeling
more prepared--knowledgeable as a result of the various experiences she had over the
course of her clinical journey. As indicated in chapter five, her increased confidence level
makes sense given the MSU teacher education program structure, which views the
internship as a “true developmental apprenticeship” (Team One Elementary Intern
Handbook, 1999-2000). In a way, it supports the logic of the program, which expects
interns to demonstrate competency and confidence in their knowledge and teaching by
the end of the internship journey. It also makes sense given the determination--in
becoming a good reading teacher--with which Molly started her internship.

Limitations of the study

As Creswell (1994) pointed out, the ‘uniqueness of a (qualitative) study within a
specific context mitigates against replicating it exactly in another context’ and
generalizing its findings. The uniqueness of the present case study is partially described
as follows. Molly was a strong preservice teacher, who was recommended because,
throughout her coursework and pre-internship fieldwork, she had shown signs of a
successful career in teaching. In addition, she started her internship with recognition of
her weaknesses in reading instruction and a remarkable determination to become an
effective reading teacher by the end of her clinical journey. My own experiences working

with intern teachers tell me that not all of them have similar internal conditions at the
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start of their internship. Finally, Molly did her internship under the guidance of a reform-
minded collaborating teacher with a strong background in literacy instruction, who was
learning to make guided reading a part of her instructional practice. Again, my
experiences working with school-based teacher educators tell me that they don’t all share
these attributes.

However, as Yin (1989) advocated, this study provided a detailed protocol for
data collection and analysis procedures (see description of research design and
methodology in chapter 2) which can be replicated in another setting. In addition,
because this dissertation presented a vivid picture--based on concrete evidence--of
Molly’s internship journey in learning to teach reading, its findings give us some images
of what is possible and could be partially generalized to similar populations (Creswell,
1994, Myers, 2000; Yin, 1989). Furthermore, findings from the study raises some issues
significant to teacher education in general, and to the preparation of preservice teachers
with respect to teaching reading, and the need for further research. It is to these issues
that I now turn my attention.

Implications of the study

Implications for teacher education: Toward a continuun of learning to teach
reading

To start with, evidence from this case study shows that learning to teach reading,
especially to teach struggling readers, involves two ongoing processes of appropriating
and synthesizing knowledge, and reflecting upon her experiences. In light of these
processes which characterized Molly’s knowledge construction, my study supports the
claim that learning to teach, and particularly to teach reading is a complex enterprise.

Furthermore, the study specified some particular internal and external conditions that
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were salient throughout Molly’s appropriation and synthesis of knowledge. These
conditions included:

e First, the personal dispositions--including eagemess to learn, being able to work
effectively with a collaborating teacher, being able to reflect upon the clinical
experience and being open to constructive feedback--with which the intern starts and
goes through the internship;

e Second, the nature of the content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge with which
the intern starts the internship, might determine how much more knowledge she is
able to appropriate and synthesize;

e Third, the existence of a collaborative reform-minded learning environment where
innovative instructional ideas are being promoted;

e Fourth, the collaborating teacher’s conceptions and expectations of how best to help
preservice teachers learn the craft of teaching reading. These conceptions and
expectations are translated into:

(1) The extent to which the collaborating teacher allows the teacher candidate

to have access to his/her practical knowledge (not only through modeling, but also
through the creation of conversational workspace, whereby both parties engage in
substantive educative conversations grounded in instructional practices.

(2) The match between personality and the extent to which the preservice
teacher is seen as a colleague, since the beginning of the year.

(3) The extent to which the collaborating teacher gradually releases
responsibilities, giving the intern the space to increasingly engage in independent
practice, to try out ideas and take risks.

(5) The extent to which the preservice teacher is guided by the
collaborating teacher to take advantage of learning opportunities at the larger
school level.

¢ Finally, but not the least, the extent to which the preservice teacher is guided in
his/her thinking and action by the structure of and support provided by the teacher
education program. As such, the study supports calls for engaging teacher education
students in guided field-based opportunities for experiential learning, reflection, and
self-examination (Kaufman, 1996; Kroll & Labosky, 1996).
The study showed that these are all important conditions to pay attention to, if one

wants to understand the learning to teach process. While all of the above conditions were
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pertinent in Molly’s journey, the study suggests that the motivation to learn seemed to
have played a unique role in her knowledge construction with respect to reading
instruction. As such, the study supports the literature according to which it is the
“predisposition of teachers to change that makes change possible” (National Reading
Panel Report, 2000).

In addition, analyzing different learning episodes throughout Molly’s internship
and examining her late conceptions of literacy instruction, particularly reading
instruction, in relation to the IRA standards and the knowledge base outlined by Snow et.
Al (1998) for beginning reading teachers, has led to the conclusion that her journey was a
success story. Evidence was provided to support that she made a lot of progress both
conceptually and practically and her confidence level was reinforced all along. Over the
course of her internship, Molly developed a conception of an integrated approach to
literacy instruction, which is very much in line with reform-minded vision of good
literacy instruction, particularly reading instruction (see review of the literature in chapter
two). The analysis has revealed that Molly’s ideas and beliefs about literacy were for the
most part reinforced. Although she hardly gave any credit to her teacher education
coursework, Molly appeared to have started her internship year with some initial ideas
and beliefs, allowing her to try them out, to enact them so speak, and/or to embrace
similar ideas. As such, this study supports the idea that “if preservice teachers failed to
develop certain beliefs, it would be hard for them to learn to practice what was not on
their mind” Wang (1998).

It was also indicated that the study served as an educational intervention for

Molly. This also seems to have guided her in reflecting on her own ideas, practices and
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learning. This leads me to conclude that having the right dispositions is good but not
necessarily enough for growth to take place. Preservice teachers might benefit from a
structure that allows them to systematically take stock of what they are constructing.
Such structure could be part of assessment systems that are in place in teacher education
programs. For example, the MSU teacher preparation program engages interns in an
assessment conference, at the end of the first semester, in collaboration with each intern’s
collaborating teacher and MSU Liaison. In light of my study, it is necessary for these
assessment conferences to give intern a chance to regroup as well as to look ahead to the
spring semester internship with new goals as they continue to learn the art of teaching
specific subject areas, such as reading. Furthermore, in light of my study, it might be
necessary for each intern to start the clinical journey with a structured conversation
giving him/her the opportunity to systematically do some self-reflection with respect to
strengths and weaknesses and look ahead to the internship with some specific learning
goals in mind, in specific subject areas such as reading. These learning goals could be
articulated along a developmental continuum for the internship. They could also be
revisited at different points throughout the internship, i.e. halfway through the first
semester, end of the first semester, halfway through the second semester, and at the end
of second semester. In doing so, while goals are being examined, they might be
reformulated or new goals might be articulated for future learning.

Moreover, since Molly’s internship showed a developmental progress both
conceptually and practically, the question now is “how do we ensure that all preservice
teachers experience a successful internship?”’ In an effort to start addressing this

question, this study supports recent calls to teacher educators to turn the idea of a learning
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to teach continuum into a reality (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). With respect to the preservice
component of learning to teach, my study also expands the above idea by suggesting the
need to develop a learning continuum for specific subject areas, particularly for reading
during the internship year.

