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  In Practice Makes Practice: A Critical Study of Learning to Teach Deborah 

Britzman (2003) points out that teacher candidates enter their education programs with 

their own conceptions of teaching, “bring(ing) to teacher education their educational 

biography and some well-worn and commonsensical images of the teacher’s work” (p. 

27).   Similarly, teacher candidates bring their own preconceived ideas of literacy and 

community to their teaching as well.  This study focuses on whether or not teacher 

candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community can change given a teacher education 

practicum focused on literacy and community, a community learning experience once a 

month, and two placements in local middle and high school classrooms.  In doing so it 

inquires as to how each of these different classroom environments informs teacher 

candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community and how literacy and community is 

utilized in these different environments.     

 Qualitatively and ethnographically based, the study took place at a state university 

in rural Pennsylvania.  It focused on nine teacher candidates enrolled in a practicum 

course during their 16-week field experience.  It utilized a card sort, surveys, e-mails, 

teacher candidate journals and assignments, audio taped transcripts of practicum classes 

and observations.  All information was analyzed using constant comparison methods and 
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journals and practicum classes were coded to identify changes over the semester and 

patterns in the data. 

 The study found that teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community 

changed over a sixteen week time period as a result of the three different environments 

that teacher candidates participated in during their field experience semester.  Teacher 

candidates’ conceptions of literacy, once focused on more autonomous literacy practices, 

expanded to include more sociocultural, i.e. ideological literacy practices.  Conceptions 

of community that were based on more homogeneous, relational conceptions of 

community grew to include more heterogeneous, geographic conceptions of community.  

Overall, given three environments focused on literacy and community teacher candidates’ 

expanded their ideas of literacy and overcame their fears of working with communities 

outside their own.  Correlations were also uncovered relating to authority in each of the 

environments and the importance of teacher candidate/cooperating teacher relationship to 

placement success.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction, Methods, and Literature Review 

Introduction 

 When I first began working on my research proposal for my doctoral dissertation, 

I wanted to focus on the use of community service learning in a teacher candidate 

practicum.  At that time I had been an instructor at a state school in Pennsylvania for four 

years, teaching composition and education classes.  Every semester I was in charge of 

five to twenty teacher candidates, men and women who were interested in teaching 

society’s up and coming citizens.  As a former English teacher of over eight years, I had 

knowledge of at-risk and special needs children.  I had worked with ESL students despite 

my district’s lack of an ESL program.  As a new teacher, I had no prior experience 

working with these children.  I had graduated undergraduate school in 1996 with 

certifications in English and Communications, yet had no coursework or experience 

working with special needs children or ESL students.  My experience was a baptism by 

fire.  I chose to spend my time with these students on my own, learning to meet their 

needs.  My interest in community service learning began then; I wished that I had the 

experience of working with these students before I had come to teaching.  When I began 

my graduate work at Temple University, my interest was once again spurred by a 

composition class.  I was reading John Dewey’s Democracy and Education (1916) and 

was inspired by his theory of play.  I wondered how what Dewey called “work” could 

become “play” if placed in a service learning component (p. 195).  When I first heard 

about the changes in state teaching certification in Pennsylvania, the words of Dewey 
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came to visit once again.  Future teacher candidates would be required to spend more 

time in the classroom but wouldn’t be given a chance to bridge the gap between 

“watching” and “experiencing.”  What if I could make the watching, the “work” of 

teacher candidates become “experiencing” or “play?”   

In 2008, the state of Pennsylvania had just begun reshaping its certification laws 

to include twelve more credits of literacy, special education and English as a Second 

Language (ESL), also known as Chapter 49-2. 1  The effects on the education program at 

my university, where I was a member of the English Department, as well as the English 

Education Supervisor, were going to be far reaching.  In meetings with the Secondary 

Education Department, supervisors were told that the 120 credit graduation requirement 

for Secondary Education majors would change.  Teacher candidates (student teachers in 

laymen’s terms) were going to have to perform more observation hours and take new 

classes dedicated to teaching more in-depth information on literacy, special education, 

and ESL.  While these new classes were a step in the right direction in terms of more 

specialized study, they would change many of our current classes.  Students would not be 

going out for two week placements in the first semester of their senior year.  Instead, they 

would be going out in their sophomore year.  In this way, students would be in schools 

earlier and hopefully, would realize whether teaching was the right profession based on 

their experience.  Despite the new classes and their adherence to the new state guidelines, 

I foresaw a recognizable gap; the programs included new “classes” and more observation 

hours, but no community outreach.  Having studied and researched the effects of 

                                                           
1
 See Appendix p. 231 for a copy of Chapter 49-2. 
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community service learning on college composition students in my graduate classes, I felt 

that more class hours and observation hours were important, but they didn’t provide 

teacher candidates with a chance to work hands on with ESL and special education 

students.   Sadder yet, the current teacher candidates I was teaching and those under the 

old program requirements wouldn’t receive the new classes or observations.  The new 

guidelines wouldn’t be implemented until January 1, 2011.  Freshmen Secondary 

Education students starting in 2009 would fall under the new requirements but I wouldn’t 

see those students until 2012.  What about the teacher candidates I was teaching right 

now?  What would happen to them?  

