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ABSTRACT

This longitudinal study followed 10 beginning teachers from their last year of preservice
education into their first two years of full-time teaching. Using sociocultural theory as a
theoretical framework, we describe how these teachers appropriated a set of pedagogical
tools for teaching writing. Data sources included approximately five interviews a year with
the teachers, at least five classroom observations a year, as well as observations and
interviews with cooperating teachers, supervisors, mentor teachers, and others. The
analysis suggests that teachers drew on pedagogical tools introduced during teacher
education to develop their classroom practice. Conceptual tools that were buttressed with
practical strategies seemed to be most influential. The settings in which teachers taught,
including their relationships with cooperating teachers and colleagues and the kinds of
curriculum materials available, also shaped teachers devel oping understanding and
practice. Finally, pedagogical tools developed during teacher education were even more
evident during the teachers' second year of teaching, as they tried to approximate their
goal of good language arts instruction. The results of this study suggest the danger of
making claims about what teachers do and do not learn during teacher education based
only on data from their first year of teaching.

Charles: | think of aworkshop asa. . . place for you to hone askill you have, whether
itsin carpentry or art or writing. . . . | just think of [writers workshop] asa. . .
congstent time every day, a structure that provides for the kids to work on the skill of . .
. usng written language, . . . and then added to that usng mini-lessonsto focuson. . .
killsimportant for the kids to learn.

Stephanie: That term [writers workshop] is. . . one of those things that | say, "someday
I'mgonnadoit. .. when | figure out what it id" . . . when | think of writers workshop, |
think of management. | think of first draft kids over here. . . brainstorming kids. . . over



here, and get thefind draft going here, and | cant doit dl inmy room. . .. I'm il & the
"what isit?' stage.

Stephanie and Charles, graduates of the same e ementary teacher education program, have different
ideas about writers workshop and what it might look like in the classroom. For Charles, it represents a
consgent time for honing the skill of writing. For Stephanie, it represents a management nightmare. Both
of them firgt encountered the concept of writers workshop in their teacher education program. But what
accounts for the different ways in which they have come to understand and incorporate this practice into
their teaching?

Despite our understanding of the complexity of learning to teach, rdatively few longitudind sudies
of teacher education look at how beginning teachers adopt concepts and practicesin the various settings
of professond education and then modify and use them in their first few years of teaching. Most
research stops with student teaching; afew studies follow teechersinto the first year; fewer ill examine
how teachers understanding and practice evolve in the second or third year of practice. Our study of

beginning teachers learning to teach writing provides such alongitudind look. Specificaly, we ask:

What ideas, concepts, strategies, and specific tools for teaching writing do
preservice teachers develop during teacher education?

How do their experiences in teacher education and their early experiencesin
schools shape their understandings and uses of these ideas and tools?

How do beginning teachers continue to develop their understanding and practice of
teaching writing over the first few years of teaching?

How do features of the settings of teacher education and the schools affect the ways
in which beginning teechers develop their understanding of teaching writing?

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

We have chosen to explore these questions from a sociocultura perspective, drawing specificaly on
activity theory (Cole, 1996; Engestrom, 1999; Leont'ev, 1981; Tulviste, 1991; Wertsch, 1981).
Activity theory starts with the assumption that a person's frameworks for thinking are developed through
problem-solving action carried out in pecific settings. This framework focuses our attention on how

beginning teachers develop goals while engaged in activity in particular settings, identify problems they



must solve, and choose a st of tools to inform and conduct their teaching. Socioculturd theory would
a0 suggest that individuas understandings and practices are aways shaped by the various settingsin
which they find themsdves. Using the framework of activity theory invites usto look a both the
individud's experience, aswell as at how settings are structured by historica forces through actions of
individuas (Engestrom, 1999), in order to understand the development of an individud's practice.

Activity settings are the socid contexts in which learners participate and through which they
appropriate knowledge. Learning to teach is comprised of a number of distinct activity settings,
including: university course work; field experiences (including student teaching); supervision; and the
concentric settings of school, department, and grade levd. Each of these activity settings hasits own
specific motive, structurd features, sets of relationships, and resources for learning to teach. Although
two teachers may work in the same physica setting (e.g., a schoal), they may have didtinctly different
understandings of the school setting based on the teachers own goals, histories, and relationships within
the school arena (Lave, 1988). Furthermore, one activity setting may encompass conflicting godls,
cresting unique problem-solving Situations for the beginning teacher. For example, in the setting of
student teaching, preservice teachers must balance the competing goa's of demonstrating competence to
earn agood grade and trying out new drategiesin an effort to experiment and "practice” teaching. Part
of our effort in this study is to understand how prospective and beginning teachers and those around
them come to understand the problems they face in particular settings, and how they engage in solving
these problems, using the resources around them.

Activity theory, like other sociocultura theories, also focuses our attention upon the use of tools (cf.
Wertsch, 1991). Teachers use awide range of pedagogical tools to construct and carry out teaching
practices within activity settings. This range of tools encompasses both conceptua and more practical
tools. We have defined conceptua tools as principles, frameworks, and ideas about teaching, learning,
and English/language arts that teachers use as heurigtics to guide thelr instructional decisons. They can
include broadly applicable theories such as congtructiviam or indructionad scaffolding or subject- matter
specific concepts such as process writing. While conceptua tools are useful for abroader understanding
of teaching and learning, they do not necessarily solve the problem of what to do in the classroom. We
define practica tools as classroom practices, strategies, and resources that do not serve as broad
conceptions to guide an array of decisons, but instead have more loca and immediate utility. These

might indlude ingtructional practices such as journa writing or writers workshop, or resources such as



textbooks or curriculum materids that provide such ingructiond practices. Activity theory provides a
framework for examining how teachers understand and use these toalsin their teeching. Rather than
suggesting that teachers do or do not use a particular strategy or understand a particular concept,
activity theory helps us understand the process through which a person adopts, or appropriates, the
pedagogica tools available for usein particular activity settings (Leont'ev, 1981; Newman, Griffin, &
Cole, 1989; Wertsch; 1981).

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY

For the past three years, we have been engaged in alongitudina study of learning to teach
literacy/language arts. As part of the National Research Center on English Learning & Achievement, we
have followed beginning teachers from their last year of teacher education into their first two years of
ful-time teaching.! We began with 15 preservice teachers, eight secondary and seven eementary,
during their last two quarters of teacher education. We have followed 10 of these teechersinto their first
and second years of teaching. The teachers teach in public schools in eight different districts and in one
private school. Five of them teach a the dementary leve, two at the middle school level, and threein
high schoal.

Data Sour ces

Our data consst of individua and group interviews, classroom observations, and documents. We
interviewed each teacher individually on at least 11 occasons and observed them a minimum of 5 times
during each of the 3 years of the study. Each observation was accompanied by a pre-observation
conversation and a longer post-observation interview. At the secondary level, each classroom
observation included ingtruction in two classes; a the d ementary we observed both reading and writing,
when possible. We took extensive field notes and wrote detailed analytic memos after each observation.
Each year, we aso conducted a group interview with the el ementary and secondary participantsin
which the they discussed what they were learning about teaching language arts. Group interviews, which



were desgned to allow usto observe interactions among members of a cohort, often engaged
participantsin ajoint activity. All the interviews were audiotaped and transcribed; the group interviews
were both audio- and video-taped.

In order to capture afuller picture of the different activity settings, we included severa additiond
data points each year. During student teaching, we accompanied the university supervisor on a
supervisory vist, and we aso observed and recorded the debriefing between the supervisor and the
student teacher. We a0 interviewed the cooperating teachers and observed them debrief alesson with
the student teachers. During the first year of teaching, we interviewed the beginning teechers mentor
teachers, department chairs, and principals. As part of another facet of this research, we dso
interviewed digtrict administrators about didtrict policies concerning the language arts and support for
beginning teachers. During the first and second years, we interviewed teschers at the beginning, middle,
and end of the school year, and we collected classroom artifacts, including lesson plans, written
materias, and other materials related to teaching.

