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Abstract

Preparing teachers to teach literacy effectively is a lengthy and complex process. It begins
long before students are accepted into preservice education programs and continues
throughout their careers. This three-year longitudinal study investigated how elementary
teachers implement literacy programs, the éucéesses/challenges they face in doing so, the
‘sirengths of their preservice preparation and inservice support and recdmmendations for
improving preservice preparation and inservice support for literacy teaching. Year 1
participants included three literacy instructors teaching elementary Language Ans.Methbds
and 10 student teachers. Participants in Years 2 and 3 were literacy teachers (five in Year 2,
four in Yearv3) teaching grades ranging from Junior andergaften through Grade 6. The data
indicated that preparation for teaching literacy needs to be expanded to target the more
diverse range of scenarios in which novice literacy teachers find themselves versus the
‘ideal,” or ‘assumed” scenarios, which may or may not exist. As well, the data suggested a
need for Faculties of Education to support seamless learning by collaborating with school
partners such that preservice in-class and in-field and inservice teaching experiences are
consistent. The frameworks put in pléce by Faculties of Education to suppdn student teachers
and associates during in-field placements, as well as the establishment and nurturing of

. partnerships, have potential to support seamless learning in and beyond the preservice year.

v
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CHAPTER ONE

MAKING MEANING: AN INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
.. .the role of the qualitative researcher is of critical importance because the
researcher is the research instrument. If we can help describe how we use our
intuition and creativity in our research projects, all of us benefit. Like the artist who
uses paint and brushes or the dancer who uses movement, the qualitative researcher
uses many techniques as tools to ultimately tell a story. For us, words and the power
of the narrative are essential. By understanding how we use intuition and creativity,

we may widen our vocabulary of understanding the role of the qualitative researcher.
(Janesick, 2001, p. 533)

Meaning-making involves active and dynamic processeis. Facilitating these meaning-
making processes for myself, as well as others, prompted me to spend considerable\ time
pondering the format of my dissertation. Thé room for choice and innovation is botii exciting
and overwhelming. Like Caulley (2008) and Richardson and St. Pierre (2005), L, too, strove
to develop a ‘creative’ résearc‘h report, one that holds the reader’s attention. In this particular
case, [ believed this might best be accomplished through a combination of traditional and
alternative formats. Such a blending of formats provided both a voice and style for
intertwining the content and form of my research in a seamless, intimate, and involving
narrative Y(Richardson, 2001).

. In Writing this dissertation, I embraced the notion 6f writing as inquiry. Richardson
(2001)‘suggestvs that writing ena}iles u§ to create.altemate pers;ieciives and views of réali‘t}‘/..
She maintains that researchers, despite the guise of scholarship or the omniscient voice of
science, are constantly writing and rewriting thr:ir lives. Similarly, Elbéz—Luwisch (2002)
suggests that the very nature of writing, “the formulation and Bringing into being of ideas that
were not there before being written” (p..406), fosters ‘new awarenesses about oneself and the
world. Janesick (2001) suggests rhat Writing as a form of discovery cari encompass various

genres, including letter writing, essays, coliages, poetry and journaling. According to



Janesick (2001), journal writing offers a forum‘ for researchers to refine ideas, beliefs and
responses to their research, therein serving as a rigorous documentary tool. Both Janesick
(2001) and Richardson (2001) see potential for ‘writing as inquiry’ to inform research
processes and brooden understanding of method and substance by means of crystallization.

Smagorinsky (1997) maintains that the act of composing artistic text, written or
otherwise, is both reciprocal and transformative in nature. He suggests that composing
represents individual thinking processes and mediates these processes into new
understandings. According to Smagorinsky (1997), individuals seldom ‘approach the process
of composing with a fully developed vview. of the final product. As the composition develops,
new and deeper understandings emerge. Armed with these reassurances, | approgched the act
of composing. |

Overview of the Study: Purpose and Design

The formulation of my personal reflections on the experience are based on analysis of
data collected as part of my thfee—year Iongitudinal‘ study of factors that shape, support and
hinder the ‘prepafation of elementary teachers for fhe demanding role of teaching literacy.
The purpose of 'fhis research was to describe: now literacy educators were implementing
litéracy programs; tne successes and challenges ‘they faced in doing s0; and their reflections
on the strengths of their preparation for literacy teaching and recommendations for improving
the preservice program. |

| The stndy was partof a lafger national literacy study on teacher educacion that -

described the professional development of literacy teachers from their professional year
through their first two years of literacy teaching. Dr. Clive Beck, OISE/UT, was the pﬁncipal

investigator. The larger study involved three Canadian universities: OISE/UT, Untversity of



Alberta and Lakehead University. Dr. Mary Clare Courtland was the co-investigator at the
Lakehead University site. Dr. Courtland invited me to work with her as local co-researcher.

My dissertation focused on data collected at the Lakehead University site. The
research process, discussion and ﬁndings are presented alongside boetic descriptions of my
own academic and professional growth and transition from elementary literacy teacher to
teacher educator. Individually and cumulatively, my experiences affo'rded additional vantage
points for informed reflection on the successes and frustrations that; both new and
éxperienced teachers face in learning to teach literacy and language arts. The integration of
personal narrative poetry and prose into the doctoral dissertation was intended to yield
further insights into the nature of teacher preparation for teaching literacy. -

The design of the study was mixed method (Patton, 2005). Data were collected at
OISE/UT aﬁd University of Alberta during the period 2003-2004 through 2005-2006, Data
collection at the Lakehead University site began in January 2005 and continued through
August 2007. In Year 1 of the study at the Lakehead University site, a survey was conducted
with approximately 100 student teachers enrolled in the professional year of the Bachelor of
Education program, with a Primary/Junior [P/J] focus. In addition, the three litéracy
instructors teéching P/J Language Arts Methods and 10 student teachers took part in semi;~
structured, audiotaped interviéws.

I became involved in Year 2 of the study. Participants in Years 2 and 3 were iiteracy ‘
teachers (five in Year 2, four- in Year 3) téaching grades ranging from Junior Kindergarten
[JK] through Grade 6. The participants were novice teachers involved in their ﬁrst two years
of literacy teaching. During Year 3 of our study, one of the three literacy teacher educators

was re-interviewed in her role as an aditional qualifications reading course instructor.



Data methods included the following elements: semi-structured interviews (Patton,
2005); e-mail correspondence and analysis of documents such as the preservice instructo:rs’
course outlines and the teacher participants’ long range lesson plans; langlllage. arts
timetables.; professional growth plans; sample individual lesson plans; and materials on
professional development. Data analysis was constant-comparative and ongoing (Bogdan &
Biklen, 2003).

Overarching objectives for Years 1 through 3 of the national study were as follows:
Eg_g_l - To study factors affecting preparation of elementary Iiteracy teachers in the
preservice program. | |
Year 2 - To examine the views and practices of first year literacy teachers, the detailed nature
of their language arts programs and the extent to which they implemented approaches
modeled and/or advocated in preservice. |
Year 3 -To inveétigate influences on and ;:hanges in teachers’ use of approaches to literacy
teaching from first to second year in-service and the relation of these'to the literacy courses
taken in the preservice program. The overarching objectives for the national literacy study
(Beck, 2001) were reflected in my research questions.

Rationale -

Literacy is a regional, national énd global concern. Educators, school boards and
ministries of education are engaged in intensive efforts to raise student literacy levels (Beck,
Brown, Cockburn, & McClure, 2005). The Organization for Economic and Co—operative
Development [OECD] International Adult Literacy Survey étatistics released in June 2000
disclosed that 40% of adult Canadians were found.to be significantly below minimum skill

levels. There are several possible contributing factors. Increased transnational migration and



globalization of conimunication continue to render former models of literacy education less
effective (Dlamini, 2001; New London Group, 1996). Cultural and social diversity among
students, changing values, media bombardment, technology, and the emergence of new and
multiple forms of literacy intensify challenges related to the teaching and learning of literacj/
(Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Gee, 2000). Despite well-researched assertions that schools are not
meeting current literacy demands to prepare students for life in an ever-changing world,
many education systems have not cﬁanged with the .times (Lankshear, Gee, Knobel, &
Searle, 2002). Effective teacher preparation and professional support of classroom teachers
are critical to meeting new and changing demands on iiteracy education..

Impreved preparatiori of teachers is linked to heightened professional satisfaction,
increased incentive for long-term teaching, ahd higher levels of student "leaming (Darling-
Hammond, 2000; Duffield, 2005). According to Darling-Hammond (2000), better-prepared
teachers enter and remain in teaching at higher rates and are fouﬁd to be more éffective than
their leéser-prepared peérs:

Those who enter with little i)rofessional preparation tend to have greater difficulties in

the classroom, are less highly rated by principals, supervisors, and colleagues, and

tend to leave teaching at a higher-than-average rate, often reaching 50% or more by

the third year of teaching. (pp. 47-48)

Darling-Hammond (2000) attributes lower-levels of student learning, pai’tiéularly for
those students mést in need of skilled teachers, Ato lack of adequate teacher prepayatiovn. Beck,
Brown, Cockburn and McClure (2005) suggest that Canadian teachers .and preser_vicé
students often describe their preservice preparation as inadequate, generally due to their
perceptions that it was overtly theoretical in nature and lacking practical application.

Student learning 1s dir‘ectfy related to what and how teachers teach; and what and how

teachers teach is heavily influenced by the knowledge and skills introduced and fostered in



teacher éducation programs (Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Kosnik & Beck, 2009). Studies highlight
a general lack of direction in teacher education (Kosnik & Beck, 2009; Beck, Kosnik, Broad,
Caulﬁeld, MacDonald; Tenebaum, Kitchen, & Rowsell, 2007; Beck, et al., 2005; Stotsky,
2006). Frequent gaps between the theory and practices implemented in preservice literacy
education (Borg, 2003; Kosnik & Beck, 2007), and teacher candidate exposure to less |
effective feaching models during schodl placements (Beck & Kosnick, 2000; Darling-
Hammond, 1999), undermine adoption of the very approaches being advocated in preservice
education. Thié is carried beyond the presérvice program. Lack of mentorship and lack of
administrative support are among factors associated With impeding new teachers from
‘,developirig effective programs for literacy learning (Grossman, Valencia, Evans, Thompson,
Martin, & Place, 2000). |

Beck, Brown, Cockburn and McClure (2005), Beck et al., (2007), Feiman-Nemser
(2001), and Stotsky (2006) identify a need for further research into the content, delivery and
forn_lat of preservice programs to ensure adequate teacher preparation and early years support
for meeting the chaﬂenges associated_With teaching literacy in a changing world. Beck and
Kosnik. (2000) aﬁd Courtland, Leslie, Karpiuk and Petrone (2006) also see the need for
further studies describing the eXpe;iences of beginning or novice literacy teachers in their
early years »in the education profession. Grant and Gillette (2006). identify a need for teacher
educators to commit to “th‘e type of longitudinal studies of our candidates’ effectiveness in
our programs and in the classroom that will help us to understand the impact of our work” (p.
298). ‘

My 1ongitudihal study extends beyond and contributes to the current literature on

teacher preparation for teaching literacy in providing a more complete and detailed



examination of teacher preparation from preservice through early years inservice while also
examining my own growth as a teacher educator.
Personal Ground

The decision to select student teachers and literacy instructors and to focus on teacher
preparation for teaching literacy reflects my professional and personal interests in the ﬂeld of
literacy educ.ationv and is connected to the overarching objectives set for the larger national
literacy study (Beck, 2001). In addition to serving as co-investigat& in the teacher
préparation study at Lakeheéd_ Untversity, I have also served as local co-researcher in a
national study of student teachers’ perspectigves on Canadian identity and their uhderstanding
of ideology in multicultural picture books (Johnston, Bainb‘ridge,‘Courtland, Hammett, Ward
& Wiltée, 2006). An ongoing study, the picture botok researcﬁ focused on preservice
elemf:ntary teachers’ use ofCanadi-an multicultural picture books for promoting deeper
understan‘dvings of Canadian identify within the classroom.