In the summer of 2008, I decided that I would begin a study that would focus on 

implementing community service into the current teacher education program at my 

university.  After discussing the program with my Secondary Education and English 

Department Chairs, as well as the Director of Field Experiences and Outreach, I filed for 

an IRB with both my university and my graduate school.  I set out to implement a 

community service component into my current teacher practicum, SEU (Secondary 

Education) 390/391, Clinical Experience.  A community service component would allow 

my teacher candidates a chance to experience the work of literacy firsthand, while also 

offering them the opportunity to work with ESL students of differing skill levels.  The 

new freshman would be getting their chance to learn about ESL in their freshman 

introductory education course, EDU (Education) 150, Meeting the Instructional Needs of 

English Language Learners.  They would also be studying literacy in SPU (Special 

Education) 316, Literacy Development and Instruction in Core and Intervention Areas.  
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My teacher candidates deserved the same opportunities as these new education students; 

after all, they were going to be the ones teaching in public schools in six months or less. 

  At first I was undecided about how the component would work.  Should I create 

a program within the existing structures of those programs being used for teacher 

observations?  Should I visit the community service outreach program on campus to look 

for possible programs that would tie into my teacher candidates’ current placements?  My 

teacher candidates would already be student teaching in two different placements, one 

eight week placement in a middle school and another eight week placement in a high 

school.  They would also be attending a practicum meeting for nearly two hours on 

Tuesday afternoons from 3:00-4:50 p.m.  How was I to fit in another requirement for 

them to complete?  Giving them another commitment might be too much for them to 

handle.  Ultimately, I wanted to offer my teacher candidates a chance to experience 

literacy firsthand through an ESL class.  When I spoke to the director of the Adult 

Literacy Program in a neighboring county, she offered to allow my teacher candidates to 

participate in ESL classes at a local middle school and a local hospital.  This would allow 

my teacher candidates to visit and work with ESL students of varying ability levels and 

age groups. The director and I decided that my teacher candidates would not have to 

attend tutor training (as they were being trained to be teachers).  They would attend a 

class once a month for approximately one and a half to two hours, in lieu of one 

practicum meeting each month.  In this way, the literacy center visit would require no 

more work than attending practicum class.  While at the centers my teacher candidates 

would assist with reading and class activities as directed by their classroom instructor.  In 
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essence, my students would get the opportunity to work with ESL students and the ESL 

students would get practice speaking English with an English speaker.  The opportunity 

would provide my teacher candidates with a chance to work with English Language 

Learners and Diverse Learners, two of the communities that would be discussed in 

classes that would be taken by my future teacher candidates.  This might better prepare 

my current teacher candidates to face the challenges of working with these groups within 

their own classrooms.   

 In order to meet the needs of teacher candidates from different areas (my teacher 

candidates are from many neighboring counties), I contacted two other literacy centers.  

These literacy centers were also members of the ABLE network in Pennsylvania.  ABLE, 

the Adult Basic and Literacy Education Program, is funded by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education, Bureau of Adult Basic and Literacy Education.  According to 

the Pennsylvania Department of Education (2010) website, “the objective of the 

programs offered is the improvement of the literacy skills of educationally disadvantaged 

adults to levels of proficiency necessary for them to meet their needs and goals in their 

roles as citizens, workers, and family members” (ABLE Goals and Scope, para. 1).  The 

goals of ABLE sponsored centers are many but most importantly, these centers provide 

literacy services to ELLs, adults needing GED training from 18-24, and those with 

special needs and accommodations, each a population my future teacher candidates 

would be required to learn about according to the new state standards.  The directors of 

both centers I contacted agreed to allow my teacher candidates to assist with evening ESL 

classes at their campuses.  With the approval of the three literacy centers in three 
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neighboring counties, I set out to study the effects that a community service component 

would have on my teacher candidates’ approaches to literacy inside and outside their 

classrooms.  I collected data throughout the fall semester of 2008 from August 26 to 

December 19.  The data included card sorts, surveys, teacher candidate journals, audio 

taped classroom discussions, e-mails, and teacher candidate papers. 

