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The purpose of this study was to examine the nature of collaboration among
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members of the first grade team as they navigated the troubled landsdapsexfand
year of the reading initiative. The first grade meetings were obsendedogumented for
five months, as teachers completed the reading initiative modules and attéonpte
translate those practices in order to complement their existing classracticgs. Each
of the three focus first grade teachers was interviewed and recorded dassrgom
instruction. Interviews with students were also conducted in order to gain the peespec
of literacy practices from a child’s point of view. Data for the study incldi#d notes
from observations, student and teacher interviews, digital images of studeningork a
classroom texts, and digital video and audio recordings of interviews and classroom
instruction. The findings of the study indicate that teachers translatedestafopment
practices in accordance with their existing beliefs and tended to g¢eaateard and
collaborate with those who shared common pedagogical beliefs. The role ofding rea
coach was best served when the coaching protocols were transparent to all tea
members. The study revealed the inevitability of conflict in an atmosphere of
collaboration as well as the notion that teachers are the true curriculum megjeetiess

of the initiative.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This study examines one school’s journey into the second year of a state
mandated reading initiative, and the nature of collaboration that emerged among the
members of the first grade team. As the reading coach on the campus | wardsely
examine the degree to which the tenets of the state reading initiative vpaietiimg
teacher instruction and student learning, as well as rubbing against them. IOf equa
importance, | wanted to capture the ways in which teachers represented ywvelithe
with colleagues and how these identities translated into the privacy of their ow
classrooms as the teachers grappled with their growing knowledge and differing
philosophies of literacy and children.

Canyon Primary School is a Kindergarten and First Grade campus located in an
artists’ and writers’ colony in the south. From outward appearances of lush heimes s
against an ocean backdrop, students from the campus are assumed to be from affluent
backgrounds by visitors and constituents of the county alike, although approximately
40% of students qualify for the free and reduced breakfast and lunch program. The
campus enjoys a remarkable reputation among the people in the community; it is not
uncommon for families to wait until their children have completed Kindergarten estd Fi
Grade at Canyon Primary School before sending them to the private schools many of
their families have attended for generations. The teachers are tlodiggitly, and long
histories exist of grandparents, parents, aunts, and uncles having the sarerolas

teachers. In addition, teacher turnover is rare, and it is not uncommon for the campus



principal to receive 200 applications from interested applicants over the course of a
typical summer, so acquiring a position at the school is difficult.

During the summer of 2006, as | joined the faculty of Canyon Primary as their
reading coach, | encountered a school very different from the one portrayed above — a
campus driven by state mandated assessments that were heavily scrutinitbdree
county and state level. Teachers had been told that their students’ performahesgon t
tests would severely impact the funding allocated to Canyon Primary Schtwobught
that panicked classroom teachers and left them feeling that they had no choice but to
make the test their formal curriculum, and involve parents in the test preparatessr
The county school system offered no formal staff development to bolster literacy
instruction on the campus; teachers were told, instead, to take any stepsyécessa
ensure the scores increased. Through conversations with teachers, aahoigjigiarents,
and the examination of publicly held records, | began to piece together the story of

Canyon Primary Elementary, a story | present below as background to this study

PUBLIC IDENTITY : THE HISTORY OF CANYON PRIMARY SCHOOL

The public story enjoyed by Canyon Primary School is a departure from the
typical story of public schooling told in this southern state. Many of the public and
private schools exist on opposite sides of deeply drawn racial and economic lines, and the
demographics of the public schools do not paint a picture that mirrors the population of
the children who live in this state. Of the approximately 800,000 students who are
enrolled in schools, almost 75,000 of them attend private schools (Education Bug, 2007,
ALSDE, 2006). Private school education is preferred over public education for families

2



who are able to afford it. Due to a myriad of reasons such as racial tensionsafgor st
funding of public schools, and the privileged story of being able to afford private
education over public, nearly twenty percent of the state’s schools are pnithteine
percent of the total student population enrolled in those private campuses. And yet,
Canyon Primary School has been able to skirt the story of public schools as typidally
in this state.

Known for its academic rigor and developmentally appropriate learning
experiences for young learners, Canyon Primary School consists oefaofili
Caucasian, African American, Asian, Latino, and mixed backgrounds from a diverse
range of socioeconomic groups. Canyon Primary had also, until the 2004-2005 school
year, enjoyed a great deal of academic freedom — the freedom to make detisigns
student learning based on teacher expertise, knowledge, as well as campugsimadtruct
traditions. Up until the 2004-2005 school year, classrooms had been focused on cross-
curricular units of study; time was spent writing and performing playatiogeelaborate
art projects to commemorate the many local celebrations throughout thangar
exploring the ocean environment near which the school is located. And closely
associated with the community, a deep emphasis on visual and performing arts has been
and continues to be entrenched in the identity of the campus and attached to the public
persona of the classroom teachers. Many stories exist which tell tlo¢ wdiat it means
to be a student, a parent, and a teacher at Canyon Primary School. The teachers all
purportedly wrote their own classroom productions, emphasized creativity in their
classroom instruction, and made space for the celebration of the artists tensl winio

lived and worked in their midst. But the stories grew more complicated with the large
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emphasis placed on state-mandated testing at the kindergarten anddedeyeds, the
introduction of a state-wide reading initiative, and a much tighter reitirgxéorce
regarding not only what was taught in classrooms, but how.

Prior to the 2002-2003 school year, Canyon Primary School was untouched by the
implications of the National Reading Panel Report and No Child Left Behind bebause
campus only housed kindergarten and first grade children, and with no formal
assessments in place, there was no official tool for gauging student pexderma
However, in the fall of 2002, the county’s curriculum department introduced the
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills assessni2lBELS) to elementary
campuses and began a testing initiative that included students in kindergarten through the
third grade. The DIBELS assessment, developed by Good and Kaminski (2002), was
based on the “big ideas” of particular foundational skills cited by the Nati@ssarch
Council, 1998, and the National Reading Panel, 2000. These “big ideas” were defined as
“skills that differentiate successful from less successful readers astjmportant, are
amenable to change through instruction” (Good et al, 2001; Good & Kaminski, 2002).
Initially teachers were told by building and county administrators not to concern
themselves with the test scores. The teachers were simply directed sastinistering
the DIBELS assessment to the kindergarten and first grade students, folibeving
mandate from the county. At this point in time, only the county required the
administration of the DIBELS assessment, not the state, so the pressuet specdic
expectations did not exist. According to teachers who were working at CanyaaryPri

during that time, they continued with their usual classroom instruction, tolerated the



assessment, and did not consider the test or its results again until the nerieagsess
period.

During the 2003-2004 school year, unbeknownst to the Canyon Primary faculty,
events were taking place that would greatly impact their definition of whagant to
teach kindergarten and first grade. According to the campus reading support aaache
the campus principal, the teachers were asked to give the DIBELS assessmenéwnde
state monitoring requirements, while teachers continued to administer thethesit
formal training and without an understanding of what DIBELS was designed to idetec
young, developing readers. The state monitoring requirements defined migiowth
expectations for each sub-test of DIBELS in grades Kindergarten through Thad,Gr
and established minimum percentages of mastery on each tested component.mA¢ the sa
time the county was experiencing rapid growth and a significant change in the
demographic makeup of the student populations. Prior to the 2003-2004 school year,
student populations other than Caucasian and African American students were small
enough that the state did not include test scores for these student populations in the
district accountability ratings. However, during the 2004-2005 school year, student
groups that had been too small to figure into accountability standards (suidpasi¢]
Native American) reached critical mass. Because the test scorasdemts in those
groups were lower than the passing standards, the county was placed in “school
improvement” and the county test scores were on the radar of the state asheell as
county’s board of education. For the first time simply giving the assesson&nidents
would not be enough and the results for the upcoming school year would be carefully

monitored.



In December of the 2004-2005 school year, the faculty at Canyon Primary earned
itself a place on the county’s curriculum department watch list due to lowenictest
scores, much to the embarrassment of the campus principal and the Scott Couhty Boar
of Education. Both the building administration and the campus faculty were reportedly
caught off guard when the students’ DIBELS scores were released, athrigeascores
of the other campuses in the county, to the local newspaper. Regretfully, Canyon
Primary, which had received so many accolades and enjoyed such a highly-ésteeme
reputation in the community, found itself having to explain the lowest test scohes in t
county system. How could it be that one of the schools considered to be most effective
and affluent would have the greatest trouble preparing their children adequately?

At the same time, the school was embarking on their two year SACS (Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools) School Accreditation review process. The Scott
County curriculum department descended upon the teachers at Canyon Primary and the
faculty was told to improve DIBELS scores at any cost. Between the esgragat of
having scores published in the newspaper and the pressure of an accreditationheview, t
teachers were persuaded to take shortcuts to encourage a quick rise in testbesee
directives from the curriculum department team, including teaching to th&aesing
parents to time students during the school day, and making copies of the secure testing
documents publicly available, flew in the face of what were considered to be
developmentally appropriate practices for supporting the literacy growtbhuof

children.



An Emergency Response

As often happens in times of school performance emergencies, the focus of the
curriculum department’s attention became raising test scoresn@&hmmond, 2004).
In this particular situation, however, the emphasis came without taking theotoeepen
faculty understanding of the assessment. As opposed to teaching the faculty how to
engage students in authentic literacy tasks, faculty members were dply taise
scores and found themselves being directed to follow a litany of testing improvement
measures for kindergarteners and first graders that did not involve teachargrchibw
to read books or write stories (Seay, 2006). Although the principal (no longer employed
by Canyon Primary) and the reading support teacher attended DIBEL&drair@®regon
(provided by the developers of the assessment) for the purpose of learning how to support
student reading development through the use of authentic literacy tasks, thegreachi
support teacher and the principal were specifically directed by the countutium
department to bypass those strategies. Teachers were directed toesgngxrhaterials
to send home with parents. Parents were asked to time their children at home on the
subtests and report the scores on the various sections each week. According to the
reading support teacher on campus during that time, the expectation was s#t by Sc
County Board of Education that scores would be significantly raised regaotitbes
means. The curriculum became the test, and tremendous amounts of time were devoted t
testing and retesting children to check progress toward the establishedeguidd to
remove the campus from public scrutiny.

Because of the directive from the county to increase test scores and theeiicrea

pressure to meet both county and state accountability standards, teachere besgan t
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to the test. Members of the Kindergarten and First Grade teams, as Wwelkeading
support teacher, recounted the panicked instructional shift. Quickly kindergartarsand f
grade classrooms began to fill with teacher-created posters made fromafdpestate
assessment. Teachers began drilling children on isolated skills of thedest a
documenting test score increases and decreases. Students were thstegtledn

monitor improvement and teachers began pulling small test practice groups &mdywor
with individual students to speed up student testing response times.

Teachers also began training parents by “rewriting” the types ofchtera
interactions parents were encouraged to engage in with their children at hoenés Par
were given copies of the various tests and new practice packets were setfibhom
weekly rehearsals. Most of the tasks involved naming letters or readingefrsens
words,” but the bulk of the attention was given to ensuring students could read passages
with enough speed to meet and beat the word per minute testing guidelines on the fluency
measures. This aspect of the test was supposed to make certain that studesttonge
enough readers by the end of first grade to read stories smoothly and &cdouate
because the emphasis from the county had been placed on meeting a numesic criteri
teachers and parents were encouraged to teach students to read as quickly adgossibl
ensure students could read the appropriate number of words per minute.

Parents spent time at home, starting around October of each year, lisbening t
students read passages meant to be read by the end of first grade, all the while
encouraging students to read faster and faster. Parents were also traisetimers,
purchased by classroom teachers for use at home, in order to record how quickly their

children were reading. Each week those scores were reported to the clagstarst
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No attention was given toward developing comprehension, developing student
preferences in reading materials, or ensuring that students had approptexialsito
read in terms of level of difficulty or subject preference. Students werbtiaugen
coming to unfamiliar words, to look at the tester/parent and say, “Skip it,” or “Don’t
know,” in order to prevent time being lost from trying to sound out the word in question.
Students were also told never to reread when being timed because, again, rereading
would take precious time off the fluency score. Taken a step further, studentiswere
taught to time each other. Again, teachers purchased more timers so that stadihts w
be able to use them in the classroom.

During the course of the 2005-2006 school year, campus scores increased greatly
and the county expressed satisfaction with the teachers’ efforts. Bulsttgachers
reported a great sense of relief over the raised test scores, whilebrting a deep
feeling of dissatisfaction with regard to the methods. Many expected ¢ha test
scores to fulfill Canyon Primary School’s obligation to the state and county, but a more
intensive effort designed to draw curriculum and instruction into the folds of state
mandates was underway. The Scott County Board of Education agreed, under pressure
from the state department, as reported by central office, to partigipie state
mandated reading initiative. Campus faculties would have to commit 85% of tlffeir sta
(regardless of subject area taught) to attend the week-long training anigb@i@rin

monthly staff development sessions, lasting the entire upcoming school year.



State Reading Initiative Training

During the summer of 2006, | was introduced to the staff of Canyon Primary as
their new reading coach, funded by the state’s reading initiative. Our pugsaserfing
together during the summer of 2006 was to attend the week-long introductory state
reading initiative training. The summer reading academy was designedtie set
foundation for the upcoming school year. Throughout the week-long training, the
teachers, campus administrators and | were introduced to the state depapipnevid
reading modules that would guide the professional development for the upcoming
2006-2007 school year. My responsibilities would include supporting the Kindergarten
and First Grade teachers with the replication of the modules from the suramiegtr
and help them transition their classroom routines and structures to incorporassahns le
into a non-negotiable 90 minute uninterrupted reading block. Because the Scott County
School System had entered into the classification of “school improvement” due to the
dismal subpopulation test scores mentioned earlier, they were pressured hethaly b
state to participate in the state reading initiative. Of the 132 public schtainsys the
state, the Scott County School System was the last one to require campusad thatte
training, and that attitude was reflected by the comments of the staffjittonatithe week.

Within the first few days of the training, | was struck by the chasm tinsted
philosophically between the stories the Canyon Primary teachers toldrafléssroom
lives and the stories projected by the state staff developers. During tke threaghout
the week Canyon Primary classroom teachers told stories of who they eethe
introduction of DIBELS and the emphasis on test scores. These teachers who hed enjoy

identities as creative teachers, were sitting through a week-lonmgaieceiving a
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curriculum of tightly scripted lessons that appeared to teach only tasks tel®ERELS

performance. These lessons also seemed quite limiting in nature becguseulieonly

be appropriate for the small percentages of students who were strugglargyanC

Primary, and even then, the content seemed inappropriate. Even the teacher resource

books the trainers referred to throughout the training were from an approved list

developed by the state. The tone of the sessions felt contrived and tightly controlled.
According to the state’s reading initiative website, the goal of the Kat@vatle

reading initiative (managed by the Department of Education) was to isagttily

improve reading instruction and ultimately achieve 100% literacy among pabtols

students. The training for teachers helps them teach reading in proven andeeffecti

ways” (vww.alsde.edy As with state reading initiatives across the country developed
under No Child Left Behind guidelines, a rigorous staff development component with
year-long follow up training became a mandatory part of the campus’s nevyidenti

(www.ed.gov/nclh. Not only did each campus receive a reading coach, but each campus

also received a principal coach, to ensure that the necessary support would e fiorpla
the reading initiative at the administrative level. The principal coach wésddasist the
principal and the campus reading coach as they learned to navigate the boundaries of bot
roles in light of the reading initiative. Although | was certainly expeaesiipport and
encourage implementation of the modules, my role of reading coach did not include that
of evaluator, hence it carried no level of responsibility other than communicatmghei
principal if people chose not to participate in the initiative.

As the training commenced, it became obvious that teachers feared their

autonomy and their freedom to collaborate with whomever they pleased were in danger
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of becoming squelched on a campus known for its ability to take care of itself
academically. Teachers were already experiencing a losseofdim over the impact of
the state-required DIBELS assessment, and the mandatory participationtatehe s
reading initiative caused greater concern. As opposed to having their repeftoir
strategies for helping students to become skillful readers and wrifgaeded, the
faculty was facing 40 hours worth of training that followed tightly scripteddns. Up to
this point in time, no training had ever been required of the teachers by the counly outsi
of the professional development offered to all teachers at the start of baohysar.
And if teachers chose to attend training on their own, they were accustomezttimgel
training that furthered the choices available to them pedagogically, nohee$a
constrict their options.

The type of professional development the teachers were hoping for would
empower them as teachers, expanding their understanding of literacy development i
young children. However, the state reading training was not “empoweringreache
toward greater professional independence at all, but incorporating themearidytalties
within purposes and structures bureaucratically determined elsewhergtdbiges &
Dawe, 1990, p. 229). The faculty was trained to follow highly structured, scripted
lessons, for the purpose of decreasing the margin of error in their teaching.

As | searched the US Department of Education website, researching the ofig
the state reading initiative, | could not help but notice the interesting use otiwogfl
language used to describe the various No Child Left Behind initiatives. A settédn t
“Stronger Accountability” was followed by a section titled “More Loceddelom,” under

which a subcategory was listed titled “Local Control and Flexibility.” | eig my role
12



as a campus reading coach would include fostering collegiality among thieemseof
the team, supporting teachers as they explored their own literacy pranticesiaed
these practices with information based on new strategies from the reatatiyeni
modules. However, it became clear early in the training that the goal vwegsaoer
teaching strategies deemed ineffective by the state department afiedwdth tightly
scripted lessons that allowed little freedom or teacher input.

It was during this initial encounter with my colleagues that | began toheel t
push and pull between official “sacred” stories (Clandinin & Connelly; 1995; Craig,
2001) being told by the state and the more honest stories seeping out in the comments
across the roonSacred storiegsas defined by Clandinin and Connelly, are the stories that
are told regarding what is right and what should be happening in classroom instruction.
The flaw inherent in thessacred storiess that they are usually based on theories that
have been stripped of their context and are being applied to circumstances eeendiff
than the ones in which they were conceived or researched. One of the critsisied
at the National Reading Panel Report (2000) follows this very line of thinking that
Clandinin and Connelly are trying to represent with their noticgaofed storiesmany
of the studies in the report are being applied to classroom situations under qugaiffe
circumstances from which the research was conducted, and teachers are eeldbao f
this is the way they should be teaching because the strategies came femartRe It is
“the universality and taken-for-grantedness of the supremacy of theory ovizgrac
[that] gives it a quality of a sacred story” (Crites, 1971). Canyon Prinwnydb
teachers were clearly struggling with how to navigate betweendhessd storiesnd

their own personal teaching experiences. When | entered as reading coaabrete
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storiesseemed to be outweighing and invalidating teachers’ personal and professional

knowledge of teaching.

Research Devoid of Context: Fluency Misunderstood

My first experience with the results of these practices designed tasectest
scores occurred during one of the first trainings | conducted for the camgplusreafter
the reading initiative training had been completed, and just before the newgediool
was about to start. | was demonstrating how to place children appropriatelisibdasgd
on smooth, fluent reading and the ability of the children to talk about what they read. On
of the teachers volunteered her daughter for the demonstration out of concern for her
daughter’s reading. She wanted to see if | noticed how Felicity seemed t@focus
reading as quickly as she could, but without regard for comprehension. Felicity had just
completed first grade at Canyon Primary, and her first grade teaclveman who
enjoyed a highly esteemed reputation among colleagues and community merabers, al
expressed a great deal of concern and frustration to me regardintyBel&ding. The
teacher stated that Felicity was a prime example of the type of thagavere all
producing due to the emphasis on DIBELS fluency scores and speed, as opposed to
focusing on strategies and comprehension. Entire classrooms of students had worked
incredibly hard on “going fast” and as a result, were terrified each tieyewere asked
to read.

Felicity’s classroom teacher was right — Felicity had a “deaffi gn the text as
she waited for me to signal her to begin. The deep breath she took (as if it might have
been her last) before she jumped into the text, reading 180 words a minute, wag.startl
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After she read the first page, | asked her to talk about what she read aloud, and the
horrified child looked at me with enormous eyes and confessed that she had absolutely no
idea.

Admittedly | thought the teachers were exaggerating when they talked of th
practices they were engaging in at the encouragement of the county. Howereslitye
of the story came full circle as | watched Felicity hyperventdai grip the book with
pure trepidation. | realized that my role would be a tricky one. How could | support
aims of the state and county, while making room for teachers to return to thke sfori
teacher knowledge they had been forced to abandon out of haste to meet goals privileged
by the county and state?

| was reminded of Marie Clay’s body Different Paths to Common Outcomes
(1998), certain we could afford to make room for the secret stories (Clandinin &
Connelly, 1995) teachers were proud to construct with their students inside the walls of
their classrooms; certain we could still meet the goals of the state to éesaoy for all
of our children, but define a more authentic way to carry it out. The teachers aded nee
to make room for the vast amounts of personal practical knowledge they possessed in t
sacred story the state and county wished to tell of high achieving students.dnrbe s
of 2008, | started the process of tracking the professional development of theafilest
teachers as they navigated between their personal histories as tehelsteget

mandated reading initiatives, and our conversations in teacher collaboratips.gr
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SUMMARY OF THE PROBLEM

In the era of federal and state-mandated literacy initiatives, the emphasis
“research-based” programmatic solutions pervades staff developmensraodss the
county. With funding hinging on the use of these government-approved models, top-
down prescriptive programs are becoming increasingly common across edulicationa
settings (Allington, 2006). The emphasis on programs being able to quantify student
achievement and measure reading in terms of isolated skills has createsidetbpew
of all that literacy instruction should encompass (Allington, 2006; Darling-Hamdm
2007; Trachtman, 2007). In fact, the reauthorization of the No Child Left Behind
legislation has been credited with causing the public to believe that statg et
accountability ratings, in isolation, equate with the quality of a child’s elduac@arton,
2006; Trachtman, 2007).

The studies published thus far on this particular state’s reading initiatiwerexa
improvement of scores on measures such as DIBELS and NAEP, but ignore the stories of
the classroom hybridization and finessing of mandated teaching practieestasrs
strive to maintain their personal teaching philosophies (Kersten & Pardo, 2007). In a
book titled,How DIBELS Failed Alabama: A Research Reptiré authors devote an
entire chapter to interviews of parents recounting the ways their at-henaeyitives
were disrupted by their children’s school insisting DIBELS practice take ptdueme.

As with the recommendation at Canyon Primary, these parents were directactittepr
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tasks with their young children in order to ensure an increase in test soones/d, the
stories of the classroom teachers are overlooked.

Little is known with regard to how classroom teachers and reading coaches are
actually navigating these top-down professional development models from thgevant
point of a school-insider (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995; Craig, 2006). Most of the studies
examining these professional development approaches were conducted by nesearche
entering the campus from positions outside of the school. These researatneas (Bt
al., 2000; Silin & Schwartz, 2003; Kersten & Pardo, 2007) studied the extent to which the
top-down models of professional development were implemented to fidelity, asgswell
the ways in which teachers transformed the tenets to meet their own teayleisgusd
strategies. However, researchers entering schools from the outside aveayetmivy to
the political decisions and struggles that go on inside the walls of the school.

Further, the nature of these professional development initiatives often dafe w
is valued in terms of student learning. In the era of No Child Left Behind, what is
presented in mandated training is what is tested, and what is tested, typiadift gets
taught (Allington, 2006). However, classroom instruction is a far more complicated
picture than that of the tested/taught dichotomy. We need to understand how teachers
take up and use professional development that extends beyond what is simply tested in
order to work towards the improvement of teaching and student learning.

Professional development literature and experiences indicate that iosialict
coaches can be key to this process. Literature on coaching typically describe
characteristics that make more or less effective reading coachesi8 Schwartz,

2003; Rodgers & Rodgers, 2007), or divides coaches into two categories (Hargreaves &
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Dawe, 1990): those who train teachers to blindly follow curriculum mandates taténe le
versus coaches who start with teacher interests. Yet, there is little tivees@ctly how
coaches and teachers work together to navigate between teachers’ pevsesarsd
experiences and top-down professional mandates on their teaching (Clandinin &
Connelly, 1995). As well, we know little about how coaches help teachers collaborate
with one another as they work through these influences on their teaching. The study
reported here was designed to help fill these voids in the literature througkepthn
investigation of the collaboration among ten first grade teachers andetheiing coach
(me). Careful documentation of the professional development experiences and
conversations we participated in as a team, as well as how these exggulaged out in
their classroom teaching, afforded insights into the ways teachers eaagahg

multiple influences on their teaching. My position as the campus reading coactegrovid
me with the unique perspective of an insider privy to the intimate details of the
celebrations and struggles that occurred throughout the various phases of tieadiage r
initiative implementation.

In chapter 2 | will review literature that defines Clandinin and Connelly’®noti
of sacredandsecret storiesas well as literature that examines coaching roles and
professional development programs where the reading coaches play an iotegtalve
and Wenger’s notion afommunities of practiceill provide a framework for examining
teacher collaboration. Achinstein’s work communities in confliavill serve as another
structure for examining collaboration. In chapter 3, | will describe thbadetogy
proposed to explore these questions. Chapters 4 describes the structure of the state

reading initiative modules as well as the literacy training | chosepteiment based on
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my own beliefs about teaching children to read and write. Chapter 5 examinesdhs vari
forms of collaboration that developed among the members of the first gradeatewaell

as the conflicts that emerged as a result of teachers’ attempts at icizdangges to their
existing roles. Chapter 6 examines the literacy practices of thregrade teachers in
order to trace the influences of the state reading initiative modules, lognoé as the
campus reading coaching, as well as the influences of the collaborative effortg the
other members of the first grade team in order to determine how theseddtbect
classroom instruction of the three focus teachers. Chapter 7 will summarizeemsbdi

the findings from the study and implications for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

In this literature review | will explore seven areas of research -egsional
development, top-down state mandated training, roles of instructional coaches,aurricul
influences of coaching models, teacher stories of classroom practickgrtea
collaboration, and issues of conflict — that contribute to our understanding of how
classroom instructional decisions reflect these influences. First, rewiéw the
literature related to professional development and the various ways efttafive
development structures are talked about in research. Second, | will exploterttark
related to the effects of state mandated programs upon teaching, inclindiregtihese
initiatives hail from as well as how they are discussed in studies and purportgzhta i
instructional practices. Third, | will review literature related torindional coaching in
order to understand the extent to which mandates are enacted through the realling coac
position. Fourth, | will examine the curricular influences associated wébhoog
models where teachers control the direction of the learning as well as mogsrishyr
testing demands. Fifth, | will review the literature related to teastioeies of classroom
practices, examining the various ways teachers represent theioctagsractices
through the framework of Clandinin & Connelly’s conceptsadredandcoverstories.
These notions adacredandcover storieprovide a helpful way to view how professional
development mandates and personal philosophies translate into teaching p&igtices
| will review the literature on collaboration. Because this study is carakzed in terms
of a first grade team, it will be important to examine both coaching and thbaealtion

among team members through the lens of Lave & Wenger’s notion of communities of
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practice. Finally, | will examine the conflict that occurs in communitsseeaiated with
change. To explore these areas, | will utilize six guiding questions.

(1) What are the structures associated with effective professional develppment
and how do these structures impact the extent to which teachers are able to
transfer new understandings into classroom practice?

(2) What influences do state mandated/top-down professional development
opportunities have upon teachers?

(3) What does the literature say with regard to the impact instructional coaches
have upon teacher practices?

(4) How do theories of curriculum impact the structures of professional
development?

(5) In what ways can exploring teacher narratives of personal teachingdsstori
inform our understanding of teacher classroom practices?

(6) How is collaboration described in terms of examining ways of talking ds wel

as structures in which collaboration takes place?

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

What are the structures that are associated with effective professional
development and how do these structures impact the extent to which teacherstare able
transfer new understandings into classroom practice? In this section Iseilkdithe role
of professional development and structures influencing teacher changeritoqud®vide
a sense of the ways in which professional development may or may not impsciasias
instruction. The examination of these structures will be important when consithexing
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particular model of professional development designed by the state department of
education for the reading initiative at Canyon Primary as well as theusgsid put in

place as the reading coach, based on my own background experiences.

Professional Development Structures

Professional development formats are wide and varied, ranging from single-
session trainings to long-term staff development associated with coaobdtegsm
designed to help participants support significant change in their teachiniggsact
Professional development models can target the individual learner as weafiras
campuses. Birman, Desimone, Porter, & Garet (2000) report that professional
development models that focus on expanding participant understanding and fostering
change in a supportive, collaborative environment are more effective becasie of t
emphasis on building relationships and providing support for the teachers involved. They
argue that the more opportunities teachers have to meet with supportive cslieague
time, the greater the likelihood that changes will be systemic and endUhisghotion is
echoed in Hargreaves and Dawe’s (1990) study of professional development systems
attempting to foster instructional changes. In the following quote, they contend that
moving teachers from isolation to collegiality is an essential part cégsimnal
development.

Releasing teachers from their isolationism, ‘cracking the walls of imgdtas

Fullan (1982) put it, has, therefore, been regarded not only as a beneficial move

for teachers collegially, but also as an essential prerequisite torrsgc
educational change in any enduring sense (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990, p. 227).
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In recent years, researchers have lobbied extensively for a shift in the ofatur
professional development, from a model characterized by individual teacleadirajt
training alone and returning to implement new understandings in classrooms by
themselves, toward models that focus on bringing teachers together to share their
thinking and support one another as they attempt to make changes in their practices
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Researchers such as Joyce and Showers (198éavidar
and Dawe (1990), and Little (1982) cite problems with teacher isolation and argue tha
feelings of being overwhelmed have been associated with the emphasis upon the

individualistic structure of many older staff development models.

Collaboration

Research on motivation and self-efficacy highlight the importance of staff
development that has built-in opportunities for collaboration. “In adaptable and
successful schools, interactions about teaching tend to be inclusive; a laige @fdtie
faculty participates and is part of the group of innovators... they are mindful of the
consequences for other staff and prepare thoughtful strategies for inchtiung’

(Little, 1982, p. 336). According to Darling-Hammond (1998), who draws from her
study of effective pre-service training and ongoing professional developiesighed to
support teachers’ continuous learning, the opportunity to collaborate with others while
still maintaining a sense of choice over what is learned elevates thefletaf
development far beyond that of mere compliance. Staff development opportunities are

particularly powerful when teachers can engage in the analysis of thestogsants’
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work and then apply new strategies obtained during training to measure {bait on
student performance.

In addition to models that focus on collaboration among teachers, there are
several other features of effective professional development that need todreaxpl
Content focus, active learningoherenceandreflectionwill be defined and situated

within the context of the state reading initiative at Canyon Primary.

Content Focus

The first feature eontent focus examines the degree to which professional
development training emphasizes a deepening of teacher knowledge and understanding
Equally important are the opportunities for teachers to then engage with the newt conte
in active and meaningful ways, which increases the chance teachers withcarrgw
knowledge back to their classrooms and put it to use (Blachowicz, Obrochta, Fagelberg
2005). For example, professional development models that allow teachers to explore
research findings on a particular strategy, and then read about how theggestrare
applied in the context of classroom practice would meet the depth of conterd ¢oiteri
content focusContent focusvas one of the key features of the state reading initiative
monthly trainings that are a focus of this study. Each month, as the new module was
introduced, teachers were provided with opportunities to read research thatlstresse
importance of the targeted strategies. Teachers would then engage in discussions
highlighting the significance of the findings and relating them to their muctassroom

practices as well as practices targeted by the aims of the readiaigyvigit

24



Active Learning

Active learning the second feature associated with effective professional
development, is distinguished from other kinds of learning because the emphasis is upon
active meaning making as teachers apply strategies in simulateceexpsrdesigned to
help gain a feel for how these strategies will work in their own classrdistige
learningandcontent focu®ften go hand-in-hand; strategies studied at deep levels have a
greater chance of impacting classroom instruction when teachers have atemedi
opportunities to apply the new knowledge in context with children. Looking at samples of
student work or breaking down a lesson to look at the impact upon the student learning
would be examples of active learning (Birman, et. al, 2000). The coaching cycle, in
theory, engages teachers in active learning as a part of a long-téesspmoal
development experience because teachers are provided with structured opg®ttuniti
examine the impact of instructional strategies upon student learning. Notenly a
teachers learning new information, they are provided with the chance to make it
meaningful by engaging with the information in a format similar to how waayd on
their home campuses (Joyce & Showers, 1981). During reading initiativegsithe
teachers would work in partners to practice strategies or to plan lessons ugtey sam
pieces of text, anticipating student needs. Teachers also entered demonstration
classrooms for the purpose of analyzing strategies and lessons modeledlasstioem

teacher as well as to practice the actual lessons with children on the hostngca
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Coherence

Coherencas the final marker for professional development qualigherence
speaks to the extent that the training will increase collaborative oppoduretieeen
teachers in the future, providing support for one another as well as a format for
continuing to experiment with the new practices and develop a deeper understanding
(Porter, Garet, Desimone, Yoon, & Birman, 20@herencespeaks to the likelihood
that teachers will learn strategies and develop understandings thatinith the broader
picture of the system in which they teach. Professional development plans It e
imbedded coach to continue to support teachers after the initial round of professional
development meet the “coherence” standard of professional development. In some
respects, the state reading initiative had a high degree of coherence built into the
structure. Each month a single focus for practice would be presented during monthly
training. All coaching work, classroom walk-throughs, and professionalajgweht
sessions would then focus on this single module. However, in terms of matching the
practices already in place, or the practices that were studied based oniteaotss,
there were times when the strategies and topics of the readingvieitigie at odds with

what was actually occurring in classrooms.

Duration

In addition to these three features described above, other research (Biahan et
2000) argues that thlduration of training is a key factor associated with the success or
failure of professional development. Theories of effective professionadopevent

(Joyce & Showers,1981; Little, 1982; Morrow & Casey, 2004; Silin & Schwartz, 2003)
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point to the importance of prolonged training, as opposed to one-shot staff development
workshops, that allows participants to learn, return to their settings, and baggnotny
the new strategies and new understandings. The state reading initiativeed dnes
standard of length in many aspects: All of the modules from years one andrevo we
initially introduced during the summer reading academy prior to the $tie @006-
2007 school year, serving a role much like that of an advanced organizer. The modules
were then reintroduced one at a time and studied in isolation over the course of a month,
including classroom visits and support provided through the coaching cycle. Practices
studied during previous months were revisited during individual coaching sessions, and
were also the focus of future trainings at a more in-depth level.

Built-in opportunities for teachers to revisit modules and strategies durlog/fol
up sessions are crucial. Prolonged engagement of this type creates thwedtispace for
teachers to shore up learning and share their stories of strategy useloithidathers.
The importance of having time to reflect over classroom practices and stunignetsgr
cannot be underestimated. One of the most significant writers on the notion diceflec
Schon, is credited with bringing a heightened level of importance to the releticadl
plays in teacher decision-making (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Schon’s work on
reflection (1983, 1987) speaks to the importance of having time to deconstruct what
occurred during teaching in order to refine, reject, repair, or reconstruct nesv, mor
developed understandings. Hargreaves and Dawes (1990) suggest that Schornts researc
on reflection has “been widely adopted within the educational research and professional

development literature, lifting teachers’ knowledge from an image of antieictighl
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habit and unquestioned experience to one of skilled and thoughtful judgment exercised in

practical situations” (p. 230).

Reflection

This notion of reflecting, as written about by Schon (1983, 1987) and Hargreaves
and Dawe (1990), as a method of improving and informing future teaching practices has
been divided into three categories (Hall, 1997; Phillips & Hall, 2002). These categori
should not be considered a progression of levels of reflection, although it is not
uncommon for people to experience them in the order presented here. The first and most
broad form of reflection isverydayreflection.Everyday reflectioms the type of
reflecting one might engage in while in the midst of trying the new strategfger its
conclusion. This type of reflection occurs randomly and often while doing other things
like running errands or even taking a shower — and is an individual effort.

Deliberatereflection(Hall, 1997; Phillips & Hall, 2002) occurs over a period of
time and is purposeful. This reflection occurs when one wishes to systematvedilgte
an event or lesson to determine whether it is working or not. This type of reflection als
encourages mentorship among participants who are trying out new practicesamwtheir
classrooms or schools, as well (Hall, 1997; Phillips & Hall, 2002).

Programmatiaeflectionis much more formal in nature and is cyclical. Action
research projects or programmatic evaluation fall into this category. Témnp& people
engaged in the project collect data to examine how the program or strategy is
progressing. Many of the reading initiative components fall into this cgte§sithe
reading coach, | am often responsible for building in time for people to refiect
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strategies and lessons designed by the state. Teachers use reflectala gawvell as
open-ended discussions during meetings, as well as participate in informakationsr
with me during the day. This form of reflection can also draw upon anecdotal raodrds
student samples of work.

Staff development that makes room for any type of systematic reflest@n a
component of its process is making space for thoughtful deliberation of practicebythe
increasing the chances that the new learning will be applied and with a highez dé
satisfaction on the part of the participants (Harrison, Lawson, & Wortl®5)2The
form of the systematic reflection is not important in and of itself; the factahehers do
reflect and formulate a plan for acting upon their reflections is the pieceetats to
matter, according to the research in this area.

As with content focusactive learning andcoherencethe state reading initiative
embraced and made space for teachers and coaate@ie¢tthroughout professional
development and coaching cycles. Reflection was carefully planned for, both through
written reflection as well as spoken. A great deal of time was speriyidgriow
coaches should engage in reflection with classroom teachers withoungleedr into

appraisal or praise, while also fostering teacher reflection.

TOP-DOWN STATE MANDATES

The section above examined research associated with effective professiona
development structures. In this portion of chapter 2, we will look at the emerging trends
in staff development in order to answer the question, “What influences do state
mandated/top-down professional development opportunities have upon teachers?”
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According to a comprehensive study of professional development conducted by
the U.S. Department of Education in coordination with the National Center for
Educational Statistics, current trends in professional development have be#iedlent
drawing upon data from one of the largest educational surveys ever administaeed in t
United States. The instrument, known as the SASS (Schools and Staffing Survey) of
1999-2000, compiled data from interviews conducted across 4,700 school districts,
representing 12,000 schools, 12,300 principals, 52,400 teachers, and 9,900 school library
media centers. The purpose of the research study was to capture how “professional
development was organized and managed, what kinds of activities were available to
teachers, and which ones they patrticipated in” (Choy, Chen & Bugarin, 20086, p. iii)

According to SASS, one emerging trend is that staff development is driven by
gaps that appear in testing data between campus goals for students and actiahresult
assessments. Given the high-pressure climate of No Child Left Behindspbid af
professional development does not come as a surprise. Another influence is ¢he spac
teachers are given to define their own professional development needs and then develop
the learning opportunities to meet those needs. A third trend reported in the survey is tha
although staff development meets the needs of individual teachers, it is primarily
collaborative in nature (Choy, Chen & Bugarin, 2006). The combination of these three
significant staff development trends matches the description of the stdileg @itiative
Canyon Primary participated in. The reading professional development wasda@cus
gaps that were detected by student performance on DIBELS, the stdpddveading
assessment, and the results of the NAEP. To a certain extent | drew upon teadssint

to provide direction to my coaching, although | emphasized that aspect perhapkanore
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the state reading initiative model called for. Finally, the readin@iivé training could

be described as collaborative because structures to encourage and supgoftdeach

teacher and teacher-to-coach interactions were supported both through theselbde! i

the form of time and space to engage in the coaching cycle, as well as thrauigh trgi

way of substitute coverage during 2006-2007, and to a lesser extent during the 2007-2008
school year.

In addition to examining data from the SASS, another important source of staff
development mandates emanates from the impact of ESEA (The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965) and Nixon’s “War on Poverty” which spurned federal
funding through Title I. ESEA’s influences continue to be felt today because in 2002, it
was reauthorized as the No Child Left Behind Act. Examining the influence of both of
these pieces of legislation sheds light on their overarching influence)ydinegacting
staff development practices, particularly in schools failing to meet thdastis
according to testing.

If you want an intervention to fail, mandate its use with a school full of

teachers who hate it, don’t agree with it, and are not skilled (or planning to

become skilled) in using it. This is what Linda Darling-Hammond (1990)

has called ‘the power of the bottom over the top’ in educational reform.

(Allington, 2006)

As a result of the heavy-handed influence of assessment on the rating of schools, and
formally as well as in formally with regard to classroom teachers, jgiofes

development models that have emerged as a result of ESEA and NCLB follow a
reformatory line of thinking that supports the notion of providing scripted programs to

teachers in order to “fix” ineffective instruction. These “researchdjabeories are then

touted as being best, trumping classroom practices without regard to what those
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classroom practices might encompass, as the original contexts of the pdvigsgarch

are often overlooked. Following suit, curriculum design is also affected as lessons

written for teachers in order to supplant current teaching practices aswalr@ulum

decision-making processes. In an attempt to ensure students are achieviagassary

results on accountability tests, flexibility is pulled from the curriculumoch iastead,

teachers are asked to work with students in an environment of absolutes and “thou shalts”

The emphasis on accountability-based standards and the impact upon curriculum

resembles efforts seen in the past as curricular models espoused the immdrtance

maintaining a caste system intent on determining one’s station in life (Bdgdi8).
Another influence upon teachers and their practices is the notion of the “medical

model” of staff development in which tests are used to “diagnose” literaeg whboth

for students and pedagogically for teachers — so that fool-proof methods can bd tdiliz

cure the child and the teacher of the pinpointed literacy problems. The sthibg rea

initiative that Canyon Primary participated in drew from a “medical tiade

assessment-driven instruction based on tests. Students were progressechonitor

weekly and semi-weekly basis in order to chart the course of intervention sonrésstude

required. Small group instruction was supposed to be planned drawing upon the data

from the progress monitoring assessments, in theory, “aligning the testdwdadght.”

No Child Left Behind Meets Canyon Primary

In direct contrast with the styles of professional development and reflective
procedures recommended by researchers and described in the previous sections, a
competing version of professional development exists that seeks to establismdgnfor
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of practice and “fix” problem schools, which ultimately translates to “fixpr@blem
teachers. Barton (2006) asserts that this version of staff development hagairisethe
accountability climate of No Child Left Behind, a law that heavily inflesnihe state
reading initiative that Canyon Primary School participates in. This dilmad caused
parents, community members, teachers, students, and policy makers “to equate school
success and failure with student performance on NCLB metrics” (Traoh@007,
p. 197), which then causes a shift in the focus of staff development from one focused on
deepening teacher knowledge and pursuing areas of interest relevant to tioeilapart
school and groups of students to one focused on testing strategies designed to prepare
students to perform well on standardized tests. Students are spending larges afount
time learning and practicing strategies that do not approximate authemacyi
behaviors that readers and writers engage in (Calkins, 2001).

Predictably, the community of Canyon Primary and the central oftjceds of
the Scott County Board of Education reacted in this exact way when the campus’s
DIBELS scores were reported in the newspaper and ranked lowest in the county The di
in DIBELS scores combined with the county’s low subpopulations scores on state tests
caused the county to fall into the “school improvement” category. This designati
placed Scott County on the state radar and made participation in the top-down state
mandated reading initiative almost inescapable. The test, designed to be aoiradic
possible problems with children acquiring basic literacy skills had turned into “an
implicit (perhaps even an explicit) blueprint for curriculum — driving publishess;cti
officials, principals, and teachers into a narrow curricular mode” (Pearson, 2006, p. i

Staff development soon became focused on raising DIBELS scores — not hiljgirenc
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to become strategic readers and writers. Teachers were taught to senddtmmge t
materials for parents and spend all the time they could afford engaging stindexst
preparation practice, according to the campus’s former reading teachexr praetices
were firmly in place when | arrived in the summer of 2006.

In addition to heavily influencing literacy instruction, another issue with top-
down mandates is that the tools and training provided to teachers who are required to
participate in these initiatives can discourage the use of other teachitiggsa-
practices that are crowded out as a result of over-emphasis on the newctghhling
structures. IMhe Truth About DIBELSierney and Thome (2006) argue that DIBELS
has not only become a pseudo-curriculum, but it has also started to cloud teachers’
abilities to look at students in terms of students’ developing literacy statddie focus
of the assessment is so tight and narrow on minute sub-skills that DIBEL Stferaese
of a very tiny lens for examining the literacy development of children, legheguthors
calling for an expansion of the tools teachers are given to include a morewealed
set of tools. In this same text, an entire chapter was devoted to the poor statiengfire
the state that Canyon Primary School is located. In this particular cHagagr(2006)
cited “many documented instances of teaching to the test and narrowing of the
curriculum, even to the extent of DIBELS becoming essentially the readingutum”
(p.63). These professional development and curricular models stand in stark contrast to
the line of research designed to broaden the emphasis of staff development far beyond
what is tested on measures of No Child Left Behind and the National Reading Panel

Report.
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Darling-Hammond (2004) argues that providing sound literacy strategies and
effective tools for teachers to use with students must occur through a different
professional development model that focuses on broadening teacher understanding and
going more deeply with developing knowledge regarding literacy practics
narrowing to the point of focusing on testing strategies to the exclusion of evgrgtben
(Darling-Hammond, 2004). “This task is one that cannot be ‘teacher-proofed’ through
management systems, testing mandates, or curriculum packages... Taaekdsbe
able to understand subject matter deeply and flexibly...and to see how ideas connect
across fields” (Darling-Hammond, 1998, p. 7). The following studies examine many of
the structures associated with top-down professional development progadmseth
similar to the state reading initiative referenced above.

As described earlier, much of the professional development researchiiéerat
takes the stance that professional development is a way to enhance and deepen the
understanding of participants. Teachers should have a stake and a voice in decisions
regarding the work they do in conjunction with training and should have the freedom to
apply these new strategies in a way fitting to their teaching style® dhne heeds of their
students. With the emphasis placed on testing in light of No Child Left Behind, however
staff development initiatives have been pushed toward a more constrictive model. Thes
kinds of staff development models are focused on “fixing” teachers who arectiveffe
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Typically the ineffectiveness is assdaidtie test scores
and school or district ratings; staff development is seen as a stop-gap measure f
teachers who are unable to prepare students for accountability testing. Asezkpta

the state department reading initiative website (where Canyon Pr8uhopl is located),
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the reading initiative is as much about training teachers to use “proven ariyeffec
methods” for teaching reading as it is about helping children to become litertet,
upon closer inspection, the wording of the reading initiative’s mission statelmesinot
actually focus on children. It presents a causal statement relatohgteeaining with
children’s literacy acquisition, which in effect, proposes that “fixingtheas through
training will equate with children who can read and write. The website statdx/tha
improving reading instruction, “100% literacy among public school students” will be

achieved (Alabama State Department of Education).

Education vs. Training

In considering the types of staff development models described thus far, one
category of staff development focuses on deepening teacher understanding and the
widening the reserve of strategies teachers have to draw from. Teaglpets direct
their learning and have opportunities to engage in practice with studentt as we
receive support through coaching. The other type of staff development chroniged her
emanates from the tested and taught dichotomy that seeks to prove a curricutwn wor
based on the test results produced at its behest. This type of staff developksett see
“fix” teachers and provide answers applicable to all situations through theatjgpliof
proven methods. Hargreaves and Reynolds (1989) make an important distinction between
these two types of professional development by separating them into distincti
categories referred to &slucationandTraining.

Educationis the first type of staff development that they consider to empower
teachers by expanding and deepening conceptual understandings. Teachers are

36



encouraged to support one another and think collaborativeiniig, on the other hand
does not foster collaboration and collegiality among teachers. Rather this tap-dow
reformativetraining seeks to remove “professional independence” so that teachers will
follow a structure, routine, and teaching style that has been determined “batieallyg”
elsewhere. “They [state mandated staff developers] may be fostaimgdr not
education, instructional closure rather than intellectual openness, dispositionahadjus
rather than thoughtful critique” (Hargreaves & Reynolds, 1989, p. 229).

The state initiative in which Canyon Primary school participates follbes t
second structure described above. Teachers are presented with specific modales they
required to implement in their classrooms throughout the year. The backgroumdiresea
when available, is provided as a way of convincing teachers that the modules areevaluabl
and privileged above teachers’ current practices. Time is spent in discugsion wi
teachers regarding ways they already engage in these types ofeactititizing a co-
optive, presumptive stance that teachers should already be using aspects of these
strategies. At the conclusion of the discussion, a specific lesson is modelddlfebs
the coach, “re-planned” together with participants, and modeled with students, mad the
teacher’'s name is drawn from a pool. The chosen teacher must teach the samenless
the spot to another group of children. Teachers havetk@aadto regurgitate this same
exact lesson with children from their own classrooms and will also be askedhahisac
exact same lesson for their reading coaches.