I entefed graduate studies as a mature student v;/ith extensive experience as a
classroom/speciél education téacher, teacher-librarian and language arts cﬁrriculum leader.
As a classroom/special education teacher, I particularly enj oyed helping students learn to
read and write in a variety of genres. Oral language development and listening skills were
also emphasized in my classes. As a curriculum leader, I was keenly familiar with language
arts-related materials'évailable within my board of education and other neighbouring boards.
I fegularly provided professional development to teachers and administrators on board-
creéted materials and writing scales designed to support students in the writing processes.
However, newer literacies, including digital and multimedia, pictu;e books and graphic

novels received minimal or no attention. This deficit was due, in part to their newness, my



own lack of familiarity, or, as with multicultural picture books and graphic novels, lack of |
availability and iﬁservice within our board of education.

My approach to teaching and learning was based in social constructivist principles,
though I did not know this term at tﬁe time. [ tried to actively involve students in their own
learning by capitalizing on individual interests wheneyer possible. I also tried to view each of
my students as capable learners and made an effort to get to know their personal and
academic interests, strengths and weaknesses in order to inform my development of
currjculum. Although my teaching philosophy has changed over the years to accommodate
new understandings (in English literacy acquisition/teaching and learning, multicultural
literacy, transmediation, critical literacy, social justice theory and multi'modai literacies, for
example), I retain many of the beliefs and values I formulated early in my teaching career.

My experiences within the field of edﬁcation led me to observe differences in the
needs, interests, preferred learning styles and abilities of my students as‘ they entered and
progressed through elementary school language arts programs. Though I spent hours
developing language arts units, specifically designing them to be relevant to my students’ age
level/interests_ and‘abilities, at times, some of my students appeared disengaged. Pre-
packaged thematic units and novel studies I acquired through board offices and teacher
resource stores, while time saving from a teacher perspective, seemed to offer limited appeal
and/or educational value to my students. Programming for l.iteracy was further complicated
by the manner in which.board-advocated liferacy programs were repeatedly tossed aside for
something ‘better’ a few years later.

Every year, new students would arrive from other countries. It was after working with

three young boys from Holland that I grew particularly frustrated by the extent to which



education of immigrant, non-English speaking children relied on assimilation. It was as
though the language and life experiences they had acquired iny théir homelands had no place
within th;a Ontario curriculum I was charged to teach.AEventually, my desire to improve
student literacy levels through meaningful, socially responsible curriculum led me to
graduate studies.

* For years and years, I had performed my teaching duties ob_ediently, seldom
questioning the validity of the Ontario curriculum and its relevance to my students’ lives.
Proclaimed an effective language arts teacher by my board of education, I was invited to
providg professicnal development opportunities to other educators and administrators in
various language initiatives adopted by the board. In graduate studies, I was'f‘orcedv to re-
examine the changing nature and role of literacy education, and Western ﬁlodels of
education, i‘n particular. I had not considered the notion that the language arts curriculum and
my delivery of that curriculum might have negative social, cultural,' historical and political
ramifications for some of my étudents.

In add?tion to reséarch design and methodologies, frameworks, paradigms and
strategies, graduate studies a‘lso exposed me to new information on critical lit‘eracy, equality
and empowerment and a host of other life-altering coﬁtent. Though I cannot change the
privilege of my statué as a white female with a supportive spouse, I can be aware of my
acti9ns/ reactions and résponses, and more sensitive to the ‘other,” his/her exper_iences, and
our interconnections or lgck thereof. | have élso come to see the importance of teaching
language arts and literacy to student teachers in such a way that they, tob, might use texts

(print and non-print) to expand their own students’ understandings of significant global
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issues éuch as multiculturalism, racism, and environmental deg‘radation, ina manner that
promotes social activism and change.

Through my coursework, discussions, readings and early research experiences, I
devoured smdies, articles and other information related to the teaching and acquisition of
language arts and literacy. Eventually, I became interested in relationships between students’
literacy lieaming and teacher expeﬁise. This focus carried into and was fostered by my work
as a graduate assistant and then contract lecturer. As a graduate student, working as research -
assistant to Prb_feésor Mary Clare Courtland, [ was afforded opportunities to develop and test
my emerging pedagogical understandings. A seasoned educator/researcher, Dr. Courtland
provided a model I could emulate and strive to achieve. She was patient and persevering in
the face of my resistance to the theoretical and encouraged me to take risks 'with my teaching.

Lat¢r, as a contract lecturer, I was_elated to be back in the classroom, my own -
classrodm, ihétructing student teachers in curriculum design and implementation for teaching
language arts and literacy. My preservice language arts and literacy classroom provided
- opportunities for my own action research into teacher preparation. The classroom offered a

forum for further connection of the theoretical with the practical.

I formed strong ties with my preservice students. Many contacted me during their
¢ar1y years as inséﬁice teachers. Often, they were uncertain how to link the ‘bits and pieces,” -
learned in-class énd in-field during their preservice experience, to form cohesive language
arts programs. I was able to see ways in which my own practices aﬁd lack of expertise as an
‘educator/researcher had contributed to my students’ confusion. Perceived. weakness can be a
tremendous motivator. This one, combined with my involvement in the national study on

teacher preparation, heightened my authentic interest in learning more about the
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characteristics of ‘adequate’ teacher preparation. Studying teacher preparation for teaching

literacy became an almost selfish pursuit. It continued to satisfy the ‘me’ grounded in the

practical (hard to shake years of classroom teaching) and the ‘me’ strfving to be more

.theoretical (as an academic/researcher). It offered potential for informing‘ and developing my

own expertise, my students’ expertisé and ultimately, the literacy levels of their students.

Providing opportuniﬁes to examine the' larger picture (literacy education), alongside the parts

(components deemed effective for teaching/learning literacy), my study contributed to my

overall understandings of the field of 'literacy and my sense of scholarship within. The deeply

personal nature of this study continues to influence the cognitions, approaches, tools and
strategies I bring to the design and implementation of literacy courses at the Faculty of

Education. |

Research Questions ‘

1. . How might a teacher education program better prepare étudent teachers to design aﬂd
deliver optimal literacy programming for students of diverse backgrounds, interests,
needs and abilities? -

2. What is the nature of the transiﬁons, successes and challenges ﬁovice teachgrs
expérie_nce Between their prepération for litéracy teaching and their first two years of
literac‘y'teaching?

3. How am I constructing my identity as a literacy instructor / teacher edugator ata
Faculty of Education? |
Burbules (2004) stfesses the importzince of being sensitive “to the multiple,

conflicting, and often unintended effects of what we are doing (in our research): to be

monitoring them as we are involved with the activity, not simply focused on our intended
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outcomes” (p. 7). I approached the design of my research questions from this critical stance.
In the original proposal for the national literacy study from which this study deveioped, |
overarching objectives were communicated; however, the research questions were not made
- explicit. This absence of research questions permitted me to personalize the research in its
earliest stages in context with the errqrching aims of the national study, but without being

. tied to or influenced by specific, pre-stated research questions.

Development of my research questions was facilitated by a cooperative assignment in
my reseérch colloquium course, an on-line céurse taken duriné my second year in the Joint
Philosophy of Education [PhD] Program. Working in small groups, we were invited to share
the underpinnings of our research and discuss possible research questi‘on's with our pee;rs in
the hope ,fhat these discussions would ultimately inform our selection of research unestions
and choice of diction therein. I consider myself extremely fortunate to héve received.
excellent nurturing feedback from three generous coursemates‘(*Thank you to Sylvia Moore,
Susan Hamel and Jenni Donohoo). |

Theoretical Perspective

‘The conceptual framework for this study was grounded in social constructivist
theories of leaming (Rogoff, 1995; Vygotsky, 1986), including theories more specifically
tied to the teaching and learning of literacy and language arts. ’fhese include: reader
response theory (Rosenblatt, 1978, 1982), situated and multiliteracies (Eisner, 2002; Freire,
1985; Gee, 2000; Kist, 2005) and critical pedagogy and social justice (Courtland, Leslie,
Karpiuk & Petrone, 2008; Eisner, 2002; Robinson, McKenna & Wedman, 2004). I shall

briefly describe each of these frameworks in this section.
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Social Constructivist Theories of Learning

A social constructivist perspective situates literacy as a process involving individual
and social constructions of fneaning within various sociocultural settings (Bainbridge &
Malicky, 2004). Language is used to learn as well as to interﬁret, respond to and share
experiences with others (Vygotsky, 1986). According to Wells (2001), “Knowledge is |
constructed and reconstructed between participants in specific situations, using the cultural
resources at their disposal, as they work toward the collaborativé achievement of goals that
emerge in the course of their acﬁvity” (p. 180). Vygotsky (1978) suggests that individuals are
able to extend their knowledge to deeper levels by working collaboratively through the
development of shared meanings.

Rogoft (1995) contends that sociocultﬁral theory embodies the existence of tﬁree
planes of sociocultural contexts for learning: the community or cultural plane; the
interpersonal or social ﬁlane; and, the personal plane. Thus, literacy ‘Ieaming depen_ds upon
meaningful social interactions with others, and occurs through a variety ofactivities and
contexts. |
Reader Response Theory

Reéde’r response theory (Rosenblaft, 1978) contributes to our understandings of the
ways in which reading facilitates interpretation of our world. Rosenblatt (1978) describes the
act of reading as a meaﬁing—making transaction between the reader and the text. The role of
the reader is critical to the making of meaning. Rosenblatt identifies two distinct ;tances:
éfferent—reading to extract information, and aesthetic—reading to derive pleasure. According
to Rosenblatt, acsthetic reading is a two-stage process. Initially, as the reader engages with

the text, s/he experiences a broad range of feelings, ideas, memories and attitudes. This
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interplay between the text and the reader’s consciousness becomes an experience through
which the reader lives. In the second stage, the reader organizes, sorts and classifies the
feelings, ideas, memories, and attimdes initially experienced. This process, identified as
“response,” is aresult of reflection and reinterpretation of the text. Sumara (1996) and
Courtland and Gambell (2000) argue ‘that the construction of meaning incorporates both

| efferent and aesthetic stances in a ﬂuid manner, rather than as discrete processes.