The design of thislongitudind study afforded us opportunities to explore many facets of the settings
in which these teachers worked and to document how they learned to teach across these settings. We
were not, however, able to conduct the extensive observationa data we would have liked or to
videotape classroom interaction. In addition, our data on the methods courses was retrospective, drawvn
from interviews with professors, teaching assstants, and the participants rather than from direct
observation.

Data andysis has been an ongoing and iterative process. We initidly identified awide range of
pedagogica tools for each participant from the interview data; we subsequently developed a coding
scheme to be used across dl of the data. While the focus of the larger study is on language artsin
generd, we firg andyzed the teaching of writing as away to bound data andysis. In our analyses, we
triangulated interview and observationa data, as well as data from the beginning teachers with data from
their supervisors, co-operating teachers, mentors, and principas. Our firgt effort has been at
understanding the development of each individua's understanding and practice in teaching writing; once

we developed the individual cases, we began the process of looking for themes across cases.



Context

Both the dementary and secondary programs from which these teachers graduated are master's
degree programs that emphasi ze the importance of subject matter preparation for teachers and focus on
the preparation of reflective practitioners? Studentsin the secondary language arts program took a two-
quarter course sequence on the teaching of language arts of which more than a month was devoted to the
teaching of writing. They used the firgt edition (1987) of Nancie Atwell's book, In the Middle, in which
writers workshop is described; in class, they focused on the importance of student ownership and the
socid congruction of meaning through writing. Asthey discussed the teaching of writing, they were dso
engaged in writing alengthy literacy autobiography. The concept of scaffolded ingtruction (e.g., Bruner,
1960; Langer & Applebee, 1986) was taught in severd of the teacher education courses and was further
reinforced through discussion and assgnments in the language arts methods class® In addition,
secondary students were required to complete a course on composition processes in the English
department before completion of the program. All of the high school teachersin our study shared a
common two-quarter English methods class but did not necessarily have the same ingtructors for other
required coursesin their program.

The dementary program included three quarters of coursework on literacy. In the first of these
students studied and personaly experienced reading and writing processes. The second quarter was
devoted to the teaching of reading, and the third quarter was entirely devoted to teaching writing. The
primary text, The Art of Teaching Writing (Cakins, 1994) emphasized writers workshop and the
importance of student ownership in writing (Atwell, 1987; Au, 1993; Cakins, 1994).* In class, sudents
discussed adapting the workshop model and explored other gpproaches for teaching process writing.
Instructors emphasized the role of scaffolding and explicit ingtruction in teeching writing, induding the
use of modding and mini-lessons targeting specific strategies and skills. As part of the coursework,
students were required to develop aliteracy portfolio for astudent in their practicum class and analyze
the student's written work. In addition, they taught a multi-day process writing lesson including severd
mini-lessons. Two of the eementary teachersin our study, Charles and Stephanie, had graduated from
the Specid Education/Teacher Education (SPED/TEP) dementary program, which confers dud
certification in dementary education and specid education. Students in the SPED/TEP program took
additiona specia education coursework in teaching literacy.



We begin by providing brief cases of three of the ten beginning teachersin our study. One teacher,
Bill, teaches at the high schoal level and two, Stephanie and Charles, teach eementary schoal.
However, we have drawn on all of the case sudies of our other participantsin our andys's of cross-

case themes.

CASE STUDIES

Bill: Going for a Test Drivein Someone Else's Car

Bill entered the teacher education program with strong beliefs about the importance of creativity and
communication in teaching writing. Early in his teacher education program, prior to student teaching, he
talked about the damaging effects of focusng solely on skills and structure in teaching writing:

Therésaleve of inquiry that needs to be established and chalenged and praised and

rewarded in el ementary school, or €lse by the time we [secondary teachers] see them,

itsjugt..."What am | supposed to write? yeah, you want three paragraphs. Here they

come. I'm going to give you three paragraphs.” And so if you only build skills, you are

damaging the students.
Bill's main exposure to the teaching of writing in his English methods course was reading Atwell's (1987)
In the Middle. His early comments about not placing the teaching of skills before encouraging creetivity
aigned with Atwell's gpproach. But because of hislow regard for his English methods teacher, he
rgjected some of her attempts to model tools for teaching aspects of the writing processin the
classroom, such as the use of peer revision groups for engaging students in revision. Expressing grest
frustration with the lack of practical tools provided in the methods course, Bill had helped sart a
"shadow" methods course in which students shared materias and lesson plans that they encountered in
ther field experiences.

After the conclusion of his methods course and prior to his full-time student teaching experience, Bill
attended a workshop on teaching writing offered by the district in which he was to student teach. The
teachersin the district had decided to bring in Jane Schaffer, the developer of a unit plan for teaching
writing. Along with other teachers, Bill was wowed by Schaffer; "we were just hook, line, and sinker



taken." In response to the workshop, the district adopted the Schaffer materids. Bill was so thrilled with
the Schaffer materids that he made copies for his colleagues in the shadow methods course, including
severd other participants in this study.

Schaffer's method for teaching writing is highly structured. In the Schaffer unit, sudents essays are
to have aminimum of four paragraphs, as well as a minimum number of words per paragraph.
Paragraphs follow arigid pattern of topic sentence, followed by a sentence of "concrete detail,”
followed by two sentences expressing "commentary.” The unit isaso highly structured for teachers;
lessons are tightly scripted, and dl materids, including student handouts and quizzes, are included in the
packet. While the philosophy upon which the unit is built gppears to reflect an image of writing by
prescription, the unit's introduction, written to the teacher, aso articulates a process writing orientation:
"writing isan act of discovery, away of clarifying ideas, asocid activity that often thrives upon contact
with others, and arecursive process requiring time, reflection, feedback, and revison." Schaffer clams
that the unit servesto demydtify writing, making it "accessible to everyone' and avows that despite its
scripted and formulaic gppearance, the unit can be "very flexible" and "easly and successfully modified”
(Schaffer, p. 6).

Bill entered student teaching with relaively few strategies for teaching writing. The Jane Schaffer
materidsfilled thisvoid. Presented in terms of equity and ownership, and undeniably representing aform
of direct procedurd scaffolding, this unit appeded to Bill for anumber of reasons. First, the model
provided the very kind of pedagogical tool he was seeking. Bill particularly appreciated Schaffer's
emphasis on issues of equity, commenting: "at its heart that unit is about parity. . . . The unit a its heart
attempts to place everybody on the same [plang], at least using the same vocabulary.” This notion of
offering sudents akind of culturd capitd appeded to Bill's sense of socid judtice. Findly, he judtified
the modd in terms of student ownership. By using the unit, he hoped:

sudents will learn thet they are in charge of their own writing, and it's not something that
someone ese has to dictate for them. . . . So | hope to give them more power of their
own salves, give them more ownership of pre-writing trategies.

In his sudent teaching, Bill followed the Schaffer mode very cosdly, remarking, "right now I'mon a
test drivein anew car, and it isnt my car." Although the unit materids claim to be pliable, Bill saw the
curriculum as extremdy sequentid; deviating from the sequence, he believed, might hurt students. He



commented, “the unit continualy builds on itsdf and the difficult chdlenge for meisto not lose anyone &
any given part, because if | lose them now, they're gone for the next nine weeks, and | can't get them
back." Asthe setting of student teaching tends not to encourage improvisation, Bill may have been
following the lead of his cooperating teacher or other teachersin the school in his adherence to the
model. As Bill sad, in another context, "it's the building policy and | live by it. And | can't make my own
... rulesin the world right now." In addition, Bill lacked arich subject matter background in writing that
might have enabled him to adapt the program.