Having a continuum would make it easier to assess at different levels (teacher
educators and teacher candidates themselves) through the use of some key turning points
with respect to what interns should know and be able to do at different point in time
during the internship. The MSU teacher preparation program, for instance, has a
continuum of development during the internship year. Although this is a useful
framework, it is generic in the sense that it addresses standards in a general sense; it is not
connected to specific subject areas. This also seems to have some implications for
creating similar continuum of learning to teach prior to the internship year. Such a
continuum could help assess preservice teachers learning with respect to reading theories
and instruction. It could also help preservice teachers engage in some self-assessment
while taking coursework and also during their internship. Furthermore, as indicated in
chapter 1, there is tremendous variation in the content and experiences provided across
teacher preparation programs in the United States. As such, having a continuum of
learning to teach reading would make available some national standards serving as guide
at the locé.l level (Feiman-Nemser, 2001) that would help to reduce discrepancies in
content and experiences.

Based on Molly’s learning and in an effort to make the idea of a learning to teach
continuum a reality, I propose the following as a likely continuum of learning to teach

reading during the internship year for teacher educators to try out.
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Table 7. A continuum of learning to teach reading during the internship

TIME CK PCK DISPOSITIONS
PERIOD
Late Opportunity Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for
August- must be given to examine critically their beliefs interns to examine
Early interns to about reform-minded reading strengths and

September examine instruction. weaknesses and to set
critically their Opportunity for interns to goals with respect to
beliefs about have conversations with the reading instruction.
reform-minded CT’s about her conceptions of
reading teaching, especially reading
instruction instruction.

September- Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for

October interns to work with struggling readers. interns to reflect on
+ broaden their Opportunity for interns to read knowledge being
knowledge of aloud to students. constructed--through
children’s Opportunity for interns to journal writing and
literature. appropriate concepts and conversation with the
Opportunity to strategies about small and CT, Liaison...
read professional large group reading
texts related to instruction, and assessment,
reading through observation,
instruction. interaction with students and
conversation with the CT.
Opportunity for interns to
witness the integration of
writing into other content
areas.
Opportunity for interns to
assess students’ reading
strengths and weaknesses in
one-on-one settings.
Mid- Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for
interns to work with struggling readers interns to do some
October broaden their and to assess their progress. regrouping—take
knowledge of Opportunity for interns to do stock of what has
children’s some co-planning with the CT been constructed--
literature. for the lead-teaching period. and to set new goals,
Opportunity to especially for the
read professional guided-lead teaching
texts related to period.
reading
instruction.

November Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for
interns to work with struggling readers interns to reflect on
broaden their and to assess their progress. knowledge being
knowledge of Opportunity for interns to constructed—through
children’s engage in more independent journal writing and
literature. reading-related instruction. conversation with the
Opportunity to Opportunity for intemns to CT, Liaison...
read professional integrate writing into other
texts related to content areas.
reading
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instruction.

December Opportunity for Opportunity to work with Opportunity for
interns to students with different reading interns to reflect on
broaden their abilities and to assess their knowledge being
knowledge of progress. constructed—through
children’s Opportunity for interns to journal writing and
literature. integrate writing into other conversation with the
Opportunity to content areas. CT, Liaison...
read professional Opportunity for
texts related to interns to do some
reading regrouping—take
instruction. stock of what has

been constructed--
and to set new goals,
in the light of
previous ones, for the
spring semester.
January Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for
interns to work with students with interns to reflect on
broaden their different reading abilities and knowledge being
knowledge of to assess their progress. constructed—through
children’s Opportunity for interns to do journal writing and
literature. some creative and independent conversation with the
Opportunity to planning for the lead-teaching CT, Liaison...
read professional period.
texts related to Opportunity for interns to
reading integrate writing into other
instruction. content areas.

February- Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for

March interns to work with students with interns to reflect on
broaden their different reading abilities and knowledge being
knowledge of to assess their progress. constructed—through
children’s Opportunity for interns to journal writing and
literature. independently enact ideas and conversation with the

strategies related to reading CT, Liaison...
Opportunity to instruction. Opportunity for
read professional Opportunity for interns to take interns to do some
texts related to risks with innovative reading regrouping—take
reading instructional ideas--including stock of what has
instruction. to adjust existing curricular been constructed--
materials and activities. and to set new goals,
Opportunity for interns to in light of previous
integrate writing into other ones, for the spring
content areas. semester.

April Opportunity for Opportunity for interns to Opportunity for
interns to work with students with interns to reflect in
broaden their different reading abilities and and on action.
knowledge of to assess their progress. Opportunity for
children’s Opportunity for interns to interns, at the end of
literature. revisit reading instructional the internship, to
Opportunity to ideas, concepts and strategies reflect on their
read professional they struggled with early on, learning and to set
texts related to and to fine-tune their new reading
reading understanding and teaching. instructional goals for
instruction. first year of teaching. |
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Implications for further research endeavors

Because case studies cannot be generalized to larger populations, it is necessary
that similar research be carried out studying preservice teachers who are not as strong or
promising as Molly, and who do not have some of the dispositions she had at the start of
her clinical journey. It is also important for further research to be carried out at different
grade levels in an effort to develop a continuum of leamning to teach reading, grounded in
both theory and practice. By developing a continuum of learning to teach reading, the
question of assessment also needs to be addressed, as outlined below.

e What are the implications for testing the continuum with other interns?

e How do we go about assessing for whether interns are progressing satisfactorily?

In addition, it is necessary to look at the type of standards with respect to reading
instruction that should be expected of preservice teachers to meet before starting teaching
in their own classroom. This seems to require examining the following questions:

e How do we ensure that all preservice teachers enter the internship year with the
type of dispositions that Molly had? What type of knowledge, skills, and
dispositions are needed when entering the clinical experience or internship year in
order to make the most out of it? In other words, what can be specifically done to
better facilitate the learning (to teach reading) of interns in the context of
practice?

e Given the integrated nature of the type of literacy program Molly envisioned, how do
we ensure that she is able to transfer the knowledge she constructed during her
internship, and turn them into enabling conditions for future educative learning
experiences (Dewey, 1938)? What kind of support would novice teachers benefit the
most from in order to build on the prior knowledge, skills, and dispositions they
developed during their preservice teacher education?

Furthermore, this case study portrayed a success story of an intern who developed

the knowledge, skills and dispositions which are, to a large extent, in congruence with the

standards of the International Reading Association (1998) and the knowledge base
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outlined by Snow et. al (1998) for beginning reading teachers. And the study has shown
that interactions between a variety of internal conditions and external conditions enabled
Molly to have a successful internship. This raises the question as to whether or not all
preservice teachers can be realistically required to meet these standards and knowledge
base. If yes, it seems imperative for the teacher education community to make sure that
all preservice teachers meet these minimal standards before they are given the key to
open their first classroom door. If the answer is no, then the question that needs to be

answered could be formulated as follows:

¢ What minimal standards can we expect novice teachers to meet at the start of their
teaching career?

Finally, but not the least, the fact that the study made a noticeable difference for
Molly’s growth in reading instruction raises the following research question:

e How do we go about building activities similar to the ones used in my study into a
teacher education program and researching their impacts?
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APPENDIX A
GLOSSARY

Appropriating Knowledge: the process of intenalizing through different means--¢.g.,
direct observation and appraisal of teaching situations, participation in given

tasks, talking with the mentor--instructional ideas, concepts, and strategies that are
similar to ways of thinking and acting of more knowledgeable members of the teaching
culture. :

Enabling Conditions: in order for any experience to occur, there needs to be some
interaction between internal conditions and external conditions.

Internal Conditions: the personal dispositions such as needs, desires, internal
capacities and purposes (e.g., intrinsic motivation) along with past experiences,
that the learner brings to any learning situation.

External Conditions: the environment’s “objective conditions’ such as what the
educator says and how s/he says it, the materials used and the social situation that
the learner interacts with.