Because the top-down model is pre-constructed for teachers and admisistrator

and presented as utilizing research, it emits an aura of being “right” beteasde
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backed up with citations (although it was not always in the case of CanyonyP+itnar
state department of education’s seal served as the research “approval”)

According to Hargreaves and Dawe (1996)ining fails to acknowledge the
forms of teacher resistance that the authors feel would serve to inform @nogenthe
staff development models. If teachers resist, there is an important reaswhiband
programmatic staff development is not structured to make space for that kind of elialogu
(Silin & Schwartz, 2003). These models also ignore the various contexts in which
teachers work each day. Calkins (2001) writes of her concern with these top-down
models of instruction which seek to control the decisions teachers should be making,
almost insinuating that the job of teaching and deciding what is important for stisdents
too important to be entrusted in the hands of teachers. She refers to this fight for the
freedom to plan and control what is taught and when as the “stranglehold of stamdardize
testing” (p. 4).

Whereas @ucationis comprised, in part, of well-crafted staff development that
has an imbedded space for incorporating teacher goals and areas of inhémes],
does not. For example, staff development based on the tenets of the No Child Lredt Behi
seeks to right the instructional wrongs that are detected by “fool-proof” sthureth
tests, turning staff development into occasions for training teachers hoachoibea test
(Seay, 2006). Truscott & Truscott (2004) express concern over the emphasis of fixing
problems through staff development as opposed to deepening understanding. The
“problem paradigm” seeks to locate and take care of deficits within a systearich
the cure is located and defined outside of the campus itself. Teachers arkasaathey

are not able to solve their own problems by bringing in consultants or other instructiona
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support positions, whose purpose is not to develop teacher self-efficacy, but to support
teachers as they implement a rigidly structured program. Often the pemoiphlwhich

these programs are based do not resemble the contextual situations of tiaé origi
research, symptomatic of so many of the practices espoused in the Natralal Pa
Reading Report, which heavily influenced the state reading initiativedioydh Primary
School (Allington, 2006). The following section extends this notion of research portrayed

without its original context.

Conduit as a Metaphor for Staff Development Delivery

When considering the notions eflucationandtraining, another powerful
metaphor that further enhances these notions is Clandinin and Connelly’s term,
“conduit.” Clandinin and Connelly suggest the term “conduit” as a way to understand
top-down staff development delivery, drawing upon Reddy’s (1979) research indhe fie
of linguistics, Johnson’s (1987, 1989) work in philosophy, and Schwab’s (1973) research
on curriculum. According to the definition ofcanduit it represents the metaphorical
tunnel through which theory derived from research is stripped of its researcht aontex
order to make it more accessible to classroom teachers and schools, and ageg emer
unburdened on the other side of the tunnel, the recommended practices (devoid of their
original contexts) are now portrayedraeral imperativesin other words, central office
or campus administrators communicate to classroom teachers thatchesag” a
practice is valuable, and then it becomes officially deemed as a “bestgsragen
though the context, in which it worked initially, is no longer attached to the rasearc
(Schwab, 1973).
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Schwab felt that there was “too much theoretical knowledge, and in the wrong
form, for practical use [by teachers] without translation via a readyoweps in which
theoretical was made practical” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995, p. 9). In the process of
attempting to make sure the theories were ready to be used by teachéexriles t
would end up “stripped of their origins.” Schwab termed the act of stripping the
contextual meaning from theories, “a rhetoric of conclusions.” This metaphor is an
important one for examining the way staff development has been delivered anCany
Primary School since the advent of DIBELS use, and as the state manddieg rea
initiative became a reality.

Beginning with the introduction of DIBELS to Canyon Primary School, theories
of literacy as defined by the National Reading Panel Report (Nationialiteof Child
Health and Human Development, 2000) were translated into tightly scripted reading
initiative modules that were expected to be implemented to fidelity in eassrabm.
These scripted lessons designed to decrease the margin of instructional errqraoh the
of the classroom teacher, were in direct contrast to the ways teacharsyah®rimary
had been used to teaching, and in direct contrast to the practices | wished totshare wi
the teachers. In addition, the reading modules also did not match the community’s
perception of the types of educational experiences their children were slippbse
receiving from the teachers. This strong tension between what teachersdelas right
for students and what they were being asked to do is referred tepst&mological
dilemma(Clandinin & Connelly, 1995), and causes a great deal of frustration for teachers
(and coaches) because of their powerlessness to make any changes ienhésysig

the mandates. “...There is no entry point for debate and discussion of the funneled
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materials [in this case, testing materials and scripted lessons]. flaeesding initiative
materials], necessarily, must be taken as givens. To debate their appmepsaseto

guestion someone’s authority. Discussion, such as it is, is removed from matters of
substance to matters of personality and power” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995, p. 11). Not
only did teachers and parents feel the tug between the state readingerdinatithe

kinds of literacy they wanted for their children, as the campus reading coészhfdla

torn — torn between doing the job | had been hired to do and the compulsion | felt to show
the teachers a different side of literacy that would come closer to emgula types of
reading and writing activities literate adults engage in. Just asattigets were being

asked to engage in “contrived” acts of literacy based on desired testing oyttwoels!

also be asked to engage in a type of “contrived” coaching designed to support only the

tenets supported by the state reading initiative.

COACHING : ROLES AND INFLUENCES

What does the literature say with regard to the impact instructional cdarees
upon teacher practices? This question now becomes a more complicated one in light of
the previous section. Instructional coaching, in most cases, is far more coeajplice
entering a campus, listening to teacher needs, and providing support to help them make
their wishes a reality. Instructional coaches usually are hired intdicitsavith pre-
existing agendas and must learn to navigate within these pre-establishedtess. The
following section examines the various roles of coaches and the potential copelses

can have upon teacher practices.
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Instructional Coaching Models

Coaching is defined as the interaction between a more experienced and more
knowledgeable partner and a less skillful one. Coaching is different from otherdérm
staff development because coaching does not rely on just verbal explanations, but uses
demonstration and modeling as the backbone of the process. Coaches and mentors work
alongside one another and the partnership can be an enduring one (Hargreaves & Dawe
1990). Coaches can respond with many different levels of support to teacher needs. The
most basic level involves forming relationships with faculty members, iyaghe
materials, assisting with student assessment. The more intense legdstuhg include
providing feedback to teachers, videotaping lessons, and helping teachers totaealyze
own teaching (Bean, 2004; Rodgers & Rodgers, 2007).

The form of coaching | engaged in during this study was a combination of the
two. For teachers requiring the most basic levels of support, | did engage in pulling
materials for lessons and provided an open ear to listen to them discussdnsstrging
to make changes that felt foreign to their normal mode of classroom instruction. For
teachers who were ready to implement more complicated strategieslaniques, |
provided feedback on objectives set collaboratively between the two of us, drawing upon
techniques such as journaling for self-reflection and analysis of tapeddedsst as
staff development has two distinct sides, coaching does as well.

The first coaching context, known as collegial coaching, encourages learning and
deeper understanding partnered with a sense of self-efficacy and coltabarating
fellow teachers and the coach. The second type of coaching, referred to astechnic

coaching, involves the transmission of a specified program or group of strakegies
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teachers are expected to take on through the process of modeling, teaching, awi feedb
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). According to Hargreaves and Dawe, thereesrenior
flaws with the technical coaching model.

The first issue with technical coaching is that it does not take into account the
beliefs and experiences of the people being coached. The goal is for theocgeich t
participants to take on the predetermined set of practices and the preseacberf t
resistance is ignored — swept under the rug, metaphorically speakingcdhd se
problem with technical coaching is that it ignores the amount of time necéssary
establish new routines and enact new strategies in a classroom. In additiext, isombt
attended to because everyone works on implementing the same lessons egidsstrat
regardless of the children involved or the teacher’s teaching preferencesnally,

“the technical coaching model is uncritical and neglectful of the conditions @it
existence, of the political and ideological forces which enhances its adntiviestra
appeal” (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990, p. 233).

These three issues with technical coaching are of great significeloaking at
my role at Canyon Primary School because my job description, according tatée st
list of responsibilities for reading coaches, fits exactly in the roteatinical coaching. |
wassupposedo serve as the conduit (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995) delivering the
theories from the National Reading Panel Report into the classrooms of seadiether
teachers agreed with the strategies or not, regardless of whether thbg megtds of the
students. But that was not the role | chose to play. I tried to balance the aims of the
initiative with the teachers’ beliefs and my own beliefs regarding apptepitieracy

practices for young children. Where | could combine concepts supported batéhe st
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reading initiative with other strategies that were more palatatlid,do, but | was also at

an advantage over most of my coaching peers because of my background in supporting
teachers in previous jobs. As is cited in Hargreaves and Dawes’ research, the other
drawback to technical coaching is that the coach often lacks specialingugttz@cause
coaches in this model are typically teaching peers. The state readistigansupplied
full-time reading coaches for each of the campuses in the state instelthgfon

fellow classroom teachers to lead the coaching cycle. However, the peoplesveno w
selected as reading coaches often had no more training in coaching or readiojans

than their campus peers, which placed them in the awkward position of leading staff
development and coaching peers days after receiving the turn-around-tr@ihihg
twenty-nine reading coaches who began coaching during the 2006-2007 school year, only
three of us had specialized literacy training or had served in a similan toke past.

This meant that the only knowledge most people had to draw upon came from the state

reading initiative trainings.

Staff Developer as Mediator

The job of staff developer can be a tricky one, making tradeoffs between the
requirements of the staff development job and the needs of classroom teachers.
Representing conflicting interests can create hurdles toward teaghier liecause
teachers question how often they will be asked to try practices that run couhtgr to t
beliefs. Researchers (Craig, 2001; Silin & Schwartz, 2003) argue that proféssiona
developers are often in the position of acting as “buffer” between the isteféke
teachers and the goals of staff development, massaging both sets of godés to
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ensure teachers walk away having their needs met, while the professieiapdeent
goals are served as well. Another hurdle staff developers face is théetagen what
teachers hope to glean from professional development and what administratots expe
will be implemented in the classroom setting. Staff developers who providecangys
suggestions for teachers to meet their own goals as well as the goalsrostdtars
found that teachers were more willing to focus on making desired changesraml re
feeling positive about the experience (Silin & Schwartz, 2003). Fosteringetigs sf
teachers as “active decision makers who can and should” is echoed again and again
across not only staff development literature, but also literature emafratimg
psychology on self-efficacy (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Seligman & Csikszentymil2900;
Truscott & Truscott, 2004).

One of the aspects of literacy coaching that | did not expect was thetbfdlt
negotiating the goals of my job based on the outcomes of the state readingd rvititht
my own sense of what the teachers on the campuses needed and were interested in
learning about. From my past experiences supporting teachers and from my own
experiences as a classroom teacher, | understood that supporting teactrengiow
more akin to a dance between partners. The ability to share the aims of thiolarger
(in this case the state reading initiative), while balancing the needs oasiseodm
teacher, created a situation where teachers were more willing tdhgystcess and
experiment with new practices instead of dismissing the entire proclesmgs
irrelevant. Although my job description clearly fell under the technical cogchi
umbrella, | could not completely adhere to this model — although | found it easier to

engage in technical coaching with certain types of teachers than others.
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Advocates for Classroom Teachers

In reality, the role | played fit the definition obllegial coachingCollegial
coachinginvolves closely working with teachers, considering their specific contex
(background of teacher, the complexity of students in the room, the teacher’'sgiealago
philosophies), while helping them to engage in reflective practices in order to neave t
teaching forward (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Silin and Schwartz (2003) examined how
staff developers (used interchangeably in this instanceca#@bhe¥were able to act as
advocates for classroom teachers, making space for teachers to be ablevithde
district demands being delivered via the conduit of district mandates in the name of
research-based practices, while allowing teachers to genesdégss for meeting the
cover story of district policy. At the same time, staff developers wereablgport
classroom practitioners as they determined the extent to which these potinidsaffect
their classroom lives. Silin and Schwartz were also able to delve into t€aesestance
to change and the positive ways this resistance could help staff developers$ suppor
classroom teachers in their struggle to retain the sacred stories of thdoebef systems
with the cover stories that needed to be projected for the district’'s sake awwehef f
curricular mandates.

One of the largest struggles faced/reported by teachers was “thé&tltitagy
were working for two different masters... with very different expeatatiabout how
teaching and learning should proceed in the classroom” (Silin & Schwartz, 2003,

p. 1593). Finding ways for teachers to retain the beliefs they operated withr iovihei

classrooms while making room for some new understandings allowed teachersée se

46



of autonomy they craved, while helping them to incorporate many of the components of
the district mandates in such a way that their pedagogical beliefs wetielatgd.

The research conducted by Silin and Schwartz identified three major roled play
by staff developers and literacy coaches that were deemed to be help&dhers. The
role of strategistwas defined first. Staff developers worked in coordination with
“teachers about how to implement new initiatives in a way that fulfilled ttecdis
requirements and simultaneously permitted them to continue their work with learner
centered practices” (p. 1595). The study revealed that the importance of cantoui
support teachers with prior endeavors is critical in maintaining a sensdtiofidey
regarding their prior efforts. The second role wasaislator. Staff developers served
the crucial role of “filtering and clarifying” district mandates for teachers to relieve
the stress teachers felt with the threat of facing yet another chEmgystaff developers
provided the teachers with a sense of the background behind the proposed changes and
helped them to understand how these changes could fit into the belief systeths alrea
held by the staff. Morrow and Casey’s 2004 work on the role of reading coaches as
partners in change mirrored this same sentiment - teachers felcamfertable
implementing changes when they had a coach to support them by modeling lessons in the
context of their own classrooms, with their own students. In this way, teacherabier
to see how the changes could be translated into their own classroom environment.

The final role of staff developer and reading coach was tred\adcate
Advocates “represented the teachers’ professional interests with silators and others
outside of the classroom” (Silin & Schwartz, 2003, p. 1597). This notion of “going to

bat” for teachers is mirrored in Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi’'s workasitppe
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psychology (2000) as referenced by Truscott and Truscott’s model of professional
development for positive school change (2004). One of the key notions emanating from
Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi’s research is the conceptualizatioradi¢es as decision
makers who can and should exercise choice, coupled with the belief that staff
development is about a shift from focusing on the idea that teacherBxnegtb a

model that promotesuilding teacher knowledge and confidence in order to better serve
students. As with the ideas referenced from Silin and Schwartz’s work, thes@liaea

staff developers in a complementary position next to classroom teachers.

Negotiating the kind of coach | desired to be (collegial) with the kind of coach the
mandated reading initiative directed me to be (technical) was criicay twork over the
past two years as | strived to create a balance for the classradmartebworked with.

On the one hand | made a concerted and conscientious effort to honor their interests and
their sacred beliefs of what it meant to teach first grade students to bezaees who
engaged in literacy, while also supporting the aims of the state readintyvimjtzes well

as the county’s impending basal adoption and the accompanying theories of reading

instruction presented in that text.

TEACHER COLLABORATION

After examining staff development models and styles of coaching, | now shift the
focus to examine the role of teacher collaboration in learning, developiragyite
practices, and remaining happy and satisfied in a very difficult profession.

Teachers working collaboratively together for authentic purposes have been
associated with making powerful changes to classroom practices,mgsulthe kinds of
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authentic literacy experiences (reading and writing as opposed to workshisetated
drills) we should want for all students. Not only did students benefit from teaghers
worked together to design more powerful literacy experiences, but increases in
motivation were also experienced for teachers engaging in projects thathéexitype of
change (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990).
This may be because collaboration results in the construction of empowering
communities within schools, which is subsequently reflected in classroom
interactions and student learning. Irwin (1996) maintains that the organization of
schools and belief about power in schools exert a strong influence on the type of
education that results (Irwin & Farr, 2004, p. 344).
These factors work together to produce schools that meet the critpaaex-with
organizations, to be contrasted with the modepfiwer-overorganizations. Thpower-
with paradigm calls for teachers to be active decision makers with regard taffelctt
the way they do their jobs. In this paradigm, teachers have an active sayurritéum
and how that curriculum is translated into classroom practice. It is alsaaes with
collaborative environments that Irwin credits with nurturing “each person’gidudil
growth, thus supporting individuality and diversity within a broader framework of
community and interpersonal connection” (Irwin & Farr, 2004, p. 345).
According to Irwin & Farr (2004), it is important for teachers to talk andaeefle
with others during the school day; the time set aside to for teachers toidecoimsir
roles in the classroom as well as to set goals is as important for theergpdrteacher as
it is for the novice. In a study conducted by Singh & Richards (2006), the researchers
examined new teachers and the conversations they had in a group learning environment

as they delved into not only the content of their teaching, but also the accompanying

pedagogical styles. The researchers discovered that the dialogue thersduca
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participated in was critical to their learning, providing for opportunities tdata& their

own understandings as well as a place for re-storying (Clandinin & Connelly, 4895)
reshaping their understandings to include new information learned by talkingtiwrs.

This chance for honest discussion and talk about what was going well, in addition to what
was troubling, were the kinds of conversations that Canyon Primary School had to make
room for outside of the confines of the state mandated reading initiative. Teaecbdes
places to talk about the day-to-day happenings inside their classrooms based on thei
preferences for teaching and the histories of their teaching careers heecut in state
reading initiative funding between the 2006-2007 school year, and the year thisatudy
conducted, 2007-2008, teachers began shifting the spaces in which they engaged in this
type of collaborative work from inside of the school day, to outside of the school day, and
began forming their own groups based on common interest, but the collaboration
continued in spite of budgetary constraints.

As we have seen in the literature on coaching, coaches and teachers must both
deal with the reality of mandated professional development initiatives baseskeancte
communicated through a conduit of moral imperatives. In the age of accoupntatulit
testing, these are, unfortunately, inevitable struggles. In this nexrsdcshift from the
topic of coaching to the examination of curriculum theories, making an officied $pa
the examination of these theories because it is this notion of “curriculum”|th i

agendas of coaches and teachers in schools.

Curriculum Design Implications

How do theories of curriculum impact the structures of professional development?
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State curricular mandates delegate what teachers must teach and wftembst be
taught. There is no place for negotiation because the curriculum arrives in paint, as
finished product. Elliot Eisner, in an article 6ducational Leadershif2006), explored
the struggles teachers experienced as they found themselves dealing \gtthateaere
the very anti-thesis of what they believed were right for children in tressi@doms. His
take on curriculum was a hopeful one that reached out against the confines of what often
travels down the conduit.

... Teaching makes it possible to play your own cello. Despite the beliefs of some
very well-intended technocrats, there are no recipes for performancechertpeoof
scripts to follow. Teaching well requires improvisation within constraints. Gontst

there will always be, but in the end, teaching is a custom job (Eisner, 2006, p. 44).

Teachers as Curriculum Makers

Craig (2006) echoes Eisner’s beliefs as she writes, that “rather than bein
curriculum implementers as commonly conceived, teachers are curriculunrsniaioen
this perspective, ‘teachers and students live out a curriculum [in which] an account of
teachers’ and students’ lives over time is the curriculum, although intentionality,
objectives, and curriculum materials do play a part of it” (p. 261). | saw thih&rsl
each day | spent concentrated amounts of time in teachers’ classroorhingvascthe
classroom teachers orchestrated a dance between their beliefs anbilien’s
interests and abilities. None of the reading initiative practices thattalken up by
teachers were executed in the same way from room to room, as teacheesl ddgist
strategies to better meet the needs of their students. And just as teabhetesdewise

51



decision making with regard to their adjustment of some of the practices fromatthe st
reading initiative, they also knew when practices should be completely glossed over
their classrooms, either because the practices did not meet the needsstdidesits or
because the structure of the practices was a mismatch for their tesigfhenand
classroom philosophy.

According to Ryan and Deci’s self-determination theory (2000), humans have a
need to feel a sense of competence, relatedness, and autonomy. Opportunidebdos te
to engage in activities and ways of working with others that reinforce these naitions
competence, relatedness, and autonomy, as referenced above, can lead to the
development of people (in this case teachers) who enjoy strong relatibrathts and
are able to work to their full potential. These factors also lead to a strongo$ense
motivation, which according to the authors is “highly valued because of its consequences:
Motivation produces” (p. 69). Motivation also has many different faces. Differeplge
are motivated by different factors such as external pressure, Extewsrds, or the
satisfaction of having worked hard. These different ways of being motivatierm
because the level of “interest, excitement, and confidence, which in turn i®stedhif
both as enhanced performance, persistence, and creativity” is higher for those who a
intrinsically motivated (p. 69). When considering the findings regarding miotivat
within the framework of self-determination theory, it is of utmost importamctefichers
to be able to engage in staff development and curricular work in which they have a voic
that will be heard by someone who will listen as well as an opportunity to engage in the

development of a curriculum that is meaningful both to teachers and to students.
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Ryan and Deci (2000) speak of intrinsic motivation as being indicative of the
great potential in humans. Because humans have “the inherent tendency to seek out
novelty and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s capacities, to exploceleandal,’t
teachers felt they had the latitude to incorporate their own practices, ¢lesdf
practices were in contrast to what the staff development model wag ¢atlinh also
discovered that | had the need and the desire to engage in work that was novel and
challenging in order to continue to extend my own practices as well as thiegead
those around me. The times that were most rewarding as a coach were thevases
making new discoveries with teachers or watching them pursue interdstheuit
students that yielded unexpected results. Conversely, the times that wefrugtiaing
were those associated with the mindless replication of reading initntideles and
imperative to work with as many people as possible simply to cross a tdkk bt of

reading initiative requirements.

The Need for Flexibility

In order for teachers to feel a sense of self-efficacy, Ryan and Dess¥arch
(2000) indicates that teachers and students must have opportunities to explore and seek
out novel learning opportunities. However, with the No Child Left Behind legislation,
staff development has taken on a regimented tone in which the objectives are pre-
determined and not up for negotiation. The state reading initiative CanyonyPrimar
participated in was structured in this way, with all of the objectives based upon the

findings of the National Reading Panel Report (2000).
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Although having clearly stated outcomes helps to ensure that trainers arsdeach
are meeting their goals, there is also a risk involved in creating such rigid édrstaff
development. Eisner (2005) discusses the importance of thexitgy purposivevith our
teaching and curriculum design. “Being flexibly purposive means thatevepan to
new opportunities that we did not foresee. One consequence of our preoccupation with
standards is that it freezes our conception of what we want to accomplish in ous.school
Rigor gets defined and becomes associated with rigor mortis” (p. 15). Justleerse
require freedom and flexibility to maintain motivation and interest in their jolslrehi
also need teachers who are flexible and can meet their needs in a varieyg.dEisaer
labels this movement to control and track all aspects of stbcmhical rationalismand
he attributes its apparent necessity to the desire of a system to be abilet&inna sense
of sameness as well as the ability to compare output to ensure this sasecessing
to expectation across campuses, districts, and states. “We want predictaddiei@ec
that provide no surprises and yield the same quality, can after can, as the prodsct com
off the assembly line. That model works well on products that have little vayiabil
Beans are beans are beans. Children, however, are not cans of beans. Thay differ
temperament, aptitude, intelligence, social competence, and emotional viilyérabi
(p. 16). As this study progressed, paying particular attention to the way®atass
teachers put their own curricular “spin” on the non-negotiable focus statssgned
by the state became extremely important. How did teachers talk aboutubtsaizing
practices with other teachers and how were they enacted at the level ofdfe chi

No longer would a one size fits all curriculum be regarded as an option.

Individualization would not simply reside in the pace at which all children moved
through the same track toward the same goals; children would be offered the
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opportunity to pursue studies that suited the kind of intelligence they possessed in

abundance. They would have an opportunity to play to their strengths.

(Eisner, 2004, p. 33)
This quote calls to mind some interesting considerations in the face of mgndator
research-based reading and literacy programs abundant throughout the Ueedl'&a
state system in which Canyon Primary resides rested on an assumptionahias all
constituents were being served appropriately as long as the children ugdriehiya
teachers who unquestioningly replicated the lessons and strategies taughttouri
mandatory summer academies and the monthly follow-up trainings. The type of
curriculum espoused by the state reading initiative emanated from a power-over
paradigm (Irwin & Farr, 2004). In this type of a system, people have power over others
with regard to which practices will be used and which materials can beedt.cess
According to their study, Irwin and Farr discovered that teachers who taugpbwer-
over paradigm were less able to meet the needs of their students because dasig so w
made more difficult within the confines of the system. These teachers weéed decess
to necessary materials, the ability to meet and collaborate, as & egportunity to
decide what to teach and how. The teachers of Canyon Primary most certainly
experienced this sense of confinement with the requirements of the state reitidingei

and worked to make other spaces for collaboration and the refinement of teaching

practices that were personally meaningful.

The Efficiency Movement

Using testing criteria to compare children across classrooms as opposed to using
the information to build a more complete picture of a child’s strengths and needs is

55



another aspect of the power-over paradigm. Instead of informing instruction and
scaffolding student learning, testing results were used as a way to juclgertea
efficiency, as documented by Seay (2006) for the state in which CanyonyPismar
located, and as reported by people in Scott County who were evaluated in this manner.
Not only were decisions made about the value and worth of individual teachers, but
judgments were made about children regarding the extent to which they weregshmpin
to look like “on grade level children” in accordance with national norms. Eisnes tefe
this need to quantify and ensure all children are developing at the same rate as the
efficiency movemenand likens it to the practices developed during the Industrial
Revolution designed to efficiently and quickly place children into slots befitting of the
stations in life - clearly not what Eisner nor Gardner envisioned for schodis or t
children who attend them.

The testing regime and emphasis on comparing assessment data is not new to
education. Franklin Bobbitt, a celebrated curriculum developer during the Industrial
Revolution, painted himself as the first professional curriculum developer, twvel\ac
promoted the uses of tests in order for superintendents to be able to keep a handle on
which teachers were doing their jobs correctly (Bobbitt, 1918; Bobbitt, 1918). As
opposed to operating under the assumption that all students should achieve the exact
same levels of achievement in exactly the same way (as is how espouseith@nder
guidelines of No Child Left Behind), Bobbitt portrayed curriculum and testing ag/a w
to ensure the high achieving schools were doing so, and the schools less capable of
achieving those same results were performing at their expected lestedsFactories

were supposed to be turning out specific types of products, so too were the schools. Not
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only were student performances scrutinized, but teacher performances wergnender
watchful eye of administrators, too. Test scores were used to identify whiblertgac
were weak and which ones were strong, just as principals and students weréradsio de
by those same scores (Bobbitt, 1918). The only difference that seems to exestnbitey
early 1900’s and NCLB is that teachers who were outperforming accordingrto thei
“expected” levels of achievement were viewed with a great deal of suspicignwéhe
also monitored carefully, according to Bobbitt, in case they were teachingdthe

station of their students or offering advanced curriculum without official gsram.

The Medical Model of Education Reform

While Bobbitt’s version of curriculum was designed to maintain one’s station in
life and ensure the student was prepared in every aspect to fill the requirefribats
station, the era of No Child Left Behind draws upon a medical model for its design.
Under this paradigm, children with reading problems cadidgnosedising particular
literacy screening tools, and then placed in small group settings. Teachsean t
settings use methods that have been “proven” effective because they are basedson studie
that have been conducted using “sound research practices.” These studies vage cite
being worthy because they followed rigorous research design methods, drawing upon
guantitative research and a positivistic paradigm. As noted on the website Statéhe
reading initiative Canyon Primary participated in, the focus was on provietiogers
with a set of sound practices to ensure students met the appropriate outcomehe- treat
symptoms of ineffective teaching and by taking the thinking out of teaching esctipe
a set of explicit steps to ensure the appropriate treatment is successful.
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However, as more and more researchers in the field of literacy examine the
National Reading Panel Report and the studies comprising the report’s rendations,
methodological problems abound. According to Pressley and Allington (1999), skills-
oriented reading research has been privileged by the National Institute eHehith
and Development (NICHD) because the methodological rigor is considered to be more
pure than that of early literacy research. The research that has been @bodubte
skills-oriented reading approach is supposed to be free of the “philosophical and
ideological positions” that have clouded research on early literacy. In oradepiond to
this assertion, Pressley and Allington reviewed the research upon which reading
initiatives across the country are based upon. Pressley and Allington (1999) found that
the research studies on phonemic awareness and word recognition were questionabl
because although the studies explained the procedures for selectinggrasgifop the
studies, they rarely detailed who the participants were. Demographic atfonmvas
absent and so was information that revealed whether participants had been in specia
education classes.

Troia’s (1999) results were referenced in the article to answer the question of
whether the “rigorous” phonemic awareness studies met establishec ¢atenternal
and external validity. According to Troia’s findings, over half of the studies did not use
random assignment. Only 23% of the studies met two-thirds or more of the internal
validity criteria. Studies typically failed to describe participantsugh the use of
demographic data such as ethnicity, school achievement data, or whether péstitiola

already received special services for reading assistance. troaddithese concerns,

58



there was also an over-reliance of isolated phonemic awareness and phonidgmstruc

which has become the panacea for curing school-aged children of reading problems

Authentic v. Inauthentic Literacy Practices

Allington (2006) has delved more deeply into various definitions of reading
instruction since the publication of The National Reading Panel Report, to gain an
understanding with regard to what is actually happening in classrooms andgjreadin
support programs. His line of research describes many of the problems that Canyon
Primary School and the other Scott County schools were struggling with. He found two
very distinct categories of literacy events occurring in classrothrase directly related
to literacy acts such as reading books, reading sentences, reading wortiesaridét
were assumed to be related to reading, but are not actually reading sucyirag cop
circling answers, participating in phonics drills.

The observations documented that kids spent substantially more time in activities

called reading than they did actually engaged in reading, even though 85 percent

of the children were on-task and engaged in their lessons at any given point in
time. The observations also indicated that there were large variations in the
volume of reading between students and that these differences predicted large

differences in reading development (Allington, 2006, p. 42).

In addition to the skepticism surrounding the content of the models espoused by
The National Reading Panel Report, many of the models were structured in @toblem
ways. Allington’s 2006 article on the three-tiered reading model, which exausinesk
readers who are receiving instruction from the classroom teacher as wtika

specialists, addresses the fragmentation of instruction which occurs wheiemult

teachers are involved in and responsible for educating the same child. Students who were
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exposed to instruction from various teachers, who were not involved in planning together,
had difficulty making reading achievement gains, particularly when thamiatisin was
not specifically tailored to the needs of the students, which is the case in scaptezt] c
programs. Allington (2006) also makes reference to studies (Allington & Mcitizer,
1989; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; O’'Sullivan et al., 1990) that looked at the types of tasks
struggling readers were asked to engage in and found that the programs did neg increa
the amount of time spent reading in connected text. “Simply put, children who received
reading instructional support...often had the volume of reading reduced rather than
expanded as remedial and resource room lessons focused on other activities” (p. 43).
In the next section, | will examine the ways in which teachers talked about the
conflicts they encountered to be true to themselves as teachers, while atjgmpti

stretch their practices, while bowing to the mandates of the state reaitiatg/e.

TEACHER STORIES OF CLASSROOM PRACTICE

In what ways can exploring teacher narratives of personal teachingdsstori
inform our understanding of teacher classroom practices? Teacher stothes siogies
educators tell of their past, present, and even future in teaching. The evenetayeg r
they talk about their teaching lives provide the listener with a great deabohation
and insight. Teacher stories reveal why teachers make the pedagogsiahddtiat they
do. Teacher stories reveal why teachers react the way they do with pacmidagues
and even with certain types of students. The construction of these teacher sagaibte
as simple to define as the sum of materials, supplies, and students in a teacher’s
classroom. Nor is it an individualistic definition comprised of teacher, years of
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experience, and educational background. The way teachers relay theircftoed it

means to be a teacher are defined not only by the reputation of the campus but they are
also defined by the interactions amongst team members. The complicated batinger
picture that is painted of teachers and their classroom lives provides an mhgbnigpse

into teacher decision making that cannot be gleaned from an assessmeptessiuey.

| will use the teacher stories of my first grade colleagues to betterstenad how
pedagogical decisions are made in their classrooms and how their past and prese

situations and experiences inform those decisions.

Secret Places

Another element of telling teachers’ stories is the designatieaaét places
places where teachers live the secret stories of their classroamesenmilih others they
trust, and share the living of practical stories (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995). Not only do
teachers need the time to regularly engage in honest conversations about classroom
practices and school issues, they also need a space within which they canieciaig
so.Secret placediffer from official meetings that are held surrounding curriculum and
pedagogical topics because official meetings are reserved forgimgtiseories and the
accompanying rhetoric that is expected to be put into action in classroomseTeacret
stories are usually never told in the public eye, outside of these secret plandsi &
Connelly (1995) write of the importancelafowledge communitigeat they define as
“safe havens in which genuine community provides shelter for real dialogue and the

sharing of stories, human stories of relation and reflection” (p. vii).
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Part of my focus in this study was to give teachers the opportunity to talk about
their experiences in a safe environment in order to reflect upon the factors imfpenci
their teaching, as well as to examine the ways in which the first gracieets chose to
form their own safe groups to share these private stories and to collaboeaiehé&is
need others in order to engage in conversations where stories are told,drekekte
heard in different ways, retold, and relived in new ways in the safety and settkey
classroom” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995, p. 13). Having the opportunity to officially talk
about what actually happens in the privacy of the classroom when only the &adher
students are there lends credence to each teacher’s story of what it meaak o that
particular classroom. Cheryl Craig (1995) talks about the difficult wetachers tread,
navigating the differences between the teaching decisions they make in thg pfivac
their classrooms and the way they feel theysapposedo be teaching because of

pressures such as mandatory programs or standardized tests and assessme

Cover Stories

Cover storiesreferenced by Clandinin & Connelly, as well as Craig (2006), are
the types of stories teachers tell that portray the public image tedebkpeople are
expecting to hear about their teaching practices. These are particutadjept any time
teachers (and entire campuses) feel they need to present one type ohipuage) but
that story does not match the more private identity of the school and classroom. In the
face of the mandatory reading initiative and the county curriculum expectdtiens
teachers of Canyon Primary School were quite familiar with cover stogashérs told
cover stories to try and balance what they believed about literacy instruaticimlfiren
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with the mandates the country curriculum department set forth. And now as timgreadi
initiative placed emphasis on another set of practices, the teachers had soeisthing
include in their teaching identities.

This quandary is expressed well in the following quote. “Increasingly, teachers
tell us they live and tell cover stories in the out-of-classroom...landscapes storie
which they portray themselves as characters who are certain expeg. gdwsde cover
stories are a way of managing their dilemma” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995, p. 15). Thi
dilemma that Clandinin & Connelly refer to is the chasm between the psaatide
materials teachers use in their classrooms and what they think people beyond t
classrooms expect of them. These expectations are not just placed upon them by
mandates or campus administrators. Pressures of team members and calbragaase
teachers to tell cover stories in order to maintain an identity complementaey ather
members of the team. This notion of pressure and conflict among team members would

become much more salient as this study progressed.

Creating Communities of Practice

How is collaboration described in terms of the structures in which collaboration
takes place and the ways of talking about those collaborative events? Warkeb§
Wenger (1991) explores the necessity of social interaction with a comrnofioityers
and rejects the isolation that is frequently prevalent in individualistic vaéws
intelligence and learning, which pervade the typical notions of schooling. hgarni
occurs any place people change the way in which they participate in conesiohit
practice. “Wherever people engage for substantial periods of time, alybiy doing
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things in which their ongoing activities are interdependent, learning is parirof the
changing participation in changing practices” (Lave, 1996, p. 150). This attitude of
valuing community and collegiality is one that necessarily needs to be ekpldiger in
school environments, at the urging of Lave & Wenger. The informal practices which
provide opportunities for people to serve in apprenticeship roles are powerful learning
opportunities that raise questions about the more formalized practices in sawm! (L
1996).

Examining behaviors that lead to more collegial environments conducive to
collaboration has also been documented in the work of Judith Warren Little (1982). She
cites the presence of four behaviors as being the most significant in school eewit®nm
where collegiality is at the forefront. Mirroring Singh and Richarufidihgs (2006), a
focus on the importance of certain types of dialogue that were privileged oves, other
allowed teachers to function together in a productive and cohesive way. The fauoftype
privileged dialogue are described in detail below.

The first style of talk is one in which teachers developed a common language use
to specifically and concretely discuss relevant aspects of theingawsith one another.

The focus of this kind of talk remained intent on discussing classroom practiceband w
worked or did not and why. The groups rarely discussed aspects of teaching out of their
immediate locus of control such as student family problems or teacher faillmgys

second type of purposive talk emanated from teaching feedback that the participants of
the groups gave one another after agreeing to observe one another teach. Again, focus on
concrete observations helped maintain a tight focus on teaching and studeng|&drei

third area of focus centered on the design and development of materials to be lused wit
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students, as well as the evaluation of those materials. The time to talk throogls 3
the accompanying materials helped to deepen the group’s understanding of the
pedagogical elements. The final element noted by Little, was the opposndity
expectation for all teachers to share their understandings about teachiogevanother
in formal ways. In this way, the schools were able to capitalize on resouthestiveir
own buildings, providing everyone with equal status and respect for the talents and
special knowledge they possess.

In order for teachers to have opportunities to function in collaborative ways,
campus administrators can create the time and space for this to occur wittcimeithel es,
and impact the identity of the campus. “... The change process needs to involve school
leaders creating a climate of collaborative effort and ownership chtoege process.
However, to bring about effective change, school leaders and teachers nuistde a
involved in the change process together” (Carrington & Robinson, 2004, p. 142).

There are several other maxims that Carrington and Robinson (2004) discovered
through their study. In addition to a cohesive campus journey, teachers need opesrtuniti
to have their individual professional needs met through staff development and coaching
efforts. Making space for individual needs helps anchor teacher efforts irof sea
swinging pendulums and curriculum changes. Staff development and coaching
opportunities should also occur with enough frequency to deepen understanding while
maintaining the momentum of the study. Peer collaboration is another cruciaheleme
because this decreases feelings of loneliness and isolation that are commgtirdes
of change and provides opportunities for people to problem solve through difficult times

and share the triumphs. Finally, Carrington and Robinson point out that time to share
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common experiences helps to develop the school’s sense of self including “Opportunities
for the school staff to reflect and possibly reconstruct beliefs and valuesirelastudent
rights and education [that] will affect how teachers think about schooling, theérgs,

the curriculum and their own teaching approach” (Carrington, 1999, p. 144). Mirroring
these same findings, Allington & Walmsley (1995) suggest that in their emperievery
school program in which change was sustained involved collaboration among teachers.

Salomon and Perkins (1998) write of the importance of this social nature of
learning: “Social mediation of learning and the individuals involved are seen as an
integrated and highly situated system in which the interaction serves asitily' s
shared vehicles of thought. Accordingly, the learning products of this system, jointly
constructed as they are, are distributed over the entire social sydtentiah possessed
by the participating individual” (Salomon & Perkins, 1998, p. 4). This notion of
collective intelligence can be described as one of the possible benefitt@pating in
campus-wide staff development.

Salomon & Perkins (1998) examine the myriad of ways that individuals come
together to learn in collective groups and make the suggestion that these doliabora
learning endeavors are more than the sum of individuals coming together to share thei
thinking. They speak of a “synergy” that occurs as individual understandings and actions
combine with the inertia of the group to produce novel thinking that would not have
occurred as the sum of individual thought, alone. Salomon & Perkins identify six
different forms of collective thinking that can occur. The distinctions betwednaéahe
six kinds have to do with the speakers involved and the degree to which they participate

in the collective thinking. These frameworks are helpful when examining tleeeatitf
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ways | interacted with the teachers throughout the year as well ahépmteracted
with one another.

The first learning arrangement they describe draws from Vygotsky'k on the
Zone of Proximal Development (1978), and is labéetive Social Mediation of
Individual Learning (by an active agenti this description, a person or team helps an
individual to learn. When the appropriate scaffolding is in place, both the individual who
is the focus of the assistance and the tutor or group of tutors, learn from one another. The
tutor may need to seek new ways to explain or demonstrate the concept in question to the
person receiving assistance, which causes the tutor to come to novel understandings
about the concept that could not have been articulated before the collaboration. If the
support occurred at an appropriate level, then the person receiving assistaatso
come to a new understanding that carries the meaning of the interaction betwesn the
| find this situation happened constantly in my position as reading coach. My ilaiesact
with teachers and children continually revised my understanding and sense of psrpose a
| modeled new concepts.

The second learning arrangement referred ®oasal Mediation as Participatory
Knowledge Constructiomoves from a coaching model where one person is the focus of
the interaction to focusing on a group of people and the learning that takes place among
group members. “Social mediation of learning and the individual involved are saen as a
integrated and highly situated system in which the interaction serves asitily s
shared vehicles of thought. Accordingly, the learning products of this system, jointly
constructed as they are, are distributed over the entire social sydtentiah possessed

by the participating individual” (Salomon & Perkins, 1998, p. 4). These types of
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interactions will be explored later in the context of the required readimafivet
meetings during which teacher teams came together to make sense of nevantidgst
regarding literacy and young children.

Social Mediation by Cultural Scaffoldirigas been a particularly powerful and
favored way of uniting teachers at Canyon Primary. The use of cultufatts:t
particularly books and videos, provided teachers with the types of interactions that wer
not in existence on the campus during prior administrations. These tools were gréyticul
useful in dealing with the gaps in knowledge on a campus that had not received any
formal staff development (outside of programmatic training) in the pasetes.y
Salomon and Perkins (1998) emphasize the importance of the emphasis on cultural
artifacts in this particular model of social mediation and all the historicabued
meaning accompanying those particular artifacts. “The learner mi@yieto some kind
of intellectual partnership or at least be greatly helped by cultur@astin the form of
tools and information sources. Such artifacts can range from books and videotapes that
tacitly embody shared cultural understandings (Perkins, 1986) to statistisahnd
socially shared symbol systems...” (p. 5). Erickson (1996) echoes this sentiment
regarding the importance of the “purposive use of tools” and the notion of thinking as
being “transpersonal” because the knowledge and understanding is distribtied in t
heads of many, as opposed to a single brain. Looking across the various authors who
have delved into the sociocultural paradigm, what clearly stands out acrosg all thei
writings is the emphasis @tctiveparticipation by members of the collective. It is the

interest in the action that people take together, through both word and deed.
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COMMUNITIES IN  CONFLICT

Although communities of learners can certainly be a safe place for people to
explore new teaching options and experiment amidst the support of others, communities
are also places rife with conflict. Literature on coaching typicallyges on the
strategies and techniques coaches use to facilitate changes in peantogsteachers
and facilitate conversations that lead to collaborative planning experiétmesver, any
time people are attempting to foster change in a group setting whether throwdgtesa
or based upon the interest of individuals, tensions naturally exist. Achinstein (2002)
conducted a study examining the conflict that exists among teaching comsiunitie
Termed “the micropolitics of teacher collaboration,” Achinstein chese structures that
exist in teacher collaboration that are a natural part of collaboration, bkitavoreate a
sense of discord. The first structureamflict that Achinstein describes as a natural part
of the collaboration process. When dealing with individuals coming together for a
common purpose, people’s views and behaviors diverge as a result of their individual
beliefs. People are forced to engage in critical reflection over their owticeiaas they
encounter beliefs and experiences of others that run counter to tightly heldicosviét
some of the members of the group.

Another tenet of Achinstein’s work deals with border politics. Border politics
work to construct ideas that define which people belong within a group and which people
belong on the outside. “Communities may simultaneously construct insider and outsider
status. As they reinforce shared identities, they distinguish members fronembens...
Conflict offers a key site for making border politics visible as memb#csikate insider

and outsider status (including people and ideas)” (Achinstein, 2002, p. 426).
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Ideology is Achinstein’s third tenet of micropolitics of communities. Ideplog
reflects a common set of beliefs about the role of school, the kinds of activitiestst
should engage in and notions about the relationship between school and the larger
community. Ideology also impacts the way teachers navigate their rold®misand
their interactions with one another. What rights do teachers have to impact the
curriculum? How should teachers take action? What should be embraced? Which
practices should be rejected?

Within Achinstein’s work on conflict, she examines two directions collaborative
groups typically take: maintaining status quo versus ongoing inquiry and fundamental
change. Some groups work diligently to build and maintain high “walls” around the
beliefs of their group, differentiating their own beliefs from the bela#f‘outsiders” as a
way to maintain group membership. Groups that focus on inquiry and fundamental
change openly explore differences and alternative ways of workingrasig. Diversity
of students and teachers are celebrated and encouraged, and theseafifeeredawn
upon to stretch the current boundaries of the group. An interesting phenomenon, however
is how members of both kinds of group seek to portray themselves as being very different

from one another.

| MPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY

Reflecting upon what research tells us about the characteristics oiveftaeiff
development, the movement away from single opportunity workshops in favor of long-
term approaches to staff development appears to have a greater impact octittes
teachers. Staff development models that include various forms of coaching provide a
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official space for teachers to consider their practices outside of the cafifegmal
evaluation. Teachers form a common identity as they study their pracigetkdr, and
although these relationships may exist on a more formal level between caadhes
teachers, they often trickle down into teachers coaching one another, whiahpgisds
practitioner reflection.

Staff development models that utilize on-site coaches offer opportunities for the
prolonged study of teaching of practices. This provides teachers with enougb time
implement new strategies in their classrooms while providing them withenstst way
of stepping back from their practices in order to reflect, as well as gaietbpective
from a different point of view via the coach.

Although there are many positive aspects of staff development models that are
long-term in nature and include coaches as part of the faculty configuration, man
questions still exist about the nature of practice and teacher collaboratiom tiviise
models. How do teachers collaborate with one another as they study new gractice
together? How do teachers reconcile their beliefs in their own teachirigesashile
making room for practices espoused by staff development initiatives? In ahside
coaches help teachers to navigate the teaching curriculum that is oftely airpkace
long before the needs of the teachers and campus are determined? Although seme studi
look at the hybridization of practices that can occur when educators adetaske
incorporate new practices into their existing classroom structures, thdes are
limited. Further examination of the strategies teachers use to receadildifferences
between what they already do in their classrooms and what they are beith¢pad@e

through staff development in one important area for research. A related avetugy of s
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would be looking closely at the power dynamics among teachers and coaches. Coaches
are represented in the literature in a fairly neutral way, as if theypladty out the
coaching process with little regard for their own practices and teapheferences. It is
important to consider that most coaches were classroom teachers beforagéseimi
roles as coach, and they bring their pedagogical beliefs and agendas to thastjabs |
teachers do. Coaches are usually talked about in terms of how they help teaaiges ch
their practices to meet pre-established coaching out comes, but kel isbout how
coaches alter the planned staff development experience in order to work théieleis
into the coaching curriculum. Another area of importance that will be ¢ttiiicaudy
pursues the messiness and conflict that is inherent in systems driven by, éitogegh
communities of conflict have been studied across different campuses, questions stil
remain regarding how teachers on the same campus deal with the conflicatpatti®f

major change systems like the state reading initiative this studgusedd upon.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This project involves the ethnographic study of teacher collaboration and
constructivist thinking in planning and staff development groups. This project also seeks
to examine how literacy practices are impacted differently in individaasmoms as the
result of collaboration among team members and the literacy coach, as wtff
development. Specifically, this study will address the following questions.

(1) What is the nature of collaboration and learning among teams of first grade

teachers as they study their literacy practices as a grade level?
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(2) In what ways do professional development and collaborative experiences
influence their classroom practices?
The questions above will provide a framework for the beginning of the study. These area
of focus will help to frame how teachers make decisions about the various mandates and

individual literacy interests represented.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This qualitative inquiry took place over a period of 6 months and investigated the
professional development experiences of 10 first grade teachers. Dats socluoked
field notes from classroom observations, audiotaped staff development sessions,
audiotaped collaborative meetings, videotaped classroom lessons, classroonetargl me
artifacts such as lesson plans, student products, meeting notes, and meeticg graphi
organizers, as well as audiotaped interviews of the classroom teachesd@miss The
design of the study included both a broad, more encompassing examination of 10 first
grade teachers (10 of the 12 teachers gave consent for the study), asawetirasn-
depth study of three focus teachers.