Despite Bill'sinitia enthusasm for the Schaffer mode, he began to identify a tenson between the
very tight structure of the modd and the issues of ownership that were so centrd to hisinitid bdiefs
about teaching writing. As Bill taught the various prewriting strategies, he did not understand why
students had such a hard time coming up with ideas for their own writing. As he commented about his

lower-track class:

What | have found isthat no matter what my subjects were [in my modesg), their

subjects were identical. The first prewrite | did, my topic was sports — basketball,

baseball. Well, dl their prewrites were about some kind of physica activity . . . It didn't

make any difference what prompt | gave them — write aout anything — pick a subject!

"I can't think of anything." Think of any subject whatsoever . . . Any Subject! Any

subject! Am | spesking English?
Bill's comments suggest that that students did not see the content as particularly important; when what
they were learning was aformula, one topic was as good as another.

During thistime, Bill's university supervisor was critiquing his teaching as too teecher centered. Bill
seemed to blamerthis, in part, on the Schaffer unit, commenting, "The nature of the writing unit [is
teacher-, not sudent-centered] . . . But | think it'skind of difficult to establish the modeling part without
it being teacher centered because the students don't have a clue how to do literature commentary until |
work with them.” It became evident in this and other comments that Bill was beginning to critique the
Schaffer writing curriculum. Implying that the unit was somewhat unwieldy and outdated, Bill noted that
it "uses its own vocabulary," such as "commentary,” and that the 8- sentence paragraph model required
in the unit "is something straight out of textbooks of the 50s and 60s." Also, part of the Schaffer
curriculum requires students not to repeet anything in an essay, which, in Bill'swords, was driving the
students "bonkers." Bill added, "It's not the way | was taught to write; it's not the way the mgjority of



gudents are taught to write." As Bill began to redize that his beief in ownership was not being satisfied
through his current curriculum, he expressed an interest in talking with a member of his preservice cohort
who had been implementing writers workshop, to "get her advice on ways to making [the teaching of
writing] more writers workshop oriented, and giving them ownership of the process" He believed that in
writers workshop, the teacher is not the controller; instead, "the kids just take it and they run with it,
bascdly from the first day.”

Bill's critique suggests that he was caught in an either/or conceptudization of writing pedagogy —
ether writing is completely structured and teacher centered, or it is student centered and unstructured.
This dichotomy reflects, in part, histwo primary sources for the teaching of writing — the first edition of
Atwell's book, which downplays the teacher's role in structuring assgnments, and the Jane Schaffer
materias, which are highly teacher structured. Despite his budding critiques, Bill stayed with the Schaffer
writing unit for the remainder of his student teaching. During his third and exit interviews, he talked about
how he believed student writing did improve, commenting, "Anyone who did any work within the writing
unit wrote agood essay. . . . [ The differences between] the firg draft and the second draft are amazing.”
He taked about intending to teach the unit again, but changing it to incorporate more literature and
provide more time. Thus, even though Bill critiqued the Schaffer unit while teaching from it, he continued
to egpouse its virtues while smultaneoudy considering how he would changeit if he wereto teech it
agan.

While Bill's university supervisor was critica of the curriculum, she also conceded thet it was likely
to be effectivein its own way. She said, "'l dont like that kind of rigid structure, the formulaic approach
to teaching. But it does work, you can learn the formula” When pressed to say more about why she
might not choose to use the curriculum, she raised her fedingsthat it was "repetitive and confusing for
the students.” However, she did not express many of these concernsto Bill, saying that, "It is not the
way | would teach writing, but then that's not for me to decide.” If the supervisor had eected to talk
with Bill about the pros and cons of the writing curriculum, she might have found fertile ground.
However, in the supervisor's congtruction of the activity setting of supervision, there was little room to
critique existing school practices. As she saw it, her job was to support the student teacher in adapting
to the practices of the school and the cooperating teacher.

Bill was hired by the schoal didrict in which he did his student teaching, but he was not assigned to
teach 9th grade, the grade in which the Schaffer curriculum was being used. Instead, he was assigned to



teach 10th and 12th grade English; the 12th used the Pacesetter curriculum, acurriculum designed
around literature and text. In hisfirst year of teaching, Bill talked little about the teaching of writing. He
mentioned that in Pacesetter, the writing students do is generaly an "assessment” a the end of the unit.
Department policy required 10th graders to write a multi- paragraph essay on a universa theme, severd
credtive pieces, and an in-dass timed multi- paragraph essay, but did not prescribe any particular
curriculum for writing ingtruction.

In terms of hiswriting ingruction, Bill'sfirst year of teaching was an utter contrast to his sudent
teaching. Instead of focusing on the format of writing, Bill used writing as away for sSudentsto generate
and synthesize ideas. For example, we saw him use quickwrites as a precursor to discussonor asa
reflective wrap-up. During alull in adiscusson of Sddhartha in his 10th grade class, Bill asked
Sudents to write for five minutes on a quotation that addressed atheme in the noved. Smilarly, he
introduced Waiting for Godot to his Pacesetter class by firgt having them write in response to a
quotation. Bill also assgned longer writing assgnments which were written at home and turned in to be
graded. In hisfirgt year of teaching, his conception of the teaching of writing seemed to have shifted to
writing as idea- generator and synthesizer (freewrites), and writing as assessment (take-home essays).

Bill assgned, rather than taught, writing, during this year. We observed little explicit ingtruction in writing.

In the beginning of his second year of teaching, Bill dluded to having problems with this assgn-and-tdl
approach to essays and talked about how he was working to change his approach to writing. For
ingtance, in the Pacesetter class, he introduced the essay assignment at the beginning of aunit "so thet they
have some sense of purpose.” Also, ingtead of treating the essay as a Single monalithic assgnment, he split
the essay into three digtinct parts (the event, the sgnificance of the event, and the large sgnificance), which
corresponded to the structure of the Baldwin essay they read in the unit. He aso incorporated peer
response (guided by teacher-formulated questions) into each of the three steps. Peer response had not
been part of Bill's origind implementation of the Pacesatter curriculum. When asked where he got the idea
to use peer response, Bill rductantly acknowledged that he had done some peer response in his English
methods class. Bill had aso incorporated aspects of Schaffer's gpproach, while dropping the formulaic
structure of the unit. While Bill till professed to revere the Schaffer gpproach, observations of histeaching
reflected aless formulaic approach to scaffolding, which he supported in a variety of ways through various
facets of the process. His approach to teaching writing became less prescriptive than it had been during
student teaching, but more explicit than it had been during hisfirst year. As he concluded his second yeer,



he continued to experiment with tools for teaching writing in trying to resolve the tension he experienced
between providing students with sufficient opportunities for ownership while helping them write well-
developed essays.

As Bill concluded his second year of teaching, he was wdll-regarded by colleagues, students, and
adminigrators. An engaging, dynamic teacher, with a passion for teaching, he quickly became a
recognized leader within the school. In a surprising turn, his former cooperating teacher transferred to
his school, and Bill became her mentor as she began to teach the Pacesetter curriculum.

Stephanie: Writing on the Margins

Stephaniesinitid beiefs about writing reveded that, dthough writing was not difficult for her, it dso
was not her passion. She vaued persond, expressive writing and, through her early athletic experiences,
she came to understand the importance of scaffolding learning, a concept further reinforced in her
teacher education program.

Stephanie credited the teacher education program (both specia and regular) with helping her
understand and devel op strategies for meeting the individua needs of children. She struggled over what
she saw as a needed ba ance between "skills' and "expression,” and between "direct ingtruction™ and
"writers workshop," worrying that children need direct ingtruction in specific skills but that too much
gructure might interfere with student ownership. At the end of coursework (before student teaching),
Stephanie reconciled these tensions, in theory, by acknowledging that students need different
gpproaches and that it isimportant for teachersto have "dl these different waysto reach kids" In fact,
she recdled her language arts professor talking about the importance of having a repertoire of teaching
drategies and she firmly believed her teacher education coursework had provided her with many good
ideas for teaching writing.