Readers’ engagement With and responses to texts are mediated by many factors,
including prior knowledge, experiences, interests, world views, aﬁd readers’ previops and
contemporaneous readings (Courtland & Gambell, 2000). Though the initial response to
reading is individual, social coristruetivist learning processes, such as shared response and
reflection, contribute to the social constructions of meaning. The reflective dimension of
critical thinking, amplified through shared response, leads readers to further explore issues of
concern, clarifying understandings, enriching interpretations and, possibly, altering their
conceptual perspectives (Eisner, 2002; Courtland, Leslie, Kafpiuk, & Petrone, 2006).
Situated and Multiliteracies

Friere’s (1985) definition of literacy as knowing how to read the word and the world
recognizes literacy as situational and reflects the importance of developing 1iteracy through
active participation in a variety of activitieé. |

According to Bearne (2003), even the definition of what counts as text has expgnded
to incorporate newer multimodal literaciee. Where text was once conceived as print, the
definition of text has expanded te include newer literacies and additional sign systems such

- as conversation, redio or television broadcast, advertisements, text messaging, photos and_

more (Lankshear et al., 2002).
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Eisner’s (1994) definition of literacy as “the ability to encode or decode meéning n
any of the forms of representation used in the culture to convey or express meaning” (p. x)
“also suggests that literacy needs to encompass a variety of symbol systems. Advocating for
cognitive pluraiism, Eisner (2002) Criticizes the dominant emphasis, within edﬁcational
wnstitutions, on verbal and written symbolic systems:
We have created a culture in schooling that is so heavily pervaded by verbal and
written performance systems that we take such performance systems for granted. In
the process we forget that the culture at large depends on a much wider array of
human competencies. We regard alternatives that are nondiscursive as “enrichment
activities”. We assign them to margins of our concerns; they are events that are “nice
to have” but not really of educational significance. (p. 148)
Eisner (2002) argues that symbol systems are cultural resources employed in
mafhemaﬁcs, music, l‘iterature, dance, drama, and so on. He belicves humans l;ave capacity
to employ multiple symbol systems to acquire, store and retrieve understanding, and to
express their knowledge about the world. He criticizes the way in which written performance
systems govém presentation and fesponsg, as well as evaluation practices in today’s
classroom settings. He éuggests if the goal of education is to deepen individuals’ -
understandings, then schools need to support QCvelopmen,t of multiple forms of 1iteracy.
Gardner’s (1999) reséarcAh‘on multiple intelligences emphasizes the variety of means
by which humans are capable of constructing.énd expressing méaning. Gardﬁer’s theory o‘f
multiple intelligences proposes that there are a minimuﬁq of eight separate human
intelligences: (i) verbal linguistic; (ii) logicali-mathematical; (iii) musical-rhythmic;
‘(iv) visual-spatial; (v) bodily-kinesthetic; (vi) interpersonal; (vii) intrapprsonal; and (viii)
naturalistic. According to Gardner, each individual is equipped with intellectual potentialities

to varying degrees in each area.
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Eisner (2002) relates emphasis on plurality of representations to Gardner’s (1999)
emphasis on plurality of intelligences. According to Eisner, the relationship between
knowledge types and forms of intelligences is important:

If the kind of mind that children can come to own is, in part, influenced by the kinds

of opportunities they have to think, and if these opportunities are themselves defined

by the kind of curriculum schools themselves provide, then it could be argued that the
curriculum itself 1s a kind of mind altering device. In this view it’s easy to see how
curriculum decisions about content inclusion and content exclusion are of
fundamental importance. (p. 81) ‘

Critical Pedag(;gy and Social Justice Theory

Critical pedagogy theorists advocate examination of the place of language in relations
" of power (Tompkins, Bright, Pollard, & Winsor, 2008). Critical and social justice theorists
describe a world of unequal power and resource distribution through which certain groups of
A individuals are either privileged or oppressed based on ethnicity, race, gender, sexuality and

social class (Robinson, McKenna, & Wedman, 2004).
| Liter’acy skills are embedded in diverse social, political and cultural practices. The
valuing of certain literacies over others reflects historical structural assumptions associated
with the validation and marginalization of individuals and entire societies (Delpit, 2003;
| Dlamini, 2001; 'Papen, 2004).;Résearchers, including Cou_rtland, Leslie, Karpiﬁk, and Petrone
| ‘ (2006) and Noddings (2005), see potentiallfor litera,c'y curricula to address and respond to
issues of cultural sensitivity, morality, environmentalism and global understanding.
Eisner (2002) maintains that educational institutions often perpetuate the

marginaliiation of students and societies. He suggests that current emphases on verbal and
mathematical reasoningvbias societies’ conceptions of human intelligence and impede the

development of socially valuable interests and aptitudeé. He argues that some students, by

nature of their preferred ways of knowing the world, are advantaged from the beginning of
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their schooling, while other students, with prefgrences outside the valued intelligences,
struggle. Eisner advocates for curriculum based in cognitive pluralisms. Cognitive
pluralisms, he argues, allow for differentiated curriculum, wherein smdents’.indi,vi'dual needs
and interests are recognized and valued in the teaching and learning of literacy. Eisnerb (2002)
suggests that pluralism has emerged, in part, through competing views of what schools -
should teach and why.

Without de-valuing the importance of reading, writing and oral language, this study -
supports in-school development and practice of multiple literacies within the frameworks of
sdcial constructivist learning iheory, cognitive pluralisms and critical and social justice
theory. Literacy is described herein as situational communication, a product of social,
historic\al, cultural, political and economic contexts and a vehicle for prombting regional,
national and glqbal communication and for enactihg poéitive- change in society.

Significance of the Stud‘y

The study provided a detailed vexamination of teacher preparation ffom preservice
through to early year insérvice. The findings have the potential to inform the ways in which
Faculties of Education, teacherveducatoirs‘ and facul'ty administrators approach programming,
timetébling and implémentati_on of couréeé for p\re-service litergcy education. Results héve
potential to traﬁsform literacy cdurses at Fécﬁltiés of Education at the indi-vidua.l instructor
- level but also have the pétential to influence ways in which Faculties of Educétion, school

boards and schools approach ongoing professional development for supporting literacy

education and mentorship programs for beginning teachers.



Limitations

It [The self] is not a substance. It is a form, and this form is not always identical to

itself... in each case one plays, one establishes a different relation to oneself.

(Foucault, 1997, p. 251) :

The findings of this study are limited to the experiences of the respondents. If, as
Foucault (1997) suggests, the self is indeed a form that reinvents itself only to interpret life,
feelings, beliefs and values in new and different ways, we cannot assert and identify the
relationship between self and truth (Peters, Olssen & Lankshear, 2003). Thus, the findings of
this study are snapshots over time, and are not generalizable on their own, although they may
be transferaﬁle to similar contexts and settings (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). -

A second limitation of the study is the diverse range of ldcations of fhe inservice
teachers in the sample. This diversity in loéation necessitated use of email correspondence to
facilitate comr’nunication with the Sample. Email correspondence resulted in slow response
time. In addition, the diversity in locations made it difficult to observe/interview respondents
on site, as per the initial plan specified in the larger study. Three réspondents preferred tb be
interviewed at Lakehead University. Respondents located c;verseas were interviewed by
telephone. This limitation is countered by a possible adgfantage inherent to this simation.

Despite the setbacks associated with an ‘atypical’ inservice sample (atypical by
comparison to other participant universities in the larger study whose inservice sample
secured teaching positions loéélly), the di\}ersity of inservice teacher locations also stands as
a desirable feature in the study of teacher preparation for teaching literacy. The diverse

locations of the inservice teachers in the study sample broaden the study context in that they

provide information on respondents situated outside the typical urban settings described in
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other studies on teacher preparation for teaching litéracy. As such, the diversity in location
has potential to expand the transferability of the findings to other similar locations.

This chapter provided an overview of the research problem, rationale and personal
grounding for the research, theoretical perspectives, and significance of the study. Chapter
Two reviews literature in three areas specifically related to this study: (i) government reform
agendas for improving education; (i) planﬁing for effective preservice literacy teaéher
preparation; and (1i1) socialization of early year inservice teachers. The research design and
methodology are discussed in detail in Chapter Three. Findings of the study and their
intetpretation are presented in Chapterls Four and Five. The discussion in Chaptér Four
focuses on Year I of the study, giving careful consideration to effective preservice
p.reparation. for literacy tEachiﬁg. Chdpter Five discusses the ﬁndings and their intgrpretation
as these relate to inservice support for effective literacy teaching. Chépter Six articulates the

conclusions, implications, and recommendations of this study.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Our mental processes and experiences are closer to a maze than a motorway, every

turn yields another turning, not symmetrical, not obvious when we enter. (Winterson,

1996, p. xiii)

Literacy is a complex concept. Consequently, a vast amount of research has relevance
to this study. 'fhe literature revigw focuses on literature in three areas: government reform
agendas for improving education; planning for effective preservice literacy teacher
preparation; and socialization of early year inservice literacy teachers. Each is discussed
below.

Government Reform Agendas for Improving Education

Literacy educafibn drives and is influenced by government reform initiatives (Bryan,
2004; Kosnik & Beck, 2007) aimed at heightening student literacy levels. Comprehensive
examination of the literature on teacher prepafation for teaching literacy necessitates an
understanding of the ways in which political contexts influence literacy and the teaching of
‘ litergcy. Understanding the natufe of past and ongéing initiatives provides insilghts into the
| politics of literacy aﬁd the ways in which speciﬁc; models of education (including preservice -
- education), literaéies, approaches, stratégieé ‘and tools become valued over othe.rs within
Western society. ’

Government reform agendas for improving teacher educat,ién generally encompass
one or more of the following four approaches: i) professionalization agenda — designing
teaching standards geared towards raising the status of teaching as a profession (Zeichner,
2003); i1) deregulation ag,enda ~ learning on the job through teaching apprenticeships, therein

privatizing and deregulating teaching and eliminating the need for university-based teacher
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education programs (Ballou & Podgursky, 2000); iii) social justice agenda — better preparing
teachers to meet the needs of culturally diverse student populations to produce a more just
society (Villegas & Lucas, 2002); and iv) over-regulation agenda — micromanaging teacher
education programs at government levels (Cochran-Smith, 2001). Each agenda is associated
with positive as well as negative outcomes.

| The history of school reform shows major similarities across educational issues faced
by developed nations such as the United States, Great Britain and Canada. Curriculum
decisions, teacher fraining and accountability emerge repeatedly in the debates on reform. A
desiré for heighténed student literacy levels compels government agencies towards reform.
Fisher (2004) acknowledges general consensus, among researchers and stakeholders, that
high student litera‘cy levels are needed and desirable. He contrasts fhis against minifnal
consensus for how best to achieve high literacy levels, or even what the term ‘high literacy
levels’ really means. A major difference across developed nations is the path chosen towards
achieving higher literacy levels. Where the United States and Great Britaivnvha'\’/e designed
and implem¢nted national teaching standards,.Canada\has elected a more localized,
provincial model.

