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INTRODUCTION

The theme for the 61st annual conference of the Association of Literacy Educa-
tors and Researchers was Engaging All Readers through Explorations of Literacy,
Language, and Culture. Dr. Tami Craft Al-Hazza, then Program Chair, wrote in
her message to ALER members in the conference program:

“Welcome to the 61st Annual Meeting of the Association of Literacy
Educators and Researchers (ALER). The theme of this years conference is
Engaging all Readers through Explorations of Literacy, Language, & Culture.
This theme was chosen to recognize the broad and diverse nature of literacy
learning. It envisioned our members creating a thought-provoking multifaceted
collection of presentations that demonstrate the creative literacy activities, lan-
guage investigations, and cultural explorations that can be used to motivate all
literacy learners.”

The powerful work we do as literacy professionals is reflected in this mes-
sage and in the thinking that was shared as we gathered together in St. Petersburg,
FL in 2017. Our annual conference provides opportunities to learn from and
with each other, during keynotes and sessions, as well as the incidental learning
resulting from the conversations and collaborations that occur as mutual interests
are discovered during sessions, between sessions, and at social gatherings. ALER
is known for a supportive collegiality and camaraderie in which educators and
researchers at every stage of their careers learn from each other and are inspired
to grow professionally and personally from these encounters.

In the first section of the Yearbook, Dr. David Paige shared his Presidential
Address titled Systems Without a Process: Know What To Do and Then Do It
Well. Then, in Reclaiming Creative Literacy Practices, Dr. Thomas Bean wrote,
“Understanding creativity theory and scholars who support project-based cur-
riculum that embraces the arts in teaching can go a long way toward ameliorating
the negative impacts of high stakes test-centered curriculum. “These two articles,
along with the other featured speakers and award winners, described the need for
teacher educators and researchers to rise to the challenge of preparing the next
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generation to embrace diversity and implement best practices in literacy instruc-
tion that will meet the needs of ALL learners. In Section two, the authors write
about innovative strategies for teachers and teacher leaders. Section three show-
cases the research trends within teacher education programs. Finally, in Section
four focuses on innovative and seminal strategies for preservice teachers. All of
the articles within this Yearbook represent a sampling of the sessions presented
at the conference. After a peer-review process for conference acceptance, the
ensuing articles underwent an additional round of peer review for acceptance in
the Yearbook. The articles reflect the theme and broaden it in terms teachers and
literacy leaders, trends literacy education, and the support of preservice teachers.

—JA, AB,NC & RJ



SYSTEMS WITHOUT A PROCESS:
KNOW WHAT TO DO AND
THEN DO IT WELL

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS

David D. Paige, Ed.D.
Bellarmine University

David D. Paige, Ed.D. is Associate Professor of
Education at Bellarmine University in Louisville,
Kentucky. After a 20-year career in business,
Dr. Paige began his educational career as a special
educator in an urban middle school in Memphis,
Tennessee. Dr. Paige completed his doctoral stud-
ies at the University of Memphis under Dr. Robert
B. Cooter. Paiges research interests are framed
around literacy issues concerning the acquisition
of foundational skills, reading fluency, and assess-
ment in children at-risk for reading development.
Research by Dr. Paige has been published in The
Reading Teacher, Reading Psychology, the Journal of
Research in Reading, JAAL, Literacy Research and
Instruction, and the Journal of Educational Research. David and his wife Elizabeth
live in a restored, circa 1890 home in the Old Louisville Victorian district.

Abstract

Despite research practices that have advanced reading knowledge and the billions of
dollars spent in the U.S. to improve reading outcomes, why is that too few students
Jfail to read at levels that promote post-secondary academic achievement? In his keynote
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address David Paige draws on his experience working in a large-district initiative to
improve reading instruction in kindergarten through third-grade. From his work and
that of others, insights suggest both barriers and solutions to reading achievement.
Because these issues appear widespread across the nation they suggest “school systems
without a process.” David discusses these roadblocks, and what they mean in the
continuing eﬁ"ort to improve rmdz'ng outcomes in America.

want to thank the Executive Committee, the Board, and all of you for the

honor of serving as President of ALER. We have a vibrant organization that’s
made a deep impact on me through the relationships and learning opportunities
that I've been able to enjoy over the years and for that I am very grateful.

The U.S. has spent large sums over many decades to improve reading
outcomes, but the progress has been slow. Between 1992 and 2015 fourth-
grade NAEP scores have risen by six points, from 217 to 223, a less than
three percent rise. If this were viewed as an economic investment in the youth
of our country it’s an average annual return of one-tenth of one-percent.
While NAEP shows a solid one-third of students achieving well, with some
student segments experiencing growth, this leaves the large majority of stu-
dents behind. We must ask how we can build on what we know to accelerate
improvement. If reading is a fundamental prerequisite to educational achieve-
ment, how can we make substantial improvements in the half to two-thirds
of students who struggle? Douglas Englebart, the inventor of the computer
mouse and the namesake of Englebart’s law, the observation that the intrin-
sic rate of human performance is exponential has stated - we must improve
our ability to improve. This causes me to wonder what could be, and then ask
“why nor?” I'm going to discuss several factors that influence our potential
to improve reading outcomes, and then suggest an emerging approach to
improvement that’s gaining traction. But first, listen to this parable called 7he
Ripple Effect. It goes like this:

The Master was walking through the fields one day when a young man
with a troubled look approached him. “On such a beautiful day, it must be dif-
ficult to stay so serious,” the Master said. “Is it?” The young man said. Watching
intently, the Master asked the young man to join him. The two walked to the
edge of a calm pond and sat down. The Master then instructed the young man
to “Find a small stone, and throw it in the pond.” The Master then said “Tell

» «

me what you see.” “I see ripples” said the young man. “Where did the ripples
come from?” “From the pebble I threw in the pond, Master.” The Master said,
“Please reach your hand into the water and stop the ripples.” The young man then

stuck his hand in the water, only to cause more ripples. He was now completely



Systems Without a Process 3

baffled. “Were you able to stop the ripples?” the Master asked. “No, of course
not.” “Could you have stopped the ripples, then?” “No, Master. I only caused
more ripples.” “What if you had stopped the pebble from entering the water to
begin with?” The Master smiled such a beautiful smile; the young man could not
be upset. “The next time you are unhappy with your life, catch the stone before
it hits the water. Do not spend time trying to undo what you have done. Rather,
But Master, how will I know

what I should do before I do it?” The master answered, “Do not just treat the

» «

change what you are going to do before you do it.

ripples. Keep asking questions.” The young man stopped, “Are you saying I know
the answers?” “You may not know the answers right now, but if you ask the right

» «

questions, then you shall discover the answers.” “But what are the right questions,
Master?” “There are no wrong questions, only those that go unasked. We must
ask, for without asking, we cannot receive answers. But it is your responsibility
to ask. No one else can do that for you.”

I recently had a colleague lament “Why can'’t we just implement good reading
instruction?” This is a simple question with the quick response being “Well of
course we can!” But the solution is anything but simple, as teaching is just one
factor in an extraordinarily complex instructional system. We can begin by first
recognizing that education is a socio-political-corporate juggernaut with highly
disparate interests that can sometimes seem overwhelming and depressing. So too
often when a wider perspective is needed to address the complexity we double
down on familiar, but failing strategies. Within all this complexity teaching is just
one factor, albeit a very important one. And while teaching is what we spend our
energies trying to improve, I want to suggest that a broader perspective might
help in our work to create a more literate society. But first, what are a few of the
factors impeding “good reading instruction?”

Factors Influencing Reading Instruction

Once a child enters the school building research tells us that the teacher is criti-
cal to that child’s success. So the first factor reveals itself in the answer to this
question: how deep is the capacity for delivering effective reading instruction
across the U.S.? We can think of capacity for delivering reading instruction as an
“output” resulting from what one learns in a teacher certification program plus
the subsequent experience and continued professional growth that occurs once
one is engaged in practice. But what do teachers know about reading instruc-
tion? About ten years ago a team at Utah State developed an assessment called
the Literacy Instruction Knowledge Scale or LIKS to measure a teachers’ declarative
knowledge about reading and their classroom practice. After administering the
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LIKS to 13,000 teachers across the country they found that teachers had little
knowledge about reading, and for those who did know more it had little to no
effect on the reading achievement of their students. These results raise concern
about how reading teachers are being prepared. They also suggest that factors
beyond the teacher may effect reading outcomes. Another piece of insight into
teacher capacity is gained from a project I've been working in over the past
four years in Louisville. The JCPS/Bellarmine Literacy Project is an initiative
to improve third-grade reading outcomes. When we began the BLP we assessed
4,500 first-, second-, and third-grade students from 31 schools on their under-
standing of letter-sound correspondence. We found that by the end of first-
grade students knew beginning and ending consonants and some vowel sounds.
Second-graders knew a few more vowels and blends than did first-graders, while
third-graders knew 70 more about letter-sound correspondences than did their
second-grade counterparts. To no surprise these students were also not fluent
readers. This told us first, that what students knew about decoding words they
learned by the end of second-grade and secondly, their skills were insufficient
to support adequate reading development. The results also suggested that the
187 teachers who instructed these students either did not have the capacity to
develop their students beyond basic letter-sound correspondence or if they did,
factors in the system were constraining their work. While these two examples are
quite different and certainly not definitive, they bring to question what other
researchers have been asking — are reading teachers sufficiently prepared? As
schools of education we must take this question seriously.

After the effects of the teacher, those of the principal are also important to
student success. As an individual who can multiply or diminish reading achieve-
ment in a school, the role of the principal is important to reading instruction.
How might this be? Consider that many elementary principals were at some
point, former reading teachers. However, this does not mean they are highly
knowledgeable about effective reading instruction. In fact, our work in the BLP
suggests it can sometimes be the opposite. For example, we have a trend occurring
in our area where secondary teachers are becoming elementary school principals.
In one way this could be an advantage as they are often aware they know little to
nothing about reading instruction and so are open to help. On the other hand,
they are also susceptible to false information because they don’t know what they
don’t know. While principals need many skills beyond knowledge of effective
reading instruction, this trend suggests that perhaps core reading instructional
knowledge may not be valued by districts choosing those who will be expected
to be a school’s instructional leader. It could also be that deep reading knowledge
is a difficult-to-find skillset in principal candidates, so it goes to the wayside
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in the selection process. While we have found principals who have instituted ideas
that have greatly helped their teachers be more effective, we have seen actions
taken by others that have undermined reading growth in students. Principals are
part of the instructional system and they must be considered in the solution to
improve reading outcomes.

A third factor contributing to the ineffectiveness to improve reading
outcomes is the epidemic of solutionitis, which I might define as the chasing
of a quick solution to a problem with little understanding as to its complex-
ity in the hope it will magically improve. The dangers of quick solutions
are first, they ignore the complexities that often entangle many educational
challenges. Second, such strategies detract attention from pursuit of the
deeper solution needed to improve the problem while third, years of solutio-
nitis leads to what I call ambivalitis, the state among teachers of permanent
ambivalence towards new initiatives. Solutionitis does not leverage the mul-
tiplicative value that a systemic perspective can bring to addressing problems.
Effective solutions are often complicated and require deep learning and hard
work over an extended period of time. I spent some of last week at a meeting
sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers for state literacy
leaders from about 22 states. In my workshops it was interesting the range
of complex problems being addressed, and the difficulty that was present in
finding solutions.

A fourth factor I will mention briefly, and it rose to the surface during these
CCSSO workshops, was the negative effect of state legislatures on reading out-
comes as they often ignore educational research brought to them by state DOE
leaders and others. A prime example is the law implemented by 15 states and the
District of Columbia that requires third-grade retention for poor reading while
9 more states have made it an option. Despite the fact that such laws do nothing
to improve the core reading instruction that could reduce retention, these laws
continue to gain traction. The logic of elected representatives to “blame the lazy
kids” is absolutely baffling.

So How Can We Improve Reading Outcomes

I've mentioned only a few factors and of course there are more. But if we accept
the view that the improvement of reading outcomes across the country is critical
and urgent, 1 suggest that as literacy educators we must begin to venture outside
our normal boundaries as what we've been doing is not working. We can start
by asking different questions that extends what we already know to a larger and
different systemic perspective and solution. What do I mean?
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Some of us may remember the 1960’s when “Made in Japan” was a moniker
for cheap and low quality. If you're under 45 or so this might come as a surprise,
but it was true. Changing that connotation from “cheap” to “world-class” by the
1980s can be largely attributable to an American named Edward Deming. Now
Deming was a Yale physicist and mathematician who used the principles devel-
oped earlier by Walter Shewhart, another physicist and statistician who worked
at Bell Labs in New Jersey in the first half of the twentieth century. In case you
don’t know, Bell Labs was the pre-imminent experimental think-tank in its time
responsible for hundreds of innovations in the early to mid-twentieth century
that added much to the wealth of the U.S. The processes developed by Shewhart
identified and measured the root causes contributing to product quality. This
method provides valuable insight into where to find improvements in the process
and eventually leads to higher quality products and services. Throughout the 60’s
and 70’s Deming worked intently with Japanese manufacturers to improve the
processes that led to improved product quality. Now interestingly, Deming had
first offered his ideas to American industry but was quite pompously rejected as
they didn’t think they needed to measure anything. Our titans of industry knew
exactly what was good or bad - until the 1980s when consumers began to dis-
agree. You see it was then that American products, particularly cars, had become
infamous for their poor quality and unreliability. I'm still trying to forget my
Pontiac Sunbird that died at 75,000 miles, my Dodge that caught fire while my
wife and son were in it, and the Plymouth van whose parts literally fell out of the
engine. Detroit’s arrogance opened the door for Japanese cars that had become far
superior through Deming’s quality improvement techniques. Today, most every
major corporation, whether they’re a service company or manufacturer, and this
includes some universities, has an on-going quality improvement initiative based
on the fundamentals of Shewhart and Deming. Some of you may know it as Six
Sigma, the point at which only 34 defects occur for every 1 million units. In fact,
it’s not a stretch to say that companies without a rigorous quality improvement
initiative cannot compete in today’s economy because customers won't put up
with poor quality - they will take their money and walk away, but not before post-
ing a scathing on-line review. Unfortunately K-12 education has ignored process
improvement methods, most often in deference to solutionitis.

Given the challenges at improving reading achievement I must ask why
education doesn’t use a proven process as a mechanism for systemic improve-
ment. As the parable I read earlier suggests, if improvement is to happen we must
ask different questions that involve different answers and different work; hard
questions that demand new learning and new skills. Because reading achieve-
ment is fundamental to academic achievement, and because many students are
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failing to acquire it to the necessary levels, it’s extracting a cost our country can’t
afford. So I offer you three things to consider as you travel back to your respec-
tive institutions.

First and fundamentally, can we be satisfied with the present state of read-
ing attainment? Reading is not only a social equity issue, it’s one that ultimately
drives economic development for our communities, our states, and our nation.
So is it acceptable that across our country, no matter how it’s measured, one-third
to one-half of our children are gaining acceptable reading skills while the other
half to two-thirds are not? Is this an acceptable failure rate? In my home state of
Kentucky I hear little outcry about poor reading results. While there is grousing
over less-than-desirable achievement when end-of-year test scores are released,
few adults are upset because too few children have adequate reading skills.
I suggest to you that we must speak up and engage those accountable in rigorous
and urgent conversations directed at changing reading outcomes. If you are not
currently involved in the conversation in your community or state, think about how
you can insert your voice.

Second, it is clear to me that changing reading outcomes must be viewed
as a systemic process that involves not just teachers, but numerous other stakehold-
ers. In contrast is the perspective that improving reading is viewed as a school
improvement objective that’s satiated with a few PDs or some reading “focus” for
the school year. In this misguided paradigm no one is accountable for improve-
ment. It’s not really the responsibility of district administrators, not the school
board, not attributable to the curriculum, not the union, not the state who certi-
fies school personnel, not the accountability assessment systems, not the politi-
cians who make the laws, and not the domain of schools of education. It might be
the principal’s fault, but more often than not the rest of the system says through
its actions that fault rests solely with teachers because they instruct the students.
And with this 7 disagree. The paucity of reading improvement tells me that suc-
cess will not come without addressing all parts of the macro system because they
directly and indirectly influence what happens in the classroom. Ask how you can
be a catalyst o systemic solutions for reading improvement.

The third and obvious question then is what is the way forward, how
do we improve this juggernaut of a system that produces such poor reading
outcomes? The School of Education at the University of Michigan has adopted
Shewhart’s and Demings principles of process improvement in what they call
improvement science. Now to be sure, an old dog by a new name makes it neither
young nor new, but it might get some well-deserved attention. Improvement
science at Michigan applies the quality improvement methods that have been in
use for over 90 years to effect change in the instructional process. Implementing
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successful quality improvement is difficult, slow, and laborious, and there are
no shortcuts. But it’s also the only approach that when properly implemented is
consistently successful across all kinds of organizations. And it can be effective
at improving reading outcomes too, but it requires new learning on the part of
everyone working in the system.

In 2015 Anthony Bryk, now president of the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, wrote an article appearing in Educational Researcher
entitled “Accelerating How We Learn to Improve,” which takes to heart Englebarts
call to improve how we improve. Bryk espouses the methods of improvement
science as a systematic process for educational improvement. If we want signifi-
cant improvement in reading outcomes across the United States we must first
accept that while what we've been doing is necessary, it is not sufficient. To gain
improvement traction we must ask new questions and expand our skillsets beyond
instruction. We must recognize that we work inside a very complex system that
does not know how to improve. As schools of education we must become the
leaders in improving how we improve which means we must engage in new
learning. Our students, our principal candidates, and our future superintendents
must understand that “continuous improvement” is not a simple slogan that we
nod our head to in agreement. Rather, it is a rigorous system that can improve
the quality of instructional outputs and change reading outcomes for millions of
students if only we are willing to engage in the work. Quality improvement works
because it brings a disciplined mindset for improvement to a plan-do-study-act
process based on asking questions. If we are to make substantial improvement in
the percentage of students with adequate reading skills it is insufficient to stay in
our present mindset. As educators we must expand our perspectives, adopt new
methods, and then teach them to our students. In the words of Deming, we must
learn what to do, and then do it well.
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Abstract

As literacy educators we are well aware of the deleterious effects of narrowing the
curriculum to center on high stakes tests and low-level thinking. In our globally
connected, cosmopolitan world this focus on low-level skills puts our students at a
disadvantage. Understanding creativity theory and scholars who support project-
based curriculum that embraces the arts in teaching can go a long way toward
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ameliorating the negative impacts of high stakes test-centered curriculum. I first
provide a brief introduction to creativity theory, followed by examples of this process
in action.

Introduction

I regularly teach a content area literacy course with graduate students who teach
Kindergarten through high school levels. In addition to vocabulary, compre-
hension, and disciplinary literacy elements (Bean, Readence, & Dunkerly-Bean,
2017), we explore a big question issues, in this case climate change and sea level
rise (Goodell, 2017).

About two years ago I took to heart Australian literacy scholar Allan Luke’s
(2013) call to engage students in thinking about big questions like climate change,
following on the heals of Brisbane’s destructive flooding. In this YouTube video
clip from Allan Luke’s 2013 curriculum talk in Toronto, he alludes to the stark
distance between narrow curriculum (e.g. coloring national flags), and creative,
transformative literacy pedagogy (e.g. Freire & Macedo, 1987). Critical discus-
sion in classrooms around big questions like climate change and sustainable envi-
ronmental practices positions students as co-creators of knowledge rather than
victims of a “banking model” of education (Freire, 1970).

I decided to center our class small group projects on climate change, a
significant and daily challenge with sea level rise a serious threat in our Virginia
Tidewater region of the country. Because I have students planning to or already
teaching Kindergarten through high school levels, possible topics within the
climate change arena range from weather, recycling, water pollution, and other
related topics depending on the age level of their students.

To begin this topic, I typically share some of my own efforts to recycle
items, particularly plastics through whimsical yard art. Following this introduc-
tion I consider some of the scholarship around climate change, as well as satirical
works aimed at climate change skeptics (see John Oliver for a YouTube clip on
the skeptics versus scientists).

Yard Art and Creativity Theory

In a family of four, with our rising 9th grader and rising 6th grader, we manage
to generate a significant amount of garbage each week, including plastics that
seem to accompany much of what we consume and use. Author Stuart Kallen
in his book, Trashing the Planet: Examining our Global Garbage Glur (2018,
p. 6) observes that: “On a global scale, humans create around 2.6 trillion



Reclaiming Creative Literary Practices 11

pounds of waste each year” and much of it ends up in our oceans. In an
effort to chronicle this growing pollution for 3rd through 6th graders, the
20 page nonfiction children’s book entitled, Plastic ahoy!: Investigating the Great
Pacific Garbage Patch shows how powerful currents carry this trash out to sea
(Newman & Crawley, 2014).

One of my hobbies, apart from surfing, playing guitar, and kayaking,
involves creating yard art out of scrap material that I collect in the garage like
an American Picker. I construct wind chimes, assemblages, collages, and other
objects out of this scrap material. Figure 1 shows one of these I dubbed “Vacuum
Bird” because it consists of a broken Hoover hand vacuum, a broken snorkel and
seashell wings from the Chesapeake Bay. Much of the bird is plastic that would
otherwise end up in a landfill.

What I love about this process is that no two assemblages are alike as
the materials vary. For example, Figure 2 shows a broken push scooter with
the body consisting of a worn out toaster and the inscription “This Scooter is
Toast” and two pieces of blackened cedar “toast.” All of this begs the question,
is yard art creative?

Figure 1. Vacuum Bird.
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Figure 2. This Scooter is Toast.

Creativity Theory

Defining creativity requires thinking about three possibilities, a creative person,
a process or activity, and, in the case of the yard art mentioned earlier, a product
or artifact (Paul & Kaufman, 2014). In addition, two important conditions must
be met: The artifact must be 7ew and novel, as well as of value (Paul & Kaufman,
2014). Indeed, there seems to be consensus around this definition. For example
Catterall (2015), founding director of the Centers for Research on Creativity in
Los Angeles and London, notes:

Being generally creative means continuously engaging ways of thinking
that are new or unconventional, welcoming possible new conceptions
of things, flipping problems on their heads, and challenging knee-jerk
assumptions about the difficulties or opportunities you fear. (p. 13)

In essence, creativity involves a willingness to take risks and this begs the ques-
tion, “can we teach for creativity?” (Bean & Dunkerly-Bean, 2016). As it turns
out, we can. For example, Catterall has found that high quality programs in
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theatre, music, social problem solving, graphic design, and integrated arts and
science foster creativity in students.

In large measure, creativity is a disposition that can be taught (Gaut,
2014). At the outset, experience in a domain is a kind of prerequisite for mess-
ing around with normative elements in a discipline (Wilson-Lopez & Bean,
2017). For example, as an undergraduate student at the University of Hawai’i I
explored being an art major (sculpture) for a while. Prior to that I took a painting
class, art history, and in high school I had a surfboard repair business. That led
to producing abstract resin art that involved mixing surfboard resin, catalyst and
enamel paints in a mold.

At times these paintings caught on fire in our carport if I miscalculated
the ratio of catalyst to resin. I now realize these were what contemporary artists
term “toxic art” with materials that would normally require breathing apparatus
and an air vent system to flush out the carcinogen laden fumes. I eventually
migrated to being an English major, realizing that, despite the creative elements
in sculpture, I would probably become a “starving artist.”

One of the key variables in creativity in the arts and learning to be creative
is zime (Murphy & Pauleen, 2009). In our current high stakes testing environ-
ment (Au, 2007) we know that narrowing the opportunities for student creativity
runs counter to the intellectual capital needed for innovation in a knowledge
economy (Murphy & Pauleen, 2009). Rather, “creative knowledge produces
structure without rules or codes or norms (Murphy & Pauleen, 2009). Thus,
learner centered classrooms where time and space are allocated to intellectual
invention tend to foster creativity (Beghetto & Plucker, 20006).

Creative classrooms where time is allocated to productive problem solv-
ing like Project Based Learning (Buck Institute for Education 2018, Kilpatrick,
1918, Schneider, 2014) offer students materials, space, and time to invent and
create in the spirit of progressive education and John Dewey’s vision. In addi-
tion to time, Csikszentmihalyi’s (2013) widely cited research on creative flow
states and creative individuals notes that they typically keep a diary, notes, or
lab records to preserve, and often alter the trajectory of their artifacts. It is also
clear from this body of work that providing students’ with uninterrupted time
to think is crucial but a very challenging element in a busy school day. Ongoing
state standards and related pressure to cover content and prepare students for
high stakes testing runs counter to the creative competencies needed for a knowl-
edge society.

One of the advantages of project-based learning is the degree to which
students are likely to develop deep understanding of a topic. For example, in the
climate change units, students are introduced to its causes, effects, and possible
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solutions. The process of sustained inquiry and the creation of an authentic
product (e.g. “The Climate Change Blues”) for a real audience goes beyond
memorizing scientific facts. Assessments and rubrics take this into account and
are available online from the Buck Institute for Education (2018). Indeed, state
standards are flexible enough to support project-based learning.

In a world of constant bombardment with online news, Facebook
posts, blogs, and a host of other distractions, attention becomes a kind of
commodity to be carefully guarded at times. Philosopher and classic motor-
cycle restoration expert, Matthew Crawford (2015) argues persuasively that
“External objects provide an attachment point for the mind; they pull us
out of ourselves” (p. 27). Thus, when I get stumped on one of my yard art
creations I mull over possible solutions to the design, modifications I might
make, and ultimately try out before gluing up or clear coating the assemblage.
Indeed, this process takes me out of the world of distractions, social media,
and other intrusions.

This small effort to recycle and repurpose plastics and other detritus that
ends up in our landfills and oceans provides a window for my graduate stu-
dents on what might be possible if we tackle a big issue like climate change in
a fashion that is appropriate for the level of students they are teaching. In order
to get us started on this journey, I walk through a PowerPoint that explains
current thinking about climate change and reviews some of the key readings

in this area.

Climate Change and Sea Level Rise
As Allan Luke (2013) argued, there is a deep divide between artificial, often con-

trived lessons in science for their own sake and real pressing human issues like
climate change and flooding. Similarly, Crawford (2015,) noted:

The more basic issue is the disembodied nature of the curriculum, which
divorces the articulate content of knowledge from the pragmatic setting
in which its value becomes apparent. By contrast, suppose a student is
building a tube frame chassis for a race car. Suddenly trigonometry is
very interesting indeed. (p. 257)

To get us started on this journey I walk through a PowerPoint I created that
examines some of the findings chronicled in recent books and articles on
climate change. The ultimate goal is to have students work collaboratively in
small groups that meet toward the end of each class to create a unit. The content
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area and disciplinary strategies that we work with in class center on climate
change vocabulary, comprehension, and metacognition (Bean, Readence, &
Dunkerly-Bean, 2017).

The key readings that inform this introduction to the class include full-
length books by Joseph Romm (2015), Michael Bloomberg and Carl Pope
(2017), and Jeff Goodell (2017). These are listed in the reference section. Notably,
the Goodell book features a chapter devoted to nearby Naval Station Norfolk
where, “sea levels are rising in Norfolk roughly twice as fast as the global average”
(p- 192). This topic hits close to home for my students and their families, many
associated with the military.

I have yet to encounter any climate change resistance on the part of educa-
tors in the course, despite a good deal of political wrangling to argue against this
well documented phenomenon over many years of data collection. For example,
over 60 years ago, scientist Charles Keeling began measuring the rise in carbon
dioxide by placing monitors on Mauna Loa, high atop the Big Island of Hawai’i
(Sachs, 2015). What is now known as the “Keeling Curve” mapped the annual
rate of carbon dioxide’s increase in the atmosphere. In 1958 it was 320 ppm
(parts per million), now measuring at 400 ppm. What does this data mean?
“Human activity is pushing the planet into a climate zone completely unknown
in both human history and Earth’s recent history” (Sachs, 2015, p. 402).

In addition to content related to climate change, we consider transmedia-
tion (Siegel, 1995) where the arts play a role in content learning by tapping into
multimodal sign systems including lyric writing, music, hip hop, film and other
media. In the space of this paper I focus on Project Based Learning and climate
change, as well as a cooperative song we composed, “The Climate Change Blues.”

Project Based Learning and The Climate
Change Blues

The units my students created in small groups spanned weather with fourth grad-
ers, reduce, conserve, and use renewable energy sources with sixth graders, and
steps to reuse and recycle items with a class of eight graders. In preparation for
their units, I offered various examples available on YouTube from sites in Florida
where high school students created fishing line recovery stations out of PVC
material to prevent birds and other wildlife from getting trapped in discarded
fishing line. We looked at a clip about an outdoor learning and environmen-
tal education program in Minneapolis, and other examples from Australia. The
Climate Change Blues lyric writing was designed to model how music might
further support the topics in their small group unit development.
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Rewrite and the Climate Change Blues.

ReWrite (Bean, 2010) combines concept learning and the composition of musi-
cal versus. You can use virtually any musical genre. I have had good success with
the blues and I usually take my guitar into class as small groups engage in writ-
ing lyrics. In the case of the Climate Change Blues, small groups each created
lyrics around three categories based on what we learned about climate change:
a) Causes, b) Effects, and c) Solutions. (The URL for the tune on YouTube is in
the reference list).

Thus, this was a culminating activity in class. We could have just as easily
written a poem, a letter to government leaders, or a hip-hop composition. I find
that the predictable structure of a 12-barr blues lends itself to this process. The
steps are as follows (Bean, Readence, & Dunkerly-Bean, 2017):

1. The teacher creates an opening verse that helps create a pattern but has

little essential information in it. This verse often becomes the chorus.
2. Students in small groups write their verses.

3. I take the rough song home and weave it together for the next class
where we perform the song and play it with a shuffle thythm in the key
of E (with an A harmonica (termed “cross harp” in blues talk versus
playing in the same key as the song). Cross harp allows for bending
notes on the harmonica and it’s integral to the blues sound.

A video clip of the song can be found on my YouTube channel under the moniker
“Surfbumblues.”
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The Climate Change Blues

Climate Change Blues
(E Chicago Shuffle, A harmonica)
READ 680 Reading Across the Curriculum
Intro (quitar and harp)

CHORUS:
E

I got the climate change blues, there’s too much carbon in everything we do

A E

I got the climate change blues, there’s too much carbon in everything we do

B7 A

I'm gonna ride my bike and spread the news

E
We gotta stop these nasty climate change blues

E
Coals the planet earth killer, it’s the baddest of them all

A E
Coals the planet earth killer, it’s the baddest of them all

B7 A E

Exploiting mother natures resources and burning it all

E
I¢’s feeling hot this year, cant let all the ice disappear

A E
Its feeling hot this year, cant let all the ice disappear

B7 A E

While the water’s rising, the coral reefs are dying

BRIDGE (harp)
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E

The waters are rising and fish are dying in the sea

A E
The waters are rising and fish are dying in the sea

B7 A E
Somebody tell the Coca Cola Bear his glacier is history

BRIDGE (harp)

E

We gotta find a solution to these climate change issues

A E

We gotta find a solution to these climate change issues

B7 A E

You can start by recycling your paper and tissues

BRIDGE (harp)

CHORUS AND END

Summary

The other important element of project-based learning is sharing information
with each other and, ultimately, with a larger audience of stakeholders through
websites, school news reports, and other media. And, in the spirit of Allan Luke’s
2nd wave curriculum aimed at tackling big questions, climate change, pollution,
and sea level rise, as well as human health hang in the balance.

For example, estimates are that Americans only recycle 30 percent of our
trash each year. A large portion of this trash is plastic and ends up contributing
to the Great Pacific Garbage Patch (Kallen, 2018). Currents shunt worldwide
garbage into this vortex, estimated to be the size of Texas and 9 feet deep. Most
of this is plastic and much of it is in the form of “nurdles,” tiny plastic pellets
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smaller than a pencil eraser. Plankton, and ultimately fish and birds ingest this
mess, thinking this is viable food.

There are some impressive efforts underway to reduce the amount of detri-
tus that ends up in our fragile ecosystems. For example, a New Yorker named
Colin Beavan and his family sought to live for a year while creating zero garbage
(Kallen, 2018) . Dubbed “No Impact Man,” they ceased to purchase anything in
plastic packaging, grew their own food, and used city water for drinking water.
Beavan created a blog to help others reduce their consumer impact on the planet
(the URL for his blog is in the reference list).

A highly creative 16-year old, Boyan Slat from the Netherlands, created
a design dubbed “The Ocean Clean Up Array” that involves a floating barrier
62 miles long that can ride along the surface of the ocean, scooping up plastics
carried by the currents (Kallen, 2018). Indeed, Slat delivered a TEDxTalk that
has resulted in funding for Slat’s design.

In conclusion, more than ever before we need creative, risk-taking citi-
zens that can move well beyond narrow factoids and begin to tackle our biggest
questions including climate change, pollution, human rights violations, hunger,
peace, poverty, and a host of other issues. Most importantly, by demonstrating
this process through project based learning and multimodal arts, we can have an
impact that magnifies the effect on multiple teachers and their students.
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In her own words:
Good morning everyone! Thank you for inviting me to speak. The first thing I
am going to do is to teach you an Arabic word so that you can have fun congratu-
lating the winners of the ALER awards in Arabic if you choose to. The word is
Mabrook! It means: Congratulations! The answer to it would be Shukran, which
means: thank you!

I chose to begin with teaching Arabic words because I am invited to speak
about Arab culture—and language is central to any culture.

“Pre-judice”
I love words so I will explore some of them innovatively during this keynote
speech. As I listened to the awards being announced, one of the expressions that
caught my attention is:

The culturally-responsive classroom related to the award won by a profes-
sor from Hunter College. Also, I remember the idea of continuing to organize
through prejudice that could (exists) also within the organization.

The (world) “prejudice” itself reveals the struggle inherent in facing it:
Prejudice means to pre-judge. When one pre-judges before enough experience
and knowledge, one practices prejudice, which is forming an opinion that ignores
the richness, the continuous change, and the multi-dimensional reality of the
people or the circumstances that are being prejudged.