However, in practice, Stephani€'s student teaching experience didn't provide her with many
opportunities to try out ideas, work out these tensions, or experiment with pedagogica tools for
teaching writing. She waan't given much responsibility for writing ingtruction and, & times, her
cooperating teacher would change Stephanie€'s lesson or stop her mid-lesson and take over. Stephanie

felt that she was teaching her cooperating teacher's plan rather than her own. And, in truth, the



cooperating teecher's vision of writing ingtruction was somewhat different from Stephani€'s. The teacher
described writing indruction as "you develop your skills, you see the progression, skills developing, the
modding. . . . | look for independent practice aswell as guided.” In contrast, Stephanie found this
approach too tightly controlled and sequenced.

She was much more scheduled with the writing, having so many sentences this day,
having the draft done this day, having it edited this day, and | was hoping to set up kind
of alittle more of awriters workshop format where kids could be at different Sagesin
their writing in the classroom. The first three months we spent alot of time journa
writing and getting the kids focused on the sentence Structure, things like that, so we
gave them aredly good base, | thought, for going into a writers workshop format. We
had three adults in there for writing so we had plenty of aff to have different centers
and things. But | would have liked to have seen the writing be . . . more of afreeform
kind of thing.

At this point in her professiona development, however, Stephanie was philosophic, wondering if
writers workshop would lead to enough productivity. She questioned her own godsin light of her
teacher's push for content coverage and the pressure of fitting into the student teaching context.
Feedback from both her cooperating teacher and university supervisor focused on Stephanie€'s pacing
which only further reinforced her concern about coverage. As the quote above revedls, Stephanie
seemed to equate writers workshop with more student ownership and freedom, and she had trouble
reconciling how ownership and structure could coexig. Y et, she seemed quite comfortable with the
teacher's explicit ingtruction framework and focus on writing skills, idess thet were congruent with
teacher education.

During student teaching, Stephanie had opportunities to implement the type of structured writing
ingtruction her teacher embraced. She guided students through lessons on story elements,
problenysolution, and letter writing. She andyzed student learning, provided students with structured
experiences and released them to work on their own. While she was buoyed by these successful
experiences, Stephanie till held on to her concern about student ownership and voice. At the
conclusion of her student teaching, she noted thet "even at aredly young age students have different
writing styles, different styles of expresson, and that as important asit is to teach basic skills and basic

gructures of writing formats and stuff, | think that | would like to see some freedom for expression.”



Sephaniesfirg year of full time teaching was in adiverse, low-achieving school that had recently
adopted several highly-structured packaged programs — Cooperétive Integrated Reading and
Compostion (CIRC) (Stevens, Madden, Savin, & Farnish, 1989), the Benchmarks word identification
program (Gaskins & Elliot, 1991), and QUEST 2000 (a math program). Stephanie was expected to use
CIRC for daily reading instruction with her second grade students. To learn the program, she attended
inservice workshops and observed other teachers. For Stephanie, CIRC seemed cong stent with many of
the ideas she had learned in her teacher education program —aligning learner outcomes with indruction,
explicit ingtruction, integration of reading and writing, and the structured curriculum programs she studied
in the specid education program. She seemed comforted to have a program that was so well-structured
and in-sync with the gtate curriculum. She said, "it's so well matched to the state essentia learnings [the
gate's curriculum framework] so it'sadmogt alittle brainless for me.” On the other hand, Stephanie
worried that the structure and whole class ingructiona format of CIRC made it difficult to meet the needs
of the wide range of student ahilitiesin her classroom, a concern that she had carried since her
coursework.

Stephanie's school had not purchased the process writing component of CIRC; instead, they
elected to do "Adventuresin Writing," the writing portion connected to story reading. This was the only
regularly scheduled writing time in Stephanie's weekly plan. Adventuresin Writing integrates reading and
writing by having students write in response to a prompt drawn from their weekly story (reading
ingruction). For example, after reading a story about pioneer and Indian children of the Great Plains,
students are prompted, "If you could go back in time, which would you rather be — the pioneer or
Indian child? Write one day's entry in your pretend journa that tells what you — a pioneer or Indian child
—did during the day." The teacher's manud directs sudents to discuss their ideas with a partner, write
their paragraphs, share the writing with their partner and ask what she likes, and then "make
improvementsin the story."

All the Adventures in Writing activities are structured in this way and Stephanie followed the
directions generdly asthey were specified in the manua. After four days of working with a story,
Stephanie had the children work on the Adventure in Writing activity. At times, she would talk with the
students a hit before writing, building some background, but the other aspects of the writing process and
scaffolded ingtruction evident in her earlier thinking and in some of her student teaching experiences

were not evident.



Stephanie liked this section of CIRC because of the structure and the opportunities it provided for
students of different abilities to respond in various ways. Stephanie aso recognized this activity as one of
the only ways she was able to fit writing into her curriculum. There was no other writing scheduled. She
viewed the activities as opportunities for students to "go off on tangents that are lill related to the story"
and to develop their own ideas and to have "ownership” in the story. She fdt that when sudents
"persondized and internaized" the story in thisway, they would do better on the comprehension test
given a the end of the week. So, dthough this writing fit with some of her beliefs about encouraging
student voice and mesting individua student needs, she did the activities, in part, to help sudents pass
their weekly CIRC reading tests and, in part, to keep pace with the other 2nd grade teacher using
CIRC.

Although Stephanie didn't have many opportunities to experiment with writing instruction during
student teaching and then found hersdf in a highly structured program with minima writing ingtruction,
she ill held on to severd of the tools she explored during coursework and she tried to implement them,
in small ways, during her first year of teaching. For example, Stephanie added an "author's chair” to
Adventuresin Writing, a strategy modeled during her literacy methods course, so students could have
more ownership and share their writing. And afew times during the year, she actualy ventured into what
she cdled a"writers workshop format.” She described the process she was planning to use for writing

scary Haloween Sories:

WEé're going to go through as a group redlly step by step with the brainstorming and then
with the doppy copy and then with the "what would you change about this™" the revisng
gep. And then the editing; welll seeif we can do that in aweek. Idedlly, I'd liketo get it
where they're writing more in areal writers workshop format where different kids are at
different stages and that way | can focus more one to one with kids. When they get to
the revising or editing stage, they'll be more independent with the brainstorming and the
prewriting and the drafting.

On one hand, Stephani€e's classroom practices and her words revealed her gppropriation of tools
learned in teacher education and her continuing struggle to balance structure and ownership. She
continued to view writers workshop as a god, one that would help her address individual needs of
students. On the other hand, writers workshop and process writing seem somewhat confounded for
Stephanie at thistime and, as a result, most of the student writing was first draft, on-demand writing
done in response to reading (CIRC) or in other subject aress.



In her second year of teaching, Stephanie continued to use CIRC and continued not to have a
specidly desgnated time for writing ingtruction. However, the nature and amount of student writing
changed, as did Stephanie's willingness to question her programs and implement awider range of
pedagogical tools from teacher education. She scheduled writing journas, both free responses and
writing in response to a prompt, more regularly to "encourage writing, to make writing fun and to
persondizeit for them so they are not dways just writing for an assgnment.” Smilarly, she continued to
encourage different genres and purposes for writing, convinced that students should see that writing is
connected to red life. In addition, Stephanie engaged her studentsin severa longer writing projects such
as writing second grade stories and ingructions for Amelia Beddlia, each of which was taken through
the entire writing process. Stephanie recognized the limitations of her writing program, yet she felt she
couldn't take the time from CIRC to do more. She acknowledged that

CIRC writing isn't a complete enough writing program for me. We get lots of different
genresin, we talk alot about sentence format . . . but there's more | would like to do
with writing than that — going through the full writing process. Adventuresin Writing is
fun and redlly, as useful asit is, [the sudents] don't create that much of afinished
product. And | could changeit so that they did, but that's not how | want to use the time
schedule.