Educative Experience as Enabling Condition: the concept according to which an
educative experience leads to growth in the right direction, the desire to go on
learning, and prepares the learner for later experiences of a deeper and more
expansive quality. As such, a given past experience turns into an enabling
condition in a new learning situation, i.e., it becomes an internal condition that the
learner brings to a new situation, allowing him/her tq have a successful
experience of a refined quality.

Scaffolding: a temporary structure provided by the teacher to support learning. This
instructional assistance can take several forms such as modeling desired learning behaviors,
thinking aloud while modeling, questioning that leads the learner to new understandings
(guided practice), offering explanations and clarifications, identifying noteworthy sources
for the learner. The amount and type of support provided should vary according to the
learner’s skill level or ability to perform a task.

Synthesizing Knowledge: a continuum of evolving thinking ranging from regrouping,
i.e., taking stock of knowledge being appropriated, to transforming knowledge or
weaving together existing knowledge; leading the learner to refined and enhanced
understanding or the creation of new ideas, concepts and strategies related to teaching.

The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD): the sphere of activity between what the

novice (e.g., child, intern) can do alone and what s/he can only do with the assistance (see
scaffolding) of more knowledgeable others (e.g., teacher, mentor).
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS

Interview #1 with the Intern

Thank you for participating in this study. In this interview, I will be asking you a series of

questions about your educational/professional background, your ideas regarding

literacy/reading instruction and learning, and finally your ideas about your clinical
experiences in our teacher education program. If at any time you think you’d like to make

a comment about something that I haven’t asked about, or that we’ve already talked

about, just speak right up. I have some general guidelines that I’ll be following, but I am

also interested in anything that you think might be relevant to the learning and teaching
of reading, and/or your learning about how to promote students’ learning to read.

Do you have any questions before we start?

Part one: Professional/educational information (source: NCRTL, 1 993-1; Cadre 9

Learning Community Questionnaire-Summer 1990)

1. I would like to start out by learning a little bit about what brings you to teaching.
When did you first start thinking you might want to teach? Why are you interested
in teaching?

2. You are planning to teach elementary school, is that right? When you think back
to your own experience in elementary school, what stands out to you? (Probing
for specificity: What do you mean? Can you give me an example of that? Is there
anything else that you remember?)

3. What do you remember about learning to read/write in elementary school?
(Probing for how the intern’s parent’s -mother, father, and etc, affected his/her
interest in and /or participation in reading/writing). [Think back on your years in
elementary and high school. List four types of reading you remember doing as a
student. Rank them, according to frequency, with 4 being the most frequent and 1
being the least frequent.]

4. What do you remember about reading/writing in high school?

(Probing for how the intern’s parent’s -mother, father, and etc, affected his/her
interest in and /or participation in reading/writing). ). [Think back on your years
in elementary and high school. List four types of reading you remember doing as
a student. Rank them, according to frequency, with 4 being the most frequent and

1 being the least frequent.]

5. Which of the following English courses did you take while in high school (circle
all that apply).
a. American literature b. English literature c. advanced placement English
d. composition/expository writing d. drama e. journalism g
creative writing

h. other English courses (Please specify) :
6. Did you study a foreign language in high school? = YES NO
a. What language?
b. How many years?
7. Did you study a foreign language in college? YES NO
a. What language?
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b. How many years?
8. List any courses you have taken in child development, psychology, or related
areas that have taught you about how language is learned.
List any English courses you have taken at MSU.
List your major and minors (if you have two):
a. major -
b. minor(s) —
9. Which subject (e.g. language art, math, science, social studies) is/would be your
favorite and least favorite to teach?
*Is there any particular reason you feel this way?
* Are there some subjects or topics you feel more confident and less confident
about teaching?

Part two: Your Reading (Source: Cadre 9 Learning Community Questionnaire
Summer 1990)
Tell me about yourself as a reader.

Probe for specificity:
1. How often do you read? (Circle the one that best describes you.)
a. every day

b. once or twice a week
c. only when required (school assignments)
d. never

2. What do you read for recreation? (Feel free to include magazines, newspapers, books,
etc.)

3. What kind of reading do you like best?

4. What keeps you from reading?

5. When you read, do you talk to anybody about what you read? What do you talk
about?

6. Do you consider yourself a good reader? Tell me more about it.

Part three: Questions on teaching/learning (Sources: adapted from Early Literacy
Project, Summer 1993 Salish I Research Project, 1997)

Questions about beliefs
1. How would you describe yourself as a classroom teacher? (What are your beliefs
about teaching and your teaching role?) Another version: If you had to describe
your philosophy of educating the children in your classroom, what would you
say?

2. What role model do you have for yourself as a classroom teacher?

3. Describe a well-organized classroom. When you have your classroom running the
way you want it, what is it like?

4, How would you describe your beliefs about learners who perform well in school?

5. How would you describe your beliefs about leamers who do not make progress in
school?

6. What kind of students would you like to teach?
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While parents, politicians, and teachers all seem to agree that it is important for
children to become literate, they differ in the ways they define literacy. As a
novice, what does the word literacy mean to you?
Have your beliefs about literacy instruction/learning changed over the year (s)? If
so, how/why?
Questions about students and instructional approaches
What would you say are the characteristics of good readers?

. What about struggling readers?

What do you believe to be the major problems or barriers inhibiting the progress of
struggling readers?
What do you think are the most effective strategies or approaches that teachers should
use to accelerate the performance of struggling readers? What would be the least
effective strategies/approaches?

Questions about your classroom curriculum and instruction

. In the classroom in which you are currently working, what would you say are some of

the most important goals for reading instruction that you and your CT have been
trying to support?

Probe for specificity: What specific skills or strategies in reading do you think your
Collaborating teacher (CT) is trying to promote in your classroom? How is s/he doing
that?

To what extent is your reading teaching similar to or different from your
collaborating teacher’s teaching?

What learning in language arts do you think will be valuable to your students outside
the classroom environment?

Part four: Questions on your learning

1.

2.

What do you think is most important for an intern to learn about teaching reading?
Why?

Think back to August1999. What were some of the questions or concerns you had
as you looked ahead to learning to teach reading during your internship? [very
much connected to question #2]

Think about your clinical experience so far. How would you describe its
contributions to preparing you to teach reading? (or to addressing the questions or
concerns mentioned earlier?)

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

Can you describe to me how you work with your collaborating teacher?

If you could choose your collaborating teacher, what kind of collaborating teacher
would you like to work with?

Do you think this school is a good place for you to learn to teach reading? And
why?

Do you think the state language arts exams have any influence on your planning
and teaching reading in this school? How?

Do you think your TE courses helped you learn to teach reading in your internship
or not?

What would you say about your TE 801 seminar?
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10.

11.

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you say about your TE 501 (your study group)/Liaison?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you consider to be your strengths in helping children become
readers?

What are some of the questions or concerns you have now as you look ahead to
teaching reading during the guided lead teaching and the rest of the semester?
What specific skills/strategies/knowledge with respect to teaching reading do you
want to learn before having your own classroom? How and where do you think
you can learn them? [The framing of this question will depend on question #10]

Interview #2 with the Intern
(Source: adapted from NCRTL, 1993-1)

It has been several weeks since our first formal interview and I know you have been
busy. I am interested in hearing about your thinking about what you have been
doing/learning.

1.

Think back to a time recently —in the last few weeks or past few months- when you
have done something, or something has happened to you that has been particularly
important to you in thinking about teaching reading?

Tell me about this.

Anything else?

Where were you?

When did this happen?

Why/How was it important?

(What difference did this make to you?)

During our first interview, you mentioned that you wanted to learn more
about...before having you own classroom next year. Have you accomplished
anything in this regard?