This chapter is divided into several sections. In the first section | wilisksthe
rationale for the selection of the constructivist paradigm. Second, | wafideghe site,
participants, and procedure for obtaining participant consent. Third, | will detail
collection procedures, documentation procedures, and record keeping. Fourth, | will
outline the phases of the study in order to paint an overarching view of the project.

Finally, I will outline my data analysis methods.

SELECTION OF THE CONSTRUCTIVIST PARADIGM

Based on the theoretical assumptions on which | framed the study, | fehdhat
use of the constructivist paradigm was most appropriate because this pardtirgm “a
the mutual influence that researcher and respondents have on each other” (Erlandson,

Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993, p. 15). This study examined not only teacher and state
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reading initiative curriculum influences on one another, but also looked at myrole a
collaborator and instructional coach. Ethnographic methods of inquiry provided insight
into how professional development practices informed the classroom literatiggsaf
first grade team members, as well as my own literacy practicgdasnied, modeled
lessons, and coached teachers through state reading initiative professiomgirdesiel
modules and staff development of my own design.

Ethnographic methods were chosen because of their ability to capture what it
means to belong to a certain group. “Ethnographers stress that we move witlin soci
worlds, and that to understand the behaviour, values and meanings of any given
individual (group), we must take account some kind of cultural context” (Massey, 1998,
1 6). It is this very context that is at the heart of what | sought to discovervaiysit
teachers made decisions about literacy instruction as members otdeyeldeam
situated in the midst of competing influences from mandates, team initiatngether
own pedagogical beliefs.

Our best understanding of teacher knowledge is also a narrative one (Carter,
1993; Clandinin, 1986; Connelly & Clandinin, 1995; Elbaz, 1983). “In this view of
teachers’ knowledge, teachers know their lives in terms of stories. Theyolies stell
stories of those lives, retell stories with changed possibilities, and relicbdahged
stories” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1995, p. 12). Of particular importance is the focus on the
element of time in this method. Events were looked at in terms of their temporal
connections in order to avoid simply being left with a list of descriptors (Caae8;
Scholes, 1981; Scholes, 1982). The inclusion of this sense of time in teacher narratives

enables the reader to gain a sense of the events that preceded and influenaeernhe
75



practices utilized by the teacher as well as providing a hint of the direlcdaacher
will travel in the future based on events unfolding with students, parents, cekeamal
even administrators.

Because there was a void in the literature concerning how top-down mandates are
actually enacted in classroom instruction from the perspective of school insiders
negotiated by both instructional coaches and the recipients of the top-down manhdates
was difficult to frame questions in terms of already establishedars&gsgAnother void
in the literature with respect to coaching and top-down mandate implementasidineva
aspect of conflict and the messiness of campus life as a result of being involmed in a
initiative designed to create significant changes in classroom praaticerequire
teacher collaboration among members unaccustomed to working together in &émmal
manner. By utilizing a constructivist paradigm, | was able to look for vemaahers made
meaning as a group, negotiated the inevitability of conflict as a group, and iefiuene
another’s practices as a result of their newly constructed understandings, aratriben c
those collectively established understandings into literacy practicesriowre
classrooms. By forgoing the use of already established categorias alt \Wberty to look
for patterns in the data that might have been excluded if there were girksasd
categories.

The constructivist paradigm afforded me with the opportunity to focus not just on
how practices were enacted in classrooms, but how the first grade teaphessmted
their practices in front of one another during meetings. The paradigm also saeea
for the exploration of ways teachers collaborated and co-constructed meanitginwvhic

turn impacted the way students were taught to read and write. It also accountgd for
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role as a literacy coach and my interactions with the first grade teaaheve planned
lessons together, worked with students side-by-side, and participatecativefl
practices regarding work with children.

The kinds of questions the constructivist paradigm seeks to answer aligned with
the purpose of this study; these questions explored issues of context and how context was
critical when investigating what was occurring. Another crucial componehisaype of
research was the examination of how knowledge was built among co-participduthe a
structures and tools participants utilized in the process. Were there pamveyt of
talking or interacting that bolstered group meaning making or squelched it@ertaohc
groups of teachers make meaning in certain kinds of ways?

The constructivist paradigm also acknowledges that the researcher and the
participants have mutual influences upon one another. Because my role as the campus
reading coach was already tightly intertwined with the first graalghtrs due to the fact
that this was the second year of implementation for the state readingvimitilis

paradigm provided an official space to account for the impact we had upon one another.

SITE AND PARTICIPANTS

The study took place at Canyon Primary School in Scott County, located in a
southeastern state. At the time the study was conducted, the KindergartersaGdaeie
campus had approximately 550 students. Canyon Primary’s student population pulled
from the immediate surrounding area comprised of homes established during the lat
1800’s, as well as recently built homes. Families living in the older homesltypath
into two categories. The first being families whose descendents arrivadtiadntown
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was established as a single tax colony, and the second comprised of families who coul
afford to pay the steep costs associated with real estate on the oceaty Sulididized
housing and one group of apartments were located to the south of the downtown area.
The school’s ESL population was less than one percent of the total make up of the
school, with 40% of the total school population qualifying for federal breakfast artd lunc
programs. Of the 550 students, 78% were Caucasian, 13% were African American, 2%
were Hispanic, 2% were Asian/Pacific Islander, with 5% categorizé&otlaer,”

according to paperwork completed by parents for enrollment purposes.

Ten of the twelve first grade teachers were the broad focus of the sttidy, wi
focused classroom observations taking place in three of the ten classrooms ia order t
provide detailed examples of how the co-construction of literacy understandingafand st
development mandates were translated into classroom practice. Tablehk lists t
participating teachers, their total years of teaching experiencehamdiiber of years
they taught specifically at Canyon Primary School as classroom teather®urth
column represents the number of years teachers worked as classroontlzdesier to
becoming certified to teach or while awaiting classroom job openings. Thedioahn
lists each teacher’s preferred methods of teaching reading and \astexgdenced by
classroom observations and planning sessions | conducted as the campus redaling coac
during the 2006-2007 school year, and were confirmed during the course of my work

with campus teachers during the 2007-2008 school year.
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Table 1: Canyon Primary School First Grade Team 2007-2008

Teacher*** Total Years o Years Years as Favored Method of Teaching Read
Teaching Teachingat  Aide at & Writing
Experience** Canyon Canyon
Primary** Primary
D’Eagle 12 12 0 Reading & Writing Workshc
Foi* 2 2 0 Reading & Writing Workshc
Ped( 11 5 0 Guided Readir
Reading Workshop
Story Writing
Rohl* 26 16 0 Basal & Open Cou
Modified Reading and Writing
Workshop
Romge 17 11 0 Reading & Writing Workshc
Rouge 17 15 0 Reading & Writing Workshoj
Sein* 8 2 0 Guided Reading & Modified Johnt
Can Spell
Readers Response Journals
Shue 8 2 0 Guided Readir
Literature Discussion Groups
Story Writing & Reading Response
Journals
Wein 18 14 0 Basa
Tentative Reading Workshop
Prompt Writing
Yxel 4 4 1C Reading Workshop with Ba:

Readers Response Journals & Story
Writing

*Bolded Name: - 3 Focus Teache
** — Including 2007-2008 school year
*** _ All names are pseudonyms
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| focused on the first grade team exclusively because they wereattelgvel
charged with teaching children how to read and write starting from the bagjioinihe
year. (The kindergarten team as a whole did not begin formal reading instruction unt
several months of the school year had passed.) First grade was alsméhkegel in
which fluency and comprehension in connected text were assessed formaiéy/ ficstt
time using the DIBELS assessment. The presence of this assessmenpavénim
because prior to my entrance on the campus as a reading coach, the majosityEde
reading instruction time was taken up with the task of teaching children to reagdthr
texts as quickly as possible in order to perform well on this one assessmesnt. | wa
interested in documenting how | might help teachers rethink the role of testimigy thie
context of teaching students to read, as well as how the state readingenwtiadild
influence their instructional decisions.

As reported by Canyon Primary School’s principal, the county issued a directive
from the curriculum department that teachers were to begin timing their stwlleimy
the reading instructional block in order to beat the necessary 40 words per minute
threshold benchmark for students to be considered making adequate progredsras rea
When | first arrived at Canyon Primary, students were spending a latgenpudrtheir
daily class time practicing passages that were timed by teacherlassmates. Teachers
were told by the Scott County Curriculum Department to skip the portion of the test that
examined student retelling of the passages because the state was only domitierthe
fluency scores from the Oral Reading Fluency portion of the assessment.

In addition to examining the first grade team as a whole, | narrowed my focus

down to three of the first grade teachers for a more in-depth look at their teaching
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practices. Narrowing my focus enabled me to conduct more detailed inteforeve
narrative inquiry portions of the research. As well, | collected observatiateain these
classrooms during the literacy block in order to better understand how topicsdcovere
during team meetings, trainings, and specific interests of each teamteetranslated into
classroom practice. The focus classrooms were selected based upon the method of
reading instruction each teacher used, as well as the number of yeassodain
teaching experience in order to achieve maximum variation.

Mrs. Foi was the first teacher selected for the study. Mrs. Foi wasregithe
second full year of teaching, and had been hired to replace a teacher in the spring of
2006. The second teacher, Mrs. Sein, was new to Canyon Primary as well as to Scott
County. She had seven years teaching experience in the neighboring county school
system, Murphy County, and had worked for Canyon Primary’s principal in Murphy
County. The third focus teacher in the study was Mrs. Rohl, a veteran teachantgf twe
six years, who had taught at Canyon Primary for the past sixteen yeardedision to
select these three particular teachers was made because the thregimsadiction
methods the focused teachers used (listed in Table 1) represented the rangsitfidive
methods among all first grade team members, and each of the three focus teacher
utilized their particular method to the greatest fidelity of the model eastbased upon.
| was interested in how the pressures of testing and the various mandatasifigur
their reading instruction decisions, as well as how these teachers buiinterstanding
of reading during grade level meetings and trainings. This close-up look intogéethr
teachers’ classrooms provided a more detailed analysis of the ways in whaetiynot

DIBELS testing pressures impacted how students spent their time duriregdiey
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instruction block, but also the ways in which the method of reading that each teacher us
influenced her adoption of the state-mandated initiatives.

In addition to examining reading instruction, | also looked at the various ways
writing instruction and the use of writing in students’ academic lives played
throughout the course of the literacy block. One of the directives of the stategreadi
initiative was that no writing instruction was allowed to take place during theriien
block of uninterrupted reading instruction, and | felt it was important to look clasely

the extent to which this mandate impacted what occurred during the liteocaky bl

FIELD ENTRY

My entry into Canyon Primary School occurred in July of 2006, as | attended the
state reading initiative training with the classroom teachers and cachpussrators in
preparation for the upcoming 2006-2007 school year. The actual work with classroom
teachers as their reading coach began in August of 2006. | worked closetienirst
grade teachers from August of 2006 through May of 2008, modeling lessons for them
with their own students, and problem solving with teachers in order to provide effective
literacy instruction to ensure all students were learning to read and wategstally.

The majority of the coaching interactions were precipitated by requestgstie

classroom teachers and the content of the lessons typically featuregiesrated

practices that the teachers were interested in and not specifieaédhynsindated lessons.
Teachers were more receptive and willing to invite me into their classrobarsthey
chose the direction of the coaching interactions than when | coached them in ¢hefnam
the reading mandate.
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Another way | worked closely with teachers was through the delivery of the
required staff development modules that were written by the state department of
education as part of the top-down reading initiative. These were limited in number,
however; only occurring five times throughout the year. The lessons were conditbted w
teachers who volunteered to be a part of the modeling and teaching cycle. | also
participated in state sanctioned “walk throughs” during literacy blocks, not in an
evaluative capacity, but in an attempt to plan further training in accordatictheistate
goals set aside for the campus during its first and second years of paoticipdahe
reading training. During the “walk throughs,” the campus administratorapers of the
state reading initiative support team, and | traveled through all of theodassduring
the literacy block to see which pieces of the reading initiative could be seen in the
classrooms in order to set goals for which steps should be the next area of focus.

The teachers were very familiar with my presence in their classroaths)ya
role as facilitator in the group meetings and trainings, so | felt reasonabligrtaivte
conducting the study because of our close working relationships. As part of my
responsibilities as a state reading coach, | was also requiredda® sotes during our
meetings as well as keep data regarding group interactions for myioefleg, so the
teachers were already accustomed to those procedures taking place.

In accordance with IRB requirements, | asked a representative noisésdavith
my job, the campus, or the state reading initiative to explain the study and rbquest t
teachers’ consent. To ensure that the first grade teachers felt ctefatking
guestions about the study, | did not attend the meeting with the exception of a short

guestion and answer session during which my meeting representative read the questions
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aloud generated by the team. Once | responded to the questions, | again leftitige mee

so that teachers could decide whether or not to participate in the study, without being
influenced by my presence. Of the twelve first grade teachers, two teadith@ot

consent to participate in the study, and therefore did not have their data analyaed or an
other information pertaining to their classrooms or grade level meetingipaititn

taken into account. All teacher identities and student names mentioned during the course
of our sessions have been substituted with pseudonyms in order to protect teacher and

student identities. All data was kept in a secure, locked location off-site.

THREE FOCUS TEACHERS

The first focus teacher of the study was Mrs. Foi. | included her as one of the
focus teachers because she was new to the teaching profession (the study ook plac
during her second year) and was a very innovative and skilled teacher. Because Mrs.
Rohl and Mrs. Sein were experienced teachers, | thought it would be important to gain
the viewpoint of someone who had a fresh perspective on the trainings and initiaives
first grade team experienced. Mrs. Foi’'s method for teaching readiogéal a readers’
workshop format. As part of the workshop format, Mrs. Foi guided the text selections of
students by ensuring students were able to read smoothly from their indivsklattyed
texts with a minimum amount of support. Students also needed to be able to demonstrate
an understanding of what they were reading by providing accurate retellirsgd=d¥l
used both mini-lessons and student conferences as ways of meeting individual student
needs as well as reinforcing focused strategies and common understabduigseading
to the class as a whole. Mrs. Foi also utilized a workshop format of instruction for her
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writing block. The basis of the workshop format was that mini-lessons weenprdsat

the start of both the reading block and the designated writing block. During nsonges

Mrs. Foi would model a specific strategy that students would then try as thiegdwor
independently or with partners. A singular strategy focus was usuallyainaidt

throughout the course of a week, unless students needed more time or were ready to
move on more quickly. Mrs. Foi also met the needs of students as individuals or in small
groups through the use of writing conferences. Just as students made choidasgregar
reading selections, students also made their own decisions during writindh@emrks
regarding topics and genres for writing.

Mrs. Foi was quick to reflect on her practices and because she was sitikehela
new to teaching, | found her to be very aware and conscious of her decision-making
processes regarding classroom instruction, and very open about areas ofyddficul
concern. Working with a teacher with this level of awareness regarduigrigalecision
making was very informative and provided a different perspective from that ofotfee m
experienced focus teachers.

As a first year teacher during the 2006-2007 school year, and the special
education inclusion classroom teacher, Mrs. Foi's students scored fifththoghes
DIBELS scores as measured by the fluency and comprehension indicatorsteamnhef
13 teachers (one of the 13 teachers was on a year’s leave of absence during the 2007-
2008 school year). Mrs. Foi made the decision to keep all her special educatia@nchildr
for the reading block because she wanted all of her students to be able to partidypate ful
in reading and writing workshop on a daily basis. During the 2006-2007 school year, all

of the students in her classroom exceeded the 40 word per minute minimum for fluency
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on an end of first grade level reading passage, with an average comprehensiog rete
percentage of 40%. This meant that for every 100 words a student read, the student could
provide an accurate retelling of at least 40 words in length.

Mrs. Sein, the second focus teacher, had been teaching for eight years a the tim
of the study and was trained in Guided Reading (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996), which she
used with all of her students in accordance with the model as set forth by Fountas and
Pinnell. Mrs. Sein using running records to determine the initial appropriate ptaceme
for each child in leveled texts. She then used observations of the students during weekly
guided reading groups as well as the results of running records given evéoytwoe
weeks (or less often dependent upon the level of the reader), in order to confirm book
placements as well as guided reading group placements. Mrs. Sein also usgd fluenc
passages to make student grouping determinations. The guided reading groepings w
fairly stable, with little change in group membership across the school year.

Mrs. Sein had received a great deal of literacy and math training whiléngork
for Murphy County, a nearby school district from which she transferred inltlod fa
2006, and was considered to be an excellent source of advice by many of the other first
grade teachers. She was confident in her work and was, at the time, impahiergait
to the lack of updated literacy training most of the teachers at Canyon P8otargl
had. Mrs. Sein commanded a strong presence during team meetings and trainings,
offering many points for discussion or questioning the responses of others regpectful
yet thoroughly. As | reflect upon our trainings and meetings that occurreddaagbe
month during the 2006-2007 school year, Mrs. Sein’s contributions and willingness to

start discussions really helped to jump-start a lot of meaningful coneassamong the
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teachers and also provided an entry point for people to consider expressing conflicting
opinions safely.

The inclusion of Mrs. Sein as one of the three focus teachers provided a close-up
look regarding how someone who already had history with the state reading initiative
(from her prior county) and extensive training in Guided Reading, interpreted and
enacted literacy practices in her own classroom. | also had establistiabarative
relationship with Mrs. Sein because of our common background with respect to Guided
Reading, writing workshop training, and curriculum alignment work. Mrs. Ssn al
expressed that she appreciated my willingness to give her honest feedback about her
teaching because most of her administrators would simply tell her thattlengrwas
great” with her classroom instruction and she felt frustrated missing out onwppest
to grow from constructive feedback.

The final focus classroom teacher was chosen because of her fidelgy to th
county’s basal adoption. Mrs. Rohl was confident in her use of the basal and adhered
tightly to the accompanying basal teacher guide. She had been teachingdarénd
used the basal reading series for the entire time she taught. | considsré&bhl to be
very confident and capable in working with her students as she had a wealth giestrate
and scaffolding techniques to support students who were unable to access the basal text
Because of her traditional model for teaching reading, | was particuiéehgsted in
investigating how she navigated the reading initiative mandates and thetextdich
they informed her classroom instruction. Following her closely also affordealitn

many opportunities to talk with her under more private circumstances as she tebded t
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one who observed and watched her team members in interactions, rather than éetering t
discussions as a major participant.

Although using the basal for reading instruction was considered passé by many
members of the team, Ms. Rohl’s end of the year DIBELS scores for flaancy
retelling across socioeconomic groups, gender, as well as special alad eglgication
students were very intriguing. When comparing students who qualified for free and
reduced lunch and breakfast programs, special education students, and those deemed at-
risk based on classroom performances on literacy tasks, Mrs. Rohl’'s studeisientns
out-performed similar students from other classrooms who received Guideddragadi
their model for reading instruction on fluency and comprehension measures.

All first grade teachers who granted permission were included in the study, but
the engagement with the three focus teachers was much more in-deptissiearmas
obtained from ten of the twelve first grade teachers, as well as from timésparthe
classrooms of Mrs. Rohl, Mrs. Sein, and Mrs. Foi due to the fact that | videotaped
reading and writing lessons in each of their classrooms, and the studentsdsem t
classrooms were captured on tape and in photographs engaging in the literacy lessons

their teachers either designed or were part of the state readinvinitia

NON-PARTICIPATING TEACHERS

The two teachers who declined to participate in the study were members of the
collaborative group that planned with Mrs. Sein. Both teachers used a Reading and
Writing Workshop approach in their classrooms and participated in the vocabulary
module lessons and associated weekly tests. One of the two teachersuilyas hea
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involved in planning the vocabulary lessons and tests and was also responsible for
helping Mrs. Sein establish reading assessment notebooks for the purpose diitgsting
grade students to determine reading levels through the use of running recordst The f
teacher reported that she declined to participate out of concern that she woul@gssnba
herself during the course of the study. The second teacher declined due to her busy
personal schedule, but there were also strong tensions between the two ofllasas we
other members of the first grade team. | believe, ultimately, she declicadsieeof

issues of trust.

PARTICIPANT RESEARCHER

My role in the study was that of researcher as well as a participatd duejob
as the campus reading coach. Many aspects of my role as the researelaready
embedded in my normal job responsibilities as a campus reading coach. Inoeorda
with the state reading initiative, | was expected to observe teachergguar basis and
take notes during the course of the observations in order to reflect and debrief with the
teachers. | was also expected to interact with and support students by obtaining a
analyzing work samples as well as talking with students about their engageme
literacy activities. My responsibilities also included providing instructisoglport.

As a participant in this study | also need to acknowledge my personal biases
toward particular methods of teaching reading. My initial training inaldg instruction
focused on a combination of using minimum fluency thresholds based on the number of
words read correctly per minute in combination with accurate retellingsifora
appropriate book placement. The minimum fluency levels helped to ensure that students
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encountered text that provided opportunities for problem-solving without presenting too
many challenges that might interfere with comprehension. The importastiedent

choice was encouraged during reading conferences, as long as students wenmebte

a minimum fluency standard and discuss the book in an in-depth manner.

| was also trained in Reading Recovery, and in addition to working with students
one-on-one, | supported their classroom teachers in order to ensure that developing
readers were held to the same level of standard during class as during timg Readi
Recovery sessions. In my experience in this role | discovered that devel@megsre
who participated in Reading Recovery were often under-placed in texts and few
expectations were carried over regarding strategy usage. Thesepestations seemed
to seal the fate of these emergent readers. Accordingly, | found in mnaadang
coach that when | observed teachers engaging in guided reading with the ergsrgm
readers, that the strategies most often prompted tended to focus solely on dedbding wi
almost no attention to meaning.

In terms of teaching students to write, | subscribed to the model of writing
workshop as set forth by Lucy Calkins (2001) and Jim Guszak (1992). | felt it meesl cr
for students to write every day and that students needed to have choice overtihgir wri
topics. | also felt that teacher modeling on a daily basis was a nonaidgatspect of
writing. Students needed to publish often so that their work would reach an audience of
readers, which in turn also motivated students to write more and to reread their work
carefully. Although | certainly felt other forms of writing, such apogse journals were
very important, | struggled to support classroom teachers who used response jgurnals a

the only form of writing during class because of the limited nature of this formitoig
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and the overemphasis upon mechanics and production of a specified number of journal

entries.

DATA COLLECTION , DOCUMENTATION , AND RECORD-KEEPING

In this section | will describe, in greater detail, the methods used for cadlect

data that were briefly referred to in previous sections.

Observation by Researcher

My role in the teacher planning and staff development meetings was as a
participant-observer. Because of the nature of my job as a reading coach, thiad ce
obligations and responsibilities that required my involvement in leading andtitig
in discussions, as well as other procedural types of interactions with first geatierns
during team meetings. However, there were also periods of time during ehebeof t
meetings when | was required to take notes and observe, rather than intér#og wit
teachers. These steps remained consistent across all phases of thettudyh ady
areas of focus were more defined in greater specificity for phases2 B®uring these
phases, my goal was to describe specific styles of teacher collabaat co-
construction of meaning, as well as more complex interactional pattgarslirey
teachers as they traversed their own literacy practice prefereithdbevstate mandated
trainings. | also examined how teachers represented their literaayctitsial practices
in light of campus and student needs.

During time spent in the three focal classrooms, my presence became less

intrusive as the study continued. Teachers and students were alreadgraedus my
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presence in the room because of my role as the campus reading coach, but as time went
on the use of the video camera and other equipment became less conspicuous, as well.
Students were more at ease describing the tasks they were engaged axleard teere

more at ease talking about the role of the state reading initiative in coojuwith their
personal beliefs about literacy and the students in their classrooms olostsvations

were used to understand the structure of the literacy block in each classrodditiam a

to the types of activities students were asked to engage in and each teatdsedsarning
these events. As the year progressed, the observations were focused morerclbsely
stylistic preferences of each of the teachers during their readihgriting instruction. |
looked for examples of classroom instruction that demonstrated the teachers were
incorporating aspects of the reading initiative into their teaching or intcthdties they

planned for their students.

Expanded Field Notes

Upon leaving the teacher meetings and classroom observations, | expanded my
written field notes and meeting documents in order to construct a more detailed account
of observations as well as to include important contextual information. In additio@ to t
expansion of field notes, | also made three other types of notes based on classroom
observations: personal notes, methodological notes, and theoretical notes (Corsaro, 1981;
Erlandson, et al., 1993; Hubbard & Power, 1999) (Table 2). Periodically these notes were
shared with first grade teaches, including the three focus teachers, fargbegs of
member checking and triangulation. As | read through the notes | also engaged in
tagging, whereby | created tentative categories through OneNotesottwdescribe
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what | thought was occurring with regard to teaching moves, student litetaaties,
and the reading initiative modules. My notes were sorted according to these that |

was able to further refine my tagged categories.
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Table 2: Codes for Expanding Notes

This includes any information relevant to the researcher’'s mood, or |
Personal
the class. Personal notes include information such as a child vomiting 10

Notes
minutes before you enter the room, or a difficult parent conversation
involving the teacher being observed. These notes reveal feelings,
introspections, fears, biases, and emerging values of the researcher during

the study. Personal notes should cover anything that might affect the

researcher’s mood, which would affect note taking.

These notes involve the documentation of how the researcher is do
Methodological
work. Recording decisions to place equipment in certain places or

Notes
suggestions regarding what the students or teacher should be doing in order
to document the process — like asking the teacher to write for 5 minutes in a
journal, reflecting upon the lesson. Or, it could be asking the students to do
some type of response. These notes provide information about how
procedures, strategies, and day-to-day decisions were made during the
study.
These notes deal with hunches regarding why something is hapy
Theoretical
These can be formal observations about students. Or they can be “aha”
Notes
moments about why particular students are frustrated.
Another tool for cooking notes can be the addition of questions th
Questions &
intriguing as well as initial codes for patterns that begin to emerge in
Codes

observations.

Note: Adapted from Living the Questions: A Guide T@acher-Researchers, by Hubbard
& Power, 1999, p. 129.
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Interviews with Mrs. Rohl, Mrs. Sein, and Mrs. Foi

Each of the focus teachers were interviewed at least 3 times outsideiaf offi
school hours, as well as through informal conversations. The focused teachers also had
the option of meeting with me during their planning times (at their request)dec
debriefing with teachers was an activity that was acceptable fav deeib my role as a
reading coach during the school day. The normal protocol for my coaching job was to
provide teachers with the option of meeting before, during, or after school.

The first set of interviews occurred at the beginning of January as each of the
focus teachers spoke with me about their reading goals for their childrée fpring
semester, as well as classroom literacy practices they werengtdnd tweaking based
on the first half of the year and student data. The next series of interviewsedccur
during Phase 2 as classroom practices became more regulated in the seastersand
teachers had participated in team meetings and professional developreiemnissdhe
next set of interviews took place during Phase 3, as the academic portion ofrtivagyea
drawing to a close with the impending administration of the end of the year BIBEL
assessment. The final round of interviews occurred in the final weeks of school,
providing teachers with the chance to reflect on the school year, student progress,
achievements, and any surprises. The only exception to this schedule occurred with Mrs
Sein because she was on maternity leave from March through the end of Apribeltrs
and | agreed upfront that we would complete her interviews during Phase 2 so that |

would have enough time to gather information for the study.
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The first round of interviews was structured loosely. The focus teachers were
asked to describe their philosophies of teaching reading and writing, as wedl tgpes
of materials and books they preferred to use. Teachers were asked to talk about thei
experiences that led to the development of these philosophies as well aspbeenees
with the state reading initiative in which they all participated the previeas(2006-
2007). | asked each of the focus teachers to address what they knew about the students
thus far in their classrooms and how they planned to accommodate the range of student
literacy competencies within their philosophies of teaching reading andgviiiuring
the second and third interviews, teachers were asked to reflect on and comment on the
types of activities students were engaged in and how they felt about stakiing and
literacy growth. | also asked teachers to reflect upon the teachengsedoth the
reading initiative meetings and the ones they attended with the teachechtise to
plan with on their own time) and conversations that occurred during those meetings
where they were present. The teachers were also asked to discuss th®iBRaS had
upon their classroom practices. The fourth series of interviews, during Phasasggdfoc
on looking back across the year to reflect on the impact of both team meetings, and
meetings in smaller planning groups, my role as the reading coach, and hawsstude
progressed within the framework of their pedagogical beliefs and the degreeho whi
they put stock in the final DIBELS scores.

During the audiotaped interviews, teachers were asked to reflect on thRingea
and ways in which literacy concepts were fostered in their classroonthergavere
asked to talk about the role of the state reading initiative or lack thereofsnoclas

instruction. One of my main interests was the ways in which teachers wete gbtehe
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desired outcomes expected by the state and county initiatives while usimgathei
pedagogical beliefs and practices to make this happen — different pathsorrom
outcomes. Teachers were asked to speak specifically about fluency and conngmehens
practices because those were the tested outcomes the county and statececarafully
on DIBELS measures, and caused the most tension regarding classroom peactiogs
as well as involvement from parents at home.

| also asked teachers to tell their story of how they lived their classroesn |
when they were alone with only their students. | wanted to know about their pastdeachin
experiences and how these affected the decisions they made in thedroctesas well as
where they saw their classroom practices headed. A portion of these imsaneee also
designed to get a sense of how teachers defined the sacred story of Camgon Pri
School — how the school was portrayed in the community — and how this affected their

teaching decisions.

Student Interviews and Observations

Student interviews took place during Phases 2 and 3 of the study, when reading
and literacy routines were well established and students had ample time tpdevel
understanding of the activities in which they were engaged. Informal intartoek
place during the classroom reading and literacy block as students wetdatik about
what they were doing and how those activities helped them to become better aedders
writers. Students were also asked to comment on how their teachers taughs student
read and write as well as what activities they liked to participateeimbst and why.

The questions were ultimately guided by working hypotheses developed throughout the
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course of the study. These interviews took place during times scheduled with the
classroom teacher and during informal visits to the classroom that ocaampedt of my
reading coach responsibilities.
Students were also formally interviewed in small groups. Teachers vkexc tas
rank order their students according to their reading and writing progteek.the lists
of students from each teacher and organized the students into groups of two or three. My
rationale for constructing the student interview groups in this way wak\wiaaited
students to feel comfortable speaking about their literacy habits, and laxfag fieat if
student groups were comprised of students who differed greatly in termsr dévieés of
literacy, some children might feel intimidated answering some of the gones8tudents
were asked the following questions:
1. What do you like the most about reading?
2. How do you know when someone is a good reader?
3. Who are the good readers in class and how do you know? Be sure to talk about
yourself as one of the good readers.
4. What do you like the most about writing?
5. How do you know when someone is a good writer?
6. Who are the good writers in class and how do you know? Be sure to talk about
yourself as one of the good writers.

7. If there was anything you could choose to skip, what would it be?
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Audiotaped Recordings

Audiotaped recordings were used in situations when setting up a video camera
could not be accomplished in advance or would cause distractions to the classroom
environment. The audio recorder was also used to enhance the audio capabilities of the
video recorder, to prevent valuable conversations from being out of range of the'€amera
microphone, when possible. Specifically, teacher and student interviews were@dliota
in situations where the depictions of interactions with others were not the majoofocus
data collection. Audio taping was the preferred method of conducting teachemewtervi
in order to help the teachers feel more comfortable. This method for recorddeglgvel
meetings was utilized to ensure that teachers felt more at easetinggvath others, in
order to establish patterns of communication and how group understandings were built.
The audiotapes were transcribed later, tagged, and used as another lapematiion

for analysis.

Videotaped Recordings

A video camera was used in all phases of this study in order to capture broad
pictures of student classroom interactions when appropriate. During phase 1, the
videotape was used to gain a broad sense of the types of literacy activities éach of t
focus classrooms engaged in. During phases 2 and 3, the focus classrooms were videoed
much more selectively, focusing in on the various ways specific students engaged in
literacy tasks that were assigned as well as ones of their own choosesg.t@pes were

reviewed in order to establish patterns in the data for further analysis and thaaxbnt
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refinement of what was videotaped. Videotapes were reviewed and transcréddyg we

and categories that emerged during transcription were tagged accordingly.

Artifact Collection

Artifacts that pertained to this project were scanned, photographed, or sent by e-
mail so that they remained in the possession of the students and teachers. These item
included lesson plans, classroom charts and rubrics, reflection logs, exampids of t
students were reading and writing. As the project evolved, the range and gfriety
artifacts collected changed and expanded, as sampling procedures for boithaparti
focus and artifacts were refined. All scanned images and photographs of student wor
were also tagged using this same procedure in order to facilitate theasgbifig and

sorting of artifacts.

PHASES OFINQUIRY

The following sections outline the timeline for the four phases of inquiry for the
project. The phases are adapted from those of Rowe (1994). Peer debriefing continued

throughout all phases of the study.

Phase 1: Field Entry

Phase one of the study, initial entry into the field as a researcher, beganaryJa
of 2008. This phase lasted from the beginning of January of 2008 through the end of
January 2008. During this phase | observed each of the three targeted teachgrs durin
their literacy blocks once a week for an hour, for four weeks. This allowed me to

familiarize myself with each teacher and her students, as well asutieist utilized
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during the literacy block including the types of activities students were begitoi

engage in, the extent to which formal reading and instruction was taking qutactihe

overall structure of the literacy block. One of the ways | negotiated myasalesearcher

and participant observer was to read stories in each of the classrooms and rougl rea
and writing lessons so that students would have an opportunity to get to know me better
and feel more comfortable with my presence. | also brought the video cameraewith m
into the three focus classrooms when | conducted these introductory activitids piner
start of the study so that students would be accustomed to the equipment.

Data was recorded during this phase through field notes written duringlassh c
time and then expanded after school. Videotaping was also done in order to record how
each teacher spoke with students about their various literacy activities aatidhale
for doing them. | also wanted to capture how the students were adjusting to these
activities because of the ages of the students and the fact that litetaogl ‘Sttuctures”
were still relatively new to them. | monitored the obtrusiveness of my nktegtand
videotaping by examining both the behaviors of the teachers and those of the students,
and took this into consideration when analyzing data. | also took further steps to
minimize my obtrusiveness including remaining on the periphery of the classrioem w
possible, and introducing my laptop and the digital and video cameras into the classroom
before the study began so that students were not distracted by the equipmeas. And,
mentioned earlier, my role as the campus reading coach provided many other
opportunities for me to interact with students in other capacities, which salhalped

with the issue of obtrusiveness.
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Audio and videotaping took place in each of the three focused classrooms, as
students were engaging in reading, writing, and other literacy assiviti the classroom
environment, videotaping afforded me the ability to capture a wide range afitstude
literacy behaviors more accurately than note-taking alone. The usewvidé¢atape also
allowed me to examine how long students were engaged in those various actiwgigs. |
also able to capture how the teacher portrayed these literacy events and lequiath®s
fell into the spectrum of what the first grade teachers, as a teamgdsandi¢earned
about in the teacher meeting settings.

In addition to analyzing the video and audio tapes collected during classroom
instruction from the three focus teachers, | also gathered and analyzeditimengeof
the year DIBELS scores from August, from all ten classrooms in ordetatadisk a
baseline for data analysis regarding campus trends and trends across ihdividua
classrooms. Middle of the year DIBELS scores and end of year DIBELS swere
examined in order to monitor student growth in the areas of reading, comprehension, and
fluency, against the bar set by the state.

During this time, | spoke with each of the three classroom teachers fpandll
informally about their literacy block and the structure each used. We atsssksi how
each teacher felt her students were adjusting to the structure, and angstfs into
ways each teacher was learning more about her students in terms of benagiors
and adjusting their instruction and types of activities accordingly.a&tsfcollected in
this phase included planning materials, teacher record keeping, anecdoti cecor

student literacy behaviors, and any artifacts the students produced whicledetect
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teacher’s philosophy of early literacy instruction. Informal conversati@ne also
documented through notes, audio, and video recordings, when possible.

The other portion of field entry involved the first grade teacher meetings that
initially occurred twice a month, but were later culled to once a month, adbest of
the campus principal. Data during the group meetings was recorded through audiotape
due to my active role in these sessions. Following each meeting, the audiotegpes we
transcribed and theoretical, methodological, and personal notes were added. Tésse not
were revisited at later dates and expanded. Part of the note expansion prbegsd inc
examining where teachers sat in relation to one another as well as howfeheyl o
their teaching practices in these initial meetings. Meeting eitifaere collected
including agendas, group notes, and charts. Only the artifacts from the thremootsssr
with student permission secured were included in the data for this study. Audiatspe w
used because it was less intrusive than videotape and it afforded the opportunity for
smaller conversations that occurred in group contexts to be recorded. The group
participants felt more comfortable being recorded with the small authoder than with
the intrusive video camera.

My role as the campus reading coach and researcher continued to be established
at these meetings. The opportunity to record my interactions with the teacti¢he a
kinds of topics we focused on during these meetings was important to capture. Again,
because of my dual roles as reading coach and participant observer, the awdistape
invaluable in helping me to construct a more accurate depiction of the events kesiag t
meetings. Part of the meeting protocol for the state department requirémvehtsd

creating “anchor charts” which would leave a record of the topics discusded@on
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steps the teachers would follow up with until we met for the next trainingpaessi

created separate anchor charts for each group | met with and recordefbangtion we
discussed during these literacy meetings in order to have a record of thalispissed
as well as to trace the different paths the various groups took based on participant

interactions.

Phase 2: Focused Observations

Phase 2 of the study involved more focused exploration of teacher collaboration
and the co-construction of meaning during team meetings and trainingdl as @av
these built understandings infiltrated classroom practices in the three dasigestgrooms.
During this phase | began to engage in hypothesis development. Because | was
conducting four separate team meetings each month and the full-time natyreobd s
reading coach on the campus, this phase lasted from February of 2008 through March of
2008. This length of time was necessary because of the school holidays that occurred
during the months of February and March, interrupting both the teacher meetindk as we
as literacy instruction routines.

During teacher meetings, my role remained as participant observeo, tthge t
nature of my job. However, my involvement in the three targeted classrooms was one of
observer during the literacy block, when teachers were working with ssydeit also
that of coach when debriefing with teachers about lessons or when called upsbnider a
while teachers were working with students. Classroom observations occuared at
minimum of every other week, but more often when feasible. | videotaped and
audiotaped lessons and literacy events, but also took notes. My position remained on the
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periphery of the classroom while classroom instruction was occurring.\goyace
students were released to continue working, | assumed a closer vantage palet to
better observe the types of tasks students were engaged in as well as to ddwmment
levels and types of student engagement in the various tasks.

Following both the teacher meetings and the classroom observations, | expanded
my field notes and at the end of each day of observation, | reviewed the video and
audiotapes as an aid to add further detail to the field notes. These expanded notes also
served as an index of sorts to the types of observations and activities that could be seen
and heard in each of the files. Another useful way of categorizing the segrheiatso
from the three classrooms was the software | used for downloading the dadgt@l The
clips were categorized using a key scene from each of the segments, wtetonating
specific sources of classroom instruction efficient and easy to locass. dlgo able to
insert tags through OneNote software as | recorded my field notes asatitvad
segments of talk. Digital photographs of student and teacher artifactale@stored and
tagged through OneNote using preliminary codes.

Periodically I reviewed my field notes, tentative hypotheses, and skt
(videotapes, audiotapes, transcripts, artifacts) with members of theahckers of focus
for purposes of member checking. This process involved asking teachers to reldew fi
notes, video segments, and portions of transcripts as time permitted. We also met to
discuss their responses as to the accuracy of my notes. When the interpretdtiens of
participants differed from my own during this phase of the inquiry, these intdipmeta
were taken into account as the data collection and initial stages of anahisisied.

Later in this stage of data collection, the teachers and | reconvened to resiewenent
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data, looking for evidence that supported the various interpretations. Additional data
collection included formal and informal discussions and meetings with teasaergles
from teacher reflections, artifacts the teachers created with ssutiahtepresented
concepts studied in our team meetings, as well as student artifacts and siodeahts
about their literacy activities. By the end of this phase, mid-year DiB&tlores were
already available for comparison to the beginning of the year scores. Brnognei$oring
data was also available as the classroom teachers set goals frow tfiggear DIBELS
testing for student progress and made changes in classroom instruction footite sec
half of the spring semester. As this second phase of data collection continuedhgampli
procedures became more theoretical as hypotheses were further develosdichead

My system for tagging audio, video, and word documents was also refined based on the
introduction of new data that helped me to revise my tagging categories.

At the conclusion of Phase 2, | examined the data collected thus far (video and
audiotapes, student and teacher artifacts, field notes, interviews) witergeaitiny in
order to establish a theoretical summary of the working hypotheses. This process
incorporated those hypotheses already established as well as those thatieensore
tentative stages. This summary was then used to guide methodological decidicas suc
data collection and sampling issues. This theoretical summary was also whkadity |
certain features of the teacher meetings and particular types obolassvents to focus

on in more detail during Phase 3.
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Phase 3: Hypothesis Refinement

Phase 3 of this study was similar to the second phase of data collection methods
(field notes, audiotape, videotape, informal interviews with teachers, wotkeela
comments from students, and artifacts). This phase lasted from April throughotinghthr
mid-May. My role as participant observer continued during teacher meetingsmil
role as a classroom observer continued in the targeted rooms. During this phasegsampl
became more theoretical in nature and the observations were greatlyathtodocus
on specific literacy events within the classrooms. Data from the tegichgys had
ceased by this point in time because staff development was drawing to andasy
coaching role was focused on meeting with individual teachers regarding student
concerns and plans of action for the remainder of the school year to ensure adequate
literacy growth. Examination of classroom practices of the three focussttiea
continued because their teaching moves in preparation for the close of the ywear wer
becoming even more focused and strategic to ensure all students were matrageade
growth in reading and writing. As a result of this focused teaching, | narrtvedddus
of classroom observations and teacher interviews to ensure | had a clearergfi
children’s developed and developing literacy strategies as well as théoimseoitthe
teachers in shoring up student strategies and trying to care for students wistilwer

struggling.

Phase 4: Closure

The final phase of this study lasted from mid-May through the last wedkyf

The reason for extending the study to this point in the year was that teachers were
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concluding final preparations for children to participate in the end of yearllTHBE
assessment, which measured student fluency and comprehension on the tested passages
felt it was critical to capture the types of teaching and literacdyitées that students
were engaged in as teachers prepared them for this very public tegimihof year also
afforded me with opportunities to have students show their end of the year work,
allowing me to trace growth of reading and writing from the start to theusianl of the
study. Students were able to speak about their work in detail and were also abéeto refl
upon the year and their growth as readers and writers.

During this phase, member checks were conducted and the teachers were asked to
evaluate my interpretations for accuracy so that they could have input in the fina
product. During this phase of the study, my time was spent to a greater exterat on dat
analysis, with less time spent on classroom observations. Time spent in classroom
during this phase was much more focused and highly dependent upon the data findings
and needs. Because this study was conducted using a constructivist paradigm and
meaning was constructed as the study progressed, and research hgpo¢neset
predetermined, some of the decisions regarding methodology (length of the phases of the

study and sampling units) were made and revised as the study evolved.

DATA ANALYSIS

The primary data sources of this study—observational data, transcripts of group
conversations, coaching and reflective notes, and interviews—were analyrgthas
constant-comparative approach. Data analysis was ongoing throughout the duration of
this project.
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Constant-comparative Method

According to Strauss and Corbin, (1998) and Erlandson, et al., (1993), the
constant comparative method is a way of “deriving ([or] grounding) theory” as it esnerge
from the data, rather than predetermining the categories and then seaschiwegdata to
confirm or disconfirm (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). During this research processtahe da
collected was read and studied, and hypotheses began to emerge. | used OneNote
software to begin tagging examples that exemplified my initial hypotheseklition to
adding analytic memos. Each time data was collected and analyzed, my gsavess
refined and data collection procedures were modified to incorporate these new
hypotheses. This method also involved the careful categorization of items and leaents t
seemed to relate in important ways. These categories were carefulgddey rules that
governed them and the definitions that described the patterns of interaction oofsehavi
occurring.

| first engaged impencoding in order to identify concepts that appeared to be
emerging from the data. During this process | labeled and categorizsgptothat
emerged by asking questions such as, What is happening with regard to reading
instruction? Who is it happening with? How is it happening? Where does it occur? Whe
does it occur? Data was sorted by tag (in OneNote) and compared under these concepts to
look for elements that were similar and that could be combined to fit into morecébstra
categoriesOpencoding was utilized to “pull data apart” by placing it into smaller
categories, butxial coding reassembled the data together in new ways by making
connections among categories and sub-categories. Exampbaalafoding included

examining the various ways reading and writing instruction were enactessac
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classrooms, or how the use of various levels of text were modeled and explained by
classroom teacher8xial coding was then used to more clearly tease apart the
characteristics that defined each of the categories that emergedahemmpding.

Finally, selectivecoding was used in order to examine categories of data that emerged for
the purpose of forming an initial theoretical framework.

Data analysis was used to drive hypotheses formulation and refinement as wel
inform further data collection. The schedule for analysis involved weekly reviéw
expanded field notes, methodological notes, and theoretical notes, peer delamefing,
member checking. | continued to use the constant-comparative method as well as
discourse analysis, and as mentioned, | engaged in an extensive review of #i¢hdata
conclusion of Phase 2. This extensive review resulted in a theoretical summary of
working hypotheses. That initial summary informed and focused the sampling and data
collection that occurred during Phase 3. Upon the conclusion of my field work, data
analysis focused on further developing and refining hypotheses.

The findings from constant-comparative analysis, particularly withinvifoe t
monthly and then monthly teacher meetings, informal teacher groups, and teacher
interviews, were further refined through the use of discourse analysis. int@rde
examine the teacher team meeting interactions, | drew upon discoursecanatjitbds
because of my interest in the ways teacher collaborate and co-consargng in face-
to-face settings. | transcribed audio and video files pertinent to the hypotbietdes
purposes of analysis. Of particular interest was the ebb and flow of cororgradito
wrested control of those conversations, who was allowed to have input and who was shut

out. Erickson (1996) refers to this as the “conjoint participation and influence, in which
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no mover is unmoved.” How did these teachers come together to make meaning when so
many different ideologies were present around the table? As Wertsclbdsstitere is

most certainly an important place reserved for all the voices present, butvnerteal

actually heard all of the time. “Instead, we must consider how and why a @artioide
occupies center stage, that is, why it is ‘privileged’ in a particular seifiigttsch,

1991, p. 13-14).

Drawing upon the work of Neil Mercer (1995, 2000) seemed particularly
important because of Mercer’s socio-cultural approach to the construction of €gewle
which was at the very heart of these teachers coming togethenmt@iehto plan. The
specific focus on how teachers formulated what reading instruction consistetieif in
classrooms, with particular attention toward the role of fluency ratedwasehs
retellings of classroom texts, in addition to the use of testing matanisther teacher-
created tools figured into that definition. The socio-cultural approach “gik@eit
recognition of how people construct knowledge together. This inevitably highlights the
role of language in the construction of knowledge. Individually and collectively, @ve us
language to transform experience into knowledge and understanding. It pruoidéh
both an individual and social mode of thinking” (p.67). It gives credence to the notion
that talk is used for the purpose of accomplishing tasks and getting things done.