Stephanie recognized a possble solution to the problem but chose not to act on it. She did, however,
take amore active role in shaping her curriculum and make changes inside the CIRC program.

With encouragement from her principal, Stephanie and two colleagues began to work on revisonsto
CIRC that would eventudly be shared with colleagues. Their am was to modify thiswhole-class
program to meet the range of abilitiesin their second grade classrooms. In the meantime, using strategies
from teacher education, Stephanie modified CIRC and Adventures in Writing within her own classroom
in an effort to address the problems she had identified in her first year. For example, she did more in-
depth prewriting activities before students began their responses to Adventures in Writing and she
sometimes linked CIRC reading and writing activities through skill ingtruction rather than smply by topic.
So, rather than smply using writing to respond to reading, Stephanie tried to create new opportunities to
provide explicit writing ingtruction within the structure of CIRC.

Stephanie clearly struggled with the demands of ddlivering the CIRC program and, as evident from
the quote that opens this report, made during her second year of teaching, she felt uncertain about the



concept and the management of writers workshop; in fact, she felt "guilty” not to be using writers
workshop. Seen as a strong teacher by her colleagues and principa, Stephanie assumed new leadership
roles as a CIRC trainer, co-operating teacher, and representative to the didtrict literacy committee. She
used those opportunities to reflect on and further appropriate pedagogica tools she had explored in
teacher education, clear that it was "good for meto redlly try to think about and justify why | do what |
do and what do the kids need." Although she continued to teach CIRC as it was required, Stephanie
began to make important changes both within and on the margins of the program.

Charles. Scaffolding All the Way

Charles came to teacher education with a strong background in writing and positive school writing
experiences. Throughout his college experience as an English mgor and his early school experiences,
Charles vadued his teachers high expectations, specific feedback and concern for him as awriter.
Charles carried this vison of teaching into his early work as atutor, mentor for high school students, and
later, into histeaching.

Like Stephanie, Charleswas dso in the specid education/regular education track of the teacher
education program. For him, these two tracks seemed to complement each other rather than cause
dissonance between the highly structured direct instruction gpproach he studied in specia education and
the more process-oriented gpproaches he studied in his literacy classes. In fact, he integrated ideas he
learned in both programs rather seamlesdly in hisvison of good language arts indruction and his early
practice. He believed that students need to understand and experience writing for many different
purposes and have ownership in their work. At the same time, he acknowledged that without the
gpecific tools of effective writing, his students would be at a disadvantage. And, he saw hisjobin
teacher education as learning drategies that would help him maximize each child's abilities.

Although Charles came into the program with a strong background and positive experiences, he
emphaticaly credited his professors and coursework for his conceptudizations about writing and for his
undergtanding of ingtruction — specificaly the concept of scaffolding and the importance of having a
range of pedagogica tools. He attributed his understanding to the modeling and practice his professors
provided in class.



Charles student teaching placement in a 4th grade urban setting supported what he had learned in
the teacher education program, and, in fact, his cooperating teacher's description of good language arts
ingruction echoed many of the elements Charles described as part of his coursework. She defined good
language artsingruction as

Very clear direction, very clear ingtruction, and direct ingruction . . . Thisis the concept
I'm going to teach . . . we're going to do some examples of it. Y ou're going to do it on
your own, and then you're going to gpply it. Actudly carry children through the steps so
that by the time you've finished the concept, and it may be an ongoing thing for avery
long time, . . . the children will be able to reach the highest levd of thinking which is
apply what they've learned and making connections.

Elements of modeling, explicit ingtruction, practice, and release of responsibility are clearly evident in the
teacher's direct instruction model. Less evident, but mentioned in her interviews, are referencesto giving
sudents meaningful purposes for writing, student ownership, and meeting individua needs, ideas that
were very important to Charles. Although the teacher's approach was strongly guided by a direct
ingruction model, she supported Charles experimentation and encouraged him to rely on his conceptua
understandings and strategies for good ingtruction rather than on prescribed curriculum or on one
indructiona modd. She urged him to

Just take what's out there aready and from that you can build what you're going to do
and be creative. But first you need to start with what's out there. . . . and pick and

choose what's in there. Then from that develop your own things — things you want to
do.

Charles believed thisway of thinking about teaching made it easier for him to do what he wanted to do.
So, in addition to student teaching with someone who had asimilar vison of teaching and who modeled
many of the strategies he had encountered in teacher education, Charles was encouraged to experiment
with practica strategies from a conceptua basis, and most important, he saw the opportunity and took
it. He said,

The best stuff 1've had has been being able to try things out and see what works and
what doesn't work and having her [the cooperating teacher] to fall back onif | redlly
screw up or if | realy do good for her to point those things out.



With this compatibility between the cooperating teacher's philosophy and the concepts and pedagogy
learned in teacher education, Charles taught process writing, conferenced with students, integrated
writing into other subject aress, taught lessons on the "six traits" (described below), held writers
workshops, used journas with the students, and experimented with levels of scaffolding. We saw him
implement and heard him talk about using task analysis to be sure that teaching was logical and, at the
same time, using assessment and knowledge of his students to make sure ingtruction was a an
aopropriate leve of difficulty. At the end of histeacher education program, Charles had developed a
deep commitment to scaffolded ingtruction and possessed arange of strategies for implementing it in
practice.

| think my goas are till the same [as when | entered the program], but it's how to get to
those goals now [thet ig different. . . . scaffolding . . . is something that probably | had
an idea about, but now | have something concrete to think about when I'm planning a
lesson.

Charles was recruited and hired at the school where he student taught. In hisfirst year asa 3rd
grade teacher, he reflected his cooperating teachers advice as he talked about trying to find a style of
teaching that worked for him. But, unlike Stephanie, Charles was freer to find his style because there
were fewer congraints on what and how he taught. There were, however, two overarching district-wide
guidepogts for hiswriting ingtruction. One was the didrict curriculum guide, which lists learning
outcomes for students at each grade, and the other was the digtrict's emphasis on Six-trait writing, a
program using criteria (ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, conventions) drawn
from exemplary writing to perform systematic analyses of sudent writing. Six traits writing forms the
badis of digrict and statewide writing assessment. He described his curriculum as "basicdly just that we
focus on those six traits— [and] for [the students] to be able to write a personal |etter, expository piece,
narrative piece and a persuasive piece. Those are the expectations.”

Within these generd guidelines, Charlesimplemented many of the pedagogicd tools he learned and
practiced in teacher education coursework and during student teaching. For example, within writers
workshop, which was scheduled for 40 minutes each day, Charles taught mini-lessons, held writing
conferences, integrated writing with other subject areas, and carefully scaffolded and supported his
students learning. He aso made sure to attend to district outcomes for his grade such as six traits and

specific genres, and to prepare his students for the sandardized test given at his grade levd. In some



ways, these digtrict policies and expectations provided a scaffold to guide Charles decisions about
curriculum but the rest was up to him. Rather than hampering hisingtruction, however, such guiddines
seemed to provide Charles with some structure within which he could implement the pedagogical tools
he had so well appropriated from teacher education.

Even as afird-year teacher, Charles was able to cregte a cohesive writing program for his students;
he gsrategicdly pulled from the district curriculum guide, his language arts textbooks, and his bank of
pedagogica toolsto essentidly congtruct his own program. So, for example, he developed a writing
project based on aplay the students had seen, engaging students in developing and publishing their own
versgons of the play, and using ingtructiona strategies such as story maps, peer editing, and conferencing
to guide the students. Even when he fdt aneed to do Daily Ord Language as other teachersin his
school were doing to prepare students for the standardized test, Charles reconstructed the activity as
Dally Editing Practice to make it fit with students experiences with process writing.