Think about your clinical experience so far. How would you describe its
contributions to preparing you to teach reading or to addressing the questions or
concerns mentioned earlier?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you say about your TE 801 seminar?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you say about your TE 501 (your study group)?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

During our first interview you mentioned ... to be your strengths in helping children
become readers. Would you add anything to that at this point?

What are some of the questions or concerns you have now as you look ahead to
teaching reading during the lead teaching period and throughout the rest of the
semester?

What specific skills/strategies’knowledge with respect to teaching reading do you
want to learn before having your own classroom? How and where do you think you
can learn them? [The framing of this question will depend on question #7]
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Interview #3 with the Intern
(Source: adapted from NCRTL, 1993-1)

It has been several weeks since our first formal interview and I know you have been
busy. I am interested in hearing about your thinking about what you have been
doing/learning.

1.

Think back to a time recently —in the last few weeks or past few months- when you
have done something, or something has happened to you that has been particularly
important to you in thinking about teaching reading?

Tell me about this.

Anything else?

Where were you?

When did this happen?

Why/How was it important?

What difference did this make to you?

During our last interview, you mentioned that you wanted to learn more
about...before having you own classroom next year. Have you accomplished
anything in this regard?

Think about your clinical experience so far. How would you describe its
contributions to preparing you to teach reading or to addressing the questions or
concerns mentioned earlier?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you say about your TE 802/3 seminar?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

What would you say about your TE 502 (your study group)?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

During our last interview you mentioned ... to be your strengths in helping
children become readers?. Would you add anything to that at this point?

Overall, how do you feel prepared to be teaching reading in your own classroom
next year?

What are some of the questions or concerns you have now as you look forward to
teaching reading in your own classroom next year? [The framing of this question will
depend on question #7]

What specific skills/strategies/knowledge with respect to teaching reading do you
want to learn before as you move into your own classroom? How and where do you
think you can learn them? [The framing of this question will depend on question #8]

Pre-Instructional Conversation with the Intern
Tell me about what you will be teaching:

e How long is this unit (lesson)?

e What are your intended outcomes(i.e., goals/purposes/objectives of the unit
(lesson)

e How does this lesson contribute to your goals for this unit?

e What activities/materials are you planning to use?

e What assessment methods are you planning to use?

What knowledge, skills, attitudes, etc., did your students have prior to the lesson?

How did you determine this?
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How did you plan this unit (lesson)?

What did your CT do in helping you plan this unit (lesson)?

Do you think your students (in this class) influenced your planning? How?

What are some of the questions or concerns you have as you look ahead to teaching
this unit (lesson)?

AN ol

Post-Instructional Conversation with the Intern

1) What were the most important concepts in this unit (lesson) your

students needed to learn? [To be asked in case I don’t have the time to engage in a pre-

observation]

2) What were the most difficult things to teach in this unit (lesson)?

3) Can you tell me how you planned this unit (lesson)?[To be asked in case I don’t have
the time to engage in a pre-observation]

4) Did you make any change(s) from what you planned during your teaching of this unit
(lesson)?

5) What did your CT do in helping you teach this unit (lesson)?

6) Did your CT talk to you about your teaching after you finished this unit (lesson)? [To
be asked in case I don’t have the time to talk to the intern before the CT does]

7) How did you feel the unit (lesson) went?

e Were you able to reach your objectives?

¢ What made you fail to reach your goals?

e What do you think students learn from this unit (lesson)?

e How do you know that students learned what you wanted them to?

8) What were the important things you learned from this unit (lesson)?

9) If you were to teach this unit (lesson) again is there anything you would do differently
and why?

Interview #1 with the Collaboration Teacher
Thank you for participating in this study. In this interview, I will be asking you a series of
questions about your educational/professional background, your ideas regarding
literacy/reading instruction and learning, and finally your ideas about mentoring novices.
If at any time you think you’d like to make a comment about something that I haven’t
asked about, or that we’ve already talked about, just speak right up. I have some general
guidelines that I’1] be following, but I am also interested in anything that you think might
be relevant to the learning and teaching of reading, and/or mentoring.
Do you have any questions before we start?
Part one. Professional/educational information
Check all that apply
o  Your professional background: General education (classroom) teacher;
Reading Specialist; Special Education Teacher; Bilingual/ESL Teacher;
Other (describe)
Number of years teaching at current grade level?
Number of years at your current school?
Total number of years teaching in grades k-8?
Total number of years mentoring?
Your education:
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BA; BA+15; Med/MA; MEd/MA+; Ed specialist; PhD

Part two: Questions on teaching/learning

1.

w

w

hadl bl

Questions about beliefs
How would you describe yourself as a classroom teacher? (What are your beliefs
about teaching and your teaching role?) Another version of this question is: if you had
to describe your philosophy of educating the children in your classroom, what would
you say?
What role model do you have for yourself as a classroom teacher?
Describe a well-organized classroom. When you have your classroom running the
way you want it, what is it like?
How would you describe your beliefs about learners who perform well in school?
How would you describe your beliefs about learners who do not make progress in
school?
While parents, politicians, and teachers all seem to agree that it is important for
children to become literate, they differ in the ways they define literacy. As an
experienced practitioner, what does the word literacy mean to you?
Have your beliefs about literacy instruction/learning changed over the year (s)? If so,
how/why?
Questions about characteristics of readers and instructional approaches
What would you say are the characteristics of good readers?
What about struggling readers?
What do you believe to be the major problems or barriers inhibiting the progress of
struggling readers?
What do you think are the most effective strategies or approaches that teachers should
be used to accelerate the performance of struggling readers? What would be the least
effective strategies/approaches?
Questions about your classroom curriculum and instruction

Is there a cannon of good books that children should be exposed to?

Can you tell me a little bit about the school’s language arts/reading curriculum?

What do you think about the state language arts/reading exam and its influence on

your reading teaching?

What are the most important goals of reading instruction in your classroom?

What specific skills or strategies in reading do you think your students should learn

before they leave your room at the end of the year?

What learning in language arts do you think will be valuable to your students outside

the classroom environment?

When you plan a language arts/reading unit, what factors do you pay more attention

to?

When do you teach reading? Can you briefly describe to me the teaching method(s)

you often use in your reading class?

Part two: Questions on mentoring

1.
2.

Questions about your mentoring beliefs and practices
Could you tell me why you decided to become a collaborating teacher?
How do you define your mentoring role?
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What do you think are the most important things for an intern to learn about teaching
reading? Why?
What is your role in helping your intern learn these things?
What do you usually do in helping your intern plan a language arts/reading unit
(lesson)?
What do you usually do during his or her teaching?
What do you usually do after his or her teaching?
How do you usually assess your intern teachers’ learning?
Have your beliefs/practices with respect to mentoring changed over the years? If so,
how/why?

Questions about your intern’s teaching and learning
What would you consider your intern’s strengths in helping children become readers?
Is there any difference between you and your intern in thinking about reading
instruction?
What specific skills/strategies/knowledge with respect to teaching reading do you
want him/her to learn before s/he leaves your room at the end of the year? [Will
depend on question #1]
Could you comment on his/her knowledge of and attitudes toward kids who are
struggling in learning to read?

Interview #2 with the Collaborating Teacher

It has been several weeks since our first formal interview and I know you have been
busy. I am interested in hearing about your thinking about what your intern has been
doing.

1.

Think back to a time recently —in the last few weeks or past few months- when he has
done something, or something has happened to him and the two of you had a
conversation about it (it had been particularly important to him in thinking about
teaching reading?

Tell me about this.

Anything else?