   After studying the data I collected, a more important research question emerged, 

one that focused not on whether a community service experience would affect my teacher 

candidates’ attitudes toward language and literacy, but one that focused on my teacher 

candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community.  When I originally set out to study 

my teacher candidates in these community literacy centers, I hadn’t realized the 

overwhelming importance of their personal conceptions of literacy and community.  As 

Deborah Britzman (2003) in Practice Makes Practice: A Critical Study of Learning to 

Teach points out in her work, teacher candidates enter their teacher education programs 

with their own conceptions of teaching, “bring[ing] to teacher education their educational 

biography and some well-worn and commonsensical images of the teacher’s work” (p. 

27).   In this same way, my teacher candidates had their own preconceived ideas of 

literacy and community.  The terms literacy and community are hard to define for even 

the most intelligent of academic scholars; they change depending on the situation, the 

environment, and the meta-narrative of each individual person.  Ultimately, my research 

question became the following: Given a teacher education practicum focused on literacy 

and community, a community learning experience once a month, and two placements in 

local middle and high school classrooms, how would each of these different classroom 
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environments inform teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community?    How 

were literacy and community utilized in these different environments?  In order to arrive 

at the answers to these questions, I asked the following: 

• What were teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community at the start 

of the study? 

• What were teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community at the 

midpoint of the study after attending practicum class, literacy classes and their 

first placement? 

• What were teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community at the end 

of the study and how (if at all) did the three different teaching environments 

change their views of teaching? 

Literature Review 

 This study was motivated by both teacher “action” research and sociocultural 

theory.  My position as teacher/researcher in this study placed me firmly within the 

theory of teacher research, a theory that found its start with John Dewey in the early 

twentieth century.  According to Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993), “Dewey emphasized 

the importance of teachers reflecting on their practices and integrating their observations 

into their emerging theories of teaching and learning” (p. 9).  This study was borne out of 

my interest in incorporating a community service component into my practicum class.  I 

questioned how changing my classroom practices would change my teacher candidates’ 

views of literacy and community.  I also questioned what effect it would have on my 

teacher candidates’ teaching if any.  Although I am a university professor, my inquiry 
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came neither from traditional university-based academic research nor from classroom 

practice alone; instead it came “from critical reflection on the intersection of the two,” a 

hallmark of teacher based research (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1993, p. 15).  Having 

observed my teacher candidates’ practices, I integrated the results of these reflections and 

observations into my current teacher practicum.  As a result of this study, I successfully 

implemented a community service component into my teacher candidates’ classroom 

practicum for the past two years.   

In keeping with Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s methods of teacher research, 

empirical and conceptual, this study was more empirical in nature.  My study involved 

research within my own classroom and included journals, observations, and other forms 

of data.  This study was not conceptual in that it did not involve my own stories, although 

it did cover my experiences at the literacy centers for purposes of triangulation.  

Although it doesn’t include my stories, my students’ stories were included through their 

journals, their observations, their papers, and their discussions.  These stories are often 

referred to in the study because they were important to my students’ constructions of 

literacy and community.    

Teacher/action research lends itself to sociocultural theory.  According to Bertha 

Perez (2004), “socioculturalism views the learner and learning as situated in a social 

plane where learning emerges within cultural practice. Students learn as they interact 

with and interpret their world within their culture and their social group” (Perez, 2004, 

pp. xi-xii).  This view counters theory that literacy is achieved through the acquisition of 

what Perez (2004) calls “decontextualized linguistic skills” (p. 6); instead, it relies on the 
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skills of everyday life “sustained by talk, time and place” (p. 6).  For sociocultural 

theorists, literacy is not just about basic reading and writing.  It is culturally charged by 

the everyday experiences of each person, what Heath described as the parking tickets, 

warranties, and clutter of her subjects’ lives and what Gonzalez, Moll, and Amanti (2005) 

pointed out as “domains of knowledge,” the “farm animals, pets, plants and bicycles” (p. 

125) of their subjects’ lives.   

James Paul Gee furthered this theory in 1990 with the printing of his book, Social 

Linguistics and Literacies: Ideology in Discourses.  Gee (1990), like Perez (2009), 

disagreed that “literacy and discourse can be taught and learned as a set of individuated 

rules or knowledge independent of due consideration of social and cultural issues, 

questions and contexts” (p. vii).  Literacy is more than mastering a set of codes or skills; 

“there is no such thing as ‘reading’ or ‘writing,’ only reading or writing something in a 

certain way with certain values, while at least appearing to think and feel in certain ways” 

(Gee, 1990, xviii).   Instead of thinking of literacy as just the ability to read and write, an 

ability that resides in the” individual person,” Gee (1990) asserts that literacy is societal 

based “of which that person is a member” (p. 27).  This move away from traditional 

forms of literacy (i.e. reading and writing) to “a new formulation” that “stresses the sorts 

of social practices in which reading, writing, and talking are embedded and out of which 

they develop” is what Gee (1990) coined “new literacy studies” (p. 49). 