Representative opinions and judgements generally require research and
ongoing learning and unlearning. This applies to opinions related to others, and
related to the selfalso. The word opinion in Arabic is Ray, and this comes from the
concept related to the “angle of looking.” To change the angle of looking means
to change the opinion. It’s similar to perspective, which is the angle of “specting”.

In a hierarchical society one sees a particular reality because of where they
stand, not because this is the reality remains the same when seen from other
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angles. In rigid societies, the picture does not change because one is rigid in
judgement or position, not because there is no change. To be aware, one can see
that living on a planet that is rotating constantly is perhaps an organic calling for
all of us, and an invitation, to see from many perspectives.

Now to speak from the perspective of literacy, the act of pre-judging before
honest experience is an act of intellectual and social illiteracy. In my estimation,
prejudice is an expression of profound illiteracy.

The remedy for prejudice and the remedy for pre-judging is to admit that we
do not know. Not knowing creates fear. This can be healed by engaging an ongoing
journey of education and upgrading of perspective. Essentially one pre-judges for
the convenience of the self that deems a circumstance or a group of people unwor-
thy of the time and the effort needed for getting to acknowledge and know them
as one hopes to be acknowledged and known before being judged themselves.

As esteemed researchers, all of you in this room know that knowledge is
cumulative and much of it eventually must be dismissed over time and replaced
with what is more accurate. A century ago we believed and practiced thoughts
and behaviors that make us shudder today. Didn’t our people buy and sell fel-
low human beings, and hit children to teach them? Didn’t our society segregate
people to keep a group comfortable in exploiting another? Didn’t people work
without weekends for a long time and children worked to death literally too, and
a few only learned to read and write? And later on people will look at us and not
believe how primitive in our practices we are in the twenty first century. Someone
will laugh at our calling the internet high speed.

Response-ahility
One of my favorite words in the English language is “responsibility.” This is what
educators hope to teach in the classrooms. However, I often see behaviors that
disable the learner from “responding”. I see teaching responsibility as helping the
learners to improve their “ability to respond”. Think about it: How do we disable
children or segments of the society from responding well and powerfully? When
one is responsible one is “response-able.” We become more able to respond to the
world by learning more and more about it, by having training and practicing, by
having enough appropriate resources, by having support, and by learning more
and more about ourselves as we navigate. In some classrooms, given the current
cultural climate, many students come to the school and must become “disabled”
about their home culture, their first language, their real self, their real concerns,
the questions that live in their minds, in order to fit in the school culture. So after
twelve years of education, or disabling certain parts of the self every day, the Arab
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child most likely becomes a culturally “disabled Arab” who only practices their
culture in a very limited way and only in limited places and contexts, in order
to become an “abled and acceptable American at this time.” The mono cultural-
ism and the hierarchical dominance of one culture in a multi-cultural country
is a form of disability to respond to the rich reality of real life in America. One
knows this from many examples in history: Women were disabled from speaking
up in society for a long time and from leading and from protecting themselves
physically and from disagreeing with rules that profoundly affected their lives
adversely. Those rules lasted because the disabling of women lasted. Women
began to organize for empowering themselves to respond differently and with
more ability and so do other groups at all times. It’s a passage from dis-ability,
to response-ability.

There is much complexity in the learning process when “pre-judging” hap-
pens and disabling of responses is enforced by quiet exclusion and making indi-
viduals and groups invisible, silent, and less than they actually are.

Nothing!
I asked one of the members of ALER who was sitting next to me this morn-
ing if they knew anything about Arab culture, and the response was: “Nothing!
Absolutely nothing and I cannot answer even one question about it.”

This is a standard response. I have met many people who know “noth-
ing” about Arab culture I think I need to create a book titled, A/l the Things the
Majority of Americans Know About Arab Cultures, and the book would be a blank
book—all of its pages. Nothing pages about the Egyptians and nothing pages
about the Lebanese; nothing pages about North Africa and nothing pages about
the Holy Land. Then as a person learns they themselves can write things on the
pages. Lets see what one may put on some of these blank pages:

Arabic Numbers

Arab culture is one of the biggest roots of Western civilization. So it is an act of
illiteracy not to know about the Arabs. I am re-defining literacy here, to include
a larger vocabulary, to include a bigger library of life, to include the field for
knowledge of a multi-layered world, historically, geographically and humanly.
As an author and poet, I like the literacy and literature and I see the Lir part of
them — light traveling in every direction, turning the seeming nothingness and
unseen places and people, to richness in the presence of a moving source of light:

that’s our knowledge.
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The Arabs have given the world the counting system of the “Arabic num-
bers”. And a Muslim mind working in Arabic gave Algebra. Can you look around
this room? See the clock, the digital numbers everywhere? Or look in your purse,
do you see Arabic numbers? Or when you go to your office, can a minute go
without seeing Arabic numbers?

Then why do teachers of mathematics classes in America not begin teach-
ing by including this piece of information so that children will know about Arab
culture and love something about it? The numbers are called Arabic numbers for
a reason. The English word for the number one is from the Arabic Wabad; the
English word for two is from the Arabic Ethnain; the English word for three is
from the Arabic 7halatha and so on. And here is a new thought that just occurred
to me now: The Arabic for word number is Addad. So could it be that the English
word “add” relates to Addad? It’s exciting to find out relationships because they
tell us history, and history is full of magic and is home to a huge amount of for-
gotten or ignored knowledge.

If we teach our children, and the grownups, and teach ourselves also
that literacy is focused on learning how to live on Earth, with other people,
and with other cultures, and there are many veins of knowledge from every
culture, and we are not in charge of the world or own it, then knowing about
everyone’s contributions would make the world safer for everyone. We can
teach a broad perspective about who gave us the elements of the education
that saves and builds our lives every day. I think that the first class in any
school needs to be, let’s find out who invented paper, printing, the alphabets
we use to write, the numbers we use, who invented the pen and pencil, ink,
screens, fabric of our school clothes etc. I think that children need to know
that the entire world is culturally exciting, and is supporting their education
every day, and the world expects the children to grow up and to respect those
who helped in their education, and eventually to give the world and humanity,
not only to one culture.

The world and the learning process become more enjoyable for everyone
when we learn broadly. Why isn't bilingualism required in America? It would
be beneficial for brain development, and along the life span it would enhance
memory and cognitive development.

This also would increase the desire to go to other parts of the world, to
connect, to make peace, to cooperate, to do more intelligent research rather than
avoid and think poorly of, be afraid of, or be at war with. We can go to other parts
of the world to be with others rather than go to other parts of the world with the
intention to know them through the process of dominance and therefore justify
our cultural smaller scope and comfortable isolation.
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If cultures could be people, the Middle East would be one of the great
grandmas of the world. That “cradle of civilization” is from where Western civi-
lization got nurtured as a young “liz” so to speak. I just gave her this nick name
“Liz” or Lizzi perhaps would be good for a young civilization!

Who in their integrity would be constantly working to damage the repu-
tation of, dismiss the great contributions of, and vilify their grandma who gave
them greatly much for the journey? Maybe the grandma seems cranky at this
time because she is old and has unresolved issues from her own childhood, but
that does not make it right to dismiss her contributions and her desire to go on
and contribute anew and flourish again.

Education and literacy can be geared toward war or toward healing of
humanity. The journey begins in the classroom. Family and home environment
are the first classroom. But the academia follows.

Loving the world means being gentler and smarter and more creative
in solving problems in the world. And to be gentle and creative indeed
require a set of skills and are a field of much-needed literacy. A human’s
being domain of building literacy cannot draw its circle smaller than all of
humanity and at the same time remain good for the human child whose

family is humanity.
When we teach our children values that lead to acquiring aggressively from

other cultures, e.g. oil, land, wealth, markets, freedom, voice, and consider thata
gain, we are saying that things are more important than people, and quickly this
begins to apply to our own lives in our own country — things are more important
than people and acquiring things begins to enslave us, define us, and consume
our lives. We sacrifice people and ourselves for the sake of things. Capitalism has
encouraged this behavior. And many people enjoy capitalism. Capitalism and all
large-scale commerce require the Arabic numbers and much mathematics. We
can learn the literacy to calculate for the concepts of kindness and concern for
others too.

Alphabets

The word “alphabet” itself comes from Aleph, Ba, Ta, the first three letters of
Arabic. The word Alphabet in the West is traced to Latin or Greek, but the Arabs
with their ancient, largest and unbroken Semitic language, had that thousands
of years before Latin and Greek. The Semitic root is earlier than the Latin-Greek
root. The number of alphabets that were invented in what is now known as the
Arab world is simply astonishing.
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Music

Do you like string instruments? The violin, the guitar, the viola, and other string
instruments originate from ancestor instruments such as the Arabic Rabab, the
early violin, or the Oud (the lute), that the Persians (Persia is Iran and is not Arab
but is Muslim), and then the Arabs and the Middle Eastern minds invented and
developed and gave to the world. The oud ignited a culture of lasting music and
all of the string instruments in any Western orchestra are grandfathered by this
instrument. The Rabab, which became the violin, started as a basic one-string
instrument that accompanied the Bedouin in the desert and kept the guards near
the fire awake at night, and to its tunes people told stories to their guests and
gatherings, because music, rhythm and songs, made it easier to remember and to
pay attention for longer times. The violin’s name was the Arabic word “Rabab”
and this name was used in Europe until the 18th century.

The Camera On Your Phone and the
Scientific Process

Ibn Al-Haitham, the optician and scientist who worked in the Arabic language
and was a Muslim, was the first person to discover how the eye and camera
worked though his experiments on the pin-hole camera, and eventually all the
cameras could happen. Before him the non-Arab scientists believed that the light
came from the eye. His work changed the world.

Alcohol, Sugar, and Bananas

If you like to drink alcohol, add sugar to foods, or eat bananas, all three are Arabic
words and all started their names and the journey of being identified as key mem-
bers of the culinary word in the Arab world. However if you like coffee, know that
it started in Ethiopia as a bean that helped the goats to have energy. Then it was
made into a bean that was boiled for medicinal properties. The Arabs took it and
cultivated it greatly. The Muslim Turks roasted it and then turned it to a drink.
And coffee is sitting in front of many of you right now, with sugar next to it.

Furniture

The word sofa and the concept of the couch for home seating, started in the
Muslim word as “saffa” which was a row of pillows lined against the wall and
thickly carpeted the floors. Raising the pillows above the ground to make a sofa
made it easier for older people and safer in various environments. Traditional
Arabs continue to use the floor szffz in addition to the sofa.
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Public Libraries

Public libraries; the Arabs invested in public libraries because they wanted knowl-
edge to be democratic as the Qur’an had asked all Muslims with no exception
to “read.” That was the first command of Islam to all of its followers, so seeking
and spreading knowledge became necessary.

Computers

In computer science, the algorithms_that allow Face Book to be Face Book is
named after Al-khawarizmi who founded Algebra. Like Alcohol, Algorithms
begin with Al, which means “the” in Arabic. A leading linguist suggests that the
article “the” came from the Arabic word “ha-the” which is the word used to point
at objects. Additionally, the concept of Zero, which enables binary computer
programming, was invented by the Arabs four years before the Indians invented
it also. The Chinese culture gave us paper and that changed the world of literacy
and publishing. The printing press was innovated in Germany.

While innovating based on the works of many other cultures, European
civilization took plenty from the cultures it colonized. And as many scientists left
their own countries that became impoverished by colonization, so a huge number
of scientists from around the world contribute within Western civilization.

So this world collaborated to give us literacy. When we teach about literacy
we cannot exclude the world that created the elements of literacy. If we exclude
that we are teaching ill-literacy, not a healthy version of reality. Chopping up the
story and throwing portions of it out to keep a perspective that we would like,
rather than the real story of humanity and education can make the world become
ill at communicating.

I emphasize that history is necessary for understanding now. Just like the
history of one’s hearth allows the understanding of the picture of one’s health,
and help one do the right decisions, the health of cultures and the world have
the same needs for honest and accurate accounts of history.

Cultural Self-Esteem

For the self-esteem of the Arab child in America, or the multi-cultural child, it is
necessary that they know in school that they have come from cultures that have
contributed greatly. Schools cannot teach only about the contribution of one
group or a few groups and leave out the real picture of the world without harming
many of the students. A child who knows that their ancestors have contributed, is



Ibtisam Barakat 29

likely to think that they have the roots to contribute now as opposed to thinking
that they are nobody, coming from no culture.

For example the African American child who knows that Africa has a huge
number of languages, resources, artistic expressions and that even the first human
being possibly came from Africa, is likely to feel that they possess a root of great-
ness in themselves.

The Jewish child, knowing their Jewish history unleashes their genius and
creativity. They only have to continue what their culture has started.

To understand the value of history and recording it and quoting it, one
only has to see how literacy and books written by certain groups were considered
dangerous. So those groups were kept away from literacy, in order to deprive
them of their journey of self-expression and documenting their relationship from
the world.

Women for example: What happened to women is that we were deprived
of knowledge about ourselves, our female culture, for centuries. Until the 19th
century or after, there are hardly any stories about women’s lives and richness of
concerns and imagination and heritage, written by women. Womanhood itself
was not defined by women. There is not even one story about a woman giving
birth and her feelings and the journey of pregnancy for nine months in different
lands and the obstacles and needs and transformations associated with it. This
is the most important journey in human history, the nine months that lead to
the birth of a human, how much do we know about it in popular literature and
form the voices of women? It’s often skipped as uninteresting or almost a taboo.
How many songs do we have about pregnancy? Poems? And women have been
giving birth every day. Right?

A woman with her history of being a slave for a long time and all the
traumatic stress associated with that, is not the ideal person to raise a child who
is free of mental illness and inclinations toward slavery, but that’s all we have. A
man with his history of engaging in war and all the traumatic stress following,
shutting down his feelings, hiding his truth, is not the ideal person to raise a child
free of mental illness either. But that is all we have. These realities can be gradu-
ally remedied with the building of various abilities to respond in new ways, and
to judge more constructively.

And a quick glance at the human condition of the immigration process,
shows us how lacking social literacy we have been in America. Every group that
immigrated to America has been resisted, vilified, attacked, and excluded. There
is something about all of us that desires community and resists community too.
This must be acknowledged. These two forces fight in us and we must pay atten-
tion to that and acknowledge that. We are stuck in this place of humanity’s
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development that wants belonging broadly because that creates knowledge and
safety, and fights belonging at the same time because this comes with the need
to share resources — in addition to the need to change our beliefs that will be
tested and proved wrong more often when we are with others. Being with oth-
ers tests our “pre-judice” and devastates our uninformed opinions. The literacy
curriculum must in reality be the “care-icculum” and expand as we care about
more and more things, groups, ideas, actions . . . progressive and developmental.

I will close by reading you A Poem Made of Bread, and after that I can
answer more questions during the book-signing segment.

A POEM MADE OF BREAD

By Ibtisam Barakat

Because millions of children every year will not see the inside of a class-

room. UNESCO REPORTS.

In the middle of bread—
all loaves, all shapes:
American white,
French baguette, or
Arabic flat—
single flour
or multi-grain
there is the word: read.
All that remains if you break
a loaf of bread is: read.
past and present
eternal like rain
falling from the sky
grain by grain . . .
Those who cannot read
are the hunger of this world.
And dinner will not be ready
until they can read.
Dinner will not be served
until all can read
and the young have books
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early in life
to sleep on like pillows
after reading so late,
and the passing to have books
to take to the afterlife—
a gift to the reading angels
who long for human bread.©

Thank you for listening and again, Mabrook to the ALER winners!
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DISCURSIVE INTERSECTIONS:
TRACING THE BECOMING OF
PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS

Elizabeth Bemiss
University of West Florida

Abstract

The significance of pre-service teacher identity development has been widely reported
over the past decade. However, despite this nascent scholarship, little is known about
how teacher educators directly intersect with pre-service teachers, especially in what
way their discourses influence pre-service teacher identity development. In this article,
the author will illustrate how she used an action research methodology to explore how
the discourses she used as a teacher educator intersected with pre-service teachers’ iden-
tity development in an undergraduate literacy methods course. Drawing from class
transcripts, course assignments, and other forms of research data, the author analyzed
the ways in which two major themes emerged from qualitative and Discourse analysis:
discursive intersections—confronting deficit lenses and discursive transformations—
releasing deficit lenses. Implications are provided for teacher educators to engage in
systematic reflections on how their discourses in the classroom intersect with pre-service
teachers as they take on notions of who they are becoming as teachers.

Introduction

Over the past decade, researchers have come to recognize the significance of
pre-service teacher identity development. Britzman (2003), for example, pur-
ported that a teacher’s identity emerges through a process of becoming - a “time
of formation and transformation, of scrutiny into what one is doing, and who

35
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one can become” (p. 31). She advocated for a dialogic process of learning to
teach, where one’s circumstances, lived experiences, commitments, social and
cultural contexts, and discourses contribute to what it means to become a teacher.
Influenced by the scholarship on pre-service identity development, teacher edu-
cators frequently provide pre-service teachers opportunities to explore who they
are becoming as teachers. Within this incipient body of research, a few studies
have attended to the alignment of pre-service teacher discourses and instructional
choices (Assaf, 2005; Britzman, 2003), as well as to the development of pre-
service teacher identities in the midst of ideological conflicts and institutional
discourses (Larson, 2008; Larson & Phillips, 2005; Smagorinsky, Cook, Moore,
Jackson, & Fry, 2004). While this research is important, an analytic focus on pre-
service teacher discourses, instructional choices, and institutional discourses does
not address the issue of how teacher educators intersect with the construction of
pre-service teacher identities. Moreover, no scholars have examined how teacher
educators’ discourses intersect with pre-service teacher identity performances in
university classrooms.

To address this gap in the literature, I conducted action research with
pre-service teachers in a literacy methods university course. Specifically, I sought
to answer the following research questions: [ what ways do my discourses as a
university instructor intersect with the identities pre-service teachers perform in the
classroom? What messages about identity are embedded in the discourses I use with
pre=service teachers? How do my discourses influence the discourses pre-service teachers
use in the classroom?

As a teacher educator, my goal was for the university classroom to serve as a
space in which pre-service teachers could safely explore the complexities of teach-
ing literacy prior to taking on additional roles and responsibilities in elementary
classrooms as student teachers. As a result of my research, I present theoretical
analysis of how the discourses I used in a teacher education course intersected
with pre-service teachers’ development as literacy teachers. By examining mul-
tiple data sources from a 14-week semester, my analyses offers a glimpse of the
fluid, dynamically evolving, and sometimes conflicting pre-service teacher iden-
tity performances, and reoccurring tension points at intersections between myself
and pre-service teachers throughout a literacy methods course. Understanding
the intersections between teacher educator discourses and pre-service teacher
identity development can inform how teacher educators design literacy methods
experiences for prospective teachers. My hope was that my research would help
teacher educators and literacy researchers better understand how teachers™ dis-

courses intersect with pre-service teachers’ identity constructions.
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Review of Literature

The discourses teachers use are essential factors that shape the construction and
reconstruction of student identities. Indeed, many studies have attended to the
ways that teachers’ language and classroom experiences are influential in creating,
sustaining, or inhibiting identitiesamong K-12 students (Hall, 2009, 2010, 2012;
Handsfield, Crumpler, & Dean, 2010; Harman, 2007; Roche, 2011; Schmidt
& Whitmore, 2007; Triplett, 2002, 2007; Wortham, 2003). Some research has
documented the ways in which teachers intentionally support the enactment of
diverse K-12 student identities (Skerrett, 2012; Rex, 2001). Moreover, a handful
of scholars have studied how curriculum programs and institutional Discourses
(Gee, 2008) influence the development of K-12 student identities (Brown &
Spang, 2008; Dutro, 2009; McCarthey, 2001). However, few scholars have
researched the relationship among teachers’ language and students’ identities in
university classrooms, especially methods courses for pre-service teachers. While
some have examined the relationship among pedagogies and pre-service teacher
identities (Alsup, 2006; Cattley, 2007; Danielewicz, 2001; Moore & Ritter,
2008; Seidl & Conley, 2009), the alignment of pre-service teacher discourses
and instructional choices (Assaf, 2005), as well as the development of pre-service
teacher identities in the midst of ideological conflicts and institutional discourses
(Larson, 2008; Larson & Phillips, 2005; Smagorinsky, Cook, Moore, Jackson, &
Fry, 2004), the field of teacher education needs a more cohesive understanding of
the relationship between teachers educators’ discourses and pre-service teachers
identity performances. The social negotiation of identity, and the concomitant
ways identities are constructed from and through language, wields influence in
identity construction. In light of the import of identity construction in students’
and teachers’ lives, their learning, and their relationships maintained in social
spaces, teacher education ought to be responsive to how identity may affect both
practice and learning.

Theoretical Framework

The intersections among teachers’ language and students’ identities in university
classrooms can be examined through the lenses of Discourses and dialogical views
of identity. In the university classroom, pre-service teachers actively construct
identities that are complex, dynamic, and multifaceted (Gee, 2008). Social, cul-

tural, and linguistic contexts support the enactment of multiple identities or ways
of being (Bakhtin, 1981; Gee, 2008).
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Discourses

Gee’s (2000) conception of identity encompasses a holistic nature of human
expression and the effects of discourse on both bodily world and individual
beings. He claimed that when people interact in a given context, others recog-
nize them as certain kinds of people, which can change at a given time and place,
from moment to moment, or context to context (Gee, 2000). Being recognized
as a certain “kind of person” in a given context is what Gee called identity. He
(2005) asserted that sociolinguists are interested in how language is used “on
site” (p. 7) to enact activities and identities. Gee named these “on site” forms
of language as discourse with a little d, “connected stretches of language that
make sense, like conversations, stories, reports, arguments, essays, and so forth”
(2008, p. 154). He noted that activities and identities are rarely enacted through
language alone, and “little d” discourse melds with non-language “stuff” to enact
identities through “big D Discourses” (p. 7), which could include one’s body,
clothes, gestures, beliefs, actions, values, attitudes, and emotions. Gee (2008)
maintained that a Discourse is:

a socially accepted association among ways of using language and other
symbolic expressions, of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and acting,
as well as using various tools, technologies, or props that can be used ro
identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful group or Social
network,” to signal (that one is playing) a socially meaningful ‘role,” or
to signal that one is filling a social niche in a distinctively recognizable

fashion. (p. 161)

Everyone is a member of many Discourses, with each Discourse representing
one of our multiple identities, “ways of being,” or “forms of life” (p. 3). Because
Discourses are socially situated identities, they are both social and socially histo-
ricized. Therefore, individuals exhibit multiple, sometimes conflicting identities
that are enacted through engagement with others throughout life.

Gee argued that individual language practices and social interactions
within particular groups of people are central to identity. He suggested that
the human language has two primary functions: 1) it supports the performance
of social activities and social identities, and 2) it supports human affiliations
within cultures, social groups, and institutions (2005). Thus, we recurrently and
actively build and rebuild our worlds through both language and actions, inter-
actions, objects, tools, and distinctive ways of thinking, valuing and believing
(Gee, 2005). For Gee, language signals membership in particular groups through
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dialogue, negotiation and recognition by others. The recognition of that identity
is essential, because as Gee (2000) argued, “One cannot have an identity without
some interpretive system underwriting the recognition of that identity” (p. 107).
An interpretative system can be a person’s cultural and historical views of nature,
or the norms, traditions and rules of institutions. Interpretative systems can also
be the discourse and dialogue of others. What is central to identity is that identi-
ties can be understood in terms of interpretative systems. People can interpret
the same identity trait in different ways, and they can also negotiate and contest
how identities are to be seen (Gee, 2000).

Dialogical Views of Identity
Bakhtin (1981) contended for an understanding of self that is dialogical, which
resists being characterized as finalized or static. Dialogical views of identity
provide a theoretical position that embrace a multiple, fluid and social nature
of identity, while concomitantly explaining identity as being unique and indi-
vidual. For Bakhtin, dialogue is tantamount to the essence of human existence.
According to Bakhtin (1981), learning is a social and cultural phenomenon
where language serves to organize our experiences and thoughts, while also help-
ing us understand the choices we make and who we become as individuals.
Bakhtin purported that who we become as individuals depends on the “process
of selectively assimilating the words of others” (p. 341). The spirit of human
interactions insinuates the social nature of discourse, where people negotiate
and struggle between discourses. This involves not only taking up and receiving
words from others, but also responding to them. The act of responding informs
our world through others. Meaning is constructed through response and interac-
tions with other beings. This exchange is what Bakhtin called dialogism (Bakhtin,
1981). Language results from meanings and interactions constructed in social
relations. Dialogism is central to identity construction because it reminds us that
we are always in dialogue with others and our environment through the process
of becoming (Assaf, 2005; Britzman, 2003).

In this study, Discourse theories and a dialogical view of identity provides
a theoretical position that embraces a multiple, fluid and social nature of identity,
while concomitantly explaining identity as being unique and individual. This
allows space for pre-service teachers to individually try out and take on fluid
identities as they work to shape who they are becoming as future teachers.

Bakhtin (1981) and Gee (2000, 2005, 2008) draw on beliefs regarding the
ways in which identities are constructed from and through language. The ways

in which pre-service teachers take on identities as developing teachers cannot



40 EnNcacING ALL READERS THROUGH EXPLORATIONS

be separated from the language used to construct what it means for them to be
daughters, sons, siblings, students, etc. Individuals, groups, and institutions all
use an array of discourses to construct understandings of the multiple ways of
being in the world (Gee 2000, 2005, 2008).

Methods

Context and Participant Selection

In this article, I report on an action research study (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010;
Mills, 2011) conducted in Elementary Literacy Instruction I, an undergraduate
course taught at a public university in the Southeastern United States. Action
research in education is a systematic inquiry carried out by teacher researchers, or
other stakeholders in the teaching/learning environment to gain insight, develop
reflective practice, and improve student outcomes and the lives of those involved
in the study (Corey, 1953; Mills, 2011; Stenhouse, 1975). Action research in
education is significant because it encourages change in schools, promotes col-
laboration, and encourages teacher reflection (Mills, 2011). My action research
project led me through a cycle of reflective practice where I analyzed the findings
of my study to determine how they influenced future action and instruction in
my classroom. I hoped that studying my own discourses with my students would
lead me to generate new knowledge on effective ways to support pre-service
teachers’ development in my classroom.

Consistent with Patton’s (1990) strategy of purposeful sampling, partici-
pants were pre-service teachers in the literacy methods course I taught at the time
of the study. The student population enrolled in this course (22 white females,
1 white male, and 1 black male) mirrored pre-service teacher demographics in
the United States, where they are mostly white, female, monolingual, and middle
class (Howard, 2010).

This was a six credit-hour course that met once a week from 8 a.m. to
3 p.m. across a 14-week semester. Within each seven-hour course, I used a range
of instructional practices to facilitate learning, including whole group discussions,
small group discussions, collaborative, and independent work. The goal of the
literacy methods course was to examine and implement key concepts, content,
goals, and strategies in teaching reading and language arts in elementary school.
Within the education program at the university, methods course instructors drew
from a situated learning model where we taught courses on site at local elementary
schools so pre-service teachers would have immediate opportunities to translate
theory to practice as they studied literacy methods for teaching. I taught the course

at a Title I elementary school that was racially and socioeconomically diverse.
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Instructional Discourses

The ways in which I planned activities and learning engagements in my class-
room sent direct messages to my pre-service teachers about what I valued as a
teacher. Because identities are constructed from and through language, I took into
account that my instructional Discourses (Gee, 2005) directly intersected with
the opportunities pre-service teachers had to try out and build on (Johnston,
2004) different identities as teachers. The following classroom routines repre-
sented the instructional Discourses (Gee, 2005) I drew from as a teacher:

o Morning meetings: These brief gatherings provided opportunities for
pre-service teachers to ask questions and to share about personal and
internship experiences. They also were a place in which I celebrated their
learning and shared patterns I noticed across their weekly reflections.

o Workshop immersion: Part of becoming a teacher of literacy in this
course often included living classroom practices as learners first, such
as writer’s workshop and literature circles where pre-service teachers
participated in experiences similar to those they learned how to use in

elementary classrooms.

o Professional literature discussion groups: Each week, six pre-service
teachers designed a plan for engaging peers in small group
conversations surrounding professional literature. They had flexibility
and freedom to design literature conversations however they chose;
some posed questions derived from readings, while others planned
engagements to help peers make connections between literature
and their future classrooms (e.g., reading children’s books to discuss
potential ways to design literacy instruction).

o Translating theory to practice: It was important for me to provide pre-
service teachers opportunities to critically reflect on how theories
and pedagogies converge with classroom practices. Each week in
class, pre-service teachers worked one-on-one with a second-grader
during reading and writing workshop. Pre-service teachers used
kidwatching observations (Goodman, 1985) to understand their
children as readers and writers. After each class, pre-service teachers
used their kidwatching notes to compose responsive teaching cycles
(RTCs) (Mills & O’Keefe, 2006), where they attempted to interpret
the meaning of their observations, grounded their interpretations in
theory and professional literature, and made decisions on the type of
instruction they designed next to support children’s literacy progress.
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o Appreciation Circles: We often closed the day with appreciation circles,
where we came together briefly to share out “appreciations” that arose
throughout class. I found that it was beneficial to bring closure to
our day in this way, as there was a tremendous level of expectation
from students in a 6-credit hour course, and appreciation circles
often helped alleviate some of the pressure pre-service teachers put on

themselves as students.

Data Collection and Analysis
My data collection consisted of: 1) approximately 65 hours of audio recordings
from across the semester, with accompanying transcriptions, 2) a teacher jour-
nal to account for classroom life experiences (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993),
3) analytic memos, which provided a space for my embodiment of recursive
reflexivity (Lather, 2003), 4) course assignments (including professional litera-
ture responses, literacy histories, and writer’s notebook entries), 5) RTCs, and 6)
email correspondence with pre-service teachers.

I used two different analytical approaches to answer my research questions.
On the first level, I conducted thematic analysis where I coded the data using in
vivo codes (Saldafia, 2013), which drew from and captured specific language used
by pre-service teachers and myself (e.g., “she struggled,” “What do you notice
about that?”), descriptive codes (Saldafa, 2013), which assigned labels and pro-
vided an account of their topic (e.g., reflecting on student interactions), and pat-
tern coding (Saldana, 2013), to identify trends and relationships in the data (e.g.,
describing students via deficit frames, scrutiny of deficit frames). Based on these
analyses, I identified smaller portions of data across the study for closer discursive
analysis. This approach included Gee’s (2005) Discourse analysis, which allowed
me to investigate my language to understand how it intersected with pre-service
teachers as they constructed identities. I used two of Gee’s (2005) building tasks,
“significance” and “identities,” while looking through my data and asking the
questions: 1) How is this piece of language being used to make certain things
significant or not and in what ways? and 2) What identity or identities is this
piece of language being used to enact? I also used his inquiry tool, “Discourse
models,” to ask: What Discourse models are relevant here? What must I, as an
analyst, assume that people feel, value, and believe, consciously or not, in order
to talk (write), act and/or interact this way?

My study provided me with data that was used formatively and summa-
tively, and a vast extent of the data collected was used to adapt my instruction

during the study (Mills, 2011). This aligns with what McNiff and Whitehead
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(2006) purported, that the best action research “becomes real when ideas are

linked with action” (p. 13).

Findings

Discursive Intersections: Confronting Deficit Lenses

Marsh (2003) proposed that teacher educators need to understand “that the ways
we choose to render our identities as teacher educators provide limits and pos-
sibilities for the prospective teachers with whom we work as well as the children
who will inhabit their future classrooms” (p. 154), and that we must recognize
the discourses that permeate our instruction in order to make choices about the
pedagogies we enact in our classrooms. Several discourses permeated my instruc-
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tion: “bonding,” “relationships,” “deficit (and its avoidance),” “strengths,” “areas
for growth,” “reflection,” “responsive(ness),” “support,” “choice,” “engagement,”
and “language of pedagogy” (e.g., mini lessons, conferencing, kidwatching, con-
tent versus conventions, strategies, meaning making, and data-driven decisions).
These discourses intersected with the identities pre-service teachers performed
in the classroom. However, even though we thrived in a community where I
valued fluid identities, I often experienced tension points between the identities
pre-service teachers enacted and the identities I envisioned them taking on as
teachers. For the purpose of this article, I will discuss one primary point of dis-
sonance that persisted across the semester: deficit language (e.g., language such
as “struggles,” “couldn’t,” “didn’t,” “wasn’t, “not,” to describe children as learners).

Early in the semester, pre-service teachers began using deficit language
to describe their kidwatching interactions with their second graders. In order
to help them understand how to outgrow deficit approaches when describing
children, I found that I had to systematically reflect on and change my own dis-
courses to embrace more dialogic practices. A dialogic approach in the classroom
builds on learning talk, talk that actively stimulates learning (Juzwik, Borsheim-
Black, Caughlan, & Heintz, 2013). I hoped that this kind of approach with
pre-service teachers would help them reflect on their use of deficit language and
support one another’s growth as teachers through this process. I sought to help
them take on identities as teachers who were advocates for the children with
whom they worked. Therefore, it was my responsibility to help them confront
and outgrow deficit lenses. I knew that I needed to help them understand the
power of language in the ways we describe learners, and how negative language
can infiltrate our lenses of the children we teach. During our morning meeting
after I noticed this deficit pattern, I engaged them in a discussion on the ways

we can frame our observations of children.
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Teacher educator/researcher: If you will just listen. And I want you to
just notice, I want to hear what you notice. What do you notice from
these observations that I share? [Reading] “She struggles reading by
herself. He couldn’t find facts quickly. She didn’t keep her eyes on

the text. He struggles with writing. He wasn’t quick to answer my
questions. He couldn’t come up with words to write. She does not
write complete sentences. He’s not a good speller. She does not stay

focused.”

Teacher educator/researcher: What do you notice about that?
Alex: [softly] They’re all negative.

Teacher educator/researcher: Say that a little louder.

Alex: They're all negative [glum tone].

Teacher educator/researcher: They're all negative. Did you guys notice
that? Did anybody else notice that? How does that make you feel
when you hear those about a kid? (silence, six seconds) What if they
were about you? How would that make you feel?

Gigi: Like hopeless [inaudible] so much stuff to work on.