As important as the refinement of rules and definitions was, it was also imtporta
to define what did not fit neatly into the established categories of rules anttiaies,
also referred to adisconfirming evidencél' he search for disconfirming evidence was
utilized by looking for examples of negative cases (Crewsell &&WiR000; Miles &

Huberman, 1994), which did not appear to fit into any of the categories or definitions.
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DIBELS Data Analysis

Although the validity of DIBELS as an indicator of early literacy achesmet
was questionable to me, | was interested in a particular segment of the¢BE. The
Oral Reading Fluency test (ORF) provided fluency data based on the number of words
read correctly per minute on a passage equivalent with the beginning of geaded
This test was the only DIBELS subtest that did not attempt to extrapolategeadin
indicators based on isolated and fragmented tasks. Examining the 2006-2007 and 2007-
2008 data afforded me with the opportunity to look for changes in DIBELS data now that
the first grade teachers were providing extended time for children to ozad fr
appropriate text, instead of relying solely on the basal for reading instru€he data
for each of the years was examined in terms of fluency and comprehensiorascosss
classrooms and according to the types of literacy strategies teanif@oyed in their
classrooms. | also traced the Oral Reading Fluency scores back to th20PG0gkzhool
year to gain a better picture of the scores prior to the influences oétbeesding
initiative.

| categorized the reading scores, looking for patterns in the scomediagdo the
method of reading instruction noted during classroom observations, as well as teache
philosophies that emerged during trainings and interviews, as documented through field
notes, video, and audiotapes. Scores were disaggregated based on student ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, method of reading instruction, and classroom teacher. The purpose
for engaging in this type of analysis was to mirror the categories ratelgsés of data
analysis examined at the state and county levels for accountability purposihtioma

to searching for trends of interest to me.
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TRUSTWORTHINESS

Qualitative researchers engage in multiple analytic techniques tuaafdage
trustworthiness of their studieSredibility is the first measure of trustworthiness which
seeks to examine the degree to which the findings of a study represent thpgpdsti
actions and beliefs as accurately as possible, based on the participangiggescéhe
second area of trustworthinessrensferability. Transferabilityseeks to establish the
extent to which the findings in of a specific study can be utilized in other sitsatiith
other respondents, although the contexts and specifics of each situation will vary.
Dependabilityis the third aspect of trustworthiness which asserts that if the same
conditions existed with other people, and the same research tools and procedures were
used, the same basic results would be found. The final categanyfisnability. This
trustworthiness technique ensures that the findings have resulted from the inqeesspro
set forth in the study, and not the biases of the researcher (Erlandson, et al., AG@98; Li

& Guba, 1985).

Credibility

According to Erlandson, et al. (1993), the “credibility of a study is esdgntsal
ability to communicate the various constructions of reality in a setting balk petsons
who hold them in a form that will be affirmed by them” (p. 40). Credibility is
safeguarded by utilizing prolonged engagement, persistent observation, ttiangula
peer debriefing, negative case analysis, referential adequacyaisatard member
checks. For this project, | observed in the three targeted classrooms for amioirane

hour each week, during the initial phase of the study, and | lead all of thertstathe
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development and team meetings that occurred each month. My full time role asg readi
coach and my close involvement with all of the classrooms on campus outside the realm
of this study helped to ensure that teachers and students adjusted to my presdrate and t
it was less obtrusive over time.

Persistent observation provided in-depth information and afforded me with the
opportunity to refine what | attended to during observations and what was irrelevant
Remaining persistent with classroom observations provided me with the opportunity to
follow student and teacher behaviors long enough to tease out significant events. For
example, during team meetings, | noticed that teachers who met with sub-grobes on t
own time referred to certain literacy practices in slightly diffevesigs due to collegial
conversations that were occurring elsewhere. | was able to then followhuplagsroom
observations as well as plan future observations in order to carefully watch foroevide
that practices had been altered in meaningful and consistent ways. Prologageneent
provided me with the time to explore various interpretations of these events.

Triangulation of methods and sources (field notes, videotapes, audiotapes,
artifacts, interviews, current literature, member checking) allowetbrgarner
information about the various working relationships, philosophies, and interactional
styles among team members from a variety of perspectives. Utitiffiegent sources of
data and different methods for gathering that data led to a more credibleUsiudy
triangulation enabled me to ensure each piece of information within the study eould b
expanded by at least one other source (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Peer debriefing also provided me with a much needed outside perspective on this

research project. My peer debriefer was able to provide feedback as vedihasand
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redirect my inquiry process. Lynn Masterson served as my peer debrreiggtiout this
project.

Member checks were crucial to the credibility of this study. It wasmely
important for teachers to have opportunities to review and give input into the
interpretations and analysis of the events depicted in this study becaudeafdtsn the
way teachers co-constructed their understandings of literacy in ligintiofpersonal
beliefs as well as professional development opportunities and state mandates. Thes
opportunities for member checks occurred both with the first grade teachenoap agy
well as with the three focus teachers. We reviewed video clips, transcrgatidmotes.
Teachers were able to provide input with regard to how I interpreted the events and
conversations, in addition to how | formed categories and working hypothesesabbleas
to ensure the teachers recognized the events in terms of the constructions amgsateg
used to represent them. Teacher feedback held an important place in the andigsis of

events and was represented.

Transferability

According to Lincoln and Guba, 1985, transferability in a study is judged by the
extent to which the findings of the study can be applied in other contexts or to other
respondents. Rather than attempting to prove that isolated variables of theddgua et
equivalent to other contexts, constructivist researchers safeguard thaichdse
providing thick, detailed descriptions of the people, events, and locations of the context
being studied. The use of thick descriptions will allow readers to make judgments
regarding the transferability of this study and its findings to other settiRgrposive
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sampling is a critical part of ensuring transferability becauseydvsrned by emerging
insights as well as what is relevant to the study, and demands both exampkesgef af r
typical and divergent data. One of the ways that purposive sampling was uged was
highlight the various ways the notionfafencywas portrayed in classroom instruction

and student practices. Because part of the state mandated reading inieaisuzed

student reading success based on this indicator, and a tremendous amount of the group
time was spent discussing and learning about this element, it was importahietodgaa

that showed how fluency practices were enacted across classrooms.

Dependability

Researchers must establish dependability in their studies by leaving#uers
with enough evidence that if the study were replicated with similar or the sam
participants, in the same or similar context, the findings of the study would lz¢agpe
In order for this study to be checked for dependability, | created an “aaitliirt which
| provided documentation and running accounts of discoveries and observations that
occurred throughout the course of the study. This project was safeguarded for
dependability by triangulation of methods (described in a previous section), anmaldit t
and a natural history of methodology.

The audit trail consisted of raw data (interview transcripts, observatiosctipts,
field notes, documents), data reduction and analysis products (notes from analigis), d
reconstruction and synthesis products (data analysis sheets, concept maps), asd proce

notes (journal).
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Confirmability

Confirmability is defined by the degree to which the findings of a stualtiae
product and focus of its inquiry and not the biases of the researcher” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 290). The data should be able to be tracked by the reader to its sources and
logically reassembled in order to arrive at the same findings. This prajesafeguard
confirmability by utilizing an audit trail, triangulation, peer debngfiand case reporting
in order to provide examples of raw data to illustrate conclusions. The audlit trail
triangulation of methods, and peer debriefing (described above), increases aloitifym
by providing the reader with access to the data in order to draw their ownsions

regarding the accuracy of the representation of the findings.

Reflexivity
Reflexivity occurred as | noted my biases, assumptions, and beliefs during the

process of this research project. This was of particular importance becauggob as
reading coach on the campus, and my previous experiences with the classroora.teacher
“It is particularly important for researchers to acknowledge and thesttreir entering

beliefs and biases early in the research process to allow readers toanblirsir

positions, and then bracket or suspend those researcher biases as the study proceeds”
(Creswell & Miller, 2000, p. 127). Because | entered my job as a reading caach wi
strong presuppositions of effective ways of teaching children to read and wridetol ha
guard against my biases in the context of group meetings and interviews.|$ovasaa
position of relative power in regard to classroom teachers because |degpdtie state,

the county, campus administrators, and was in graduate school. | knew the teathers ha
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the tendency to want to please me by mirroring my own opinions and teaching practice
in my presence, so | had to work to create a climate where teachers fielitabla being

honest about classroom practices.

ETHICS

Information gathered for this research project was shared with thefdloree
teachers (Mrs. Rohl, Mrs. Sein, and Mrs. Foi), as well as with the first ggankeof 10
teachers for the purposes of member checking and triangulation of data. Theiitfor
from this study has also been shared with the members of my doctoral commyttee
peer debriefer, and the Canyon Primary campus administration. In the thisidata
will be used as part of professional meetings and in publications. The daba will
subjected to further analysis by me in the future. Inconveniences of the studgctfe
three targeted teachers, who met with me either before or after school in ordeuss di
the study and review data. The only risk to participants was the possit tbgir
confidentiality, and | have taken every precaution possible to protect theitiekehti
providing pseudonyms and changing identifying features to the extent feasible

During the course of the study, raw data was kept in my locked office at school
and in my home. The members of the first grade team, my campus administration, my
doctoral committee, my peer debriefer, and | were the only ones who had adbtess t
raw data. The first grade team’s access was limited to member mipecid triangulation
for the segments specifically involved with all members of the team. Mrs. Rahl, M
Sein, and Mrs. Foi had full access to raw data related to both the team meetvetjsaas
the observations of literacy instruction in their classrooms. Upon completion ofitlye st
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all tapes and notes will remain in my possession, in a locked cabinet, to be used by me for

research only. Any future uses of this data will ensure the subjects’ cordldgnti
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Chapter 4: Overview of the State Reading Initiative

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the State Reading
Initiative as outlined by the State Department of Education, in addition to an overview of
the work | conducted with teachers based on my own literacy beliefs. Although this
chapter does not necessarily represent findings of the study, the infornoatioihiere
serves as important background for the findings that follow. First, | willwetrie goals
of the state reading initiative and define the accompanying literacy nsodiie
coaching philosophy as defined by the state department of education, alorngewith t
three-tiered coaching approach will be detailed next. The third focus of thieicinall
be the description of the coaching modules that drove the monthly professional
development I led. As the campus literacy coach, | attended monthly readahg coa
professional development during which | received the exact training on the stdhatlé
was expected to turn around to the classroom teachers on my campus with complete
fidelity. The fourth section of this chapter will describe the initiativiesrbduced as part
of my own background knowledge in literacy education — a personal decision meant t
update reading and writing practices that most teachers were not famttiabut were
common in other places throughout the country. In the final section, | will descyibe m
methods for gaining entry into teachers’ classrooms for the purpose of buirlgstigg
relationships that would allow me to coach the teachers on state readitiyénitia
modules as well as work with them to support other literacy initiatives, incltiokng

own goals.
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STATE READING INITIATIVE : GOALS AND CONTENT

The state department website and the reading initiative training notebooKg speci
the two major goals of the statewide reading initiative: (1) to achiEd@% literacy
among public school students,” and (b) to educate teachers so that they may “teach
reading in proven and effective ways.” As discussed in chapter 1, “100% litevasy”
not explicitly defined by the state department of education’s website on thegeadi
initiative pages, but the basic components of the teacher curriculum were laid out
according to the components from the National Reading Panel Report in the beginning
pages of the reading initiative manual, and designed to be disseminated through a
combination of staff development and coaching.

Table 3 displays the broad categories of training all kindergarten through thi
grade teachers in the state were required to receive. Prior to the onsdt of staf
development at the campus level, the state required every elementary scheattormdt
of the week-long reading academies during the summer, and then spend the year
following the summer training revisiting and learning more about thesestopa variety
of ways through staff development and hands-on experiences with students. Schools were
required to ensure 85% of their certified teaching staff attended each tti@yreading

academy and follow up training, regardless of their content area assignment.
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Table 3: State Reading Initiative Training Modules

Utilizing Assessment Data

a. The Goal of Reading Instruction: Skillful Readers
b. Factors that Influence Reading Comprehension
C. Progress Monitoring

d. Let's Talk About DIBELS

. Phonemic Awareness

[l Phonics

V. Fluency

V. Vocabulary

VI. Comprehension Instruction
VILI. Effective Intervention

Each of the sections beginning with “Phonemic Awareness” was broken down
into subcategories, detailing where each module fit into the definition of reagling
constructed by the state department of education, a description of what higat; ski
instruction in that particular module looked like, as well as the demonstrationdess
seen during the academy. Each subcategory also included a continuum of skills
organized from most simple to most complex, and additional demonstration lessons

including scripts and student materials in order to provide further practiteafdrers
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and students. Each of the sections also included practice lessons and support documents
such as phonics progressions and questions to facilitate comprehension lessons with
children.

In terms of citing research within the reading initiative’s 104 page giicdbael
Pressley’s name appeared on several pages, giving credit to him for rapalgtiotes
that appeared sprinkled throughout, but no citations for the quotes were available. There
were no other references listed, and no indication of where the lessons, components,
strategies, or scaffolded progressions were developed. No credit was giverstate
board of education. The reading initiative guide, then, was presented as if ¢éhemow

identifiable authors, other than vague references to “research.”

THE STATE READING INITIATIVE : COACHING JOB DESCRIPTION

The state department of education outlined nine job responsibilities for every
campus literacy coach. The first tenet was to “become an expert in fizadigtBased
Researched Reading programs and instruction.” The state department dbaducat
reading initiative supervisor expected each campus coach to attend the rtrairitry
with one teacher from his or her home campus, and then return to their respective
campuses to present the same training to the rest of the staff. The nudjdréycoaches
in my cohort moved straight from classroom positions into their coaching rotasyavi
special background in reading or literacy. Each campus reading coach wasexpbe
an “expert,” as outlined in the state reading initiative literature, aftending the eight-
hour, one day training and in turn, should be prepared to support teachers and students on
campus through the coaching cycle.
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The second requirement was for each coach to spend 50% of his or her time
coaching teachers, with the remainder of the time spent working with “Btrgigg
readers,” or preparing to provide staff development based on the modules from the
monthly literacy trainings. Reading coaches were not allowed to engagge in a
instruction involving writing, unless children were writing letter sounds asopar
decoding lesson or writing sentences containing words with those samedagends.
This tenet was reinforced during each state level coaches trainiredl @s wuring the
week-long training the teachers and | attended during the summer of 2006.

The third responsibility involved data monitoring and analysis. As reading
coaches, we were responsible for monitoring all campus data derived frdeh ®1B
progress monitoring, as well as the official DIBELS testing that ooduhree times a
year. Reading coaches were also responsible for planning data meetingdescteas
and campus administrators could keep an eye on the extent to which children were
progressing towards the end-of-year DIBELS goals. During these el meetings,
teachers and coaches analyzed the data from the DIBELS assessments) s
monitoring materials and discussed how instruction might be adjusted for the purpose of
raising DIBELS scores across the campus.

Coaches were also responsible for organizing interventions for strugmidents
and struggling teachers. Because of my many job responsibilities on cargbuhalt it
was important to serve needy students on a short-term basis, working side-lytisi
the teacher with respect to planning the intervention. My goal was for tlete¢ac
maintain a sense of responsibility for the child’s reading growth, withelibfeas if the

responsibility for instruction no longer remained with the teacher becawessederving
124



the student. Because our campus boasted a population of approximately five hundred
children, many teachers needed support with their developmentally young students,
which heightened the pressure to work with as many people as possible.

The fifth level of responsibility included facilitating professional depment on
each campus. During coaching training each month, the state level readingvoogd
provide each of the campus level coaches with a script and presenter’s notesittiat w
assist us with turning around the state training on our campuses to fidelityatehe s
initiative discouraged improvising or adapting the training to better suit tlos oé¢he
campus because the state wanted to ensure all schools were receiving the same
experience. The state level reading coach responsible for traininghost evas quite
flexible and understood the need for us to think through the needs of our own campuses
before turning the training around, but she also reminded us that when state level
administrators conducted campus visits, we needed to keep these “deviations” to a
minimum. This was an area with which | struggled a great deal. | found mamgy of t
principles behind the modules were based on useful and effective strategietidmdtl
always agree with the rigid manner that teachers were asked to work Wdtierchi
often found myself changing the parameters of the trainings to fit my olenoty
teaching to a greater extent. | felt that | would be more effectigec@ach staying true to
my beliefs while also conveying the state’s intent. | was quite open \aithees where
the state stood and where | was deviating.

The sixth requirement of coaches was that we maintained a schedule thattwas se
in each week to the state department reading coach, and then forwarded to the state

department of education. This weekly schedule was also sent to campus aalioigistr
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for their approval. One of the scheduling procedures that | found particulargblelu

was the designation of “payback time.” Because classroom teachers wauiteeolto

attend the monthly coaches’ trainings, which then committed them to pddisighe

entire coaching cycle, the reading coaches were allowed to build in tiroegiolanch or
recess duty, or pick the teacher’s students up from P.E., Art, or Music, in order to
compensate the teachers for their willingness to give up their planning peneets

during lunch, or after school to reflect on the module lessons or to plan or co-prekent wit
their campus coach.

The next component of the coaching responsibilities proved easier to comply with
dependent upon who | was working with. “Exhibit winsome human relations” was listed
in the description of the reading coach job in multiple places throughout the reading
initiative training manual. During the first year of Canyon Primarytsigpation in the
state reading initiative, | found this to be a much easier task than during ¢he sear.
During the first year of the reading initiative, people were excited dizoimg time
away from their classrooms. They enjoyed viewing modeled lessons, and exgergm
with new strategies. The campus, as a whole, had also bonded during the summer
training. The teachers and administrators realized | had many of tkeeceacerns as
they did over the content of the modules and the strategies being proposed for working
with young children. Although most members of the first grade team wereastdr and
willing to work with me during the second year, other members of the team proved more
of a struggle. These teachers had been reluctant the first year, but appeagdhi® pl
game because they participated in the half-day trainings while a subist#citer

covered their classes. However, during the second year when the funding fibutesbs
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was gone, reluctant teachers were less willing to give up their planningttitinee after
school to work on the modules, and became more vocal over my time with people who
were willing.

The eighth goal of the coaching position was to “achieve 100% literacy.” The
implication is that we would produce children who could “DIBEL” well and that would
translate to 100% literacy for students. At Canyon Primary, however, tieetsalefined
“100% literacy” differently than the state department of education. For theetsaat
Canyon Primary, “100% literacy” meant that children were reading amidgvin the
absence of being asked to do so by their teachers. Teachers wereagsirigraation of
reading and writing workshop, guided reading, and their own strategies to malerchil
into trade books as soon as they were able to begin reading them. And teachers
understood the importance of having children write often and publish books for a real
audience. The campus principal sought permission from the assistant superintendent for
the campus to follow the set of practices associated with reading and wiatikshep,
and he agreed. The assistant superintendent felt the reading and writisgapomodel
was better-suited for our young students than the state reading initi@otiees. |
continued to support both the aims of the reading initiative as well as reading ang writ
workshop, but felt much better knowing we had the support of at least one member of
central office.

The last goal in the reading coaches’ job description was to “be the hardest
working individual in the building.” | will admit that the coaches’ job was a comglitat
balancing act and that | most certainly was busy planning, meeting witlepenghging

in the coaching cycle, and conducting professional development, but it was difficult to
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look at the teachers who surrounded me, spending their days teaching five, six, and seven
year olds, and delude myself into thinking | was the hardest working person in the
building. Perhaps | was one of the most public figures in the building, but my days as a
reading coach paled in comparison to teachers who received one thirtyiivie toreak

during the day.

THREE-TIERED COACHING CYCLE

When examining the literature on coaching provided by the state depaatfment
education, for the purpose of training reading coaches, what became eviddmd {aak t
of research cited. As with the teacher modules, few places existed Wwitkes sr
authors were mentioned, and where references were included, most were itecOnEe
of the few references that was present accompanied a chart adaptedsiudy
conducted by Joyce and Showers (2002), which examined the relationship of student
achievement to staff development. The chart illustrated three levels of and@ngt
according to the type of staff development model. The chart displayed the number of
people who understood content presented during staff development, the percentage of
people who were able to demonstrate the practice, and the percentage of people who were
able to imbed those skills within practice. Joyce and Showers then grouped staff
development models into four categories: theory, demonstration, practice, and coaching
The coaching model, which incorporated all the components from the other categorie
(including feedback and reflection from a knowledgeable other), purportedlyecsult

95% of the participants demonstrating an understanding of the content.
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Building on a model of coaching based on Joyce & Shower’s work, the following
coaching cycle was created to provide a framework for working with teattetrwas
explicit enough to provide step-by-step assistance, but with enough flexidility
accommodate a wide variety of coaching situations. Although the cycleslmoulked in
any order, the intent was to start with data that indicated there was anth a

decrease in the amount of support provided over time.

Phase |

The first phase of the cycle involved a heavy level of support provided by each
coach, as the teacher and coach worked together to begin establishingteraeyv |
practice. The coach made arrangements to meet with the teacher athle€gea
convenience, guiding the planning of the specified lesson. During this planninghéme
student outcome of the lesson was identified and together the coach and teacher
determined what they would “look for” as evidence that children were eithsgriggathe
new strategies or required additional support. The coach guided the teacher thotugh e
step of the lesson, focusing back on the purposes of the lesson as indicated by student
data, and reinforcing the desired student outcomes. The coach then modeled the lesson
for the teacher, as the teacher collected data about the frequency of dlesaeyl |
behaviors as exhibited by the students and opportunities for strategy useragddtby
the targeted outcomes for the lesson. The two would then separate to provide an
opportunity for both teacher and coach to reflect on the lesson with regard to student
success, and at another pre-determined time, would reconvene to debrief and plan the
next steps for the next stage of the coaching cycle.
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Phase Il

The second phase of the coaching cycle began with the planning of a new, but
similar, lesson. The same outcome was used to determine approximations toward student
success, but during the planning phase, the teacher and coach collaborativelgteonstru
the lesson. As they planned the lesson together, they drew upon their observations of
students during lesson one, carefully taking into account areas where studerds neede
more practice or could have advanced more quickly. Teacher and coach also decided
together who would teach which sections of the planned lesson. The teacher and coach
traded turns recording observations primarily in the form of quantitative dataddthis
might include the number of times students had opportunities to participate, the number
of times the teacher needed to step in and support the student. Before the teacher and
coach debriefed about the extent to which the lesson was successful, both went their
separate ways to expand notes based on their observations. The time away allowed both
participants to choose their words carefully and narrow down their next steps to the one
or two most salient aspects. The teacher and coach shared these poinés dagelaand

used their shared observations to shape the third lesson of the cycle.

Phase llI

The third phase of the coaching cycle followed the same basic format éxae
the classroom teacher was now leading the planning session for the third areséoal |
of this coaching cycle. Based on the reflection notes from teacher and coaehgtier t
determined the specifics of the lesson, including what the targeted student autcome

should be comprised of, as well as anticipating which portions of the lesson might be
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difficult for students and how the teacher would provide the right level of support without
smothering student initiative. The coach was now responsible for taking data based on t
defined outcomes. After the teacher and coach separated in order to refle¢teupon t
lesson, they would come back together to debrief.

The three cycle coaching continuum was not meant to be followed in a lock-step
manner. Initially, the coaching cycle was followed as described above bdhaus
coaches were new to the coaching cycle and followed the process verbaiiteritoor
become familiar with the components. But once coaching became more driven by
campus, teacher, and student needs, the cycle was used in a more flexible mareer. The
were times when | would enter the cycle in the least supportive realm bdcaas there
to help a teacher reflect on practices they were comfortable withaitteetesimply
wanted a second pair of eyes to see what she could not as her attention was taken up with
teaching a small group of children. Other times | would enter the cycle iedasie |
support level and discover that the teacher needed support in basic classroom
management of literacy materials. In that case | would drop down to theuppsttive
level, serving as a heavy-handed guide through the planning process as weli@theuri
initial teaching phases.

| found the three-tiered coaching cycle to be extremely effective wherkead
with teachers who felt they could commit to that level of coaching. | ldane
tremendous amount about the modules and garnered powerful insight regarding the
teaching strategies teachers already had under control. The tdaadeaked informed

my work with young children as much as they informed my work with adults, and every
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time | had the opportunity to work closely with someone under this structure, the

experience was very rewarding.

Coaching Model Complications

The downside to the coaching model espoused by the state reading initiative,
however, was that many people felt overwhelmed by the time needed to caimplete
coaching cycle. Although the time commitment was fairly significamiadie
arrangements to ensure the teachers were “paid back” the time spenewithase who
did not understand the process were wary that | would evaluate them or find something
innately “wrong” with their teaching — or worse yet, that | would regeatrt to the
principal or assistant principal. | underestimated the importance of enthwgitgachers
understood the steps of the coaching cycle. | simply thought they were stdpsetded
to “get right,” but in reality, the teachers needed to understand how the coacheng cyc
worked, including what was and was not the purpose.

There was one incident in particular that that becanréieal incident
illustrating the need for transparency of procedures with regard to therupaghle. |
had been asked by my state level reading coach to make appointments wittoiciassr
order to observe the various ways people were working with struggling readees i
hopes of finding some opportunities for coaching. | made an appointment to visit Mrs.
Yxel’'s room, one of the first grade teachers who was working closely with anstnde
one-on-one tutoring. She was working with a first grade student who was struggling
learn how to read. Because Mrs. Yxel was new to teaching, | thought thisyssilde
coaching opportunity would be the perfect chance for me to show her a few stratedjie
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to help her think more carefully about the purpose of her lesson. Although | explained the
purpose of my visit was to problem-solve with her regarding additional seatfeg

working with struggling readers as well as looking for evidence of steatetudents had
under control, Mrs. Yxel “heard” that | was coming in to evaluate her. Nentaitv

often or how many ways | explained to teachers that | did not evaluate theegrthe
persisted that | really did.

As part of the scaffolding | provided during the lesson, | signaled to Mrs. Yxel
that | wanted to try and clear up a confusion the student was experiencing tbcseeédf
make the difficult task a bit easier. At the conclusion of the lesson Mrs. Yxé&lsaote
for a few minutes about the child, and | never sensed anything problematic. fievesal
later, the principal and assistant principal arrived at my office doorgdtis. Yxel was
very upset that | had interrupted her observation and took over her evaluation lesson,
stating she never had the chance to finish teaching. She also told the campus
administrators that | was never to speak to her about the issue. A powednllezssned

regarding the importance of making the coaching cycle transparentrioalied.

Monthly Literacy Modules

The literacy modules developed by the state reading department ofi@ucat
were based upon the categories of literacy skills defined by the Naticadihgdé>anel
Report as fundamental for early reading success. The modules, refeseduona
Around-Trainings,” were designed so that coaches at the campus level woulémrcgeri
the exact training they would “turn around” on their own campuses the following month.
The campus reading coaches were encouraged to follow the presenter’s izt yer

13¢



as well as use all the materials provided such as handouts put out by the stateedépa
detailing the importance of the module and its impact on developing readers. The
demonstration lessons, provided on DVD as an assurance of fidelity, were conducted by
the state department reading supervisors and filmed on at-risk campuses laeatatet

in an effort to show the lessons were effective with a broad range of studeatstAsr
layer of support, our state level reading coach would also model “live” lessons in a
classroom at the training site. In order to “up” the level of participatiamngrmampus
level reading coaches, our names were placed in a hat during the latter patien of
training so that someone from the group would have to demonstrate the same lesson
modeled by the state coach. This format was utilized on our individual cammisesl, a
for the Turn-Around-Trainings.

The Turn-Around-Trainings were comprised of five modules. The first four are
detailed in Table 4 (below). The modules examined explicit vocabulary instruction,
comprehension strategies and a framework for embedding those strategies igrodnole
and small group interactions. The roles of phonemic awareness and phonics were also
explored with regard to their prominent role in reading instruction as defined bytthe sta

board of education, based on the National Reading Panel Report (2000).
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Table 4: Reading Initiative Modules

Module Summar

Tier 1l Vocabulan

This module was designed to establish routines

promoted the student use of targeted
words and raised consciousness at
the classroom and school level
through the explicit instruction of
high utility words not typically used

in the spoken vocabulary of young
children.

Reading Comprehensic
Part |

The goal of Part | of the reading comprehen:

module was to raise teacher-self
awareness of comprehension
strategies before moving on to teach
these strategies to children.

Reading Comprehensic
Part Il

Part Il of the comprehension module continued

focus on comprehension, but moved
away from emphasizing teacher
metacognition, examining instead,
what children needed to do during
reading.

Phonemic Awarenes
and
Phonics
Instructi
on

The fourth module covered phonemic awareness

phonics instruction and targeted
explicit phonics instruction taught in
isolation, and touted phonics
instruction as the beginning ground
for teaching children to read.

The Reading Intervention Module was fifth in the progression because it wrapped
three of the first four modules into a single bundle in order to assist students who were

not making adequate progress according to DIBELS progress monitoring and bénchmar
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testing. The structure was loosely based on guided reading groups. Teachdinsive

asked to provide students with an opportunity to warm up on familiar text to encourage
fluency and automaticity of sight word recognition. Targeted words \Wweregulled out

and worked with in isolation. During this period of time the phonics progression from the
previous lesson module was utilized to determine which words to focus on in isolation.
Then students were guided through the reading of a new text. During this timegeache
would encourage students to decode unfamiliar words as well as think about the
comprehension cue cards designed to support student thinking before, during, and after
reading.

During the 2007-2008 school year, the campus reading coaches were asked to
continue working through the same modules that were introduced during the first yea
the state reading initiative. The reading coach trainings | attendledhsiother coaches
delved more deeply into these same topics. Many of the other campuses found ways to
continue to pay for substitute funding so that their trainings would at a minimumlfast ha
a day. With the help of my state-level reading coach, | found ways to intrddice t
modules during the thirty-five minute meetings, and then continued working with the
modules by following up with modeled lessons in people’s classrooms, or engadiag in t

full coaching cycle, with willing teachers.

State Reading Initiative Coaching Internship

The final training of the 2007-2008 school year was the mandatory reading coach
state internship that all reading coaches were required to completethAsaviy other
aspects of the state reading initiative, this training had been paired down froneék® w
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to one. The focus of the internship was two-fold: examine the interpersonal skills

required for successful coaching and delve more deeply into the coaching Tyelsix

areas of focus included facilitating conversations, planning, observingitirgjle

providing feedback, and modeling. In a sense, this culminating activity felt bk gr

therapy because it provided the campus level coaches a safe environment in vatikch to t
about the difficult place of not being a teacher any longer and not part of the
administration team either. Many of us wished this training had taken platecalier
because it was not “just” about the modules we were required to turn around. It was about

the people factor.

Personal Coaching Influences

In some ways, the campus reading coaches who came to their positigid strai
from the classroom were at an advantage in their ability to deliver the Turn-Around
Training modules to fidelity. | possessed beliefs based on my own lite@ky tnaining,
and experiences, and felt these strategies needed to be shared witthirs gaCanyon
Primary. | was alarmed by the fact that the teachers had not experieadeaads of
literacy trainings common elsewhere. Reading and Writing Workshop seetmeal na
places to begin after listening to the teachers complain about trying to kelaicarcto
read from a single basal story assigned each week by the county.

| also introduced the concept of rubrics. Only the two teachers from Murphy
County were familiar with rubrics, and their experiences were limiteghbiaocs teachers
used to grade student assessments. The teachers at Canyon Primargwséoenad to
assigning grades for completed products, but had not considered teachingy ¢hédre
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criteria they were looking for by developing rubrics with children. | ergl@dito the

teachers that when expectations and thinking were made explicit for children, then
children were much more likely to rise to the occasion because they understanesthe r
of the “game.” The more explicit we were, the more children would respond. The use of
rubrics offered great opportunities to teach children to self-regulate ¢la€liing and

writing strategies as well as their behavior.

The rubric strand of staff development that | introduced to the teachers became
the campus goal for their Professional Development Plan (the document used in Scott
County for campus administrators to evaluate all teachers). The prinetpatsistant
principal hoped the singular focus for the campus would help to unite the faculty.furthe
This was the first time teachers on a campus had a common goal for theiriBnafess
Development Plans (PDPs) in Scott County. Prior to the 2007-2008 school year, teachers
wrote their own goals. In some ways having a common goal was more negé$suri
teachers. They would not have to search for training on their own and teachers could
share their work with one another, creating less of a drain on their time any. éherg
the other hand, having a campus wide goal meant that people who were not interested in
learning about rubrics were now committed for a year, and time duringyfacedtings

would be spent in training, adding another mandate to the teachers’ provereml plat

METHODS FOR GAINING ENTRY INTO CLASSROOMS

| discovered in my previous job working with teachers that word of mouth was a
fast and efficient way to “drum up business.” When | began my work as a readuig co
at Canyon Primary, | spent several weeks on campus before | attendest therfir
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Around-Training for reaching coaches, so | had to devise a way for people to begin
allowing me into their classrooms. As a stranger from out of state, the tehaters
limited exposure to me outside of the week-long summer reading acadeattenwded
as a group. | found myself drawn to the first grade teachers who, during thersumme
reading academy, most vocally expressed their concerns about teachdnendailread
using the basal system supported by the county.

| began with Mrs. Roma, spending two weeks in her classroom during the literacy
block, teaching her how to place young readers in texts where students would have
opportunities to engage with text where they could read fluently with relatbee @/e
spent time teaching children the beginning strategies for self-monitbomgto confirm
text placement, as well as which mini-lessons were most effective éhirtgachildren to
self-sustain their own reading and problem-solve with minimal support. Mrs. Roma’
enthusiasm for the quick growth she observed from her students began to spread to other
teachers. Soon | had people stopping me in the hallway, asking when they could begin
reading workshop.

Another method for gaining classroom entry was to volunteer to model lessons for
teachers emphasizing that there were no expectations that they would comepiicate
the lessons. | felt it was very important to honor their teaching pretsseas a
classroom teacher | knew | could be highly ineffective if expected temmit lessons
that did not fit with my style of teaching. | told the teachers that at the easy; kthe
model lessons would either add a new level of understanding to their currerdgsracti
provide them a chance to sit back and observe their students, or confirm that their curre

practices were more appropriate for their group of children. The lessons |echode
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typically mini-lessons on writing or comprehension. This was my chancelkbideas |
believed in before | was expected to begin providing the state reading modvdss. |

able to gain a sense of which teachers would be most rewarding to work with and which
teachers needed to be treated with kid gloves, either because of their hesitagxause

| sensed potential barriers to accessing their classrooms.

For these model lessons, instead of approaching teachers individually, as |
sometimes did when | was aware of a specific instructional need, | wouldgphaaster
sign-up sheet in the teachers’ workroom with enough timeslots over the counseek a
for all classroom teachers to sign up if they wished. | found that teachers walilg rea
sign up for model lessons. Again, with minimal commitment outside of providing me
with a space in their busy schedules, | would plan, model and debrief the lessons with the
teachers, and follow-up with the individuals who expressed an interest in pursuing the
lessons more in-depth.

My final method of gaining entry was through the use of the SmartBoard on
campus. Until | arrived, the SmartBoard remained tucked away in the ldlosst. Once
| began modeling lessons, teachers were fascinated with its use and variaaagunct
When | arrived at Canyon Primary, technology consisted of two computerag&modm
on which alphabet games were loaded. Students were not using computers for writing,
only for the purpose of participating in drills on letters and sounds (most of which
students already knew). Using the SmartBoard | modeled comprehension lesson and
writing lessons, showing teachers how text could be scanned in so that childretleere
to see the beautiful pictures and words, and our thinking together could be marked on the

text and images. | also demonstrated how strategies for helping childrelaptéeir
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writing through graphic organizers could be facilitated through the abilityetols,
write, and select planning templates embedded within the software.

Working with teachers who were eager to learn and embrace new sgdtegie
teaching left me feeling excited and energized. Although some of theestdieg
modules were controversial, | provided balanced by sharing reading dimd)wri
strategies with the teachers that matched my own notions of what was appfopriate
young children. The ability to help people with the kinds of reading and writing that
made sense to me helped to temper the unease | felt at times over some ofghe tene
espoused by the state reading initiative. There were times when | had troabieing
that my situation could be any more perfect: | was working with talentelleiesawho
were enthusiastic and thrilled to be learning new strategies. But thexalsertimes that
were quite difficult and troubling. As the funding structure for the readingtinéiavas
altered, and teachers began to realize that the expectations for continuaglaathi
classroom experimentation were not going away, a level of stress anthreisenot

present on the campus before began to make itself evident.

A SHIFTIN TONE

As the first grade team transitioned from year one into year two, tHeetsac
formed micro-teams in order to better “live out” their secret stories s§idam life
among the team members who shared their visions. The formation of these “micro-
teams” developed out of the starkly contrastive literacy goals eaap beld for their

students, in addition to issues of power that erupted as local and state funding for the
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reading initiative floundered, and difficult decisions were made by campus

administration.
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Chapter 5: The Nature of Collaboration and Learningin Grade Level
Groups

THE TRANSITION FROM YEAR ONE TO YEAR TWO

The 2006-2007 school year marked Canyon Primary’s first year of participation
in the state mandated reading initiative. In accordance with the initiatigeliges, the
teachers and | gathered together each month to begin learning about the gjaseides
reading modules (described in chapter 4) that first grade teachersupposad to
implement in their classrooms. A portion of each of the state trainings waiedé¢o a
share session of sorts as teachers spoke of the practices in their clagbeionere
already in alignment or complementary to the new focus strategies footita. Initially
the first grade teachers were quite nervous and hesitant to talk about theiepiactic
front of one another — the school climate prior to the 2006-2007 school year fostered an
aura of competitiveness and secrecy as teachers attempted to outperform fwarebgnot
producing the most creative plays or designing the most innovative parade floats or
planning the most exciting field trips — but hesitation soon gave way to curinsaty,
curiosity paved the way for the sharing of ideas. The teachers began askingheador
deeper explanations of their instructional practices, followed by requessit teadh
other’s rooms during the literacy block in order to see these practiddsafid.

As the first year of the state reading initiative came to a close attieetes of
Canyon Primary had grown accustomed to meeting together and examining their
practices in an open forum. Initially tentative with one another, teacteeesmore open

about exploring ideas as a team, pushing each other at times to explain their thinking
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to defend their practices. During the formal meetings, topics would arisessaomanon
spelling lists and common reading assessments. Teachers would intintadeshres to
come together on their own time to make some formalized team-level decisionsen the
topics. Although the teachers were committed to maintaining their own stylesbirtg,
people were starting to realize the importance of developing common gradstlslezit
expectations.

This was a very exciting time for me in the role of campus reading coach,
watching the first grade team’s enthusiasm for learning develop andagalagir
identities expanded. The state reading initiative meetings were “not satoply the
absorption of knowledge but also the means of entry into a particular socidl status
(Reeves and Forde, 2004, p. 95). The teachers were no longer simply people who worked
and taught children under the same roof. They were now members of a group who
studied their practices together. Reeves and Forde (2004) delve into this notiondf a thir
space, where people can come together to explore understandings in a way that does not
occur at any other place or time. | enjoyed the fact that the teachersotdurning to
me for advice quite as much as they had, instead, learning to turn towards one another. At
the same time, however, a polarization of sorts was occurring that led to a sdaftni
dynamics: teachers were beginning to align with specific members afsghgréde team
based upon whose beliefs regarding literacy instruction most closely mateivenintn.
Beginning with a planning session that took place in July of 2007, and continuing into the
start of the 2007-2008 school year, these initial steps toward forming sepatgis g

would firm up as the result of several critical incidents.
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The role of coaching and the state reading initiative’s first year conemt to
fund substitutes fostered this new sense of collegiality partly by affotidiregand space
for collaboration. Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) suggest that “...coaching appears to
foster the development of professional and collegial relations in schools, melkow s
structures more amenable to improvement in many areas” (p. 232). In the casgaof Can
Primary, my presence afforded people with the chance to talk about theirgmaatid
the funding for substitute teachers from the state guaranteed sacred time to honor
practitioner reflection. The feedback | received from teachers ao@dfrymary was that
the process was extremely rewarding.
Mrs. Fort Like working with you, I, you know, it was like, just this door opened
for me that ...through your coaching, you showed me, number one, not to be
afraid to try it. And how one child | could be conferencing with on how to break
apart words, but then over here, | can also move two feet and reach a child that
needs comprehension strategies.
The teachers benefited tremendously from having a “name” attached tdrtteniss
and hearing detailed descriptions of their teaching moves. People did not have the luxur
of watching themselves teach so | served as their teaching mirras;dbdato reflect
back to teachers’ descriptions of their teaching strategies and bringeadfeclarity to
the literacy practices they engaged in with their students.
Members of the community began to notice the changes at Canyon Primary. As
children transitioned to the second and third grade campus, the first gradesteacher
received phone calls from the second grade team at the start of the 2007-2008eszhool

because the second grade teachers were shocked by the level of reatireyppydhe

children demonstrated. Mrs. D’Eagle, one of the members of the first gadea¢ceived
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the following message from a parent whose child attended Canyon Primary during the

2006-2007 school year.
Just had the pleasure of attending thfegeade [Reading] assembly. Most of the
top 10 readers were from your classroom. You'll be proud to know #1 and #2
readers overall for both volume read and comprehension were [from your class].

Mrs. D’Eagle also received an additional e-mail from another parent who attiede

same reading assembly.
The librarian said she had the most kids getting to the 25 point club in the first
month than any time in school history. AND, they collectively had the highest
comprehension rate in school history. 44 kids made it to the 25 point club — she
usually has 10 or so. | don't want to take anything away from"thgrade
teachers... but | can’t help give a bunch of credit to [Canyon Primary] — the new
reading strategies implemented last year through Lora Dardéortsefnd the
efforts of your wonderful teachers seemed to shine today. As a parent, | applaud
you!

The letters above were such wonderful validation for the first grade teaasherell as

for me. The teachers were certainly pleased with the new teachingissatrit it was

very rewarding to have other members of the community acknowledge thatghasesn

on connected reading was impacting students in a way that mattered — thenchédde

reading voraciously.

FUNDING CUTS

The second year of the state reading initiative brought many changes, however
The state funding available during the first year of the readingtingisvas reduced
dramatically, leaving no money to pay for staff development substitutes. Content f
the state reading initiative now had to be squeezed into thirty-five minuteteach

conference periods. People missed having the official time and space to disicuss the
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practices and were feeling rushed and hurried trying to balance thenoclias
responsibilities while giving up their planning times in order to attend theosesSitress
levels began to rise with regard to the truncated sessions, and the time spent during
planning periods to cover the same content seemed cheap and counterproductive. People
began to ask me, in passing, if we could stop meeting as a team during planning because
of the limited time. | also noticed a sharp decrease in the amount of tesklaard
quality of contributions during the meetings as compared with the first year.

Part of what made the first year “tick” was that time was built in fchers to
consider the ways in which their current classroom practices wereyairesting
portions of the reading initiative goals. Through discussions with peers, peoplaier
to understand that some of their classroom routines and instructional beliafty alre
accommodated segments of the reading initiative strategies — perhapsri@ powerful
way than the reading initiative strategies. Teachers had the time andspagetiate
the practices espoused by the reading initiative, deciding how those prautickesise
translated to better fit the sacred story of Canyon Primary.

However, during the second year, there was no time allotted for the teachers to
negotiate the reading initiative modules as a team. People began to feakdrecause
the proper time was not afforded to see the strategies modeled with childremeas in t
past, nor to build background knowledge as to why these strategies might be worthwhile
or how they could be transformed to better meet the styles of individual teachers. |
dreaded the rushed thirty-five minute sessions because as the reading fadtltke b
salesman for the state department of education. | found many of the modules to be

problematic because of their emphasis on scripted, direct instruction ankikeféte
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first grade teachers needed the time to translate these modules int@pmacte in-line

with our new campus beliefs of what was appropriate for young children. The time to
interact as colleagues was no longer available to us due to the amount of cbhatetd |
cover for the reading initiative, which meant if the conversations were toaenthey

would need to happen someplace else, and only for the people who felt they could meet
on their own time.

The reading coach training | attended each month allotted one full day per
module, which we were supposed to replicate on our own campuses. A few of the
campuses made arrangements to continue half day trainings, but the decisioadeas
by campus administration at Canyon Primary to compact the modules into teacher
conferences times. Joyce and Showers (1981, p. 166), write about the importance of
considering “organizational variables and the macro-sociopolitical vasitidé are
unqguestioningly important” when examining the likelihood that people will take on new
practices. An official space must be made for the purpose of investing timahd
the examination of practices and people must feel supported in their efforts to do so.
During campus “walk throughs” conducted the second year of the reading initiative, none
of the modules we covered during the 2007-2008 were taken up. We saw no evidence of
any of the second year focus lessons, but we did see lessons that matched &lement
year one as well as what people planned when they did meet in groups. Apprgximate
half of the first grade team taught the vocabulary lessons from year one arfuetheadit
of the team embraced the writing workshop and reading workshop lessons. | found this

observation to be quite significant — people would make room for practices they were
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given time to study, explore, and implement, but without proper time, the likelihood that

new practices would adopted was slim.

CHANGES IN GROUP M EMBERSHIP

Another critical disruption to the collaborative environment established during
year one was the reorganization of the teacher staff development groups fovge
The year one groups were based on P.E., Art, and Music schedules, which were
ultimately influenced by long-standing friendships on campus. Teachers whodlanne
field trips and classroom plays together were placed on the same rotatipadiat s
classes. These groupings worked extremely well for the state reatiiatyve trainings
because the people who attended training together were already @nds &nd had
relationships that involved planning together on some level.

During year two, however, the groups were reorganized in an attempt to coerce
some members of the first grade team into repairing damaged relationsimipg the
first year of my time at Canyon Primary | had been accepted to preseat at t
International Reading Association Conference in Toronto. The campus principatiwant
teachers to accompany me on the trip. In the name of making decisions quickly to allow
people to have time to obtain passports, the principal decided against using an application
process, and decided to simply name the members of the travel team based on their
willingness to work with me as a coach and to embrace the reading initradthées.
Teachers who ordinarily would not have been interested in attending due to family or
other personal obligations felt slighted because they were not given an opgaaunit
apply to attend the IRA Conference. Accusations of favoritism began to ring diteos
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campus. People who attended the conference were the people who worked with me fairly
closely, so some of the other teachers began to feel that the people invited to etéend w
simply invited because they were my friends. This conference issue turnecbetd t

critical event in the collaborative workings of the faculty, and will be riexddater.

In planning for the second year of the reading initiative, the principal deaded t
inter-mingle the members of the first grade team so that each of thear&s would be
comprised of a combination of people who attended the IRA Conference and people who
did not. Because relations were quite strained among the members of the groups, the
thirty-five minutes we had together twice a month became even more fraught wit
tension. Teachers began to seek out their own groups for planning as a result. They
learned to value working together during the first year, but realized thiécagce of
working with others whose beliefs aligned with their own. During year twastthes of
the forced groups helped the teachers to see how much group productivity was tied to
working with others who were like-minded. The formation of alternative groups was a
logical outcome. However, those on the outside viewed the alternative groups with a
certain degree of suspicion. According to Achinstein (2002), this phenomenon of taking
sides in order to preserve sacred beliefs is not uncommon in communities that change

practices in the name of collaboration.

Micro-Teams

The team split into three basic groups: Group Sein, Group Roma, and teachers
who remained on the periphery of Groups Sein and Roma. The group of teachers who
remained on the periphery of the first two groups were either looselyiassowith
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members of Group Roma or Group Sein, or simply remained on their own. Mrs. Rohl,

one of the focus teachers of this study, remained on the periphery of both groups.

Group Sein

The first group, Group Sein, was comprised of three teachers who originally held
positions in the neighboring county school system of Murphy County, and one teacher
who spent ten of her last thirteen years at Canyon Primary as a parsipratelsefore
becoming a classroom teacher. Group Sein was also comprised of the twcstedxcher
did not give permission to participate in the study. Group Sein’s collaborativeseffor
focused on four main areas: vocabulary development, aural comprehension, running
record analysis, and spelling.

The first area of focus was the implementation of vocabulary lessons that
originated from one of the state reading initiative modules during the fasoy¢he
reading initiative. These lessons were designed to be oral in nature, but Group Sei
modified them to include a written component. Students would learn four words each
week that were linked to a book read aloud in class. Students would learn to use the
words by first learning the definition for each word and then learning to useotids im
appropriate sentences. Students worked in partners to generate sample seigethegs to
Mrs. Sein and the other members of the group added the expectation that students would
write the definitions and sentences during the lessons over the course of sgige@mhda
would then take a test at the end of each week.