Kosnik and Beék (2007 ) attribute increased attention to the content, structure and
effectiveness of literacy preparatioﬁ within teacher education programs to the emphasis on
literacy learning in the ongo_ing political debates on school refqrm. The researchers suggest

‘ that research into literacy education and teacher preparation for teaching literacy-~ informed by
the knowlédge (both theoretical and prabtical) and needs within the education system, offers
a powerful, effective vehicle for guiding system-wide reform. This implies that Faculties of

Education are in the envious position of initiating, guiding and monitoring reform of teacher



22

preparation for teaching literacy, therein positively influencing literacy reform in the process.
Darling-Hammond (2000) contends that “the history of school reform has illustrated that
innovations pursued without adequate investments in teacher training have failed time and
again” (p. 28). The literature suggests that major investments in teaching, from university to
school level, must accompany government initia_tives if reform is tb be successful (Bruinsma,
2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Fisher, 2004).
_Recent Reform Agendas: The United States, Great Britain and Canada
American Reform: National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future |
In the United States, tiie National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future

(NCTAF, 1996) sought sweepirig changes to preparation, licensing and recruitment of |
teachers, thus shifting power to privélte orgaiiizations. The NCTAF promotes longer teacher

training, including emphasis on master’s degrees and five-year programs, as a foundation for
enhanced teacher preparation for teaching literacy. Ballou and Podgursky (2000) charge that
the NCTAF, comprised of representatives from various éducation groups, inchiding the
presidents of the National Education Association, the American Federation of Teachers, the |
National Councii for thé Accreditation.o'f Teacher Education and the National Board for |
Professional Teaching Standards, is a self—reguiatory commission seeking to promote its own
.interests over the welfare of the public. They accuse the NCTAF of igrioring relevant studies
in reviewing the literature, faiiing \to exercise critical judgment in acceptance of research
findings, and eve.n misrepresenting data. Whereas Ballou and Podgursky (2000) accépt that
the studies cited by the NCTAF 'subpor"c ‘better training,” they contend that there is no
evidence to suggest the pedagogical nature of this training or the need for it to follow

teaching guidelines set out by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.
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Additionally, Ballou and Podgursky argue that extending teacher preparation prbgrams may
- deter some prospective teachers from entering the profession. According to Ballou and
Podgursky, findings presented by the NCTAF represent a biased agenda designed to shift
regulatory power out of the public sector into the private.

‘Darling-Hammond (2000) supports the NCTAF and refutes Ballou and Podgursky’s
(2000) accusations. Darling-Hammond suggests that the demands of new subject matter and
diverse student bodies necessitate deeper content knowledge, moré sophisticated pedagogical
and diagnostic skills, and bfoa’der repertoires of teaching strategies for teachers. As such, she
agrees with the NCTAF’s (1996) findings that reform is unlikely to succeed without
significant investmeﬁt in teaching. | ‘

British Refbrm: National Literacy Strategy

In Britain, implemeﬁtatidn of the National Literacy étrategy [NLS] (Department‘ for
Education and Employment, 1998), a framework for teaching, attempted to raise literacy
standards across the country. Citing evidence that higher expectations for literacy education
left teachers “groping in the dark” (Bryan, 2004, p. 144), the NLS proposed to tighten
approaches, skill.s and assessment, offering a new discourse for teaching literacy. Bryan
(2004) argues that the NLS served as a Vg:hicle through whicﬁ politically defined purposes
might be r_ealized in education. In an analysis of data from observations and interviews of
staff at three primary schools in England, Bryan found that the emerging mo‘del of teacher
professionalism in Britain is determined by two key éntities: the government, and the head
teaéher. Individuals most responsible for implementing the NLS, classroom teéchers, have

little or no representation in the decision-making processes.



24

Fisher (2004) argues that éxtrinsic reform models such as the.NLS need to be
aiccompanied by opportunities for teachers to develop and reflect upon new teaching
pedagogy if the goals of large-scale reform are to be fully realized. In her three-year .study of
20 elementary teachers’ literacy programs following initiation of the NLS, Fisher described
ways in which teacherv pedagogy interferes with adoption of new teaching methods. Where
teachers continued to deveiop in their literacy. teaching for the first two years, reporting
increased confidence in their programming and teaching, many teachers reverted to their
original pedagogical stances in year three. Fisher suggests that large-scale implementation
necessitates ongoing teacher support.

Canadian Refcirm: Ontario Provincial Cur;jiculum Guidelines and Testing

In Canada, »education ifalls under provincial/territorial jurisdictitm. Curriculum
guideliries are established at provincial rather than federal levels. An example of Canadian
provincially-legislated education and reform is the Ontario Curriculum (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 1997). The Ministry of Education administers the system of publicly funded
elementary and secondary school educationin the province of Ontario. Curriculum
documents define what children are expected to be taught within Ontario public schools.
New documents aie developed yearly to support curriculum implementation. New curricula
in social studies, as well as various subject areas in French Immersion, were introduced as
receritly as 2005. According to the Ministry of Education website
(http://www.edu. gov.dnica/eng/curriculum/), the most recent guidelines for language arts,
Grades 1 to 8, were implementeq in 1997 and revised in 2006.

In Canada, iasJ in the United States, there is no uniform assessment system. Each

province develops and implements its own assessment tools. All provinces, excepting Prince
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Edward Island, currently utiltze some form of large scale assessment for both elementary and
secondary school students. Miles and Lee (2002) maintain that large scale assessments used
in Canada lack strong reliability and that validity data are often developed haphazardly,
without consideration of research related to accebted test developmetlt standards. According
to Miles and Lee, very few provinces currently provide or report having gathered data on the
reliability or validity ef their assessment practices, yet they continue to use them to make
major decisions about individual students, teachers, programs end schools.

In Ontario, the quality of education is assessed yearly by means of provincially
produced and administered stankdardized testing for Grades 3 and 6 (reading, writing and
mathentatics),-Grade'9-(mathematics), as well as Grade 10 (The Ontario Secondary Literacy
Test). The Grade 10 literacy test is a minimum competency test that is a graduatien
requirement in the ;;roviﬁce of Ontario. These tests are distributed atld assessed through the
Education Quality and Acceuntébility Office [EQAO], an independent agency of the Ontario
government.

Although the Ontario Ministry of Education supports EQAO testing as a means for
providing accountability to its stakeholders, many researchers (Delpit; 2003; Eisner, 2002;
Fox & Cheng, 2007; Lotherington, 2004) contest ‘the use ef standardized forms of testing.
Eisner (2002) suggests standardized testing measures a narrow range of skills, produces
easily misinterpreted results that do more harm than good to schools, teachers and students,

" and reduces the essence of teaching to scripted teaching.bDelpit (2003) articulates ways in
which scripted, Ylow-level instruction, characteristic of teaching to the test, not only inhibits
higher order thinking skilts, but also fosters reductionism whereby “teachers and students are

treated as non-thinking objects to be manipulated and ‘managed’ ” (p. 14).
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Lotherington (2004) maintains that current standardized testirig practices in Ontario
fail to recognize students’ emergent multiliteracies. Respondents in Lotherington’s study
were Grade 3 students from two Toronto area schools. Both schools were inner-city
elementary schools in Toronto, highly multicultural and socioeconomically disadvantaged.
Both schools were described as having been designated “pedagogically innovative in their
uses of information and communications technology by federal and provincial education
a;gencies” (p. 311). Students from these schools performed relatively poorly on the Grade 3
EQAQO testing which tested reading, writing and mathematic skill levels. Lotherington
attributes thisvfailure to perform to the outdated, “linear, static, culturally and linguistically
limited” (p. 317) concept of literacy tested by the EQAO. According to Lotherington, testing
by the EQAO fails to récognize and assess the expanding literacies valued and ianrporated
in students’ literacy education (educétion fostered through both in and out-of-school |
experiences). Province-wide literacy tests, she argues, construe literacy as “paf)er-based,
English language dependent, culturally and historically Anglo-céntric” (p. 3Q9). Lotherington
urges for fair assessment, based on inclusive practices that validate students’ acquisition of
new literacies. ~

Fox and Cheng (2007) examined the test-taking accounts of 22 first language (LD
learners and 136 second language (L2) learners from seven Ontario secondary schools
immediately following administration of the March O»ntario Secondary School Literacy Test
[OSSLTj. L1 test-takefs reported engaging in test-téking literacy behaviours somewhat
different from the literacy activities that typically characterize their reading and writing
within the classroom. L2 test-takers, who generally rely on dictionaries and the internet to

support their in-class literacy activities, reported that the OSSLT became a test of vocabulary
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or language proficiency rather thanv a test of literacy. Fox and Cheng accuse the OSSLT of
underestimating second language léarners’ knowledge, skills and abilities as a result of
linguistic and cultural interference. The researchers propose a number of recommendations:
(1) that all test-takers be permitted to use a dictionary during testing in the same manner these
are used during in-class activities; (ii) fchat test standards be altered to take differences
between L1 and L2 learners into account; (iii) that more precise information regarding test-
takers’ backgrounds (first language, culture, age of arrival in Canada, time in.Canac\la, etc.)
be collected as part of the test and analyzed to improve literacy proficiency; and, (iv) that
alternative assessment methods (portfolios, classroom observations, narrative profiles, for
example) accompany scores on the OSSLT to improve the quality of informétion regarding
students’ literacy practices and capabilities. Fox and Cheng suggest that further research be
undertaken to examine ways in which the OSSLT privileges first language learners over
second language learners. |

Bruinsma (2006) describes a general lack of preparedness in Canadian teachers for
teaching literacy. He advocates for the development of national standards in Canada, similar
to those established iﬁ Great Britain and the United States. In his study of preservice literacy
preparation in Canadian ﬁniversities, Bruinsma conducted a survey of 36 accredited teacher
education institutions, all members of the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada
[AUCC]. Of the 36 universities invited to respond, 23 submitted completéd’surveys. The
results suggest a wide disparity, across Canada, of the availability, content and duration of
literacy courses offered to preservice students; however, the study requires further
investigation. A major limitation of the study is the lack of follow-up to the initial survey.

According to Bruinsma, an absence of national literacy standards in Canada forces provinces



and territories to develop their own guidelines. Bruinsma supports implementatioh of
national literacy standards to facilitate better preparation of literacy teachers and quality of
programming for teaching literacy.
Moving Towards Change |
Setting Standérds for Teacher Educators
Researchers (Beck et al., 2005; Brindley & Laframboise, 2002; Linnakyla &
Valijarvi, 2005; Volante, 2006) value variety in the skills and knowledges possessed by
teacher educators. They dispute, however, .whether or not teacher educators should be
'govemed by standards and, if so, which stendards should be selected to characterize teacher
educater expertise (Klecka, Donovan,_ Venditti & Short, 2008; Murray, 200‘1; Robinson &
- McMillan, 2006; Smith, 2005). Klecka, Donovan, Venditti, and Short (2008), along with .
Robiﬁson and McMillan (2006) are in agreement that active involvement in teaching,
scholarly applications, collaborations, learning and leadership are among the competehces
that teacher educators should strive to maintain. The Association of Teacher Educators
[ATE] developed a list (http://www.atel .org)pubs/home‘cfm) of nine standards to facilitate
"“a more orchestrated approach to selection, preparation, and renewal of teacher educators”
(p. 3) in the United States. Inciuded in its list of standards are: teaching, application of
- cultural competence and social justice, seholarship, professional development, :leadership in
program development, collaboration with stakeholders, public advocacy,'contributioh to
teacher education as a profession, and contributien to the creation of overall visions for
teaching. The ATE website defines each of the nine standards attributed to “accomplished
teacher educators” (p. 1) and identifies indicators and artifacts to support their personal

application.

28


http://www.atel.org/pubs/home.cfm

29

Smith (2005) maintains that many of the ‘so-called’ standards relate to tacit aspects of
teaching or implicit concepts such as teacher educators’ work relative to behaviour, actions,
beliefs‘and thinking and that these standards can only be documented by the teacher
educators themselves. In her study of 40 novice teachers and 18 teacher educators at a
teacher education institution in Israel, Smith asked both groups to characterize good teacher
educators, their professional knowledge and the ways in which expectations of teacher
expertisé differ for elementary teachers and teacher educators. She found that teacher
educators and novice teachers view modeling of constructivist teaching methods and recent
experience in teaching in schools as the most imporiant characteristics of good teacher
educators. Smith suggests that standards be vused as guidelines with room built-in for
accorﬁmodating individual roﬁtes to achieving professioﬁal competence. She explains that
the field of teaching, as it relates to teacher .educators is currently in its infancy and requires
further consideration.