Teacher educator/researcher: Maybe a little hopeless, like, gosh, what
can I do? Like I have so much to work on, what can I do? So, I want
us to start thinking about ways that we can capture what kids can do.
I always want us to start with what we notice kids can do. Ok. When
we start with words like “struggles,” “couldn’t,” “didn’t,” “wasn’t, “not,”
that puts us in a deficit mind frame. And when we’re in a deficit mind
frame the language that we use begins to become deficit as well (class
transcript, 2.10.15).

I proceeded to help the pre-service teachers understand how to note observations
through a strengths based approach by using their examples to guide them on
how to note what children can do. We went through each deficit example one by
one and I asked them to brainstorm ways to build from what children “can’t yer
do” to name what they could do as learners. I closed our conversation by asking
them to think about what Peter Johnston said in the chapter they recently read
from Choice Words. 1 said to them:

He [Peter Johnston] said speaking is as much an action as hitting some-
one with a stick or hugging them. And the same goes with written lan-
guage as well, ok? So, when we write and say things from a deficit lens,
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L want you to think about what happens to us as we reflect on that child
as a learner. And I want us to think about trying to change that deficit
lens and start building on strengths (class transcript, 2.10.15).

My emphasis on avoiding deficit language sent messages about how I wanted
them to develop teaching identities that surrounded a culture of care. I wanted
them to understand the power of culturally responsive caring (Gay, 2010), where
pre-service teachers could create relationships with children that would “radi-
ate unequivocal beliefs in their promise and possibility” (p. 52). Such a culture
must build from strengths and potential, rather than deficits. I deeply cared for
both my pre-service teachers and the students they taught, and knew that deficit
frames of thinking were detrimental for all involved; though, I also reflected on
the notion that the pre-service teachers likely did not deliberately approach their
kidwatching observations through a deficit lens.

I used moments such as the one above to help pre-service teachers avoid
negativity in the language they used when describing children, and instead
embrace children’s potential through interpersonal relationships with children
where pre-service teachers could translate strengths and potential into opportu-
nities for success. Such dissonance creates what Fecho (2011) portrays as “wob-
bling,” where individuals work to understand discrepancies posited by differing
belief systems. In essence, a “wobble” draws attention to an alternate response,
a change—whether tacit or not. It was my job as a teacher educator to build
from deficit related dissonance and help pre-service teachers to experience such
a “wobble” in order to confront their beliefs about children and their potential
as learners.

Such “wobbling” (Fecho, 2011) led to subtle changes in pre-service teach-
ers’ approaches to describing children. The week after our “deficit language” talk,
I noticed that many of them made adjustments in their language when describing
their children in their kidwatching notes. For instance, Susie captured observa-
tions that described her child’s excitement for books, whereas the week prior she
had written that her child “has trouble staying focused when reading.” It was
important for me to celebrate small steps with them so they would continue to
outgrow deficit mind frames when describing children. Consequently, I wrote
celebratory notes on their weekly agendas to applaud their improvement, such
as “Kidwatching Notes: [Celebration Emoji] . . . for recording observations that
build from students’ strengths and what they can do as readers, writers, and learn-
ers” (class agenda, 2.17.15). L also sustained dialogic practices in the classroom by
engaging pre-service teachers in frequent conversations about their interactions
with their second graders. They became accustomed to my prompting of “What
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did you notice about your children today?” and “Remember to draw from chil-
dren’s strengths when describing them as learners.”

While such reflection and dialogic talk helped them embrace more con-
structive approaches to describing their second graders, they often slipped in
and out of deficit frames across the semester. When I noticed that pre-service
teachers fell back into framing their kidwatching observations through deficit
lenses, I provided direct feedback on alternative ways to reflect on and frame
their thinking. For instance, when Natalie wrote in her kidwatching notes one
week, “Darrien does not write capital letters at the beginning of his sentences,” I
crossed out “does not” and wrote, “Darrien begins his sentences with lower case
letters.” I provided new ways for her to view observations throughout her notes
and wrote a memo to her at the end, which said, “Take a look above at some
places I've crossed out and see what you notice. Remember that we want to build
on student strengths and notice what they can do.” I continually confronted such
deficit dissonance throughout the semester to help pre-service teachers strategi-
cally make and remake teacher identities (Lewis, Enciso, & Moje, 2007) that
emerged through a constructive lens, rather than a deficit one.

Discursive Transformations: Releasing Deficit Lenses
Through analyzing the ways in which my discourses intersected with pre-service
teachers, I noticed that they enacted fluid and diverse identities relative to who
they were becoming as teachers. Becoming, in this sense, symbolizes the differ-
ent aspects that contributed to pre-service teachers’ identities as they merged
course experiences and pedagogical knowledge with tangible teaching encoun-
ters with children. Paramount to their becoming was, as Britzman (2003) pos-
ited, a “scrutiny into what one is doing and who one can become,” however, this
scrutiny was often missing among pre-service teachers. Therefore, it became
essential for me to use discourses that would drive them to scrutinize what they
were doing with children as a means of influencing who they were becoming as
teachers. Their becoming as teachers shifted as a result of recursive reflections
on the ways I nudged them to outgrow deficit language to describe children’s
literacy experiences.

Pre-service teachers’ becoming was a recursive process; as they worked to
outgrow deficit lenses, they easily tumbled back into negative mind frames. For
instance, Lisa, who continually took on fluid identities as a teacher that was
constructive at times, while deficit at others, was irritated one day when things
did not go well with her second grader. She said aloud to the class, “I can’t even
describe how awful today went. Like he started out asking if I knew the names
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of some wrestlers and he just got done doing that [for the previous writing piece]
so I wasn’t getting on to him about it or anything . . . he like just kept getting
distracted” (class transcript, 2.24.15). I drew from my repertoire of dialogic talk
to open a conversation to the class. I said, “So let’s problem solve Lisas [situation]
together as a class. What would you do? What can you say to Lisa to continue to
support her child?” While I hoped that such a dialogic space would help, I also
wanted my emphasis on “support” to trigger constructive suggestions from Lisa’s
peers. One classmate, Lily, suggested that Lisa could work to make connections
so their time together was “a little more personable” because “making small little
connections” with her child helped him “open up” and he subsequently became
“more interested and engaged.” Another peer, Kayla, said that her child was a
licele disinterested at first as well, so she told him how she was “so excited” to
work with him and she tried to make their interactions “fun” to maintain his
interest and engagement, which worked for her. After several constructive sug-
gestions from Lisa’s peers, I also told the pre-service teachers that it sometimes
came with some “trial and error” as they worked to respond to their children in
ways “that would work best for them as learners,” but that it was important to
not lose sight of remaining positive with the children and building from their
strengths. I hoped that opening room for such conversations might help not only
Lisa, but also other pre-service teachers who may have felt similar frustrations
in their position as teacher through their interactions with their second graders.
Later in that class, Maggy wrote on her daily reflection, “Deficit mindset. I think
it’s easy to go to this mindset so being reminded every week not to take this on
is helpful” (class reflection, 2.24.15).

Later in the semester, I asked pre-service teachers to look back over all their
data on their second graders and record their children’s strengths and possibilities
for growth as writers on an index card. When I walked around the classroom and
looked over their shoulders as they wrote, I noticed some observations written
‘[the stu-
dent needs to] write better questions-biography interview”). As we transitioned
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through a deficit lens (e.g., “does not use capitalization/punctuation,

into sharing observations with one another, I reminded them again to be aware of
their language when describing children as learners. I said to them, “Remember
when you describe your writer to avoid deficit language at all times.” I asked them
instead to use language that described “strengths” and “possibilities for growth.”

Across the course, I continued to work with pre-service teachers to help
them build from constructive descriptions of their children as they gained addi-
tional practice with kidwatching. By the end of the semester, many pre-service
teachers reflected on how they confronted deficit thinking in their final paper,
and how this influenced their development as teachers. Cooper, for instance,
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reflected on the ways she “unknowingly wrote with a deficit lens” in her kid-
watching notes (e.g., “It was difficult for her to write without talking . . . she
struggled with spelling”), though she “quickly realized” that meeting children’s
needs begins with their strengths as learners (e.g., “She uses her /i Not Afraid of
My Words sheet when she is unsure of how to spell a word”). Through Cooper’s
realization on the importance of building on strengths, her kidwatching obser-
vations began to help her understand how to use constructive observations to
“plan future [strengths based] experiences” with her child. Cooper’s reflection
demonstrated the ways her becoming as a teacher shifted as she worked to take
on more constructive approaches to describing her child as a learner.

Lisa, as shown in aforementioned examples, shifted in and out of identities
that were both deficit and constructive when describing her child throughout
the semester. I continually confronted the dissonance I experienced when Lisa
slipped back into deficit identities as a teacher; we engaged in many conversa-
tions about how she could embrace a more constructive lens when reflecting
on her instructional interactions with her second grader. In her final paper, she
reflected on how she learned to “ensure success” when working one-on-one with
children. She wrote:

Before taking this class, I was not sure why I needed to take this class; I
believed I knew how to help students with their writing. This class taught
me so much about observing students and learning from their behaviors
in order to ensure their success. My [second grader] taught me a lot abour
working one-on-one with a child and using appropriate techniques to
ensure their success. I feel more prepared for interacting with my future
students in regards to writing and reading (excerpt from final kidwatch-
ing project, 4.27.15).

Moje and Lewis (2007) purported that the recognition of literacy practices as
social interactions has led “many theorists to recognize that people’s identities
mediate and are mediated by the text they read, write, and talk about (Lewis
& del Valle, 2009; McCarthey, 2001; McCarthey & Moje, 2002)” (p. 416).
However, it was critical for pre-service teachers to not just read, write, and talk
about how to build on children’s strengths as literacy learners, but to also prac-
tice and reflect on how to use constructive talk to describe their interactions
with second graders. Such practice and reflection served as a pivotal point in
their becoming as teachers, which led them to enact identities that were fluid,
dynamic, and sometimes conflicting. All the while, I consistently called their
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attention to a “wobbling” that would help them engage in authentic reflections
on their identities and support their growth as teachers.

Discussion and Implications

This study adds to the gap in literature on how the discourses teacher educators
use directly intersect with the development of pre-service teachers as they shift
from student to teacher towards the end their university coursework. The discur-
sive intersections and deficit dissonance identified through this study indicate
the importance for teacher educators to create moments for wobbling (Fecho,
2011) in their classrooms, especially as pre-service teachers as take on identities
as teachers in educational methods courses.

My discourses that created the wobbling (Fecho, 2011) with my pre-ser-
vice teachers led me to realization that I needed to find ways to help pre-service
teachers embody constructive, rather than deficit, approaches to describing
children as learners. In order to accomplish this, I used discourse to encourage
pre-service teachers to support one another in embracing such change. I used
language such as, “As people share, I'd like for you to listen in and think, what
kinds of advice can you give to your peers?”’; “What kind of understandings are
we beginning to make about this child?”; “How can we support each other in this
process [of reflection]?”; “What are your thoughts on this?”; “Let’s problem solve
this together as a class.” Through the use of a shift in my language, coupled with
intentional wobbling (Fecho, 2011) among my pre-service teachers, I hoped to
build a stronger sense of who they were becoming as teachers, while concomi-
tantly helping them outgrow deficit mind frames as teachers. However, this could
not have occurred without the “wobble” (Fecho, 2011) I pushed them to experi-
ence, whereby I forced them to confront deficit discourses in class discussions
and through written reflections.

Teacher educators can use intentional wobbling (Fecho, 2011) in their
classrooms to help pre-service teachers engage in reflection regarding their
instruction, their decisions as prospective teachers, who they see themselves
becoming as teachers, and tension points that arise throughout this process. The
ways in which wobbling (Fecho, 2011) can benefit pre-service teachers varies.
Some may benefit more by sharing aloud their celebrations and frustrations in
order to problem solve collaboratively, while others benefit from listening to
reflections from peers and then turning inward to reflect on their own selves as
teachers. What matters most, though, is that teacher educators provide opportu-
nities for pre-service teachers to systematically and consistently engage in routine
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reflections, where they act as facilitators, listening and responding to reflections
and posing thoughtful questions to further support their identity performances
as future teachers. Teacher educators can ask themselves questions such as:

1. How did I use intentional wobbling (Fecho, 2011) to provide oppor-
tunities for students to reflect on who they see themselves becoming as
teachers?

2. How does intentional wobbling provide a chance for students to make
changes to who they are becoming as teachers?

3. How did I support students’ reflections and/or changes in their perfor-
mances as teachers?

The use of wobbling (Fecho, 2011), coupled with reflections on how to thwart
deficit mind frames among pre-service teachers led to a deeper understanding
of how I intersected with the pre-service teachers in my classroom. I was bet-
ter able to determine who they were becoming as teachers, and how my role as
their teacher intersected with their becoming. Teacher educators must reflect on
and experiment with our discourses and re-think our pedagogies, just as we ask
our students to do, because, as Briztman (2003) eloquently stated, “Learning to
teach—Tlike teaching itself—is always the process of becoming.”
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Abstract

Students can learn basic economic concepts and principles to be prepared ro fully and
effectively participate in a complex global economy as well-informed workers, wise
consumers and producers, rational savers and investors, and well-educated citizens.
Therefore, fostering an economic way of thinking that requires unique structures,
language tools and discourse patterns in the field is essential to help students build
economic understanding and reasoning. This paper first addresses national standards
for economic education, followed by a discussion of economic reasoning and processes
grounded in the expert-novice paradigm. Next, drawing on socio-constructivist and
socio-semiotic perspectives, the definition and conceptualization of academic language
in existing literature are examined, attending both to academic language patterns
across disciplines such as vocabulary and grammar and specific discourse characteris-
tics within economics. In the final section, areas for further inquiry that will contrib-
ute to the knowledge base of academic language in economics is suggested.

Introduction

Language is essential in learning and development in which an individual acquires
knowledge and skills, negotiates social relationships and self-identities, and is
apprenticed into a more complex practice of specific disciplines (Bloom, Carter,
Christian, Otto, & Shuart-Faris, 2004; Gee, 1996; Schleppegrell, 2004). In light
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of new standards (e.g., Common Core State Standards, C3 Framework for Social
Studies State Standards, Next Generation Science Standards), it has become
increasingly important to address academic language across content areas. For
instance, the Common Core State Standards call for teaching academic English
(AE) in today’s classrooms to cultivate 21st century learners who are competent
“in reading, writing, speaking, and listening that are the foundation for any cre-
ative and purposeful expression in language” (Standards, 2010, p. 3). Specifically,
students who are college and career ready should demonstrate capacities in argu-
ing and reasoning, domain-specific knowledge and literacy skills, critique, and
multiple perspectives.

In fact, academic language plays an increasingly essential role in stu-
dents’ knowledge and skills acquisition through teachers, texts and assessments
(DiCerbo, Anstrom, Baker, & Rivera, 2014), and is used to convey abstract
and complex content and critical thinking (Bailey, Burkett, & Freeman, 2010;
Snow & Uccelli, 2009; Solomon & Rhodes, 1995). As students go through
upper-elementary and secondary schools, their academic success depends more
on their proficiency in domain-specific academic languages, a tool for processing
information, critical reasoning, and articulating complex and multifaceted ideas.
To that end, academic language becomes one of the critical factors that widen the
achievement gap in schools (Wong Fillmore, 2004), as low-performing students
are not capable of understanding and mastering the linguistic characteristics of
specific disciplines.

A discipline is considered a community of practice (Lave & Wenger,
1991). Disciplines, as Bazerman (1997) notes, “draw on a common body of
resources, cope with the same body of material and symbolic artifacts, master
the same tools, and gain legitimacy for any new resources they want to bring
into the field by addressing the same mechanisms of evaluation” (p. 305). Besides
“domain knowledge” (Rouet, Favart, Britt, & Perfetti, 1997, p. 86), each disci-
pline requires “specialized genre, vocabulary, traditions of communication, and
standards of quality and precision” (Shanahan, Shanahan, & Misischia, 2011,
p- 395) and literacy skills to shape claims and argumentation (Gee, 1992; Lee &
Spratley, 2010; Moje, 2008), and academically perform like a disciplinary expert
(Wickens, Manderino, Parker, & Jung, 2015). As articulated in the College,
Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for Social Studies State Standards,
“Young people need strong tools for, and methods of, clear and disciplined think-
ing in order to traverse successfully the worlds of college, career, and civic life”
(NCSS, 2013, p. 14). However, discourses and practices in disciplinary learning
and literacy differ across disciplinary communities. In other words, elements of
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evidence-based argumentation such as claims, evidence, principles and inquiry
processes vary across disciplines (Moje, 2008; Spires, Kerkhoff, & Graham,
2016; Spires, Kerkhoff, Graham, Thompson, & Lee, 2018).

The complexity of academic language and its manifestations among dif-
ferent disciplines makes it a mystery for many students who fail to understand
the patterns and norms of the language used within and across subject areas.
Language, as Christie (1985) states, is the “hidden curriculum” (p. 21) of school-
ing. Culturally and linguistically diverse students suffer from lack of guidance
in ways of reading, writing, speaking, and thinking in academic disciplines.
Therefore, they may encounter obstacles in comprehending abstract concepts,
constructing compelling arguments, and expressing sophisticated opinions. These
obstacles, in turn, hinder their interactions with teachers and peers, devalue their
voices in class discussions, affect their academic performances in standardized
tests and end-of-semester papers. Above all, these groups of students might fail
to live up to their potentials and be college and career ready. They need cultur-
ally relevant pedagogies and explicit instructional strategies that bridge between
their cultural and linguistic heritages and sophisticated thinking and discourse
patterns that each discipline demands.

Despite the crucial role of academic language in students’ success (Bailey et
al., 2010; Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer, & Rivera, 2006), the distinctive char-
acteristics of academic language remain to be explored and expanded. Economics
is one area that lacks resources, despite having been identified as one of nine core
subject areas in the Goals 2000 Educate America Act.

Students can learn basic economic concepts and principles to be prepared
to fully and effectively participate in a complex global economy as well-informed
workers, wise consumers and producers, rational savers and investors, and well-
educated citizens. Therefore, fostering an economic way of thinking that requires
unique structures, language tools and discourse patterns in the field is essential to
help students build economic understanding and reasoning.

This paper first addresses national standards for economic education,
followed by a discussion of economic reasoning and processes grounded
in the expert-novice paradigm. Next, drawing on socio-constructivist and
socio-semiotic perspectives, this paper examines the definition and conceptual-
ization of academic language in existing literature, attending to both academic
language patterns across disciplines such as vocabulary and grammar and spe-
cific discourse characteristics within economics. In the final section, areas for
further inquiry that will contribute to the knowledge base of academic language

in economics is suggested.
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National Standards for Economic Education

Individuals start to develop an economic mindset at an early age, take increas-
ingly more responsibility for their own financial lives in a wide variety of con-
texts as they mature into adulthood, and navigate the financial landscape as they
become consumers, workers, savers, borrowers, and investors at different ages
(Council for Economic Education, 2013).

For instance, children learn to save money to buy toys they have been
longing for. Facing a tradeoff between wages earned from a part-time job and test
scores achieved in school, high school students choose to allocate time rationally.
For those who decide to go to college, evaluating and selecting from complex
funding packages and projecting the rate of return on their education investment
involves sophisticated economic thinking and rational risk-taking. In addition,
health care insurances and retirees’ pensions add to the complexity of financial
decisions that individuals make every day.

Since the 1960s, educational reforms have led to the development of eco-
nomics content standards and the inclusion of economics in the K-12 curriculum.
In recent years, economics as a subject is gaining more attention and popular-
ity. In 1994, economics was identified as one of nine core subject areas in the
Goals 2000 Educate America Act. In 1997, the Council for Economic Education
(CEE) — then called National Council on Economics Education (NCEE) —
developed a voluntary set of content standards of economics for G1-12 (updated
version released in 2010) containing 20 essential principles (National Council
on Economic Education, 1997). The standards also include a set of benchmarks
for grades 4, 8, and 12 that provides the economic reasoning for each standard.
In 2013, CEE released the National Standards for Financial Literacy with a spe-
cific focus on the body of knowledge and skills that students should learn in a
personal finance curriculum. Following a similar format, there are six standards
with a set of benchmarks for grades 4, 8, and 12, accommodating students of
all socioeconomic statuses with no pre-assumption of prior knowledge. In the
same year, the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for Social Studies
State Standards was published, of which economics is one of the four core social
studies content areas. Economic decision making, exchange and markets, the
national economy, and the global economy are four major themes outlined in
the framework, divided into achievement levels to be reached by Grade 2, 5, 8,
and 12. In practice, there has been modest progress in economic education. In
general, these content standards of economics at the national level have provided
guidelines for teachers and school districts on economics knowledge and skills
that are deemed crucial for students.



Masters Award Winner 59

Economic Reasoning and Processes

Economic Reasoning

An economic perspective is based upon fundamental assumptions that “All social
phenomena emerge from the actions and interactions of individuals who are
choosing in response to expected costs and benefits to themselves” (p. 6), pointed
out by American economists Paul Heyne, Peter Boettke, and David Prychitko
(2006). These assumptions imply that individuals make choices which will col-
lectively be influential at local and/or national levels; choices are made due to
internal analysis of costs and benefits (satisfaction) foreseen; rational decision
making does not mean outcomes always turn out to be the best due to imperfect
information (Harrison, Clark, & Schug, 2017).

The economic way of thinking (EWT) is a set of guiding principles that are
commonly used among economic educators and economists and adapted in cur-
riculum publications and student textbooks (CEE, 2000; Schug & Wood, 2011;
Wentworth, 1987). The EWT provides an economic lens (Schug & Western,
1990) through which students can understand, analyze, and make sense of per-
sonal, daily experiences as well as societal, sophisticated events (Wentworth &
Western, 1990), especially when disciplined thinking in economics is counter-
intuitive and students are reluctant to give up intuitive but naive ideas (e.g.,
Brophy, 1990; Piaget, 1929/2007). Economic reasoning involves both induc-
tive and deductive thinking skills dealing with economic concepts and theories
(Baumann, 1996-1997; Wentworth, 1987). The EWT is based on assumptions
about human behaviors supported by scientific evidence; it is also applied in
the real world to solve an economic problem or predict human behaviors, as
opposed to what common sense suggests. Following are guiding principles of the
economic way of thinking (CEE, 2000; Harrison et al., 2017; Schug & Wood,
2011; Wentworth, 1987).

People make choices because they face scarcity.

People’s choices involve costs.

People respond to incentives in predictable ways.

People create economic systems that influence individual decisions.
People gain when they trade voluntarily.

People’s choices sometimes create unintended consequences.

RN N e

People make decisions at the margin.
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Economic Reasoning Processes

The expert-novice paradigm has been used in cognitive science research to ana-
lyze quality performance (Niemi, 1997). An expert is someone who has acquired
a great deal of knowledge and/or skills in a given domain. A novice is defined as
someone with little or no expertise or knowledge in a particular topic or subject
area. Expertise-novice differences lie in knowledge organization, information
processing, and abstract generalization and reasoning (Alexander, 1998; Bédard
& Chi, 1992; Kalyuga, 2010; Proctor & Dutta, 1995). Such characteristics allow
experts to conduct research, propose new perspectives, solve problems, and create
new knowledge (Alexander, 1998).

Researchers have inquired into expert-novice reasoning within the dis-
cipline of economics. For instance, VanSickle (1992) found that economists
(experts), compared with high school students (novices), do not only have a
deeper understanding of economic concepts and theories (i.e., declarative knowl-
edge) but also apply the content knowledge more appropriately (i.e., procedural
knowledge). In a study conducted by Miller and VanFossen (1994), economists
verbalized their thinking process when solving economic problems, which was
compared to high school students who went through the same process. Results
indicated that procedural knowledge is a critical factor that divides expert and
novice thinking in economics.

Watts (2005) claimed that economics requires domain-specific reasoning
and problem-solving skills that are not transferable across disciplines. Therefore,
economic teachers must not merely concentrate on teaching economic content
knowledge, but also teach students to reason economically (Schug & Western,
1990; Siegfried et al., 1991; Wentworth, 1987). Economic teachers should create
a learning environment that features authentic, intellectual work (Dewey, 1927)
embedded with inquiry-based activities that solve current, real-world problems.

Thinking economically helps individuals to rationalize their choices when
it comes to important life decisions. Harrison et al. (2017) proposed a framework
to conceptualize and operationalize economic reasoning processes. Aligned with
the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001), economic rea-
soning ability is cultivated through learning foundational economic principles.
Next, learners deepen their understandings of economic principles, and it follows
that learners apply what they have acquired in real-world cases to test economic
principles and explore the affordances and constraints of principles. Finally, stu-
dents gain the ability to synthesize economic principles into their mental toolbox
that they use to solve economic problems in daily life, and interpret and predict
human behavior. Only by addressing all four cognitive skills in a sequence should
students be able to master economic reasoning ability.
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Another framework that guides economic reasoning in high school
economics courses is the decision-making model, or the “economic method”
(Buckles, 1987, p. 164). Embedded in the cost-benefit analysis and grounded
in in scientific method, this method breaks down economic reasoning process
into five steps.

1. Identify the problem.

2. List options available to the decision makers (e.g., individuals, compa-

nies, and governments).
3. Clarify primary goals to target before evaluating the options.

4. Examine each option by analyzing corresponding consequences based
on the determined goals.

5. Choose the option that best addresses the targeted goals (Buckles,
1987).

Academic Language

Theoretical Framework

This paper is grounded in both socio-constructivist and functional linguistic
perspectives, from which language is viewed as a cultural, cognitive and semiotic
tool to construct and present domain-specific knowledge.

Social constructivists believe that learning is a process of internalization
through which social activities evolve into internal mental activities (Ormrod,
2016). Vygotsky (1978, 1986) proposed that language mediates an individual’s
learning and development in social contexts. Literacy bridges the inner world
and outside world to apprentice children into socially and culturally grounded
activities that result in effectiveness and efficiency in daily life. Language, serving
as the instrument of both social interactions (cultural tool) and verbal thoughts
(cognitive tool), is essential in the learning process. The learner first internalizes
the cultural tool (the academic language), makes it his/her cognitive tool to learn
knowledge and skills, and then constructs meaning (Leont’ev, 1981; Scott, 1997).

Another theoretical underpinning of this view lies in systemic func-
tional linguistics (SFL), which states that language is a “social semiotic” system
(Halliday, 1978). Any type of communication involves making choices avail-
able in the system concerning the cultural context and social situation. Halliday
(1978) claimed that language is functional, semantic (making meaning), and
semiotic (selecting from a variety of options to make meaning) in social and

cultural contexts.
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From a functional linguistics perspective (e.g., Halliday & Hasan, 1989;
Schleppegrell, 2004), the lexical and grammatical characteristics of language
vary across different purposes, audience, and disciplines. In academic settings,
a specific register is needed to create a common frame of reference in a learning
environment (Schleppegrell, 2012), as opposed to the one for daily social inter-
actions. In addition, academic texts and social interactions in the school con-
text reveal discourse patterns and language characteristics of a specific discipline
(Schleppegrell, 2009), in which “specialized genre, vocabulary, traditions of com-
munication, and standards of quality and precision” are negotiated (Shanahan et
al., 2011, p. 395) in the community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).

Definition and Conceptualization of Academic Language
Academic language, in the broadest sense, refers to the language used in school
or other educational settings to acquire knowledge and skills as well as articu-
late complex ideas (Anstrom et al., 2010; Bailey & Heritage, 2008; Chamot
& O’Malley, 1994; Schleppegrell, 2004). Nonetheless, due to a wide range of
research approaches guided by theoretical and disciplinary orientations, a com-
prehensive definition of it remains to be seen. The notion “academic language” in
this paper refers to the following terms in the literature: the language of education
(Halliday, 1994); the language of school (Schleppegrell, 2001); advanced lit-
eracy (Colombi & Schleppegrell, 2002); scientific language (Halliday & Martin,
1993); o, in the context of American education, academic English (Bailey, 2007;
Scarcella, 2003).

Historically, academic language is grounded in Cummins’ dichotomy of
language acquisition and use (Cummins, 1979, 2000; Scarcella, 2003). In his
original work, Cummins (1980, 1981) distinguished social language (BICS) as
basic, concrete and informal, which is more often used at home, with friends,
and during leisure time to build relationships; academic language (CALP), on
the other hand, is complex, abstract, and formal, and commonly used at school,
with teachers, and during school time to acquire knowledge and skills. Hence,
social language (BICS) is supported by other communication elements (e.g.,
facial expressions, objects) and contextual cues to articulate meaning, whereas
academic language (CALP) stands on its own. In his words, the role of context in
language is “illustrated in the different registers required for success in university
English literature courses as compared to success as a stand-up comedian” (p. 55).

As Snow and Uccelli (2009) suggested, academic language is contingent
upon the context of its use, namely “in school, in writing, in public, in formal set-
tings” (p. 112). Scarcella (2003) defines academic English as “a variety or register
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of English used in professional books and characterized by the linguistic features
associated with academic disciplines” (p. 9). Similarly, attending to school as
a context, Chamot and O’Malley (1994) considers it as “the language that is
used by teachers and students for the purpose of acquiring new knowledge and
skills . . . imparting new information, describing abstract ideas, and developing
students’ conceptual understanding” (p. 40). Rather than a dichotomous view
of academic and social languages, Snow (2010) conceptualizes the distinction as

a continuum. In her words,

There is no exact boundary when defining academic language; it falls
toward one end of a continuum (defined by formality of tone, complexity
of content, and degree of impersonality of stance), with informal, casual,
conversational language at the other extreme. (p. 450)

Other views of academic language have emerged as well. For instance, Dutro and
Moran (2003) defined academic language proficiency as the capacities to make
and communicate meaning through oral and written language that features a
range of genres and linguistic strategies to facilitate sophisticated thinking. In
their metaphor, academic language as a toolbox consists of thinking and lan-
guage skills to decode and encode complex ideas (Dfaz-Rico & Weed, 2002).
Another definition views academic proficiency as “knowing and being able to
use general and content-specific vocabulary, specialized or complex grammatical
structures, and multifarious language functions and discourse structures—all for
the purpose of acquiring new knowledge and skills, interacting about a topic, or
imparting information to others” (Bailey, 2007, pp. 10-11).

Linguistic Features

Academic language, as previously discussed, is difficult to define as it is abstract,
complex and varies across contexts (e.g., audiences, disciplines, grade levels,
situations). Numerous studies have investigated approaches to conceptualize
and operationalize academic language used in the content area classrooms. For
instance, Bailey and colleagues (Bailey, Butler, Borrego, LaFramenta, & Ong,
2002; Bailey, Butler, & Sato, 2007; Bailey, Butler, Stevens, & Lord, 2007) discov-
ered three aspects that in which academic language is distinctive: “the lexical or
academic vocabulary level, the grammatical or syntactic level, and the discourse
or organizational level” (Bailey, 2007, p. 3). Building upon this conceptualiza-
tion, Bailey and colleagues (Bailey & Butler, 2002, 2007; Bailey et al., 2007)
further explored the use of academic language in mainstream, upper-elementary
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classes by using multiple sources and created an initial framework of academic
language for student success.

Drawing from Kern’s (2000) theoretical model of academic literacy,
Scarcella (2003) provides a conceptual framework for language proficiency from
kindergarten to postsecondary level, which consists of five essential elements:
phonological, lexical, grammatical, sociolinguistic, and discourse. Scarcella’s
(2003) examines academic language from linguistic, cognitive, and sociocul-
tural/psychological perspectives, highlighting capacities other than linguistic
competency that also have influenced language proficiency. In the same line of
thought, Snow and Uccelli (2009) offers an inventory of linguistic features that
are embodied in the use of social and academic language: “interpersonal stance,
information load, organization of information, lexical choices, and representa-
tional congruence” (p. 118). Considering contextual factors, Snow and Uccelli
(2009) claimed that “communication goals are seen as driving decisions about
specifics of expression” (p. 122).

Other than developing conceptual frameworks of academic language,
researchers have also disaggregated the construct and examined the correspond-
ing linguistic features. This section aims to identify linguistic characteristics
(vocabulary, grammar, and discourse) of academic language that are common
across the disciplines. Within the area of discourse, the features that are distinc-

tive in economics are explored.

Vocabulary.  First and foremost, vocabulary has been highlighted as an
essential component of academic language. Academic vocabulary refers to words
students should master in order to learn concepts within the context of a dis-
cipline and demonstrate their understandings of these concepts. By analyzing
authentic texts, Coxhead (2000) created an academic word list and proposed that
specialized vocabulary is an essential feature of academic texts. An investigation
of a collection of written academic texts from college disciplines yields a list of
570 word families that are commonly used across subject areas in postsecond-
ary schools or before that level. Some researchers have developed a three-tier
hierarchy that describes vocabulary. Initially developed by Beck, McKeown, and
Kucan (2002) and adapted by Calderdn et al. (2005), the framework catego-
rizes vocabulary as nonacademic (e.g., tree, run), general academic (e.g., hence,
explain), and domain-specific (e.g., scarcity, diameter).

Grammar. From a functional linguistic perspective, grammar is “a
dynamic system of linguistic choices that students learn to use to accomplish
a wide variety of social, academic, and political goals in and out of school”
(Gebhard, Harman, & Seger, 2007, p. 421). Linguists have identified some
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language patterns that are commonly used in academic texts (Schleppegrell,
2009). First, academic texts contain many lengthy and complex sentences made
up of clauses and conjunction words (e.g., nonetheless). Second, the complexity
of academic genres also lies in the noun phrases embedded with clauses (e.g., soci-
eties whose living standards drop experience higher levels of stress; Schleppegrell,
2009). Finally, frequent use of nominalization of a verb or adjective adds to the

complexity of academic texts (e.g., rationalization).

Discourse. Discourse is considered as “any extended piece of language
beyond the sentence level and to typical verbal and written interactions within
academic disciplines” (DiCerbo et al., 2014, p. 454). Each discipline is consid-
ered a community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991), in which “specialized
genre, vocabulary, traditions of communication, and standards of quality and
precision” is negotiated (Shanahan et al., 2011, p. 395) to shape knowledge
claims and argumentation (Gee, 1992; Lee & Spratley, 2010; Moje, 2008). The
goal of academic texts is to be clear, objective, sophisticated, and well-organized
(Snow, 1987). However, discourses and practices in disciplinary learning and
literacy differ across disciplinary communities. In other words, elements of
evidence-based argumentation such as claims, evidence, principles and inquiry
process vary across disciplines (Moje, 2008).