The next focus of Group Sein was the examination of each child’s ability to
comprehend stories, taking out the factor of each child’s reading level by sngpbeti
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reading through the use of a text read aloud to the class. Using the same baals that
used for the vocabulary lesson, students would have multiple opportunities to listen to the
book during the week and would also engage in discussions of the book. On Friday, when
the vocabulary words were tested, students would also answer questions about the
designated book on the same assessment. The members of Group Sein agreed to read the
test to the children so that students would simply need to select the compease=sor
write down the correct definitions and words. Eventually students did begin to read their
own tests, as the reading level of the class as a whole progressed througheart.the

The third area of focus was using running records as a tool for confirming
students were making adequate reading progress throughout the year. @dhieral
members of Group Sein established reading progress notebooks in which running records
for each child would be kept in order to monitor whether or not students were “hitting”
certain benchmark targets for particular times of the year, which ninedrstédents
needed to read at or above a certain Fountas and Pinnell level, according totdair sys
of leveling Guided Reading texts (1996). Grades were assigned based on rurorg re
outcomes, so that students who were unable to read the minimum level or higher for that
particular point in the year would receive a grade reflecting belowreading. The
assessment notebooks that were established on the team were eventuadlg requir
campus-wide.

The fourth area of concentration of the group was the development of a common
spelling progression, however, as the year progressed, the members of Group Sein
abandoned this effort due to individual classroom needs and the variance of spelling

development in students.
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Group Roma

The second group, referred to as Group Roma, was made up of the first grade
teachers who attended IRA, in addition to another first grade teacher, Mrs. Rvage
Rouge developed an interest in joining the group after working with some of the
members during the small group reading initiative training sessions duristathef the
2007-2008 school year. Group Roma had three main goals: to study reading and writing
workshop, to support one another in the completion of weekly lesson plans, and provide
moral support for one another because of the rapidly declining climate amorgtthe fi
grade teachers on campus.

The main focus of this group was further developing their understanding of
reading and writing workshop, as well as crafting solid mini-lessonswue tireé direction
of their students’ work and the focus of teacher-student conferences. For this purpose the
teachers in the group drew upon the structures of reading and writing workshop as
portrayed by Lucy Calkins (2001), Brad Buhrow and Anne Garcia (2006), and Jim
Guszak (1992). The teachers used the elementary language arts standairus $tate t
as the basis of their mini-lessons and drew upon these resources as wallaagrthei
ideas to craft lessons together.

Another common goal of Group Roma was working as a team to complete weekly
lessons plans that were required to be turned into the campus administrators &ach wee
Each one of the members of the team was responsible for bringing big ideas to the
planning sessions for their assigned content area, but the group would work tagether t

create the plans. During this time the members of the group would debrief lessons they
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tried earlier and tweak their plans for the upcoming week based on how well students me
the desired outcomes.

The final purpose of the group, which developed as the 2007-2008 school year
progressed was to provide moral support for one another. So much scrutiny was directed
toward the members of the team who attended IRA and who worked closely with me, that
we found our encounters with some members of the faculty emotionally draining. All of
the members of Group Roma were the recipients of this unwelcome attention in some
form or fashion, so many of the planning sessions were spent not only on curriculum and
instruction, but also helping the members of the group to deal with the negativeattenti

from other members of the first grade team.

Purposively Separate

Members of Group Roma felt the practices of Group Sein were too rigid and far
too driven by testing and assessment. Members of Group Sein felt too much talk was
allowed in the classrooms of Group Roma and that the classrooms ran without structure,
as children wandering freely about the room. The issue of status and the right to
collaborate freely with others under particular definitions of partidafats of literacy
became a way for the teachers to stake claims, establishing theiiedeadicertain
kinds of teachers: assessors, creators, innovators. Although the amount of conflict tha
existed between the groups was a surprising by-product of collaboration, thé overa
structure created during the first and second years of the reading intnsdeca
permanent place for collaboration to exist. Little (1982) references this g@ds made
for what eventually becomes an expectation — that teachers no longer operasiamisol
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once collaboration is introduced. “Situational norms supporting professional development
are built and sustained over time by the words and deeds of the staff... Thus, the status of
an actor, both ascribed (e.g., position) and achieved (reputation as a master tiradber)
to govern the rights of the actor to initiate and participate in collegialiexpatation”
(p. 337). However, regardless of the extent to which collaboration is embraced and
becomes a normal part of the operative procedures, collaboration is still fnatight
conflict. Achinstein’s work on conflict in communities of collaboration revedads these
tensions are an “essential dimension of a functioning teacher community” (2002, p. 422).
These feelings of conflict and polarization were reiterated as membées fost grade
team reflected upon year two of the reading initiative.
Mrs. Darden And, and the kicker is - to me it's, it's satural that we've kind of
gravitated into those two groups. But, but the two groups have got to admit that
it's okaythat there are two groups! That we are pleased and genuinely happy to be
working with who we're working with.
Mrs. Roma But that's not happening.
Mrs. Darden And you're right, that's ndtappening.
Mrs. Roma And I'm not sure it ever will because | don't think leadership has, um,
encouraged it to happen. And | think that's part of the problem. Leadership has,
um, kind of listened to some people. | don't know - but
Mrs. Fot Oh, definitely!
Mrs. Roma And so, you know, there's a definite tension still in the school, |
think. Do you feel it on that hall?
Mrs. Rouge Yeah. A lot of people come by and talk to me because they think |
don't have an opinion. And that I'm not going to argue with them. And, and that
they can say pretty much anything. And so | hear from a lot of differentpé lot
different [people.]
Members of both planning groups found ways to discredit the other group’s
practices, openly differentiating their respective group’s identiiy fthe other.
Sometimes these tensions manifested themselves in very public ways amplus @ath

comments openly made by some of the members of the first grade teamfdaulty
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meetings. Other times the differences between the groups were more veileght
discussions that were less overt, but the tensions were obvious across the campus.
Teachers from both groups would confide in me from time to time, venting their
frustrations toward the other group’s notions of literacy. The following is a fuoobe
Mrs. Shue, a member of Group Sein.
Mrs. Shuel like how - In some ways | don't like how, how open it is, with
teachers having options to do kind of whatever they want in their classrooms. But
then I like it, too, because I'mble to do it. And | think I'm making the right
choices...
The divide over the differing philosophies was wide and hard to ignore. Both
groups were so positively against what the other group espoused, and as the campus
reading coach, | felt an enormous sense of responsibility to support both aims and

celebrate the accomplishments of both groups in an attempt to lower the animosisy ac

the grade level.

ALTERING THE STRUCTURE OF TURN-AROUND-TRAININGS

In an attempt to relieve some of the pressure associated with the sdatig rea
initiative, the principal soon requested that the reading initiative meetingsaur
when truly pressing issues arose and asked that | work with teachers intintickoaigh
the coaching cycle instead of in the small groups. At approximately the isaeéhie
teachers’ union for the state announced that teachers could not be forced to give up their
planning times for official meetings, which solidified the principal’s deni$o stop the
reading initiative meetings during planning. The macro-political inftaeneferenced

above in Joyce and Showers’ work (1981), in addition to decisions made by the campus
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principal, were wreaking havoc with the new story teachers were attertptvnge of
their classroom lives at Canyon Primary. Without the adequate time and spak to w
together that was financed only during the first year of the training, tesdcaeé to find
other alternatives.
It was at this point that the groups teachers formed on their own accord began to
have even more significance. Although the reading initiative meetingscaetéved,
they did provide a safe place for teachers to come together and learnrtofje¢he was
a level of comfort knowing that people did not have to think of teaching ideas alone — an

area of panic for Mrs. Foi who felt overwhelmed, at times, planning fosroas

trainings were all but obsolete, teachers attached even more significahee self-
selected groups. The following conversation occurred among the members of Group
Roma after they started planning together each week using a workshop format for
instruction.

Mrs. Fot And the next step in that life-changing moment was starting to plan with
all of y'all. Because y'all showed me that you didn't have to [figure it out by
myself] - you know, in the process that y'all were going through - so e |

going through it at the same time, but y'all showed me that, that it is okay to go
with your gut instinct, and that you allow them to become life-long reaahers
writers by learning to be that yourself. And I've just kind of taught mysmtigal

the way to enjoy reading and writing and enjoy watching them read... it's okay to
just let them read... | thought it was work and after teaching this way hakyfi

seen that it really is something that you do in life that you enjoy.

Mrs. D’Eagle And lifting each other up. | know, | think we've done that with

each other -

Mrs. RomaAs a group -

Mrs. Fot You know? Just helping each other with lesson plans and ideas and
hugging and saying, "It's okay." And passing Kleenex. You know, just bounding
off of one another.



Although planning was an important aspect of the grade level groups, providing
emotional support in the midst of the turmoil-ridden environment of Canyon Primary was

just as important, as Mrs. Foi so aptly described.

| SSUES OFPREFERENTIAL TREATMENT

During the second year, at the campus principal’s request, | instituteda-sch
wide professional development plan (PDP). Outside of the state readingvinitilais
was the first time that teachers at Canyon Primary would have a commopduotebr
their appraisal goals for the school year. The chosen focus for the professional
development plan was the study and development of rubrics to provide teachers with a
common format for examining student work and student behavior. Another goal was for
teachers to co-construct rubrics with students to help students better understand
expectations for their own work and to begin to evaluate their own growth and set goals. |
explained to the faculty that we would take the year to experiment with rubdcs a
during Monday faculty meetings, people would have opportunities to share their work
with others. | also told the teachers that there were no expectations for thegmto be
developing rubrics until the faculty had several opportunities to see rubricsetteat w
already being developed on campus. In this way people would not have to do the work
alone, and could collaborate and support one another.

The first people | asked to share were some of the teachers who had attéhded IR
in addition to Mrs. Sein. Mrs. Roma, Mrs. D’Eagle, Mrs. Foi, and | spent time togethe
during the summer fleshing out new strategies we learned when we attRAdiedMay,
which included developing rubrics to help children self-select text moreesitigi Mrs.
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Sein was already using rubrics in her former district and was excited hbqubspect
of developing rubrics students could use. My decision to have these people present was
meant to lower the stress level with the other teachers because thesevéadiavilling
to share rubrics they had already completed developing, and we could place readily
available tools in the hands of the other faculty members to experiment with during the
school year.

When Mrs. Roma and the other teachers in her group stood up to present, Mrs.
Roma mentioned that she had been meeting with me as well as with Mrs. Cikdgle
Mrs. Foi during the course of the summer to develop the rubrics she shared. The
temperature in the room seemed to drop rapidly. It became obvious that our collaboration
outside of the formal school day was greeted with great misgivingskingavith
people after the faculty meeting, it appeared that | was showing fanorErom their
perspective, | was supposed to be the campus reading coach, and now it had been
revealed that | was meeting with teachers during the summer without the knoafedge
the entire team. To make the situation appear even more subversive, the meitigers of
team | was meeting with were also the people chosen to attend the IR&é el And
now, during a Monday faculty meeting, these same teachers were standingoap ah fr
the campus to share work that was the result of “secretive” meetings]tfe giory is
suggestive of the way in which a single event can shatter an establistyeaf stthool
and make apparent the existence of cover stories being lived and told by schodl people
(Clandinin and Connelly, 1996, p. 26).

The story we had worked so hard to construct the first year was quickly

crumbling. Just as the teachers were coming to embrace the power of workthgrtage
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larger groups, the time necessary for their collaboration was taken slag $tate and

local systems due to a rapidly disappearing budget. And in my attempt to support the
level of professionalism on campus by raising an awareness of the importance of
attending conferences and working on action research projects to investigate new
practices and present new strategies to peers, some of the teachevagedhowing
preferential treatment in my work. | struggled to balance my allegiante faculty

members as their reading coach with my need as an educator to experiment andhplan wit
people outside of the school day, on my own time. The following conversation illustrates
the need that both teachers and coaches have to collaborate with one another and share
the decision-making load with trusted colleagues. Mrs. Foi talks about the amgecif

having trusted colleagues to plan and share ideas with.

Mrs. Foi Or knowing that there's a safe place to go and have these off the wall

ideas - or a big picture idea rather than an in the box idea - an idea that someone

might go, "What are you doing?"

Mrs. D’Eagle | don't think | ever could have done this by myself. I, | never - |

would have given up. Even if | was, even if | was motivated, in the beginning, |

just couldn't.

Mrs. Roma Yeah, because with [?] first grade teachers, there is no cohesiveness.

| mean there really isn't, so, it's been nice to have this little group.

Mrs. D’Eagle Yeah, we've never done - we've never had a group like this. That

talks and assists and helps. You know, not just do homework.

The comments from the members of Group Roma reaffirmed my commitment to
the importance of supporting and promoting collaboration even if it meant doing so
outside of the typical parameters of the school day. The school systems wbeked w
prior to Canyon Primary expected teachers to meet on a weekly basis toexaeni

practices. Collaboration was a non-negotiable, and on larger teams, the teaatly typi

split into more manageable groups. In contrast, when | enacted these senms patt
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Canyon Primary, many of the teachers reacted with suspicion and a serssnuheat.

The teachers were not accustomed to coming together other than for Mondigy fac
meetings, which prior to 2006, were solely for the purpose of communicating upcoming
events, not delivering professional development. Planning periods were too short to
produce collaboration of any note, and most people were not interested in giving up time
after school to meet. This shared framework of entrenched ideas and valuss agai
planning and learning together was the wall behind which many of the team radnabe

(Achinstein, 2002).

PROBLEMATIC GROUP MEETINGS

From the outset of the reading initiative, | felt it was extremely impofta
people to view the modules through the lens of their current practices, and | worked to
create the expectation that different pieces of the modules would appealrentliffe
people. Truscott and Truscott’s (2004) work on Self-Determination Theory
“acknowledges that people have the intrinsic need to be autonomous, and that creating
opportunities for people to make informed choices enhances their development as human
beings” (p. 52). It was difficult for me to comprehend what was so problematic about
people wanting to meet together. Group Roma was not a group that was trying te operat
in secret, but rather a group of people with common beliefs who simply wanted to meet,
share ideas, and make classroom life exciting and more meaningful for lobtérseand
students.

Mrs. Rouge Well, this group, this group has created a lot of resentment.

Mrs. Roma This group has created - and | feel like a lot of people still look at us

like, and think, "Who do you think you are?" You know? I-I'm just teaching. I'm
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just doing what | do. Why are they mad at me for that?

Mrs. Rouge And aren't they - why aren't - why don't, why don't they join us?

Mrs. Roma But you [Mrs. Foi] know you've had to learn to back off talking to

some people.

Mrs. Fot Uh huh
My intension was never for the team to become one unit where everyone wouldaspire t
have the same type of classroom or embrace the same kinds of practices. Expecting
twelve people to come to consensus was not a reasonable goal. | was caughtl dfy guar
the strong reaction from the other members of the first grade team. | did notamders
what was so problematic about like-minded people coming together to plan for a
common purpose. | suspect the fear of being left out or over-looked was at the heart of
the strong reaction, reinforced by the way people were selected to &#enthe
obvious fact that people were meeting together outside of the 35-minute readimgsneet
without the other members being made aware caused the planning meetings of Group
Roma to be viewed with suspicion. Despite the terse reaction from other memibers of
team, the planning sessions continued because of the strong sense of collegaliy a
the members of the group and the need to collaborate with one another.

When examining the research on teacher collaboration, several factors were
highlighted which helped explain why particular groups of people gravitatedd@nar
another. Irwin and Farr’s (2004) study of teacher-to-teacher collatmoratdels
recognizes the importance of three dimensions in these relationships. Thenfnssion
deals withintensity defined as “the strength of the ties to professional practice” (p. 346).
The first grade team was studying literacy practices in an eteasner. People wanted

to improve their practices and feared being left out of important conversationsheynce

discovered people were meeting in formalized groups outside of the school dder§eac
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also wanted to be recognized for the development of new practices, honoring their
efforts, their willingness to study, and finally their tenacity in impletimg these new
strategies in their classrooms. The members of the small groups thatfited these
needs for one another. People studied practices together, and made plans together.

The second dimensiomclusivity, defined by Irwin and Farr as “the boundaries
and limits of the group,” entered into the equation of the team as people began to
scrutinize each other’s practices (p. 346). They began to define who was “in” and who
was on the “fringes” of the most effective way to teach students based on alhersea
were aligning with. Did teachers value following the lead of the child2d2ichers
thrive off of creating new lessons based on spur of the moment ideas? Or, did teachers
need consistency and routines? Did teachers need to see a humeric score iteedeterm
how successful a lesson was received by students? These questions highlightteeme of
major differences in the way Groups Sein and Roma operated.

Irwin and Farr’s third dimension @rientation Orientationis defined as, “the
teacher’s value dispositions and... individual depth of pedagogical expertise” (p. 346).
The first grade teachers were in the process of sizing one another upsrofevho they
were going to believe held more knowledge and who they would side with. Would they
align themselves with the group that met after school (most of whom attendlgaiR
would they join the other members of the first grade team, most of whom who came to

Canyon Primary with additional training?
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FOCUSING ON EQUITY

My work on campus became much more constrained. As a reading coach and as a
curriculum specialist in my prior district, | understood that each teachanwaadifferent
place in terms of his or her interest in studying new practices. Sonhets@est wanted
to see lessons modeled, while other teachers were ready to revamp etitins pbtheir
literacy block. | made the decision to actively recruit members acrogssthgrdde team
to engage in model lessons and pushed people to try new strategies in an attempt to prove
that | was being “fair.” This created more pressure because althoughesmhers
complained others were learning more than they were because | was nsibéetes
everyone to the same degree, the complaining teachers were not neces$ag|yowil
engage in the coaching cycle and grow their practices. This gave them maréocaus
complain about the pressure they felt because of the attention they were receiving.

| was extremely sensitive to the fact that people were scrutinizingmay t
watching to see how much time | spent working the Mrs. Roma, Mrs. D’EagleFdirs.
and Mrs. Rouge. | went to great lengths to prove that my time was spent in an equitable
fashion. | created charts in my office to show which teachers | spent tankicg and |
coded those sessions with symbols that would describe the type of coaching that |
engaged in. | also made a plan to systematically invite teachers acroamhes to
present strategies to other teachers during Monday faculty meetimygsRend Forde
(2004) write about the notion of a “contextualised social space” that occurs when people
begin to study their practices together. This notion, as written about by Reevesdad Fo
accounts for the stress people felt when they were at the pinnacle of dedéitgmio

hold tight to their existing practices or make room in their repertoire f@rmpnactices.
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[This place of learning is] a context for social interaction that is peaddst two
imagined spaces. One of these is a source of new forms of enaction, a space for
experimenting with what might be, a future storied space that can be the
originator of disruption in the contextual space. The other imagined space is the
source of stability and conformity, the past storied space, where accounting and
reflection has fixed personal/group sense, identity and perception (Reeves &
Forde, 2004, p. 100).

| felt it was very important for people to maintain their desire to examimepitoeesses

closely. But | also realized that it was important to honor the fact thattthetseams of

teachers, Group Sein and Group Roma, had very different goals in mind for their groups.

| wanted to honor the existence of these groups by drawing attention to theg, &ffid

yet, | found the aims of Group Sein to be aims that | could not support on many levels. |

was pleased to see the collaboration, but unhappy with the large emphasis placed on

student testing. | was glad that they were creating group norms and coxpectagons

to gauge student progress, but not pleased about the large amounts of instructional time

taken up on the administration of these lengthy common assessments.

Mrs. Sein’s group rallied around the reading initiative vocabulary module. Each
of the teachers in Group Sein were committed to developing weekly lessdnscieg
vocabulary and comprehension through author studies using children’s literature. They
were also committed to devising a way to test what had been taught in order to have
comprehension and vocabulary grades that were common across their group. The
members of Group Sein felt it was important to rid the grade level of the moeetstej
practices like basing grades off of observing students while reading and nsautp&l
records as a way to document growth and next steps. | was also concerriesl/thad

an oral language lesson designed to support and encourage richer vocabulary use, and

turned it into a tested task written many grade levels above a typicgiréick text. The
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boundaries and limits of Group Sein were confined to the teachers who did not attend
IRA, but who wished to have their practices recognized in a public manner. Many of
these teachers held leadership roles in their prior district or wengteadsume them at
Canyon Primary, and all members of the group felt marginalized in someA\tlagugh
the group initially formed as a result of the desire to assess student comspyeland
vocabulary acquisition, the most salient and defining feature of the group steahife
itself in the belief that children should be tested and results should be quantifreble. T
common experience of most of the members was working in Murphy County where they
learned that anything worth teaching was worth testing and that high pcovesl to be
correlates of effective teaching. This group was interested in documentablehat
what they were doing was “right,” as referenced by Mrs. Shue, earli@siohapter.

Group Roma’s aim was very different in their goals. Members of the grdup fel
that too much testing was already occurring on this kindergarten and firstcgrages,
and did not agree with the level of complexity of Group Sein’s weekly vocabulary
assessment. The dimensionirgensityshowed in Group Roma through the reading and
writing workshop model that was embraced across all members of the group. The
sessions the members of the group attended at IRA were focused on this siytdioit
children to read and write and the group planning sessions were devoted to ongating
lessons and determining the content of student conferences. The boundary of the group
was limited to members who rejected the basal and also rejected the notion rsf aedite
rigid guided reading. Group Roma believed that instead of asking children to engage in
work designed to occupy them until time to read with the teacher, that students should be

engaged in reading and writing — authentic literacy tasks - as the teanfesred with
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students or worked with temporary small groups for specific needs. Thesateache
embraced teaching students to self-select books and felt that talk was annigspéat
of a reading and writing workshop classroom. The orientation of these teachenediff
from Group Sein because they were more interested in asking children to engage in the
kinds of literate activities adults engage in while documenting growth irstefm
anecdotal records and student work samples as opposed to rigid assessmentstdesigne
look at everyone through the same lens.
The conflict between the two halves of the first grade team was fairly public
Their group identities were important and mattered in a public way. Who was asked to
present at faculty meetings? Whose practices were highlighted duae lgvel
meetings? Members of each group jockeyed to have their practices legptiamd
noticed in a public way (Reeves & Forde, 2004). The following comments illugteate t
tension that existed among members of the first grade team and the pubkcohétber
friction. Mrs. Rouge spoke about the pressure the teachers felt to compete with one
another. Mrs. Rouge also states, that as a member of Mrs. Roma’s group, she and her
fellow members were starting to feel more confident in their decision to @iker@nt
instructional direction not only from what had been place prior to the introduction of the
reading initiative, by abandoning their use of the basal, but also from that of Gaioup S
Mrs. Rouge We're very bad to compare ourselves to each other at this school.
Oh! Look what they're doing. Oh, their handwriting is better than my kids'.
Mrs. D’Eagle Or they're not going to be prepared for second grade.
Mrs.Rouge You walk into somebody's room. "Oh no, we're not doing that." |
think we're starting to get away from that now, a little bit. And, and, realizing tha

we need to do what’s authentic and important and let some of the - you know, |
don’t have bows on my baskets. And | don’t own any tulle.
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The reference to bows and tulle is a nod to the cover story of Canyon Primaryias an ar
focused campus concerned with outward appearances and Mrs. Rouge’s willingeess to |
authentic literacy practices trump the concern with outward appearancesoancetic”

improvements backed by little substance.

TEACHERS AS CURRICULUM MAKERS

Before examining teachers as curriculum makers, | want to note thas in thi
section, | am re-characterizing the split of the first grade team ifeaetfif light than in
the previous section. Prior to the start of the second year of the readiny@itiéts.
Sein, one of the focus teachers of this study decided to organize a meeting of the fir
grade teachers for purpose of establishing some common instructional esrédetine
first grade team. This was not a meeting | was asked to attend in partebdtausas a
time and place for the first grade teachers to negotiate some commocesraatier
their own terms, not under the influence of the state reading initiative. Howesexzahi
also a space for Mrs. Sein to take the position of emerging leader of the fiestema -
a role she began assuming informally during the course of the first yewr @fading
initiative. As mentioned earlier, Mrs. Sein relished her role as an instratteader in
her previous district and was anxious to lead her new team members in some of the
initiatives where she began her career. At the conclusion of the first ye@ay,members
of the first grade team were interested in creating a strong semwsntfyi as a team. The
group embraced some of the practices from the reading initiative, but longed to develop
more practices that matched their teaching philosophies more tightly. This planning
group met, in part, because of the need Mrs. Sein felt to recreate many of the common
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practices that were in place on her former campus in Murphy County. This response
attempting to recreate a senseiaiftus quas cited as a common one when teachers come
together to collaborate (Achinstein, 2002). This meeting also signified thefficsal
dividing line among members of the first grade team as it became appateet thia
practices were becoming privileged over others.

Cohen and Ball (1990) reference this desire to achieve common practices as
teachers examine the relationship between instructionally mandated patididse
actual practices of classroom teachers. Cohen and Ball note that thethiglggucture
of the mandate, the smaller the amount of control that is exerted on the teachers’
instructional time throughout the course of a school day. Because the statg readi
initiative modules were highly scripted and focused lessons, they used up aumasiim
a forty minutes from the ninety minute reading block of classroom instructiomdeavi
large amounts of time for teachers to pursue other teaching goals within tloy pfiva
their own rooms. And because the planning of these lessons had been culled down to
what was essentially a fill-in-the-blank worksheet provided by the dégtartment of
education (assuming teachers even bothered to plan for or teach the modulesglittle
expended preparing for the lessons. This left teachers with a great desd tf pursue
their own interests, and define their own instructional practices as teanmofilois of
choice is referenced in an area of research regarding self-detéomiha&iory, as
researched by Ryan and Deci, (2000). Self-determination theory looks to three
fundamental needs of people as they seek to make their own way. A sense of competence
in making decisions and executing plans, the feeling of relatedness wherddagiaie

valued by others, and the ability to be autonomous in decision making greatly influence
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the motivation levels of people. This initial team planning session prior to the dfaet of
2007-2008 school year that was initiated by Mrs. Sein, met the need the teachers had in
determining their own paths for the upcoming school year. The planning session allowed
the first grade teachers to make preparations on their own terms as opposédddava
the state reading initiative to plan it for them.

As Mrs. Sein searched for ways to incorporate her beliefs regarding the
importance of testing what was taught and the analysis of student scareigaef
effective teaching, she offered the opportunity for members of the fadé geam to
come together to plan the vocabulary and comprehension lessons based on her
comprehension lessons from her former school district and the hybridized version of the
vocabulary modules. Outside of Mrs. Shue, a friend who taught with Mrs. Sein in the
former county, three other teachers agreed to meet together to develop the vocabulary

lessons and weekly tests.

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE TEAM SPLIT

The issue of status was a major factor behind the formation of these separate
groups. People needed their respective ideas formally honored and wanted the company
of like-minded colleagues to plan with as well as to continue to expand and refine their
practices. The teachers of Group Sein and Group Roma bolstered their specific and
competing beliefs by planning in their separate groups each week. Below, sthrae of
members of Group Roma talk about some of the reasons they bonded as a group.

Mrs. Rouge but the thing is, when we, when we see each other, when we - |

mean, just passing each other in the hallway, you know, the things we talk about,

are, usually are things about, things, things that will help us do a better job, ideas
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that we're sharing, and, and, uh, just encouraging each other. And, um, it seems...

like a lot of the teachers, um, their discussions are all about ego, and about, about

them -instead of about, you know, teaching.

Mrs. Roma Those same teachers weren't looking to change.

Mrs. Darden And that's okay. You actually had a neat quote...

Mrs. D’Eagle There was something and | don't even know where | got it. There's

like an echelon of, um, and it, uh, and, you know, | don’t want to categorize it like

this - 1 don't think it was, but this is all I can remember. “Insightful peogleuds
ideas," um, you know, then the next down, or, another level is, um, people just

talk about every day things like, "I love your sweater." And then the lowest rung

is gossip. And , and you know we all do all of it, but you hope you're more in, you

know - especially when it comes to education.

The issue of status rose to prominence during the spring of 2008 when the campus
principal made the decision that Group Sein should present their own staff development
to the campus on their own reading beliefs. The principal felt this was an important
decision because it would take some of the focus off of the members of the Group Roma,
whom she felt had received too much attention. | also felt this was an important move for
several reasons. Group Sein had worked diligently throughout the year to develop their
own sets of literacy beliefs that may have been meaningful for teachenseve not
comfortable with reading and writing workshop. Learning how to determine student
progress through the use of running records and the use of centers had a placeyin litera
practice. Group Sein deserved to have an official place to share theseepriactiddition
to their vocabulary lessons. | also knew that | would not be returning the folloeamg y
Because Mrs. Sein was one of the few members of the faculty with a Mastgrée in
Reading, | assumed she would take my place as reading coach. Providing her with a
public space to present with the other members of her group would officially

acknowledge her understanding of reading, providing her with additional credibility in

the eyes of her peers.
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During the same period of time the campus principal made a concerted effort to
stop socializing with the members of Group Roma on a personal basis. The members of
group Roma felt shunned and ostracized. And the culture of the campus based on the
decisions of the campus principal felt divisive and competitive. It was asefwras only
room for one group to have prominent status at a time — an either/or dichotomy that was
creating an even wider chasm between members of the first gradeTiea following
conversation occurred as members of Group Roma discussed the stress caused by the
division of the first grade team as their competitive nature prevailed.

Mrs. D’Eagle | spend a lot of time trying to not feel judged. You know?

Mrs. Fot Uh huh -

Mrs. D’Eagle - to just go that's them, not me. | have to talk myself out of a lot of
stuff.

Mrs. Fot Mmm... hmm...

Mrs. Rouge Well, I think, I think for you, when people judge you, they're really
thinking, um, that you're really more creative than they are. And that they

Mrs. D’Eagle But, but that's a personal affront.

Mrs. Rougelt is?

Mrs. D’Eagle Yeah, it's hurtful. ‘Cause it's negative.

Mrs. Rouge But | think that they think that they can't possibly achieve that. You
know. And so they, uh, resent it, sort of.

Mrs. Fot And before coming into this school | was so nervous because you heard
of the, you know, the pressure from the parents being at Canyon Primary but this
year - and there is, there's a lot of pressure - but, | found this year that there
almost more pressure the school, you know, on - especially the first grade team
of, you know, being judged, or liked, or...

Teachers were openly unkind to one another, refusing to speak in the hallways,
and making derogatory comments to one another. Other members of the team were
approaching people associated with other planning groups, criticizing tkehabmwas
done in the smaller groups or the people presenting training during Monday faculty
meetings. People struggled to deal with the new identities of these separateardups

could not conceive of groups co-existing on the same team and operate undegdifferin
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literacy philosophies (Achinstein, 2002). As discussed below, members of the team
worked to be less sensitive to the criticism that abounded on the team.

Mrs. Roma: Well, unfortunately, what I'm learning this year is you havuestdg

who you are and if - | said it's because you're trying - in their opinigmgtto

shine, or you will get attention in some way and you're going to notice that people

- that's the biggest thing is no - there's a lot of opinions. And they don't like for

anyone to outshine anyone else. Whether it's them or their friend. Ugh!tlss jus

frustrating.

Mrs. Rouge: Yeah, and it creates - you're, you're right. It creates aoger.

Mrs. D’Eagle: Inside both people.

Mrs. Foi: Yeah!

Mrs. D’Eagle: ...unless you're a strong person, and can handle it. It took therapy

to help me figure that out! [finally laughing]

Such divisions of teams are often the result of mitigating events such as the
privileging of certain teaching styles over others, or the unequal accesswafoes to
certain groups over others. When teachers sense these inequities, it ishaditedy
bolster themselves with people who are like-minded and share similar teaching
philosophies. Schools are not neat and tidy places as often depicted in school studies.
Schools are messy places in which widely contrastive philosophies, ideas, and power
differentials are expected to harmoniously exist under a single rooftdibeo$ stress
and anxiety necessitated the split of the first grade team. In the neanh detill detail
the level of collaboration that existed among Group Sein and Group Roma, in order to

highlight the reasons why the members of each group gravitated toward $pettiee

members.

Group Sein

When | asked Mrs. Sein to talk about the formation of her planning group, she
emphasized that this group was comprised of very busy people who did not have time to
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meet after school. This statement contrasted the norms of Group Roma, who enjoyed the
time to talk, reflect, and debrief. Mrs. Sein’s comment was not to be glossed caesdec
at the outset of the interview, the statement was meant to separate the poirgoséso
groups, a nod to the tension and frustration of members of both planning groups. The
cover story Mrs. Sein told of her group was one of extreme efficiency. She thiate
there was only one face-to-face meeting during the year where thieemsecame
together to plan their vocabulary lessons and design their classroom tests, and that the
remainder of their planning sessions consisted of messages sent back and forth to the
group members via e-mail. This contradicted what the other members of Group Sein
stated about their group involvement, although eventually they did streamline their
practices to communicate solely through e-mail. | assigned a gedaifdggnificance to
Mrs. Sein’s portrayal of her group and their way of working together. By building
different cover story for her planning group, she created a space to honor and even
privilege their practices because they required less time andaftbiwere more
efficient.

Although | was certainly pleased to see the team take up the vocabulary module
lessons from the state reading initiative, | was saddened to see the talter¢he
lessons. These lessons that were designed to be primarily oral in nature, drawing upon
children’s literature read aloud to the class, morphed into a taught and tesiadwuarr
influenced by the teaching backgrounds of Mrs. Sein, Mrs. Shue, and Mrs. Pedd, all of
whom taught in high poverty areas under the watchful eye of Reading First. Threir ent
teaching careers prior to joining Scott County were spent in a district whenstarat

stream of data was required in order to analyze student progress and guamantgh
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annual growth to meet the standards set forth by AYP and NCLB. Students were
constantly being tested and the results were scrutinized in a public way. Now thei
classrooms at Canyon Primary were turning into classrooms focused on common
assessments and charting and graphing student results constantly. One of the joys of
working on a Kindergarten and First Grade campus was that mandated testiregywas v
minimal, and | was disturbed watching this over-emphasis on testing youngrhildre
proliferate across these classrooms. Another emphasis of Group Sein was the
implementation of data binders for tracking student reading levels. The pobcesisg
binders allowed for the definition of specific reading level targets thraudhe year.
Students needed to be reading on or above the designated levels in order to be considered
making adequate reading progress. As referenced earlier, the notion of tehctiergs
to self-select texts felt too “loose.” Many of the members of Group Sein eatbra
Fountas and Pinnell’s notion of Guided Reading, which called for the close tracking of
student reading levels. Running records were used to confirm appropriate textgplace
as well as to document students in need of intervention of special education testing.
Due to the closed nature of Group Sein and because their preferred style of
communicating transpired almost exclusively through e-mail during the secdmd hal
the 2007-2008 school year, my data for the Group Sein planning sessions was limited.
The data consisted primarily of individual interviews from some of the membérs of t
group, and evidence of the vocabulary lessons as they were referenced in Mss. Sein’

lesson plans. | also gathered examples of the student vocabulary and compreh&ssion te
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Group Roma

The purpose of Group Roma was to inspire one another with stories of their
classroom practices, as well as to engage in the more mundane task of cortgssting
plans in order to satisfy administrative requirements. Mrs. Foi shared aplexarone
way the team members found resolutions to their teaching dilemmas together.

Mrs. Foi So, | meet with them [Mrs. Roma, Mrs. D’Eagle, and Mrs. Rouge] once
a week to plan for the next week and it's really interesting because we plan
together to do our lessons, but we've found that the logistics of it, really, lye rea
just for paper and we're doing so many nbregs in our classrooms and it's fun

to be able to share about that and to inspire each other, you know across the
board. Like this week we decided to start publishing and, um, the teacher that
plans writing, she was kind of really nervous about starting publishing because
her kids weren't quite ready there but when Mrs. Roma and | were talking, you
know, Mrs. Rouge realized that it was okay. That that [writing] would actually
help her problem - to start publishing, it would inspire them [her students]. She
felt that they had just lost interest, and they were frustrated with wr8img was

just frustrated. Basically, it was just good for us to talk - Mrs. Roma aede

able to say, "Oh! Well that's exactly what we're seeing." But, with qaerence

with publishing last year, we know that this will take them to that next step.

This notion of being inspired and realizing that as co-planners, they didn’t have to solve
all their problems and issues alone, provided a sense of safety and securigreihey
upon the collective knowledge as a group to grow as educators and further their practices
The sense of having some security as a member of a group was echoed as Mrs
Foi shared how fortunate she felt, as a new teacher, to be surrounded by the exgierience
the collective group. Lave and Wenger’s (1991) notion of Communities of Practice
comes to mind as Mrs. Foi spoke of absorbing how experienced teachers anticizted w
needed to be taught while they juggled the minute details associated with running a
classroom.
Mrs. Fot | think one thing that really helps me - they just - with their experience,

as a new teacher, it really helps me to be surroubyed of that experience
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because not only do they remind me of all the little things, that need to be done

but they remind me that it's okay that | hadn't gotten to it. And just their way of

thinking is just where I'm not yet but they never make me feel like that. You
know, and like little things like, um, how Mrs. D'Eagle has all her kids reading on
their levels and it's a very different way of teaching, but when she talks to me
she's so encouraging, you know, to say, well | know how you do your class, you
could use this reading log, this way.

It was both the small details of being a classroom teacher — lunch countjgield tr
permission slips, fundraiser money and paperwork — that seemed so overwhelming for
Mrs. Foi. In fact, the small details were almost as overwhelming asrgfez lasues - like
how to manage different levels of readers and how to meet the needs of all of the
developing writers. Collaboration of the members of Group Roma was driven by the dee
respect members had for each other’s teaching styles, but was also groutheéd |
common set of core beliefs including following the moves of the child and allowing
student work to inform their plans for teaching.

Group Roma openly embraced the different ideas among the members of the
group. In this way Group Roma differed significantly from the members of Grouap Sei
who strived to maintain a sense of uniformity to their structure by focusingothaning
on a single type of lesson structure as well as certain types of reasiisgrasnts. In the
section below Mrs. Foi spoke about the benefit of teaching with people who differed in
the way they approached particular lessons. As noted above, the members knew so much
about one another’s teaching, they were able to anticipate problems and offer ways to
adjust the lessons in order to meet the styles of the various members of the group.

Mrs. Fot And that was one thing | really - Mrs. Roma and | have similar teaching

styles - we're a little bit more close - that's why Mrs. D'Eagtgobd for both of

us. 'Cause she is so different - it's so good to have that in the group. But with Mrs.

Roma it's good, I'd say, being a new teacher, as a new teacher, it's good to have
her, '‘Cause she's close enough to my teaching style and thinking style. &tie refl
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a lot and I've learned to reflect from her. And it's okay that teachiegrising.

And she's taught me that from hearing her in the meetings. I'll walk iodwerto

get manipulatives and she'll say, "Don't do what | said! That wasl aliséster.

But | learned and | can take this part and do it this way." ...She's so eager to try

new ideas. It's just so inspiring, you know, how whatever we talk about - if she

gets an idea from me, she, she goes and tries it. And she'll say, "Well thikd it
way, you try it that way and let's talk about it." It's really fun. It'slydah.

The joy of teaching as members of a collaborative was evident in the comments
from Mrs. Foi. The members of Group Roma carefully considered the words of each
other as well as the words of the students they taught. In a sense, thaitwuarnias
derived from the actions of their children. Although the group members had a road plan
that was refined during their weekly planning sessions, they followed the |dagirof
students, keeping one eye on the plan as recorded in the plan books, with another eye
toward their reflections of the lessons throughout the week and with regard to how their
students were responding.

Mrs. Fot | think all three of us have the same love for teaching and love for our

students, and respect for their opinions. And respect for what they can teach us.

And I've learned that from both of them. | remember sitting in Mrs. D'Eagle's

reading workshop and, you know, putting all the, all of it aside of what wasn't

like my class and realizing that , you know, learning from her - just how she
listened to her kids... It's just neat how she inspires Mrs. Roma and | to be free
and listen to our kids - be free in the sense of letting go what we want to do. And

Mrs. Roma inspires Mrs. D'Eagle and | both to think about what we're doing.

Okay, well that changed, but why did it change.

It was evident in studying their words that the members of this group were
constantly engaging in apprentice-type relationships one another — althougloiMvasF
a newcomer in the sense of her years of teaching, each of the members wesnaene
to reading and writing workshop and as such, they treated one another with equal footing.
In the example below, Mrs. Foi introduced the notion of “accountability” as it applied t

ensuring children had a product of some sort to show their comprehension during reading
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workshop. She presented her colleagues with the notion of accountability in a reading
workshop model. Mrs. Foi shared a way of thinking about comprehension with her
colleagues and Mrs. Roma, in turn, helped her rethink the role of the mini-lesson.

Mrs. D'Eagle And so, what do you mean by "accountability?"

Mrs. Fort Like simply that - being able to say, "Okay, fill out your readogy"

And I'm thinking for now, that will be... that reading log will help them kind of
get into the reading -

Mrs. Roma - the enjoyment of books

Mrs. Fot Yeah. And like the reading response journal | did last week, they got
that, but because that was their first experience of writing about whatethey'r
reading, | think they need this kind of "fearless accountability” - a log that's |
kind of fun to fill out.

Mrs. Roma And just think - you're probably wearing them out

Mrs. Fot Yeah!

Mrs. Roma With all this, um, mini-[lessons]. And not that that's a bad thing, but
just - it's amazing when you teach really hard for a few weeks, like on a mini-
lesson, and then you pull back and just let them read, it is so cool to see who
they're grouping with as they're reading, what books they're reading.llys rea
cool to just sit back and watch and see what you'll see.

Mrs. Fot And that brings up two things that I've not been able to do that | so want
them doing, and that's, you know, the reading logs, or whatever, at the end, and
have book nooks.

The members of this group exchanged information with one another, reflecting on
classroom practices, teaching each other about new concepts and engagiagtiorrefi
side-by-side. The focus of Group Roma followed the teaching moves of the individual
members and needs of individual students, where as the structure of Group Sein focused

around pre-determined products and lesson structures.

Reading Initiative Teacher Groups with Contrived Membership

In contrast with the self-selected membership of Groups Sein and Roma, all
members of the first grade team were assigned to mandated readatlyéengroups, as
described earlier. These groupings were assigned by the campuggbimein effort to
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integrate different members of the team who did not typically plan togethee Whs
one exception and this was the group comprised of Mrs. D’Eagle, Mrs. Roma, and Mrs.
Rouge. Mrs. Rouge was assigned to this particular reading initiative lgedong she
started to meet with Group Roma after school, but asked to join Group Roma as a result
of hearing Mrs. D’Eagle and Mrs. Roma talk about their weekly planningmgee® he
decision to allow Mrs. Roma and Mrs. D’Eagle to stay together was becaus®the
teachers had been planning together for over ten years and the principal did not want t
break up the partnership. She also felt that Mrs. Roma and Mrs. D’Eagle mighNliffer
Rouge some interesting teaching strategies to incorporate in her clagsstroiction.
Members of the state mandated reading initiative groups were willing to
contribute and share their ideas, but the ideas they discussed were surfadedsvédlhe
majority of the turns at talk during the meetings were taken by me ashfedshe
layout of the state reading initiative focus, and then teachers contributegatrthm
the training where they were expected to share their classroom prathiedsacher talk
was collegial, as teachers shared like ideas politely, but with the exceptiengrbup
comprised of Mrs. D’Eagle, Mrs. Roma, and Mrs. Rouge, the ideas that were shared wer
at a surface level and served only to progress the meeting.
The following segments of talk represented the kind of talk that occurred during
the state reading initiative trainings. In the following excerpt, the teashared the
various ways they encouraged active participation and classroom talk, which was the

focus for the second half of the school year.

Mrs. DardenWhat | thought we'd talk about first is, what are some of the ways
you increase active participation in your classroom? It could be during reading
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time, or science, or math. And then in addition to active participation, what are
some of the tricks you have for getting kids to talk more in class?

Mrs. Yxel Well | let mine each week come up with their own morning math
opportunity. And then we share them. Every child gets up and shares theirs. So
they get to participate and the opportunity to speak about it.

Mrs. Darden And too, when they know they've got to share, there's a little
heightened pressure to do it [the assignment].

Mrs. Yxel Yeah.

Mrs. Shue My boys and girls share their story responses.

Mrs. Sein Mine do as well.

Mrs. Darden And so that provides that rehearsal in writing before they have to
stand up and talk about it. Okay, what else?

Mrs. Yxel: | haven't yet, but in the past I've done like Readers' Theater.ittls a |
harder with the books we're using now, but they enjoy that. | need to, | guess |
need to sit down and type it out.

Mrs. Sein: Well, that reminds me we did a play, where they learned their parts and
got to perform a play.

Mrs. Darden So, yeah, so learning for a performance. And so what are
opportunities you build in for kids to have time to talk about what they're working
on or share something that they've been reading?

Mrs. Shuel know | did a vocabulary lesson similar to how you presented it last
year, where they come up a meaning and share with their partner and share with
the whole group.

Mrs. Sein And | do the same as well. And whenever, whenever they come with
me, come sit with me during independent reading, they get to read to me from
their "book of thoughts" from things they're been writing about in their books,
they get to share with me. | know they haven't shared out loud, but when they
read to me it really makes them pay attention to what they're writing. Aridd ge
choose what | want them to read to me.

Mrs. DardenAnd | do that also.

In this excerpt, it is apparent that the teachers were willing to shareldssroom

practices with one another, but their responses simply layered on top of one another. The
participants did not push each other’s thinking during the course of the conversation or
create any novel ideas through exploration of the topic. It appears that the ndmms of t
meeting precluded people from questioning one another or extending the ideas presented

in the training.
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The next transcript provides a very different look into the same training conducted
with the members of Group Roma, except Mrs. Foi. (Mrs. Foi was not present because
she was assigned to another group by the principal in an attempt to try and bringyharmon
back to the team, intermingling those who attended IRA with those who did not.)

At the beginning of this session Mrs. D’Eagle has brought in a piece of studemd werit
share the story with me because she was excited about what the child wratecikien

to bring the child’s writing was impromptu. The child’s story Mrs. D’Eagle isisbas

one that has struggled through the course of first grade, but Mrs. D’Eagle iseasgdl

with his progress as a writer. The excerpt begins as Mrs. D’Eagle headsild’s story

to the group. Note that the session also begins with members of the group teasing ea
other about whether they needed to bring anything to the session. The other graups begi
with silence, waiting for me to start the meeting.

Mrs. D’Eagle “My dad took me to my mom's house and my mom took me to a
party. | was running after this teenager. She had my truck. | tripped and cut
myself in the hand. Mom said, ‘You'll have to get stitches.” You'll have to go to
the emergency room...” [the story goes on]

Mrs. Rouge Was | supposed to bring anything?

Mrs. D'Eagle Yes! Where are all your things? We're waiting for you.

Mrs. DardenNo!

Mrs. D'Eagle We're kidding!

Mrs. Darden Just yourself.

Mrs. D'Eagle Look, | brought Jordan's. Will you help me read her's?

Mrs. Darden: First of all, look how much she wrote! What a celebration! [We read
her story out loud.] They're writing blood and guts stories.

Mrs. D'Eagle It's amazing how much they want to write - but do you know why?
Mrs. Roma Did you tell them to write blood and guts stories?

Mrs. D'Eagle No, | didn't say it like that. But | said, "Think of a time that was
traumatic and then | modeled the story of when | stubbed my toe when we went
camping and my grandfather said...

Mrs. D'Eagle And those lines really help them keep going -

Mrs. Roma - What lines?

Mrs. D'Eagle You know like where they just put the first letter or the last and
then they just keep on going?
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Mrs. Roma Yeah, it does help them.

Mrs. Rouge So why did you have them do it on paper instead of in their
notebooks? Just to be different?

Mrs. D'Eagle yeah, 'cause sometimes they get a little tired of writing and now
they think it's something new! And plus I told them - and they liked a piece of
plain paper to illustrate.

Mrs. Roma That's true.

Mrs. D'Eagle You might be so profound today!

Mrs. Darden[l begin by talking about the background and purpose for the
module.]

We're going to talk about some ways that you just naturally use in your classroom
to get kids to participate - tricks you use or whatever.

Mrs. D'Eagle Can | say something about that please?

Mrs. DardenYeah! Sure.

Mrs. D'Eagle | think as with anything you kind of have to set those parameters
and then after a while you can loosen it. | bet you already - you have loosened
who they talk to, haven't you? [Mrs. D’Eagle addresses her question to the other
members of the group.]

TeachersOh, yeah.

Mrs. RomaWe don’t even have assigned partners any more.

Mrs. Rouge I've noticed that it works better with the boys sometimes. The girls
tend to want to get things started.