Change and Teacher Educator Identity

Robinson and McMillan (2006) suggést that teacher educators experience added
pressure in that many are preparing student teachers. for schopls very different from the ones
they themselves were educated in as young people:

The increasing comp:lexity of the world of teaching and learning is demanding that

teachers are able to act as professionals, interpreting and analysing educational

events, acting in a variety of situations, reflecting on their own performance and

acting collaboratwely with others (p- 328)

They argue that preparing studentvteachers to meet such competences necessitates that
teacher educators share a similar philosophicalr and pedagogical orientation to their student

teachers. Robinson and McMillan (2006) articulate a need for further research to give

consideration to teacher educators and the identities they construct for themselves.
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Welmond (2002) warns that teacher educators’ identities’, grounded in widely
accepted notions of teachers’ rights and responsibilities, influence their different visions of
teacher effectiveness. He argues that policy makers, interested in promoting a new definition
. of teacher effectiveness, may meet opposition from teacher educators unless desired changes
are linked to the present teacher identity 1andsca_pe. Smith (2005) Suggests a need for
universities to revisit their models for prbmotion within Faculties of Education. She explains
that teacher educators are often accepted into teacher education institutions because they are
good, experienced teachers with advanced academic degrees. Smith, along with Murray
(2001), notes discrepancies in the characteristics of teacher educators that are most valued by
student teachers, teacher educators and F éculties of Education. The reseélrchers maintain that
education faculties’ emphasis on publication as the main criteria for promotion of teacher
educators undervalues the importance of other characteristics of ‘good’ teacher educators,
most specifically, their ability to teach and model éffectively. Whereas teaching excell;nee is
highly valued in the promotion of elementary teachers, it becomes less and less valued (in
favc;ur of academic excellence) as teacher educators airﬁ for advanced academic ranking
within Faculties of Education. Smith suggests a need to further examine differences between
pre and inseryice training for teacher educators as well as student teachers.

Plahning for Effective PrAeservicé Literacy Teacher Preparation

Many researchers have described the adequacies and inadequacies of preservice
prcparation for teaching literacy (B‘allou.&l Podgursky, 2000; Beck, Brown, Cockburn, &
McClure, 2005; Darl_ing—Hémmond; 2000). Preservice preparation for teaéhing 1itéracy is
influenced and compounded by multip"le factors. Included in these are: (i) the complex nature

of ‘literacy’ as a concept (Eisner, 2002; Freire, 1985; Gardner, 1999; Gee, 2000); (ii) the
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perceived lack of direction in literacy education (Beck et al., 2005; Borg, 2003; Delpit,
2003); and, (iii) the frameworks adopted by Faculties of Education for supporting student
iteachers during in-course and in-field training (Beck et al., 2005; Feiman-Nemser, 2001;
Fishman, Marx, Best & Tal, 2003; Kosnik & Beck, 2009; Loughran, Brown, & Doecke,
2001). These three factors are described in greater detail below.
| Understanding the Complex Nature of Literacy

How we define literacy influences in-school programming for literacy, including '
decisions surrounding which literacies and whose 1iteracies we choose to support in blass.
. Defining literacy as an ever-expanding concept of cofnmunication, that is, ways of thinking,
interpreting, résponding, and sharing ideas and information about the changing world around
bus, encvourages individuals, literacy educators included, to develop new situational. contexts
for literacy (Gee, 2000; Kist, 2005; Street, 2001). Terms su;:h as media literacy, content
literacy, computer literacy, environmental literacy, critical literacy, balanced literacy, and
others, have emerged to describe alternate, situational ways of knowing. Recognition of
Iitefacy as situational (Freire, 1985; Gee, 2000) reflects the importance of developing liﬁeracy
by “acti.vely participating in the world, as critic and as creator” (Monkman, MacGillivray, &
Leyva, 2003, p.245). Lawless (2005) contends thét there is “never a point at which we can
stop, point and say; ‘There, that’s what it (literacy) is’” (p. 205). In response to the changing |
world, literacy continues to evol.ve. While exciting, this malleability of the term ‘literacy’

~ creates numerous challenges for ensuring thorough and meaningful preparation of preservice
1 N

candidates (Beck, Brown, Cockburn, & McClure, 2005).
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Traditional Literacy

Despite research supporting the emergence of new literacies, governments and their
various organizations, institutions of 1earniné, businesses, and Western society, in general,
continue to privilege a more traditional definition ofliterac’y defined as reading, writing and
oral language, with Engli;h being the dominant language of learning and instruction
(Jarolimek, Foster, & Kellough, 2005; Tompkins, 2003; Bainbridge & Malicky, 2004).
Researchers argue that traditional literacy produces and perpetuates valued knowledge
systems and practices of the dominant class to the exclusion of others (Dlamini, 2001;
Guerra, 2004; Monkman, MacGilliQray, & Leyva, 2003; Noddings, 2005).

Delpit (2003), like Dlamini (1998) and Battiste (2005), éontends that the attraction to
traditional literacy within educational institutions is misguided and founded in oppressive,
colonialist principles. Delpit explains that the attraction to traditional literacy can Be traced to
a set of defining characteristics: traditional literacy, in its standardized form, offers an

attractive package because it is measurable (through standardized testing), teachable (within
school, home, political, and economical environments), and easily reported to parents and
stakeholders. In her 2003 address to the AERA, Delpit challenges educators to develop
intentional communities, communities that attend to the cultural beliefs, interests, énd
intellectual, political and historical legacies students bring to the classroom.

Guerra (2004) also criticizes the hidden biases inherent in traditional literacy
approaches. He argues that traditional literacy, in providing instrumental access to English
reading, writing and oral language, denies accéss to the cultural discourses and interests in
which students regularly partake outside the classroom. Guerra maintains that restricting

ways of knowing to English reading, writing, and oral language, grants superiority to English
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language learning to the exclusion of other languages and cultures, in addition to excluding
alternate ways of knowing the world and/or rendering them less significant. He criticizes the
way in which literacy 1s presented in the classroom as a “decontextualized set of skills that do
not change from one social setting to another” (p. 5).
Literacy‘as a Situated Practice

Gee (2000) maintains that literacies “only make sense when studied in the context of
social and cultural (and we can add historical, political and economic) practices of which
they are but a part” (p. 180). The New Literacy Studies Gréup, of which Gee is a member,
uses the term “situated literacies” (Barton, Hamilton, & Ivanic, 2000) to describé the
.intérconnectedness of literacies, and suggests that more than one literacy is being practiced at
any given time by members of any community. Kist (200‘5) also contends that literacy cannot
be separated from the cultural, historical and everyday discourses of people’s lives.
‘According to Kist (2005), to do so0 is to “miss most (if not all) of what is happening” (p. 6).

Masny ané Ghahremani-Ghajar (1999) propose that literacies can be divicied into
three groups: community-based, personal and school-based. According to the researchers, the
term ‘multiple literacies’ best ‘applies to the inte_rcon_nections and co-dependencies between
and across these three groups. That is, students engage in school-based literacies to the
degrée to which these literacies are enculturated into their vs;ays of thinking, talking, valuing
and behaving. The level to which students are able to access school-based literacies depends
upon the degree to which .tﬁeir personal and corrimunity-based literacies are representéd
within the culture of the séhol:)l. Tension is inevitable as institutions attempt to change while
at the same time hold on to a school culture that represents mainstream values. As a solution,

the researchers propose a pedagogy of difference wherein students’ cultural, racial and
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religious differences are validated within their school-based literacy practices to enable
| students to regain voice, power and self-worth instead of experiencing marginalization.
Street (2001) also conceptualizes literacy as a social practice. He explains that
literacy is about people’s knowledge (past and present), their identities, and the choices they
make between different literacy practices, including reading, writing and everyday literacy
activities (i.e. creating lists, listening to radio). Street suggests a need for in-school literacy
instruction to pay greater attention to socio-economic, historical and cultural contexts.
New and Multiliteracies
Criticisms of ‘traditional’ literacy education are not limited to discourses on English
. language education and its production and perpetuation of colonialist values. The literature
alsé describes the ways in which traditional l_iteracy activities exclude the newer literacies
students bring into their claésrooms (Albers & Harsté, 2007; Alvermann & Hong Xu, 2003;
Booth, 2002; Gee, 2000). According to Albers and Harste (2007), Alvermann and Hong Xu
'(2003j and Gee (2000), students coﬁtinue to acquire; di{/erse new 1iteracies by engaging in . |
i)op culture, interactive media such as internet communication§, video games, software
applications, and technological devices including cell phones, game boys, Xbox¢s,'and other
rﬁulti-media hardware. |
Lotherington (2004) Sug’gests that»changes in linguistic and sociolinguistic
com./entions of language, particularly English, and 1n digital literacy practices, are a result of
shifﬁng borders of the encoded world of literacy away from the printed format associated
with traditional literacy teaching and learni‘ng toward a visually encoded and decoded symbol
system known as hypermedia. Eagleton (2002) maintains that hypermedia, with its flexible

use of text, images, audio and video clips, animation, and virtual reality, requires an ability to
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orchestrate and transmediate among traditional and new literacies. Semali and Fueyo (2002)
define transmediation as responding to cultural texts through multiple symbol systéms,
including, but not limited to: art, movement, sculpture, dance, and music, as well as words.
Albers and Harste (2007) articﬁlate the notion that increased interest in the arts
reflects shifting views of how literacy is defined and what it means to be literate: “In today’s
élassrooms, educators must be prepared to work with how messages are sent, received, and
interpreted, as well as how media and technology position us as viewers and users of
multimedia texts in the world” (p. 6). Albers and Harste see a need for students to be “agents
of text” (p. 7). They question how educators might better support students’ participation and
critical literacy development through acﬁve involvement in the arts, multimodalities and the
new literaciés. They argue that literacy entails more than writing to prompts and responding
to comprehension questioné.‘ Rather, literacy needs to take into account the diverse cultural
.experiences, knowledges and favoured modes of expression students bring into their
classrooms.
Explo‘vration of gender inﬂilences on adolescents’ literacy practices, has led Booth
(2002) to note that bbys’ out;of;school litéracy practices are often dismissed and/or
unrecognized within the classroom. Booth offers concrete suggestions for tapping into
students’ everyday literacies, including their out—of—school literacies. He suggests computer
programs, electronic gémes, multimedia, grapﬁic novels, comics, magazines, card
collections, hobbies and other print and non—priht materiéls offer entry points into students’
literacy-relatea experiences. Booth advocates capitalizing.on the multimodality seen on the
Web and in CD-ROMs. Usage of these tools, he argﬁes, has potential to render literacy

education more appealing, purposeﬁjl and inclusive.
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Culturally Responsive Education
The importance of advocating for inclusive definitions of literacy within institutions
of learning is affirmed in studies such as a two-year case study of an experienced first-grade
teacher in a working-class community in West Texas. Monkman, MacGillivray, and Leyva
(2003) eﬁamined the role that students’ own cultural and social practices play in contributing
to mainstream literacy acquisition. Monkman et al. (2003) suggest that resppnsive literacy
teaching involves bridging home, communities and school, connecting the cultural and social
_ practices and beliefs children bring from home, and from other social interactions outside the
classroom, to the mainstream sphere “in such a way that honours and uses the social and
| cultural resources they already have” (p. 249). Monkman et al. suggest that immigrant
students entering schools, as well as students from outside the mainstrearh culture, can be
discoﬁnected from the ideas, assumptions and values of teachefs and students in the schoo}
system. They argue that conscious incorporation of the cultural plane'(Rogéff, 1995) into »
classrooms makés education relevant and meaningful for students of diverse backgrounds
and prepares them to better read their world.