Several researchers have suggested discourse structures in economics. For
example, Allen and Pholsward (1988) discussed discourse patterns that exhibit
the following features: (a) economic concept/theory/argument, (b) explanation
with examples, (c) illustration with graphics, and (d) a summary or restatement
of the concept/theory or argument.

Economic reasoning is based upon a repertoire of domain-specific con-
cepts, theories, and models mediated through academic language, which involves
not only specific vocabulary and grammar, but also discourse patterns and visual
communication (charts, diagrams, tables, and graphs) to illustrate statistical
data and mathematical models. Data literacy, therefore, is an essential skill as
data serves as co-text of prose (Royce, 1999) that contains a wealth of quantita-
tive information that economists heavily rely on. Economists apply models and
gather data to find scientific evidence in support of their assumptions, to analyze
the current state of the economy, as well as predicting future economic situations
and make suggestions.

Yuan (2017) found that economists tend to make comparisons and/or cor-
relations among major economic variables in a series of economic events when
they investigate an economic phenomenon. While reading charts to analyze
trends in data, economists use caution to make “apple-to-apple” comparisons
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and distinguish an increase at a decreasing rate from a decrease. Based upon avail-
able data, economic expert readers look for causes and subsequent consequences
of an economic phenomenon, and attempt to interpret interconnected events
through a causal story.

Despite the scarcity of relevant literature documenting the integration of
disciplinary literacy instructions in traditional economics lessons, one study dem-
onstrated the effectiveness of a similar teaching approach at the college level. In
an inquiry conducted in a Canadian university, ten international students taking
introductory economics had a larger vocabulary, deeper economic understand-
ing and increased language proficiency after participating in discipline-specific
language instruction (Nguyen, Williams, & Trimarchi, 2015).

Conclusions and Future Research Directions

Economic concepts and principles are essential in preparing students for eco-
nomic opportunities and challenges in their future lives. The economic way of
thinking provides an economic lens through which students can understand,
analyze, and make sense of personal, daily experiences as well as societal, sophis-
ticated events. The reasoning and problem-solving skills in economics are not
transferable across disciplines. The economic reasoning is based upon a reper-
toire of domain-specific concepts, theories, and models mediated through aca-
demic language, which involves not only specific vocabulary and grammar, but
also discourse patterns and visual communication (e.g., charts, diagrams, tables,
and graphs) to illustrate statistical data and mathematical models. Data literacy,
therefore, is an essential skill as data serves as co-text of prose that contains a
wealth of quantitative information that economists heavily rely on to understand
the causes and consequences of an economic event. Given the importance of
economic understanding and language, there is limited literature on discipline-
specific literacy instruction that promotes student success in learning economics.
For instance, there is lack of research on evidenced-based teaching practice on
academic language in pre-collegiate economics classes. More empirical studies are
needed to investigate the effectiveness of discipline-specific literacy instruction in
economics in K-12 grade levels.
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Abstract

Tweens’ figured worlds of literacy and videogames were analyzed within a researcher-
led book group of ten tweens who met twice weekly during summer school language
arss instructional time. Participants read a book related to the videogame Minecraft
as well as another videogame-related novel. The study followed a qualitative case
study design, with all book group meetings and focus group meetings audio recorded,
transcribed, and coded. Themes that emerged include students’ connections, prior
knowledge, in-schoollout-of-school literacies, and perceptions of literacy and video-
games. These findings provide support that tweens separately categorize what they view
as traditional books versus fanfiction and videogaming paratexts. In turn, tweens
distinct figured worlds related to literacy and gaming problematize the ways in which
tweens layer literacies; they do not necessarily explicitly recognize these connections.
This outcome holds implications for educators regarding ways to support students as
they engage with a variety of texts, including multimodal texts.

Introduction

With the advent of Web 2.0, teachers have continued to focus effort on incor-
porating technology into their classrooms in ways that transform teaching and
learning. In response to these technological advancements, our definition of liter-
acy has also evolved (Alvermann & Hinchman, 2012; Antonacci & O’Callaghan,

75
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2011). Not only do we as literacy educators and researchers focus on written/
printed messages, but we also consider digital texts (Kress & van Leeuwen,
1996/2006). Within our digital world, students produce and consume a variety
of information in the form of smart phone text messages, websites, social media,
and online videos. These multimodal representations of ideas can be used to
hook students’ interest and to facilitate learning (e.g., Abrams, 2015; Alvermann,
2010; Jenkins, 2006; Stufft, 2013).

A key category of the new literacies is videogames and the paratexts (e.g.,
game walkthroughs and fanfiction) associated with gaming. Videogames are
recognized not only as a form of literacy (Gee, 2007), but as one that is engag-
ing and may promote students’ interest in and achievement related to literacy
(Gerber, 2009; Steinkuehler, 2010). Videogames are not only about the actual
game-play; rather, they also include a wide range of practices within the game,
such as “modding” (i.e., making a modification to the game), as well as beyond
the game (e.g., fanfiction writing; Annetta, 2008). While many researchers and
educators recognize the role of videogames in the classroom and the potential
of videogames in promoting literacy and learning, still some teachers (pre-
service and in-service) and administrators continue to be slow to embrace the
potential of videogames in the classroom (Gerber & Price, 2013; Halverson,
2005; Rice, 2007). Researchers recognize videogames as an important form
of literacy (e.g., Gee, 2007; Gerber, 2009; Steinkuehler, 2010), and today’s
youth continue to engage in this medium (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2010),
which makes it important to consider the ways in which videogames promote
literacy and to examine ways in which videogames may be used within tradi-
tional school settings to foster students’ literacy practices. This research was
guided by the question: In what ways are tweens’ figured worlds of literacy and
gaming evidenced through book group discussions of a videogame text and a
videogame-related text?

Theoretical Framework

The focus of this study is tweens” figured worlds of literacy and gaming, based
upon the concept of figured worlds (Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner, & Cain,
1998; Gee, 2011). I have positioned the study through the lens of reader response
theory (Rosenblatt, 1978), tethered to social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1978).
Figured worlds refer to the simplified manner in which individuals navigate what
is considered customary in their day-to-day lives. Gee (2011) further explains
that figured worlds are “(often unconscious) theories and stories that we humans
use to understand and deal with the world” (p. 63).
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Reader response theory (Rosenblatt, 1978) underscores the role of each
reader’s unique background knowledge and experiences as part of the meaning-
making interaction with a given text. This theory sheds light on the reason why a
classroom of students can read the same book yet have diverse reactions to charac-
ters, plot events, and passages within the text. Since students each have individu-
alized life experiences, distinct personalities, and different levels of background
knowledge, it is no surprise that their reactions to a given story differ from one
another through the interpretive lens of reader response theory. A central tenet
of the transactional theory of reader response is that an interaction takes place
among reader, author, and text (Hancock, 1993; Rosenblatt, 1978). When con-
sidering tweens’ figured worlds of literacy and gaming, it is vital to acknowledge
that students may approach their traditional, school-related literacy activities
much differently than they approach their non-academic gaming activities, even
if both sets include elements of literacy. Book group discussions can be an ideal
context to provide students with the opportunity to share their reactions to the
book while also sharing individual connections with videogames.

In addition to figured worlds and reader response theory, this study is also
framed by social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1978), as it recognizes the impor-
tance of social interaction as part of learning. It provides support for the type of
learning that takes place through literacy-based book group discussions. Since
“literacy as a communicative practice is inherently social” (Wolfe & Flewitt,
2010, p. 387), book groups provide a space for students to discuss their reading
and learn through social interactions. It is necessary to acknowledge the role of
social interactions within book group discussions that allow tweens to learn from

one another as they share both reading and gaming experiences.

Review of Related Literature

When considering tweens who are avid gamers, educators and researchers must
attend to the ways in which students’ individual background knowledge of and
experiences with videogames may be part of the natural layering of literacies they
demonstrate within their discussions. The concept of figured worlds provides
insight related both to the ways that students layer literacies and also to the
ways that they may dichotomize their videogame literacy practices from their
academic literacy practices. The fast-paced changes evidenced in the technology
sector provide a reminder that the digital tools available for educators have not
always kept pace with students’ non-academic uses of technology. Nonetheless,
our definition of literacy has expanded from the idea of written or printed text
to also encompass an array of digital media. Our K-12 students are frequent
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users of text messages, websites, social media, and other Web 2.0 affordances.
Further, today’s teachers can turn to non-print-based texts to engage students
in classroom learning (Abrams, 2015; Kajder, 2010; Stufft, 2013). As Abrams
(2015) explains, layered literacies involve connections “between out-of-school
and in-school literacies . . . rather than compartmentalized” or isolated treatment
(p- 7). In relation to videogames, gamers may not consider the many ways that
they layer literacies (Abrams, 2015; Stufft, 2016) naturally as part of their literacy
practices since activities such as fanfiction writing may be viewed as part of the
game, rather than as a facet of literacy.

Although many educators have warmed to the idea of videogame-based
writing and discussion within language arts classes, few teachers tend to bring
gaming into the classroom (Gerber, Abrams, Onwuegbuzie, & Benge, 2014;
Mifsud, Vella, & Camilleri, 2013). Aside from educators’ views of the value
of videogames, our students dedicate significant amounts of time to playing
videogames. Specifically, over 90% of United States youth age 18 or younger
play videogames (NPD Group, 2011), with the highest percentages in the teen-
age population (i.e., 99% of males and 94% of females; Lenhart, et al., 2008).
These youths spend on average over 70 minutes daily engaged in videogame-play
(Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010).

Kafai and Fields (2013) note that today’s youth “play in the new digital
publics” (p. 2) that are composed of virtual spaces such as those offered by online
worlds such as Whyville or online games such as Minecraft. We know that vid-
eogames are a part of daily life for the majority of U.S. youth, yet these young
gamers may not recognize the literacy activities they participate in as part of
their gaming. Additionally, teachers may not recognize or incorporate the lit-
eracy practices associated with videogames into the classroom. Further research
is needed to investigate tweens’ figured worlds related to videogames and literacy
in order to gain insight regarding pre-adolescents’ conceptualizations of in-school
literacy practices and out-of-school literacy practices as a way to increase aware-
ness of tweens categorizations of different practices associated with literacy.

Methodology
Context

This study’s purpose was to investigate tweens figured worlds of literacy and
videogames, including a consideration of their conceptualizations of in-school
or academic literacy (e.g., book group participation) and out-of-school literacy
(e.g., videogames). As part of their book group participation, students read
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two books: Minecraft Adventures: Herobrine Rises (Stuart, 2013) and 7he Nerdy
Dozen (Miller, 2014); the former is directly based on a videogame, while the
latter is videogame-related but not based on a game in existence. Minecraft
(Mojing Aktiebolag, 2009) was chosen as the videogame to connect with the
book group reading because it is a popular videogame (Parker, 2014; Schlinsog,
2013) which is receiving more attention in educational contexts (e.g., Barack,
2013; Bilton, 2013; Daly, 2012; Gauquier & Schneider, 2013; Jenkins, 2014;
Short, 2012; Tromba, 2013). When considering ways to engage tweens in read-
ing, it is imperative to consider a variety of reading material (Miller & Kelley,
2013) and to allow students time to read books of interest to them (Lesesne,
2006; Miller, 2009). Through book group discussions, the tweens engaged
not only in discussions of the books but also in discussions of their ongoing
videogame-play.

Data Collection and Analysis

Data methods. Data collection took place in a Title I rural public school
in Central Texas as part of a summer instructional program; within the school,
I used purposive sampling (Johnson & Christensen, 2012) to identify tweens
to participate in the book group. This research followed a qualitative case study
design (Yin, 2014) focused on 6th grade students who participated in a vid-
eogame-related book group. Data collection began with a survey that included
questions about the types of videogames students play (e.g., RPG — role-playing
games), as well as a specific question focused on whether or not students play
Minecraft. The survey also included a Likert question asking students to rate their
interest in participating in the videogame book group. This question was of par-
ticular importance since one of the two titles the students read in the book group
was related to Minecraft. As such, it was necessary for students to have background
knowledge of Minecraft in order to provide insight regarding their figured worlds
of the videogame text versus the videogame-related text. Students were identified
based on whether they had previous experience/familiarity with Minecraft and
based on their self-reported interest in participating in the book group.

Participants. The ten students who participated in this study were all
6th graders during the data collection period; following completion of the sum-
mer program, the students would be classified as rising 7th graders. Seven of the
participants were male, and three were female. Six participants were White, three
participants were Hispanic, and one participant was Black. Within this group,
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eight students were identified as economically disadvantaged. All of the students
self-identified as Minecraft gamers, and all indicated an eight or higher (out of
ten) interest in the book group.

Data collection. [ collected data twice per week for a four-week period
of time as part of a summer instructional program. Data collection occurred dur-
ing designated language arts instructional time. I met with the students initially
to present a book talk for each of the two books and to have students vote on
which book to read first. I returned each time thereafter to meet with students
to facilitate book group discussions, each of which lasted approximately 30 min-
utes. My role was to prompt discussion when there was a lull but to otherwise
allow students to lead the dialogue and converse with one another. As part of each
book group discussion, students shared their questions and connections, includ-
ing connections with videogames and pop culture. I met with the book group a
total of 7 times, with one additional meeting for focus groups. Each discussion
was audio recorded and then transcribed.

Data analysis. [ coded the transcripts following Saldana’s (2013) guide-
lines. Specifically, I used descriptive coding, process coding, and Iz Vive cod-
ing during the first cycle, which resulted in the following themes: videogame
connections, prior knowledge, in-school/out-of-school literacies, text-to-self
connections, text-to-text connections, text-to-world connections, layered litera-
cies, paratexts, videogame content, videogame communities, interest, and family
involvement. I used pattern coding and axial coding for the second cycle, which
produced the following: connections, prior knowledge, in-school/out-of-school
literacies, and perceptions of literacy and videogames.

Findings
In the course of book group conversation, students juxtaposed instances from
the books with their own game-play, moving quickly and smoothly from game-
based connections to book-based connections as they naturally layered literacies
within the context of discussion. By contrast, when asked if they approached
the two books in the same way, the students responded with a resounding no;
the Minecraft book was part of the game, whereas the videogame-related book
was approached with an intentionally analytic perspective. The nuances in these
tweens’ responses are explored in the following sections according to the themes:
Connections, prior knowledge, in-school/out-of-school literacies, and percep-

tions of literacy and videogames.
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Connections

Aside from making connections between the two book group texts, students con-
nected each text separately to other books and also to paratexts. An example of
this type of connection is provided below (all names are pseudonyms):

01 — Harley: When I play, like, hard games, I use the FAQ sites
and walkthroughs so I know what to do. And, well, I was like,
why don't they [the characters in 7he Nerdy Dozen] do that for
Chameleon [a videogame mentioned in the book]?

02 — Brayden: Yeah, that would’ve helped! But they didn’t have that [a
walkthrough] because the game was top-secret.

03 — Trey: But they could’ve made one.

04 — Brayden: No, because you don’t like make a walkthrough for a
beta, and you can’t do a walkthrough for everything like a simulator
because it’s not going to be the same for everyone. So they could do
like troubleshooting maybe, but the game doesn’t let them make a

full walkthrough.

05 — Devin: Yeah, like you can’t really have a walkthrough for Minecraft.
‘Cause everyone plays different. It’s not the same. Like, I think there
are actual walkthroughs online, but they’re not walkthroughs for
real, they’re just like tips and hints and stuff.

06 — Harley: But there’s one for Minecraft: Story Mode!
07 — Brayden: Well, yeah, but that’s different.
08 — Researcher: How so?

09 — Brayden: Well Story Mode has like these episodes and stuff. Like,
you go through them in order. But in creative mode, I could be
like, I'm just gonna go over here and build a wall, and someone
else could be like, 'm gonna build a house and put up fence for
animals, and both ways are okay. Like, you don’t have to do one or
the other, so a walkthrough doesn’t really matter then.

In 01 above, one student mentions the use of paratexts, including walkthroughs
(i.e., step-by-step directions for how to go through each level, quest, mission,
etc. of a videogame from the start of the game until completion). The topic ini-
tially focuses on the videogame-related text in lines 01-03, then students move
between the book to Minecraft and Minecrafi: Story Mode, as well as sharing their
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own general knowledge of walkthroughs. Students were able to connect with the
book but also to other aspects of their gaming lives. In this sense, their connec-
tions show a layered literacies approach to discussing and analyzing text.

Prior Knowledge

In the excerpt included in the previous section, students’ prior knowledge of
walkthroughs contributed to their discussion of 7he Nerdy Dozen and their con-
nections between the text and Minecraft. Students also relied on prior knowledge
pertaining to content within the books.

01 — Trey: You know how they [the characters in 7he Nerdy Dozen] play
Chameleon all the time, and then they like can use that to help
them really fly later? Well, it reminded me of Birds of Steel [a flight

simulator videogamel].
02 — Morgan: Oh, I've played that.

03 — Trey: Yeah, me too. But I was thinking, like, just because I played it
doesnt mean I can jump in a plane and fly. Like I play G7A [Grand
Theft Auto], and I mean, I kinda know how to drive a car, but
don’t know if T could drive like down a highway or something. So
anyway, like when we learn about altitude and G-force and stuff in
math and science, like you need that knowledge too, not just the
sim game. But the sim game is how you can try to like make that
stuff make sense I guess.

04 — Mariella: Yeah, but can you imagine? Like, you're going home and
some car pulls up and the guy is like “Hey, kid. We need you to come
fly a top-secret plane.” I mean, like, that’s not gonna happen.

05 — Brayden: But that would be so awesome!

06 — Mariella: Sure, but it’s not realistic. Like, my brother’s in the
Marines, and he didn’ like just get in because he played Call of
Duty or whatever. He had to do all kinds of training and learn a lot
before he could do anything,.

This portion of the conversation begins with a connection in 01 between a fic-
tional videogame mentioned in the videogame-related book and a flight simula-
tor videogame that several students had previously played. In 03, one student
makes an explicit connection between prior knowledge from science and math

classes with simulation videogames. In lines 04 and 06, another student uses
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prior knowledge from her life experiences to question aspects of the book. The
above excerpt also provides insight regarding the ways that book group members
quickly move back and forth from a book to a videogame to life experiences,
drawing on prior knowledge and seamlessly connecting the different sources of
information as part of one ongoing discussion.

In-School/Out-of-School Literacies

As evidenced above, students layered literacies as they made fluid connections
between books, content from school classes, life experiences, and videogames
within the arc of conversation during book group meetings. At the same time,
students also indicated perceived differences between literacies associated with
school and those not associated with academic tasks.

01 — Carlos: I liked 7he Nerdy Dozen a lot. But I liked Herobrine Rises
because it was more of like what I would do myself.

02 — Researcher: In what way?

03 — Carlos: Well, it’s like, I can just play Minecraft. And it’s not about
trying to like make note of stuff or try to figure out what’s going
on. Like, 'm just in the game.

04 — Researcher: Is that different from 7he Nerdy Dozen?

05 — Carlos: Yeah. With that [7he Nerdy Dozen], 1 was trying to
remember which character was which and trying to figure out
like whether you could trust all the characters. And it was a little
confusing at first when they were on, like, the island and there was
that pizza place. I don’t know. I just felt like I could relax more with
Herobrine Rises.

In the above excerpt, Carlos mentions how he focused differently on the
videogame-related text (lines 03 and 05) in order to monitor comprehension,
whereasthevideogametextputhim “inthegame” (line03) and allowed him to “relax
more” (line 05). While the student indicates that he enjoyed both books (line 01),
he also makes a clear distinction between his approach to the videogame-related
text, such as feeling the need to “make note of” important information ver-
sus being “just in the game” while reading the videogame text. In this sense,
Carlos has a figured world for in-school literacies that involves taking notes and
intentionally seeking out information to aid comprehension, whereas his figured
world for out-of-school literacies allows for a more immersive, natural state of
being “in the game” rather than focusing on particular aspects.
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Perceptions of Videogames and Literacy

In addition to the student observation in the previous section regarding different
approaches to the videogame text versus the videogame-related text, other stu-
dents also shared perceptions of videogames and literacy. Although in the flow of
discussion, students’ conversation clearly indicated a layering of literacies as they
made connections and reflected critically on videogames and the books, students
did not self-report the presence of such a connection. Within the focus groups, I
asked students about the ways they approached each book, which book they pre-
ferred, and whether they observed connections between literacy and videogames.

01 — Noah: I mean, they're both books, but like this [ 7he Nerdy Dozen]
made a movie in my head while I read, and I had to really think
about the characters and where they were and what it might look like.
Buct this [Herobrine Rises| was kind of a movie in my head, too, but
not my own movie because I already know what Minecrafi looks like.

02 — Devin: It’s like, books have to be really good to help you have a
movie in your head while you read them. And sometimes those
books get made into movies for real, and that’s cool. But a book
would have to be written really, really well to get made into a
videogame. Because there’s so much more in the game that goes
on. And it’s like, I can study a book. But I have to just play a
videogame to understand it.

03 — Morgan: Well, for me, I can play videogames at home, but usually
mainly just on weekends. Sometimes Fridays. But I can read
whenever. Like my mom is always asking if I'm supposed to be
reading something for school. But she wouldn’t let me play

[a videogame] for school.

04 — Jaime: Yeah! I can’t play videogames until my homework is done,
unless I'm at my grandma’s house.

05 — Jakob: Well, it’s about videogames already giving you a picture
to focus on. But I think then you have to think more. Because
it’s like, okay, I already see what it looks like. So what else am 1
supposed to do? But I guess with books, you have to make the
picture to help you see all the pieces. I don’t know. For me, I'd
rather play videogames, even though I used to like reading a lot. It’s
just that now we have to read all this stuff, and it’s not always that
interesting. With videogames, I can pick what I like.
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06 — Brayden: Yeah, I don’t really think it’s [videogames and literacy]
the same thing. I mean, there are lots of games when you've gotta
read what’s on the screen or read a map or whatever. But it’s not
like P’'m reading, it’s just part of the game. But with books, like our
Accelerated Reader points, we have to read to pay attention to do
good on the quiz after. But then it’s over. With games, like there
might be words on the screen, but it’s not the same.

In the above conversation, one student indicates that, although the videogame
text and the videogame-related text are “both books” (line 01), they also are not
the same to him, partly because of the multimodal nature of videogames, which
involves the presentation of images. In line 02, another student takes this point
further to state that, in his opinion, a book has to be well-written to be made
into a movie and even more well-written to be made into a videogame because
“there’s so much more in the game that goes on.” (See Stufft, 2016 for a separate
discussion of the ways that layering literacies can involve discussion of literary
elements and game elements). In lines 03 and 04, two students share that at-
home parental perceptions clearly separate videogames from what is considered
school-related content. The importance of student choice/interest in selecting
books (Lesesne, 2006) is apparent in the student comment in line 05, with the
student indicating that his interests drive his game-play selections but are not
given as much value in book selections during the school day. Finally, one stu-
dent clearly states that he does not consider literacy and videogames in the same
category (line 06). Interestingly, this student goes on to mention the presence of
literacy practices within a videogame yet dichotomizes literacy separately from
videogames through the declaration: “But it’s not like 'm reading, it’s just part
of the game.” In this sense, the student holds a figured world of literacy that does
not overlap with his figured world of videogames. The acknowledgment that vid-
eogames might involve reading was echoed by other students, but all continued
to dismiss this presence of literacy as simply part of the game, providing support
that the tweens’ figured worlds of literacy and videogames diverge.

Discussion

The data from book group discussions provide insight into tweens’ figured worlds
of literacy and gaming, including their views of a videogame text compared to
a videogame-related text. Through their conversations, students shared ways that
they connected with both of the books that we read. In particular, students often
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made connections between the books and videogames they had played, indicated
by a natural tendency to layer literacies as part of text discussion. Students also
shared examples of ways that they relied on prior knowledge, including prior knowl-
edge of/from videogames to support their comprehension of the books. Although
students layered literacies in ways that show fluid movement between offline
(e.g., thevideogame-related book) and online (e.g., videogame walkthroughs) spaces,
the students were hesitant to classify videogames as part of school. Furthermore,
they considered not only videogames, but also the videogame text, to be separate
from their notions of school-based reading, whereas the videogame-related text was
approached in a similar manner to books they might be assigned to read.

Even though their discussion provides evidence of the ways that students
connect videogames, texts, and background experiences, the students them-
selves do not acknowledge that the videogames (and videogame text) have a
place within their views of literacy. In this sense, the findings problematize the
ways that students layer literacies without realizing that they are doing so. Future
research should consider the role of teachers and parents in shaping students
figured worlds of literacy and videogames. At the present time, educators are
in a position to play an active role in helping students view videogame text and
videogames as valid literacy practices and as ones with affordances for learning.

A practical application for teachers is to allow students to make text con-
nections with videogame-play experiences as a way to bridge in-school and out-
of-school literacy practices. Another practical application is to allow students
to read both videogame and videogame-related texts in the classroom and to
write fanfiction during writing workshop. Teachers can incorporate videogame
paratexts within the classroom setting as a way to foster tweens’ literacy practices
(e.g., Stufft, 2016). Educators can use videogame-based book groups to provide
tween gamers a space within which to read and discuss books related to their out-
of-school activities; this also provides tweens an opportunity to share personal
gaming experiences. Educators can scaffold students” discussions to help them
more clearly see the ways that they naturally layer literacies and how a variety of
print-based and multimodal content can mesh together as part of an ongoing
process of making meaning.
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Abstract

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) have illuminated attention for reading
and writing nonfiction texts, which were often less represented in classrooms prior to
CCSS. As nonfiction texts grow in importance, fiction texts should still be given high
priority in classrooms. The leading research on fiction texts presents text features such
as characters, conflict, plot, and setting, rather than text structures. Text features are
elements that create details and dimension in a story, while text structures determine
how the story evolves. Grounded in dual-coding theory and multimedia learning
theory, we analyzed a random sample of 149 children’s picturebooks to determine
which text structures were present in fiction. We identified the text structures, devel-
oped indicators for each, and created diagrams to support teachers and researchers.
The present study is a first step at continuing to move forward in developing strategies
for reading and writing fiction.

Introduction
“The more that you read, the more things you will know. The more that
you learn, the more places you'll go.” —Dr. Seuss
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Great writers begin as readers. When established authors are asked what advice
they would give to young, beginning writers, they often say “read as much as
possible” (DiCamillo, 2017). Therefore, it is imperative that children study non-
fiction and fiction texts, beginning in elementary school. The Common Core
State Standards (CCSS) have illuminated attention for reading and writing non-
fiction texts, which were often less represented in classrooms prior to the com-
mon standards. As nonfiction texts grow in importance, fiction texts should still
be given high priority in classrooms (Atwell, 2016). When children engage in
make-believe and read fictional stories, they build creativity, imagination, and
motivation for literacy, important skills that can translate to their nonfiction
studies (Atwell, 2016).

Text structures can be taught to young children, and over time, the instruc-
tion can become more complex to show students how these formulas for orga-
nization are used in increasingly challenging texts (Ray & Meyer, 2011; Read,
Reutzel, & Fawson, 2008; Reutzel, Read, & Fawson, 2009). Educators inspire and
encourage children to read widely and comprehend what they read (Allington,
McCuiston, & Bilen, 2015; Author, 2015). The purpose of teaching text struc-
tures is to better attune students to how text is organized, which can help them
locate, recall, and use information (Akhondi, Malayeri, & Samad, 2011). Text
structures help children mind map nonfiction texts (Author, 2017; Soalt, 2005).
Through concentrated exploration of how complex text is organized, children
improve their comprehension, retain more information, and better understand
how the ideas are conveyed through writing (Lapp, Grant, Moss, & Johnson,
2013; Moss, 2004). Specifically, when text structure instruction is combined
with using effective models of mentor texts, students show significantly higher
scores for comprehension and writing than when other instructional practices
are used without text structure instruction (Hall, Sabey, & McCellan, 2005;
Williams, 2005). Yet, these instructional recommendations come primarily from
research related to expository text structures, which do not always transfer well
to fiction texts.

While researchers and teachers already acknowledge the value of teaching
text structures in nonfiction, text structures for fiction have remained largely
unexplored (Reutzel, Jones, Clark, & Kumar, 2016). Commonly, text structures
have been limited to nonfiction writing, but fiction follows complex structures
that can also be analyzed. We argue that text structures exist in fiction and can
help students engage in reading material and create authentic writing. Therefore,
in the present study, we analyzed children’s picturebooks to determine the types

of text structures present.



Stranger than Nonfiction 93

Tradition of Narrative & Text Features

Traditionally, researchers have focused on text structures for organizing nonfic-
tion and text features for describing fiction (Clariana, Wolfe, & Kim, 2014).
While these two concepts are sometimes used interchangeably, they represent
unique components of text that are important to our discussion of text struc-
tures. In the following paragraphs, we describe text structures in nonfiction, text
features in fiction, and the history of narrative that has created these dichotomies.

When scholars and teachers consider nonfiction text structures, five pri-
mary types and their corresponding graphic organizers come to mind: cause and
effect, compare and contrast, descriptive, problem and solution, and sequen-
tial (Authors; 2017; Soalt, 2005; Williams et al., 2005). While these structures
may include a variety of names, they dominate the research literature (Roehling,
Herbert, Nelson, & Bohaty, 2017). However, the same level of consensus does
not exist when considering fiction text structures.

The leading research on fiction texts presents text features, rather than text
structures, such as characters, conflict, plot, and setting (Denton et al., 2015).
Text features are elements that create details and dimension in a story, while text
structures determine how the story evolves. Text features are important compo-
nents of fiction that help readers discern one story from another, while allow-
ing writers to create well-rounded narratives. Characters in fictional stories offer
readers an opportunity to see themselves reflected in circumstances or to connect
through empathy to a particular context (McTigue, Douglass, Wright, Hodges,
& Franks, 2015; Emery, 1996). Characterization is the author’s craft of bringing
characters to life for readers. Development also figures prominently as the reader
discerns how the story shapes and reveals growth or change for at least one char-
acter across the course of events (Shanahan & Shanahan, 1997).

Emerging evidence from cognitive psychology indicates that literature
can provide simulation and training to help readers understand human interac-
tions (Oatley, 2011). For example, fiction readers demonstrate stronger empathy
skills than non-fiction readers (Mar, Oatley & Peterson, 2009), and interventions
requiring participants to read literature boosts empathy skills (Djikic, Oatley
& Moldoveanu, 2013). Teaching students to apply insights from real people to
literary characters will deepen their literary comprehension and help them move
from surface level comprehensions (i.e., What happened?) to deeper level com-
prehensions (i.e., Why did that happen?). Additionally, being able to understand
literary characters and understand people draws from many of the same skills.

Narrative texts provide a rich backdrop of elements for readers to discover.
A beneficial aspect of fictional text is that it typically follows a common narrative
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sequence known as the “story arc” (Authors, 2015; Sidekli, 2013). The story arc
follows the traditional pattern of exposition, rising action, climax, falling action,
and resolution. Readers encounter stories with predictable plot structures that
begin with an exposition which provides necessary background information,
introduces main characters, and provides the foundation for making sense of
the narrative. Readers await the conflict which reveals issues the main character
faces. From this point, authors expand story through the rising action by outlin-
ing events that lead toward solving the conflict. The resolution of conflict then
leads to a satisfying, if not happy, conclusion of the story (Cunningham & Foster,
1978; Beck & McKeown, 1981).

The archetypal text structure (story arc) and explication of characters out-
lined above is helpful for telling narrative. We place high value on fictional text
as beneficial for bringing readers into the work of writing (Smith, 1987). This
tradition of narrative is a crucial aspect of apprenticing young writers. Emerging
writers began as readers by becoming enchanted with story. As students enjoy and
read increasingly complex texts, they can denote nuances within the story arc and
the character development. In short, these nuances are what separate individual
stories from each other. When children are provided opportunities to examine
those nuances in text structure and text development, they can better understand
how to apply those skills to their own writing.

Theoretical Framework

Historically, text structures have been conveyed through graphical representa-
tions, most notably seen in the story arc (Dymock & Nicholson, 2010; Sanders
& Moudy, 2008). Graphical representations allow the reader or writer to visu-
ally represent text and follow the sequence of events (Reutzel, Read, & Fawson,
2009). Given that nonfiction text structures can be modeled through graphic
representations, such as t-charts, Venn diagrams, and timelines (Hodges &
Matthews, 2017), we also modeled our fiction text structures as graphic repre-
sentations. While the story arc provides a mapping tool for fiction, most works
of children’s literature are more nuanced. Therefore, we used the story arc as our
initial framework and adjusted the diagrams to properly display differences in
various text structures (see below).

For the present study, we ground our research in two inter-connected theo-
ries: dual-coding theory (Paivio, 1986; Sadoski & Paivio, 2001, 2004) and the
cognitive theory of multimedia learning (MLT) (Mayer, 2001). Dual-coding
theory is the foundation of MLT (McTigue, 2009); therefore, we discuss both

theories as a unified framework for how we model text structures for fiction.
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Dual-coding theory describes the brain as supporting two cognitive pathways,
one for visual input and one for verbal input (Paivio, 1986). However, dual-
coding also explains that the two pathways work together to process information,
particularly when information is presented both visually and verbally. Therefore,
when information is presented in both formats, the brain activates both pathways
allowing the learner multiple opportunities to understand the content, simulta-
neously (Clark & Paivio, 1991; Downs, Boyson, Alley, & Bloom, 2011).

Multimedia learning theory (MLT) posits that students learn content
more completely when verbal cues are blended with visual representations of
content (Morett, Clegg, Blalock, & Mong, 2009). In this dual-coding frame-
work, the brain better understands new content through mixed media (Cheng,
Chou, Wang, & Lin, 2015). MLT also asserts that working memory has a limited
capacity to interpret both verbal and visual cues; therefore, both types of infor-
mation must be of high quality and essential to understanding the new content
(Lee, Au, & Law, 2013). A final principle of MLT that is supported by our study
relies on quality instruction. Due to the limited capacity of working memory,
it is essential that visuals are presented with auditory cues through instruction
(Morettetal., 2009). When text structure diagrams that we created are combined
with quality instruction, students can better understand text structures in fiction
for both reading comprehension and writing.