The dynamics of this group session differ greatly from the first@eséihen examining
turns at talk, I am no longer controlling the turn taking or the flow of conversation. The
members of this group are certainly on task, but are directing questions and answers
toward one another. As opposed to leading the session, my role became thataibfacili
Although we had pre-determined state reading initiative outcomes we had tcsraeet a
group, the participation level of the group allowed me to follow their lead in a, se1tse
their style of communication indicated they were more willing to condmtestrategies
being presented in the lesson as they linked the ideas with the classroom pratiiees
own rooms.

The examination of the interaction patterns between groups of teachers who chose

to work with one another and the interaction patterns of the assigned groups seems to
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point to the importance of allowing teachers to self-select whom they wish kontbr—
particularly in situations where teachers are forced to enact top-down tesmnas two
separate groups, the members reported a satisfaction being able to pursue their
educational interests with like-minded people. In the face of top-down mandates, an
official space needs to be maintained to allow teachers to plan together. laisomatae

to expect that people, with established teaching habits and preferencesnplifl si
abandon their practices and pick up those practices and strategies privilegeafby a s
development model. Nor is it appropriate to expect that members of an instrueemnal t
with widely varying educational experiences and philosophies will comehtergand
instantly communicate at deep levels. Just as team members grappieaweuvering
among team members and differing belief systems, teachers as indidatheahegotiate
complex factors as a natural part of their harried teaching lives. Teachkesthousands
of decisions calling upon prior knowledge, existing routines, and the introductiow of ne
practices. Which practices will continue? Which practices will be incoigaiand
adapted? Which practices will be abandoned? In the next chapter we will examine how
the influences from the reading initiative and the influences from the collaleogabups

were translated into the literacy practices of three first gradbdea

184



Chapter 6: Secret Stories of Classroom Literacy Irtsuction

In this chapter, | will describe the ways in which professional developament
collaborative experiences among the first grade teachers influencdddb®om
practices of the three focus teachers, Mrs. Foi, Mrs. Sein, and Mrs. Rohl.itswiblint
the picture of each teacher in terms of their sacred stories of pedagedjets and
classroom practices relayed to me during one-on-one interviews during tige spri
semester of 2008. By beginning with their stories of tightly held classroorticpsd
wish to highlight the centrality of their beliefs built upon their past teachipgrasnces
and hopes for the future of each of their classrooms. These stories of beliefaciicg pr
will provide important context as we consider the impact of professional development
and collaborative experiences upon their teaching. Next, | will define the eype
coaching relationships | maintained with each teacher; the style amdgtars. of our
working relationships varied greatly, directly impacting our levels of infteeupon each
other. A thick description of each teacher’s classroom will follow to providestuer
with a sense of the spaces allotted for instruction which reflected eabkrtsac
instructional priorities. The fourth section of each teacher’s case wilt towextent to
which the state reading initiative modules and other literacy interestgl@atshe
scope of the mandated ones) were incorporated into their classroom instructiéfth The
section examines the literacy practices through the words of the studerds in ea
classroom. In the final section, | will compare the DIBELS scores atrogators of
fluency and comprehension for all three classrooms. The purpose of reviewingriége s

helps us to see the degree to which each teacher was able to address the adgountabili
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standards of the state reading initiative, that were the ultimate goa& stiale mandated
professional development model.

The order in which the focus teachers are introduced is significant bélcayse
are organized according to the extent of our coaching relationships: from Mrs. Foi, who
requested and required the greatest level of support, to Mrs. Rohl, who requested the
least. Although the state reading initiative called for equal coachirnaéssroom
teachers, | understood that some teachers were just beginning their teacbarg and
were hungry for more information. Other teachers were interested in expandioglga
aspects of their classroom practices. Still other teachers wererifirthkeyears of
working with children and had smoothly operating classrooms in little need or want of
coaching. | felt an important nuance of my coaching position was to honor these
differences in the teachers with whom | worked. In Irwin & Farr’'s (2004jremxation of
collaborative school communities, the authors cite the importance of honoring the
interests and concerns of each teacher through coaching in order to “nurture eac
person’s individual growth, thus supporting individuality and diversity within a broader
framework of community and interpersonal connection” (p. 345). | tried to ensute that
met the differing wants and needs of the classroom teachers through sharbaehing
opportunities as well as long-term.

As a second year teacher, Mrs. Foi was still in the formative stageBrohgiéer
reading and writing instruction, strategies, and philosophies. | frequently edddesons
in her classroom, assisted her with gathering resources, and coached hérlareng

conferences. We often completed all three phases of the coaching cycieddbsfithe
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state reading initiative coaches’ manual as we worked to provide studentssaithde
that would inform reading comprehension, reading strategies, and writdt's cra

Mrs. Sein, an experienced teacher of seven years, is addressed second because
although | modeled lessons in her classroom from time to time, and she patrticipated
actively in the state training modules, | served more as a sounding board for abafirm
of her ideas than someone supporting her in the implementation of brand new practices.
Because she arrived at Canyon Primary with a very different setrohgga@xperiences
than the other teachers, she needed a place to discuss her instructional non-@ggotiabl
and receive validation that her ideas were valued, important, and worthy of continued
pursuit.

Mrs. Rohl will be discussed last. As a teacher with twenty-five years of
experience, and a firm conviction in her instructional beliefs and practiqeentl the
least amount of time in a direct coaching capacity with her. She enjoyechghowithe
ways in which she had already incorporated many of the tenets of the siatg rea
initiative into her classroom instruction. She also proudly showcased the maaotg agpe
her classroom instruction that she considered “old practices,” but were nyaking
another appearance repackaged as new teaching strategies in updateu Assarc
considered her imminent retirement, she was not particularly interestatbivating her
classroom practices, which was certainly understandable. Mrs. Rohl expegesaed
success developing first grade students who could read, write, and discussastbrie

great detail, providing little impetus for a change in teaching stesteqi



THE STORY OF MRS. FOI

Mrs. Foi was a second year teacher at the time of this study, and althouglsshe wa
new to teaching, she was older than most second year teachers and broughhaawisdo
maturity to her teaching role not typically found in beginning teachers. Thepatiat
Canyon Primary learned of Mrs. Foi from a principal friend at a school in Murphy
County where Mrs. Foi student taught. Mrs. Foi came highly recommended for ftgr abil
to teach struggling learners and her kind but firm manner with children. Mrs.evougr
dreaming of living in the small town where Canyon Primary was locatedifirabsid
not believe she was teaching in the quaint school in the center of downtown. Mrs. Foi
was well aware of how difficult positions were to come by at Canyon Priamatyvas
grateful for the opportunity to replace a teacher who left the campus to stayitbme
her young children.

My first encounter with Mrs. Foi came shortly after her first obsemdiy the
principal during her first year of teaching. For the observation, Mrs. Foi hadrchos
reading lesson following the steps she learned during her student teachingneepa
which children were reading the same passage from the basal readéfoiMiad been
told that requiring students to perform picture walks was a crucial pre-readiteyy
that would allow children to familiarize themselves with the story. Mrs. Foialdsiot
to skip this step if children were to have a chance at successfully relaglitext. At the
summary conference, the principal pushed Mrs. Foi on her purpose for doing a picture
walk when most students could already read the text, and Mrs. Foi responded by
explaining that although it felt unnecessary, she did it because she was t@d it wa

important. During their post-observation conference, the principal was stridksby
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Foi's willingness to reflect and recognize where instructional improvenuenid be
made, and felt that Mrs. Foi was ready to begin studying her instructionatesatiore
closely. The principal encouraged her to seek out my assistance. Mrs. Fe@Egeaso
begin working with me; she was ready to trust her instincts and find morierffic
strategies to better meet the needs of her students and fuel her crastavigacher.

Not long after our initial conversation about starting reading workshop in her
classroom, Mrs. Foi returned to me panicked. Several students in her classroems wer
beginning to struggle with reading and had cried during class. Amidst a siféeans,

Mrs. Foi began to share her own sacred story with me — a teacher who wadyat real
reader at all, attempting to teach first grade students without reallyikgpovkat she was
doing. She relayed her own experiences as a struggling first gradiexgldirst grade
without knowing how to read. She recalled that gut-wrenching feeling of waotnegd,
but no matter how hard she tried, the words were just out of reach. She recounted the
feeling of trepidation and fear as she recalled seeing that same lookfacethef two of
her students in her first grade classroom at Canyon Primary.

Mrs. Fot My significant teaching event - | think it, like, goes back to a childhood

experience because - | may start crying - but, um, because when |, wasginl

first grade, | really wathat struggling reader that could not read and | remember

sitting with my teacher and she - | can just remember it just being justree a t

when it would just drag by because | knew everything she was asking me to do, |

had_no cluavhat she was talking about. And | would just stare at what these
letters that were in these little formations and | didn't know what evemda wo

was.

Mrs. Foi continued her story as she talked about her student teaching experibace in t

neighboring county. Mrs. Foi was expected to use the county’s scripted readiranprog

that was the only form of reading instruction that had been modeled for her. As she
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attempted to work with the students, she recognized the same looks on their fades that s
had experienced as a failing first grader. She knew that she could not work in a county
that operated under the heavy-handed federal mandates of No Child Left Behind and
Reading First. When Mrs. Foi accepted the classroom position at CanyonyPshear
expected she would encounter teaching very different from her student teaching
experience — the kind of instruction that she dreamed of receiving as a child.

Mrs. Fot And then when | came here and it was still - though it was a different,

you know, creative environment - you saw the art work on the walls - as far as the

teaching, it was still pretty much the same. And it was still that sdriptogram

and | still had that frustration of - this isn't what | thought it would be. You know?

And | can remember, um, Lora telling me, um, we want to teach the children to be

life-long readers and learners. And | can remember having thiskmogéen my

throat 'cause all of a sudden | realized, "I'm not a reader or a writer!" And |

realized, that's why - because that's how | had been taught - was so drpthe s

that this reading and this writing was wamkd it wasn't something that you

enjoyed. It's something that you hawedo to get through life. And so | laugh

now 'cause my first parent meeting | proclaimed to them that | was gomgke

their children lifelong readers and writers - and in the back of my head Ikeas li

"How the hell am | going to do that?"

Two of Mrs. Foi's teammates, Mrs. Roma and Mrs. D’Eagle (the first two
teachers at Canyon Primary to volunteer to work with me), had befriended Mrs. Foi and
talked her into allowing me to help her set up a reading and writing workshop style
classroom. | reassured Mrs. Foi that we would be able to teach all her stodeats t
and that we would find the right books for all of her students, allowing ample time for
practice in meaningful ways so that students could progress at their own padeoiMrs
eventually embraced the belief that by being a model for her students, hetstudght
learn how to become life-long readers and writeith her. Mrs. Foi’'s narrative of her

own secret story painted a portrait of a teacher who desperately wargadHall of her
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students to read, freeing them from the fear she felt as a child, strugdhecoime a

reader.

Our Coaching Relationship

The nature of my coaching relationship with Mrs. Foi was an extremelg act
and supportive one. As a coach, | was drawn to Mrs. Foi because of her eagerness to
learn as much as possible about reading and writing, but also because we shauad a m
philosophy about children and teaching. “The most powerful learning takes place in the
real world and educators are encouraged to situate learning tasks in autbetetkts for
both children and adults” (Truscott & Truscott, 2004, p. 53). We both embraced the
notion of looking toward the literate acts of adults as impetus for working with emjldr
believing that the ultimate goal of school was helping children to develop a love of
reading and writing so great that they would choose to engage in reading amgl writ
without being asked to do so by a teacher.

Initially Mrs. Foi and | spent time on details of classroom management and
student expectations during reading and writing workshop. She grappled with
management questions such as whether to allow students to get up and move around the
room and how to develop a system where students would efficiently indicate thegt neede
help without being reduced to sitting and waiting for the teacher. However, jhetyna
of our time together was spent crafting reading and writing workshop lessons, and
planning her next teaching moves based on student observations we made during her

literacy block.
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As we continued our work together during the Spring of 2008, Mrs. Foi spoke
about the difficulties she encountered as a second year teacher who wgmstilbtr
figure out how to cope with demanding parents. She was also concerned with how to
decide where to take students next as they progressed past the point of simiplg lea
how to read. Although Mrs. Foi did have a broad plan for her instruction for the year and
she was supported by Mrs. Roma and Mrs. D’Eagle, many of Mrs. Foi’s teaching
decisions were based upon what her students were doing in front of her eyes. She was
consumed by the moment-to-moment teaching involved in helping her students solve
new words or select the right texts. She found it hard to anticipate where studghrits
be two weeks down the road because many of her teaching moves were based upon what
was needed at that moment. Mrs. Foi asked me to come into her classroom and listen to
her students read so that | could help her determine what her next teachingtpmifds
be during reading conferences. She also wanted assistance with confirming that her
students were reading from appropriate books. In the excitement over chapter books,
Mrs. Foi suspected that quite a few students were substantially over-pldusuks and
we needed some simple guidelines to help children think more carefully abouiothieir
selections. The following excerpt is from my coaching notes prior to modeling the book
selection processes, which captures Mrs. Foi’s concerns regarding stoaleselection
habits.

Mrs. Foi had expressed concern that many students were just blowing through

books, while others seemed to suddenly struggle. | went into her room to do her

reading block. The mini-lesson focused on what characteristics our books should
have. [coaching notes, January 14, 2008]
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| decided to start with two simple guiding principles that | had written on Mrs i
erase board, listing criteria for selecting a “just right” book:
e Only 1 word per page that is unknown (names don’t count)
e Unknown words could be
0 words you can’t pronounce or

0 words you can't explain

After reviewing the book selection guidelines, Mrs. Foi and | then stood back and

observed students as they made their text selections and headed back to their seats

begin reading. | reminded her of the importance of standing back and watchingstude

closely for signs that wise choices were made — a critical step imiezttioff-task

behavior.
Mrs. Foi and | spent the first 10 minutes [of independent reading time] just
standing back and watching for wiggles and other signs that someone might be in
trouble. Mrs. Foi said this was a step she had forgotten about. We noticed it took
Fred a good five minutes to settle in, but once he did, he was off and running.
That was important — we talked about how if you turn your back too soon, some
of them never settle in.
We also discovered that her high readers were doing 1 of 2 things... either
blowing through books with scant comprehension, or putting back books
constantly, and never sticking with one book to completion... there were two
[students] who were [having] chronic [difficulties] in this area. [coachingg)ot
January 14, 2008]

The example above highlights some of the technical elements of coachingribagked

in with Mrs. Foi. On one hand, she had great insights into her students and knew so much

about them in terms of their strengths and opportunities for growth. She presented them

with powerful lessons on topics such as visualizing and how to make inferences in text
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However, Mrs. Foi needed to feel confident sharing her knowledge of her students as
readers with their parents. Interactions with parents were plentiful beteuserkshop

model of instruction required a re-education of parents with regard to the tafevtkea
“school papers” would be coming home and that children would be reading out of variety
of books instead of the weekly basal selection. The parents at Canyon Pringripwer

the most part, an extremely involved group. Because Mrs. Foi was teachdrgrcho

read using something other than the basal the parents were accustomed to, Mds. Foi ha
to learn to explain, and in some cases defend, her teaching decisions so parents would
understand the model for her instruction.

The nature of our coaching relationship was two-fold. | helped Mrs. Foi to
establish reading and writing workshop systems in her classroom, including helping
parents understand the reading and comprehension strategies. | assistentevithsw
aspects such as classroom management of a workshop-style classnotumesand
record keeping methods. The second part of our coaching relationship wastadllegi
learned as much from interacting with Mrs. Foi as we planned reading aimdywri
workshop lessons as she learned from me. | would often walk away from planning
sessions marveling at the units of study that had been written based on Mrs. Bei’s ide
that | could never have developed on my own. | also served as counselor from time to
time as Mrs. Foi was criticized by one member of Group Sein, in particular, who ha
served as her mentor the year before. Mrs. Foi had since outgrown their mentoring
relationship, but was still receiving pressure from this teacher to abaohenas her

newer practices as well as her teaching partnership with Mrs. Roma and EagleD
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Even in our coaching work together, it was hard to escape the undeniable tension that

existed across the first grade team.

Mrs. Foi's Classroom

Mrs. Foi’s classroom was neat and tidy, colorful and appealing. Mrs. Foi was
located in a portable building, fondly referred to as a “cottage,” located on the tback si
of the Canyon Primary School’s 4.3-acre campus. Two picnic tables painted like
ladybugs rested under the trees just outside Mrs. Foi’s cottage -framiftirs. Foi’s
classroom parents in honor of Mrs. Foi’s favorite insect. Children would often eat snacks
at these tables before heading out to recess, or would sit outside in warm weattieg,
books or writing stories.

Upon entering Mrs. Foi’s cottage, a tall wooden painted loft was constructed to
the left of the door. A student computer was located below the loft in a cozy area.
Eventually students would compose writing workshop stories here, saving to the shared
drive or onto the computer — a new practice for students and teachers. In thespast, fir
graders had used computers to retype stories they had already written astldergs
found the task painstakingly laborious. As a coach, | helped Mrs. Foi, as welkas Mr
Roma and Mrs. D’Eagle, rethink how adults use computers. Mrs. Foi began using the
computer station as a place for students to compose and save their stories. To the
immediate right of the classroom entry was a small table spegiffcalsmall group
instruction or where Mrs. Foi would meet with students who needed extra assistance

After stepping into the classroom ten paces, a colorfully blocked rug wasdoca
in the middle of the floor with an easel set off to one side. This was Mrs. Foi's whole
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group instruction area and the place where she modeled writing and reading to he
students. The easel provided a space for writing jot lists, modeling graphiczergani

and creating anchor charts for the purpose of leaving tracks of the class’ thorking
students to refer back to throughout the year. Behind the easel, near the rightheall of
classroom, low bookshelves were placed in the shape of a “U” in an area lined with
comfortable pillows of all shapes and sizes. Student book boxes, a non-negotiable from
our first year of the state reading initiative, lined the tops of the low boakcagalents

read from their book boxes on a daily basis and were also provided time to read from the
books inside Mrs. Foi's “U” shaped classroom library. The library was fili¢a av
combination of books from the teacher whose position Mrs. Foi inherited, Mrs. Foi’s
personal collection, books from the campus leveled book library, as well as books from
the school and town library.

Down the left wall, opposite from the classroom library, were a seriedbfesu
holding mailboxes for each student that were usually filled with school and classroom
newsletters and other kinds of papers destined to be lost inside first grade ks.ckpac
shelves were also used to display children’s projects as well as ingesénce and
math equipment. The back half of Mrs. Foi’'s classroom was taken up with student desks,
clustered in groups, in the middle and to the right, balanced out by Mrs. Foi’s desk in the
rear left-hand corner. Students would read and write at their desks, although they
sometimes earned the privilege of reading and conferencing with pasimtrs carpet
with special pillows to sit upon. Mounted across the back wall was Mrs. Foi’s white
board which was eventually replaced by her Smart Board. The Smart Boardedidsrus

writing, math, reading, and exploring the internet. Warm-ups and Math story problems
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were posted at times on the Smart board and spelling words were usually pasted the

well.

State Reading Initiative Modules & Alternative Initiatives

Although Mrs. Foi actively participated during the state reading ingiat
trainings, our coaching relationship was nested in the reading and writikghepr
training | brought to Canyon Primary from my previous university and schdattlis
training. These understandings were expanded through the conference sessions we
selected to attend at IRA, which also fueled our coaching relationship.d/vetdi
pretend to spend coaching time on the implementation of the state modules, instead
directing all of our time together on the mini-lessons and daily details\oing a
reading and writing workshop with six and seven year olds. Mrs. Foi resistdadtthe s
modules for the same reason that | did: although many of the ideas wereevaiuhbl
right context, they were meant to be delivered in a dry, straightforward escngnner
with little regard for the various levels of students in each classroom. In kheifa
guote from her interview, Mrs. Foi speaks of her first classroom experierare bef
coming to work in Scott County. The school where Mrs. Foi worked operated under the
Reading First version of the state reading initiative and was monitoredyclosel
Mrs. Fot [After] getting out of college, and being at [the other school], where it
was very state mandate@verything was scripted, you had to do what the grant
said, you had to do what [the state reading initiative], you know, told you to do,
and DIBELS, and here | was faced with all these children - that | salotkabn
their face. And it reflected ménd | knew exactly how they were feeling - that
they had no clue what | was asking them to do but yet, the, the teaching that was

modeled for me was what | remembered. And it was just this - it would just make
me cringe 'cause | knew it wasn't working.
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According to the state reading initiative, the lessons were designectdhaeeeds of
struggling students, but they were presented as decontextualized skills. Wgrbeth a
that her students needed to engage in the reading and writing of connected temxs (Calki
2001; Guszak, 1992).

| enjoyed working with Mrs. Foi immensely because our partnership was based
on equal give and take. She was an easy person to coach because of her open and eager
attitude. Our coaching relationship was also fostered by the fact that wadekhte
beliefs about the importance of teaching children to engage in meaningful authentic
literacy tasks. In thinking about my coaching interactions with all of tlehéea on
campus, my work with Mrs. Foi was a highlight. | found it easy to work with someone
who most certainly had the basics down with regard to classroom instruction and simply
wanted to learn more and deepen her repertoire of strategies for supgaderg s
literacy growth. Of the three focus teachers, my work with Mrs. Foi requiecigast
amount of effort and involved no conflict of any kind. | was bolstered by our work
together.

Each time | watched Mrs. Foi teach or helped her plan lessons, | walkgd awa
with a greater understanding of our literacy work with children, and a greatss of
patience for following the leads of the students. The following is an examplessdan|
that Mrs. Foi planned based on a discussion we had about helping children engage with
text as they read. She was drawing their attention to the way that authtire fige
senses to create strong visual images in the reader’s mind. Mrs. Faskdethis initial
lesson as the basis for encouraging students to incorporate imagery into ithregr wr

workshop stories using the five senses.
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Mrs. Fot Close your eyes... if she’s walking and she hears a sound that reminds
her of her mother, what do you think she might hear?

[Students begin to pad their hands on the carpet to imitate the sound they think the
bear might make. One possibility is the sound of the bear walking.]

Helen Munching

Mrs. Fot Why might she hear munching? [Student talks about someone eating
berries. Students are responding to the pictures in whisper voices... they have
realized that it's not the little girl’'s mother. A student makes a predictidrivas.

Foi's student think it's going to be Sal’'s mother in the grass.]

Mrs. For | just realized that | want to reread this. | saw that exclamatiok Ioué

it didn’t really sound right. Let me go back and reread.

Student Mrs. Foi, you're supposed to say gulp.

Mrs. Fot Why do you think | didn’t say gulp? [She draws their attention to the

fact that gulp was written in special print.] It's cursive, like thirddgra. [She’s
referring to italics.]

Student You really gulped instead of saying it!

Mrs. Foi Close your eyes and let me read this again... “Little bear padded up and
peeked into her pail.” Turn to your shoulder partner and tell them what you see
when you peeked inside the pail.

Student Blueberries!

[Mrs. Foi laughs becoming tickled at the story and at her students’ reactiogs. Cor
brings up deodorant that smells like bears — he hunts and knows about deodorant
that disguises human smells. Mrs. Foi picks up on this and honors it as a
legitimate response. She is so unruffled.]

Mrs. Foi When | read this part, | had a hard time understanding it. [Then she goes
back to reread the part. She talks about how she was confused by the language.
She asks the students to visualize the mom’s pail and then Sal’s pail... she helps
the kids to see (by visualizing) that Sal did not do a very good job of filling her

pail because she kept eating them all. Her students catch on quickly to what's
going on.]

When examining the transcript of Mrs. Foi’'s teaching, the careful way sthe ma
her reading strategies overt during this read aloud provided insight into the kind of
reading teacher she was. Across many classroom observations Mrs. Foi used
metacognitive, self-monitoring talk so that students would attend to her gtrateg
decisions as a reader. Notice in the example above how she tied the role of punctuation to
the author’'s way of emphasizing sounds in a story as she revisited the sectidre with t

exclamation mark in order to adjust her expression to meet the author’s intamdeAtst
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even picked up on the fact that Mrs. Foi used a sound effect instead of reading the word,
as Mrs. Foi completed the point by drawing her students’ attention to the way the sound

effect word was written in italics.

The Recursiveness of Reading and Writing

In many ways, the fact that Mrs. Foi embraced a reading and writirks nap
approach made our coaching relationship much more fluid and easy than with the
teachers who embraced other methods. Because we agreed upon the method and the
means, there were very few awkward moments of supporting teaching practices
struggled to believe in. Mrs. Foi was anxious to learn more about how to meet the
individual needs of her students, and | was anxious to step in to help her and to learn with
her. One of the strategies that Mrs. Foi and | concentrated on was helping thésdtude
see the reciprocal nature of the reading and writing workshop lessons. We \manted t
students to understand how the writing techniques we were modeling impacted their
comprehension as readers in addition to their writing craft. My observationsirFdis
classrooms suggested that the explicitness of Mrs. Foi’'s language durimgasiass
lessons enabled her students to gain a fuller understanding of some fairly complex
concepts — a part of her existing teaching practice that was not a resulicobching
relationship, but rather a strategy that came naturally to her. In theifall@xample of
a classroom conversation, Mrs. Foi began to teach her students about the visual images
authors create in their writing that call upon readers and listeners to usetises 0
construct vivid images in their minds of what is happening in the story. In this example,
Mrs. Foi read aloud frorBlueberries for SafMcCloskey, 1976). In her copy of the text,
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she placed sticky notes at points where she wanted to stop and draw on the imagery of the
language.

Mrs. Fot Today we are going tasualize- use all five senses to better understand
stories. I'm going to read one of my favorite stories... Mrs. Roma sharedithis w
me last year and it's one of my favorites to use visualizing as a strategy

[As Mrs. Foi reads, kids are making “mmmmm” (yummy noises).]

Mrs. Fot Dropping blueberries in her tin, metal pail... imagine what her
blueberries sound like as they are being dropped in the pail.

Fred, what do they sound like?

Fred: [Fred gives a response in the form of a sound that approximates something
dropping in a metal pail.]

Mrs. Fot Why do you think they sound that way?

Ered It's some type of metal.

Mrs. Fot Show me the “me, too” sign if you thought it sounded that way.
Students[They all show the “me, too” sign.]

Mrs. Fort | want you to close your eyes and reach into her mother’s pail, and
visualize and think about what it feels like.

Student 1Like playdough...

Student 2bumpy...

Student 3yummy...

Student 4smooshy, gooey

[Mrs. Foi talks of buying blueberries and putting them on her cereal, popping
them in her mouth, eating them frozen.]

Mrs. Fot Why might she hear munching?

[Student talks about someone eating berries.]

In this conversation, Mrs. Foi noted her observations about the text, backing them up
with relevant aspects of the text—parts of the text she had alreadydhater
preparation. Her clear, explicitly visual, language seemed to invite tlkeerhio

actively participate (e.g., padding their hands on the carpet; closin@yesito

envision). Mrs. Foi also used several strategies to help the children buy in to one
another’s thinking. Students used the “me, too” sign (thumbs and pinkies extended,
moving back and forth between the listener and the speaker) to indicate the listene
thinking along the same lines as the speaker. In this way, students were altieipafear

in a visible way even when they did not have the floor to speak. | also enjoyed the way
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that Mrs. Foi openly gave credit to Mrs. Roma for recommending the book they were
using. Mrs. Foi found overt opportunities to highlight her own literacy as well as the
literacy of the other members of Group Roma to show children that she was a nelader a
a writer.

As a coach, | found Mrs. Foi’'s teaching to be engaging and responsive. It was
exciting to work with her, given her eagerness for feedback, always wamtiake her
teacher to more advanced levels. Further, her ability to reflect upon her teachigpt
a thoughtful level of analysis to our conversations. These reflective cotwessa
allowed us both the opportunity to try and experiment with new teaching strategies in he
classroom. Her tendency to look at her own teaching with critical eyes seemed to be
fostered by Mrs. Roma, Mrs. D’Eagle, and Mrs. Rouge, all of whom engaged iypihis
of reflective practice. Although | was carefully with my wording, | nefedirthe struggle
to select my words carefully with Mrs. Foi. Our relationship as a supportive one, and
Mrs. Foi entered into reflection without an ego attached — there was no sensedhat | ha
validate her reputation in any way — she was there to learn and grow esea.téa the
start of the following debriefing session, Mrs. Foi and Mrs. D’Eagle tadkitatte fairy
tale and folk tale unit they are in the midst of, and then move into debriefing writing
workshop. This is a strong example of the open and honest reflective conversations they
engaged in as a group and that carried over into my coaching sessions witbiMrs. F

Mrs. Foi Mrs. D'Eagle, on the folktales and fairy tales, | really have not done

much with it, except introducing the difference and reading maybe one of each,

but it's so neat because | have kids writing that kind of story in writing workshop
already. And they noticed today that a whole cubby in the classroom library was

just fairy tales and folk tales. And so they asked if we could put them all out. It's
just funny seeing-
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Mrs. D'Eagle And you know what's interesting as you read them? Mine are just
making all these connections - we talked about connections. "I'm connecting to
there were 3 bears and then 3 pigs. I'm connecting to..." And | was like, "Can we
just read the story?" [joking]

Mrs. Fot My writing workshop is kinda like - not out of control - but for [my]

mind is out of control.

Mrs. Roma My is kind of out of control, too.

Mrs. Fot Because they're so inspired that like Mike, on the last story he published
was a song, and the word he needed help with how to spell "rainy" [Mrs. Foi
demonstrates how the child sings the word, holding the last sound] - like he was
singing - how to spell it.

Mrs. Rouge How they - okay.

Mrs. Foi We talked about how with the last sound, which letter made that sound,
and would drag it out. And | have one that | really need help from Mrs. D'Eagle
on [laughing]. They [the students] are pair-writing a lot ...

Mrs. Rouge When they pair-write, do they, do they both write or does one write
and one publishes?

Mrs. Fot Oh, no, they're both writing. They're writing the same thing, but they're
talking a lot about what they're both writing so it's great.

Mrs. Roma | think that is really cool!

Mrs. Fot And that's the thing - like at first with each new idea, I'm like, "I don't
know about that," inside. I'm like, "How do | do that? How do I tell them what to
do?" But I've just let them go.

Mrs. Foi mentioned wanting Mrs. D’Eagle’s help with regard to song writing caioves

because Mrs. D’Eagle had a background in theater and the skills for the conventions of

song writing. My observations and my interviews suggested that these foursaacie

time and space to continually think about ways to improve lessons, and then customized

them to honor each teacher’s pedagogical preferences. Again the abseyozernade

my work so much easier within the context of the group as well as working with these

ladies as individuals.

Scaffolding Student Understanding

Mrs. Foi’s teaching practices and reflective stance towards her owrrtgac

afforded many opportunities for coaching, as discussed earlier. In the diacihsdi
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follows, Mrs. Foi and | were debriefing her attempts to scaffold childsethey used the
visualizing strategy that she had been teaching using a combination of Fadlatao’s

books and th8lueberries for Sabook referenced above, but this time, as students made
the shift from listening to reading from their own texts. The students weustamed to
sitting in a large group and listening to Mrs. Foi read. Mrs. Foi would stop at pre-
determined points in the text and the students would talk about the images in their heads
evoked by the descriptions from the text. However, when Mrs. Foi “turned the students
loose” in their own texts, we both realized that students had a hard time knowing when to
stop to record places where they were visualizing strong images. And when stlidients
find places where the language painted an important picture, they were édiblydhe
mismatch between what they wanted to write and the stamina needed to. Whgyit

wanted to say so much more than they could efficiently write. In the excerpt, bélags

just made the suggestion that Mrs. Foi insert a supportive step between having the
students talk about their connections out loud before sending them back to their seats to
juggle the task of reading, knowing when to stop to record what they were visualizing,
and then write it down on a sticky notes. The “in between step” would call for b F
read to the students from another picture book, but let the students begin to record their
connections on sticky notes as they listened to her read. In this way she could begin to
help students understand why readers stop at particular places in a textderconsi
particular aspects of a story, while still carrying the burden of mgadom the text to

free up student attention in order to allow them the opportunity to attend to the writing

task.

204



Mrs. Fot So are you saying do their read aloud while they’re at their desks?
Mrs. DardenYes.

Mrs. Fot Oh, okay! | like that a lot more because it really concerned me
yesterday after glancing over their notes, the writing really held sdrthem up.
They can do it when they’re on the carpet but when they have to use sticky notes
[meaning, when they have to write it down] they struggle. So | like that bridge
that we're creating. And I'm thinking for my lesson tomorrow on visualizing,
since we’ve done the sticky notes and I'm realizing we need to back up on that...
| think that this would create a visual in front of them... take the words from the
story and get them on paper. Just like in Writing Workshop it made me realize
how we talk about our story first, then we draw our story, then we write. And
what you've just said, what you've reiterated is that I've skipped a huge-ste
especially for my little ones — a huge part of that writing processhégte used

to and it’s scary.

Mrs. Darden| had not ever even thought of that.

Mrs. Fot and um,

Mrs. Darden That makes me want to refine what we’re going to do for Friday,
then. Maybe draw a line and have them do a picture at the top of the page and
thenwrite.

Mrs. Fot And it also makes me think in writing workshop to do one lesson, one
day (laughs at thene daypart because there is so little time and she has many
goals she has not yet reached), how we use words to draw the picture in their
heads...

In our debriefing, Mrs. Foi was able to quickly synthesize her reflections fressan
moments earlier and sculpt out a plan for making improvements. Many beginning
teachers are worried more about the “transmission” aspect of their lessonsakingy

it through their plans — that they struggle to find the time to reflect upon and tiedir
practices. From the snippets of coaching interactions above, it was clearsh&bMr

was comfortable and competent in analyzing her own teaching. In the oepsesfsion,

she realized that during writing workshop, she used a great deal of orake¢iethe

form of discussion for the students to work through their stories before committing them
to print. This form of oral rehearsal allowed students to solidify what they evémte

write and practice it several times orally before slowing down to do thegurlh the

lessons on visualizing Mrs. Foi had been facilitating thus far, she was controlling the
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writing and students were accustomed to making elaborate connections thatrthey we
now struggling to get down on paper.

Our coaching sessions, then, were dialogic in nature, and characterized by an eas
back-and-forth conversation about her teaching practices. In reflectihg teeisiness”
of our coaching relationship, it seemed that several things contributed to this ease

1) Mrs. Foi and | shared a similar philosophy of literacy as well as that of

teaching and learning;

2) Mrs. Foi was inclined towards a reflective stance on her own teaching, partl

cultivated by her close relationship with three more experienced teabhers (

Roma, Mrs. D’Eagle, and Mrs. Rouge); and

3) Mrs. Foi was able to quickly incorporate our reflections into her lessons,

making strategic improvements quickly in order to help students become more

effective readers and writers.

In addition to her reflective stance on her own practices, Mrs. Foi also eagerly
took up practices | modeled during our joint sessions with other members of the first
grade team. For example, in one of the reading initiative trainings, we talkedfabout
power of noticing what students were able to do independently in order to scaffold
students as they took the next step. The ability to notice students’ strengthstano ma
how simple, was transformative to each student’s sense of self-efficgtey, in a small
group lesson in Mrs. Foi’'s classroom, | modeled a type of talk strategyrfatestgned
to increase some of her struggling readers’ willingness to problem-solve indetnde
Very soon after | modeled this lesson, | observed her applying this stgl,ofvorking

it into her student conferences during reading workshop. The following reading
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conference illustrated the way that Mrs. Foi highlighted student thinking and provided a
name for that thinking. She began the conference by asking the student to relay the
strategy he just used to solve a new word.

Brady. Go all the way to the end of the period.

Mrs. Fot Let me tell you what I'm so excited about... you used the pop-out

strategy. Show me how you did that again. [The student models the process

again.]

When you came to the wohireshow me how you were flexible. We learned

that during word work. We learned how you have to try it one way and then

another. How did you try it differently? How were you flexible? [The student
responds.]

| really like how you tried it one way and then another. Can you keep practicing?

And | want to listen to you read this story again tomorrow.

Her use of language helped make the targeted strategy clear to the chpdo\iéhed a
name for the strategy drawn from one of their many reading lessons on “fix up”
strategies. She widened the definition for him by layering the flexibility on to the

initial strategy. Mrs. Foi then held Brady accountable for the new stragehschjust
demonstrated for her as she painted him as the kind of reader who used thesgesstrateg
on a regular basis.

In conclusion, Mrs. Foi’'s ability to quickly incorporate new strategies into her
teaching, and put her own special twist on them made her rewarding to work with. Her
high level of patience with her students, and her ability to listen to them cpieidl|
adjust her teaching reminded me of the importance of following each chdd'sliethe

next section we will learn how her practices played out in the literate livessoFdi's

students, from their perspective.



The Student Perspective

The vast amount of time students spent in Mrs. Foi’'s room engaged in reading
and writing was quite obvious during my interviews with the students from her
classroom. | asked Mrs. Foi to group her students for me according to their steengths
readers and writers. | followed this same procedure across all thremaotas. |
interviewed the students in groups of two or three students because | feltsinatllier
groups they might feel more comfortable sharing with me. I also thought trsitittents
might remind each other of things they wanted to talk about that might be forgdtten if
talked with them one-on-one. During student interviews, the children were able to talk
about their reading and writing strategies with great specificity. Studemésalso able
to quickly name specific books and authors they had been reading in class, belying
students who lived “readerly lives.” This was one of the major goals MrsnBditead
for the students in her classroom. The following comment is from a child nanagdlLis
voracious reader in Mrs. Foi’'s classroom, who loved to share her favorite books with
anyone nearby who was willing to listen.

Lisa | love it because you can enjoy a book and it's like, just sooo awesome to get

all the details and it, and you can might make a text-to-self connectiorudgeca

when | read a book, my dad, he had a bent ear - he had something wrong with his
ear - and this dog had a bent - so | made a connection to that, and it was, like, so
cool! | loved how, also, athe, um, books with levels (not chapter books), but the

Paradeslike books, they had a lot of neat stories. Though they w- some - a lot of

them were not nonfiction, but | could actually make like if | was in that story, how

| would feel. So it was kind of nice to just read all those neat books.
Lisa’s enthusiasm for reading was quite evident from her detailed explanateadofg
workshop. Her ability to talk about comprehension strategies as well as tlshavay

mentioned specific books showed that she was truly a reader at heart. Of ncgtota
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me was the fact that Lisa did not simply refer to “status books'Jlikée B. Jonesr the
Magic Tree Housseries, but a wider range of reading books that she had experience
with.

From the next conversation | had with two other students from Mrs. Foi’'s class, it
was easy to recognize the prominent role writing workshop played in this fds gr
classroom. Renee and Nelson’s conversation underscores the importance of providing
students with the chance to perform literate moves in authentic contexts, caibtering
importance Mrs. Foi and | both placed on children engaging in reading and writing tha
involved an appropriate amount of choice. From Renee and Nelson’s comments, we can
see that conferencing with Mrs. Foi was a regular part of their writorgskiop
experience. In the last segment Renee anticipates what Mrs. Foidifeclves will be.

Renee I'm on my fifth story published and | love publishing, 'cause I like typing

and | like writing. | like writing in my writing journal because | ligareally use

my mind and | get - like add all the details and really tell about everything.

Mrs. Darden Wow!

Nelson And, um, I'm, I'm on my fifth story, too.

Mrs. Darden Good -

Nelson And, um, that it's fun when Mrs. Foi gets to conference with you because

you, you, she checks if you have all the capitals and periods so you can breathe.

Renee And this morning when | was [everything?], she was thinking of

something, and she, like, "Um, go back to your desk." And I'm like, "Circle and

the 'then's.” And she's like, "You knomhat to do!"

It was clear from spending time in her classroom as well as listening to the
students’ comments outside of the classroom setting, that these children vadued Mr
Foi's notions of what it meant to be a reader and a writer. Mrs. Foi's enthusasm w
easily captured as she interacted with her children during conferencessorld

doubt this same level of enthusiasm would have existed for the students or Mrs. Foi if we

had been confined only to the state reading initiative modules. Hargreaves and Dawe
20¢



(1990) suggest that “These forms of instructional and professional interveetniftal
coaching — like the state reading initiative] which withhold from teachmsrtunities

for wider reflection about the context of their work; which deprofessionalize and
disempower teachers in denying them opportunity to discuss and debate what and how
they teach... foster training at the expense of education” (Hargreaves & D890,

p. 239). It seems that Mrs. Foi, in avoiding the mandates of the state initiative, chose her
own path of professional development mediated by a sympathetic coach who wegs willi
to support other paths of literacy outside of the state reading initiative moduses. M

Foi’s teaching decisions were also supported by her planning colleagoep @ma)

as they navigated the same path she did — one that traveled away from the scripted

lessons of the reading initiative.

DIBELS

Although the purpose of using DIBELS to measure student growth toward the
“100% literacy” goal set for by the state felt artificial, DIBEL&res were still part of
our reality. From my perspective the scores were important because tlsevscold
determine whether the campus principal and the assistant superintendent (Wéob ugant
permission to abandon the basal) would continue to be supportive as we pursued other
literacy avenues outside the confines of the basal reading program and theasliatp
initiative.

Table 5, below, represents the class averages for each of the first gradestaaic
the middle and end of the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school year. The Oral Reading
Fluency scores were determined by how many words students read cameatiyend of
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first grade passage. The retelling portion was calculated by eacht&atslity to retell

the story accurately. The number of words in the child’s retelling wiietltaAverages

with pale highlighting were the lowest on the team for each category. Avevabetark
highlighting were the highest for each category. Mrs. Foi’s class aveapgear in

bolded text. From examining the scores below, we can see that Mrs. Fois \weoee
among the highest scores on the grade level. | attribute her students’ pec®onahe

oral reading measure to the extended time spent reading each day during reading
workshop. Mrs. Foi rarely engaged in progress monitoring, which afforded students the
chance to practice taking the assessment, which meant that the oral fle@ticyy

effects were not due to test practice. | attribute her strong oralngtetiores to the large
amounts of time students spent engaged in focused conversation around their reading

workshop books.
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Table 5: End of Year Class Averages for DIBELS

07-08 06-07 07-08 06-07

Oral Oral Oral Retell Oral Retell

Reading Reading

Fluency Fluency

(40) (40)
Foi 86.z 76.¢ 28.¢ 27.¢
D’'Eagle 80.¢ 112.¢ 27.2 38.¢
Ped( 96.£ N/A 29.¢ N/A
Rohl 80.2 65.2 26.4 24.7
Rome 73.€ 69.Z 33.4 21.€
Rouge 59.7 51.¢ 22.¢ 18.7
Seir 77.5 63 25.¢ 21.¢
Shue 76.1 71.1 23.¢ 24.¢
Wein 61. 88.€ 16.2 33.t
Yxel 70.€ 91.€ 30.¢ 33.¢
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THE STORY OF MRS. SEIN

From an early age, Mrs. Sein knew that she wanted to be a teacher. We laughed
about this fact during the interviews because we both recalled organizihgorigod
friends so that we could play school. What | found fascinating about her storfyavas t
based on her earliest memories, she described herself as a person who desired to be in
charge — to be the one calling the shots — the person who organized and led others.

Mrs. Darden If you don't mind, talk about your teaching and like, what's
influenced you, and, um,

Mrs. Sein As I'm being a teacher? Or be - like to become a teacher.

Mrs. Darden Anything - it doesn't matter. | mean, you can definitely start with
before and why you wanted to do this.

Mrs. Sein [laughing] When | was three... Okay.

Mrs. DardenYeah... We don't have to go back that far. Actually, some of us
have probably known that long.

Mrs. Sein Well, I think I did. | used to make my neighborhood kids play school.
And | was the teacher and made them - and | used to give them homework - in the
summer time. It was bad. Nobody else could be teacher but me.

Mrs. Darden That was funny.

Mrs. Sein My poor brother.

Her confident air in combination with her willingness to serve as a leader
followed Mrs. Sein into her classroom life. As she spoke of her early yeatsashar,
the same level of confidence exuded from her stories. She began student teaching in a
second grade classroom during the fall semester of 2001, and was edstatghe
received a job offer to teach second grade for the spring semester of the sahool y
From the interview, below, a strong sense of self is present in Mrs. Seiréssecy as
she described her way of teaching and structuring her classroom thatsthevés
inspiring for others.
Mrs. Sein | had a really good experience when | did my, um, internship with a
second grade teacher and then | was hired as a second grade teacher, sp that wa

it was an easy transition. She was wondeftfut she also allowed me to do
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whatever wanted in her classroom. And I'll never forget because | went back to a
workshop - about four years later and had learned that she had come out of the
classroom and was teaching a workshop on, uh, word walls, using word walls and
centers and things like that and she $hal she had learned an idea fromthra
year. And | remembered exactly what she was talking about - | just ki |
was giving her something that she would use in her future. And it was funny
sitting there in that workshop, with other teachers... and she was saying, "Well, |
had this student teacher about four or five years ago, and this is what | learned
from her." And I'm like, whoa! [laughing]
And, um, then being able to step right into second grade was even more
remarkable because | had the beginning of the year down because | started the
beginning of the year underneath her. So | had the beginning of the yeaaddwn
it was - and it just felt, like, it fit. You know? | walked right into it.
This sense of tenacity expressed by Mrs. Sein gave off the impressioegtraliess of
the situation, she would find a way to make her efforts successful. This quick sense of
confidence displayed early on by Mrs. Sein parlayed into the attributes ohartedwm
enjoyed being a role model to others; she was not shy with regard to securingavhat s
needed in order to be effective and encouraged others to do the same. Mrs. Sein’s
presence on the first grade team inspired some of the other teachers to emilace

practices as well as to speak out for what they thought was right.

Recreating Status Quo

In many ways my work with Mrs. Sein presented professional challengeeefor
that were both positive and a point of struggle. In my opportunities working with Mrs.
Sein, it seemed clear that she was determined to find a way to bring her clagsioom
to fruition regardless of the obstacles she was presented with. Some of tivep st
brought with her from Murphy County were practices that | had purposely avoided
introducing to the teachers at Canyon Primary because | felt they weedfladive than
other practices | was hoping to promote. When Mrs. Sein introduced practices such as
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data notebooks and highly routinized schedules of assessing students, | félira afix
dread and relief. | was relieved that she was the one to introduce them — Hiotisegr
could be associated with her and not necessarily with me. | was also saddeneddhat som
of these practices were finding their way into our campus. Achinstein (20083 wfithe
notion ofstatus quas a way to explain the need people have to recreate what is known
and comfortable in the midst of situations that are constantly changing. lRisbstg

status quddrings a sense of balance and continuity. | understood it was important for
Mrs. Sein to be able to bring some of these structures with her to Canyon Primary and
that it made sense for some members of the team to be interested in learninigadbtiut
was a balancing act for me as coach, trying to honor her past experietd¢es desire

to share with teammates while also keeping an eye toward my own bebetditeracy

that | hoped to pass on.

When Mrs. Sein joined the faculty of Canyon Primary, she never dreamed the
campus still relied upon the basal adoption as its primary method of reading iostruct
As a strong proponent of guided reading, she was taken aback when she discovered the
campus’s leveled library consisted of a scant 100 sets of leveled readersot wiush
were far too high to support beginning readers. Initially frustrated bwadhkeof teaching
materials available on campus, Mrs. Sein turned to her own book collection and began
organizing those books to use during guided reading groups. She then secured a
subscription to Reading A-Z, an on-line collection of leveled readers, which slge coul
print in her classroom. Mrs. Sein began assembling her own library of leveled books so

that she would have her own collection of readers at her fingertips.
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As Mrs. Sein began to share her strategy for equipping her students with an
inexpensive and almost inexhaustible supply of leveled readers, other teachers took
notice. The Parent Teacher Council arranged for each teacher on campus te bave hi
her own subscription to Reading A-Z. Mrs. Sein’s firm belief in her pedagogicedsel
and her willingness to stand up for what she needed was duly noted by team members.
Truscott & Truscott (2004), who reference Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi’s (2000)
research on positivistic psychology, note the importance of making space witholss
for “conceptualizing teachers as active decision makers who can, and shouldgexerci
choice.” Mrs. Sein’s efforts to secure the books helped to create an identittioé “a
decision maker” (p. 51). As a result, members of the team began to seek her out for
advice regarding her classroom systems and methods for teaching dailczad. This
sense of leadership and notion of confidence is exemplified in the transcript below.