Marie Battiste (2005) documents challenges specifically associated with teaching
Aboriginal students whose social and cultural practices differ from those introduced and
fostered in Western modelsjof education. In her report, State of Aboriginal Education, for the
Canadian Council on Learmning {CCL], Battiste explaiins:

First Nations youth have the highest school departures before graduation, the highest

suicide rates, highest incarceration rates, and perform far below the achievement and

employment rates of average Canadians. They continue to have the highest rates of
infant mortality and family social problems. These facts are often repeated in Canada,
but little is known about First Nations learning, development, knowledge and
language for much of the research has focused on their ‘incapacity’ and little on their

potential for influencing positive transformations in their own and in Canadian
society in general. In fact, Canada and its provincial curricula has continued to
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- marginalize or be indifferent to First Nations peoples, since their political legacies has
divided their interests and the created hegemonic power relations evident in
colonization, racism and domination which continue to effect First Nations present
and future. (p. 5)

Battiste (2005) suggests that provincial curricula, in Canada, continue to marginalize rather
* than empower First Nations peoples. She explains that colonization has seriously affected the
lives of First Nations peoples.
Grant and Gillette (2006) provide a clear definition of ‘culturally responsive’
education:
When will we, as a society and as a profession, acknowledge and affirm that all
students can learn and achieve and do away with the codes (e.g., at risk, single-parent

home) that allow us to speak with a false tongue? To be “culturally responsive”
means that effective teachers must not mouth the words; rather, they must

. Believe that all students can achieve and hold high expectations for all
learners. : 4

. Build a “community of learners” in the classroom and connect with students’
families. ‘ : -

e Be learners themselves and vary instruction to meet the needs of students.

. ‘Know that students have a wealth of skills and knowledge and use these in

teaching.

. Be willing to be introspective about themselves and their teaching, monitor

their beliefs and actions for bias and prejudice, and be unafraid to teach about
the “isms.” (p. 294)

They encourage teachers to viéw all students as capable learners andrto adapt. their _
teaching/learning practices to meet students’ needs, interests and cultural experiences.
Accérding to Delpit (2006), helping hardworking teachers cope with some vof the
deficits they see in their étudents, involves reframing their perépectives. Delpit suggests that
today’s middle class pupils acquire large amounts of knoWledge at home. Delpit explains that
the difficulties teachers face, particularly teachers whose experjences lie outside the cultural
or class backgrounds of their pupils, may be tied to their inability to recognize their students’

strengths. She suggests that teachers who familiarize themselves with aspects of a child’s
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culture are better able to assess that child’s competence. Delpit m;clintains that the cultures of
marginalized groups tend to be either “ignored, misrepresented, viewed from an outsider
perspective, or denigrated” (p. 229). The researcher argues that skills considered to be ‘basic’
are generally skills that middle-class children bring to school (letter names and sounds,
colour ﬁames, counting and recognition of numerals and familiarity With story books, for
example). Thése skills may not be ‘basic’ to children with nonmainstream or non-middle-
class Backgrounds. Delpit suggests that children from poorér communities may lack basic
skills, however, their critical thinking skills tend to be more pronounced as they are
accustomed.to being independent and to solving their own and others’ problems. Delpit
explains that teachers, too often, assess the knowledge? that lower income children bring to
school as being a deficit rather than an éd\/antage. Delpit proposes that traditional school
knowledge, ihcluding the ‘basics’ be taught within the context of critical thinking to students
for whom basic skills are not so basic while middle class children be taught problem solving
skills and .independence. The researcher contends that children’s self esteem and culturai
pride ‘are affected by the curriculum as well as by the attitudes their teachers éxpress towards
" them: “one cannot ‘h(v)r.lor. and respa_:ct’ the culture without honouring and respecting the
children themselves” (p. 230).

An effective example of ‘culturally responsive’ education is illuminated by Bell,
Anderson, Fortin, Otfmanh, Rose, Simard et al. (2004) in th¢ir case study of 10 band-
operated Aboriginal scho.olsb in Canada. The schools were deemed ‘successful’ by provincial
Ministries of Education, school) disﬁicts, and First Nations education departments and

organizations, as well as by the researchers. ‘Success’ was defined as “demonstrating

evidence of significant progress for Aboriginal students” (p. 22). Schools in the study were
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located in British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitot;a and the Yukon. The
researchers brought a range of cultural and research experiences to the study. Four of the
4researchers id‘entiﬁed as Aboriginal. All had conducted previous research into Aboriginal
education. Aboriginal students comprised from 35% to 100% of the total school population.
The researchers identiﬁed six areas as contributing to successful Aboriginal education:

~ leadership, school climate, staff, funding and resources, éommunity and programs.

Literac'y emerged as a major program emphasis at each of the study sites. Some of the
preferred methods of literaéy instruction largely mirrored formulas for educatiné at-risk
students in general: (a) ability groupings with levelled readefs, (b) small group instrﬁction,
(c) school-wide/primary division blocking of time for literacy, and (d) commercial reading
programmes such as Reading Recovery. Schools employed a wide range of commercial
academ'ic and support programs. At-risk students were identified early using intervention
programs such as Headstart, \preschool, all dgy kindergarten, or phonemic awareness
instruction. | |

To situate literacy within students’ and the community’s‘(_)wn beliefs and practices,
efforts were made to involve students’ families in at-home literacy practige. As well,
Aboriginal laﬁguages and culture were a constant focus at all schools in addition to English
lahguage Ieamiﬁg. The shape this took varied across schools. In some schools, parents or
elders served as cultural teachers. Each school reported serious chal'lenges. in finding certified
Aboriginal teachers, .especially those with expertiée in early childhood déVelopment, special
education, readh/]g, and science and math electives for teaching in the secondéry panel. Each

school was governed by a blend of provincial/territorial and Aboriginal authorities.
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Use of Multicultural Literature for Promoting Cultu?ally Responsive Education

Angela Werd (2000) urges teachers to move away from deficit notions wherein
multicultural literacy is conceptualized as a liability. Ward construes speaking and writing in
ode language as a limitation. She argues that a pluralist view “sees literacy as part of the
broader issue of hoW power is distributed in society as a whole” (p. 2). Ward .advocates using
multicultural literature in the classroom in ways that “move beyond looking for brown faces
in the text to finding books that deal with important human values and dilemmas” (p. 3).
According to Ward, issue-centered _literatﬁre offers poteﬁtial for multicultural representations
to move beyond cultural specifics to an explorétion of Ahu'man values.

Ward’s (2000) support for use of multicultural literature in the classroom shares
similar belief structures to those iterated by Courtland and Gambell (2000). They suggest that
literature offers tremendous potential for engaging students id'oppoftunities for learning and
for challenging their world views. In the opening chapter to their text; Courtland (2000)
explains that literature has the power to evoke deeply intimate and unique responses in \
readers, “to stir within them ideas and emetions, and to stimulate them to make connections
to their own lives” (pp. 17-18). Using reader response theory as a framework, the authors
explain that readers? engagement with and response to texts is influenced by their
background knowledge, life experieqces, interests, world views and br‘evious readings and
involvements with literary texts.

Courtland, Niemi, Paddington and Magnusson (2006)-explored ways in which
transmediation supports svtude-nts’veomprehension of multicultural literary texts. In their study
| of 19 students in one Grade 8 classroom, students read and responded to Deborah Ellis’

(2000) multicultural novel, The Breadwinner. Students explored their understandings of the -
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text and multicultural issues therein (including issues related to women’s rights and the role
of the Talibah), through means of artistic representation, in the form of acrylic paintings. The
two Grade 8 literacy and art teachers at the research site were involved in the research as well
as the planning and implementation of art and literacy lessons. The research builds on
Cervetti, Pardales and Damic’s (2001) notion that reading is an act of coming to know the
word and world and oﬁ Bustle’s (2004) research into the arts as a scaffold through which
students can make empathetic connections to their world and to social action. According to
Courtland et al. (2006) the processes of reading, response, transmediation and reflection
facilitated deeper understandings of the social justice issues addressed in Ellis’ (2000) The
Breadwinner.

Bradford (2007) explains that the field of postcolonial studies has largely ignored
children’s texts and the language of children’s books. She suggests that children’s books
shape children’s WaYs of being in their world. The author maintains that postcolonial works
construct ideas and values about colonization, culture, and individual and national identities
in ways that marginalize Indigenous peoples:

The fact that non-Indigenous Ipeople learn about Indigenous people lafgely through

representations produced, in Langton’s phrase, through “stories told by former

colonists:” means that Indigenous cultures and people are generally the objects of

discourse and not their subjects. In the field of children’s literature, one of the most
important consequences is that Indigenous children rarely encounter texts produced
within their own cultures, so that representations of Indigeneity are filtered through

the perspectives of white culture. (p. 10)

According to Bradford (2007), the relative neglect of children’s literature in
posfcc')l‘onial research can be traced to two main reasons: (i) liberal humanist modes of

thought that emphasize human connectedness across time and space with little room for more

historicized or politicized critical readings; and, (ii) Jungian interpretations, tied to
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transmission of traditional narratives, that identify common patterns of symbolism and
meaning in stories from different cultures. Bradford suggests a need for more critical
interrogations of postcolonial theory as these relate to children’s literature; Citing higher
rates of poverty, suicide, incarceration ar\ld infant mortality among Indigenous populations,
she argues .that the “trauma and disruption” (p. 9) of colonization continue to impact
colonized peoples. The author advécates for careful selection of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous texts that présent alternative narratives of the past.

Harris and Willis (2003) note that the purposefulness o} multicultural literature
extends to all students, including Whites “who need to be decentered in the curriculum and to '
learn about others” (p. 829) and students of colour “who need to be added to the curriculum
and have their éulture affirmed” (p. 829). The researchers recommend that teacher education
programs include multicultural literature in ways that promote self—identity, multicultural
awareness and sensitivity to the needs of st'udents from diverse cultural backgrounds. Further,
the researchers art{ic>ulate a need for student teachers to be exposed to multicultural works that
“move individuals qutside of their corﬁfort zones, raise critical consciousness, and _Challenge
the status quo” (p. 829).

Béinbridge and-Oberg (2005 )’suggest that teachers need training and support if they |
are to select aﬁd use multicultural literature effecfively. In a case study of one school district,
the researchers examinéd elementary teachers’ use of Cahadian multicultural literature and
the supports facilitating their usage. Data were collected through an on-line sﬁrvey,
observations in schools, and int'erviews) with elemeﬁtary teaéhers, teacher-librarians and -
school and district administrators. ‘The case study was a follow-up to a series of three

research projects aimed at exploring preservice and inservice teacher$’ understandings of
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Canadian identity and their knowledge of Canadian books. According to the researchers,
teachers are excited to use Canadian multicultural picture books and assume the books will
be readily available within their school libraries. Interviews confirmed that novice and
experienced teachers depend on teacher-librarians to keep them informed about books and to
make book selections for them. The participants identified teacher-librarians as ‘master’
teachers, curriculum coordinators and instructional leaders within the school. Bainbridge and
Oberg suggest that teachers lack general knowledge of Canadian multicultural books, |
particularly books fhat present non-mainstream or controversial points of view. They explain
that teacher-librarians need to be well-versed in Canadian multicultural literature and willing
to find ways to share their expertise with teachers to facilitate teachers’ use and knowledge of
multicultural literature.