Within the present study, MLT supports our methodology of blending
graphical representations with text-based indicators of fiction text structures. We
support the idea that students cognitively interpret verbal and visual information
through separate neural pathways that provide a better understanding of complex
content. As McTigue (2009) describes, some information that students learn is
easily imaged making it concrete, while other content is not easily imaged, making
it abstract. Within our study, text structures for fiction are abstract, but through
utilizing visual representations, the structures become concrete for students.

Methods

In the present qualitative study, we analyzed a random sample of 149 children’s
picturebooks to determine which text structures were present. Then, we named the
text structures, developed indicators for identifying each text structure, and cre-
ated diagrams for each structure. Specifically, we addressed two research questions:

1. How do children’s picturebooks portray fiction text structures?

2. What features distinguish text structures within fiction picturebooks?



96 ENGAGING ALL READERS THROUGH EXPLORATIONS

We are both former language arts teachers and current literacy faculty who focus
our teaching and research on children’s literature, writing, and literacy devel-
opment. From this interest, we began investigating how text structures could
describe fiction texts. We found that the common text structures found in non-
fiction (e.g., cause and effect, chronological, compare-and-contrast, descriptive,
and problem-and-solution) did not support fiction texts, which are commonly
described using the traditional story arc.

We utilized constant comparative coding (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) to
review 149 children’s books. We explored how the field’s current theoretical
understanding of picturebooks and text structures can be extended. To identify
the four text structures outlined in our research questions, we employed constant
comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Our goal
was to discover how fiction texts may be organized, how those structures were
patterned across texts, and how those structured patterns might be named for
use in further investigations. Completing this task required multiple iterations
of picturebook coding (Saldana, 2009).

We performed multiple rounds of qualitative coding, beginning with an
initial coding protocol in which we discerned attributes of each picturebook
that differentiated the text structure. Two researchers reviewed each text and
created codes, which resulted in four types of text structures. In our second cycle
of coding, we examined the picturebooks in more detail. We applied the new
text structures to the texts to determine how the structures created the story.
This process allowed us to create and attach descriptors to summarize what we
recognized from each author’s crafting of the fictional narrative for framing how
the fiction texts are organized. We then moved to a third cycle of coding as we
determined appropriate categories to name the elemental codes (Saldana, 2009),
and then assigned those categories to particular texts based on the descriptive
summaries. This final round of coding allowed us to pull “model texts” to explain
each structure. We named our four text structures sequential, recursive, circular,
and story within a story.

Because the history of text structures has included graphic organizers to
model texts, we wanted to honor that tradition and create diagrams to convey
the fiction text structures we identified. After completing our three cycles of
coding, we created diagrams to detail how the structures appear in children’s
picturebooks. Using dual-coding theory and MLT, we initially modeled our text
structures using the story arc. As this diagram is commonplace in classrooms and
familiar to students and teachers, we chose to parallel that structure as much as
possible. However, we diverged from this model when the nuance of the new
text structures required.
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Findings
In the following sections, we present general findings from our multi-round
coding process. We also present findings about the types of text structures we
identified in fiction with diagrams to support how these text structures are exem-
plified in literature.

General Findings

While the story arc provides a mapping tool for fiction, most works of chil-
dren’s literature are more intricate than the story arc allows. For these rea-
sons, we analyzed current works of children’s fiction, namely picture books, to
evaluate how each text was structured. We found four primary text structures
were present in the fiction texts: (1) sequential; (2) recursive; (3) circular; and
(4) story within a story. In the following sections, we define each text struc-
ture and provide examples of what this structure would look like in children’s
literature (Table 1).

Types of Text Structures in Fiction
In the following sections, we define each and provide examples of what each text
structure looks like in children’s literature.

Sequential. A sequential story follows the traditional story arc and
includes a conflict. However, as previously mentioned, we did not feel that iden-
tifying a text as “sequential” provided the distinction necessary to fully describe
the story. For example, both 7he Day the Crayons Quir by Drew Daywalt and
The Polar Express by Chris Vann Allsburg are both considered sequential texts.
However, they create the story lines in fundamentally different ways. Particularly,
we noted that different sequential texts relied on unique methods for discussing
how the conflict of the story was resolved.

We found that sequential stories could be further considered by both
macro and micro text organizations (Hodges & Matthews, 2017). The
sequential aspect of the story is macro organization and describes how the
story escalates from beginning to end. However, the micro text organization
describes how the story progresses, namely how the climax is established and
how the conflict is resolved (Figure 1). Specifically, the micro text organiza-
tion could be cause-and-effect, descriptive, or problem-and-solution. When
combining the macro and micro text organization, we would describe the text
structure as sequential cause-and-effect, sequential descriptive, or sequential

problem-and-solution.
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TABLE 1
Types of Text Structures, Key Characteristics, and Sample Picturebooks
T L. .. Sample
ext Structure Description Key Characteristics .
Picturebooks
Sequential Presents details in * Follows the passing A Leztzer to Amy
time order — from of time by Ezra Jack
first to last — or * Includes story arc Keats
sometimes from last elements
to first (follows the e Micro text structures
traditional story arc) present for resolving
conflict
Cause-and-Effect Shows the * Follows a pattern The Day the
relationship of events and Crayons Quit by
among events or characters Drew Daywalt
characters within the influencing future
traditional story arc events
Descriptive Gives many details ~ * Provides extensive  7he Polar Express
about one event or details about at least by Chris Vann
character within the one character or Allsburg
traditional story arc event
Problem-and- Identifies at least e Shows characters What Do You Do
Solution one problem that dealing with With a Problem?,
drives the plot and problems and by Kobi Yamada
at least one solution actively searching
that concludes the for solutions to
resolution those problems
Recursive Follows a repetitive ¢ Repetitive phrases Is Your Mama
framework to guide ¢ Easily identified a Llama? by
the reader to the framework Deborah
resolution Guarino
Circular Begins and ends in ¢ Often begins and Kitten’s First Full
the same manner, ends with same Moon by Kevin
with characters event or in same Henkes
remaining location
unchanged after e Characters do not
events show significant
changes from
beginning to end
e Action does not
influence characters
or events
Story Withina  Begins as onestory ¢ Includes atleast one ~ 7he Three Pigs by
Story but includes an overarching and one  David Wiesner

intermission to a
secondary story

line — both story
lines are resolved

secondary story line
Both stories are
resolved

Stories may be
related or unrelated
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Climax

Conflict Resolution Structure
* Cause-Effect

* Descriptive

* Problem-Solution

Exposition Resolution

Figure 1. Sequential Fiction Text Structure Diagram

For example, 7he Day the Crayons Quit by Drew Daywalt describes the story of a
box of crayons who leave their owner after being abused and neglected. This is an
example of a sequential cause-and-effect text structure. The macro organization
of the text is sequential and describes how a box of crayons leaves their owner and
eventually returns home. The micro organization, however, is cause-and-effect
as each crayon writes a letter that details what the owner, Duncan, did to cause
the crayon to leave. The cause in each case is Duncan’s neglect or mistreatment
and the effect is that the crayons leave, which details the primary conflict of the
story. The resolution of the story arc comes when the crayons realize they can all
be supported by Duncan and return home.

In the example of The Polar Express, the story of the train that takes children
to the North Pole during the holidays, a sequential descriptive text structure is
present. The story follows the typical story arc of a sequential narrative as the
reader travels on the Polar Express. The descriptive part of the story explains how
the story unfolds, which is primarily through descriptions of people, places, and
events relating to the Polar Express and the North Pole.

Finally, in a sequential problem-and-solution, the story is guided by a
problem and the conflict is resolved when that problem is solved. One example of
this structure is in the book, What Do You Do With a Problem?, by Kobi Yamada.
In this story, the main character is plagued by a nondescript problem, which he
ignores. Ignoring the problem becomes the overarching issue of the story and
is only resolved when he faces the problem head on which supports the micro
organization. In this story, the macro organization is sequential, in that the story
progresses logically from one event to the next.

From these three examples, the nuanced differences of the story structure
becomes evident. While the three pieces of fiction share the common thread of
telling sequential stories, they unfold in unique ways that should draw attention
from the reader. By analyzing the stories at this deeper level, the reader can engage
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more deeply with the narrative and better comprehend the work of fiction. We
believe this deeper level of comprehension will allow children to better empathize
with characters and experiences.

Recursive. In addition to focusing on the story arc, fiction texts can be
analyzed as “recursive stories”. A recursive story is one that repeats itself continu-
ally. Typically, the same framework is used and repeated by the author. In other
words, the story continues to use similar language and structures that can be
predicted by the reader until the conclusion (Figure 2). Moreover, in recursive
text structures, the repetitive nature of the story is what keeps the plot moving
forward. Without the recursive story elements, the story would not progress.

One example of a recursive story, Is Your Mama a Llama? by Deborah
Guarino, consistently uses the same wording to follow a sequence of events.
Within this story, the author uses a recursive structure by repeating the phrase
“Is your mama a llama?” and continuing the story by having each friend answer
“No, she is not”. Each friend then provides a description of what their mother
is like. This familiar language is a cue to the reader that the story will progress
in the same format across each meeting with a new friend. Readers can quickly
identify this pattern through the repetitive phrases and can begin to predict that
the action will continue upon seeing the same wording.

Recursive stories are often found in emerging reader texts because they
lessen the cognitive load on young readers. This same ideology can be applied to
writing, especially when creating a more complex text. Children can use a simple
framework that repeats to help their readers understand a challenging story line.
By learning this strategy, children are afforded a method for communicating
more rigorous writing in a simplified, yet sophisticated, manner.

Circular. The third type of text structure in fiction is circular text struc-
tures. A circular story is one in which the story begins and ends in the same
place. While action does occur throughout the story, the action does not heavily
influence the characters or cause any additional events to occur. In other words,

this type of story begins, some action occurs and the story ends in a similar place

Cimax £
Rising Action "f//,,e

4,
o,
Exposition Resolution

NV

Repetitive Phrasing

Figure 2 Recursive fiction text structure diagram
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where it began (Figure 3). However, the action that occurs does not change or
influence the characters, rather, the action simply makes a more engaging and
interesting reading experience.

For example, Kittens First Full Moon by Kevin Henkes, follows the story of
a young kitten who sees the moon for the first time. Initially, the kitten believes
the moon is a bowl of milk, which results in her desire to somehow get the “milk”.
During the story, the kitten performs tricks and attempts to get the “milk” in the
sky. The story concludes with the kitten being given a bowl of milk that she can
reach. While the kitten performs some actions throughout the story, she is no
different from the beginning to end of the story and the action did not result in a
change to the path of the story. Thus, the story begins and ends in the same place.

Circular text structures can be engaging for students as they create their
own stories. Students can challenge their writing by adding humor, adventure,
and mystery through recursive story telling. Because circular stories provide little
change in the characters, they can be unique ways to emphasize description of
settings or quirky character traits. Children can learn to add small details into
their writing that set it apart from others, particularly when they have little

character development.

Rising Action

Exposition
Climax

Resolution

Falling
Action

Figure 3 Circular fiction text structure diagram
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Story Within a Story. Finally, we found that many fictional texts
included a story within a story. In this type of a text, an overarching story occurs,
but the reader must be attentive to a secondary story occurring within the text.
The overarching story drives the text from beginning to end, but the secondary
story adds depth, humor, and interest (Figure 4).

Often, retellings of popular legends, fables, fairy tales, or myths can be
structured with a story within a story text structure. For example, 7he Three Pigs
by David Wiesner, retells the traditional story of the three little pigs. Part way
through the story, the pigs jump into the book and move into fairytale land where
they explore different stories. Though the beginning of the text is traditional to
the tale that students would be familiar with, the secondary story of the pigs
helping characters in fairytale land provides depth and interest.

When students are reading a story within a story, they may become con-
fused by the additional tale. This type of text structure requires more cognitive
energy than a simple one-story structure. However, if children learn to look for
this type of structure and are aware of the patterns this type of structure can
adhere to, they are more likely to understand both stories.

Additionally, children can utilize the story within a story text structure
in their own writing. This type of structure can be found in historical texts, for
example. Often, a historical fiction narrative will include a broad story that relates
to a time-period or major event in history. However, these stories also emphasize
specific people or sub-events in history, which are presented as secondary stories.
As children learn about the two levels of story within the greater narrative, they

can retain more content and develop their own writing more effectively.

Discussion

From the present study, we noted four distinct text structures appropriate to
fiction texts. Overall, we found two overarching themes when examining text
structures in fiction: (1) our research promotes a more nuanced approach to
reading and writing in fiction, and (2) education should move beyond the story

Exposition Resolution

Figure 4 Story within a story fiction text structure diagram
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arc. In the following sections, we discuss the implications of these text structures
for education research and practice.

Over the years, nonfiction texts have become more nuanced by introduc-
ing specific structures that guide how expository writers organize their text.
Through teaching students about these text structures, teachers and researchers
have found that children are better able to organize information, retain infor-
mation, and utilize information they read (Allington et al., 2015). Yet, these
same principles have not been applied to fiction. Historically, fiction has only
been considered by features unique to the genre — characterization, plot, set-
ting, and conflict.

However, our research indicates that fiction texts are as nuanced as nonfic-
tion texts. The story arc provides a baseline for helping children understand how
fiction texts progress from the exposition to the resolution, but many stories are
far more complex than the single, chronological model of the story arc. Using the
story arc as our foundation, we modeled four new text structures with distinct
features to help students further understand the different ways in which fiction
can be organized.

Researchers and teachers will find these models useful as they instruct stu-
dents in reading and writing fiction texts. In reading, the new models provide more
dimension for students to consider how texts are organized, and show them that
not all texts are chronological. In writing, students have more choices for organiz-
ing their texts. Often, students resort to writing chronologically because they find
it an eflicient way to detail their story. However, with these models, we hope that
students will be inspired to add more depth and complexity to their writing.

While our fiction diagrams provide more nuance and complexity for stu-
dent writing, they can also aid in students’ reading comprehension. Historically,
children have been taught that narrative texts follow the story arc, which has
served teachers well as a model for learning how fiction texts progress their char-
acterization, plot, setting, and conflict resolution. However, as picturebooks and
fiction texts have become increasingly complex for children, the story arc does
not always support narrative texts. Our research is a first step at allowing research-
ers and teachers to move beyond the story arc to add more strategies for children
to enhance their reading comprehension.

Conclusion

Reading a well-crafted piece of fiction has the power to transport readers to
places, times, and situations they do not get to experience in their everyday
lives. Reading fiction can also help readers learn about topics, people, and places



104 EncacGING ALL READERS THROUGH EXPLORATIONS

with which they are unfamiliar. Finally, reading fiction can help readers navigate
their own emotions and perspectives, either solidifying their beliefs or opening
their mind to new ideas. The goal of understanding text structures is to provide
additional tools for students to comprehend what they are reading and create
more sophisticated writing (Hodges & Matthews, 2017). In nonfiction texts,
text structures allow the reader to organize information and follow the argument
of the author (Lapp, Grant, Moss, & Johnson, 2013; Moss, 2004). Fiction texts
are not typically as information-dense as nonfiction texts; however, learning to
decipher text structures can still provide students with a basis for following the
story arc and understanding the narrative.

The present study has implications for researchers and teachers to pro-
mote reading comprehension and writing instruction further. For researchers,
much of the literature on text structures has emphasized nonfiction texts over
narrative texts, while relying solely on the story arc for modeling fiction stories
(Soalt, 2005). The present study is a first step at continuing to move forward
in developing strategies for reading and writing fiction. For teachers, the fic-
tion text structures we identified and model provide instructional tools to help
students consider narrative texts in new ways. These tools will help children add
more depth to their writing and more structure to their reading comprehension.
Future research should continue to analyze how these text structures can be used

in classroom instruction.
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“ES LO QUE HACEMOS'/IT’S
WHAT WE DO:
TRANSLANGUAGING TO
MAKE MEANING DURING
READ-ALOUDS

Erin Greeter
Keene State College

Abstract

This chapter explores the translanguaging practices of a second-grade teacher in an
English-Spanish dual-language classroom. Video and audio recordings, field notes,
and semi-structured interviews were collected over the course of eight weeks to examine
how a teacher used translanguaging to support emergent bilingual students’ meaning-
making during read-alouds of picture books in English and Spanish. This study is
grounded in the theory of translanguaging ro describe how the teacher moved freely
and strategically across languages to enhance students’ abilities as language users and
comprehenders of texts. Findings revealed the teachers dynamic language use aimed
at 1) promoting students identities as bilingual meaning-makers; 2) raising students’
metalinguistic knowledge of word meanings in English and Spanish; and 3) foster-
ing students collaborative constructions of story problems. By using translanguaging,
teachers can create learning environments in which mixing languages, raising ques-
tions, and taking risks are characteristics of developing bilingualism and biliteracy.

With his students gathered around him on the floor, a second-grade teacher,
Mr. Martinez, began to read a picture book aloud. The children, 60% of whom
were native Spanish speakers and 40% of whom were native English speakers,
regularly participated in literature-based instruction in English and Spanish.
All of the students in this two-way dual-language classroom were learning each

other’s native language.
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Mr. Martinez held up both the English and Spanish editions of the picture
book, Tomds and the Library Lady (Mora, 2000), explaining that the books were
available to readers in separate languages, but that he would use two to read:

Teacher: Uno es en espaiiol and the other in is English . . .
I'm going to be mixing a lot of English and
Spanish.

Maria: Like Little Roja Riding Hood.

Teacher: Exactamente. Because we are bilingual. Es lo que
hacemos.

Mr. Martinez’s explicit demonstration and invitation to use two languages com-
municated to the students that mixing English and Spanish was an acceptable
practice for expressing understandings. Immediately, Maria, a native speaker of
English, linked his point with a picture book they had already read, recalling that
Little Roja Riding Hood (Elya, 2014) also used English and Spanish within the
same story. Mr. Martinez validated Maria’s connection between translanguag-
ing and a bilingual picture book (“Exactamente”) and called attention to their
broader linguistic repertoires (“We are bilingual”), indicating a shared trait of the
group, including both the teacher and the students. He expressed that drawing
on more than one language when making meaning is something we do—“Es lo
que hacemos” (Auer, 1984; Pennycook, 2010).

Mr. Martinez teaches a growing population of children in U.S. public
schools who are enrolled in two-way dual-language programs with the goals of
becoming bilingual and biliterate in English and Spanish. Often, teachers have
been directed by traditional program models of bilingual education to instruct
English and Spanish literacy separately (Jacobson & Faltis, 1990; Lindholm-
Leary, 2001). These models present a perspective of bilingualism as comprised
of two independent language systems—or “monolingualism times two” (Garcfa,
2009, p. 71). By contrast, recent scholarship on translanguaging (Alvarez, 2014;
Garcfa & Kleyn, 2016; Pacheco & Miller, 2015; Sayer, 2013) has illustrated
that when teachers step away from policies on language separation and pro-
vide opportunities for bilingual children to draw upon their evolving linguistic
knowledge and discursive practices to participate and negotiate literacy events,
there is potential for deeper exploration and extension of meaning-making.
This research has given credence to a shift in pedagogy from traditional forms
of bilingual instruction to translanguaging approaches that promote learning
through the multiplicity of languages. As Palmer and Martinez (2016) noted,
“Classrooms, like other spaces inhabited by diverse and bilingual children, need
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to be places that allow—even encourage—code-switching, translating, and other
dynamic bilingual practices to thrive” (p. 382).

Rather than view bilingualism as double monolingualism, researchers
argue viewing it as one expansive, dynamic repertoire (Garcfa, 2009; Martinez,
2018; Pennycook, 2010) and design instruction to help children apply skills,
strategies, and knowledge embedded in their everyday language practices to aca-
demic tasks. In particular, Mr. Martinez’s fluid movement between English and
Spanish, as shown in his picture book introduction, reflects a strategic use of
translanguaging that encouraged his students to use their “full linguistic tool-
kits in order to process information, make meaning, and convey it to others”
(Orellana & Garcia, 2014, p. 386). Deliberately inviting students to employ
translanguaging and modeling its use for engaging with texts holds great promise
for biliteracy learning.

As more research is conducted studying translanguaging approaches to lit-
eracy instruction in two-way dual-language classrooms and calls are made to bet-
ter engage the range of linguistic resources that bilingual children bring into the
classroom (Castro, Pdez, Dickinson, & Frede, 2011; Gort, 2015; Reyes, 2012),
questions still remain about how teachers can support these efforts. That is, there
is a need for empirical studies that examine closely how bilingual teachers use
translanguaging to support children’s biliteracy development, not their separate
literacy development in English or Spanish (Garcia & Godina, 2017). To address
this gap, I investigated the ways in which a teacher used translanguaging to
initiate, buoy, and sustain the meaning-making of linguistically diverse students
during read-alouds and discussions of bilingual picture books in a second-grade
dual-language classroom. The following question guided this investigation:

How does the teacher use translanguaging to support emergent bilingual
students’ meaning-making during read-alouds?

Theoretical Framework

Garcia (2009) positions translanguaging as an extension of a Welsh educator’s,
Cen Williams (cited in Baker, 2001), pedagogical practice of switching languages
in the classrooms. Garcia (2009) proposed the term to include all kinds of bilin-
gual language use, defining it as the “multiple discursive practices in which bilin-
guals engage in to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (p. 45). For Garcfa and
Kleifgen (2010), translanguaging is a normative practice and expression of bilin-
gualism that includes codeswitching and translation, but also comprises other
forms of hybrid practices such as listening to discourse in one language and
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speaking in another, and reading in one language and rendering knowledge in
writing in another language. This concept of translanguaging implies 2// bilingual
students have rich repertoires of language practices based on their participation
in family and community life (Gutiérrez & Rogoff 2003; Orellana & Reynolds,
2008) that can potentially serve as meaning-making resources in the classroom.

In efforts to improve the instruction of bilingual learners, researchers have
adopted a translanguaging orientation to explore how teachers and students use
languages flexibly to build understandings and cultivate classrooms environments
that support them (Bauer, Presiado, & Colomer, 2016; Garcia & Sylvan, 2011;
Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Zapata & Laman, 2016). In Garcias (2009) fram-
ing of translanguaging pedagogy, she encouraged teachers to purposefully make
learning in the classroom inclusive of children’s language practices. Specifically,
she and her colleagues urged teachers to foreground three key dimensions of
translanguaging: “stance,” “design,” and “shifts” (Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer,
2016, p. 25). A translanguaging pedagogy (Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2016)
is fueled by teacher’s belief in children’s linguistic repertoires not as deficits but
rather as valuable resources that constantly evolve. It is through this adopted
stance, that is the “philosophical, ideological, or belief system,” that teachers
develop their instruction (p. 27). An important role of teachers’ stance, according
to Garcfa, Johnson, and Seltzer (2016) is to oppose language separation, adopt-
ing instead a belief in the collaboration of students’ varying language practices.
Teachers then enact this stance toward bilingualism as an asset by planning their
actions for translanguaging in the classroom—what the authors term the design
(Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer, 2016). Teachers design instruction that offers stu-
dents opportunities to learn from and build on one another’s expertise as lan-
guage users, cross linguistic borders between English and Spanish, and to engage
with bilingual texts. Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer (2016) also highlight the key
element of translanguaging shiffs in instruction when teachers make unplanned
decisions and respond to the “content and language needs and interests” of stu-
dents (p. 77). Teachers seize unanticipated moments of learning intentionally
so as to help students clarify and negotiate understandings. By integrating these
three dimensions of translanguaging pedagogy, teachers can effectively scaffold
and mediate students’ development as bilingual speakers, readers, and writers
(Garcfa, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2016).

Literature Review

Two-way dual-language programs have become increasingly popular as families
wish for their children to develop bilingualism, biliteracy, and cross-cultural
understandings with hope they will be better prepared in our expanding global
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economy (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). In fact, the popularity of a
dual-language model has grown dramatically over the past two decades in U.S.
public schools, growing from approximately 260 programs in 1997 (Potowski,
2004) to over 2,000 programs in 2011 (Center for Applied Linguistics, 2011).
To achieve these goals of bilingualism and biliteracy, dual-language programs
integrate native speakers of English and Spanish in the classroom. Such pro-
grams commonly use both languages for content instruction, however the per-
centages of time with instruction in English or Spanish can vary depending
upon on the program implementers (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). For instance,
the medium of instruction can be mostly in Spanish, as in a 90/10 model (i.e.,
90% Spanish, 10% English), or distributed equally across the curriculum, as in
a 50/50 model when teachers use both languages (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010).
There is much research that claims two-way dual-language programs have
substantial impact on native English and Spanish speaking students” learning.
Dual-language programs have been linked to higher standardized tests scores
(Oller & Eilers, 2002; Thomas & Collier, 2002), improved reading and writ-
ing skills in both languages (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian,
2006), and more appreciative attitudes toward other languages and cultures
(Lindholm-Leary, 2001).

The potential of translanguaging as a tool for literacy teaching and learn-
ing in classrooms with students representing a range of proficiencies in Spanish
and English has garnered the attention of researchers interested in investigating
dual-language programs (Bauer & Gort, 2012). Drawing on translanguaging
theory (Garcia, 2009), researchers continue to document how bilingual students
draw on their knowledge from two languages to develop their writing and audi-
ence (Canagarajah, 2011; Gort, 2012); acquire academic language (Sayer, 2013;
Pacheco, Daniel, & Pray, 2017); and negotiate meanings with others (Bauer,
Presiado, & Colomer, 2016; Gort, 2008). Researchers have also pointed to stu-
dents’ practices of codeswitching, translation, recasting, and language brokering
that have supported reading comprehension and oral language skills in discur-
sive spaces where translanguaging is valued (Garcia & Godina, 2017; Martinez-
Rolddn & Sayer, 20006). These studies provide a strong base of evidence for the
benefits of translanguaging on expression of thinking and expansion of language
and literacy practices for bilingual students as do others (Gort & Sembiante,
2015; Orellana, 2016). By focusing on the interplay between languages and
on the dialogic processes of learning with others, researchers have substantiated
bilingualism as an academic resource rather than interference in learning.

Researchers have also looked at the ways in which bilingual teachers’
translanguaging pedagogies support children’s literary meaning making. There is
evidence that elementary bilingual students respond more positively and fully to
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the literature they read, while also experimenting with languages and academic
genres, when teachers encourage language-crossing (Frinquiz & de la Luz Reyes,
1998; Medina, 2010). For example, Palmer, Martinez, Mateus, and Henderson
(2014) studied two bilingual teachers in two-way dual-language classrooms as
they stretched students’ thinking and talk in their instruction. By exploring the
talk chat surrounded their interactions, the researchers proposed three discur-
sive moves that the teachers made to support students’ understandings: The
teachers (a) modeled dynamic bilingual language practices, (b) positioned stu-
dents as bilinguals, and (c) celebrated language crossing. The researchers argued
that teachers bring metalinguistic knowledge to interactions, and are attuned
to bilingual learners’ responses that makes literature discussion more engaging
for all participants.

Other researchers have pointed toward the teacher’s role in supporting
the reading experience by valuing and modeling ways that students can draw
on their linguistic repertoires to learn together. Worthy, Durdn, Hikida, Pruitt,
and Peterson (2013) examined the ways in which a fifth-grade teacher and her
bilingual students leveraged an array of language practices to co-construct mean-
ing during discussions of a novel read aloud in English. Looking at the strategies
that inspired dialogue, Worthy and her colleagues emphasized the discursive
work on the part of the teacher to model and call attention to the translanguag-
ing practices students used to extend one another’s interpretations and lift the
critical issues. Arguing that deciding when and how to apply translanguaging
to literacy learning entails opportunity and practice, the authors confirmed the
necessity of the teacher’s explicit invitation and support for students to use their
own linguistic resources during literature discussions.

Together, these scholars, along with others (Jiménez, David, Pacheco,
Risko, Pray, Fagan & Gonzales, 2015), build a case for instructional methods
that invite bilingual students to learn from the ways in which they and others
use languages in support of their meaning construction with texts. Although the
scholarship on translanguaging holds promise for practice and models of research
within dual-language contexts, the teacher’s purposeful uses of translanguaging
for engaging thinking about and discussion of texts within dual-language class-
rooms has been understudied. This study drew from research in translanguaging
pedagogies as applied through translanguaging theory (Garcia, 2009) to contrib-
ute to the knowledge base of how teachers can support dual-language learners’
meaning-making through read-alouds. I also looked to the three dimensions that
Garcia, Johnston, and Seltzer (2016) propose as necessary to enact a translan-

guaging pedagogy.
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Method
Setting

This study took place in a second grade classroom within a two-way dual-language
program at a public elementary school in an urban school district of Texas. All
students at Meadowdale Elementary participated in the dual-language program.
Of approximately 350 students enrolled, 60% were Latino, native Spanish-
speaking and 40% were white, native English-speaking, and 50% received free
or reduced lunch. At the time of data collection, Meadowdale Elementary was in
transition from a five-year implementation of “50/50 Content Model” of two-
way dual-language education (Gémez & Gdémez, 1999) toward the adoption
of a “holistic biliteracy” framework (Escamilla, Hopewell, Butvilofsky, Sparrow,
Soltero-Gonzélez, Ruiz-Figueroa & Escamilla, 2013). The school first adopted a
dual-language model developed by researchers Richard Gémez and Leo Gédmez in
2010 that positioned bilingual education as an enrichment for children’s learning
(Palmer, Zuniga, & Henderson, 2015). This model called for a “50-50 balance
of native English speakers and native Spanish speakers” in classrooms and a strict
language policy through which teachers used English and Spanish separately in
different curricular areas (Gémez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005, p. 145). Within
this model, students learned to read and write first in their native language (in
kindergarten and first grade), while “adding” the other language in second grade.

In contrast, the framework introduced in the fall of 2015, described as
“holistic biliteracy” by its developers (Escamilla et. al, 2013), emphasized the
simultaneous learning of two languages. Rather than employing sequential
instruction in English and Spanish, this approach encouraged “paired literacy
instruction, in which students learn to read and write in both languages at the
same time” (p. 6). This framework also differed from the previous model in
that teachers were free to use translanguaging—to move between and mix lan-
guages—in instruction. The time allocated for English and Spanish biliteracy
instruction varied by grade level at Meadowdale Elementary. In the second
grade classroom from which I gathered data, the 90-minute instructional block
included read aloud, guided reading, independent reading, word work, and writ-
ing. The language of texts in which students read and wrote in the block alter-
nated on a weekly basis (i.e., one week in English, one week in Spanish) so as to
integrate and accelerate literacy development in both languages (Escamilla et. al,
2013). This curricular transition in the dual-language program was important to
understanding the teacher’s language use and instructional practices as he worked
with the goals of a flexible model of biliteracy his school now followed.
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Participants
Mr. Martinez, was Latino, in his fourth year of teaching and earned certifica-
tion in bilingual education at a large local university. He described himself as of
Mexican heritage, and as a balanced bilingual who developed bilingualism and
biliteracy simultaneously, speaking both Spanish and English with his family as
he grew up. Mr. Martinez repeatedly expressed in interviews his instructional
goal that a// of his students become competent bilinguals. He expressed his
commitment to his students as helping them to become “lifelong learners who
are excited about learning languages” (Interview, October 2015). In addition,
he believed his students’ languages were valuable resources—necessary to their
learning and to the learning of others. As a result, Mr. Martinez aimed to bring
languages to the fore consistently in his biliteracy instruction.

All of Mr. Martinez’s students were emergent bilinguals (Garcia, 2009),
i.e., learners who were at the early stages of bilingual and biliteracy development
in English and Spanish. Of his 20 students, 12 were Latino, native speakers of
Spanish and 8 were white, native speakers of English. The Latino students had
families from the U.S. and Mexico. All students spread across the continuum
of bilingualism and biliteracy (Hornberger & Link, 2012) with varying profi-
ciencies in English and Spanish, and participated in the school’s dual-language
program since kindergarten.

Data Collection

A case study design was employed to investigate a teacher’s translanguaging prac-
tices during read-alouds in a second grade dual-language classroom. This design
guided the study’s purpose to address “how” questions and make possible thick
descriptions of meaning-making in the real life classroom environments in which
they actually occurred (Yin, 2014). The creation of a case defines and bounds a
phenomenon as “a single entity, a single unit” in which researchers are able to
“fence in” what they are going to study (Merriam, 2009, p. 40). In this research,
the case was defined as the dual-language teacher, and the phenomenon was his
use of translanguaging. This case was bounded by several systems: by time (weeks
of data collection), by place (elementary school and classroom), and by activity
(read-alouds).

Read-alouds are an interactive whole-group engagement that encourage
students to dialogue and build meaning together as the teacher reads a text orally
(Dugan, 1997; Fisher, Flood, Lapp, & Frey, 2004). Typically, the teacher first
introduces the text to make the story, characters, and style of language that will
be heard more accessible to students (Clay, 1991). Throughout the reading, the
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teacher facilitates ongoing discussion by pausing to share the illustrations at page
turns and ask questions that “help students notice aspects of the story that they
might otherwise overlook, develop an informed perspective on a character, or
consider each other’s ideas” (Barrentine, 1996, p. 39).

For approximately eight weeks in the fall of 2015, I engaged in partici-
pant observation Mr. Martinez’s classroom to collect the following data. I took
field notes (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995) and video recordings three to four
times a week to document the teacher’s use of English and Spanish while reading
aloud bilingual picture books with his students. In all, I recorded eight picture
books read aloud, with each title shared over three-four sessions. Each of these
sessions lasted approximately 30 minutes and comprised approximately 14 hours
of video recording in total. I also conducted semi-structured interviews with the
teacher at the start of the study, at mid-term, and at the end of the study. The
purpose of the first interview was to gather details on his perceptions of bilingual
education, the dual language program, his teaching style, and his beliefs and
practices about language practices during literacy instruction. The second and
third interviews included a retrospective component (Martinez, 2010) so as to
elicit Mr. Martinez’s interpretations and impressions of the students’ meaning-
making and his own supportive translanguaging moves. I asked him to comment
on video clips of the read-alouds and explain what he understood and how he
made sense of what he noticed in the data.