Charles retained his reflective stance toward his teaching of writing throughout hisfirst year.
Although he didn't fed confident about hiswriting indruction and said that he let it "dide’ the firdt yesr,
he was continualy ng his own indruction and his students learning. He redlized that writers
workshop didn't occur every day as he had planned nor were students writing as much as he wanted.
He dso worried that he might be too directive in hisingtruction and wanted to find a balance between
what he cdled "direct indruction” and "exploration.” He developed anew god, to find such abaance, in
the context of his teaching, agoa which influenced his decisonsin the subsequent year.

In his second year of teaching, Charles continued to develop his curriculum and pedagogica
drategies and to act on his concerns from year 1. In keeping with the district's focus on the direct
writing assessment and the "six traits" Charles set agod of having his sudents write well in narretive,
expository, and persuasive modes and demonstrate "control” over three or four of the traits. For him,
the emphasis on Six traits writing was more than adigtrict push; he fdt it provided diagnostic informetion,
"something to inform your ingruction — you have alanguage, you have away to think about it, to talk
about it. . . . It means alot more than the writing section on the ITBS. What does that tell you?'

Charles second year gods dso included having his students enjoy writing. He felt that he had been
inconggtent the previous year about having students write every day and that they needed time to
practice and get comfortable with writing. He had students keep two kinds of journds, expanded



opportunities to integrate writing with socid studies and science, and indtituted writers workshop every
day.

As evident from his description of writers workshop at the beginning of this article, Charles
continued to balance his explicit ingruction ("mini-lessons') with student ownership and engagement. His
writing lessons were quite structured, providing students with strategies and models for writing, yet
Charles viewed these models as supports rather than blueprints, encouraging students to "use them or
not" as they created their own work. He was proud of how, in his second year, he found better
approaches for teaching students skills and dirategies for writing so they had the "tools' to help them
writewdl. We observed severd sophisticated lessons, part of atwo week project on poetry in which
Charles baanced explicit ingtruction with student engagement and exploration as students were
scaffolded through the entire writing process to find published pieces. Whole class lessons were
supported with small group and individua follow-up and with many opportunities for sudents to work
collaboratively.

At the end of his second year, Charles had accomplished many of the gods he had set for himsalf
and, in contragt with hisfirgt year, he felt more successful at teaching writing than any other subject. He
used and adapted what he learned from digtrict inservice, his principal, and his own practice to continue
to build his vison and repertoire of tools for good writing instruction.



WHAT TEACHERS APPROPRIATED AND WHY: CROSS-CASE THEMES

The power of ideas, the need for practical tools

Teacher education coursawork provided these teachers with a set of conceptua tools, including a
process-orientation to writing, the concept of scaffolding, and the importance of ownership in teaching
writing. Two of the most useful conceptud tools for teaching writing that the beginning teachers
goppropriated were the concepts of ingructiond scaffolding and writing process. All of the teachers
explicitly used the term scaffolding to talk about their teaching, and we saw evidence of the principles of
scaffolding (as it was presented in the teacher education program) in their teaching. All of the teachers
a0 attended to elements of writing process in their ingruction. However, the ways in which they
appropriated and used the concept varied in response both to the pedagogy of teacher education and
the contexts in which they found themselves working. While the secondary teachers partialy
appropriated a set of conceptua tools, they bemoaned their lack of practical knowledge. In contragt,
the dementary teachers felt well prepared, both conceptualy and practically, for the challenges of
teaching writing. However, the classroom context did not always support the practices they had learned.

The concept of scaffolding appears rather prominently in the materias from the secondary language
arts methods course. Students were required to read an article on ingtructiona scaffolding (Langer &
Applebee, 1986), and the rubric for assessing lesson plans for teaching writing specificaly used the
language of ingtructiona scaffolding. In their lesson plans, students were asked to provide opportunities
for sudent engagement and ownership and to provide support for student learning. Instructiona
scaffolding language aso appears in the guidelines for other assgnments.

While the concept wasiinitidly introduced in the language arts methods course, aspects of
scaffolding were aso introduced in other courses, such as the courses on learning and assessment. The
course on learning theory emphasized the importance of sudent ownership in learning, and also drew
upon Bruner's work on ingtruction (Bruner, 1960). The assessment course provided extensive
scaffolding for the development of a unit plan and assessments. However, while the methods course
introduced the concept of scaffolding in relation to the teaching of writing, students were not explicitly
taught how to scaffold student writing. Some of students comments address this directly: "writing

process theory was too much learning about and not enough learning how to implement.” Another



student commented on the need for more concrete examples. "I crave practicd, concrete discusson . . .
deep understanding must include learning how to implement theory and serendipity.”

The strategy for teaching writing that the secondary teachers mention most frequently is modeling.
One student wrote, "One of the ways learning occursis by being provided with an authentic example
and the modeling of it." Another student teacher commented that "1 knew how to mode how | reed for
theme inanove . .. and | modded what they would be doing in writing." While evidence of sudents
gppropriaion of modeling as a strategy continued to be apparent in their classroom practice, they did
not seem to have arange of other strategies for teaching writing. While many of them initidly loved
Atwdl's workshop approach, they also began to see the difficulties in orchestrating such complex
ingruction.

| till wrestle with the dilemma between letting students write what is meaningful to them,
but which may not chalenge them, and teaching them to write in ways that push them
beyond their comfort zone, but that they may not have any persona connections to.
While | admire Nancie Atwell's ability to handle this dilemma brilliantly, | don't fed that |
have the experience or energy at this point to resolve it mysdf.

Perhaps more importantly, the concepts provided by their methods course were not necessarily
buttressed with arange of practicd tools. Asthey critiqued the course for not being practica enough,
the student teachers eagerly sought materias and methods from other sources. Bill acquired the Schaffer
materiasin the powerful context of student teaching. The workshop he attended and the written
materias for the unit supported many of the concepts he had aready encountered in teacher education,
and the experienced teachers with whom he was working offered an enthusiastic response to her
materias. Bill's equaly enthusiagtic endorsement of the curriculum convinced his peersin the teacher
education program to try the materids aswell.

Nancy, another high school teacher in our study, had avery smilar experience with the Schaffer
materids. In her firgt year of teaching, she truggled to find ways to teach writing to her sudents. Nancy
explicitly stated that she did not have the tools she needed to teach writing. Referring back to her
teacher education coursework, she claimed, "No one has ever taught me how to teach essay writing,
ever . . . Methods class wasn't very good.” Nancy initidly ressted using the Schaffer materias. She
commented:



The older teachers . . . tend to use Jane Schaffer's write-by-number technique, where
they do a paragraph that conssts of atopic sentence and they write a topic sentencetill
they turn blue and then it conssts of a chunk, and a chunk is one point of fact or a
concrete detall to two points of commentary and you do that, three chunks, and then a
concluding sentence, and therés your paragraph . . . it'slikefilling in the blanks. . . .My
philosophy is that no one writes that way. The way you're going to become a good
writer isto just do it —writing is not something thet you can necessarily teach, writing is
something that you do and then work with from there.

Her comment that "writing is not something that you can necessarily teach” reflects her own
uncertainty about what her ideas imply for classroom practice. Nancy ultimately decided to adopt the
curriculum, in part because it solved a pressing problem for her — how to teach essay writing to her
students.