Focusing on one specific genre of multicultural literature, Johnston and Mangat
(2003) see potential for multicultural picture books to support teaching and understanding of
cultural identity in nenv ways. The researchers articulate ways in which Canadian children’s
picture books present diasporic histories traditionally excluded in Eurocentric accounts of
Canada’s past:

Canada’s newer literary voices, in re-imaging the nation’s diverse cultures,

languages, histories and traditions, challenge notions of a Canadian meta-narrative

that supposedly speaks for all Canadians while, in reality, only addressing a select

few. Their stories may help to raise new questions and tensions that have the potential -

to disrupt any homogeneous notion of Canadian identity. (p. 203)

Johnston and Mangat (2003) articulate a discord between Canada’s official

designation as a multicultural country and the way in which power balances continue to shift

towards citizens of European descent. They argue that multicultural picture books, in
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exploring dominant and minority narratives of identity and belonging provide multiple
viewpoints for exploring cultural representation in the history of Canada and its peoples.
Perceived Lack of Direction in Preservice Literacy Education
A second factor impacting teacher preparation for teaching literacy is the ‘perceived’
lack of direction in literacy education (Beck et al., 2005; Kist, 2005). Embedded in a
multitude of theoretical frameworks and practices, literacy education necessitates expert
subject knowledge by teacher educators if sﬁdent teachers are to be better prepared for the
demanding role of literacy teacher (Beck etal, 2005;»Brindley & Laframboise, 2002;
Linnakyla & Valijarvi, 2005; Volarite, 2006). According to Beck et al. (2005) and Grossman
et al. (2000), the concepts introduced and the approaches implemented during preservice
preparation for teaching literacy inform the cufriculum design and implementation decisions
teachers make on their teacﬁing practicums and during inservice teaching.
Beck et al. (2005) suggest foundations for effective teaching of literacy necessitate
thorough understanding of the complexiﬁes of literacy/multiliteracies, in addition to
" teaching/learning theory, and‘ critical literacy and social justice theory. Kosﬁik and Beck
(2009) explain that new teacﬁers, “In a sense” (p. 1), actuall.y receive tremendous direction
“on what and how to teach: o o
Their préservice instructors offer them a wide array of theories, principles, and
strategies, and their practicum mentors give them plenty of practical advice. After
graduation, they are handed detailed curriculum guidelines, prescribed or
recommended teaching materials, and mandated assessment and reporting systems.
Further guidance usually comes from their school principal, experienced colleagues,
“and school district and government induction programs. (p. 1)

The researchers maintain that this guidance system makes sense theoretically but

breaks down in practice.
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Beck et al. (2005) suggest that student teachers are often left to apply pedagogical
theory themselves. They relaite the perceived lack of direction in literacy education to the
nverwhelming abundance of theoretical frameworks and practical ’applicz‘itions for supporting |
in-school literacy development, instructor unfamilizirity with research in teacher education
and the relative brevity of in-course training devoted to literacy education in preservice
programs. Beck et al. (2005) maintain that teaching and modeling a pluralistic view of
literacy in preservice education is a demanding task. To help presérvice structors balance
these demands, Beck et al. (2005, 2007) advise: (i) Prioritization of approaches, concepts and
strategies related to literacy; and, (it) Depth of coverage over breadth of coverage. The
authors contend that providing a sense of where to begin, what to include and how to deliver
that content demainds expert subject knowledge from teacher educators responsible for
instructing preservice language arts and literacy. They argue that detailed exposure to a
limited range of ex.cellent curricular materials, models, approaches, techniques and strategies,
as weli as awareness and understanding of metacognitive processes involved in teaching and
learning, gives student teachers sufficient vision to sustain them in the early years of teaching
and to serve as a basis for continued professional growth. Beck et al. (2005, 2007) explain
the choices, conscious or othefwise theit faculty educators make in designing and
implementing curriculum for preservice literacy instruction impact the preparation of student
teachers. Predictably, thé sheer compiexity of literacy compels instrilc_tors to make, decisions
abont what to include in preservice education and what to omit. Emergence of new literacies
in response to changing societal needs, interests and developments compounds these

decisions as does the relatively short duration of preservice courses.
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In a preliminary report of Year 1 findings from their site in our national, longimdinal
study on preservice preparation of literacy teachers, Beck, Brown, Cockbum and McClure
(2005) studied the ideas and practices of 16 elementary literacy instructors, both tenure-track
and contract. Their goal was to determine the approaches undertaken by preservice
instructors and changes in instructors’ understanding of literacy. The researchers noted that

_the literacy instructors advocated a social constructivist appfoach to teaching/learning;
however, the degrée to which they practiced and /of modeled this approach, in-class, varied.
Similar variations occurred in the extent to \;vhich instructors valued depth of course content
over breadth. Instructors reported widespread emphasis on critical literacy; however, new
and multiliteracies receivéd minimal emphasis in-course. Beck et al. (2005) suggest that the
complexities of literacy heighten the need for preservice literacy instruction to have a major
théoretiCal component. Néw teachers, they argue, need to understaﬁd literacy more fully if
they are to support literacy learning across diverse school contexts. According fQ Beck et al.
(2005), opportunities, iﬁ their preservice literacy courses, to engagé in literacy activities
geared to developing their own Stréngths, models acceptance of alternate ways of knowing
and may inﬂuencle student and novice teachers’ future strategy use. The researchers also
maintain that heightening student teachers’ awareness of the biases inherent in literacy
education represents a step towérds educating thoughtful, c;itically literate teachers who are
better prepared to meet the needs of the diversé student populations in today’s classrooms,
and to help students develop critical and other literacy practices relevant to their ownklives.

Beck, Kosnik and Rowsell (2007), in a preliminary repoft on their longitudinal study
on teacher preparation, examined first and second year teachers’ views. The authbrs provide

a comprehensive analysis of the adequacies and inadequacies of preservice education. They
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found that student teachers perceived having recei;/ed substantial guidance in what and how
to teach. Primarily, student teachers were exposed to a wide array of theories, principles and
strategies. Secondly, de;ailed curriculum guidelines, prescribed or recommended teaching
resources, and mandated assessment and reporting systems provided further guidance. In
addition, school principals, colleagues, and formal inducti‘on and mentoring programs also
offered guidance and support to novice teacﬁers. Beck et al. (2007) contend that so much
material is presented in pfeseryice literécy courses that new teachers are unable to develop a
focused, coherent pedagogy. They argue that the guidance system breaks down for the
following reasons: curriculum ov.erload (too much for a beginning teacher to filter through);
inconsistent guidance in both preservice and inservice éettings; insufficient preservice |
modeling of theories to facilitate practical application in the early years of teaching; -
inadequate preparation of studeni teachers to recdgnize and/orv enact professional choices in
planning for literacy; and, the busy reality of early years teaching.

Beck et al. (2007) advocate setting ‘priorifies in teacher preparation programs such
that novice teachers might emerge from preservice with “a selective, iﬁtegrated set of
. pedagogical intenﬁoﬁs that, to the degree possible for a new teacher, they can name,
understand", own, and implement” (p. 3). The researchers propose that a coherent, prioritized
.vision of teaching be developed in cooberati'on with student teachéfs, wherein sfudent
teachers’ voices dominate the dialogical culture in the preservice program. Beck et al. (2007)
suggest the following priorities guide preservice literacy education: program planﬁing; pupil
assessment; classroom organization and community; inclusion and equity; visjon for

'

‘teachinig; and, professional identity. These priorities are revisited, refined and described in
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greater detail by Kosnik and Beck (2009) in Priorities in Teacher Education: The 7 Key
Elements of Preservi'ce Preparation.

Kennedy (20‘06) suggests that inservice teachers experience tremendous internal and
external pressures due to the multi-faceted nature of teaching. She challenges the role of
knowledge in teaching, explaining that teachers must simultaneously address a number of
issues and concerns at any given time, including: (i) covering content; (ii) fostering student
learning; (iii) increasing student participation; (iv) maintaining mom'enturri; (v) creating a
- supportive classroom community, and; (Vi)vattending to their own cognitive and emotional -
needs. Kennedy argues that the frameworks and approaches introduced in preservice
education (evidenoed in such terms as learning community, co-construction, inquiry and
social justice (p. 209)) fail to address moré than one or two of the concerns that teachers
experience on a daily i)asis. Further, she suggests that pressures arise from conflicting
éocietal aims for education. For example, Kennedy cites tensions between sociétal goals for
recognizing students’ independent needs énd interests while also ensuring that all students
are treated equally. She also notes that accommodating students’ needs and interests is not
always possibie given demanding curriculum expectations for content coverage.

According to Kennedy (2006), (“.the reason wé continue to disagree about what
constitutes ‘bést practice’ is that we all envision different ways of solving these simultaneous
classroom e‘quatioix‘_ls” (b. 206). She suggests that teachers conétantly develop ‘scfipts’ to
represent their indi\;idual solutions to the array of concerns and ideals ’that confront them'in
real time teaching. She maintains that the “vision’ currently fostered in teacher education
programs is static, incompl.ete, ;emoved from curricular purposes and incongruent with the

range of competing values and ideals held by the various communities in which novice '
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teachers are expected to teach. Kennedy suggests a need for teacher education programs to
re-envision teacher préparation in wa&s that are more complete, dynamic and prepare
teachers to .face and solvé the challenges they encounter in diverse classroom settings.

Kist (2005) notes a lack of consensus amongst researchers iﬁterms of the actual
form(s) pluralistic models of literacy teacher education might take. Suggéstions range from .
an interdisciplinary curriculum (Moje, Young, Readence, & Moore, 2000) to more inquiry-
based education (Eisner, 2002). Kist (2005) contends that the lack of direction in these
deliberations is problematic! and provides fodder for furthér research. He suggests that the
possibilities for envisioning the fabric of a muitiliterate classroom are infinite, but “in the
end, what is the sixth-grade teacher who is inferested in new literacies to doon a M‘onday
niorning? How is a teacher to do all this...?” (p. 11).