Data Analysis

A constant comparative analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) of field notes and
transcriptions of the video recordings and interviews facilitated the inventory
and coding of the data with an eye towards teachers’ translanguaging moves to
support students’ meaning-making during read-alouds in English and Spanish.
First, I read all data separately and wrote words, phrases, and descriptions in
the margins to identify a list of open codes (Strauss & Corbin 1990). Second,
I compared the open codes across the data sources to help further define and
group them as preliminary categories or axial codes (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).
Third, I conducted a line-by-line analysis of the data in axial coding and drew
on the patterns that emerged to generate themes. As data were analyzed, I also
engaged in member checking to be sure that I interpreted the teacher’s thoughts
and actions accurately. Reviewing the video and interview transcripts with the
teacher gave him opportunities to elaborate on and clarify his points of view.
Through this qualitative analysis, 1 present three themes of translanguag-
ing practices I identified to support meaning-making during read-alouds in a
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dual-language classroom: 1) Translanguaging to promote identities as bilinguals
meaning-makers; 2) Translanguaging to build metalinguistic knowledge; and
3) Translanguaging to foster co-constructions of story problems.

Limitations

This study had limitations related to design and data collection. First, the amount
of time spent in the classroom with a small number of participants restricted the
amount of data collected. A longitudinal study could have afforded more oppor-
tunities to observe and discuss the teacher’s translanguaging moves over time,
which might have made his nuanced patterns of support even more clear. Second,
the instructional activity chosen for observation (i.e., read-aloud and discussion
in a whole group setting) only provided a slice of the translanguaging practices
used by the teacher and students. Future studies might investigate translanguag-
ing across contexts, from whole group to small group reading activities, to see
similar and different practices. Although the analysis of data from this study did
not focus on the individual contributions of students over time, researchers may
also look into how emergent bilingual learners” unique responses might affect the
meanings they construct together. Third, the choice of bilingual picture books
read by the teacher were not the only ones available, and therefore this research
presented data that were bounded by the selected narratives. Collecting story
discussion with other bilingual texts (e.g., novels, poetry, informational) may add
complexity and more in-depth understandings of the linguistic and pedagogic
skills of dual-language teachers. Finally, the methodology of this study purpose-
fully did not permit me to plan alongside the teacher. Future studies may benefit
from design-based methodologies to investigate what dual-language teachers say
they learn from their day-to-day process of building translanguaging into their
instruction and reflecting on their practice.

Findings
Mr. Martinez used translanguaging in several ways to support students’ meaning-
making during read-alouds and story discussion. In what follows, I describe the
teacher’s approach to selecting picture books and reading stories aloud. These fea-
tures give insight into his stance toward translanguaging and instruction aimed at
engaging uses of translanguaging. Further, I present three themes that illustrate
his roles in supporting students’ meaning-making in English and Spanish. First,
the teacher called attention to the use of both languages to promote students’
identities as bilingual meaning-makers. Second, the teacher worked to elevate
all students’ awareness of the similarities between English and Spanish, inviting
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them to articulate their strategic use of linguistic knowledge to uncover the
meaning of words. Third, the teacher encouraged the children think and build
their understandings of story problems together. Each of these ways is described
and documented with a representative example in the sections that follow.

Choosing and Reading Picture Books

Mr. Martinez’s central goal was that all of his students become competent bilin-
guals. This informed his choice of books for read-alouds. He selected picture
books written by notable bilingual authors and illustrators who used translan-
guaging and would tie closely to developing his students’ competencies in two
languages (see Appendix A for complete list). He expressed his valuing of picture
books with young protagonists—bilingual children such as they—explaining he
hoped the characters” identities might serve as points of connections for his stu-
dents and “emphasize that there are many people in the world who are bilingual.”
(Interview, October 2015).

Mr. Martinez also understood the importance of providing emergent bilin-
gual learners with the experience of picture books read aloud in two languages.
Each of the titles Mr. Martinez chose for read-alouds arrayed English and Spanish
differently. For example, English and Spanish translations in Anzaldua’s (1993)
Friends From the Other Side are juxtaposed. As another example, Separate is Never
Equal (Tonatiuh, 2014), moves between English and Spanish in the telling of the
story for literary effect. Tomuds and the Library Lady (Mora, 2000) has separate
English and Spanish editions rather than representing both languages in the same
book. Drawing on his translanguaging stance to reflect his teaching practices,
Mr. Martinez subscribed to flexible language use and codeswitched intersenten-
tially (e.g., switching languages between sentences) and/or intrasententially (e.g.,
switching languages within sentences) on the pages as he read aloud (see example
in Table 1). By translanguaging, Mr. Martinez wished to emphasize the relation-
ship between both languages for reading, discussing, and understanding stories.

Translanguaging to Promote Identities as Bilinguals
Meaning-Makers

Mr. Martinez introduced each picture book with explicit language about trans-
languaging as a way to underscore his students’ identities as bilingual meaning-
makers. He advocated both that bilingual speakers be free to use two languages
as they talked about books, and he demonstrated that same freedom in his own
language choices. For example, Mr. Martinez introduced Friends From the Other
Side (Anzaldda, 1993), explaining he would read in Spanish and translate some
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parts in English—reminding the students that developing understandings and

use of two languages happens over time and with experiences:

Voy a leer en espaiiol y traducir algunas partes en inglés. If you
do not understand in Spanish, ask questions. Be patient. Ask for us to
explain. Somos bilingiies.

This reminder to learners revealed that Mr. Martinez positioned his students as
dynamic bilinguals—as learners who can draw from each other as they develop
competencies in two languages (Palmer et al., 2014). He encouraged his students
to “ask questions,” “be patient,” and “ask for [others] to explain,” when they
did not understand. Importantly, and in addition, he did not provide concur-
rent translations on purpose, positioning his students as capable sense-makers in
Spanish and English. Mr. Martinez justified this type of teacher support as his
intention to “model” for his students that it is both normal and valuable that
they draw upon their available linguistic resources to make meaning from texts.
He recognized his translanguaging as intentional, explaining that he chose to
codeswitch to help his students develop a positive bilingual identity: “I want
them to be proud of being bilingual” (Interview, October 2015). Through trans-
languaging in the book introductions, he also hoped to communicate that “we
can understand each other even if we are responding to one another in different
languages” (Interview, October 2015).

Translanguaging to Build Metalinguistic Knowledge
Toward helping students grow and bridge their vocabulary in English and
Spanish, Mr. Martinez used translanguaging during each read aloud to facilitate
metalinguistic discussions. In the excerpt below, the students responded to an
event in Separate is Never Equal (2014) in which Sylvia Mendez, a young Latina,
and her brothers are refused admission to a segregated school in 1944 California
prior to the Brown vs. Board of Education decision. Peter, a native speaker of
English, interrupted the reading and asked for clarification on the word “pro-
testa” (“protest”). Mr. Martinez encouraged the students to answer the ques-
tion together, providing them space to explore their interpretation of the word’s
meaning in Spanish and English.

Peter: What does protesta mean?
(What does protest mean?)
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Teacher: Muchas veces las protestas ((raises clenched fist and
stomps feet)) estdn en la capital.
(Many times the protests are in the capital.)

Alejandro: In the capital.

Teacher: Let’s use our claves. ((writes protesta on board)).

(Lets use our clues.)

Look at the word. Who can help us figure out the
meaning of that word?

Rachel: Protest.

Teacher: Yeah. How do you know? ;Qué claves usas?
(What clues are you using?)

Rachel: Cover up the @’ and it looks like protest.

Teacher: Exactamente. Si la cubro ((covers up “a” with his
hand)), es protest. Cognado. You can always usan
tus claves.

(Exactly. If I cover it, it is protest. Cognate. You can

always use your clues.)

Using Spanish and English, Mr. Martinez maximized the potential of Peter’s
question by involving the group to negotiate an important concept in the story.
Mr. Martinez first contextualized the word in Spanish toward helping his students
make a connection to the protests in their own state’s capital (“Muchas veces las
protestas estdn en la capital”). He raised his clenched fist in the air and marched
in place as he voiced his remonstrance in Spanish. Following his invitation into
the meaning-making, Alejandro, a native speaker of Spanish, translated a por-
tion of Mr. Martinez’s sentence from Spanish (“estdn en la capital”) to English
(“in the capital”), providing language mediation for his peers (Olmedo, 2003).
Alejandro’s paraphrased translation offered his peers another way to understand.
As he continued, Mr. Martinez pointed to “protesta” on the easel nearest the
group, prompting the children to use clues in the word to come to their own con-
clusions about meanings (“Let’s use our claves. Look at the word”). He invited
other students to add their ideas to the word’s meaning (“Who can help us figure
out the meaning of that word?”).

This approach to vocabulary and language learning encouraged his
students to articulate their strategic use of word and linguistic knowledge
(Bricefno, 2015; Seltzer & Collins, 2016) and communicated that Mr. Martinez
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valued sharing strategies rather than authoritative sources of information.
Mr. Martinez affirmed Rachel’s discovery that “protest” and “protesta” shared
etymological roots (“Yeah”), and asked her to explain the strategies she used
to understand the word: “How do you know? ;Qué claves usas?” He validated
Rachel’s recognition of cognates (“Exactamente”), demonstrated the strategy
she used by covering up the letter @’ in the word (“Si la cubro es protest”), and
named her strategy (“Cognado”). He made visible the notion that bilinguals
draw from their understandings of the relationships between words in English
and Spanish (i.e., identifying cognates) to negotiate the meaning of words. By
examining Rachel’s contribution positively and publicly, Mr. Martinez encour-
aged others to try this strategy for themselves during read-alouds (“You can
always usan tus claves”).

Metalinguistic explorations seemed to make both the connections between
languages and the strategies for discerning word meaning more visible for stu-
dents, supporting their development of cross-language skills (Gort, 2008; Reyes,
2004; Worthy et al., 2013). Mr. Martinez confirmed this pattern in his trans-
languaging as intentional moves to engage his students in analysis of their own
language use toward enhancing their abilities to transfer knowledge and skills
across English and Spanish. He stated he hoped the more he named and valued
the linguistic strategies students used, the more other children might use them:

1 always try to ask them, How do you know? Explain? What are you
thinking? If they can explain it, then they are better able to use that
strategy and use Spanish and English in different situations. When they
can explain their thinking, others then listen and learn how to do the
same thing to be more successful. (Interview, November 2015)

Translanguaging to Foster Co-Constructions of

Story Problems

In support of students’ comprehension of the story problems, Mr. Martinez
used translanguaging to mediate collaborative discussions during read-alouds.
He subscribed to cooperative work using English and Spanish as he monitored
his students’ understandings with questions such as, “Who can tell us about
los eventos importantes?” “What is el scenario?” Discussion of such questions
involved multiple voices and allowed Mr. Martinez to identify the students who
may have become confused by complex structures or by the languages in which
he read. In the following example, Mr. Martinez invited students to share their
interpretations in Spanish and English, asking them to clarify the problem in
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Separate is Never Equal (Tonatiuh, 2014) as the point at which Sylvia Mendez

and her brothers were refused enrollment at a white public school.

Teacher:

Sarah:

Sofia:

Madison:

Sofia:

Madison:

Sofia:

Madison:

Teacher:

Madison:

What is el problema so far in the story?
(What is the problem so far in the story?)

Sylvia’s aunt walked in and she was going to enroll
all the children. And the lady said, ‘T'm only

enrolling two of them because of their skin color.

She did not give a good reason. She said they had

to go the Mexican school.

Porque le dice dos papeles para los (sic) . . . los
(sic) nifias que estdn

(Because she tells her two papers for the . . . the . . .
girls who are . . .)

¢Blancas?

(White?)

Niras que estdn de Aunt
(The girls who are)

You can say it in English.

Ninas que hablan inglés. Porque tienen lighter
skin.
(Girls who speak English. Because they have lighter
skin.)

Yeah ((nods head)). Solamente le dio dos formas.
(She only gave her two forms.)

And the other children nada.

(And the other children nothing.)

Collaborative dialogues such as this afforded Mr. Martinez’s students opportuni-

ties to listen to one another and think aloud about the stories’ problems in Spanish

and English. The intrasentential codeswitching in Mr. Martinez’s probing ques-

tion (“What is the problem so far in the story?”) seemed an attempt to encourage

students to display their understandings of the dilemma in the way they chose,

including using both of their languages. As students identified the story prob-

lem, they also seemed to respond to their teacher’s demonstration that language

borders can be crossed, specifically, responding in English to a Spanish comment
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(and vice versa) and mixing both languages in a single sentence. Mr. Martinez
honored his students’ powerful attempts at negotiating the characters’ dilemma
through English and Spanish, and tried to strengthen those efforts by encourag-
ing children to think together. For instance, Sofia, a native speaker of Spanish,
seemed to recognize Madison’s pauses as an indication of needing language sup-
port. Sofia provided support by offering Madison, a native speaker of English,
the word in Spanish, “blancas,” to complete her sentence. Rather than interject-
ing, Mr. Martinez allowed Sofia to take the role of language modeler—one who
helps others develop skills. Further, he took the opportunity to model the ways
in which discussants helped one another—or provide language mediation in the
form or words or information—toward building bilingual skills and compre-
hension (Angelova, Gunawardena & Volk, 2006; Olmedo, 2003). Mr. Martinez
affirmed Madison’s comments (“Yeah”; nods head), recasting her words about the
story problem with correct grammar (“Solamente le dio dos formas”).

As this example illustrates, Mr. Martinez scaffolded and inspired discus-
sion about the story problems while also encouraging students to use their lin-
guistic resources for illuminating interpretations for themselves and for others
(Gort & Sembiante, 2015). In an interview, Mr. Martinez expressed his intention
of translanguaging to enhance collaborative conversations around the texts: “I
see them [students] taking more risks and speaking in English and Spanish as I
read aloud in both languages, which makes me believe even more in getting out
of their way sometimes and letting them work together” (Interview, November
2015). To Mr. Martinez, taking up translanguaging meant being a careful listener
and active responder to his students’ contributions. He was committed to allow-
ing his students to wrestle with their own ideas and interpretations, intending
to remain vigilant so that his own voice did not dominate the shared thinking.

Discussion

Palmer and Martinez (2016), ask, “What does it mean for our classrooms, then, if
we understand hybridity as a normal expression of bilingualism, that is, as a legiti-
mate and acceptable way of doing being bilingual?” (p. 383). Researchers continue
to explore this question, wondering how teachers oriented to students’ repertoires
of resources might leverage translanguaging for teaching. This study contributes
to this body of research by exploring a teacher’s translanguaging practices during
read-alouds of bilingual literature within a dual-language classroom. Analysis of
his instruction revealed Mr. Martinez’s translanguaging stance (his positive dis-
positions toward bilingualism), design (his selection of literature and creation of a
translanguaging learning environment), and shifts (his responsiveness to students’
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linguistic repertoires) were integral in supporting his students’ meaning-making,.

Mr. Martinez’s support, attuned to talents and potential of each of his students,
created a read-aloud space where translanguaging was accepted and anticipated.
His selection of picture books, with deliberate displays of English and Spanish,
as well as his translanguaging style of reading aloud provided students access
and authority to construct meaning bilingually (Garcfa, Johnson, & Seltzer,
2016). Of importance is that Mr. Martinez validated his students’ contribu-
tions during read-alouds in whatever languages students chose so as to facilitate
their learning. Rather than enforce linguistic boundaries—or police students
language use (Zentella, 1997)—Mr. Martinez tried to facilitate an “owning” of
the many ways of talking and knowing (p. 284). He never requested his students
to speak only in English or Spanish, providing them freedom to decide when
and how to use their linguistic repertoires for discussing stories. This support
of students’ decision-making demonstrated Mr. Martinez’s valuing of children’s
bilingual voices and initiatives to question, problem solve, and express themselves
in developing languages (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015).

Mr. Martinez’s appreciative stance toward translanguaging coupled with
the opportunities he offered students for using their developing bilingual reper-
toires provided the grounds for powerful meaning-making. As Garcia and Kleyn
(2016) suggest, Mr. Martinez’s explicit talk about translanguaging during the
picture book introductions communicated to the students the equal value of
both English and Spanish, emphasizing his stance that bilingualism “is a resource
at all times to learn, think imagine, and develop commanding performances in
two languages” (p. 21). Simultaneously scaffolding their responses and model-
ing through uses of translanguaging, Mr. Martinez guided students to draw on
a more flexible repertoire when they participated in story discussions, regard-
less of the text’s written language (Jiménez et al., 2015; Martin-Beltrdn, 2010).
In addition, his recurring statements about being bilingual, mixing languages,
and translation invited his students to invest in their bilingual identities. These
discursive moves demonstrated for students the multiple and related language
practices learners rely on to make sense of texts. By emphasizing translanguaging
as the status quo, Mr. Martinez seemed to raise his students’ awareness of how
they become better readers in two languages through using their full linguistic
repertoire with others (Garcfa, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2016; DeNicolo, 2010).

Evidence from this study suggest that there are compelling reasons for
teachers of bilingual students to take an active role in read-alouds and discus-
sions. Mr. Martinez acted as a participant, rather than a spectator, who was mutu-
ally involved in making meaning alongside his students. Across the read-alouds,
Mr. Martinez engaged with his students in translanguaging to “co-construct
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meaning, to include others, and to mediate understandings” (Garcia, 2009,
p- 304). His practices of translanguaging opened the dialogue for his students to
build theories and offer their own explanations of word meanings and promoted
their collaboration around story problems that comprehension of texts in two
languages demands (Goodwin & Jiménez, 2016). Mr. Martinez not only helped
to stretch students’ thinking through translanguaging, but encouraged students
to support one another’s inquiries and understandings of linguistic intercon-
nectedness by asking them to share their ideas and strategies (Martinez-Rolddn,
2005). These moment-by-moment decisions of when and how to intervene and
step back—or shifts—in Mr. Martinez’s teaching seemed to help students to rec-
ognize their own potential and to take the driver’s seat of their meaning-making
(Garcfa, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2016).

Conclusion

Now more than ever, understanding the affordances of translanguaging pedago-

gies for bilingual children is important. Teachers in today’s era of high-stakes test-
ing and Common Core Standards face pressures to ready students quickly toward
English fluency, often at the expense of maintaining and growing their bilingual-
ism (Escamilla & Hopewell, 2011). Teachers also find the work of supporting
children as bilingual meaning-makers of texts challenging, as they work within
models of language separation, traditionally implemented in dual-language pro-
grams (Henderson & Palmer, 2015; Weise, 2004). Bilingual students in dual-
language programs too often are limited to separate literacy practices in Spanish
and English (Gort & Pontier, 2013; Pérez, 2004) that delimit possibilities for
using strategies in both languages while participating in literature discussions.
Despite these structural constraints, it is possible for teachers to design instruc-
tion that responds to the variation in students’ linguistic repertoires while also
building on what students know and can do across languages. As the research
presented here has shown, Mr. Martinezs instruction positioned his students to
embrace bilingualism as a resource for their biliteracy learning,.

While this research is limited by a small number of participants over the
course of eight weeks, the results do have implications for practitioners. A read-
aloud space that focuses on developing bilingual and biliteracy skills is not just for
students and teachers in dual-language programs. Linguistically diverse literature
in conjunction with strategic teacher facilitation can support the meaning-making
of all students, even in English-dominant settings. Instruction supported by
translanguaging can open pathways for students of diverse backgrounds to access

linguistic resources from their teacher, their peers, and their own repertoires, and
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engage with others” perspectives to think deeply about texts. It is my hope that
this case study illuminates for teachers the possibilities of expanding their read-
alouds to include both well-chosen literature as models of translanguaging as well
as opportunities to speak back to that literature through translanguaging. In the
presence of these mediators, children may become more adept at surfacing and
drawing from their repertoires of practice in the literacy classroom.
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TABLE 1

Mr. Martinez’s Translanguaging Style

Tomds and the Library Lady Tomds and the Library Lady

(English edition) (Mr. Ortega’s oral reading of English edition)
“It was midnight. The light of the “It was midnight. The light of la luna llena
full moon followed the tired old car. followed the tired old carro. (intrasentential
Tomas was tired, too. Hot and tired. code-switching)

He missed his own bed in his own Tomads was cansado, too (intrasentential
house in Texas” (1st opening). code-switching)

Caliente y cansado. (intersentential
code-switching)

He missed his own cama in his own casa en
Tejas” (intrasentential code-switching)

(1st opening).
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Abstract

Readers theater is an instructional activity that requires students to dramatically
perform a text. It requires readers (of all levels) to read with expression and fluency
in order to convey meaning to an audience, using minimal prompts, costumes, or
memorization. In this review of research, we demonstrate how readers theater ben-
efits its participants in the areas of motivation, fluency, vocabulary, reading, writing
and speaking. The purpose of this article is to highlight the theories, pedagogies, and
research behind the implementation and justification for the use of Readers Theater.

Introduction

Mraz and collogues (2013) suggest “in order for students to learn to construct
meaning from text, it is necessary for teachers to apply instructional strategies
that will help readers transition from simple decoding of words to fluent word
identification” (p. 165). Likewise, Worthy and Prater (2002) stress the need for
students to understand “the goal of all reading is constructing meaning, and it is
important that instructional activities have a clear purpose that matches students’
needs and interests” (p. 295). While there are countless instructional strategies
and activities that follow some combination of these descriptors, they may not
all possess the collective attributes of Readers Theater.

Readers Theater is an imaginative instructional technique available for
students (Ratliff, 2006). By most accounts, it is a dramatic oral reading, typi-
cally based on an established piece of literature (e.g. Goldilocks and the Three
Bears), but nearly any text can be scripted and performed (Young & Rasinski,
2011). Readers Theater requires readers (of all levels) to read with expression

and fluency in order to convey meaning to an audience, using minimal prompts,
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costumes, or memorization. The performance aspect of readers theater adds to
the lure and excitement of the activity. Bidwell (1991) draws parallels between
good reading instruction and drama, including schema, metacognition, interac-
tive theory, whole language, strategic reading, and a renewed focus on literature.
She states the “arts can increase self-discipline and motivation, contribute to
a positive self-image, provide an acceptable outlet for emotions, and help to
develop creative and intuitive thinking processes” (p. 38). Likewise, using read-
ers theater as the instructional platform, students are asked to portray characters
through their understanding of that character’s back story and their analysis of
the character, both of which stem from schema and metacognition (Bidwell,
1991). Additionally, she highlights how students and teachers provide feedback
to one another (interactive theory), use reading and writing to improvise and
extend speaking and listening (whole language), gather information about their
characters from different sources (strategic reading), and make literature “come
alive” when they act (renewed focus on literature) (Bidwell, 2011).

Bidwell (1991) adds that the incorporation of drama in a reading activity
reinforces reading skills and provides the opportunity to do literature and many
researchers would agree. Larkin (2001), for example, states “[readers theater] is
an authentic way of motivating children, developing fluency, and building com-
prehension through repeated reading” (p. 481). Similarly, Lin (2015) advocates
that “because of rich narration and expression readers theater enables students to
be more involved in reading activities with interest” (p. 43)

Beyond the name and quasi-theatrical elements of readers theater, the focus
is on the act of reading. Research indicates that throughout the process of readers
theater, multiple and diverse components of reading are developed (see Griffith
& Rasinski, 2004; Keehn, Harmon, & Shoho, 2008; Young & Rasinski, 2009,
2018). Moran (2006) concludes, “as long as the text maintains a prominent and
visual role in design, rehearsal, and performance, the most important elements of
readers theater are present” (p. 318). Indeed, reading persists throughout all parts
of the readers theater process. Using a systematic and effective approach to readers
theater (see Young & Rasinski, 2016; Young, Stokes, & Rasinski, 2017) requires
roughly 5-15 minutes a day dedicated to authentic reading, rehearsing (repeated
reading) and performing a script. Researchers often frame the activity within a
weekly format (Young, 2013), and each day often focuses on different aspects of
reading, such as accuracy, automaticity, or prosody. During the week, students
have an opportunity to listen to modeled readings, gain a deeper understanding
of read vocabulary, and receive productive feedback on their progress (i.e. voice,
rate, and expression) from teachers (Pany & McCoy, 1998). In addition, students
collaborate with their colleagues, develop their voice and character’s identity, and
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master the texts. Further, students have the opportunity to read a variety of texts,
which often deviate from their “reading level”; thus exposing students to new
literature (Hoffman, 1979, 2017).

Given the textual undercurrent, readers theater, then, becomes a platform
for a host of literary development and skill-sets. A review of research demon-
strates that readers theater benefits its participants in several key areas of literacy,
including motivation, fluency, vocabulary, reading, and speaking (Chou, 2013;
Rasinski, 1989; Rinehart, 1999, Worthy & Prater, 2002; Young & Rasinski,
2018). The following sections in this review of the literature explore the relation-
ship between readers theater and fluency, the empirical and qualitative research
on readers theater, as well as the potential readers theater provides for reading

and writing connections.

Fluency and Readers Theater

The complexities of fluency make it difficult to instruct, monitor, and assess.
According to Rasinski (2010) reading fluency comprises word recognition accu-
racy, automaticity, and reading prosody. Collectively, they measure the accuracy
with which a reader decodes words, how quickly the word is read with mini-
mal cognitive effort, and the volume, intonation, and pace one assigns to the
words read. LaBerge and Samuels (1974) summarizes this action of cognitive
processes in their Automatic Information-Processing Model, which suggests that
with time and frequency, letter perception becomes increasingly automatic and
attention to early visual coding processes decreases. This applicability to read-
ing amounts to a fluent reader. As a result, fluent readers focus less on word
recognition and allocate more attention to higher-order thinking, such as com-
prehension (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). Young and Rasinski (2017) insists “it is
imperative that readers become more automatic and demonstrate swift, smooth
and accurate reading” (p. 9).

The National Reading Panel (2000) recommends an effective approach
to teaching fluency is through repeated oral reading. As mentioned before,
“one of the key features of Readers Theater is repetitive oral reading exercises,
which allows students to become familiar with reading content and progressively
improve their reading skills” (Chou, 2013, p. 78). Worthy and Prater (2002)
concludes, Readers Theater “is an inherently meaningful, purposeful vehicle for
repeated reading” (p. 295). A vast amount of research exists that claims repeated
readings or versions of repeated reading is a powerful method for increasing
fluency (Anderson,1981; Allington, 1983; Chomsky,1976,1978; Carbo,1981;
Dowhower, 1987; Keehn, 2003; Kuhn & Stahl, 2003; Rasinski, Padak, Linek
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& Sturtevant,1994; Stahl, Heubach, & Cramond, 1997). Readers Theater also
specifically targets the somewhat neglected component of fluency - prosody.

Young and Rasinski (2009) refer to prosody as “the ability of readers to
render a text with appropriate expression and phrasing to reflect the semantic
and syntactic content of the passage” (p. 4). “A high correlation exists claiming
that students who read with expression are more likely to comprehend grade level
texts” (Young, Stokes, & Rasinski, 2017, p. 2). The platform of Readers Theater
allows students to continuously “practice correct pronunciation, intonation, and
emotional delivery . . . to express the intent of the script to the audience” (Chou,
2013, p. 81).

Recently, Paige et al (2017) described prosody’s important role in stu-
dents’ reading comprehension. Results of their quantitative analysis indicated
that prosody is a mediating factor between automaticity and reading compre-
hension. In other words, students might use prosodic renderings to support
their understanding of texts. Their notion is supported by early research by
Goodman (1964) who found that students who read aloud with expression
that appropriately matched the meaning, tended to be better comprehenders
of text. Since then, other researchers have also emphasized the importance of
reading prosody. Miller and Schwanenflugel (2008) found that students who
read prosodically in first and second grades demonstrated higher reading com-
prehension by third grade.

In 1991, Dowhower considered prosody as reading fluency’s “unattended
bedfellow.” Indeed, prosody was often neglected in terms of fluent reading, but
that trend is still common today. Research on reading fluency find that gen-
eral classroom fluency instruction does not target reading prosody specifically
(Young, Valadez, & Gandara, 2016). Thus, it imperative that teachers have access
to strategy and instructional activities that develop all the components of reading,
including prosody. Fortunately, implementing readers theater can have very large
effects on students’ reading prosody (d = 1.15). Of course, readers theater also
benefits other components of reading fluency.

Empirical Research on Readers Theater

Several studies relay the quantitative findings of Readers Theater, including
changes in the rate of reading, reading level, and other quantifiable reading
skills. Martinez, Roser, & Strecker (1998/1999) implemented readers theater
for 10 weeks with 52 second graders at an inner-city school. At the beginning
of the study, 76% of the students were not meeting the grade level expectations.
In the treatment, after 10 weeks of readers theater, 75% of the students met
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the expectations. For the words read correctly per minute (WCPM) measure,
the control group experienced a mean increase of 6.9, whereas the treatment
group mean increased by 17 WCPM. Moreover, in addition to oral reading
rate, research published that same year involving 28 second graders revealed that
readers theater also significantly increased students reading comprehension and
overall reading ability (Millin & Reinhart, 1999).

A decade later, Young and Rasinski (2009) studied 29 second graders who
participated in readers theater for an entire school year. The researchers saw an
increase of 63 WCPM and a 20% increase in reading prosody. It is clear that
second graders benefit greatly from readers theater.

Keehn (2003) used a variety of measures, including, the Qualitative
Reading Inventory, Gray Oral Reading Test, NAEP Oral Reading Scale, and
the Diagnostic Fluency Scale. The treatment and comparison groups were com-
prised of 66 second graders. The treatment group received readers theater with
explicit fluency instruction, while the comparison engaged in only readers the-
ater. Generally, Keehn found that students in both groups and at all levels of
ability made statistically significant gains, and there was no significance between
students who received readers theater plus explicit instruction in aspects of flu-
ency and students who received only the readers theater intervention. Moreover,
low achievement students made more significant gains in rate, retelling, and
expressiveness when compared with students at average and high achievement
levels. High achievement readers made significant gains in measures of reading
ability when compared with low-ability readers.

In 2004, Griffith and Rasinski also studied the impact of readers theater on
low-ability readers; more specifically, 15 at-risk fourth graders. After nine months
of readers theater, the students’ silent reading comprehension mean score grew
by 2.87 years. In addition to the remarkable growth in comprehension, students’
WCPM mean increased by 47.4. These results certainly confirmed the previous
quantitative research on readers theater.

Corcoran & Davis (2005) studied 12 2nd and 3rd grade students in a
Learning Disabled and Emotionally Handicapped Classroom for eight weeks.
Students’ WCPM mean increased 17 words per minute. In addition, 97% of
students indicated they were very excited about readers theater. Therefore, the
strategy also might be a viable option for diverse school contexts.

In yet another context, Garrett & O’Conner (2010) studied 46 K-5 stu-
dents in 4 different special education classes for nine months. Using District
Benchmarks, a Retell Rubric (1 to 4), and a Fluency Rubric (1 to 4), the researchers
observed substantial gains. The students’ reading level mean increased by .8 years,
comprehension gain by .95 years, and demonstrated a fluency gain of .9 years.
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In another quantitative study, Keehn, Harmon, & Shoho (2008) studied
the effects of readers theater on 36 eighth graders on a Title I campus. According
to the results the treatment significantly outperformed the control group in read-
ing level with a moderate effect (eta® = .239); The treatment also outperformed
control in fluidity with a small effect (eta” = .136) and a moderate effect in expres-
sion (eta® = .274). The treatment did significantly better than the comparison
group on vocabulary learning producing a moderate effect (eta® = .269). Thus, it
appeared that readers theater was also an effective activity for older learners as well.

Finally, in a technological adaptation of readers theater, Vasinda & McLeod
(2011) studied 35 struggling second and third graders that participated in pod-
casting readers theater. That is, the students rehearsed and then audio-recorded
their performance to be shared on the Internet. The students engaged in this type
of readers theater for ten weeks, and the mean reading level grew a remarkable
1.13 years, as measured by the Developmental Reading Assessment and Critical
Reading Inventory. This adaption proved to be quite promising.

These aforementioned studies demonstrate the versatility of readers theater
as an instructional practice, adaptability toward different student populations,

and effectiveness across all areas of literacy.

Qualitative Research on Readers Theater

Writing about the challenges in reading and motivation, Worthy and Prater
(2002) find that readers theater is the “one instructional activity that not only
combines several effective research-based practices, but also leads to increased
engagement with literacy even in very resistant readers” (p. 294). Chou (2013)
states, “[readers theater] provides enjoyment, interaction, cooperation . . . and
emotional support” (p. 81) for its participants. Likewise, Martinez, Roser, and
Strecker (1999) note a similar context in their study of inner-city second-grade
students, who engaged in readers theater for 10 weeks for 30 minutes per day.
In their findings, they mention how the preparation for the weekly performance
proved to be a motivational method (Martinez, Roser, & Strecker, 1999). The
preparation, in essence, is more of a rehearsal. Students engage in the process
of repeated readings, a well-researched method for increasing automaticity, but
the students are provided with purpose—to perform. The pending performance
likely motivates students to practice, as well.

‘There are several factors that contribute to this increase in motivation and
enjoyment for students of all ages and abilities. Readers theater offers students
an outlet to perform and express themselves through listening, speaking, reading,
and writing (Liu, 2015). It, also, provides an opportunity to interact with a piece
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of literature in a non-traditional format. Additional breaks come when students
are offered a challenging, speaking part, which gives them a chance to display
talents, which might otherwise go unnoticed in a traditional classroom setting
(Clark, Morrison, & Wilcox, 2009). Other enjoyable benefits include differenti-
ated groupings, along with supports and assists for struggling readers (Clark,
Morrison, & Wilcox, 2009; Liu, 2015; Worthy & Prater, 2002).