Where were you?

When did this happen?

Why/How was it important?

What difference did this make in his/her work with your students afterward? What
difference did this make in the way you have been guiding him/her afterward?
During our first interview, you mentioned that you wanted him/her to learn more
about...before leaving your classroom. Have you noticed any accomplishment in this
regard?

Is there anything else you would like to him/her to learn more about before having
his/her own classroom? How or where do you think s/he can learn it?

During our first interview you mentioned ... to be his/her strengths in helping
children become readers. Would you add anything to that at this point?

Interview #3 with the Collaborating Teacher

It has been several weeks since our last formal interview and I know you have been busy.
I am interested in hearing about your thinking about what your intern has been doing.
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1. Think back to a time recently —in the last few weeks or past few months- when he
has done something, or something has happened to him and the two of you had a
conversation about it (it had been particularly important to him/her in thinking about
teaching reading?

Tell me about this.

Anything else

Where were you?

When did this happen?

Why/How was it important?

What difference did this make in his/her work with your students afterward?

What difference did this make in the way you have been guiding him/her afterward?

2. During our first interview, you mentioned that you wanted him/her to learn more
about...before leaving your classroom. Have you noticed any accomplishment in this
regard?

3 During our last interview you mentioned ... to be his/her strengths in helping children
become readers. Would you add anything to that at this point?

4 Are there specific skills/strategies/knowledge with respect to teaching reading you
think s/he needs to focus on as s/he moves into your own classroom? How and where
do you think he can learn them?

5 Overall, how do you feel the internship experience has prepared him/her to teach
reading in her own classroom next year?

Probe for specificity: Can you give me an example?

Interview with the MSU Liaison
Thank you for participating in this study. In this interview, I will be asking you a series of
questions about your educational/professional background, your ideas regarding
literacy/reading instruction and learning, and finally your ideas about mentoring novices.
If at any time you think you’d like to make a comment about something that I haven’t
asked about, or that we’ve already talked about, just speak right up. I have some general
guidelines that I’ll be following, but I am also interested in anything that you think might
be relevant to the learning and teaching of reading, and/or mentoring.
Do you have any questions before we start?
Part one: Professional/educational information
Check all that apply
e Your professional background: General education (classroom) teacher;
Reading specialist; special education teacher; Bilingual/ESL teacher;
Other (describe.)
Number of years teaching in elementary school? (Specify grade level)
Number of years teaching in middle school? (Specify grade level)
Number of years teaching in high school? (Specify grade level)
Total number of years teaching in grades k-12?
How many interns are you supervising in this school?
Number of years supervising at your current school?
Total number of years supervising?
Your education:

234



BA/BS; MEdJ/MA (Emphasis area?); Ed specialist (Emphasis area?); PhD
(Emphasis area?)

Part two: Questions on mentoring
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Questions about beliefs
What are your beliefs about mentoring and your mentoring role?
How would you describe your mentoring practice?
How do you typically evaluate your student teachers?
Have your beliefs/practices with respect to mentoring changed over the years? If so,
how/why?
Questions about your current intern

What would you consider his/her strengths in helping children become readers?
What specific skills/strategies’knowledge with respect to teaching reading do you
want him/her to learn before the end of the internship year?
Could you comment on his/her knowledge of and attitudes toward kids who are
struggling in learning to read?
Think back to a time recently —in the last few weeks or past few months- when he has
done something, or something has happened to him and the two of you had a
conversation about it (it had been particularly important to him in thinking about
teaching reading?)

Tell me about this.

Anything else?

Where were you?

When did this happen?

Why/How was it important?

What difference did this make in his/her work with students afterward?

What difference did this make in the way you have been guiding him/her

afterward?
Are there specific skills/strategies’knowledge with respect to teaching reading
you think s/he needs to focus before the end of the intenship year? How and
where do you think s/he can learn them?

Interview with the Course Instructor
Tell me about the philosophy you are trying to promote in this course.
How do you organize/structure activities and assignments to promote this
philosophy? (Pedagogical strategy)
What goals, if any, do you have for your students’ development of knowledge of
how to work with students who are struggling (to learn to read)?
In terms of what your students might have learned/accomplished, is there
anything that you are particularly pleased about this semester? (Please specify.)
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APPENDIX C

MOLLY’S JOURNAL ON LEARNING CENTERS AND LEARNING CENTERS
SHEET
TE 501 Journal for 9/22/99

At the beginning of the year, Sue [Collaborating Teacher’s Pseudonym] reminded
me about the learning centers she incorporates into her classroom each year. She usually
sets up the centers about 3 weeks into the school year — after the students get a handle on
correct classroom behavior and routines. I liked her ideas about what the centers had to
offer the students (practice skills, group work, independence, etc.), but I was hesitant on
if this is something I would actually pursue in my own classroom in the future. Why?
Well it simply just seemed like such a lot of work to put into something and what if the
kids really didn’t get much of a benefit from it? Wasn’t this taking away from teacher
instruction that they all need? Wouldn’t there be too much commotion in the room with
people going from center to center? I think those questions made me think that centers
weren’t “for me.”

Friday after school, Sue and I stayed after to get the center chart on the black
board. Once again, I supported centers for Sue’s room, but not completely for my future
classroom. We began organizing the chart and started talking about what would be going
on during center time in the mornings. I came to find out that during these times, Sue
meets with individual reading groups. How wonderful... After all, it has become quite
obvious to me that there is a wide range of reading levels in our room and how can we all
read the same thing each day and accommodate to all of the various learning needs?
Sue’s reading program provides opportunities for students to work at a pace that is
comfortable to them. We all read the basal together, but in the separate reading groups,
they may actually read more difficult literature or less difficult literature based on their
reading needs.

My opinion of centers has now changed. Yes, they do require a lot of work to set
up and change, but if they can help a student understand something, it is worth it!

In addition, I spent a lot of the weekend contemplating on the whole idea of centers and
came to the conclusion that I was being selfish of my time. I didn’t think that centers
were “for me” and I was right... They aren’t for me. They are for the students who
deserve every possible opportunity to learn and if working at a center makes that
connection for them, then I should make it happen. I also realized that not every student
will need the same amounts of teacher instruction. Hence, during center time, I can meet
individual needs by working one-on-one with the kids. What about the commotion? If
centers are introduced after the students know the classroom routines, the only
commotion there should be is that of learning taking place, and who can disagree with
that?!

I know that a new teacher may not be able to “jump” into things like centers and
that a need for more control may be desired at first. Understanding this, I feel that I am
very fortunate to be interning in a classroom where things such as centers are used.
Hopefully in one year from now, someone will walk into my classroom and see my
students working away from their desks and collaborating with each other.
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My writing is focused around centers today, but my beliefs hold true for any
activity in the classroom that is not the “norm.” As teachers, we must try new things in
an attempt to help our students grow.

Learning Centers (Feb. 28-March 30

Writing: (Which mitten starter did you choose? Is your story done)?

Math: (What was easy for you? What do you need to work on?)

Read Around the Room: (List 10 words that you liked reading!

Listening: (Did you like this story? Why or why not?)

Computer: (What was one thing that you learned to do at the computer?)

Sentence Building: (Write at least 2 sentences you unscrambled!)
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APPENDIX D

YOUNG AUTHOR’S CHECKLIST
(Created by Molly, November 1999)

Skip every other line as you write your first draft. Use a pencil.