Supporting Seamless Learning in Téacher Education Programs

Seamless learning, characterized by ﬁght coherence and integration among courses
aﬁd between céursework and field work is essential to heightening the overall effectiveness
of teacher education programs. Darling-Hammond (2006) maintains that program
cohesiveness prevents the structural‘and conceptual fragmentation criticized in traditional
teacher education programs. According to Darling-Hammond, highly successful i)rograms
reflect careful attention to all areas of preservice learning to bring ‘togfyzther seemingly
disparate progfam elements _through an integration of roles:

... courses are designed to intersect with each other, are aggregated into a well-

understood landscape of learning, and are tightly interwoven with the advisement

process and students’ work in schools. Subject matter learning is brought together
with content pedagogy through courses that treat them together; program sequences
also create cross-course links. Faculty plan together and syllabi are shared across
university divisions as well as within departments. Virtually all of the closely

interrelated courses involve application in classrooms where observations or student
teaching occur. These classrooms, in turn, are selected because they model the kind of
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practice that is discussed in courses and advisement. In some particularly powerful
programs, faculty who teach courses also supervise and advise teacher candidates and
sometimes even teach children and teachers in placement schools. . .
Darling-Hammond (2006) advocates for extended and well-supervised clinical
‘experiences, thirty weeks minimum, in duration. She maintains that student teaching
opporﬁmities be selected carefully such that they closely support the ideas being presented
simultaneously through closely interwoven coursework. This researcher also advocates for
¢xtensive use of case methods, teacher research, performance assessments, and portfolio
evaluation during preservice to facilitate links 'between‘theory and practice into inservice .
teaching. She articulates that strong relationships, common knowledge and shared beliefs
- among séhool and university-based faculty foster'seamlesé‘ educati.on of student teachers.
| Researchers propose inclusion of a Wide range of experiences, approaches, .strategies
and tools for supporting teacher preparation during in-course and practicum preservice
' experienceé (Kosnik & Beck, 2000; Lukin, Bandélos, Eckhéut, & Mickelson, 2004; Mallette,
Kile, Smith, McKinney, & Readence, 2000). Central to this spectrum of experiences is an
underlying social copstructivist approach to teaching and learning (Beck et al., 2005; Kosnik
& Beck, 2009; Noel, 2000; Volante, 2006). In addition, a number of proposals for supporting
teaciler development foster a lifelong learning approaéh and advocate eétablishing “
| faculty/school partnerships to support novice teachérs 1n their 'tra'm'sition from preservice to
inservice éducatioﬁ. Included in this lafter group are: actjon research (Kosnik & Be(;k, 2000; |
Leland, Harste, & Shockley, 2007, Mallette et al., 2000); Preservice Aésessment Literacy
Study Groups [PALS] and Inservice and Preservice Aséessment Literacy Study Groups
[IPALS] (Lukin, Bandalos, Eckhout, & Mickelson, '2004); and, the establishment of both

formal and informal partnerships between Faculties of Education and District School Boards
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and schools (Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Duffield, 2005; Ridley, Hurwitz, Hackett, & Miller,
2005).
Adoption of a Social Constructivist Course F ramework

Numerous researchers maintain that adoption of a social constructivist course
framework fosters deeper understandings of literacy and effective teaching of literacy‘ (Beck
et al., 2005; Kosnik & Beck, 2009; Noei, 2000; Volante, 2006). Kosnik and Beck (2009)
support a “showing and telling” (p. 10) approach to teaching/learning during preservice
education to help student teachers adopt and effectively implement social constructivist
approaches in their own classrooms. Instead of a ‘we cover, they select and apply’ model of
teacher education, the researchers propose a ‘_together we figure out’ model (p. 4).

In her study of four students enrolled in two consecutive social constructivist-based
education courses, Noel (2000) describes ways in which social constructivist models help
student teachers make sense of new information about teaching and learning. She argues that
a social constructiviét app;oach to building bridges between theory and practice actively
engages student teachers in thé modeling and use of approaches, strategies and toois
characteristic of effective literacy teaching. Noei advocates preservice inclusion of
opportunities for hands-on and minds-on experience through rolé play, practice of teaching
strategies, and participation in learning activities, According to Noel such practices enable
students to construct deeper understandings through lived experience in new and/or fémiliar
pedagogical approaches. Noell cénte_nds that collaborative learning, modeled, supported and
initiated responsibly in programming, supports teacher use of social constructivist principles

during inservice teaching.
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Beck et al. (2005) éuggest that a social constructivist approach to the teaching and
learning of literacy necessitates that teacher preparation prdgréms value experiential learning
over transmission models. According to Beck et al. (2005), in-course modelling of social
constructivism dictates the presence‘of certain activities over others, activities that recognize
and value the social nature of all Iéaming. The researchers found wide variations in the extent
. to which presgrvice instruétors modeled, in their course and program, the social constructivist |
principles they édvocated. Similarly, whereas the value of community was highly
emﬁhasized’ by preservice literacy instructors, some were not able to achieve a sense of
community in their own courses.

Experiential learning processes: Means for facilitating learning. A number of
researchers stress the potential for facilitating student teachers’ emerging understandings by
tapping into their own learning proc.esses (Borg, 2003; Brindley & Laframboise, 2002;
Volante, 2006). Volante (2006) investigated Canadian student teachers’ perspectives on their
preservice prégram design and delivery. At the beginning of the second semester, study
participanté (47) were asked to join one of four focus groups to discuss their personal and
professionél growth in an intermediafe/senior preservice program at the Ontario Institute for
Studies in Education at the University of Toronto [OISE/UT]. In'addition, 12 of the original
participants participated in individual interviews at the end of the academic year. During the
individual interviews, preservice graduands were asked to c‘ommcnt on the main strengths
and weaknesses of the preservice program. The respondents reported the diverse range of
peers’ views and expgriences as critical to their own professional dévelopme’nt. Volante

argues for rigorous selection procedures to ensure student teachers bring a-diverse range of

volunteer and teaching-related experiences to preservice education programs.
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‘In course examination of pre-existing belief systems. Many researchers suggest that
student teachers’ pre-existing assumptions about teaching and learning continue to influence
th¢ir cognitive development throughout preservice and inservice teaching (Borg, 2003;
Brindley & Laframboise, 2002; Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Klein, 2005). According to Borg
(2003), the experiences that teachers acquire as learners inform their cognitions about
A téaching and learning and continue to influence cognitive development for the duration of

thetr teaching caréers.' [n his document analysis of 25 years of mainstream research on
teacher cognition, Borg suggests a need for preservice education programs to build in
opportunities for critical self—evaluation of pre-existing belief systems if teachers are to grow
pedagogically. Professional presel_'vicé preparation is rﬁore effective when student teachers
are provided ample oppoftuni’ties for examining changes in their belief ‘systems.
Klein (2005) conténds that teacher education programs have a responsibility to ensure
the existence of dis'cvursi'vé spaces where stﬁdeﬁt teachers might recognize and analyze the |
v.e‘ducational, cultural and biOgraphiqal discourses by which they have been shéped. He
maintains that reflection on the discur(sive practices of home, community and classroom, an_d‘
the ways in which these p}actices support and/or hinder student teachers’ learning, pefsonal
identity and confidence will le’ad preservice educators thérds new understandings of the
ways in which discourses impact identity and knowledge. He urgés literacy educators to
suppoﬁ student teachers in recognizing that exclusion and alienation negatively impact
literacy dévelopment.
In a report on teacher preparation from preservice through to early years inservic‘e
teaching, Feiman-Nemser (2001) describes the baradoxical role of the prior beliefs students

bring to their preservice programs. These images and beliefs, she argues, serve as filters for
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making sense of the knowledge and experiences encountered in preservice; however, they
also function as barriers to change; limiting the ideas student teachers are willing to accept.
Early experiences, she suggests, need to be supplemented and/or challenged by preservice
education (during in-course and practicum eiperiences) and iﬁservice classroom experiences.
Feiman-Nemser warns that student teachers must engage in critical examination of their
entering beliefs in light of the alternative beliefs introduced in the preservice year if they are
to develop powerful images of good teaching. Otherwise, she argues, entering beliefs,
however faulty, will continue to shape teachers’ practices and ideas.

Brindley and Laframboise (2002) also emphasize the need for preservice preparation
programs to challenge the pre-existing cultural beliefs student teachers bring to t.heir'
prégram‘s. Brindley and Laframboise followed 115 students, enrolled in four sections of a \
children’s literature course, at a large university, in the southwestern United States. Their
three-year 'study describes in-role simulatiqns used in their course-work to eﬁcourage student
teachers to re-examine their cultural beliefs. The researchers suggest that preservice students,
many of whom are white, enter into teacher preparation programs with culturally insular
perspectives and do not exberience the Cogniﬁve dissonance necessary for promoting change
in these belief syétems. Brindley and Laframboise urge examination of ‘taboo topics,” |
including issues of diversity, racism, and equity within preservice classrooms, by using
drama as a medium. Purposefully designed éctivities with outstanding cult@ral t‘evxts, they
argue, have potential to stimulate cultural awareness and senéitivity in preservice students.

Critical analysis of literacy tools and curricular maierials. Grossman, Valencia,
Evans, Thompson, Martin and Place (2000) maintain that reflection plays an active role in

shaping student teachers’ 'beliefs, values and attitudes toward teaching. Like Borg (2003) and
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\ Volante (2006), they advocate capitalizing on the visionary nature of reflection by buildiﬁg
continual opportunities for individual and collaborative reflection into preservice literacy
education. Grossman et al. (2000) followed 10 beginning teachers from their last year of
preservice education into their first two years of full-time teaching. Data sources included
five yearly interviews and classroom observations of the beginning teachers as well as
intervie@s and observations of associate teachers, mentors and supervi;%ors. The researchers
suggest that preservice modeling of theory through praétical application is instrumental in
helping feachers develop pedagogical tools in that teachers draw on pedagogical tools
introduced in preservice to develbp their classroom practices. In their findings, Grossman et
al. describe teachers joking about becoming “giant reflectors” (p. 33) as a result of the .
constant emphasis on reflection built into their preservice programs.

Further, Grossman et al. (2000) found that teachers’ developing understandings and
practices were also shaped by the settings in which they taught, their collegiai relationships,
and the availability of resources. According to Gr(;ssman et al., the emergence of pedagogical
tools developed in ﬁreservice became most evidept during teachers’ §ec.ond year of teaching.
They argue that “thedry becomes real on]y through practice” (p. 29).

Grossman et al. (2000) suggest that the curricular materials to which beginning
teachers are exposed dramatically influence their learning. They encourage teacher educators
to build into their programs opportunities for student teachers to practice critical literacy

skills by questioning pre-packaged literacy programs, curriculum, trade texts and classroom

4

_ literacy practices. According to Grossman et al., first year teacher participants welcomed
prescribed and/or pre-packaged resources during their hectic first year of inservice teaching,

but lacked the time, support and confidence to critically assess the effectiveness of their
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programs and resource materials. Despite difficulty attaining a clear vision of teaching in
their first year, teacher respondents continued to use some of the pedagogical tools
introduced in preservice to critique their practices and make sense of their experiences. The
researchers contend that a reﬂec_tive stance towards teaching re-e‘merged only in the second
year of teaching.
- Loughran, Brown and Doecke (2001), like Grossman et al. (2000), suggest that the
impact of preservice experiences on cognitive development may not be realized until year
two of inservice teaching. In a study of twenty two first-year teachers, all recent graduates of
a one-year Baéhelor of Education program, Loughran et al. (2001) examined the transitions
from preservice education to insefvice teaching. They found that the innovative, creative
teéching practices developed in preservice education take second seat to classroom
management issues and other site pressures during first year inservice teaching. Accérding to
study participants’ reéorts, reflection serves as a vehicle for facilitating the re-emergence of
these innovative, preservice pracﬁces during year two of inservice teaching. Loughran et al.
suggest a need for teachers in schools and Faculties of Education to work together for
ongoing learning and support of pedagogy.

HibBert and lannacci (2005) ’use the term ‘good teacher consumerism’ (p. 716) to
describe skills they believe educators need to practice when reviewing, selecting and
implementing prescriptive materialé for supporting balanced literacy within the classroom.
The reéearchers maintain that prescriptive programs are often mass purchased by boards of
‘education in a top-down fashion, before being. forced upon teachers, giving them little or no
input. The researchers suggest that the term, ‘balanced literacy,” is widely used and carries

different meanings. They report availability of many commercial programs said to target
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balanced 1itéracy. They suggest that while these programs use some of the terminology of
balanced literacy theory, they offer little in the way of substance. The researchers advocate
for balanced 1iterécy to be construed as more than marketing select equalized components of
literacy instruction (i.e. reading and/or writing): *. .