Worthy and Prater (2002) asserts that readers theater uses readers that may
not regularly be called on to read in the classroom, such as students identified as
“struggling readers” or those with an identified learning disability. Ivey (1999)
asserts that struggling adolescent readers need instruction that improves their
reading development and their motivation to read. In their studies of long-term
reading motivation and engagement, Guthrie and Cox (2001) suggests teachers
create several contexts within their classroom, including the assurance of social
collaboration for learning. Similarly, Liu (2000) (as cited in Liu, 2015) notes
that while writing scripts, preparing repeated rehearsals, and performing readers
theater on the stage, students in groups do not feel isolated and alone when they
are not able to cope with difficulties (p. 43). Readers Theater is a group activity,
where all members have to work together (e.g. rehearse, perform, and reflect)
in an effort to produce an outstanding performance. This provides another
layer of (intrinsic) motivation for the student to flawlessly deliver their parts
within the performance. Intrinsic motivation refers to the activities in which
pleasure is inherent in the activity itself (Gottfried, 1985). Guthrie and Cox
(2001) view intrinsically motivated readers as being synonymous to “engaged
readers” (p. 284), or those who read for the knowledge and enjoyment it provides.
Engagement theory, further, differentiates “engaged” from “disengaged” readers
as those that are mentally active, using metacognitive strategies to build their
understanding, frequently active and social; discussing what they are learning and
reading (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Tracey & Morrow, 2012). Mraz et. al (2013)
asserts, “when successful readers read aloud, not only do they read fluently and
with adequate speed, they also use appropriate phrasing, intonation; their oral
reading mirrors their spoken language” (p. 164). Wigfield, Guthrie, Tonks, and
Perencevich (2004) believes children’s motivation for reading will peak, when
they are intrinsically motivated to read and confident or efficacious at reading,.

Self-efficacy refers to one’s belief in their ability to complete a task.
Children’s beliefs in their efficacy affect their academic motivation, interest, and
scholastic achievement (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996).
This belief can be influenced by various factors, including reflection, feedback,
encouragement, and prior success (Bandura, 1997; Wigfield et al., 2004),
along with social and emotional influences that either support or detract from
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educational development (Bandura et al., 1996). Patterns of survey responses
from the 16 participants that engaged in readers theater in a 2008 study con-
ducted by Keehn, Harmon, and Shoho, revealed that students grew in confidence
as they learned that they could perform successfully. Further, they attest that
the “positive accolades that followed each public performance provided many
students with an awareness that they cou/d read well, when prepared” (p. 355),
despite the readability of the scripts being above the students’ reading level.

Reading-Writing Connections in Readers Theater

Readers Theater inspires children to explore text comprehension through the
development of the scripts. In their writings about ways to extend and share
comprehension instruction, Shanklin and Rhodes (1989) recommends develop-
ing readers theater scripts from a text, which “encourages children’s divergent and
elaborative responses to text, their decisions as to what is important to portray,
and their organization of that meaning” (p. 499). The writing process and script
revisions furthers children’s discussion into character development, inferential
meaning, and social interaction, including divergent and multiple, interpretive
meanings (Shanklin & Rhodes, 1989). This results in a “think tank” of ideas and
discussions surrounding text meaning.

Wolf (1993) writes about how her students, similarly engaged in readers
theater, were guided to construct their own critical frames for interpretation of
their characters. As the students internalize their characters, they “began to see
themselves as experts in the multiple decisions necessary for text interpretation
and performance” (p. 542). Heath, Branscombe, and Thomas (1986) suggests
that in extended conversations about text, the book becomes a “narrative prop
[in] which children learn to create narratives of various genres on both informa-
tion in books and knowledge beyond books” (p. 32).

Young and Rasinski (2011), also, harnesses the power of readers the-
ater scripts by providing students the opportunity to explore voice in their
writing. In Enhancing Author’s Voice Through Scripting, they make the case for
an authentic writing experience and model a strategy for scaffolding students
through this writing process. The authors maintain that “voice in writing adds
to the meaningfulness and engagement quality of the reading experience”
(p. 24). Given this premise, they reason that scripts are the perfect vehicle for
re-creation, as students have become familiar with the text through rehearsals,
therefore, the text is, then, easily manipulated, transposed, and reconfigured
through the student’s own voice. The use of the scripts preserves the reciprocity
of reading and writing, along with the relationship between voice in writing
and prosody in reading.
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Conclusion

Readers theater is sometimes considered as “the closest thing to a silver bullet” to
meet the Common Core State Standards in reading (Rasinski & Young, 2017).
This is a powerful claim, but research does provide a plethora of support for
implementing readers theater in the classroom. Qualitative research reveals that
the activity can be motivating and build confidence, especially for those students
who find reading difficult. Moreover, quantitative research provides evidence
that systematic implementation of readers theater can help students read more
automatically and with greater expression, which can lead to increased overall

reading achievement.
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Abstract

This study describes the varied literacy coaching field experiences of online graduate
students, including analysis of the levels of leadership experiences they had. Candidates
experiences were analyzed in relation to the International Literacy Association (ILA) s
previous (2010) Standards for Reading Professionals as well as Vogt and Shearer’s
(2011) Literacy Coaching Models for Reading Professionals. Data indicate that
candidates participated in a large number of field experiences related to assessment
(Standard 3) and professional learning and leadership (Standard 6), aligning pre-
dominantly with Informal and Mixed Models of Coaching. Findings suggest that the
ILA Standards for the Preparation of Literacy Professionals 2017 (ILA, 2018) will
serve as an important opportunity to include more district-wide leadership experi-
ences as well as call for greater attention to issues of K-12 student diversity in program
redesign and development.
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Purpose of the Study

National participation in online post-baccalaureate education continues to grow
(USDOE, 2017). When graduate reading or literacy master’s programs move
to online environments, teacher educators are tasked with creating meaningful
ways for candidates to not only interact with course material but also to apply
and develop their professional knowledge through field experiences. The pur-
pose of this research was to describe how graduate students enrolled in online
literacy coaching courses engaged in field experiences to apply and develop their
leadership and coaching skills. This research addressed the need for innovative,
online preparation programs that are responsive to the contextual realities of our
candidates, as well as to changes in professional standards of practice.

Perspectives

Literacy coaching is a form of professional development framed within a situ-
ated learning perspective (Rogoff, 1997) in which training is embedded within a
school context; therefore, it is critical for literacy coach preparation programs to
provide opportunities for candidates to learn in authentic contexts with the sup-
port of school administrators, teachers, and university faculty. Authentic experi-
ences providing candidates opportunities to learn and develop their leadership
and coaching roles can also empower candidates to perceive themselves as effec-
tive in those roles (Mongillo, Lawrence, & Hong, 2012).

An essential cornerstone of coaching preparation programs includes par-
ticipating in a coaching cycle (Puig & Froelich, 2011): a coaching cycle typically
consists of leading a pre-observation conference with a teacher, conducting an
observation of teaching, and leading a post-observation conference to support a
teacher in reflection and instructional improvement. Ippolito (2010) suggested
that these learning experiences should also prepare literacy coaches for com-
plex role and relationship negotiations by incorporating activities to observe
and rehearse the subtle shifting a coach does in conferences between responsive
questioning and directive suggesting. In graduate training programs containing
online coursework, the International Literacy Association (2015) recommends
that candidates pursue these complex learning outcomes through engagement
with online simulations, extensive video capture of teaching and coaching inter-

actions, and reflection with instructors and peers.

Literacy Coaching Models
Based on existing literacy coach research, Vogt and Shearer (2011) outlined six
literacy coaching models for reading professionals according to enacted roles
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and responsibilities in schools: Informal Coaching Model, Mixed Model with
elements of informal and formal coaching, Formal Literacy Coaching Model,
Peer Coaching and Mentoring Model, Cognitive Coaching Model, and Clinical
Supervision Model. Amongst these six models, a key distinction is the type and
location of support offered to teachers. For the Informal and Mixed Coaching
Models, support for teachers primarily occurs outside of the classroom through
preparation of resources and professional development. Formal and Peer
Coaching Models focus on support within the classroom through modeling les-
sons and co-teaching. Cognitive and Clinical Supervision Models both rely on
classroom observation and feedback delivered for different purposes: collabo-
ration around teachers’ reflective thinking (Cognitive Model) and evaluation
(Clinical Supervision Model).

The distinction of coaching models is essential to the success of coaching
in achieving the desired literacy-based reform or professional learning efforts
of the coaching context. By intentionally making use of the various coaching
models, teacher preparation programs can work to prepare Specialized Literacy
Professionals to determine how best to address the broader goals of their particu-

lar coaching situation.

Shifting Standards

As the International Literacy Association moves from the Standards for Reading
Professionals, Revised (2010) to the Standards for the Preparation of Literacy
Professionals 2017 (ILA, 2018), one of the key shifts is the change from a singular
Reading Specialist/Coach role to three types of Specialized Literacy Professionals:
Reading/Literacy Specialist, Literacy Coach, and Literacy Coordinator/
Supervisor (Bean & Kern, 2018; Kern et al., 2018). The preparation of all three
roles includes increased emphasis on literacy leadership and practical experi-
ences. Specifically, Standard 6 addresses demonstrating leadership through shar-
ing professional knowledge and Standard 7 indicates the need for candidates in
traditional, hybrid, and online programs to have ongoing, supervised practicum/

clinical experiences to develop and apply the necessary skills for their desired role
(Kern et al., 2018).

Coaching in Context

In their aptly titled column, “What am I supposed to do all day?” Dole and
Donaldson (2006) addressed the ambiguity and challenges that new literacy
coaches face in prioritizing their time. Since then, researchers have studied coach-
ing activities through surveys (e.g., Bean et al., 2015; Blamey, Meyer, & Walpole,
2008; Calo, Sturtevant, & Kopfman, 2015; Hathaway, Martin, & Mraz, 2016)
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and coaching logs (e.g. Scott, Cortina, & Carlisle, 2012) with the overwhelming
result that since roles vary widely, the ways in which coaches spend their time also
vary. Universities, as educational preparation providers, are tasked with provid-
ing candidates with quality preparation to cultivate the content knowledge and
pedagogy necessary for the varying and context-specific coaching they will do
(International Literacy Association, 2015).

The results of a recent nationwide survey indicate a continuing need for
university graduate preparation programs to include experiences designed to
prepare candidates for coaching roles in their authentic situations (Bean et al,,
2015). In particular, the results suggest the need for prospective literacy coaches
to receive additional knowledge and training related to one-on-one coaching,
effectively using coaching language in coach-teacher relationships, and both for-
mal and informal leadership preparation (Bean et al., 2015; Calo, Sturtevant, &
Kopfman, 2015). These needs, coupled with additional focus in the standards
suggest that universities are now being tasked with preparing candidates to serve
a wider range of literacy leadership roles.

Methods

The work reported here is part of a larger, multi-institutional study of coaching
development and innovation in coaching preparation programs. The aims of the
project are to better understand the ways in which teachers develop coaching
knowledge and practices, and the learning experiences that inform their devel-
opment. By looking within and across institutions we are able to identify and
respond to the varying contextual demands placed on novice coaches. This article
reports on findings from a primarily qualitative content analysis of field experi-

ences during one semester of practicum at one institution.

Participants & Context
Participants included 20 graduate students enrolled in an online section of a
literacy coaching course. At this point in the program, candidates had already
completed the required coursework to earn a K-12 state reading endorsement.
'The majority of participants worked full-time in K-3 settings: 15 as classroom
teachers and 2 as Title 1 Reading teachers. Two worked in middle school settings
and one in a high school setting.

The course, Literacy Coaching Internship, serves as a capstone for the
Master’s of Education in Reading program. A central requirement of the course
was to spend 10 hours a week fulfilling leadership and coaching roles at their
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current teaching placement. Each candidate was responsible for arranging the
details for this field-based requirement.

Procedure

Through the application of coaching models shared in class, candidates learned
to identify and enact facilitating, consulting, and collaborating coaching stances
(UAllier & Elish-Piper, 2011; 2012). Course assignments required participants
to engage in district-wide data analysis, plan community literacy events, craft
grants to supplement needed school materials, and complete a coaching cycle
(Puig & Froelich, 2011) with at least one other teacher, typically a classmate. In
a shift from previous semesters in which candidates were permitted to include
planning for and teaching small group interventions in their field hours, can-
didates’ time in the field needed to be in leadership roles. Building supervisors
observed candidates and provided evaluations to course instructors. Candidates
documented their leadership and coaching experiences through coaching logs
and reflections.

Data Collection

The primary data source was internship logs (Appendix) that candidates com-
pleted weekly to document how they spent the required time. Site-based super-
visors reviewed and signed these forms each week to verify how the candidates
spent the required ten field hours each week. Depending on the schedules of
their placements, candidates submitted nine or ten of these logs. Within the log,
candidates were asked to document their work as two major tasks, categorizing
each by the 2010 ILA Standard that they felt it demonstrated, and finally, divid-
ing their time into whether they were “observing” or “participating.” Candidates
were provided with a model and written directions for completing this form
but received minimal feedback about the manner in which they completed it.
Additional course artifacts such as assignment descriptions were reviewed to con-
textualize the field work.

Data Analysis

We conducted three levels of content analysis to better understand what our
students were doing in their field placements. First, we examined how candi-
dates described and categorized their own work, tallying the Standards and type
of work (observing vs. participating) that they indicated. Second, we compared
the experiences they described to Vogt and Shearer’s (2011) models, coding each
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experience as it fit within one (or none) of the 6 models of coaching. Third, we
used an analysis of the proposed ILA 2017 Standards document to categorize the
self-described experiences as addressing the goals of “coaching” or “leadership,” as
defined by the listed activities in the proposed (ILA, 2017, June) new standards.
For example, candidates’ assessment activities were coded as “coaching” when
they worked with a teacher to implement an assessment, and “leadership,” when
they analyzed school or district-wide assessment data. At the time of analysis, the
June 2017 draft of the ILA Standards was the most current document available.
Since publication of the finalized Standards, we have compared the two versions
and found no substantive changes to our analysis categories.

Findings
Use of Time

Novice coaches’ field experiences reflected a wide range of activities that they
classified as participation or observation. Activities that they noted participat-
ing included many that might be expected within the scope of their regular job
descriptions such as grade level team meetings and faculty development work-
shops. Observation was more commonly linked with purposes of learning some-
thing new about students, the content, or the grade level observed.

Across the candidates, the proportion of time they allocated to participat-
ing increased throughout the field experience (see Table 1). In the first three
weeks of their experiences, candidates spent 70% of their time in activities they
classified as participating and 30% of their time in activities they classified as
observation. During weeks four through six, candidates spent 73% of their time
participating and 27% of their time observing. In weeks seven through nine,
candidates spent 76% of their required time participating and 24% observing.

TABLE 1
Time Spent in Field Experiences
Hours of Observation Hours of Participation
Period Total (%) Mean Range  Total (%) Mean Range
Weeks 1-3 212 (30) 10.6  1-20.5 489.5(70) 24.5 15-39

Weeks 4-6  164.5(27) 8.2 0-15 437.5(73) 21.9 14.5-33.5
Weeks 7-9 150 (24) 75 0-185 463 (76) 23.15 17 -30

All Weeks  530.5 (28) 26.5 4-51 1390 (72) 69.5 52-94
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Though we expected to see an increase in participation across the experi-
ence, we were impressed to see candidates participating to such a high degree
from the beginning. In some cases, however, candidates” participation did not
extend far beyond the roles their job placements would have normally required
(i.e. participating in a grade level team meeting rather than running a team meet-
ing). For some candidates, time spent observing exposed them to more novel

environments and roles beyond their own classroom.

Classification of tasks by 2010 Standards
Candidates were asked to report two major tasks each week and categorize each
by which of the ILA Standards (2010) they felt the task addressed. Though the
model they were provided showed one standard chosen per task, candidates often
selected two or three standards per task. Classification of tasks by standards was
self-reported by candidates and is reported here in aggregate by percentage of the
376 total tasks reported (see Figure 1). We recognize that the course assignments
played some role in directing the type of work that candidates did; however, the
variety observed in their categorization suggested that individual candidates inter-
preted similar tasks in different ways, reflecting how they understood the standards.
Candidates classified nearly one-third (30%) of the tasks that they reported
as relating to Standard 6: Professional Learning & Leadership. This represented
the most commonly selected standard, which led to further analysis of what they
determined constituted professional learning and leadership activities. At times
when they classified their activities as “observing,” they selected standard 6, sug-
gesting they may have interpreted this standard to include their own professional
learning, as well as supporting the professional learning of others.

Standard 1: Foundational Knowledge
7%

Standard 6: Professional Learning &
Leadership
30%

Standard 2: Curriculum & Instruction
19%

Standard 3: Assessment & Evaluation
22%
Standard 5: Literate Environment
16%
Standard 4: Diversity
6%

Figure 1. Candidates’ classification of tasks according to 2010 ILA standards.
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The second most commonly selected standard was Standard 3: Assessment
& Evaluation, representing 22% of the tasks reported. As this internship experi-
ence occurred during the spring semester, candidates were often asked to support
their schools through assisting with end-of-year testing procedures; specifically,
many administered assessments and reported data linked to a state third grade
retention initiative. These tasks provided a valuable way for candidates to con-
tribute to the functioning of their school districts, as well as opportunities for
candidates to analyze and discuss assessment data with a variety of stakeholders:
administrators, parents, and other teachers. While these experiences were mutu-
ally beneficial to candidates and their schools, we had some concerns about how
much of their time was spent on familiar assessment tasks rather than giving
candidates opportunities to practice new skills.

Candidates’ work with Standard 2: Curriculum & Instruction represented
19% of their overall tasks. Many of these tasks included developing instructional
resources for their colleagues. Some candidates also had opportunities to review
curricular materials either to evaluate them for possible adoption or to develop
an implementation plan for newly adopted materials.

Candidates’ work with Standard 5: The Literate Environment represented
16% of the tasks. These tasks were predominantly focused on completing a
course assignment that required them to identify resources for enhancing the
literate environment of their classroom, grade, or school. Through this project,
candidates explored their ideas of ideal environments for literacy learning and
wrote grant proposals to request funds for these resources.

One of the least commonly selected standards, Standard 1: Foundational
Knowledge, represented 7% of the selected tasks. We found such a small portion
to be puzzling, prompting further questions about how we have structured the
course to help candidates recognize the value of their expertise. The small number
of tasks categorized with standard 1 led us to question how well candidates rec-
ognized when they were using their foundational knowledge. Within our group
of 20 candidates, 7 candidates never marked this standard and 3 candidates
were responsible for half of the tasks marked with this standard. We speculate
that some candidates may not yet have the confidence in their own expertise
to feel like they are able to demonstrate this foundational knowledge. Instead,
they might view these experiences as an extension of their professional learning
(Standard 6).

Of greater concern was the very small portion of tasks (6%) that candidates
fele related to supporting diverse students. Half of the candidates (10) never
marked Standard 4: Diversity. Though many candidates worked with student
populations that were largely racially homogenous, these data suggest that many
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candidates do not look beyond this to see the other factors that create diver-
sity in the classroom. This finding was particularly surprising considering one
assignment that asked them to analyze district data in terms of different student
populations and another that asked them to create a plan identifying resources
to address the needs of diverse learners.

Coaching Models

We found only three of Vogt and Shearer’s (2011) coaching models represented in
the candidates’ experiences: the Informal Model, the Mixed Model, and the Peer
Coaching/Mentoring Model. While some elements of the Formal, Cognitive,
and Clinical Supervision Coaching Models were evident, these appeared as iso-
lated tasks rather than cohesive experiences for the novice coaches.

More than half of the candidates (12) completed tasks that we categorized
as fitting into the Informal Model. This work allowed candidates to support their
colleagues through sharing resources and engaging in professional development
without stepping out of their established teaching roles. Candidates spent signifi-
cant time identifying, creating, or compiling resources to make materials acces-
sible for other teachers, often through technology. Candidates also worked with
teachers to determine professional development needs, suggest relevant materi-
als, and facilitate professional book studies. Beyond their work with individual
teachers, candidates supported their peers through analyzing and presenting data
at the grade and building levels, and selecting or creating curricula to address
identified needs.

A smaller number of candidates (6) completed tasks that consistently
blended the Informal and Formal Models in what Vogt and Shearer (2011) termed
the Mixed Model of Coaching. In addition to some of the tasks described in the
Informal Model (above), candidates whose experiences were categorized in this
manner supplemented their out-of-class support with some classroom observa-
tion. Some of the tasks that integrated this more formal in-class support included;
assisting teachers with using assessment data to reorganize groups of students for
intervention, modeling lessons, and observing lessons to provide feedback.

Just two candidates’” experiences most closely matched the Peer Coaching/
Mentoring Model. These individuals had the opportunity to work with novice
educators (a university student teacher and a new instructional assistant). One
candidate worked with her university mentee to co-plan lessons, gather instruc-
tional resources, observe lessons, and consult with the student teacher to sup-
port her development of instructional strategies. The other candidate provided
one-on-one mentoring for a new instructional assistant hired to work with the
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school’s English Learners. These candidates were able to assume a collaborative
role, modeling widely useful strategies such as guided reading, to support teach-
ers with less experience.

Coaching Vs. Leadership

Up to this point, our analysis has focused on the 2010 Standards, currently in
place during this course. To further understand how candidates’ field experi-
ences would prepare them for their roles as future literacy leaders, we also exam-
ined these experiences in light of ILA’s Standards for the Preparation of Literacy
Professionals 2017. Our review of these standards suggested distinct coaching or
leadership-focused actions of Specialized Literacy Professionals across each of the
three defined professional roles (Specialist, Coach, and Supervisor). The main
distinction between “leadership-focused” actions and “coaching-focused” actions
was the scope of the work; coaches are expected to work with individual teachers
and grade level teams within a building, whereas leaders are responsible for more
whole-school, district-wide, or community-level work.

Overall, candidates appeared to have significantly more opportunities for
engaging in coaching work than in the higher-level leadership of their current
teaching placement. Of the 376 tasks identified across the course, 70% would
be considered coaching responsibilities and only 30% leadership, as defined by
the new ILA standards. Surprisingly, more than one-quarter of the candidates
(6) reported two or fewer opportunities to take leadership roles. Half of the can-
didates (10) reported three to five opportunities to engage in leadership. Only
one candidate reported more leadership (7) than coaching tasks (6). A second
candidate reported a similar balance of 6 leadership tasks to 7 coaching tasks.
One trend across the candidates was an increase in leadership-related tasks in the
final weeks of the field experience. While this shift may have reflected an organic
growth in skills and confidence that allowed candidates to assume more respon-
sibility in their schools, we also recognize that this may have aligned with the
timeframe that many candidates were completing the course assignment requir-
ing a school-wide literacy project.

Discussion

Throughout their field placements, we found that novice coaches’ experiences
varied, but that overall, these experiences provided the necessary opportunities
to develop leadership and coaching skills. Here we will further discuss what these
opportunities mean in light of other research and the revision of professional
standards.
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Carefully designed field experiences during teacher preparation programs
play a role in beginning reading teachers’ success (e.g., Zeichner & Bier, 2015)
and we suspect the same is true for practicing teachers who are trying on new
roles as literacy coaches. One consideration in structuring field experiences relates
to how the candidates spend their time. Specifically, we questioned the value
of candidates spending large amounts of time on tasks that rehearse skills that
they have already developed (such as administering and interpreting individual
student assessment data) rather than tasks that challenge them to stretch their
existing skills and develop new ones that will be needed for a literacy leader-
ship position (such as interpreting district-wide data for the development of
a comprehensive literacy plan). While spending time on student intervention
plans is beneficial for candidates’ students and their schools, the benefits for the
candidates’ own learning may be limited if they are not given the opportunity to
attempt new things under the guidance of a supervisor.

Another consideration in designing field experiences is the contextual
dependency of the opportunities for learning when fieldwork happens at their
current job-site. Overwhelmingly, our candidates maintained a professional
distance from their colleagues’ classrooms as they worked to support them
through activities that fit within the Informal Coaching Model. We recognize
that more direct Peer and Formal Coaching Models that require classroom
observations make more demands on the time and relationships of candi-
dates’ school colleagues; however, we also recognize that direct work with
teachers is often considered one of the most valued parts of the coach’s job
(Hathaway et al., 2016). A vast majority of the practicing literacy leaders
surveyed (94%) reported using coaching and mentoring strategies to lead
teachers (Calo et al., 2015).

In addition to the field experiences themselves, we are also interested in
how the candidates are interpreting these experiences as they develop under-
standings of what it means to be literacy coaches. Our finding, that candidates
categorized only 6% of their tasks to be supporting diverse students, suggests
that candidates either do not recognize how to support the needs of all students
or do not recognize this as something inherent to their roles as literacy coaches.
Findings of Hathaway, Martin, and Mraz’s (2016) survey of practicing coaches,
suggested that there may be a limited understanding of the role that Standard
4 plays in coaching work. Specifically, they found coaches” quantitative responses
about the extent to which work related to diversity was and should be part of
their roles were the lowest of any of the standards (Hathaway et al., 2016).
Open-ended responses similarly did not address culturally responsive teaching
or diversity in a significant way (Hathaway et al., 2016). Despite working in a
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large urban district, Hathaway et al.’s (2016) coaches needed professional devel-
opment in this area. We feel our candidates, many of whom do not regularly
interact with students they view as “diverse,” need professional development in
this area as well.

ILA’s 2010 Standards suggested that candidates should be prepared to
look at “elements such as race, ethnicity, class, gender, religion, and language”
and “demonstrate an understanding of the ways in which diversity influences
the reading and writing development of @// students.” The nominal shift in
the revision of Standard 4 from “Diversity” (2010) to “Diversity and Equity”
(2018) is indicative that a deeper, more active knowledge of these issues will be
imperative for future literacy leaders to support all students through inclusive,
equitable school experiences (Kern et al., 2018). In addition to pressing for a
richer knowledge of diversity and equity issues, the 2017 Standards indicate
the expectation that specialized literacy professionals will not only hold this
theoretical knowledge but also demonstrate “the ability to teach in ways that
respect what students bring to the classroom and facilitate teacher efforts to
do likewise” (Bean & Kern, 2018, p. 620). Literacy professionals are also chal-
lenged to work with a variety of stakeholders to advocate “for equity for diverse
students to eliminate school-based practices and institutional structures that are
inherently biased . . . and to teach reading/literacy specialists how to create a
more culturally responsive literacy curriculum, and to interact in more socially
just, culturally competent ways with families from varied communities” (Kern
etal., 2018, p. 219). In light of the findings of this study, we recognize the need
for a clearer emphasis on the coach’s role in creating inclusive, equitable experi-

ences for all learners.

Limitations of the Study

Despite our efforts to understand candidates’ field experiences through multiple
means of analysis, the present study only reflects one data set. Informal review of
similar data sets from previous semesters suggested similarities in candidates’ field
experiences. The main data source, candidates’ coaching logs, were reliant on self-
reported data. The log itself (see Appendix) includes a reminder that falsifying
information constitutes a violation of the university’s academic honesty policy.
Though the course instructor was not personally able to confirm the veracity
of these activity logs, candidates were required to meet with an on-site supervi-
sor who signed off on the logs weekly. Moving forward, we have incorporated
additional means to ascertain and confirm information about candidates’ field
experiences (described below).
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Implications for Program (Re)Development

Considering the findings of this study, particularly in the context of ILA’s
Standards for the Preparation of Literacy Professionals 2017 (ILA, 2018), suggests
changes for both literacy coaching courses and reading master’s programs in order
to better support novice coaches’ development.

Currently, this course is a single, capstone experience meant to prepare
program graduates to be literacy leaders in their schools, regardless of their
professional positions. Following this analysis of candidates’ field experience
logs, some immediate course revisions have been made to improve the util-
ity of this protocol. To begin with, the seven categories of the new standards
were provided to candidates to categorize their work. Then, additional direc-
tion was provided to indicate the expectations for candidates to explain their
knowledge and understanding of the coaching models, roles, and responsibili-
ties, citing course readings as appropriate. Finally, candidates were expected to
use these tools to reflect on how their observation and participation connects
with future action. While asking for more detailed description of activities and
more thoughtful alignment with standards, course instructors have committed
to providing directed written feedback on a weekly basis to guide candidates’
continued work.

This study suggests the need for more guidance in the actual field experi-
ences that our candidates have. We are working to provide more detailed guid-
ance to the field-based supervisors to ensure that they understand the breadth
and depth of experiences that we wish our candidates to have. In cases where an
individual supervisor may not have the capacity to provide candidates with spe-
cific experiences, we recommend that multiple supervisors might be appropriate
to mentor candidates through the many facets of the literacy coach’s role. For
example, if a practicing reading specialist is serving as the candidate’s supervisor,
it may be useful for the candidate to also collaborate with a curriculum coordina-
tor so as to gain district-level leadership experiences.

Further revisions at the course level include adjusting assignments to help
focus candidates’ attention on areas that may have been misunderstood or under-
developed in the past. For example, in the past, candidates have completed a data
analysis assignment using state-generated data reports based on required stan-
dardized testing. Moving forward, candidates will be tasked with doing similar
cross-grade analysis using data sets they select from assessments deemed valuable
in their own schools. While both versions of this assignment offer an opportunity
for building-level leadership, we anticipate allowing candidates to select data that
is more contextually meaningful will help them develop more insight into the
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varied strengths and needs of student groups in their buildings. A second example
is revision to the assignment requiring the organization of a community literacy
event. To bolster candidates” experiences with leadership at this level, a new com-
ponent of the assignment will have candidates survey community stakeholders
in advance to ensure a diversity of voices are represented in the planned event.

In our current program, we have recognized that having a single course for
both literacy leadership and coaching may muddy the distinctions between these
roles and may not give candidates enough opportunity to develop both skill sets.
Our findings indicate that candidates’ field experiences have predominantly offered
them opportunities to work with peers at their grade level; however, the updated ILA
standards ask that we prepare candidates to elevate leadership activities to school,
district, and community level as well. Specifically, the new Standard 7: Practicum/
Clinical Experiences indicates “Candidates complete supervised, integrated, and
extended practica/clinical experiences that include both collaborative and coaching
roles with teacher(s) and schoolwide collaboration and leadership for instructional
practices, curriculum design, professional development, or family/community-
school partnerships; practicum experiences are ongoing in school-based setting(s);
supervision includes observation and ongoing feedback by qualified supervisors”
(ILA, 2018, p. 52). Thorough program review will examine where existing field
activities may provide the needed coaching and leadership experiences as well as
reveal where new opportunities may be needed. In addition to how revising existing
courses or creating new courses will address this standard, programs will also need
to consider how this places increased demands on candidates’ existing jobs in terms
of both time and professional relationships. Programs must consider how we can
support our candidates in both their formal course learning and their negotiation
of professional development opportunities within their own school contexts.

In addition to field experiences, our program must enhance coursework in
order to rise to the challenge of preparing literacy leaders to become advocates for
educational equity through developing a stronger theoretical foundation for their
practice. Instead of an addition at the end of the program, this foundation must be
secured early on and revisited often. Revisions to introductory courses will ensure
that candidates have a deeper understanding of theories relevant to diversity and
equity in education that inform our understanding of student learning and devel-
opment (Standard 4). Through intentional exploration of these ideas through
candidates’ reflections on their own identity and experiences, we wish to foster
consciousness of a broader definition of diversity (Kern et al., 2018), and literacy,
than our candidates may currently hold. From this starting point, we anticipate
candidates will be better prepared to recognize more of the diversity that surrounds
them in each of their professional contexts, and take more personal responsibility
for the roles they play in enacting and advocating for equitable practices.



What Do They Do All Day? 159

While course and program revisions will enhance candidates’ learning in
field contexts, ultimately, we strive for developing more meaningful partnerships
with candidates” school districts. Though logistically more challenging due to
the geographic reach of students in online courses, we recognize the importance
of these “home” contexts for shaping candidates” experiences and learning and
want to develop relationships that will support their growth. As university educa-
tor preparation programs, our energies are often focused on how we can engage
with partner schools to host our undergraduate candidates as student teachers.
There is a need to consider what we can offer to support school partners who
employ our part-time, online graduate students as full-time, practicing teachers.
Developing these connections will make learning more contextual and therefore
meaningful for our candidates as well as provide better prepared literacy leaders
for their schools. Engaging in learning that is grounded in authentic contexts
will allow candidates to begin negotiating the careful balance between directive
and responsive coaching moves (Ippolito, 2010) that they will ultimately face.

As more programs for preparing reading and literacy specialists move to
hybrid and online environments, teacher educators will need to continue devel-
oping innovative field experiences for these candidates. In particular, when field
experiences depend on collaboration, as in the case of literacy coaching and lead-
ership, it is essential that educators consider the context of these field experiences
and how they might be structured to maximize candidates’ learning. This study
suggests that candidates are able to negotiate varied field experiences that meet
course requirements and address professional standards through their current
job placements. However, changes in those standards, coupled with traditionally
diverse demands of literacy coaching jobs increase the need for all candidates to
have both coaching and leadership opportunities. Program revision along with
future research will be needed to investigate how best to partner with candidates’
school districts to provide experiences that allow candidates to develop the breadth
and depth of professional skills needed to be effective literacy coaches and leaders.
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Weekly Coaching Internship Log

Falsification of information on this report constitutes plagiarism

Name: Location of Activity:
Supervisor: Supervisor E-mail:
Reporting | O Week 1 O Week 5 O Week 9 O Week 13
Week: (Jan. 23 -27) (Feb. 20 — 24) (Mar. 20 - 24) | (Apr17-21)
O Week 2 O Week 6 O Week 10
(Jan. 30 — Feb. 3) (Feb 27 — Mar. 4) (Mar. 27 - 31)
O Week 3 O Week 7 O Week 11
(Feb. 6 — 10) (Mar. 6 - 10) (Apr.3-7)
O Week 4 O Week 8 O Week 12
(Feb. 13-17) (Mar. 13 - 17) (Apr. 10 — 14)
Category of Major O Foundational O Assessment O Literate
Task 1 Knowledge & Evaluation Environment
O Curriculum & | O Diversity O Professional
Instruction Learning & Leadership
Description:

161




162 ENGAGING ALL READERS THROUGH EXPLORATIONS

Category of Major O Foundational O Assessment O Literate
Task 2 Knowledge & Evaluation Environment
O Curriculum & | O Diversity O Professional
Instruction Learning & Leadership
Description:
Summary of Hours for the Week Brief description Hours

Hours of Observation

(Examples: Observing
Supervisor, Faculty, Students)

Hours of Participation

(Examples: Engaged in assisting,
consulting, collaborating)

Comments:
TOTAL HOURS
Student Signature Supervisor Signature Date
Student Printed Name Supervisor Printed Name

Bowling Green State University Graduate Reading Program
Cindy Hendricks, PhD
December 2014
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Abstract

This quantitative study reviewed two cohorts (N = 65) of fourth graders general read-
ing growth capability (i.e., Developmental Reading Assessment 2™ Running Records
grade levels) and vocabulary learning (i.e., Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Fourth
Edition™ standard scores) in a language arts classroom at an urban Tile I school in
North Texas between 2015 and 2017. Participants experienced an intervention using
digital learning expression technology/tools (DLET). DLET coupled with problem-
based learning (PBL) or the engaged learning model (ELM) experiences formed the
ELM-PBL-DLET intervention. The significant differences discovered support the use
of the ELM-PBL-DLET intervention as a means to improve fourth grade students’
vocabulary learning instructional experiences and general reading growth capabili-
ties. Title I elementary schools have the ability to improve reading and vocabulary
learning experiences for all students. This is especially true for students receiving special

services using similar ELM-PBL-DLET type interventions.
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Introduction

Digital literacy is here to stay, and teachers are intermingling current teaching
practices, learning styles, and the expression of learning experiences with digital
literacy technology (Duncan, 2011). Students retell stories using multimedia
in the form of moving pictures or movies. 21st century students combine art,
music, and literacy to express learning of various contents and the manifestation
of opinions regarding something read or viewed. The amalgam of best research-
based instructional literacy practices and digital literacy technology tools pro-
vides educators a myriad of possibilities for literacy instruction (Kimbell-Lopez,
Cummins, & Manning, 2016). Research in digital literacy has moved away from
the tools as the focus, to their utilization with engaged instruction and learning
practices (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). Questions have emerged. Is
digital literacy suited for classrooms using problem-based learning (PBL) experi-
ences or engaged learning model (ELM) experiences? Can digital literacy experi-
ences improve students’ reading capabilities or vocabulary learning? Do digital
literacy technology or tools serve as a novelty in the literacy classroom with
little impact on students’ reading capabilities and vocabulary learning? From
digital storytelling to digital vocabulary learning representations, students have
opportunities to express themselves beyond paper and pen or a single software
application or program.