Editing Checklist:
Author Friend Teacher

C 1. Read the story to yourself. 1. 1. 1.
O
N
T 2. Point out things that don’t 2. 2. 2.
E don’t make sense.
N
T 3. Show where ideas or words 3. 3. 3.

are missing.
S 1. Circle words you’re not 1. 1. 1.
P sure of.
E
L 2. Write correct spellings over 2. 2. 2.
L misspelled words.
G 1. Check for Capitals. 1. 1. 1.
R
A ,
M 2. Check for punctuation 2. 2. 2.
M ¢ o ! D
A
R 3. Check for plurals, too 3. 3. 3.

many ands, contractions.

Write your title here.

Put your story and this paper in your writing folder and sign up for conference.
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLES OF STUDENTS’ WORK

by Marzolio
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APPENDIX F

SECOND GRADE PHONEMIC AWARENESS RESULTS

22 Students September #correct May #correct
Beginning consonant blends, short vowels, ending consonants

1. bl-u-m ‘ 8 19
2. pli-t 9 20
3. fl-ez 8 19
4, dr-a-t 12 21
5. tr-op 11 20
Beginning consonant blends, long vowels, ending consonants

6 gr-i-ve 5 17
7. sk-a-me 6 19
8 sp-e-te 8 19
9 st-0-pe 6 18
10. sm-u-ke 7 16
H Brothers with short vowels and ending consonants

11. th-op 8 20
12. sh-a 7 19
13. ch-im 9 21
14. wh-ab 5 17
2" Grade High Frequency List

14 students below 50% correct in September.

2 students below 50% correct in May

Comprehension Test Sept. # Students May # Students
Questions Missed
0-1 5 13
2 4 4
5 4 0
6-9 6 3
10+ 3 2
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APPENDIX G
TE 301 CHILD STUDY GUIDELINES AND RESOURCES

Thinking Like a Teacher: The idea behind the child study is to start you on habits
of mind--studying your students and their learning--that will deepen and develop as you
go through this program and beyond. The habits of mind you cultivate--curiosity,
observing, precise describing and wise interpreting, the art of developing and asking good
questions, strategies for getting at a kid’s mind and feelings, talking to a child, getting
comfortable hanging around with kids, digging below the surface, sharp noticing, a keen
eye for a kid’s strengths, and a lively appreciation for how we humans are much alike and
yet very different--are all part of the toolkit you will develop for “thinking like a teacher.”
Another big idea is that we don’t just learn by experience alone, but by developing ways
to reflect on experience. Direct field work plus this kind of reflection early in your
program will help you become a teacher who is able to reflect on experiences and learn
from them. Studying a child involves gaining access to the child’s ways of seeing,
feeling, thinking, communicating. How is this child making sense of and learning in this
environment? Looking at the child whole, what can you say about how this kid sees the
world? How does he or she engage with it? Can you say anything in general about the
child’s “stance,” or her “world view?” What, above all, are the strengths in this child
that are the growing points for further learning? And what are some ways to make this
child come alive for the reader?

The work in literacy and the short “learning encounter” in literacy you design for your
child late in the semester will help you get started in making the link between child study
and curriculum--what can you learn about yourself and the child from one effort to
support the child’s learning and build a bridge to lively and worthwhile subject matter?
Can you begin to move from an appreciation of one kid’s thinking to strategies for ways
of teaching that incorporate ongoing child study? How do teachers tailor the curriculum
to groups and individuals? These last two topics only start in TE 301; they will be central
to TE 401-402.

243



REFERENCES

244



REFERENCES

Alexander, P. A. Kulikowich, J.M., & Jetton, T. L. (1994). The role of subject-matter
knowledge and interest in the processing of linear and nonlinear text. Review of
Educational Research, 64, 201-252.

Au, K. H., Mason, J. M. & Scheu, J. A. (1995). Literacy instruction for today. New York,
NY: Harper Collins College Publishers.

Alington, R. L. (1991). Children who find learning to read difficult: School responses to
diversity. In E. H. Hiebert (Ed.), Literacy for a diverse society: Perspectives, practices,
and policies. New York, NY: Teachers College Press, Columbia University.

Cunningham, P. M., & Allington, R. L. (1999). Classrooms that work: They can all
read and write (2*° Ed,). New York, NY: Longman.

Baktin, M. M. (1986). Speech genres and other late essays, ed. Caryl Emerson and
Michael Holquist, trans. V. W. McGee. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Ball, D.L. (1989). The subject matter preparation of teachers (Issue Paper 89-4). East
Lansing: National Center of Research on Teacher Learning, Michigan State University.

Barnes, D. (1986). From communication to curriculum. New York: Harmondsworth/
Penguin Books.

Barnes, D. (1995). Talking and learning in classrooms: An introduction. Primary Voices
K-6, 3(1), 2-7.

Beck, L.L. Perfetti, C.A., & McKeown, M.G. (1982). The effects of long-term vocabulary
instruction on lexical access and reading comprehension. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 74, 506-521.

Bogdan, R. C., & Biklen, S. K. (1992). Qualitative research for education: An
introduction to theory and methods. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Borko, H. & Mayfield, V. (1995). The roles of the cooperating teacher and the university
supervisor in learning to teach. Teaching and Teacher Education, 11(50, 501-518.

Brown, J.S., Collins, A. & Duguid. (1989). Situated cognition and the culture of learning.
Education Researcher, 43(7), 34-38.

Burbules, N. C. (1993). Dialogue in teaching: Theory and practice. In N. C. Burbules
(Ed.), Advances in Contemporary Educational Thought, (Vol. 10). New York, NY:
Teachers College Press, Columbia University.

Calkins, L. M. (1991). Living between the lines. Portsmouth, NH: Heinmann.

245



Calderhead, J. (1996, 5-6 April). The role of the mentor in the preservice and inservice
education of teachers. Paper presented at the International Conference on Basic
Education, Hong Kong.

Camegie Forum. (1990). Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy.
Carroll, J. (1963). A model for school learning. Teachers College Record, 64, 72-733.

Center for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement (CIERA). (1998). Improving
the reading achievement of America's children: 10 research-based principles. [Online]
Available http://www.ciera.org/ciera/information/principles/principles.html

Center for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement (CIERA). (September 2001).
Put reading first: The research building blocks for teaching children to read-
Kindergarten through grade 3. Jessup, MD: The Partnership for Reading.

Cochran-Smith, M (1991). Reinventing student teaching. Journal of Teacher Education,
42(2),104-118.

Creswell, J. W. (1994). Research design: Qualitative and quantitative approaches.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Danielewicz, J. (2001). Teaching selves: Identity, pedagogy, and teacher education.
Albany, NY: State of New York Press.

Dembele, M. (1996). Mentors and mentoring: Frames for action, ways of acting, and
consequences for novice teachers’ learning. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan
State University, East Lansing, MI.

Denzin, N. (1984). The research act. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Denyer, J. (1997). What happens when the conversation falls apart?: The potential for
collaborative analysis of talk about text. Paper presented at AERA conference, March

1997.

Dewey, J. The relation of theory to practice. In R. Archambault (Ed.) John Dewey on
education: Selected writings. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and education. New York: Collier MacMillan Publishers.

Drummond, M. J. (1994). Learning to see: Assessment through observation. York, ME:
Stenhouse Publishers.

Duckworth, E. (1996). “The Having of wonderful ideas” and other essays on teaching
and learning. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

246



Duffy-Hester, A (1999). Teaching readers in elementary school classrooms: A review of
classroom reading programs and principles for instruction. The Reading Teacher, 52,
480-495.

Duke, K. N. & Pearson, D. P. (2002). Effective practices for developing reading. In A. E.
Farstrup, & S. J. Samuels (Eds.), What research has to say about reading instruction
comprehension (3rd ed., pp. 205-242). Newark, Delaware: International Reading
Association, Inc.