Mrs. Sein You can give me just about anything to do, but I'm going to do it the

way that | know that it works. So I'm gonna, you know, put my finger down on

the organization part of it and relaying it to children, you know, the way that |
think it works best for me, and | know it works good for them because | have the
results, you know, in front of me.

Mrs. DardenYeah.

Mrs. Sein Yeah, because I've been - I've had that - the system that | came from -

well this is what you havt teach. This what - here it is. Figure it out. And, |

knew | had to teach it so | did that - | organized it. And | studied it and | played
with it. You know, | made it work. The, the best for the children. And that's kind

of what | do with things. I'll listen to other people's ideas and I'll feed off of it or i

| see something that | like, | usually take it back and make it my own.

In talking with Mrs. Sein during after school conversations, it became evidgnt
she was ready and eager to accept campus leadership roles, with the &opawdl

becoming the campus Reading Coach, once | returned to my home state. Mrs. Sein

received a great deal of respect on her previous campus for her teaching pnolhstes a
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was looking forward to assuming leadership roles at Canyon Primary, aShehad
already completed her Master’s degree and spoke of going back to school tole&rn a P
Although eager to support other teachers, her aspirations were laced withncgatid
an impending air of intolerance, at times, toward the literacy practicedskeved
around her. Mrs. Sein’s comments below occurred as she was talking about the lack of
leveled texts available on campus, and her question regarding how the teagidrs tau
children to read.
Mrs. Sein And the things that wereere, | didn’t understand. And then again, it's
kind of like, "What_ ishere?" | kept going, "What gre’hat argpeople doing
here?"
Mrs. DardenHow did anybody learn to read?
Mrs. Sein You know? | don't know what they're doing. And the things that | had
heard, didn't make sense to me. And of course, | didn't see it because I'm not able
to, you know, leave my room and go stay in someone else's room all day long and
see what they're doing. | just knew thaidn't know what they were talking
about. And | didn't know how to make it work. So it was hérdias very hard
Mrs. Sein tried to reconcile this notion of Canyon Primary “as being one ofitihéel
Scott County” schools with she viewed as sub-standard practices. She wakhyetffie
lack of reading knowledge at Canyon Primary, surprised what counted as novekpracti
in the eyes of her teammates.
In a certain respect | have to credit Mrs. Sein with forcing me to impmngve
skills as a coach. Mrs. Foi was so easy to coach because we had the samédfasic be
about literacy and she was eager to take on new practices. With Mrs. Seito IHogor
the fact that she had valid experiences that were quite different from mgrawhher
belief system regarding what was right for children in learning to read/atedat times

contradicted my own. Our work together forced me to carefully consider my own

tendencies to want to recreate #t@tus qudhat made sense to me based upon my own
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past experiences. Mrs. Sein helped me to keep my sense of self in check, remarsing

cognizant of making room for other practices outside of the ones | privileged.

The Importance of Classroom Routines

As | listened to Mrs. Sein speak about desirable classroom practices, iebecam
evident that her need to maintain order in her classroom was paramount. Mrs. Sein had
clear rules and expectations for her classroom and clearly defined conssgudrich
resulted in a smooth and efficiently run classroom. The example below ithgstinat
well-defined data collection procedures Mrs. Sein had in place to monitor studéngrea
progress. The importance of consistent routines and procedures were meant tmstream
the amount of work for Mrs. Sein, while also meeting the requirements for monitoring
student reading growth as set forth by the reading initiative.

Mrs. Sein If | do a - when | do a benchmark at the beginning of the year, | do a

benchmark on everyone and | put their names across the bottom with the level -

just like a regular bar graph. And then I'll check back in with my belthe ones
who are below grade level - I'll check in with quarterly. And so | can pregres
monitor their progress quarterly.

Mrs. DardenMmm... hmm...

Mrs. Sein And, um, depending upon where they are, middle of the year, or if

they're, you know, higher level, | may not check them again until the end of the

year - that fourth quarter. So | use my bar graphs. And I really - | likécthese

It's just - it's a quick, easy visual.
| found it interesting that once children reached a particular point in tla€iingg Mrs.

Sein did not formally assess them again until the end of the school year. This is an
example of the model of extreme efficiency that Mrs. Sein and the othdvaereof her

group valued. With the extensive number of assessments Mrs. Sein gave on a weekly

basis, she needed a systematic way to determine whether or not all the steedetsto
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be tested. Defining minimum benchmark levels for each point in the school yeardallowe
her to manage the amount of testing in her classroom.

| enjoyed working with Mrs. Sein and appreciated her willingness to expgrime
with new practices. Any ideas that were mentioned during staff developmeatoge
initiative meetings that Mrs. Sein felt fit into her own framework fordity would be
tried and then reported on. | found her classroom to be an excellent place to sesrd teach
who were trying to implement similar practices; her extreme serefi@éncy and her
propensity for organizing tasks and students made Mrs. Sein an excellent model and an

excellent person for the other teachers to ask questions.

Our Coaching Relationship

Mrs. Sein was extremely confident in her practices, so in terms of my rible as
campus reading coach, | functioned as more of a sounding board for her than someone
assisting her with the acquisition of new practices. There also existedlBbut
noticeable level of tension between the two of us that was not always conducixe towa
working together as closely as we could have. As mentioned earlier, thier@ractices
such as Fountas and Pinnell’'s notion of guided reading and the keeping of student data
notebooks that | hesitated to introduce on campus. Although | was certified to train
teachers in these areas, part of the joy in working at Canyon Primamhevéact that as
a kindergarten and first grade campus, we did not have to concern ourselves as heavily
with testing and assessment. | knew the teachers at the intermediptes daad to deal
with enough testing and our students would soon be exposed to standardized tests. |
found ways to resist as much testing as possible because | knew that it wousbipevit
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creep in at higher levels. Because Mrs. Sein hailed from a school thatdwatydleen

through the reading initiative training, she was very familiar with thetstres and

strategies employed in reading initiative schools, which also translategn@mphasis

on testing. She wanted to share her knowledge with others and recreate some of these
same structures. | was certainly not in a position to squelch her attenmisaalisg

some of these practices, but | would not openly promote them unless it was a required
part of my job. | was more than happy for her to take the onus and share what she thought
was important.

When | did engage in the coaching cycle with Mrs. Sein, we focused almost
exclusively on the nuances of guided reading groups for the more advanced ®aglers
was interested in implementing the comprehension strategies from tinel Staie
reading initiative module, and she used her stronger readers to experiment with the
strategies during guided reading groups. Because a certain amount of tgiséenh e
between the two of us, | felt it was important to follow her interests durindpicmac
opportunities to increase the likelihood that she would trust me a bit more and that we
could continue to develop our working relationship. | had to be cautious with Mrs. Sein
because | had observed that it could be tricky broaching opportunities for chtmigle. |
because most people went to her for advice and the administrators she worked for in the
past were always extremely complimentary, it was a new way of thitdkiagtically
analyze her own teaching, and she was not yet comfortable with engagingtype of
analysis.

My main concern, outside of the large amounts of assessment that were a major

part of her weekly literacy routine, was with the emergent readers ihelssraom.
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These were students for whom the state reading initiative was designledt fibreir
guided reading groups focused almost exclusively on decoding with the teti@t
paid to metacognitive strategies. Learning to decode the isolated Bitesounds was
the most difficult aspect of learning to read for these students, and whaly4eal the
interactions between Mrs. Sein and the children in the most emergent groupsgitbey w
consistently prompted to decode without attention to strategies that would have supporte
meaning making in text. This was a prime example of a coaching opportunity tthat I di
not feel comfortable initiating because of Mrs. Sein’s tendency to becomeidefens
when practices were questioned. It seemed easier to let it go and encouragepartd s
Mrs. Sein’s experimentation where my input was called for than to risk entering
controversial territory and shutting down our sometimes tenuous relationship. &gacc
point was volunteering to come into her classroom to work with these students. However,
when | would do so, Mrs. Sein was working with other students so my presence offered
little in terms of passing on new strategies.

In terms of coaching, most of my time was taken up with teachers who had far
less training in reading than Mrs. Sein, and who were ready to embrace changeglAl
| certainly influenced some of her practices, it was more by the mergomef ideas
rather than adhering to all of the elements of the coaching cycle. | only haghessan
idea or mention an extension of something Mrs. Sein was already doing in heroctass
and within short order, she would have attempted the strategy or lesson idea. We spent
time after school chatting about reading, comparing notes on our common understandings

and trainings. Although our opinions differed at times, and | found gaining an entry way
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to engage in the coaching cycle with her to be challenging, | had a great chesgdeatdt
for her perspective.

Throughout the course of the second year, Mrs. Sein took on more of a leadership
role introducing teachers to some of the practices she and Mrs. Shue werenaedust
using in their former district of Murphy County. Although these were not requirdtkeby t
state reading initiative, we both agreed that for a campus that had only usedttierbas
reading instruction, having a system for determining student reading \ea®ls
appropriate. As | mentioned earlier, | was more than happy for her to takadhen
initiatives like establishing data notebooks because although those practieésmwer
vogue” in many districts, | was not interested in perpetuating them ab@&mmary.
The initiatives gave her the official space to serve in the leadershiptyapatishe
wanted to pursue and gave me the freedom to distance myself from supporting those
strategies.

One of Mrs. Sein’s frustrations was the requirement from the county curriculum
department that first grade students receive “systematic phonics filstifusing the
Open Court program. As a new teacher to the campus, Mrs. Sein had been notified that
there was no more money from the county board of education to purchase an Open Court
kit for her classroom, and that she would have to share with her neighboring teacher, Mrs.
Rohl. There was also no training available for Open Court. Mrs. Sein was left sgath a
of Xeroxed cards pilfered from Mrs. Rohl, and no clear understanding of the program.
Below, Mrs. Sein talks about her frustration over the lack of available teachiagaisa

Mrs. Sein Trying to make -
Mrs. Darden Make do -
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Mrs. Sein with what I, with what | had. Um, not to say you know when that was -

it wasn't taken away but it wasn't in place here.

Mrs. DardenWell, and it wasn't even here.

Mrs. Sein It wasn't in place.

Mrs. Darden It didn't exist.

Mrs. Sein And the things that wereere, | didn’t understand. And then again, it's

kind of like, "What ishere?" | kept going, "What gravhat_arepeople doing

here?"
Because of the county’s insistence upon an explicitly taught phonics programgehmirs. S
had an opportunity to explore some options to find something that would meet the needs
of her students. Mrs. Sein spent the summer researching Johnny Can Spell and created
her own version of it that she experimented with and refined throughout the school year.
As a teacher feeling lost without the materials that were availablertin her former
job, Mrs. Sein found ways to adapt existing materials or locate new ones in or@ahto te
in a way that was meaningful to her. This was another point of differing opinions for us. |
had trouble accepting phonics in isolation for twenty minute blocks of time. Students who
were already proficient readers could apply these rules without support anitsiude
were struggling showed no gains in their ability to decode words in context. | did
understand that isolated phonics instruction was simply part of Mrs. Sein’s concept of
effective reading instruction. This was symptomatic, in my opinion, of the facthibat
learned to teach in a system that embraced the principles of Reading Firstianthtad
tenets of the National Reading Panel Report. This was not an area that | wga®goi
have an effect and chose to search for more productive ways for us to workrtogethe

For the 2007-2008 school year, rubric development was the focus of each

person’s Professional Development Plan. After the initial campus-widentyaoni

rubrics, Mrs. Sein promptly returned to her classroom and began developing twbrics
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teach her students how to monitor their own behavior during literacy centers as well a
assess the quality of their work. She was happy to share with other members of the
campus and allowed me to take photographs of her rubrics to share with other reading
coaches across the county. She was already thinking of ways to refine herithork w
rubrics for the following school year. As Mrs. Sein so eloquently stated, whenaive
directive, without a doubt she could find a way to make it work in her classroom
effectively, to the benefit of her students.

As our relationship grew, Mrs. Sein asked me to observe her teaching guided
reading groups. Although Mrs. Sein was confident in her teaching ability, sherdsal |
for honest feedback. When campus administrators would come in to observe Mrs. Sein
both in her former school and at Canyon Primary, she was always told that her students
were extremely well-behaved, she had excellent classroom managemdethiataher
lessons were interesting, and the students were engaged. However, Mrs. Selrawante
more critical look at her teaching. She was hungry for improvement and enjoge)fi
new ways to make her teaching more effective. | felt both flattered and nevitbus
regard to her request. | needed to tread lightly — striking a delicate d&latveeen
validating her practices while highlighting opportunities for growth. | did not veant t
appear overzealous in my attempt to look for areas of need, betraying myimysgi
about her implementation of guided reading (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996) in her classroom,
and also discouraging her from coming to me in the future. | found myself ¢areful
reviewing the coaching protocol as set forth in the state reading cgdrdimng. | took

careful notes and then without commenting, returned to my office to expand those notes.
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Mrs. Sein’s strong convictions about her guided reading practices, and her
enactment of guided reading during my observation, raised some concernsiafibh me
regard to the amount of text students had the opportunity to read. The strategy focus of
the lesson was tight — referring back to text evidence for comprehension —dsut | w
concerned by the fact that Mrs. Sein read the first few pages of the book to the group,
effectively cutting the number of opportunities students had to read from connetted te
by approximately 25%. | have often seen teachers spend too much time controlling the
reading of the text during guided reading groups in an effort to draw a “pexéetihg”
out of the children. To express these concerns, | recall cautiously draftingmis for
her. From previous encounters with Mrs. Sein, when she felt her practices wgre be
guestioned, she could be defensive, and | did not want to invalidate her trust in me by
coming across too strong. | carefully scripted my words, describing myrosringerms
of the number of pages students were given the opportunity to read, and recognizing the
tendency to hope for a clean reading of the text by the children. It was okayht® let t
students read the entire book, and it was okay if the children had a less than “clean”
reading. The conference went smoothly — Mrs. Sein appreciated the honestkeedba
and | realized the importance of trusting the coaching protocol by planning out my words
and basing my observations on quantifiable data. By investing time with Mrs. Sein to
provide her with feedback for her teaching, | felt I had secured her trust, and the
experience opened the door for me to find ways for her to share her knowledge with the
other teaches on campus.

In terms of my coaching relationship with Mrs. Sein, | actually engagedyn ve

few full coaching cycles with her. There were bigger emergencies oeaimetihan
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coaching an accomplished teacher like Mrs. Sein, and she was also riski@hto coa
Feeling extremely confident in her practices, and being open and willingetotanew
practices of her own accord, there were not as many opportunities to engagenéer
coaching cycle. She was also difficult to coach because she had the tendejest to r
certain ideas if they were not tightly in line with her current practindgaliefs.

Although I had concerns regarding the implementation of isolated and phonics and the
way that guided reading groups for the younger readers focused almasiwetglon

cueing for visual information (decoding), | did not feel comfortable in broaching the
topic. In many ways | viewed her as a secondary reading coach: shewvadeaful

addition to the team because she enjoyed organizing planning sessions and defiaing som
common practices that should have been more closely aligned across the team. As a
classroom teacher she was able to help the other teachers understand the need for
streamlining some of their practices such as common expectations for rieaeisct
various times of the year, in order to have a cohesive definition of when studeasts wer

exceeding first grade expectations, right on target, or in need of additionaltsuppor

Mrs. Sein’s Classroom

Mrs. Sein’s classroom was located in the exceptional building, in the classroom
adjacent to Mrs. Rohl. Mrs. Sein’s classroom was the epitome of a well-organized
classroom. The walls were uncluttered and posted materials were géoncéassroom
instruction. Many of the classroom displays were either built with thdrehils
assistance or constructed as lessons progressed throughout the year. Upanteate
classroom, the common wall Mrs. Sein shared with Mrs. Rohl had a dry erase board
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mounted on it with a large chart tablet posted on the left hand side. The chart table was
filled with poems that followed phonetic rules Mrs. Sein taught to her students based on
her use of Johnny Can Spell. Mrs. Sein located poems that she used to reinforce the new
sounds for the week. A large rainbow colored rug was placed on the floor dirdotigtin

of the dry erase board. Whole class lessons would take place here with students eit
facing the dry erase board (if Mrs. Sein was using information on the board for her
lessons) or facing the rear wall, where Mrs. Sein would teach lessons.

To the right of the dry erase board and slightly out from the wall was MrssSei
guided reading and assessment table. She sometimes stationed hersdihlatetinhen
teaching whole group lessons and would have students turn on the carpet to face her there
instead of toward the dry erase board. This small group kidney shaped table dviag use
five major purposes: guided reading groups, DIBELS weekly progress monitoring,
fluency checks in Reading A-Z materials, running records to assess steaténgrievels
and strategies, and conferencing with students with regard to their responsé jour
entries.

Behind the small group table was Mrs. Sein’s desk, which backed up to the
hallway she shared with Mrs. Rohl. There was a door to the right of the desk timab led i
the special education unit for the severely handicapped preschool that shared the
exceptional building with the two first grade classrooms. To the right of this door Mrs
Sein posted the Open Court cards with the blank sides facing out. Mrs. Sein adapted the
back sides of the Open Court cards to generate the example words she hag teac
students to illustrate the phonics rules they were learning from Mrs. Sein’Bedodi

version of Johnny Can Spell. Student desks took up the right hand side of Mrs. Sein’s
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classroom, across from the small group table and the whole group rug. This evaldls

a dry erase board mounted high upon the wall and Mrs. Sein used this area to project
images from the overhead projector. Student desks were typically clustsredll

group configurations so that students would work together on assignments and have a
natural clustering for literacy centers.

To the left of the dry erase board Mrs. Sein kept the rotation schedule faylitera
centers. Student book boxes were located underneath the dry erase board. Some center
materials were also located on low bookcases below the dry erase board. Fromgwatchi
students during the literacy block it was obvious that they were well-schookthis of
the appropriate placement of the materials. Rarely did students ever havenguasbut
where to return items or how they were to be packed away. Student rubrics for self-
monitoring behavior during centers and reading time were posted in several locations
around the room initially, but this was their final place of residence.

The back wall of the room was where Mrs. Sein’s book tubs were housed. Books
were organized by approximate reading level as well as by genre andesies. During
the second half of the spring semester of 2008, there was a greater cooceotrati
nonfiction books housed in this part of the library. Mrs. Sein found later in the school
year that her children were drawn to nonfiction to a greater degree than fiction so she
purposefully changed the concentration of the types of books located here. Student book
boxes were a combination of guided reading books from the Reading A-Z series from

lessons with Mrs. Sein and books from the classroom leveled library.
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The State Reading Initiative and Alternative Initiatives

Of the three focal teachers, Mrs. Sein most closely followed the stdiegea
initiative guidelines. She embraced the Tier Il vocabulary lessons, she usgdriek
Books for the purpose of confirming student reading levels, and she had a tightly
structured system for assessing her students on a regular schedule. Althadigmshe
participate in any alternative initiatives, such as reading or writorgshop, she
modified some of the reaching initiatives to fit her own instructional needs. Fopéxa
she used Reading A-Z texts instead of only DIBELS progress monitoringgpasSde
added the comprehension test to the Tier Il vocabulary module. “Raised” in Murphy
County to respect these mandates, Mrs. Sein mentioned early on in the study that she
prided herself in being able to take any of the state initiatives and make tr&rmwer
classroom. | did not ever encounter her rejecting a practice that wetsoé qoa official
mandate. She did, however, reject practices outside of mandates and outside ofthe scop
of practices she used in her former district. The following sections detaisbef each

of these tools.

Tier Il Vocabulary

One of the literacy initiatives from the state reading department s@aral on
teaching students vocabulary in a systematic fashion. This strand was oneafidst
modules introduced to the teachers on campus and the module that people were drawn to
more than any of the others. Typically teachers struggled to teach “vocélindeayse

the task felt enormous and unmanageable. Prior to the introduction of the vocabulary
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module from the state reading initiative, teachers often wondered wherd thestar
monumental task of addressing vocabulary.

The state reading initiative lessons focused on Tier Il vocabulary, deériedha
utility words that were easily definable in child-friendly terms, ancewt content
specific. This last caveat was important because children needed multipleuopigsrto
encounter the words regularly, and content area words would have had limited
opportunities for frequent use. The lesson design started with an appealingnéhildr
book that students would have already heard. The designers of this vocabulary lesson
structure felt that it was important for students to have an alreadyrexistckground
knowledge of the text in order to free children’s attentions up for the new words. The
teachers and | worked together initially in one-on-one coaching sessitres Bobk of
their choosing. We would go through the book and read it together, making lists of any
words that met the criteria mentioned above. We would then examine the list to ensure
the definitions were vastly different for each word — we discovered throiadgjand error
that words with similar meanings were too difficult for children to keep $iraldpe
teachers and | also looked for words that we could associate a hand signal sogahe
motion that would make their definitions more memorable. The final test was whether
could write a child-friendly definition using few words that truly captured thenmeg of
the word.

In Mrs. Sein’s class, the typical structure for teaching vocabulary s\iai@ws.
Students were introduced to targeted vocabulary words that were linked with children’s
literature. Students were given opportunities to use the words with other studknts a

were taught how to use the words in appropriate contexts. Copies of the book covers were
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displayed around the room. The targeted words were posted under each book cover to
help remind the children of the new words.

Mrs. Sein loved the Tier Il lessons, and decided to incorporate them into her daily
literacy block. Mrs. Sein along with her teaching partner, Mrs. Shue, decided to agld som
additional components to the vocabulary lessons. In their former district, studests wer
given comprehension grades based on stories that were read aloud to the tislss mul
times during the week. In this way teachers could assess story compelargsstudent
understanding of key vocabulary terms without relying on students to actuallyieead t
texts independently. Mrs. Sein combined the focus on vocabulary with an emphasis on
comprehension and created a weekly test on the focus book for vocabulary instruction
and also tested student comprehension at the same time. She felt this waseanh \eHy
to separate comprehension from reading level in a systematic way &dstadsnts did
not have to read the text on their own. Although | introduced the notion of Tier Il
vocabulary to Mrs. Sein during a reading meeting, she systematized the procdugrre i
classroom and helped to recruit more teachers in the use of this model.

The Tier Il vocabulary lessons served another purpose. One of the sources of
conflict on the first grade team had to do with the confusion over the conceghof
wordsversusvocabulary wordsFor Mrs. Sein, the distinction was clear, but for the
teachers who had been employed by Scott County, the water had been muddied because
the basal adoption provided weekly “vocabulary tests” which actually testeldi’a chi
ability to read sight words in isolation. Mrs. Sein offered to meet with ineztésachers
to design grade level vocabulary modules that could be delivered each week in

conjunction with children’s literature author studies to bring a level of ra@yeotabulary
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instruction as a first grade team. As the reading coach, | was not midg@s$avor of

using the vocabulary lessons to test first graders using pencil and papsrfarunore in
favor of promoting an interest in new language as children learned to uskwWwaeds$ in

the oral lesson format as set forth by the state department. Howeasrpleased that

some of the teachers were eager to develop some common literacy expectatiomeand w
turning to one another for planning lessons. The vocabulary lessons provided another
opportunity for Mrs. Sein to put her stamp on Canyon Primary and influence literacy
practices in a manner that brought some continuity to team practices.|Hgness to
embrace the vocabulary initiatives was influenced by the fact that thedgesmded an
opportunity for her to find a place in her teaching for the comprehension lessonsthe use
in her former county, and liked so much. The lessons would ensure some common
expectations for the grade level — something she wanted desperately. H@aseve
mentioned in the previous chapter, her attempts to bring the team together were only

accepted by half of the team, and rejected by the remaining members.

Establishing Common Grade Level Practices

Another portion of the reading initiative that defined Mrs. Sein’s classroom
practices was the progress monitoring and assessment expectationsislaacss the
state were required to ensure students were making adequate progresshitewar
DIBELS goals for each of the data checkpoint meetings. Although Mrs. Seinhesed t
progress monitoring tasks recommended by the state, she felt that by thentkelve
DIBELS progress monitoring tasks were an inadequate depiction of student prbgress
her former district, Mrs. Sein had used “benchmark books” as a gauge of studerggprogre
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in reading in addition to the isolated DIBELS progress monitoring tasks meant te equa
to book reading. Benchmark books were special books that represented appropriate levels
of text for various checkpoints during the year and were reserved for tdastiegts. By
holding the books back, this was a guarantee that children would not have the opportunity
to encounter these texts in classroom instruction. Together with Mrs. Shue, Mrs. Sei
created a leveled text chart showing which levels of Reading A-Z books studeumts s
be able to read and comprehend at various checkpoints across the year. These minimum
expectations defined where an “average” first grade student should be readingus
points throughout the year. The importance to Mrs. Sein of organizing benchmark books
indicated to me her preoccupation with controlling the pace of student reading
instruction. As mentioned above, students who were “above level” based on the
benchmark books were not checked again until the end of the year. Tests appear to be
used as a way of decided who to attend to and who to dismiss, as opposed to ensuring
continuous growth for all students.

Some of the first grade teachers were intrigued by this method of detegmini
student progress. The issue with the DIBELS progress monitoring passagbhatwiasyt
were written to reflect an end of year reading level for first gsag@gents, and only
assessed whether or not the child was capable of reading at the end angendsiThe
Reading A-Z texts were more developmentally appropriate because tregesgned
to show smaller increments of growth along the way. Some of the first gieateets
whole-heartedly embraced this new assessment notion. It was acceptedypboyrthe
members of Group Sein who felt that some of the other teachers had lost siglatyaioa w

monitor where students should be reading at various points across the year. Msney w
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provided at the campus level for each teacher to have two assessment notebooks. One
notebook held preprinted testing materials, running record copies, and progrestwcharts
track student growth. The other notebook contained the actual copies of completed

student running records and charts to document student growth or a lack of. Book boxes
were also purchased to store the benchmark books. The grade level teachers came to
consensus regarding the number of times benchmark assessments would be used and how
the results would be documented and shared. These decisions were made at the end of the
2007-2008 school year and were to be organized by Mrs. Sein for the campus, for the

upcoming school year.

Systematic Assessment

Throughout the course of my observations in Mrs. Sein’s room, | was struck by
the extensive amount of time she spent engaged in student assessment and evaluation.
When Mrs. Sein was not conducting guided reading groups, she was engaged in a regular
schedule of testing children or assessing their response journal entrieshifiéset of
constant assessment was developed in her former school district. Becaasggishia ta
large urban school district with high poverty and low student success rates, her forme
campus emphasized the importance of engaging in a constant cycle of asgessme
progress monitoring, and data meetings. The teachers had a particular onus of proving
their students were making appropriate achievement gains on measuremeadsngf r
achievement. In this sense, the state reading initiative was very appgeding; Sein.

She had come to associate “hard” numeric data on state approved assessments and
running records as proof positive that students were growing. Data was alswebktre
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important when proving that students were experiencing learning problems begond th
scope of classroom instruction. In the conversation below, Mrs. Sein explains bar syst
for using running records to talk with parents about student progress.
Mrs. Sein So with the parents | actually pwltrun-running records and |
actually pull out the books and show them, "This is example of, you know, of
level D... This is an example of a level H, which is where we are right now, you
know? | show them those things and | also give them charts that I've made of the
different levels through the grade levels so they can see the differencerbetwee
kindergarten, first, and second grade. | use the fluency passages and | keep them
in my notebook. | use the benchmark - | keep it all in my notebook. | use my
benchmarks to do my leveled books with them to do my small group teaching
with them. | usually write comments on those papers - | usually writeaigtite
child's running record, or the fluency passage.
Data became a way to reiterate the grade level expectations to parérasyay to
document when students were struggling that was more difficult to arguéhaat
teacher opinion alone.
As opposed to the state reading initiative influencing Mrs. Sein, | would say that
Mrs. Sein influenced the translation of elements of the state readingveiti@tie was at
an advantage in many senses because the elements of the reading initiative had been p
of the required cycle of instruction and assessment in her former district, lsadsheen
given ample opportunities to tweak many of these practices in a manner tieesense
to her. The large amount of time spent administering assessments both formally and
informally made the use of centers in her classroom paramount to the organa dier
classroom structure. | did observe, however, that the use of centers in Mrs. @sm’s r
was not replicated in the other first grade classrooms, with the excepiMrs. Shue.

Many of the teachers felt that center time was counterproductive bedalasen were

not on-task and their behavior was distracting to the teacher trying to workmaitl
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groups. The other teachers also did not embrace assessment to the degree $eah Mrs
did. One of the dangers of over-emphasizing assessment was the confusion efgassessi
student understanding with that of actual teaching. Engaging in fluency chauking
records, and the evaluation of completed readers’ response journals does noteonstitut

instruction or take the place of modeling.

The Student Perspective

As with Mrs. Foi’s classroom, | felt that engaging in student intervieadd
provide an important viewpoint worth considering when looking at classroom literacy
practices. There were several common themes that emerged acrossistedeers.
The first theme dealt with how students determined whether or not people in dlass we
good readers. As part of Mrs. Sein’s classroom, students were expectee ia writ
reading response journals. Mrs. Sein would conference with children on their assigned
day of the week. During these conferences, students would set goals for the number of
entries to be completed the following week in addition to goals regarding writing
conventions. In addition to how much people read, the reading response entries became
associated with being a good reader by the children in Mrs. Sein’s classroonvaghis
the only classroom out of the three focus classrooms in which writing wassasd@s a
sign of being a good reader.
Mrs. DardenHow do you know when somebody is a good reader?
SusanYou like, see them reading every second and they won't stop to, like, write
down anything. Or if they really think a book is really good, and they just love the
book, they'll write down something about - and they only write down thoughts
about their book when they really, really love it.
Cayce Mine is, um, like, um, like, they don’t stop - they keep on reading. And

they, like, check out a lot of books.

23¢€



SusanLike Christa - she checks out a lot of books - like one chapter book a day.

Cayce And, um books, like,

SusanAnd they do anything to get a book.

Cayce And they buy books with their own money.

Chris Um, You can watch 'em read and you can hear 'em. And if they're really

good at writing, and they write down all their thoughts and, uh, they could read

like, um, a chapter book, like in three days.

SusanWhenever | see him reading, he's writing down a lot of stuff. Like before

he's done - I'll see him reading a book and before he even gets to the last page, he

writes down his thoughts.

When students were asked to talk about the “good” readers in class, a child by the
name of Christa was consistently referred to as the best reader. Staiie st she read
a different chapter book each day and that Christa could read Harry Potter books by
herself. The power of the almighty chapter book surfaced — a theme that ran consistent
across all first grade classrooms regardless of the teacher, havesver, of interest to
me thatHarry Potterwas referenced as a book the students in Mrs. Sein’s room wanted
to read. Thedarry Potterseries rarely surfaced in the interviews of first grade students as
an example of a chapter book that children typically wanted to read becausedgif its hi
level of difficulty. UsuallyMagic Tree Hous&vas the standard goal, but because students
had seen Christa with th¢arry Potterbooks, the series was on the radar. In addition to
Christa’s prowess as an accomplished reader, her work ethic was alst duriley
student interviews. She viewed school very seriously stating that she was intechool
learn — an attribute openly praised by Mrs. Sein. With each group of studekts] ifas
they were given the choice to skip some aspect of the literacy block, to talk dtaiut w
that might be. The following is my conversation with Christa.

Mrs. DardenWhat would you choose not to do?

Christa That's kind of a tough question because | like to do all of them.

Mrs. Darden Okay, well, so your choice might be that, that you would not want
to skip any of them. And, and that is a gababice.
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Christa 'Cause that's what | came here to learn about. So, | wouldn't skip
anything.

Another interesting aspect of student interviews dealt with the vocabessgnls
that Mrs. Sein was famous for implementing. Children enjoyed learning new witds a
hearing the stories, but did not enjoy the monotony of writing the words and their
definitions each week. Students did enjoy writing sentences that used the words
appropriately in context, but the act of copying the words and definitions was codsidere
“work.”

Mrs. Darden So talk to me about vocabulary, and when you all study books
during the year, and you learn vocabulary.

SusanWell... it's not really fun because - it's fun hearing the story and stuff like
that, but, it's not really fun when you have to write down, write down, like, the
meaning and the word. We just like writing down all four sentences - not really
the part where you write down the word and the meaning.

Cayce Because some are funny, some are sad, some are silly.

Susanyeah.

Mrs. Darden What were you [Chris] going to say about vocabulary?

Chris Um, | like, uh, vocabulary words because they teach me new words. And
the meaning.

Mrs. Darden And it's good if you're going to learn a new word to know what it
means. So what's your favorite part of all of that?

Chris My favorite part is writing the meaning and the word.

Mrs. Darden If there was anything that you got to skip. Mrs. Sein said, "Today,
you can choose one thing and you don't have to do it." Out of spelling or
handwriting or reading or vocabulary or response journals.

Susanl like a lot of stuff.

Mrs. Darden But you can only pick one. So think really hard for a minute. What
would you skip?

SusanWriting down the definitions and the words.

Mrs. Darden Okay, so that's what you would skip. Cayce?

Cayce Uh...

Mrs. DardenYou keep thinking and I'll come back to you.

Chris | would skip the same thing as Susan. Vocabulary.

Mrs. Darden Why?

Chris Because | kind of get bored of writing down the sentences.
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The students’ comments suggested to me that the regimented nature of the
vocabulary lessons took away the pleasure of listening to pictures books and learning
new language. The written aspect had been added to the lesson by Mrs. Sein, and was the
least enjoyable part. Susan makes an interesting distinction because sbereatiyg
the sentences which used the targeted vocabulary in context, but she did not enjoy the
more mundane task of writing definitions. The notion that students tended to enjoy tasks
that involved more authentic forms of literacy over contrived tasks was mirrassac

all three classrooms.

DIBELS

The DIBELS scores presented an interesting pattern of data. Therawvere t
teachers on the first grade team who used guided reading exclusivelghtahéddren to
read: Mrs. Sein and Mrs. Shue. One interesting pattern that emerged during the 2006-
2007 school year and continued into the 2007-2008 school year had to do with the
readers at the lowest levels. When examining student reading growthobasedds
read correctly per minute and the extent to which children were able tohetpidsage
accurately, students taught to read using Fountas and Pinnell’s version of guiliegl rea
(1996), who were being instructed using lowest levels of text in the classroom tended to
make the least amount of growth when compared to struggling students in classrooms
using other methods of reading instruction. The discrepancy in scores at the eard of ye
between the lowest readers and the next group of students up was astounding. None of
the other methods of teaching reading produced such large discrepancies between the
lowest readers and the remainder of the class as measured by the endiBFtS
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measures of fluency and comprehension. In considering the strugglingsreahlies.
Sein’s classroom, | hypothesized that guided reading was holding the lowest stoidents
certain type of book and a very narrow level of text, preventing these children firmgn be
exposed to a broader range of reading experiences. Student book boxes werdHilled wi
the books from the guided reading groups and books they were allowed to select from the
classroom leveled library mirrored these same types of texts. Extremiédgd access to
books confined to a small range of text levels served only to constrain the kinds of stories
developing readers were exposed to in the classroom. Guided reading groups for
struggling students utilized primarily patterned text at low levels aneé#ohing points
typically focused on decoding skills with an emphasis on flawless reading. Thesesnoti
of varying student treatment were confirmed as | observed groups compasedenits
who were progressing steadily in reading compared with those groups comprised of
students who were making few gains. The teaching points among the differandttype
groups varied greatly.

The majority of Mrs. Sein’s students made growth commensurate with other
readers across the first grade, with noticeable differences, however, otelimggre
portion of the assessment. Although Mrs. Sein placed specific focus during reading on
the retelling portion of the assessment, student scores remained basecalyne
throughout the year. In considering this pattern, | speculated that studemtsotver
spending time talking about the texts for extended periods of time. Mrs. Sein spent
tremendous amounts of guided reading lessons providing background on the stories and
having students engage in comprehensions strategies, but students did not have

opportunities to read and share their thinking with others. Reading during cergexs wa
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quiet activity designed to provide students with the opportunity to practice readohg

the comprehension portion was addressed during response journals. Asking students to
write about their reading and providing students with time to talk about their resading
very different types of comprehension activities. Because the DIBEleSsasent

examined each child’s ability to retell a story as opposed to write a symiraan

speculating students tended to score lower than their peers in other classremnisuof
reading ability where oral retelling was practiced on a regular bastauBe of the

privileging of written comprehension over oral forms, what was taught andrseige

versus what was assessed did not match in terms of format — which mattersasetbé c

six and seven year olds.

THE STORY OF MRS. ROHL

At the time of this study, Mrs. Rohl was completing her twenty-fifth year of
teaching and was contemplating retirement. She had been teaching at Camgoy iAri
its various locations for the vast majority of her career and provided an important
perspective regarding the school and its history across two and half decadé¥olirs
spoke of the various ways her roles as an educator had changed, as she slowly watched
the people she considered her close teaching peers forced into retiremenabt/fdve
administrators. According to Mrs. Rohl, these kind ladies were deemed out of alignme
with the public image of Canyon Primary, and were given difficult studenssge |
enough numbers that they resigned themselves to retirement.

Mrs. Roht I guess I'm more of a loner...Um, past years, like, um, | used to have a

teacher buddy that we taught a lot alike. As we did, you know, a lot of things

together — that was right next door. But | guess, you know, as time changes, and
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new teachers come in, and their styles are so different, | guesadtierd of...
drifted off and I'm kind of like ‘old school.’ [laughing]

In Cohen and Ball's 1990 article examining how teachers grapple with new
mandates in the midst of their already-developed classroom practices;ghe yhee
importance of a teacher’s history and articulate Mrs. Rohl’s position ahthef éwenty-
five productive years as a first grade teacher, suddenly inundated by sadevg re
initiative.

Teachers... cannot ignore the pedagogical past because it is their past. If

instructional changes are made, they must make them. And changing one’s

teaching is not like changing one’s socks. Teachers construct their practices
gradually, out of their experience as students, their professional education and
their previous encounters with policies designed to change their practice.

Teaching is less a set of garments that can be changed at will thgirof wa

knowing, of seeing, and of being (Cohen & Ball, 1990, p. 334).

Before | knew Mrs. Rohl on a personal level, my early introduction consisted of
what other members of the first grade team told me about her. Her colleagtrésedes
her as a warm and lovely person whom they enjoyed spending time with. But | noticed
that their descriptions of her were only social ones and that her fellow teasspnmatey
of whom had taught their entire teaching careers by her side, understood littlaetout
teaching practices other than that she used the basal for reading instructi@asand w
firm believer in daily phonics lessons. Both Mrs. Rohl and her team mates would have
been surprised to learn how much of Mrs. Rohl’s teaching was like that of hagoeate

The word “resourceful” is one that | would use to depict Mrs. Rohl. She organized
her own leveled library using the books she had. She created a numbering and checkout

system so that children simply had to record the book code on an index card. She retyped

stories from old basals so that the stories could be reused for readers’ workshop and
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readers’ theater. By using these books in novel ways she provided her studenanyit
opportunities to read in text at their own levels throughout the day. This was one of the
ways she managed to support readers who either struggled in the basal or were not
challenged enough by the basal story for that week. The stories were al$opyand

sent home for students to practice with their parents. Mrs. Rohl had a system where
parents could let her know which words their children needed help with so that she could
follow up with the children the following day at school.

Mrs. Rohl also ensured that as many aspects of her weekly reading, spelling, and
Open Court goals were in alignment as possible. If she could detect a phonicsiilyle fa
within the basal story for the week, then she would ensure the spelling words for that
week correlated. She also incorporated sight words into her classroom in thisaame

Mrs. Roht I'm very routine... you'll notice that I'm very consistent and do

weekly... pretty much the same kind of thing and build. And we just keep building

on it and adding more each time. Because I've found over the years that just
seems to... if they know what they're expected and they know what we’re doing,
they know what's expected of them. That's why | get the kids who need structure
because I'm very structured. | feel like it helps a lot of children becausedleey
structure.

In my estimation, many of Mrs. Rohl’s practices were fresh and intggoimer
students. Children relished the time in class allotted for reading books of their own
choosing and writing stories on self-selected topics. She was constanthjrsgpéoc
ways to incorporate more reading into her classroom, drawing from sourcessuch a
National Geographic for Kids and books from old adoptions that she either placed in her
own leveled library or retyped in a more child-friendly format. In termsarirphg with

other teachers during my time at Canyon Primary, however, Mrs. Rohl workedatiprim

in isolation with the exception of planning for classroom field trips and school garade
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with Mrs. Sein, whose classroom was next door to Mrs. Rohl’s in the exceptional
building.

During our many hours together spent talking about classroom practices and
teaching philosophies | learned that one reason for Mrs. Rohl’s professional@ecl
was her belief that her traditional methods of teaching children to read amgerhaps
did not fit into the story of what it meant to teach at Canyon Primary. Although Mrs
Rohl had ample proof that she was teaching children well because of satisfred pace
children who were skillful readers and writers, she was quite conscious of the school
wide emphasis on art projects and projecting a particular type of imageind laacute
classroom. Although the tone of the school had changed in many ways, there ware certa
expectations the parents and community members still maintained. Manysparent
continued to expect elaborate art projects and painted t-shirts for every sarmdobad
Mrs. Rohl was just more interested in teaching children academic sulieatsading,
math, and science.

| found Mrs. Rohl’s classroom to be a place not ruled by structure and “hard”
academics but a place where children were provided with many opportunitidswgha
one another and work together. Students read constantly, wrote across the day and
throughout content areas, and art was carefully planned and incorporated into theny of
classroom activities.

Of the three focus teachers in this study, | was the least involved in tlué role
coach with Mrs. Rohl. There was no tension between us in any way — | simply did not
view her as a candidate for coaching. | knew that she was making plansetovitdiin

the next year or so, and from her quiet level demeanor during Turn-Around-Training
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assumed that she was not going to implement any sweeping changes tosheorolas
Eventually | would discover that there were already many aspects aatbeeading
initiative that Mrs. Rohl had implemented in some form or fashion, but these practices
such as explicitly taught phonics, had been part of Mrs. Rohl’s repertoire long before
anyone had heard of the National Reading Panel Report.

My only regret with regard to Mrs. Rohl is that | did not learn more about her
classroom earlier in my time at Canyon Primary. There were many sigpéer
classroom practices worthy of bringing to other teachers’ attention, am khlere were
quite a few faculty members who identified closely with Mrs. Rohl’s sif/keaching
who may have felt more a part of the changes at Canyon Primary if theyahaede

there was a colleague on campus for them to plan with.

Mrs. Rohl’'s Classroom

Upon entering Mrs. Rohl’s classroom, there was a neat, orderliness to the space.
The student desks were sometimes arranged in straight rows, facing onevaf dn t
erase boards in the classroom, while at other times, the tables were amatigstirs of
five or six, with students facing one another. Mrs. Rohl said the arrangement was
dependent upon the class’s ability to attend to her teaching, which she freghanggd
accordingly.

Each space on her classroom walls was filled with an instructional tool utiized a
part of her weekly literacy routine. As | conducted observations in heradasscross
the semester, | saw her refer to each of the tools posted on her walls: tteecteary
designated areas for posters highlighting phonics and spelling rules; Openv&lburt
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cards were posted along the wall that Mrs. Rohl shared with Mrs. Sein; leveled book
boxes, basals; student folders were located along low bookshelves that lined the
classroom walls; and on the board that shared a common wall with the hallway,the dail
warm-up was posted each morning.

Morning warm-ups usually consisted of skill work such as alphabetizing words,
editing sentences, or practicing contractions. To the right of this board, this wight
words and vocabulary words from the week’s basal story were posted on flashcards.
Focus words from the Open Court lessons for the week were also posted theoeughe f
words displayed the phonics rules that would be focused on during lessons throughout the
week. To the left of this board was Mrs. Rohl’'s word wall area with the cumulagive i
sight words posted high on the wall. Students entered these words in their spelling
dictionaries on a weekly basis and Mrs. Rohl also had students participate in word
searches, looking for these words in leveled readers printed on copy paper. Students
would use highlighters and search for them in one of four leveled stories they would be
assigned, based on Mrs. Rohl's assessment of each child’s reading level.

On the wall to the right of this main board, the weekly spelling words were
posted. This wall also held the dry erase board that was used for two purposes that |
observed during my time in Mrs. Rohl’'s room. The first purpose was to record the words
needed for the Open Court phonics lessons in which she would underline portions of
words with the focus rules for the week. The other use for this board, which | observed
on two occasions, was where Mrs. Rohl would model stories for students at the beginning
of her writing block. This practice of writing stories on this board originate@iimirig |

conducted on writing during the fall semester of the 2007-2008 school year. At the
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completion of the story, Mrs. Rohl would erase it. Once our focus on writing traimsg w
over, | did not observe stories written on this board again.

Returning to the left side of the room, and below the word wall, a door led to a
small room located off the side of Mrs. Rohl’s classroom. Decades ago this rdom ha
been a small workroom for the special education teachers who worked in theaatepti
building, but in the years since, Mrs. Rohl utilized this room for her own leveledylibra
built from books she purchased with her own funds (even though the special education
unit for students with profound disabilities was still located in this building with Mrs
Sein and Mrs. Rohl). On this same side of the classroom, but further toward the back of
the classroom, a large group area with a rug was located in an alcove. Thisvapa
reserved for whole group choral reading sessions from the basal as eistiussion of
the basal stories, which will be described in more detail later.

Cubbies were built along the back wall of the classroom, lined with tall windows
from floor to ceiling. Special folders were kept within these cubbies such tasgwri
folders and behavior folders. Student backpacks were hung on pegs in a hallway that ran
behind the main dry erase board student desks often faced. The space above these pegs
was reserved for art projects that Mrs. Rohl incorporated into a content am@sslasher
classroom — often social studies or science. This was the space where Nirma&eh
official room for artwork produced by her students, but always produced during the
school day, without parental assistance or worded another way, without parental
interference. The artwork was always structured with the products franck#éd
looking very much the same, but with individual differences. One such assignment

involved students creating little versions of themselves wearing t-shédslsiag how
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they would make the world a better place. Another example was a series sfudtests

decorated about the concept of Spring.

The State Reading Initiative and Alternative Initiatives

“When teachers changed in response to policy, they did so in terms of their pre-
existing practice, knowledge and beliefs. They reframed the policy in ténvisgabthey
already knew, believed and did in classrooms” (Cohen & Ball, 1990, p. 331). This quote
exemplifies Mrs. Rohl’s response to the state reading initiative. Mamg afttategies we
discussed during the mandated trainings were strategies Mrs. Rohl ety damiliar
with in one form or another from her past twenty-five years in education. In our
afterschool conversations, Mrs. Rohl spoke of being in education long enough to have
seen the strategies and methods from the state reading initiative as otie#rdgeracy
practices come and go many times over, with only the name changing. She did laugh
about the way many of these strategies were often “re-branded’ngstiasied on the
latest research, and yet she remembered clearly when those sagggestiaere
introduced as new and cutting-edge while she was still in college.

There were four major components | observed Mrs. Rohl implement in her
classroom from the state reading initiative: student book boxes, phonics taught in
isolation, cued elicitation responses, and repeated readings of texts. Qirdmes,
only the student book boxes were a new addition to her classroom. Although the book
boxes were purchased with campus funds to support the state reading initiativesréney w
already in alignment with Mrs. Rohl’s insistence that every student in Issratan have
access to books at an appropriate level for his or her needs. Mrs. Rohl alreadyeliad a w
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established personal classroom library from which children would check out books on a

daily basis, so the book boxes were a natural extension of an existing classroa®. pract

The Importance of DIBELS

Ensuring her students were prepared to do well on the DIBELS assessment was
important to Mrs. Rohl, and she worked accordingly with her students to provide enough
practice before the test for students to understand the tasks and to perform théyn flue
Parents listened to students read passages for homework at night, circling wiondseha
problematic. However, Mrs. Rohl did stop asking parents to time their childrentmnce s
understood, through my coaching, the negative impact that the emphasis on speed had
upon student performance. However, during my time in Mrs. Rohl’'s classroom | never
observed students directly practicing any of the portions of the DIBEleSsament. The
most salient pieces of Mrs. Rohl’'s normal literacy routine that | suspectlgimpacted
the fluency and comprehension scores for the DIBELS assessments, were the vas
amounts of reading students engaged in each day, in addition to the opportunity to engage
in repeated readings of stories. Although | was not an advocate for Open Court,dhe dire
instruction of phonics through Open Court prepared students for the nonsense word
fluency portion of the assessment.