We see the teachers adoption of the Schaffer materials as evidence, somewhat ironically, of their
partid appropriation of certain conceptud tools from their teacher education program, including the
concepts of scaffolding, process-writing, and equity. They use these concepts to explain and critique the
materias. At the sametime, their adoption of such a structured and formulaic gpproach to writing seems
to suggest more an even more partia gppropriation of the issues of ownership, and writing as
exploration and negatiation, which were dso addressed in their program. The materias solved a
pressing problem for these beginning teachers, as they struggled to teach writing without arange of
grategies. In fact, one interpretation of our datais that the Schaffer unit plan itsdf served asa
sceffolding for the teachers learning. The unit plan shaped their understandings of scaffolding and writing
process. While Nancy initidly rgected the materias because they seemed formulaic to her, they dso
reinforced her understanding of scaffolding as a step-by-step, linear process. While dl of the teachers
who used the unit continued to profess their support for its outcomes, they aso adapted the modd in
various ways, taking language and Strategies from the materids without necessarily following the
blueprint rigidly.

The elementary program (and the specid education/teacher education program in particular)
strongly emphasized the concept of scaffolding. Asin the secondary program, scaffolding was discussed
in courses on learning and assessment, and the text presented a workshop approach to teaching writing
(Cdkins, 1994). However, the dementary ingtructors placed the workshop mode adong a continuum of
gpproaches to structuring writing ingruction, discussing various models and strategies for teaching and

engaging students in process writing and directly addressing the pros and cons of writers workshop. The



course assgnments required students to teach a multi-day writing project with some attention to process
writing but not necessarily within aworkshop model.

Practica and conceptud tools were intertwined in the pedagogy of the literacy methods course. The
ingructors introduced arange of strategies such as conferencing, journd writing, peer editing groups,
modeling and "author's chair”" as ways to scaffold students writing. The ingtructors modeled these
approaches in the classroom and then debriefed the approaches from both a conceptual and practica
perspective. Charles argued how important this modding was for his own learning.

The firgt quarter, one thing | redlly appreciated about the class as ateacher was [the
professor] scaffolded and showed us how she was scaffolding. But as a student, just the
fact that she scaffolded and the whole process of doing modeling and being redlly
explicit about the modding and assessing dl dong the way — doing modding, doing
guided practice, doing the guided independent work, dl the way ng how students
aredoing . . . That whole framework . . . that also changed the way | approach the way
| teach.

Of dl of the teachers, Charles most fully appropriated the concepts of scaffolding and writing
processinto histeaching. In part, this reflects the context in which he works. He worked for three years
a the same schooal, firgt student and then full-time teaching, a school that supported his understanding of
writing ingtruction. Unlike Stephanie and Bill, he did not work within a prescribed curriculum that might
conflict with hisideas. He was able to create assgnments and curriculum that reflected what he knew. In
contrast, the other teachersinitialy had to work around the edges of a prescribed curriculum. The

power of idess, then, istempered by the pragmatics of the settings in which the teachers work.

Thepressof curriculum materials

Perhaps one of the mogt driking findings from the first year of full-time teaching has to do with the
power of curriculum materids. The curricular materias that beginning teachers encounter can
dramaticdly influence their learning. The teachersin our study inherited awide range of curricular
materiastheir firg year of teaching, from genera rubrics, such asthe Six traits of writing, to curriculum
guiddines, to packaged programs, such as CIRC. During the first year of teaching, the beginning



teachers generdly welcomed curricular materids for teaching writing. As the teaching of writing can be a
messy, chaotic endeavor, the gpped of a package approach cannot be ignored.

In addition, some of these programs, such as CIRC and the Schaffer materias, included many of the
concepts that the student teachers learned in teacher education. The introduction to the Schaffer unit, for
example, stresses the importance of explicitly teaching students to write, not just assgning writing and
then grading it. So in many ways, the unit seems to support the conceptua tools students had learned.
What presents arather stark contrast, however, isthe lack of any ownership for sudentsin their writing.
The content or purpose of writing is lessimportant than mastering the formula.

In some of the same ways, CIRC aso echoes concepts emphasized in the teacher education
program. It offers sructure and attention to student ownership and voice. Since Stephanie used only the
reading portion of CIRC, she didn't expect it to provide guidance for process writing or writers
workshop. Instead she took advantage of the writing prompts to satisfy her desire for student ownership
and persona response, abeit in response to reading. However, the time demands of CIRC and its
limited attention to writing ingtruction precluded the possibility of having afully developed process
writing program. Interestingly, the CIRC manua suggests that students spend three days responding to a
prompt so they can go through the writing process. Ironicaly, Stephanie didn't redlize this until her
second year when she was preparing to teach aclass on CIRC. The CIRC reading manua didn't
provide enough support for a teacher who had not fully appropriated process writing and there was not
enough time in the schedule to bresk away from the curriculum materids. These factors, combined with
the school-wide emphasis on reading and Stephani€e's partid appropriation and confounding of process
writing and writers workshop led to a somewhat fragmented writing program.

Bill and Nancy seemed to understand the tension between the Schaffer materids and some of their
other ideas for teaching, but their own need for classroom strategies took precedence. Nancy, for

example, commented that she made a deliberate choice to defer thinking about ownership.



I've chosen my battles, I've set my godss, and right now ownership is not one of the
things that I'm working towards. Later on down theroad, | might say, OK now let's see
if we can incorporate ownership into this mess, but I'm not professiondly ready to even
think about it. I'm still working on scaffolding writing process, conventions, and
integrating al those together. 1'm not readly.

This tension between ownership and structure was aso reflected in the teachers reassessment of the
texts used in their literacy and language arts methods courses® While the teechers origindly loved the
Atwel (1987) and Cakins (1994) texts used in the program, they eventudly saw them as not very
useful in their own dassrooms. Hannah, one of the other beginning e ementary teachersin our sudy
commented:

What's interesting is Lucy Cdkinsis big on the ownership, but not huge on the structure,
| don't think, in the sense of the scaffolding and the structure part. . . . | think she
believesin dl the sages, but it seems like taking the time to scaffold it dong the way,
teaching the Sx traits, and dl the different things that go dong with being a successful
writer isn't there, so you need more, | think.

This teacher's comments illustrate her appropriation of a number of concepts from teacher education,
including scaffolding, six traits, and the stages of the writing process. She uses these concepts to critique
Cdkins, couching her critique in the tension between structure and ownership.

This tenson between gtructure and ownership in the teaching of writing has along history within the
field of compostion. Different traditions in composition studies resolve thistenson in different ways. The
expressvigt tradition, represented by Peter Elbow, for example, puts the primary emphasis on the
writer's voice, while other traditions, such as the current traditiond rhetoric, emphasize the importance
of mastering fixed rhetorical structures (cf. Berlin, 1982; Gere, 1986). The struggle that these beginning
teachers engaged in, then, is part of much longer struggle over the definition of the subject metter. The
curriculum materias they encountered in the field bear remnants of various movements and theories, but
rarely are these made explicit to beginning teachers. They saw ther struggles over the tension between
structure and ownership as private ones, reflective of their own lack of experience, rather than as larger
issues within the field of language arts. This perceived tension between structure and ownership became
aproblem that the beginning teachers needed to solve. The particular curriculum materids they
encountered influenced the ways in which they did so.



By the second year of teaching, there is some evidence that the teachers had begun to critique and
repair curriculum materias. Bill confronted the importance of ownership in students writing and the
difficulty of fostering ownership while teaching aformula. The curriculum materias became afoil for the
development of his own thinking, as well as a pedagogicd tool he felt he could adapt for different
purposes. Allison, another teacher in this study, who remained committed to the Schaffer unit, dso
began to adapt the materialsin her second year of teaching. In using the CIRC materidsin her firs year
of teaching, Stephanie found very few opportunities to engage students in more process-oriented
writing. However, by her second year of teaching, she added more journal writing, opportunities for
sharing, and process writing projects to her curriculum and adapted the CIRC writing prompts to

provide more opportunities for her students to write in more open-ended ways.