Ehri, L. C. & Nunes, S. R. (2002). The role of phonemic awareness in learning to read. In
A. E. Farstrup, & S. J. Samuels (Eds), What research has to say about reading
instruction comprehension (3rd ed., pp. 110-139). Newark, Delaware: International
Reading Association, Inc.

Erickson, F. (1982). Classroom discourse as improvisation: Relationships between
academic task structure and social participation structure in lessons. In L. C. Wilkinson
(Ed.), Communicating in the classroom (pp. 153-181). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Feagin, J. Orum, A., & Sjoberg, G. (Eds.). (1991). 4 case for case study. Chapel Hill,
NC: University of North Carolina Press.

Featherstone, J. (1999). TE 301 Child Study Description. East Lansing, Michigan State
University.

Feiman-Nemser, S. (1983). Learning to teach. In L. S. Shullman & G. Sykes (Eds.),
Handbook of teaching and policy (pp. 150-170). New York: Longman.

Feiman-Nemser, S. & Buchmann, M. (1986). Pitfalls of experience in teacher education.
Teachers College Record, 87(1), 53-65.

Feiman-Nemser, S. & Floden, R. (1986). The culture of teaching. In M. C. Wittrock
(Ed.), Handbook of Research on Teaching (pp. 505-526). New York: MacMillan.

Feiman-Nemser, S. & Parker, M. B. (1992). Mentoring in context: A comparison of two
U.S. programs for beginning teachers (NCRTL special report). East Lansing, MI:
National Center for Research on Teacher Learning, Michigan State University.

Feiman-Nemser, S. & Rosaen, C. (1994). Guided learning from teaching: A fresh look at
a familiar practice. East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning,
Michigan State University. ’

Feiman-Nemser, S, & Beasley, K. (1997). Mentoring as assisted performance: A case of

co-planning. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Constructivist teacher education: Building a world
of new understandings. Washington, D.C: The Falmer Press.

247



Fountas, I. C. & Pinnell, G.S. (1996). Guided reading: Good first teaching for all
children. Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Heinemann.

Fuller, F. (1969). Concerns of teachers: A developmental conceptualization. American
Educational Research Journal, 6, 207-226.

Gallagher, P. & G. Norton (2000). 4 Jumpstart to literacy: Using written conversation to
help developing readers and writers. Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Heinemann.

Gavelek, J.R. (1991, December). 4 social constructivist perspective on reader response.
Paper presented at the National Reading Conference, Palm Springs, CA.

Gavelek, J.R. & Raphael, T.E. (1996). Changing talk about text: New roles for teachers
and students. Language Arts, 73, 182-192. .

Gee, J. P. (1989b). What is literacy? Journal of Education, 171(1), 18-25.

GiEe, J.P. (2002). Multiple paths to literacy: Classroom techniques for struggling readers
(5™ ed.). Upper Saddle River: Pearson Education, Inc.

Goodman, J. (1991). Using a methods course to promote reflection and inquiry among
preservice teachers. In B.R. Tabachnick & K.M. Zeichner (Eds.), Issues and practices in
inquiry-oriented teacher education (pp.56-76). London: Falmer.

Goodman, Y. M. (1996). Revaluing readers while readers revalue themselves:
Retrospective miscue analysis. The Reading Teacher, 49, 600-609.

Grossman, P.G., Wilson, S.M., and Shulman, LS (1989). Teachers of substance: The
subject matter knowledge of teachers. In M. Reynolds (Ed.), The knowledge base for
beginning teachers (pp.23-36). Elmsford, NY: Pergamon.

Gunn, B. K., Simmons, D. C., & Kameenui, E. J. (1995). Emergent literacy: Curricular
and instructional implications for diverse learners (Tech. Rep. No. 20). Eugene, OR:
National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators, University of Oregon.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1978). Language as social semiotic: The social interpretation of
language and meaning. Baltimore: University Park Press.

Hamel, J., Dufour, S., & Fortin, D. (1993). Case study methods. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage. "

Harre, R. (1986). The step to social constructionism. In M.P.M. Richards & P. Light
(Eds.), Children of social worlds. Oxford, England: Polity Press.

Heath, S. B. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life, and work in communities and
classroom. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

248



Holdaway, D. (1979). The Foundations of literacy. Sydney, Australia: Ashton Scholastic.

Hollingsworth, S. (1989). Prior beliefs and cognitive change in learning to teach.
American Educational Research Journal, 26(2), 160-189.

International Reading Association (IRA) and National Council of Teachers of English
(NCTE). (1996). Standards for the English language arts. Urbana, IL: NCTE; Newark,
DE: IRA.

International Reading Association. (1998). Standards for reading professionals (Revised
1998). Newark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (July 1998). Phonemic awareness and the teaching of
reading: A position statement of the International Reading Association. Newark, DE:
Author.

International Reading Association. (1999). Using multiple methods of beginning reading
instruction: A position statement of the International Reading Association. Newark, DE:
Author.

International Reading Association. (2000). Excellent Reading Teachers: A position
statement of the International Reading Association. Newark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (2003). Investment in teacher preparation in the United
States: A position statement of the International Reading Association. Newark, DE:
Author.

International Reading Association. (2003). Prepared to make a difference. A summary of
the IRA-US Convened National Commission on Excellence in Elementary Teacher.
Newark, DE: Author.

Hollingsworth, S. (1989). Prior beliefs and cognitive change in learning to teach.
American Educational Research Journal, 26(2), 160-189.

Holmes Group. (1990). Tomorrow’s schools. A report of the Holmes Group. East
Lansing, MI: The Holmes Group.

INTASC (Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium).

Kameenui, E. J. (1993, Diverse leamners and the tyranny of time: Don’t fix blame; fix the
leaky roof. The Reading Teacher, 46, 376-383.

Kaufman, D. (1996). Constructivist-based experiential learning in teacher education.
Action in Teacher Education 18(2), 40-49. EJ 536 845.

249



Kennedy, M. M.(1990). A survey of recent literature on teacher's subject matter
knowledge (Issue Paper 90-3). East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on
Teacher Education.

Kennedy, M. M. (1991, Spring). An agenda for research on teacher learning. INCRTL
Special report). East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning,
Michigan State University.

Kennedy, M.M. (1998). Learning to teach writing: Does teacher education make a
difference? New York, NY: Teachers College, Columbia University.

Kiesling, H. (1978). Productivity of instructional time by mode of instruction for students
at varying levels of reading skill. Reading Research Quarterly, 13, 554-582.

Kroll, L. R., & LaBosky, V. K. (1996). Practicing what we preach: Constructivism in a
teacher education program. Action in Teacher Education 18(2), 63-72. EJ 536 947.

Lave, J. & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lemke, J. L. (1989). Social semiotics: a new model for literacy instruction. In C.D. Baker
& A Luke (Eds.), Toward a critical sociology of reading pedagogy (pp. 103-139).
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Lortie, D. (1975). Schoolteacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Magnesen, A. V. (1983). “A Review of Findings from Learning and Memory and
Retention Studies”. Innovation Abstracts 5(25).

Mayer, B. (2003). The Hawthorne Effect and Low Lying Fruit. In Filling the Glass
Newsletter. Las Vegas, Nevada: Barry Maher, Barry Maher & Associates.

Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, self, and society from the standpoint of a social behaviosist.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McDiarmid, G.W., Ball, D.L., and Anderson, C.W. (1989). Why staying one chapter
ahead doesn’t really work: subject-specific pedagogy. In M. Reynolds (Ed.), The
knowledge base for beginning teachers. Elmsford, NY: Pergamon.