Today, the choices are limitless and center around the learning goals as
recommended by the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE)
(2008) with their teacher instructional standards. Research-based literacy instruc-
tion continues to be best if engaged and collaborative in nature (Vygotsky &
Cole, 1978). Digital learning expression technology/tools (DLET) add to these
individualized yet collaborative experiences by providing multimedia expressive
outlets, allowing for creative diversity among students’ literacy expression rep-
resentations. This study seeks to determine the impact of pairing research-based
learning models of ELM-PBL with DLET on fourth graders reading capabilities
and vocabulary knowledge.

Literature Review
Student Engagement

Under the broader umbrella of educational theory and philosophy, curriculum,
pedagogy, and assessment are three key elements directly affecting classroom
instruction and learning outcomes. Classroom teachers, while having some influ-
ence on curriculum, generally have direct control over the practice of teaching
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and how their students’ learning is assessed (Dewey, 1916; Tyler, 1949). Ornstein,
Pajak, and Ornstein (2011) stated, “Philosophy becomes the criterion for deter-
mining the aims, means, and ends of curriculum” (p. 6). Where the aims are the
beliefs, the means are the processes, and the ends are the concepts learned.

McLeod (2013) stated, “Educators should ensure that activities are
designed and carried out in ways that offer each learner the chance to engage in
the manner that suits them best.” Students ultimately demonstrate their knowl-
edge through gaining an understanding of a concept, then doing something with
it through a transformational experience (Kolb, 2015). Teachers affect student
engagement in learning through how they practice teaching and how they assess
student learning in an active learning environment by providing experiential
opportunities and choices for their students to demonstrate their learning. Eric
Jensen (2009) stated, “One of the most powerful ways to engage students is to let
them take charge of their own learning” (p. 139). This idea is not to be mistaken
for turning a classroom over to the students to do as they wish, but leans more
toward students being responsible for the learning that they are accomplishing.
Students can be entrusted and empowered to take on roles that help guide the
direction of differentiated instruction in the classroom. Given choice in their
learning outcomes, students express the knowledge gained through a medium
that fits their interests and even to some degree, their own personal learning goals
(Gambrell & Morrow, 2015).

Student engagement in learning has long been a goal of educators through-
out the centuries and across the ever-shifting paradigms of educational pedagogy
and practice. Many educational theorists have differing ideas as to what leads to
the type of student engagement that actually increases the understanding and
comprehension of ideas and the ability of students to solve problems related to
the subject matter taught (Dewey, 1929; Montessori, 1912; Kolb, 2015).

Differentiation in Instruction and Assessment

Differentiation goes hand-in-hand with problem/project-based learning (PBL),
as PBL directly relates to providing utility to the knowledge acquired. Giving
students realistic scenarios in which to apply the knowledge gained and options
(including the use of technology) of how to demonstrate or display solutions or
learning outcomes, either in groups or individually, provides the learner with a
much deeper understanding than the traditional methods of instruction/test-
ing in the classroom (Galvan & Coronado, 2014). In group work, this varied
approach also allows students to collaborate using the synergism of individual
strengths and multiple intelligences to produce a product that exceeds that of
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any one student. Thus, students not only learn from the teacher, as in traditional
instruction, but also from one another (Bell, 2010).

Recent research into the diversity of student learners indicates that differ-
entiation in instruction and in students’ demonstration of their comprehension is
a necessary component in engaging each learner in the classroom and preparing
them to be a 21st century learner (Darling-Hammond & McCloskey, 2008).
This is especially true in Title 1 (or low socioeconomic) schools with higher
at-risk populations (Watts-Taffe et al., 2012). There is an indication that the
use of dynamic assessment measures (assessment with intervention) also allows
teachers to better identify individual differences in young students” abilities to
comprehend what they have read rather than the use of static testing measures
(Elleman, Compton, D. Fuchs, L. Fuchs, & Bouton, 2011).

Challenges in Title One Schools

Title I, Part A, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provides
financial assistance to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) with a high number
(40% or higher) of students from socio-economically disadvantaged families.
These schools typically have higher numbers of at-risk students who fail to meet
the grade-level academic standards as set forth by the Texas Education Agency
(TEA) (United States Department of Education, 2015; 2016). The funds from
Title I monies may be used for school-wide or targeted assistance programs in
the schools for which they are provided (TEA, 2017b).

Most of the challenges facing Title I schools in Texas are linked to the
demographics that make up the schools. As of 2015, the overall population of
students in the state consisted of students with the following at-risk factors:
60.2% economically disadvantaged, 17.5% limited English proficient, 51.8%
Hispanic, 12.7% African-American, and 8.5% students with special needs
(TEA, 2015).

The Response to Intervention (RTI) programs implemented in Texas
schools, while helpful, are not effective at preparing large numbers of at-risk
students for college programs. RTT must be coupled with teacher training that
encourages the use of research-based strategies, a common language of instruc-
tion and unified pedagogy across all campus curricular lines, and an effective
variety of formative assessment. The shift for these students must occur in teacher
practice from traditional teacher-centered lecture methods in basic knowledge to

student-centered learning using a complex application of the knowledge gained
(Marzano & Toth, 2014).
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Digital Literacy Paired with Research-Based Literacy
Instruction and Struggling Readers

Ever since computers have been used in educational settings, educators have
sought to learn and implement better digital learning experiences related to their
curricular content and skill goals (Gordon, 2003). Technology use in schools
has occurred both naturally and due to technology grants and initiatives. Today,
schools seek technological tools to implement with students in literacy and other
content-related areas. Educators have also questioned the role or value of “going
digital” for young elementary students (Suggate & Reese, 2012). The discussion
has moved from technology accessibility to digital technology use in coordina-
tion with research-based practices. Digital literacy has reshaped literacy instruc-
tion experiences in today’s classroom (Ryan, 2012). Students are able to express
learning, comprehension, vocabulary, and other literacy capabilities through
multimedia and digital literacy experiences. The discussion has moved from
technology tools to best practices enhanced with technology.

As education moves into the computer age, educators have sought to match
technology tools to appropriate literacy best practices that have the most impact
on learning and comprehension (Hinchman & Sheridan-Thomas, 2008; Mills,
2010). Digital literacy expression technology and tools (DLET) are numerous as
technology continues to emerge and develop, and DLET s ability to assist strug-
gling readers remains a global discussion among educators as technology acces-
sibility continues to grow in popularity in many cultures and societies (Bhatt,
Roock, & Adams, 2015; Chen, 2010). DLET have been effective intervention
tools, scaffolding struggling readers’ ability to retell content learning or share
stories read via movies and pictures (Davis, 2016; Gunter & Kenny, 2008).
Digital learning expression is digital literacy, and technology tools paired with
best instructional practices that assist struggling readers must be explored and
evaluated. The literacy classroom has been reshaped and educators are exploring
all the research-based instructional possibilities in the ever-changing world of
digital literacy.

Methodology

This study used quantitative methods for data analysis. A quantitative design
was positioned as a starting point to discover the applicability of the ELM-PBL-
DLET intervention with fourth graders in reading instruction from an urban
Title I school in North Texas. Students worked in social cooperative learning
ELM-PBL workshop groups to retell respective stories read and express content
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related vocabulary. This was an independent study and was not funded by the
school or any other for-profit or non-profit company. School-wide curricular
changes were not made based upon the study’s inception. The school adminis-
trator stated, “We want to see the numbers first. We need to explore how this
works with one of our committed people before making curricular decisions for
other fourth grade reading focused classrooms” (School official’s name omitted,
personal communication, August 14, 2015).

Purpose of this Study

Researchers sought to determine if the Engaged Learning Model (ELM) paired
with research instruction PBL practices (ELM-PBL) and digital learning expres-
sion technology (DLET) improved vocabulary knowledge and reading capabili-
ties of two fourth grade cohorts in an urban Title I school over a two-year period,
2015-2016 to 2016-2017. Two questions guided the study:

1. What was the impact of the ELM-PBL-DLET active learning inter-
vention on fourth graders as measured by vocabulary PVVT-4 standard

scores from pre to pOSt assessments?

2. What was the impact of the ELM-PBL-DLET active learning inter-
vention on fourth graders as measured by the Developmental Reading
Assessment (DRA2)™ Running Records grade level placements from
pre- to post- assessments?

Selecting the Setting and the Study’s Participants
Purposive sampling was utilized in the study (Creswell, 2016; Gay, Airasian,
& Mills, 2012). Researchers sought a classroom with fourth graders within an
urban school setting. The school and fourth grade classroom selected required
involvement in problem-based learning techniques, inclusion, and response
to intervention practices. Also, the school needed to be a Title I school. Title
I schools represent schools serving lower socioeconomic populations (NCES,
2015). Fourth graders with fewer economic resources were of interest due to the
challenges cited in the literature regarding their reading capabilities as they move
to upper elementary environments with more complex literacy demands (Chall
& Jacobs, 2003; Chall, Jacobs, & Baldwin, 1990; Connor, Phillips, Kaschak,
Apel, Kim, Ortaiba et al., 2014; Goodwin, 2011).

One North Texas school fitting the study’s setting and participant selection

criteria expressed an interest from our request. This elementary school served
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476 students between kindergarten through fourth grade. White (50.4%) and
Hispanic (38.7%) groups constituted the larger school population while Asian
(2.9%), Black (2.1%), Native American (0.6%), Pacific Islander (0.4%), and
biracial (4.8%), respectively, represented the remaining school population. The
school reported to have a 13:1 student-to-teacher ratio, which is lower than the
state average for elementary schools. Chronic absenteeism was one percentage
below the state average of 8% (TEA, 2017a). The school’s 2015-2016 State of
Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) passing rate for English/
Language Arts (69%) was below the average state passing rate of 76.3% (Startclass
by Graph IQ, 2017; TEA, 2017a). This elementary school reported a high per-
centage of students with disabilities (20%), which was much higher than the
median (10%) across elementary schools in Texas. The majority of students at
this elementary school received free or reduced lunch (53.8%) (Startclass by
Graph 1Q, 2017). Therefore, like many Title I schools, this elementary school
had numerous challenges and opportunities for teachers working to improve the
education experiences of the students they served daily.

The fourth-grade literacy classes represented in this study served 72 stu-
dents between 2015 and 2017. Of the 72 students, 65 were included in the study.
Two students during the 2015-2016 school year were not allowed to participate
in the study while three were excluded that same year due to incomplete data
and attendance issues. Two were excluded due to lack of attendance during the
2016-2017 school year. The school had three main classifications or designations
for students: (a) regular education, (b) Response to Intervention (RTT) students
in tiers two or three, and (c) special services. Regular education students did
not receive programmatic, individualized services or organized supports. RTI
tier two and three students received small group to individualized educational
instructional support services in the regular classroom. Students receiving special
services included students the school deemed at-risk for failure. Special services
included students who were served by English as a Second Language (ESL) teach-
ers with appropriate ESL strategies in and outside the regular classroom. Students
served by special education teachers, dyslexia intervention specialist, and/or other
specialists (e.g., speech teachers) were also considered as receiving special services.
Of the 65 remaining students, 23 (35.4%) participated in the regular education
program, 21 (32.3%) participated in RTT tiers 2 or 3, and 21 (32.3%) received
special services. The students rotated classes between two content area teachers.
The participating teacher in the study taught reading, writing, and social studies
content while the other teacher in the daily schedule rotation taught the sciences
and math content.
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The Interventions

Students viewed and discussed peers’ creations and were expected to assist each
other throughout the process. The teacher explained, “I am working to create a
community here. Communities help each other as good neighbors should. We
are not great at everything, but we are great together.” (Teacher’s name omitted,
personal communication, October 21, 2016). This philosophy fit the interven-
tions described in this study. The students worked on individual projects while
assisting and viewing peers’ creations. It is important to note that all students’
creations were shared with peers in class, once completed.

A password-protected website was developed by the teacher for students
to visit and learn from YouTube™ videos and other media. Videos, pictures, and
text concerning the use of the digital tools and techniques used in the study
(e.g., iMovie, green screen, or Apple’s professional laptop) were developed by the
researchers and teacher. The teacher identified a student, Sarah (pseudonym), who
was grasping the ELM-PBL-DLET concepts well. Peers sought help from Sarah,
and Sarah helped peers with the study’s technology tools and other related project
inquires. Sarah created several videos explaining choices and the various digital
technology tools. Students accessed them, and wore headphones to hear Sarah’s
explanations. The website was updated as new techniques were learned, and Sarah
shared discovered shortcuts related to IMovie, the video camera, and others’ class-
room literacy learning expectations related to the retelling or vocabulary projects.
Several students added ideas and new learning for the teacher and researchers to
add to the website as a repository of videos with textual explanations concerning

the technology tools and ELM-PBL-DLET intervention expectations.

ELM’s Problem-based Interactive Learning
Curriculum Intervention

Engage2Learn Framework (e2L) and the Engage! Learning Model (ELM).
A recent development in the area of increased student engagement has been
achieved through strategically designed, standards-based campus educational
plans that rely on input from all local school community members. This cur-
riculum was utilized by the teacher in this study. ELM is accomplished through
a coaching process using proven best practices and problem-solving strategies
developed by professional educators. One of these models was developed by
Engage2Learn Corporation based in Texas.

The Engage2learn framework is a campus-customizable, five-step pro-
cess designed to help teachers shift the classroom culture, giving students the
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responsibility for their learning through the use of critical thinking. Students set
goals to make personalized choices for their learning while using reflective prac-
tices and formative feedback from teachers to create new goals. The framework
is created at the campus level, where teachers are coached on best practices in
engaging students’ learning and facilitating student achievement for use in their
classrooms (Buerk, 2017).

The Engage Learning Model (ELM) does not use conventional whole
group teaching methodology in curriculum delivery and requires a highly quali-
fied, knowledgeable teacher to carry out the many aspects of learning experience
design, protocol reinforcement, modeling behavior and critical thinking, student
questioning and guiding, small-group workshop development, and critiquing and
assessing student projects. The teacher is a critical part to the model, providing the
leadership and creating both the systems and environment supportive of the stu-
dents’ learning, and teaching content in context of the students’ learning (engage-
2Learn, 2016). Although formally structured collaborative group problem solving
and project-based learning is used in this model, pre, formative, and summative
assessment is individually administered based on standard mastery for each learner
in the classroom (Buerk, 2015). ELM in essence is a problem-based learning cur-
riculum (ELM-PBL) and is designed to invite cooperative learning experiences.

Digital Literacy Expression Technology & Tools (DLET)
within ELM Groups Intervention

Digital Retelling of Stories. Using ELM, the teacher worked with students
to create small groups to retell their respective stories using green screens and
iMovie~ digital film creation software from Apple. Before creating the respec-
tive stories, students generated and expressed their ideas on storyboards for peer
feedback and ideas. Because the students must accurately retell the story, students
completed story maps and various story graphic organizers to organize any future
filming. Planning sheets were required before digital movie creation ideas were
approved by his/her small learning group and the teacher. Each student’s retelling
and ideas were used to create a unique digital story retelling. Peers, working in
the small workshop groups (i.e., ELM Cooperative Learning workshop groups),
created their respective digital stories involving sets, costumes, and multimedia
to accurately display the meaning of the stories retold. The small ELM workshop
groups served as peer support groups for brainstorming ideas, technical support
for using the digital movie making tools, and as a means to accomplish complex
tasks with peer assistance.
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Digital Vocabulary Learning Expression. Again, in ELM workshop
groups, students created digital learning representations of critical, developmen-
tally appropriate vocabulary for fourth graders and the concepts taught in fourth
grade. The ELM workshop groups provided the same functions as they did with
the digital retelling of stories. Students were required to inscribe vocabulary learn-
ing expressions on planning sheets to allow peer and teacher feedback. Once feed-
back was obtained, students worked to complete vocabulary-learning expressions.
The teacher required all vocabulary learning expressions to be relatable to the full
meaning of the word as used in the class content. Like the retelling of stories,
students had several options. Some acted out vocabulary meanings with a video
green screen and multimedia additions while others created a video to describe
the work in a story, song, or other choice. All students used iMovie from Apple
as the primary tool to create and edit digital expressions of vocabulary learning.

Instruments Utilized as Measures for Vocabulary and
General Reading Growth Reading Capability
Assessment Tools

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Fourth Edition (PVVT-4)™ The PVVT-4
allows researchers the ability to determine a student’s receptive vocabulary
growth. The PVVT-4 has two forms, A and B. The publisher ensures score com-
parisons between forms A and B are equivalent. Once a student’s vocabulary
floor or baseline has been established, the student is shown four pictures per
vocabulary word and is orally asked to identify the vocabulary word by point-
ing to the correct picture. This process continues until each student reaches his/
her ceiling (i.e., eight or more errors in a set of vocabulary words). Since this is
a normed-referenced assessment, researchers may compare student progress by
raw scores, age- and grade-equivalent scores, percentile ranks, stanine scores, and
standard scores. However, Sullivan, Winter, Sass, and Svenkerud (2014) found
age-equivalents and grade-equivalent scores misleading and discouraged their
use in reporting receptive vocabulary progress. The researchers chose to use stan-
dard scores for comparison since this allowed for interval scale comparisons and
had less controversy from the PVVT-4 literature review concerning vocabulary
growth assessments (Sullivan, Winter, Sass, & Svenkerud, 2014). Standard scores
were reported since these scores were used by the teachers and the school district
in the study and were often discussed in meetings concerning assessments.

The PVVT-4 is an untimed test of a student’s vocabulary knowledge.
The testing instructions recommend test administrators ask for a response after
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10 seconds if no response is issued by the student. The PVVT-4 poses some chal-
lenges for teachers in the field since it may take up to 20 minutes to complete one
student testing. The PVVT-4 manual offers differentiation options for testing
students with special learning needs (Dunn & Dunn, 2007).

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA2) ™ Running Records (DRARR).
Originally developed in 1986 with revisions in 2003, the Developmental Reading
Assessment (DRA2)™ is an assessment used to gauge k-8th grade students reading
capabilities, yielding accurate and useful results to inform reading instruction
(McCarthy & Christ, 2010). DRA2 assessments provide a students’ reading level,
word recognition accuracy, fluency, and comprehension with the use of implicit
and explicit questions. This tool was approved by this school district, as results
were utilized to determine students’ reading progress and capabilities. The DRA2
assists teachers with the matching of students to text they can read successfully
(Colorado Department of Education, 2013). The DRA?2 allows teachers to find
students’ frustrational, instructional, and independent reading levels for narrative
and expository text over time using various assessment types; the various assess-
ments together form a student’s running record (DRARR). The teacher in this
study used the results to determine students’ needs. For this school district, one
DRARR measure for general reading growth capability progress is determined
by reading grade level increases or decreases. The fourth-grade reading teacher in
this study received training with the various assessments in the DRA2.

The curricular DRA2 reading progress evaluation policies are strict.
Teachers were not allowed to move a student up one DRARR grade level based
on any single DRA2 measure. In this reading classroom, students must have
an increased DRARR median grade level movement in fluency, reading com-
prehension (i.e., oral, silent, and listening) questions, and oral reading miscue
analysis before receiving any overall DRARR grade level increase. Therefore, this
class may have had fewer grade level DRARR increases, but the increases were
more comprehensive due to the strict evaluation procedures used before allow-
ing DRARR grade level increases. For example, a student who experiences at
least one grade level increase in general reading growth capability has progressed
positively according the school districts DRA?2 strict adherence policies for the
posting of reading progress with the DRARR’s general growth reading capa-
bility measure. This stringent policy by the participating school district allows
researchers to trust the DRARR score as a holistically accurate representation of
reading progress capability. Because grade level increases or decreases by students
using the DRARR system represented fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension,
researchers were confident in this reading progress measure.
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Data Analysis
Fourth grade participants (n = 65) before (pre-) and after (post-) ELM-PBL-DLET

experiences were compared using parametric and non-parametric statistical pro-
cedures. Descriptive statistics were reported overall and by school designations.
The school designations were regular education, RTT tiers 2 or 3, and special
services. Pre- and post-intervention (i.e., ELM-PBL-DLET) PVVT-4 standard
scores and DRA grade levels were provided for comparison, respectively. Two
types of statistical procedures were utilized: paired t-test with standard score inter-
val scale data and the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test with ordinal DRA grade levels.

A paired samples #-test was performed to ascertain if PVVT-4 standard
scores significantly increased after the ELM-PBL-DLET intervention with
fourth graders. Cohen’s & was calculated as an effect size measure. Normality was
checked using the Shapiro-WilK’s test (N < 50). A 95% confidence interval was
obtained for PVVT-4 standard scores differences.

A Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used to determine if statistically sig-
nificant increases occurred between the fourth graders DRA running records
(DRARR) ordinal grade rankings from the pre- to post- ELM-PBL-DLET inter-
vention (Sheskin, 2011).

Findings
Overall, students” results from the vocabulary (PVVT-4) and general reading
(DRA2) measures demonstrate that students benefited from the intervention.
The following section will review the results related specifically to vocabulary and
general reading accordingly.

Vocabulary: PVVT-4 (i.e., Vocabulary Growth Assessment). The means rep-
resenting pre- and post-PVVT-4 standard scores for the included fourth graders
were 100.50 (8D =12.24) and 104.33 (SD=13.09), respectively. The assump-
tion of normality was not violated, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p = .385).
Fourth grade participants earned higher PVVT-4 standard scores (i.e., vocab-
ulary growth scores) after their respective ELM-PBL-DLET experiences with
a significant mean increase of 3.831, 95% CI [2.127, 5.535], #(64) = 4.491,
p=.001,d=.557. The effect size (d = .557) is large, providing a measure of practi-
cal significance (Cumming & Calin-Jageman, 2017) (See Table 1).

Of the 65 fourth graders, excluding students with no gains, 75% (n = 49;
M = 6.57) produced higher vocabulary gain mean differences between pre-
and post-assessments, as measured using PVVT-4 standard scores. As a whole,
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TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics and Paired t-test Results (N = 65) for Fourth Graders' Vocabulary
Growth using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Fourth Edition (PVV1-4)™ Standard
Mean Scores Comparisons Before and After the ELM-PBL-DLET Intervention

Before After 95% CI
for Mean
Assessment M SD M SD Difference t df d

PVVI4  100.50 12.24 104.33 13.09 2.127,5.535 4.491** 64 .557

*ok

p <.001.
Note. N = 65, M=mean, SD=standard deviation, r=t-test statistic, df=degrees of freedom, 4=Cohen’s
d effect size.

participants’ (V= 65) PVVT-4 standard score gain differences ranged from -13 to
19 with an overall mean gain difference of //=3.83. Regular education students
(n=23; M =4.08; SD = 7.11), students receiving special services (n = 21; M =
4.04; SD = 4.59), and students receiving RTT tier 2 and 3 supports (n=21; M =
3.33; SD = 8.61) produced positive average vocabulary standard score difference
gains, respectively. Regular education students and students receiving special ser-
vices produced higher average PVVT-4 standard scores compared to students
receiving RTT tier 2 and 3 supports.

General Reading Growth: DRA2 Running Records (DRARR) Grade
Levels. A Wilcoxon signed-rank test determined that a statistically significant
increase occurred between fourth graders’ pre- (Mdn = 2.6) and post- (Mdn = 4)
DRARR grade level growth measures, respectively, Z = 6.970, p = <.001. The
DRARR grade levels difference scores (e.g., grade level gains) median from pre-
to post- increased by one grade level. Most of the participating fourth graders
produced gains in reading capability; overall, studentss DRARR grade level gains
(87.6%, n =57) ranged from .6 to 2 level increases. Of the 21 students receiving
RTI Tiers 2 or 3 services, 16 students increased their grade level gains by at least
one year (76.1%). Of the 21 fourth graders receiving special education services,
85.7% (n = 18) gained at least one DRARR grade level. All 23 (100%) of the reg-
ular education students gained at least one DRARR grade level. The pre- to post-
median gains by school designation revealed increased DRARR grade levels for
regular education (Mdn = 3 to Mdn = 4), special services (Mdn = 2 to Mdn = 3),
and RTTI Tiers 2 and 3 (Mdn = 2 to Mdn = 3) students, respectively.
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Discussion

Fourth graders at this title one school benefited from the ELM-PBL-DLET
intervention. The significant differences discovered support the use of the ELM-
PBL-DLET intervention as a means to improve fourth grade students general
reading growth capabilities and vocabulary learning instructional experiences.
Regular education students and students who received special services at the
school generated a higher percentage of participants with increased vocabulary
learning and reading capability, while students receiving RTT tiers 2 or 3 support
had fewer participants with increased reading capability and vocabulary learn-
ing gains. Perhaps, the school may review the individualized supports offered to
students receiving special services as possible interventions to try with students
receiving RTT tiers 2 or 3 supports. Title I elementary schools have the ability
to improve reading and vocabulary learning experiences for all students. This is
especially true for students receiving special services using similar ELM-PBL-
DLET type interventions.

This was one grade level in one urban Title I elementary school. Results
cannot be generalized to all fourth grade reading focused classrooms in urban
Title I school settings. However, this quantitative analysis allowed insight into
the work and possibilities for reading growth in overall reading capability and
vocabulary learning for similar school settings interested in ELM-PBL reading
curriculum paired with digital learning expression tools. School districts do not
always allow for teachers to choose their instructional procedures. However, the
teacher involved chose to participate in this new curricular procedure as a means
to improve instruction in reading capability and vocabulary learning.

Researchers are seeking to work with other fourth grade teachers who are
willing to try ELM-PBL-DLET interventions. Having permission to view and
use state literacy testing results for reading and writing assessments may improve
future data comparisons. The researchers’ next project will employ qualitative
research methods designed to explore this ELM-PBL-DLET intervention for
general reading growth capability and vocabulary learning.
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Abstract

This collective case study examined how two teacher leaders assumed literacy leader-

ship roles with their professional colleagues. The findings suggest that both teachers
implemented all four of the literacy leaders coaching mindsets (Bean & Ippolito, 2016)

while working with their peers in different professional learning situations. Further,

the implementation of these mindsets varied across the participants. Two stages of
analysis were used in this study to demonstrate the breath and depth of the coaching
mindsets that each teacher implemented when interacting with her colleagues. The
Jrequency at which both literacy leaders implemented the four coaching mindsets, and
the specific characteristics of each mindset, varied. Understanding how both of these
teachers applied coaching mindsets demonstrates that coaching for literacy learning
is not prescriptive in nature and cannot be delivered in a “one-size fits all” package.
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Teacher leadership is an important aspect of literacy educators” professional lives.
Many teachers take on leadership roles in their schools in a variety of formal and
informal ways, including coaching and mentoring responsibilities. Teachers often
gravitate towards leadership roles where they have experience and interest in a
particular topic, such as literacy. Stakeholders in education often look to teacher
leaders when pedagogical decisions are made about student assessment data, cur-
riculum, instruction, and educational resources. The different lenses, or mindsets,
that teacher leaders assume to consider these topics are important to explore.

In addition, Dweck’s (2006) work on fixed and growth mindsets is impor-
tant information for literacy leaders to understand. Dweck states that a fixed
mindset positions a person to have a bounded amount of ability in a particular
area and may lead to an unwillingness to expand his/her experiences in order
to avoid failure. On the other hand, Dweck describes a growth mindset as one
where the person is willing to take on challenges because failure is not a primary
concern. Instead, the person is focused on learning through the process; thus, he/
she believes in learning potential that involves effort and perseverance.

Literacy leaders assume a growth mindset when working with colleagues.
Bean and Ippolito (2016) expand the idea of a growth mindset through four
lenses they call coaching mindsets. The four coaching mindsets are leader, facili-
tator, designer, and advocate. These four mindsets can influence teacher engage-
ment and learning and guide teacher leaders’ decision-making processes.

The professional learning that takes place in schools is complex and mul-
tifaceted. Teacher leaders in schools may centralize professional learning oppor-
tunities and engage teachers at the local level to impact instruction and student
learning. Because of our continued work with preservice teachers, inservice
teachers, and Reading Specialist candidates, we were interested in developing a
deeper understanding of how teacher leaders used the four coaching mindsets
when working in small groups and in one-on-one settings with colleagues. In
particular, we examined how teacher leaders applied the four mindsets while
focusing on the specific literacy topic of word study instruction. Specifically, we
studied how teacher leaders engaged in discussions with colleagues about student
word study assessment data, and their use of the four mindsets within a profes-
sional learning community (PLC). We wondered how teacher leaders used the
coaching mindsets to become literacy leaders with their colleagues. The following
research questions guided this work:

1. What mindsets do teacher leaders assume when engaging in small
group PLC meetings and one-on one conversations with colleagues
about word study instruction?
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2. How do eclementary teacher leaders move among the mindsets while
working with colleagues to learn about and implement individualized
word study instruction?

Theoretical Framework

Distributed Leadership
This study is grounded in the perspective of distributed leadership (Spillane,

2005). Leadership practices are viewed as a product of interactions. Spillane
(2005) presents distributed leadership as “leadership practice that is viewed as
the product of the interactions of school leaders, followers, and their situation”
(p. 144). It is the interactions that are key in understanding leadership practice.
In this perspective, change occurs because of these designated interactions. The
concept of distributed leadership reflects what various individuals know and do
together. Depending on the individuals involved, leadership can be disseminated
across individuals or situations (Spillane et al., 2001). What is critical and matters
for instructional improvement and student achievement is not that the leadership
is distributed, but how it is distributed (Spillane, 2005).

Literature Review
Teacher Leadership in Schools

The literature on teacher leadership in literacy showcases a variety of roles
and responsibilities that teacher leaders take on (Swan Dagen, Morewood, &
Loomis, 2016; Teacher Leadership Learning Consortium, 2011). Swan Dagen
and Nichols’ (2012) synthesis of research defines teacher leadership as teachers
learning from one another through collaborative and distributed responsibilities.
Leadership is presented as the ability to work with others to accomplish an end
goal. Swan Dagen and Nichols situate leadership as much more than station-
ary traits or a held position; instead, it is a set of actions. Educators who will-
ingly assume the role of a teacher leader often feel professionally fulfilled, which
can generate interest in professional learning among all teachers with whom the
teacher leaders works (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). Because of this generated
interest among colleagues, teacher leaders may enhance the collective capacity
of the organization to progress towards common effective literacy instructional
practices in order to support student learning. Further, teacher leaders can have a
powerful influence on school improvement or instructional reform (Swan Dagen
& Nichols, 2012; York-Barr & Duke, 2004). Schools and administrators that
support these teacher leader actions take on what is referred to as a distributed
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leadership model (Spillane, 2005). Coaching is one way that teacher leaders
collaborate, communicate, and learn with colleagues through a variety of profes-

sional experiences.

Fixed and Growth Mindsets

Mindsets impact learning and professional growth. Dweck’s (2006) work on
fixed and growth mindsets guide teacher leaders as they facilitate different learn-
ing opportunities for their colleagues. Further, understanding these two psy-
chological pathways to learning enables teacher leaders to provide appropriate
supports so that learning can occur. Dweck posits that when people enter into
a learning opportunity with a fixed mindset they believe that, regardless of the
supports that are provided, their performance will not be impacted. On the other
hand, those who enter a learning opportunity with a growth mindset believe that
through dedicated practice, their learning and performance will be impacted;
they believe that their understanding of the topic will be expanded. Those with a
growth mindset view learning through a perspective of supported opportunities
to succeed, but even if they fail, they will learn and further develop their skills.

Coaching Mindsets of Literacy Leaders

Coaching is a process of facilitated inquiry that enables teachers to make deci-
sions, solve problems, and set and achieve organizational goals. The coaching
role aligns well with Dweck’s (2006) growth mindset. Through the coaching role,
literacy leaders are positioned to support the work of their colleagues through
both successful opportunities and those that need additional scaffolding to be
effective. Bean and Ippolito (2016) position the four literacy leadership mind-
sets in their framework within the growth mindset. The four literacy leadership
mindsets that Bean and Ippolito describe are leader, facilitator, designer, and
advocate. When these four mindsets are consistently applied over time by dedi-
cated coaches and literacy leaders, the longest-lasting effect and biggest changes
in teaching and learning may result (Bean & Ippolito).

Evans (2007) defines authentic leadership as someone who is “a credible
resource who 