Pentimento

Perhaps what is most striking across these cases, however, is the teachers ability to hold on to
important concepts, even when they were trying out practices that were antitheticd, in certain ways, to
their initid conceptions. The pedagogica tools emphasized in teacher education regppeared in the
second year of teaching, when the teachers talked explicitly about worrying about how to teach well.
They use concepts from the program, such as student ownership and voice, to critique aspects of the
practices they adopted during their first year of teaching. Other teachers talked of hearing the voices of
their teacher educators as they reflected on their teaching. Frank, one of the middle school teachersin
our study commented, "One of [my professors said] 'don't waste students time.. . . theré'salot better
things they could be doing, [s0] if you're going to make them sit down and do work, you better make it
worthwhile!" . . . and | don't use their time wisdly, and | wanted to get better at it . . . "

Teacher education provided avison of ided practice, an image of how teachers thought their
classrooms should ultimately run. As one participant commented, what she got from a course on
interdisciplinary curriculum was "that | understood the way it should look. . . . What an ided, integrated
program should include." Teacherstaked of holding themsdves to higher standards in their second year
of teaching, as they tried to get closer to their vision of teaching language arts.



One of the skills these teachers attributed to teacher education is the ability to reflect on their own
teaching. In the first group interview, the teachers joked about becoming "giant reflectors' as aresult of
the constant emphasis on reflective practice. But the habit of reflection, built into their program, endured
into their firg two years of teaching. Reflection provided the catdyst for the re-emergence of some of
the pedagogica toolsin their second year. Reflective practice depends upon having a set of ideas with
which to reflect. In the process of rethinking their practice, the teachers used concepts from the program
to help them make sense of their successes and failures. For example, in her first year of teaching,
Stephanie didn't encourage invented spelling, something that had been suggested in her methods course.
Shereturned to it in her second year even after attending a workshop where the presenter "blasted”
invented spelling because it struck her that her students "are not gonna be writersiif they can't do
invented spdling. It1l kill them if they have to focus on correctness of spelling. And aso, it would kill
me." Pedagogical tools developed during teacher education provided a set of frames through which to

view teaching and a technical language to make sense of what the teachers were experiencing.

IMPLICATIONSFOR TEACHER EDUCATION

Thevison thing

Teacher education can play an important role in helping preservice teachers congtruct a set of tools
for teaching writing, and language arts more generdly. In this study, the concepts of scaffolding, process
writing, and student ownership dl helped creste avison of writing ingtruction towards which the
beginning teachers can work. Even when teachers found it difficult to attain thisvison in ther first year
of teaching, they continued to use these tools to critique their own practice and to make sense of their
experiences.

Conceptua tools, however, need to be exemplified by practical tools and strategiesin order for
teachers to more fully gppropriate them. A vison can seem terribly insubstantia without the concrete
strategiesto attain it. The success of methods courses for teaching writing seemed to rest, in part, on the
extent to which students were able to gain tools for implementing the concepts they were learning.
Theory becomes red only through practice. Without such practical tools and the opportunitiesto try



them out, teachers may not continue to develop their understandings of concepts such as ownership or
recursive processes in writing.®

Providing teachers with pedagogica tools for teaching isimportant but not sufficient. Teacher
educators must provide opportunities for preservice teachers to experience these tools in practice.
Teachers more refined understandings of the tools emerged through the activity of teaching and learning.
While student teeching has traditiondly been the way in which teachers experiment with what they have
learned in coursework, our sudy, as well as the literature on student teaching, would suggest that
student teaching can congtrain, as well as encourage, experimentation (Dewey, 1904; Zeichner & Gore,
1990). Another widely-used gpproach isfor professors to mode these tools in the teacher education
classroom and then debrief the modeding with students. Y et another approach is to use other materias
from practice, including videotapes or hypermedia, to provide experience with arange of pedagogica
tools (Lampert & Bdl, 1998). Another, till, isfor teacher education programs to support teachersin
ther early years of teaching as they navigate the complexities of learning to teach.”

Beyond coursawork, our data suggest that student teaching continues to be a setting which
powerfully influences the ways in which teachers gppropriate knowledge. Charles, for example, was
ableto see avariety of tools discussed in teacher education used in the classroom of his cooperating
teacher. However, it is not clear that sudent teaching placements must be consistent with coursework to
be vauable. For some preservice teachers, a contrasting placement encouraged them to think more
deeply about the concepts and strategies they had learned in coursework (cf. Hollingsworth, 1989). In
fact, two of the most successful beginning teachersin our study were in sudent teaching placements that
did not exemplify the best of what they had learned. They continued to appropriate knowledge,
however, because they were supported in taking a reflective stance toward these experiences.

Predictable problems

One of the griking findings of this study was the degree to which these beginning teachers, teeching
at different grade levels and in different contexts, were struggling with some of the same underlying
issues. The dilemma of baancing the need for student ownership with attention to structure in the

teaching of writing represents one such problem. Teacher education could play more of arolein



identifying predictable dilemmasin the teaching of writing, aswell as literacy more generdly, and heping
preservice teachers negotiate responses to these dilemmas. Teacher educators could showcase
curriculum materials that exemplify different responses to these problems. Rather than ignore packaged
curriculum materids, teacher education should provide opportunities for sudents to bring their reflective
gtance to these materia's during coursework. In the throes of the first year of teaching, it is difficult for
teachers to question programs or to have the time, support, and confidence to adapt them to their
developing conceptions of teaching.

Our study suggests the danger of making claims about what teachers did and did not learn in teacher
education based on data from their first year of teaching. Teacher education can affect how beginning
teachers think about teaching writing, even if the ideas are not fully appropriated into their classroom
practicein thefirst year. The pedagogica tools provided by teacher education, along with areflective
stance towards teaching, provided these teachers with avision of teaching writing that has stayed with
them. Like paint on a canvas that re-emerges with time, concepts and ideas began to resurface in
important ways in the second year of teaching. Tools that seemed superfluous during the difficult first
year of teaching suddenly found use as second-year teachers reconstructed their understandings and
practice.

Context aso matters. Agpects of school and digtrict context, including curriculum materids and
professond development opportunities, can support or thwart continuing learning and fuller
appropriation of ideas and practices for teaching writing. Whether or not Stephanie figures out how to
incorporate writers workshop or process writing into her curriculum will depend as much upon her
school context as her own developing understanding. Whether or not Nancy reincorporates ideas of
student ownership into her practice will undoubtedly be affected by her school digtrict's forma adoption
of the Schaffer materias. As we follow these teachers into their third year of teaching, they are il
learning to teach writing.



ENDNOTES

1

This study is part of alarger cross-ingtitutiona study that ultimately will include data from four
different teacher education programs. We would like to acknowledge our colleagues Peter
Smagorinsky and Jane Agee, who are conducting smilar longitudina research of beginning secondary
teachers.

We had extensive data from these courses, including interviews with the instructors and teaching
assistants, as well as lesson plans and course readers. In addition, for the secondary course we had a
teaching portfolio compiled by the instructor.

Scaffolding, as defined by Langer & Applebee (1986) includes five components. ownership,
appropriateness, structure, collaboration, and transfer of control.

The concept of ownership has been discussed by Atwell (1987), Au (1993), Calkins (1994) and others.
In generd, it involves students valuing their own abilities, seeing learning as a worthwhile enterprise,
and choosing to engage in particular tasks. Specifically, in writing, ownership implies that students
view their writing as meaningful, personaly satisfying work. They choose to write on their own and
are provided opportunities in school to write on self-selected topics.

In one of the group interviews, we made up cards of tools for teaching writing that the teachers had
talked about in previous years and asked the them to put the cards along a continuum ranked from
most useful to least useful and then to talk about their reasons for their rankings.

However, if teachers appropriate practical tools that are not grounded in concepts, they may find it
difficult to critique new strategies and curriculum materia or to envision aternatives.

This study, in part, provided such an arenafor beginning teachers to continue to reflect upon their
teaching.
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