Toward the end of the study | asked Mrs. Rohl to reflect upon her current teaching
practices and whether the state reading initiative or the presence BEB Bsting
impacted any aspect of her decision-making in the classroom.

“It really hasn’t changed my style of teaching. Nor has [the statengpadi

initiative]. Because, | mean, I've always been really, you know, phonics tolme —

learned reading with phonics, as a child, so to me it was very, very important so,
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you know, I've always really stressed a lot of phonics in my reading curriculum

Um, but DIBELS, of course, all the progress monitoring that we ever had to do,

you know, just to, to ensure, and that's a good thing. You know, there have been

some good things that have come out of it, such as that.”

Mrs. Rohl also mentioned that prior to instituting the reading passage homework
folders she had never provided formalized reading practice for her students to wbrk on a
home with their parents, but she felt the reading folders had been a successful
improvement. They arose from the need to ensure students would be able to pass the
reading fluency portion on the DIBELS assessment. She had not believed in the
importance of having children practice oral reading — typically in herrolassthey read
most pieces silently until she attended Timothy Rasinski’s training on fluarty
reading and students were required to read aloud for DIBELS. “I guess, ahsgdike
but as far as my overall style it really hasn’'t changed my style ‘cause teading’s
always been the key. That's why | like first grade, you know, becauseliycu can see
those little ones all of a sudden just turn on.”

Another by-product of both Rasinski’s training and the pressure of ensuring
students would perform well on DIBELS was the concerted effort Mrs. Rohl made to
ensure every child had ample reading material to take home each night, above and
beyond the practice folders. Every morning as students entered Mrs. Rolsfeatas
they would return the books they had borrowed from the day before from Mrs. Rohl’'s
personal leveled book library so they could choose new books to take home. As
referenced earlier, Mrs. Rohl’s leveled library was located in a small oficim one side

of her classroom. Years before this area had served as a teachers’ workrtdoen f

teachers who worked in the exceptional building. As Mrs. Rohl explained during one of
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our conversations, the leveled library was divided into four broad sections and she would
assign each child to the section she felt was most appropriate for theigriesel. The

notion that struck me was that in comparison to the leveling system used in Mrs. Sein’s
classroom, Mrs. Rohl’'s students had access to a much broader range of types of levels of
text. It seemed that granting students access to wider ranges of textegseld the

chance that students would be unnecessarily constrained in their access toappropri
texts based solely on teacher judgment. In essence, by providing a widen bfeadt

choices, Mrs. Rohl was protecting her students against preconceived notions she might
have formed that were less than accurate. There were no rules regardingdbdwedks

could be kept out, but | did observe that most children brought back books every morning
and exchanged them for new titles. The checkout system was simple. Hddtadhiis

or her own index card and each book had an assigned number. Students simply crossed
out the numbers for returned books on their index cards and recorded the next numbers

for the books they were borrowing.

Research-Based Influences

Mrs. Rohl was a teacher who put great faith in the notion of “research,” trusting
products such as Open Court or the design of the basal system because re$earchers
designed these materials. Mrs. Rohl recalled one of her teammataesgeayithe Open
Court lessons to mirror the basal program. The teacher had been asked to share her work
with the rest of the team members. Mrs. Rohl was straightforward with me about
choosing to trust the Open Court alignment. She felt the people who designed the Open
Court system did so for a reason and she was not going to use the new alignment from a
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teammate when professionals had worked diligently to design a systenothatiwMrs.
Rohl was comfortable in the fact that the basal series introduced diffleiléntisring
different time periods than Open Court and felt that the spiraled review tha¢desaks
important and good for her students.

Mrs. Rohl was one of the few teachers who was able to place many of the aspects
of the DIBELS assessment contextually in her classroom. Most teachersistere
working with students on the nonsense word portion of the assessment because they were
told to bring up their scores. Mrs. Rohl, however, realized that the nonsense words
required the same set of skills that students needed when reading multi-syllatsc wor
Mrs. Rohl felt that Open Court really prepared children to meet this challShg also
noted that Open Court developed vocabulary very early with students. Although the
reading books were not utilized as part of the Open Court program, the high vocabulary
from the stories were present in the Open Court lessons that Mrs. Rohl used as part of her
daily routine. She credited the exposure of those kinds of words with the growing
vocabulary her students were developing. As the words were encountered gsons,le
Mrs. Rohl found the need to explain the often high-level words, supporting her students
by teaching the meaning and placing the words in context.

Another way that Mrs. Rohl felt she drew upon research-based practices was
through the comprehension strand she taught that was tied to the basal stories. As
opposed to embracing the more open-ended comprehension model that involved teaching
the students how to question their way through any fiction or nonfiction text through
teacher modeling and scaffolding, Mrs. Rohl used the comprehension questions at the end

of every basal story to ensure that students were attending to the meaning beteixid the
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During the comprehension questioning sessions, students would be asked to answer the
guestions from the basal in rapid-fire succession. Students quickly discovéereelthia
members of the class would always volunteer answers, which allowed theingma

students the opportunity to disengage from the question and answer sessions. Mrs. Rohl
was in search of correct responses to the stories from the basal during these
comprehension sessions. Students were called on in quick order and incorrect answers
were responded to by moving on to another child who was more likely to have the correct
response. The purpose of questioning in this area was to find the correct answer, not to
have children explain their thinking unless the questions from the basal exphdidig

for students to do so. Mrs. Rohl would also guide students through the other passages that
accompanied the main basal story. These passages were typically nonficidare and

had multiple choice responses akin to what might appear on a standardized test.

Multi-faceted Reading Instruction

The public story of Mrs. Rohl on campus was that she was a “traditional teacher,”
relying heavily upon the basal and phonics for reading instruction. As reading coach
privy to assessment data, | knew that Mrs. Rohl was successful in producdrgrechil
could read and write well. Interestingly, during my initial observationsrst Rohl’s
reading block, | did not see any instruction involving the basal. | observed students
reading from a variety of leveled texts in a structure that looked much moreditieg
workshop than reading using the traditional basal format with a focus story fore¢ke we
At the beginning of March | asked Mrs. Rohl if | could observe the other parts of her
reading block where she used the basal. She seemed surprised at firsbthdtbe
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interested in viewing her basal instruction. | sensed that Mrs. Rohl iniialyed me to
see only the components of reading she thought | would agree with and that she was
relieved and a bit nervous about what | might think of her use of the basal. Toward the
end of the study Mrs. Rohl would reveal that she felt quite affirmed after shaveradl
the components of her reading block. It was nice to have someone validate her
instructional methods — particularly when she was aware of how different trevdae
seemed from the rest of her team members.

According to my journal entry on March®,a knew that more was happening
with regard to reading instruction than Mrs. Rohl was showing me because her students
were reading at such high levels - | knew they were spending longer thamanfates
per day reading small books and highlighting sight words (which up to this point in time
was all that | had seen). Students who were as proficient at reading as herbédnad t
engaged in reading for more of the day than just a 10 to 15 minute block of time. | had
almost forgotten that Mrs. Rohl had been deemed the “traditional basal teacher” on her
grade level because | had not observed anything that approximated tratkizmhahg
and | certainly had not seen students reading from the basal.

After spending more time with Mrs. Rohl, | discovered that she incorporated four
different types of reading instruction into her weekly literacy routine anicttildren
were spending a great deal of time reading in texts that were giptfopdate level of
difficulty for each child. In accordance with county guidelines, students rewutie
basal each week. Students had “choice reading” opportunities to select textisefrom
classroom library, which they read in the room as well as at home. Student also

participated in readers’ theater where student groups were formed accongiadihg
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level and students selected the parts they would read. The fourth type of reading was
from practice passages that were provided at school but assigned for homeWwork wi
parents or siblings.

Certainly, when the students were focusing on the basal story of the week, the
story was only appropriate for a modicum of the children. Although | was not in favor of
the basal for reading instruction, Mrs. Rohl seemed to compensate by providing many
other opportunities for students to read at their own level on daily basis. The other
important piece to the reading block was that comprehension played a major role in the
time spent with books; Mrs. Rohl often reminded her students, “Do a good job reading
because you know as soon as you're finished you're going to have to tell me about it

a good job reading.”

Choice Reading

Choice Reading was another aspect of reading instruction in Mrs. Rohl’s
classroom. Depending upon the time of year, this reading was handled in a fesndiffer
ways. Earlier in the year, Mrs. Rohl would use her own classroom leveled librfdty t
student boxes with books that she felt were at an appropriate reading levetlémtst
Although the book boxes themselves were new for Mrs. Rohl because they were
purchased with state reading initiative money, Mrs. Rohl was accustomed to providing
students with books to read at their own level. She enjoyed using the book boxes with her
students, however, because she felt it was important for them to have a seleetts of t
readily accessible that were at their appropriate level so that asristnefl classroom
work, they could read from these books without spending time looking for books in the
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leveled library. Mrs. Rohl also enjoyed using the book boxes because they encouraged
the children to reread stories, causing students to gain in fluency and gcEorate

first part of the school year, Mrs. Rohl would restock the book boxes after school hours,
but eventually students were allowed to fill their own book boxes with books appropriate
for reading independently. From time to time, however, even though students were able
to choose their own books well, Mrs. Rohl would still go back to each child’s book box,
restocking the books to ensure there were new materials at an appropricaedetelt

some of the books that had been in the boxes too long were returned. Mrs. Rohl’s use of
leveled texts differed in a significant way from Mrs. Sein’s. Mrs. Rohl used broade
definitions of “appropriate” text than the Fountas and Pinnell or Reading A-Z levels.
From my observations, students were given wider access to varying ledeigpas of

text and also benefitted from the expansive periods of time allowed for the reading

rereading these books in class and at home.

Readers’ Theater

Readers’ Theater was another way that Mrs. Rohl recycled storiedugaag
other parts of the year or stories pulled from out-of-adoption readers that dhidyped
up and divided into parts. This approach differed from choice reading because in choice
reading, students self-selected text. With readers’ theater, Mrs. Rexdibsethe text but
the students within the group selected their parts. Her approach to releatsr tvas an
interesting one because she allowed the students to pick which parts they wanted.
Students who were better readers chose longer parts. | never observed a ldwer leve
reader speak up and compete for a longer part against a strong reader. The groups were
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mixed with students of all abilities, which meant that readers’ theatedpblots of
reading opportunities for students who were already stronger readdesstwdents who
were reading at lower levels typically selected small, repetarts to read. One of the
students who was socially mature, but struggled to learn how to read reported disliking
readers’ theater because it meant that she was forced to read in front offil@angdeshe
often lost track of her place and was called out for her lack of attention. Terleaicthe
situation, the other students were allowed to correct her without being reprimanded.

Mrs. Darden So, what are, what are those kinds of things that you don't like to do

as much.

Kara Uh, (pauses)

Mrs. Darden Or that make you nervous

Kara Uh, getting in front of people while we do plays in our classroom.

Mrs. Darden Really? Tell me more about that.

Kara Uh, sometimes | get shy when | get up there. And, uh, | forget my lines so

some of the other people laugh at me.

Mrs. DardenOh, they do and that’s hard.

| anticipated students having a hard time paying attention to one another during
my observations of readers’ theater, but | was surprised. Mrs. Rohl spent her time
floating among the groups, listening in. When Mrs. Rohl was not present students
listened attentively and prompted one another when attention wandered and readers lost
track of when it was time to read. Students were expected to perform their grngsip pla
and were often videotaped, so there was certainly incentive for students to attend and

learn their parts well. It was also understandable that for students wbglstr as

readers, readers’ theater was a daunting task.
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Literacy from the Student Perspective

In preparation for conducting student interviews, | asked Mrs. Rohl to group her
students according to where she felt they were performing in her classittorespect
to reading and writing. | interviewed students in groups of two and three becalise | f
students would be more comfortable talking in small groups and might remind one
another of aspects of classroom life they might not think of if interviewed aloreewaki
the same procedure used more Mrs. Sein’s and Mrs. Foi’'s students. Severaingteres
trends emerged across all groups.

The first notable area was the way in which children talked about reading time.
The comments were directed toward the fact that reading was about leaking ne
information and about understanding the story. Several students commented that they
liked learning new information as they read. Students spoke specificallythbout
favorite genres during reading and what they got out of reading those kingtsof te

Ben Um, that you can, that you understand what'’s in the story. That, and that it's
very interesting.

Laura You can learn something, too.

Shelly. And that there’s, that you can hear lots of fun stuff —

Mrs. Dardenhmm...

Shelly Like magical stories

Mrs. Darden It's funny — somebody mentioned that earlier — that they liked
magical stories.

So what kinds of things do you all like to read about?

Ben | like to read about fiction things, ‘cause | like lots of, um, make believe
dragons and things, like that.

Mrs. DardenHmm

Laura | like to, um, read fiction books ‘cause they’re more fun than nonfiction.
Mrs. Darden: Really? What makes them more fun?

Laura Because they're, um, they don't tell about real things. And —

Ben And everything can be different

Laura And when like Jack and the Beanstalk, where he climbs up one of the
beanstalks, people can’t really do it.

25¢



Other students also had plenty to say on the topic of what they liked to read. Some
students said they liked “realistic books” because they enjoyed reading ahgsttHat
could really happen. Others noted they liked “fantasy books” because “kind of funny
stuff is in those fantasy books.”

An interesting twist to the topic of what children liked to read occurred during the
interview with Kara and Stefan who were considered at-risk readersnét@a, “I think,
uh, when | read, | like when | get the words right and not wrong.” When pushed to talk
about the kinds of books she liked to read, she dit@ce B. Jonesvhich was clearly
above her reading level without some serious support, but these were the books that
meant the most to her. She agreed that her other favorite kinds of text to read were the
National Geographic magazines they often viewed during class. Shedefetine
wonderful photographs and interesting topics featured in the magazines. Stefanswho wa
a native Spanish speaker and acquiring social language but struggling to take on
academic language, stated that he enjoyed re&tingr Rangersbut those kinds of
books were only found at home. He also noted, with great pride, that his big sister was
the person who was teaching him how to read. She helps him to practice his homework
and study for things in class.

Stefan Ooh, my sister is teaching me to read, also.

Mrs. DardenOh, she is? What does she do to teach you how to read?

Stefan She is practicing.

Mrs. Darden She is practicing with you.

Stefan Mmm hmm.

Mrs. DardenWhat kinds of things does she practice with you?

Stefan [hard to make out] practicing my homework, so | can faster

Mrs. DardenWhat kinds of things do you read with your sister? Do you pick

what you read or does your sister or is it something that Mrs. Rohl giv@s you

Stefan We both pick. My sister and me.
Mrs. Darden Pick things from home?
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Stefan Yeah.

Mrs. DardenWhat are some of your favorite things to read from home?

Stefan Martian Tales, [inaudible], scary books.

Just as Stefan and Kara had strong preferences for certain types of books, other
students did as well. Students were clearly aware of the purposes of yeandgigg
from entertainment value to increasing understanding of a topic. Students often
referenced favorite books by title, reflecting their love of books. Two accdredlis
readers from Mrs. Rohl's classroom began to expound upon the humorous aspects of
books — dogs wearing tutus and elephants that used funny language like, “bottompt,”
instead of “bottom.” Quickly, though, the conversation turnedagic Tree Housand
Junie B. JonesThis did not surprise me because of the emphasis upon reading in Mrs.
Rohl’'s classroom. Chapter books were a natural focal point in the spring of firstagrade
children who loved to read began to set their own goals in terms of where they wanted to
be as readers.

One particularly poignant example of the power of chapter books was highlighted
as | observed Peter. Peter was a shy and rather intense small boy. Higlyvgsiét in
class in front of others, but had a penchant for finding other things to do with his time in
the classroom. In the spring as | spent time taping the class, | would nagcsrigaking
chapter books out of his desk at various times throughout the day — especially during
Open Court lessons. When Peter was asked what he liked to read, he responded by
saying, ‘mylibrary book and chapter books.” It was obvious to me that a big part of
Peter’s growing identity as a reader was that of chapter book readesuldesven name
some of the chapter books he had started to read. However, Peter was at the beginning

point of being able to handle the language and structure of chapter books, including
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dialogue. He was vaguely aware of Magic Tree Hous®ooks, but referred to them
only as “the Jack and Annie books.” Not quite there yet, but hoping to be.

Kara was the only child in interviews who spoke specifically about aspects of
reading she did not enjoy. Her comments were laced with a preoccupation to read
flawlessly, to read without making mistakes in front of others, and a fear of being
laughed at by her peers. She was also the only child to provide examples of hex favorit
reading materials drawing upon texts that were above her reading ledébved the
idea of readingunie B. JoneandNational Geographicbut the text reading was beyond
the grasp of her reading level. Certainly there were other ways thésedaid be
accessed, but in terms of citing books she was currently reading or speefofypxts
she could read, Kara referred to “wish texts” — those she could look at in the privacy of
her home or at the privacy of her desk, but did not have to read aloud in front of anyone
in the classroom. Kara said if she were given a choice regarding what to doatiassg
that she would let the kids draw. She would also put sentences up on the board and ask
people to find all the mistakes.

Students spoke about reading and writing workshop (when students had the
freedom to choose what to read and what to write about) with absolute glee. Aloobss al
the groups students referred to this time as “not doing any work.” During reading
writing workshop students seemed unconcerned with writing in a certain waylorgyea
particular types of books. Collin noted that reading was a great way to exesdsain
and that was why he enjoyed it so much.

Mrs. Darden How about writing? What do you like the most about writing in

class?
Collin: Which one? Drawing pictures or like drawing words?
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Mrs. Darden Writing.
Collin: Mmm... I think it's fun because (said slowly, like he’s composing his
thoughts as he’s going), um, when you write words it’s like, (long pause) it’s like
you’re drawing imagin- (like he was going to say something abwaginatior),
it’s like your imagination is coming out of your head.
| like readers’ workshop, too, because it’s just fun. And you make up your own
stories, your own title. And she checks it to make sure it's a story, a gealtly
one, like periods and stuff you get make it, to make a story out of it. She, um, puts
it into a book and we get this, we sketch and then we go over with a dark pen and
then, then we color it and it's our story.
Mrs. Darden Ohhh. Hmmm... How about you Karina, what do you like about
writing?
Katrine | like writer’'s workshop, too.
Mrs. DardenWhat do you like about writer’'s workshop?
Katrine Because we get to do our own books and...
Amy said that reading was easy and fun for her and that was why she liked to sgend tim
reading. The atmosphere in the room was very different during this time. Mrs. Rohl
circulated throughout the room checking in on students, but her interactions with them
were much more casual than during other academic times. Students openly spoke of the
books they were reading and stories they were writing and how proud they wergeof the
products.
In summary, Mrs. Rohl’s children had two interpretations of literacy: tiyettaat
was characterized as “work” and literacy that was characterizédras Mrs. Rohl also
had these bounded spaces within her classroom as well. Tasks that were relateal to for
instruction included Open Court, worksheets, response journals, comprehension question
sessions, and readers’ theater; there was one “right” way to do them and anjudigme
evaluation of student work was involved. Reading initiative tasks were charedter
under the work category and students like Kara and Stefan did not enjoy piamticipa

them because of the element of evaluation and the public nature of the tasks.
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On the other hand, tasks that were characterized as being fun were open-ended
and did not have as much of an evaluative component. Tasks such as independent reading
and writing workshop could not be evaluated as “wrong.” Therefore, students were much
more willing to engage in the open-ended tasks. Students across all levetsraf el
writing proficiency stated they preferred being given the time to readvatedover the
other “school only” literacies (handwriting practice, Open Court) that werd afgheir
regular routine. This open resistance brought up a question for me with regard to the
nature of reading initiative-influenced lessons, such as Open Court, which fit the
requirement of an explicit phonics component. If the lessons like these were supposed to
guarantee students would learn to read, but students tuned out of the lessons, occupying
themselves with more interesting activities (as did Kara and Stefamgaothers), how

were these lessons supposed to help achieve 100% literacy?

DIBELS

Mrs. Rohl’'s students performed extremely well on the DIBELS assessme
making large gains on the reading accuracy and fluency portions as well astorythe
retelling sections. Kara and Stefan, the two children | was most concernedrabout
Mrs. Rohl’'s classroom were able to read the end of first grade level passageowigh e
fluency and accuracy to meet the end of year criteria. | attributestimiess not to
phonics lessons, but to the extended periods of time both students were engaged in
reading both in school and at home.

The chart below details both the oral reading fluency score and the number of
words retold by Kara and Stefan. The 06-07 columns only contain data for Mrs. Rohl’s
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class as a whole, because both Kara and Stefan were in Kindergarten during the 2006-
2007 school year and Kindergarten students do not take the reading or comprehension

portions of the DIBELS assessment.

Table 6: End of Year Class Averages for Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) & Stteil R

07-08 ORF  06-07 ORF

Goal (40) Goal (40) 07-08 Retell 06-07 Retell
Haynes
Class 80.3 65.2 26.4 24.7
Stefar 66 - 11 -
Kare 56 - 16 -

L OOKING BACK

Thinking back upon my time in each of the focus teachers’ classrooms, | am
struck by how varied their practices were and how each of them brought suchmtiffere
understandings of developing readers and writers. If | were to judge theity simithe
degree to which they adopted the modules from the state reading initiative program, |
would have missed out on such a rich opportunity to examine a wide spectrum of literacy
practices, dismissing each of them, instead, as being largely out of compliacitef Ea
these three teachers needed the freedom to support students in the mannerdhaiffit ea
them best — which translated into three very different classrooms. Mrs. Foi,érs. S
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and Mrs. Rohl were each able to find aspects of the state reading initiativedt their
needs and teaching styles, while also making strategic decisions regandihg

practices were not an appropriate fit for their existing classroontigtesor their

students. Mrs. Foi loved the comprehension strategies that allowed her children to think
deeply about books and authors. Mrs. Sein thrived on the assessment and vocabulary
routines. Explicitly taught phonics lessons bolstered Mrs. Rohl’s belief in fhartamce

of phonics instruction through Open Court.

As a reading coach, | benefited from working with each of them in veryehtfer
ways. Mrs. Foi filled the creative need | had to push the notion of reading and writing
workshop in new directions | had not yet explored. Mrs. Sein helped bring to the
forefront the importance of introducing practices that were relevant gramel scheme
of literacy today, such as the importance of common assessments and systat@at
review. Mrs. Sein’s presence also reminded me that cultivating leadershagsnocm
teachers is part of the obligation and responsibility as a reading coach — shaad the
and the burden while opening leadership opportunities for others. Mrs. Rohl helped me to
remember that there is a wealth of knowledge distributed across all4beolas on
campus and that sometimes the teachers who are the quietest about theaspnage

hidden treasures that are most worth exploring and sharing with others.
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Chapter 7: Summary, Limitations, Discussions, & Impications

The purpose of this study was to examine the nature of collaboration among ten
first grade teachers, as well as my own influence as the campus reaaithg &s part of
a staff development initiative mandated by the state department of educakien in t
southeastern state in which the campus was located. Careful documentation of the
professional development experiences — both those that were part of theasliatp re
initiative and those that were initiated as a result of teacher irdemedtmy background
experiences in literacy - were documented and studied in order to gaingnstghte
various ways teachers and coaches navigate among their own interebts iafldénces
of top-down staff development mandates. The kinds of literacy activities student
engaged in were documented to examine how the combination of reading initiative
modules and teacher beliefs regarding early literacy instructionatadgiractice at the
level of the classroom.

Another consideration in this study was the issue of power that existed on the
campus as teachers sought to have their individual and group practices recognized as
legitimate. At times the teachers were in open conflict with one anotjedieg their
definitions of what counted as appropriate literacy instruction for young afilanel
eventually formed their own planning groups. Power was also addressed through the
examination of the role of literacy coach as well as a nod to campus admaorisarad
their impact upon how literacy practices were promoted across the campus.

The findings of this study were based on teacher observations during the state

reading initiative staff development sessions, collaboration in smaller ptagroup
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meetings that were self-initiated by the teachers, teacher interfriem the three focal
teachers, as well as interviews from members of the smaller planougsgiClassroom
observations were another important data source for this study. Observations o student
engaged in various reading and writing tasks were conducted in the classrooms of the
three focus teachers.

In this chapter | will provide an overview of the study, the rationale for thig,stud
and its design. Next | will summarize and discuss the findings of the study. Mild,
discuss the theoretical and practical implications. In the last portion dhapeec | will

suggest recommendations for future research.

MANDATED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND LITERACY COACHING

With the ever-increasing emphasis on accountability, “research-based”
professional development models that promise to raise student test sconekeatdd as
an answer for schools that are struggling to make the necessary gaineexslaettate
and national accountability systems (Allington, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2007;
Trachtman, 2007). This over-emphasis upon scores blurs the line regarding what matte
in terms of literacy education, as high test scores are treated aslaasignltdren have
achieved important gains, when in reality what is tested are often isolatediskiltlo
not equate to strategic reading or writing.

At the same time, schools moved away from staff development models comprised
of isolated, single event trainings because of the haphazard nature of whatsehose
to attend and the minimal likelihood that isolated staff development would influepce an
appreciable changes to classroom instruction or impact student learning. T be/aii
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from one-shot trainings has been marked by a trend toward staff developmest that i
ongoing and sustainable at the campus level, and provides opportunities over an extended
period of time for teachers to study their practices and receive suppcet agtdmpt to

take on new practices (Rodgers & Rogers, 2007).

Long-term staff development programs, which seek to make instructional
changes, rely upon instructional coaches for a variety of purposes. Weidtrai
instructional coaches are not only capable of deepening the knowledgeladreby
presenting in-depth information on strategies and resources, but they altatdacil
teacher collaboration as faculty members study and experiment with neivgrast a
group. In the collaboration model that is at the foundation of instructional coaching, both
the reading coach and classroom teachers aspire to serve as membeassnifigy
community. Ideally, the goal is to create the type of community that &ad Wenger
refer to as a “community of practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991). In communities of
practice, “participants share understandings concerning what they are nidwba that
means in their lives and for their communities” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 98). Lave and
Wenger make the point that the theoretical construct of communities of practiceaoff
way of showing that people are related through activity and deed.

The need for this study lies in the voids that exist in the literature regandihe
four following areas. The first void in literature on coaching exists beciudes
typically present neat and tidy situations where coaches work with teache are
committed to taking on the new practices espoused by the staff development program.
The messiness involved in convincing teachers with various beliefs to discontinue their

current set of practices in favor of new ones is not mentioned.
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A second void in the literature is that coaching studies that address the inequity of
power inherent among the relationships between teachers and coachdgalietalif
find. Coaches are often painted as working side-by-side with teacheosiingtmflict. If
coaches are willing to follow certain well-defined protocols, then coachmdjasvless
interaction between the more knowledgeable and less knowledgeable. Coaching studies
that do address conflict on a campus list strategies that are helpful in oveyeanilict,
but the coach is never presented as part of the messiness, but instead, a part of the
solution or as a neutral party.

A third area with little information available deals with the conflict tigturally
occurs among teachers or groups of teachers on a campus as they attempt tim engage
collaborative work. Conflict is typically portrayed as existing betwlercurrent
practices of classroom teachers and the goals and aims of the stafpdexa program,
but relationships among teachers are not discussed.

The fourth area of need involves the examination of how teacher collaborative
groups are formed in light of each classroom teacher’s secret stbbhesg an educator.

In examining the collaborative groups that formed at Canyon Primany ititdrmation
was available prior to this study regarding how the construction of teachenglers
narratives could provide insight into factors that drew particular teadyathéer into
relatively stable collaborative groups.

In an attempt to fill these voids in the literature, this study addressealltheifg
guestions:

(1) What is the nature of collaboration and learning among teams of first grade

teachers as they study their literacy practices as a grade level?
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(2) In what ways do professional development and collaborative experiences
influence their classroom practices?

To address these questions, | employed methods that were ethnographic in nature.
Data sources included teacher and student interviews and observations, as well the
collection of student and teacher artifacts documenting the kinds of literiacyeal
products that were created in these classrooms. Using the constant-compattieal) Ime
analyzed the formal and informal team planning sessions as well aadiegrand
writing instruction of the three focus teachers, including the kinds oftbtexivities
their students engaged in during the ninety-minute reading block. Before movirfgeinto t

findings of this study, | first present limitations.

L IMITATIONS

There were three limitations of the study that were particularlgrgallhe first
limitation of the study was the dual nature of my role as reading coach anahmesear
Because | was personally involved with the subjects, and occasionally at odds,
philosophically, with a few members of the first grade team, | had to be carefubid
bias as much as possible. Due to the fact that the first grade teamnydarige with ten
members, there was a tendency to work more closely with some teacherg lnécaus
philosophical alignment and because | had easier access to their classueamsheir
willingness to embrace new practices and engage in the coaching cycle.

The second limitation of the study was that the data collection took place solely
during year two of the state reading initiative, as opposed to startingewsittoge. There
were distinct differences in the nature of collaboration amongst the teddtereen
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years one and two, and marked differences in the role played by the campus principal,
which directly impacted teacher collaboration. Documenting this staffajawent
model beginning with the summer reading academy would have enabled me to examine
the kinds of messages concerning top-down mandates the teachers and | retleéved a
kick-off training, and the ways in which teachers initially responded to thessidas.
Following the transition from whole group collaboration during year one, to sefiall s
selected groups for year two would have been an important format for examining the
conditions under which collaboration transforms from a whole group initiative to one
involving splintered groups.

The final limitation of the study was that data collection was confined toddany
Primary solely; this study only represents the reading initiative fromainé @f view of
one campus. All twenty-nine of the elementary schools in Scott County entered into the
reading initiative at the same time, which would have provided a much larger scale
examination of the nature of collaboration and coaching. The findings of this sbudty w

have been enhanced by the additional data generated by other campuses.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

As a result of the first grade team’s participation in the state readiiagive, |
noted a major shift, overall, with regard to beliefs about young children learniegdo r
and write. This shift was marked by a change in the structure of kharation as the
members of the group transitioned away from viewing themselves as indiviacta¢ te
coming together for staff development and began to realign themselves in smaller
supportive groups of teachers, who came together in an attempt to build a common
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understanding regarding literacy practices. These groups gathered hetparpose of
perpetuating the aims of the reading initiative, but rather for the pursuitio€dnemon
interests. At times the teachers created hybridized forms of the reattii@iyve aims,

and at other times the teachers rejected the aims of the reading ingiadgether.
Teachers began turning to one another for more intimate forms of support, irmegrpreti
the mandates and formulating novel teaching experiences out of their coltegiartise.
Teachers also began turning against one another, as members of distinct gtoups wit
vastly differing philosophies regarding teacher collaboration and the natitexadfy
activities appropriate for developing readers and writers.

As the larger grade level team moved into small groups of like-minded teachers
the social nature of learning began to influence how the members of each group viewed
one another and their time with me. We grew from a culture of tolerating the gvbale
meetings to a culture of interest in growth and discovery in the smaller groups Peopl
began to see that the construction of understanding that took place during the planning
sessions was far more than the sum of our individual thoughts and ideas — we were
creating unique understandings, building a collective sense of agency that inaasfor
the way people taught, worked with children in their classrooms, and viewed one another.
As the smaller planning groups became more purposeful and well-planned, however,
their philosophical differences became more noticeable and with theserdiéferéhere
was increased tension and hostility among the members of these new comuoensy
(Achinstein, 2002).

The findings concerning coaching and teacher collaboration that emerged from

this study seem to suggest that the nature of collaboration is dependent upon the attitudes
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and dispositions of the members of the planning group and the coach. Careful
examination of transcripts and artifacts generated by the two mierns-®aggest that
these two groups held quite different aims for their collaborationtgfiand as coach |
felt as though | needed to publicly support them both. The team that was more focused on
measuring student results against a single standard such as a targetrsaarawn
reading level tended to plan lessons and student activities that had a singular, tight
testable focus. Their planning goals included extreme efficiency indfierts — once
they understood the goals of the group, they ceased to meet in person and communicated
solely through e-mail. The lessons they collaborated on each week followed the same
exact structure. Although they had identified areas that needed change dpcoming
school year, the members of the group agreed to make no changes until the summer to
avoid disrupting their efficient planning routine.

The team that was focused on accommodating a wide range of student needs
within their plans tended to use a group reflection process to determine the@xtent t
which their teaching was successful. Reflection was on-going in theses@®tipe
members found other ways to collaborate and reflect outside of these offciaing
meetings. Their reflection and analysis of student work products (published books,
anecdotal records) fueled their planning efforts for the following week. Thigalso
debriefed constantly throughout the week, tweaking lessons and making adjustments
based on group member feedback. This group was significantly different froirsthe f
group because their goal was to try new ideas and find new resources throghout t
year, spending extended time planning for the upcoming week, engaged in problem-

solving and forward-thinking discussions. Although both groups rejected manysaspect
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the state reading initiative, both groups were not very approving of the other group’s aim
and goals, either.

A second finding that emerged from the study was the importance of examining
the various ways that campus coaches navigate the messy role of supporting multiple
aims and goals at any given time. On the one hand, | was hired to support the state
reading initiative to fidelity, but another crucial role | held was thaidvbcatefor
teachers and their practices. Truscott & Truscott (2004) argue that advoegidiseie
teachers’ interests and needs visible to campus administrators in order to hedptieats
teachers have a voice in the midst of mandated reading initiatives. ‘Coach adeldsoca
a critical role because it keeps teachers functioning as decision roakéesr campuses
because they have a voice to express concerns and needs. It is also impottaot to sc
climate that staff development mandates focus on student learning, not teacher
remediation (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi’s, 2000). Staff development should be
focused on shifting away from the idea that teachersfnged to a model that promotes
building teacher knowledge and confidence in order to better serve students. Staff
developers should be placed in a complementary position next to classroom teachers, not
against them. Through the examination of my role as campus coach | discovered that
being an advocate for teachers was a delicate balancing act. When providing suppor
making others aware of interesting work that was occurring in the snealargroups,
some teachers felt | was displaying favoritism, which createdraidiof jealousy and
mistrust.

The research available up to this point looks at the ways in which coaches are

advocates for their teachers with respect to helping teachers negotiditerasay
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practices into individual classrooms, but little research exists thatloesthie scope of
advocacy that coaches engage in as part of their jobs. What are the aspectsatiomegot
that coaches take part in among teachers, campus administrators, and offal @ut
the school? In my role as a coach | spent time trying to promote teacher ideas and
strategies in front of the larger faculty, which at times was viewsti@asging favoritism.
| also fought to maintain as much of the original coaching structure fronrshgdar as
possible, but the campus administration declined to support this decision in the face of a
constricted budget. Outside of the school | attended coaching trainings tryiieg not
betray the very different direction we headed as a campus. | spent timgiimgsee
planning the future trainings as if | had the time to deliver them as theynteneed. |
also found ways to change the modules to better fit the needs of the campus.

The third finding was that in this study, teachers’ secret stories varikdyvitom
one another and from what they presented publicly in relation to the statevitia
their groups, and sometimes with me as a coach, they found opportunities to share these
secret stories and grow in their teaching. Safe places are plac€sathdinin and
Connelly (1995) refer to asecret placeswhich afford teachers private places to share
and learn together, which become a critical part of the learning precessan be
pivotal in the development of teaching practices over time. (Clandinin & Connelly,
1995). The importance of having official time for teachers to work with otherddhey
comfortable with and could talk openly and honestly about their instructionalatesisi
provided teachers with an important sense of control in midst of a mandated reading
initiative. Secret places afford a space where teachers can carmipractices, and

continue to value their existing ones. Mandated reading initiatives can be crigpling
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classroom teachers when the lessons and strategies espoused confébt sne
teachers’ natural inclinations toward specific styles of teaching.drstady, secret
spaces allowed for the careful reconsideration of practices — a placegotiate what
these practices would look like in classrooms, as well as within the smalies teat

formed, giving teachers a sense of control over top-down initiatives.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

Here, | explore three theoretical implications of this study. Thetlfiesiretical
implication considers teachers as curriculum makers. The second implicatiames
conflict that is a natural and important part of communities of practice, andirithertea
delves into the notion that coaches are not neutral characters working wlitbrsean a

campus — the role of instructional coach is far more complex than that.

Teachers as Curriculum Makers

When examining the roles of teachers in the context of this particular state
mandated reading initiative, teachers served as their own curriculum rrakedsr to
make sense of what they held closely in terms of beliefs about classroamtiastand
in light of the new strategies and lessons introduced as part of the state masatditey r
initiative modules. Teachers found ways to maintain their practices thattlibaghed
and worked to make sense of them, at times, within the context of the state reading
initiative. Other times, teachers blatantly rejected the statenggadiiative in order to
continue practices that were germane to their beliefs about literagyciis with young

children, or to develop new ones. As referenced in Lave and Wenger’s (1991)hresearc
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communities of practice, it is not uncommon for communities to delineate themselves
from other another through specific ways of talking about their practices. kcagesthe
two major groups of first grade teachers at Canyon Primary (Group Sein and Group
Roma) went to great lengths to present themselves as members of different groups
because they created curriculum that differed vastly from each othenalisehey

talked about their literate practices and enacted those ways of taitongurriculum that
translated at the level of the children, were vastly different acextsd the groups.

Because the state reading initiative modules were geared towand)*fixi
teachers, the teachers worked to create a curriculum that met the haglards they set
for themselves and their students. Gutiérrez (2008) writes about the notioratherhac
literacies are often “narrowly conceived” and are oriented towaedkviteracies” —
isolated skills, presented out of context. The teachers of both groups at Canyary Pri
rejected the over-simplified notions behind the reading initiative modules and found other
spaces available to them where they could gather to create their owngoooesi
curriculum that better met their beliefs and the needs of their students.

These “third spaces” where teachers are free to create their awoolcn and
enact their own beliefs are written about by Gutiérrez (2008) in terms on thigtconte
teachers support one another when their beliefs conflict with those being pushed
elsewhere. Teachers functioned as curriculum makers in these “third spaves/ bf
particular artifacts the teams used during planning. One of the groups, Groap Rom
wrote curriculum that drew upon artifacts associated with authentic adwtlitevriting
journals, published books, computers, anchor charts. The other group, Group Sein, used

artifacts based on school-only literacies: vocabulary and comprehensigonuiesisg
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records, data notebooks. These “third spaces” were also important becalsmwey
safe and private locations for members of these groups to rehearse their writ
curriculum — to watch it play out in a less public way. In this way, teacheesallewed

to be creative in a safe environment.

Conflict in Communities

Conflict within communities of collaboration is a normal, but unpublicized aspect
of working together (Achinstein, 2002), particularly with respect to coachougls.
Rarely do coaching studies reference the conflict that exists asreaatiediffering
philosophies and styles of teaching are asked to adopt and implement practices
bureaucratically determined elsewhere (Allington, 2006). Top-down mandates are
designed to align each participating teacher’s practices within thee setrof values.
Initially the conflict that exists is much easier to manage becaudle beginning phases
of the implementation, the teachers and coach are on one side and the mandate is on the
other. People are able to rally together against a common enemy thatllg faitieless.
However, as coaches begin to work with teachers to foster collaboration, people begin to
differentiate their stance toward the initiative, and because the coaghlase to
support the initiative, the rejection of the initiative is often associated symusyynwith
the rejection of the coach.

Conflict in communities can also be influenced by a lack of transparency with
regard to how the larger model of staff development ultimately impactathpus
teachers. In systems where coaches work to support staff developmentesitiaticess
to the reading coach and access to particular kinds of powerful activities deelctzess

27¢



who are chosen to present their classroom practices to their peers, widersth@tha
access, creating further cause for teachers.

In systems where collaboration among teachers is fostered, teaheften
encouraged to meet together to plan and develop lessons. These communities of practice
(Lave & Wenger, 1991) that work in collaboration can cause conflict when outsiders a
not sure how to access membership within the group. Even in cases where people are not
necessarily interested in joining a community of practice, knowing how to gain &n entr
point can deescalate a sense of conflict that exists on the surface level.

In situations where structured groups are already in existence, Lave and'Wenge
write about the conflict that occurs as people’s identities change withootiext of the
group based on the changing notions of participation. Newcomers to a group are given
particular access rights and eventually a time comes when newcomerstp avdl
replace the functions of the oldtimers. This was the case at Canyon Priithasgveral
members of the first grade team who served as leaders were trumped bgryoung
members of the team or by people new to the campus with more knowledge.

Groups will tend to defend themselves from new members by tightly defining the
border’s of the group, if the nature of the group is that of preserving status qus, that i
privileging the practices that are already in place in favor of expetatien. Achinstein
(2002) talks about this in terms of the notion of group cohesion as the nature of the
“outside enemy” is defined — in this case, by the kinds of literacy prathieg®spouse
and their attitude toward testing students. As much as some groups try to shield
themselves from change, other communities embrace change and viewalhsasEn

opportunity to build new understandings (Gutiérrez, 2002).
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Coaches as Non-Neutral Entities

In the literature on coaching, coaches are presented as neutral beings whos
personal feelings with regard to various teaching practices on their casrgmesnot
discernable. The reality, however, is that coaches, by their very natunet tee neutral.
Each coach walks into his or her job with certain background knowledge and certain
beliefs about his or her content area. Each coach enters with certain gsitidisp
toward particular types of practices. Because of the messiness of bgpiaciwndual
preferences of coaches, this notion is often left out of studies on coaching. Whasys m
is often difficult to write about.

One of the functions that coaches serve is that of gatekeeper, deciding svho get
access to support or opportunities of particular kinds. If coaches have been working on
campuses for extended periods of time, they often influence which teacheestggin
into particular literate communities or practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).yadl
participate in the group that presents staff development? Will you be gizesseonly to
the group of teachers on growth plans?

Coaches are often described in studies as faithful servants to the aims of the
program and that coaches navigate their role to fidelity with teachensg giNiteachers
the same amount of attention. However, coaching is not an experience that runs
accordingly to the description in the coaching guide. There are hundreds of debigions t
are made moment-to-moment regarding who should be coached, which goals should be
met?

Achinstein (2002), who writes about conflict in collaborative environments,

addresses an important construct to consider when examining the lack of naaoteality
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coach'’s stance toward professional development. Achinstein defe@egyas a

framework of common beliefs about education, schooling, and students. It is impossible
for coaches — no matter how much they commit — to share the same ideology with
teachers across the campus. One of the ways in which coaches define whmapestici

and who does not is based on ideology. Are the beliefs of the teacher “enough” in-line
with the beliefs of the coach that the coaching relationship will be a pleasant

allowing the coach to foster growth that would occur any way? Are the beliefs of the
teacher so distant from that of the coach or the initiative that the campus prinsipal ha
directed mandatory intervention? How likely will it be that this “forced'tipgrant view

the coach as a strong resource?

PRACTICAL |IMPLICATIONS

The intent of this study was to examine the nature of collaboration among
classroom teachers and the campus reading coach as we navigated a toadiogn re
initiative mandated by the state department of education. Based on the datasigrom t
study, there are several practical and educational implications for spaahngus
administrators, and classroom teachers.

The first recommendation is that time be devoted to making the structure of
coaching transparent to classroom teachers throughout the course of the school year
Teachers need to have a firm understanding of the parameters of a coacksshele
coach in place to remediate, collaborate, support, or some combination of the three?
Revisiting the coach’s role from time to time is also critical to nagantg trust from the
teachers. Typically a fairly thorough job is done of explaining coaching mddeks a
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start of the school year, but teachers are preoccupied setting up classnolomaking
plans for the start of school. Teachers will scarcely remember the purpgbgerefding
coach until they begin to see the reading coach spending extensive amounts ofttime wi
particular people. By making the parameters of the coaching role egplicovert to
teachers and revisiting the topic from time to time, these steps can helpcwyamns
about coaches serving as evaluators, or as spies for the campus adminisgatbars
need to understand that the amount of time coaches engage with someone is dependent
upon the nature of the practices the teacher is attempting to take on. Providing equal
access to the coach for exactly the same amount of time per classrooen teaot an
equitable or productive use of the coach.
Teachers also need to understand that coaches are not responsible for taking over
the instruction for needy students; coaches serve to help teachers acqureggges to
be effective. A more technical definition of coaching actually involves the coach
modeling how to help students achieve desired literacy goals not teachersiniag a
focus on helping children meet particular goals tied to authentic literaey thé&
pressure off of teachers and removes an evaluative tone from the coachiogstalat
Coaches and teachers alike need to understand how conflict plays out naturally in
groups that collaborate. Because coaching models and the majority of studigseplubl
about coaching make it sound as if following a few simple steps will createsosi
interactions, coaches and teachers are often taken aback at the cobfticttine among
teachers and between teachers and coaches. Not only is it important to understand that

conflict does occur, it is also important to separate out the difference betweéct confl
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that is positive and spurns growth, from conflict that is counterproductive and ¢oeates
much tension for people to function in a healthy manner.

Campus administrators also need to be clear on the role of the coach,
remembering to separate administrative responsibilities from thoiseedi by the
coaching role. During the 2006-2007 school year, each principal was assignezipalpr
coach who helped campus administrators navigate the delicate situations thanaros
campuses in midst of taking on significant instructional changes. Duringwe af the
initiative the budget for principal coaches was cut, and there were timssalsked to
play more of an evaluation role focused on “fixing” teachers rather than rigoisi
meeting the needs of students.

Structural issues related to programmatic viability need to be carefuisidered
in large mandates such as the state reading initiative. Are the funds inopdagport the
program and sustain it past the initial year of implementation? Will imugtasitions of
support such as regional reading coaches and principal coaches continue to be provided
by the state? In year two of the initiative, funds were not available to suppantant
the principal coach or to sustain substitutes needed for appropriate teaciay.trai
Campus buy-in also suffered because of the drastic changes to the progranmestructur
what teachers were given half a day to accomplish now received thirtyiineges. The
initiative became “one more thing” that teachers expected to quickly pass.

The final implication is the importance of supporting and encouraging teacher
collaboration outside the confines of mandated initiatives. Teachers desetivesthad
space to interpret initiatives in a manner that complement their teacylies) atd

pedagogical beliefs, as well as to pursue other interests. Although the goatbing
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initiatives is to inform practice and at times replace ineffective ipesctvith more
effective practices, classroom teachers can be crippled by chhagase too drastic and
far outside of their belief systems. Having the autonomy to say which piettes of
initiative to embrace and which pieces to leave makes the conditions more fatmrable

teacher buy-in.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

An important opportunity exists to study the range of strategies thdtease
to navigate mandates. In examining my own experiences as a reading lceacigre
times | was expected to present and promote strategies and lessons tleat mglabre
beliefs regarding literacy education. Other coaches I trained with hadhleesaction to
many of the state modules that | did. How do the backgrounds and experience levels of
coaches influence how they navigate the requirements of their jobs? How eloasgé
of a coach’s experiences and training impact his or her translation of stelibplaent
mandates? What are the covert and overt ways coaches continue to eschéefsha be
mandates while also delivering the required curriculum?

Another follow-up study might involve examining how the literate identities of
young students are influenced by the practices espoused by the readitigeiniiew do
students view themselves as readers and writes when they engage in alitéraictic
tasks such as reading books and writing stories in a workshop format as opposed to the
skill-specific lessons of mandated reading initiatives designed todtaras increased

scores on mandated assessments such as DIBELS or TPRI? How does reading and
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writing growth compare across for students who are identified as strgdpylitheir
teachers versus students who are making strong gains as readers ag@ write

With the proliferation of “research-based” literacy initiatives ardlireg coaches
who are asked to carry out these programs to fidelity, there is a despadt®r studies
that examine the impact of these programs across student growth, teachtsfmdtisa,
and campus climate. Research is needed that will investigate the impreegteof
initiatives across schools and districts.

The final recommendation for future research would be a longitudinal study
following state-level mandated reading initiatives to gain a better uaddnsg of what
happens to the programs across multiple years. What criteria are usednairitenance
or elimination of positions? How are large initiatives funded for campuses ictdistat
do not receive federal monies? How do campuses respond across multiple yidars? W
the proliferation of long-term staff development initiatives employitigtime coaches,
and spanning entire school districts, an important opportunity exists to evaluate thes
mandated initiatives to gain a better understanding of these models impacbievels

literacy among children as well as teacher knowledge and skill.
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