Myers, M. (2000). Qualitative research and the generalizability question: Standing firm

with Proteus. The Qualitative Report, [On-line serial], 4(3/4) Available:
http://www.nova.edw/'ssss/QR/QR4-1/myers.html.

Nemser, S. F. (1983). Leamning to teach. In L. S. Shulman & G. Sykes (Eds.), Handbook
of teaching and policy (pp. 150-170). New York: Longman.

250



Nemser, S. F. (2001). From preparation to practice: Designing a continuum to strengthen
and sustain teaching. Teachers College Record, 103, 1013-1055.

National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future. (1996). What matters most:
Teaching for America’s future. New York: Author.

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). Report of the
National Reading Panel: Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the

scientific research literature on reading and its implication for reading instruction (NIH
Publication No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

NCRTL. (1992). Findings from the Teacher Education and Learning to Teach study:
Final report, the National Center for Research on Teacher Education. 96pp. East
Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning, Michigan State
University

Ogle, D. M. (1986). K-W-L: A teaching model that develops active reading of expository
text. The Reading Teacher, 39, 564-570.

Pajares, M.F. (1992). Teachers’ beliefs and educational research: Clearing up a messy
construct. Review of Educational Research, 62(3), 307-332.

Palincsar, A.S. (1993). (Fall). Bringing a sociocultural perspective to literacy research in
special education. Learning Disabilities Quaterly, 16, 242-244.

Pearson, P. D., & Gallagher, M. C. (1983). The instruction of reading comprehension.
Contemporary educational psychology, 8, 317-344.

Pearson, P. D. (2002). Learning to teach reading: The status of the knowledge base. In C.
M. Roller (Ed.), Learning to teach reading: Setting the research agenda. Newark, DE:
International Reading Association.

Pinnell, G. S. (1989). Reading Recovery: Helping at-risk children learn to read.
Elementary School Journal, 90, 161-184.

Poplin, M., & Phillips, L. (1993). (Fall). Sociocultural aspects of language and literacy:
Issues facing educators of students with learning disabilities. Learning Disabilities
Quarterly, 16, 242-244.

Raphael, T. E., and Hiebert, E. H. (1996). Creating an integrated approach to literacy
instruction. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace College Publishers.

Reeve, J. (1996). Motivating others: Nurturing inner motivational resources. Boston:
Alyn & Bacon.

251



Richardson, S. J. & Morgan, F. R. (2003). Reading to learn in the content areas (5™ Ed.).
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.

Richardson, V. (1997). Constructivist teaching and teacher education: Theory and
practice. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Constructivist teacher education: Building new
understandings (pp. 3-14). Washington, DC: Falmer Press.

Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking: Cognitive development in social context.
New York; Oxford University Press.

Roller, C. M. (1996). Variability not disability: Struggling readers in a workshop
classroom. Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

Rosenblatt, L. (1978). The reader, the text, the poem: The transactional theory of the
literary work. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.

Rosenblatt, L. (1983). Literature as exploration (4th ed.). New York, NY: Modemn
Language Association.

Rosner, J. (1993). Helping children overcome learning difficulties (3" ed.). New York,
NY: Walker and Company.

Routman, R. (2003). Reading essentials. The specifics you need to teach reading Well.
Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Heinemann.

Rumelhart, D. E. (1977). Toward an interactive model of reading. In S. Dornic (Ed.),
Attention and performance (Vol. 6). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Schiefele, U. (1991). Interest, learning, and motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26,
299-323.

Schiefele, U. (1992). Topic interest and levels of text comprehension. In Renninger, K.
A., Hidi, S., & Krapp, A. (Eds), The role of interest in learning and development (pp.
151-182). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Schon, D. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design for design
for teaching and learning in the professions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Shulman, L. S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching.
Educational Researcher, 15(2), 4-14.

Shulman, L. S. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform.
Harvard Educational Review, 57 (1), 1-22.

Skinner, B. F. (1968). The technology of teaching. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

252



Smith, F. (1983). Essays into literacy. Portsmouth, New Hampshire: Heinemann

Snow, C.E. Bumns, S.M., & Griffin, P. (Eds.). (1998). Preventing reading difficulties in
young children. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Stake, R. (1995). The art of case research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Stanovich, K. (1980). Toward an interactive-compensatory model of individual
differences in the development of reading fluency. Reading Research Quarterly, 16, 32-
71.

Stoddart, T., and Floden RE (1995). Traditional and alternate routes to teacher
certification: issues, assumptions, and misconceptions. (Research Report 95-2). East
Lansing: Michigan State University, National Center for Research on Teacher Learning.

Taberski, S. (2002). On solid ground: Strategies for teaching reading, K-3. Portsmouth,
New Hampshire: Heinemann Workshops.

Tannen, D. (1989). Talking voices: Repetition, dialogue, and imagery in conversational
discourse. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, B. M., Hanson, B. E., Justice-Swanson, K., & Watts, S. M. (1997). Helping
struggling readers: Linking small-group intervention with cross-age tutoring. The
Reading Teacher, 51 (3), 196-209..

Teale, B. (1995). Dear readers. Language Arts, 72, 8-9.

Team One Teacher Preparation Program, (1999-2000). Elementary Intern Handbook--
Lansing, East Lansing, Michigan State University, MI.

Tharp, G. R. & R. Gallimore. (1988). Rousing minds to life: Teaching, learning, and
schooling in social context. New York: Cambridge University Press.

The Wright Group, (1995). Guided Reading: A Practical Approach for Teachers.
Bothell, WA: The Wright Group.

Tiemney, R.J. (1992). Studies of reading and writing growth: longitudinal research on
literacy development. In Handbook of research on teaching the English language arts,
edited by J. Flood, J.M. Jensen, D. Lapp, and J.R. Squire. New York: Macmillan
Publishing Co.

Tierney, R.J. (1983). Writer-reader transactions: Defining the dimensions of negotiation.

InP. L. Stock (Ed.), Forum: Essays on theory and practice of writing (pp. 147-151).
Upper Montclair, NJ: Boynton/Cook.

253



Tierney, R.J. & T Shanahan. (1991). Research on the reading-writing relationship:
Interactions, transactions, and outcomes. In Handbook of Reading Research, Vol. I,
edited by R. Barr, M. Kamil, P. Mosenthal, and P.D. Pearson. New York: Longman.

Tiemney, R.. J. & J. E. Readence. (2000). Reading strategies and practices-A
compendium- (5™ Ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Tompkins, E. G. (1997). Literacy for the 21st century: A balanced approach. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall.

Tompkins, E. G. (2004). Literacy for the 21* century: Teaching reading and writing in
grades 4 through 8. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall.

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (June 1995). The
Condition of Education, 1995 (NCES 95-273). Washington, D.C: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

Van Manen, M. (1991). The tact of teaching: The meaning of pedagogical
thoughtfulness. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in Society. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.
Wang, J. (1998). Learning to teach mathematics: Preservice teachers, their collaborating
teachers and instructional contexts. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State

University, East Lansing.

Wertsch, J. V. (1985). Vygotsky and the social formation of the mind. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Wertsch, J. V. (1991). A sociocultural approach to socially shared cognition.

Yin, R. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods (1st ed.). Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publishing.

Yin, R. (1989). Case study research: Design and methods (Rev. ed.). Newbury Park, CA:
Sage Publishing.

Yin, R. (1993). Application of case study research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publishing.

Yin, R. (1994). Case study research: Design and methods (2" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publishing.

254



HIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY LIBRARIE!

(i

3 1293 02736 5554