Much like teacher education, literacy is an often contested area of study.  

Definitions of literacy abound but most do not fully encompass the range of literate 

environments, events and practices that inform them.  Several researchers, both teacher 
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and university, have worked on and are working to change theories of literacy.  My 

experiences teaching in the secondary classroom for over eight years and instructing and 

mentoring teacher candidates as a university professor for over the past four years, 

suggested that both the secondary school and the university learning environments were 

based on two similar literacy theories, that of literacy as an autonomous skill and that of 

literacy as reading the word, most notably the theory of E.D. Hirsch.  On the other side of 

the continua were the literacy theories I wished my teacher candidates to consider, that of 

literacy as situated practice, i.e. Brian Street and literacy as “reading the world” espoused 

by Paolo Freire. My theory, that teacher candidates considered literacy as the skill of 

reading and writing, was essentially proven by a card sort I distributed to them at the start 

of my study.  Six of the nine teacher candidates taking part in the study clearly defined 

literacy as “being able to read and write” in their answer.  What was the source of their 

answer? Overwhelmingly, seven of the nine teacher candidates credited university classes 

in reading and writing titled, Teaching of Writing and Teaching of Reading.  Through 

their card sorts, my students demonstrated that university based teaching, possibly in the 

form of the banking model, had some effect on their conceptions of literacy.  Of those 

who answered that literacy was multi-faceted or ideological, many stated that their 

definition of literacy was based on their own personal knowledge.  These competing 

conceptions of literacy, autonomous or situated, faced my teacher candidates at the start 

of this study.  Utilizing texts based in sociocultural, teacher based research i.e. the works 

of Carroll, Heath, and Moll and Gonzalez, I hoped that this study could bring about a 
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change in my teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy by infusing their practicum 

studies with a more ideological/situational approach to literacy.  

 As stated earlier, my teacher candidates’ beliefs were siding on that of 

autonomous skills, rather than ideological skills.  The difference between these two types 

of skills or theories of literacy is best described by Brian Street (1993) in his work Cross-

Cultural Approaches to Literacy. While Street argues for a more ideological definition of 

literacy in his work, he clearly explains the work of autonomous based literacy theory.  

According to Street (1993), the work of “educationalists and psychologists” like that of 

E.D. Hirsch has “focused on discrete elements of reading and writing skills,” while  

“anthropologists and sociolinguists concentrate on literacies – the social practices and 

conceptions of reading and writing” (p. 430).  The first theory, the autonomous model of 

literacy, accepts a “uniform model of literacy that tends to be purveyed with the modern 

nation-state” (Street, 1993, p. 430).  In doing so, Street (1993) believes this theory fails to 

acknowledge “the richness and diversity of literacy practices and meanings despite the 

pressures for uniformity exerted by the nation-state and modern educational systems” (p. 

430).  Street (1993) defines autonomous model theorists as those who “conceptualize 

literacy in technical terms, treating it as independent of social context, an autonomous 

variable whose consequences for society and cognition can derived for its intrinsic 

character” (pp. 432-433).   In autonomous models of literacy other cultures are less 

acceptable, less literate.  The dominant culture in power has the authority to make 

decisions as to what is acceptable in terms of literate behavior. This theory, represented in 

my study by the works of E.D. Hirsch, espouses ‘world knowledge’ or ‘universal 
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knowledge.’  Hirsch (1987) best explains this in his seminal work, Cultural Literacy 

when he defines these as being “namely a network of information that all competent 

readers possess” (p. 2).  While Hirsch (1987) claims that “cultural literacy is even more 

important in the social sphere,” he ties its importance to that of modern society, a society 

that needs “a high level of universal literacy” as everyone within it, including those who 

are disenfranchised, “must be able to grasp the meaning of any piece of writing addressed 

to the general reader” (p. 12).   Of course, Street, a new literacy theorist, finds himself on 

the other side of this theory, a view of literacy as situated practice similar to Freire’s 

consideration of literacy as reading the world.  In Cross-Cultural Approaches to Literacy, 

Street (1993) like Hirsch is careful not to polarize ideological theory from autonomous 

theory by claiming that  

the ideological model, on the other hand, does not attempt to deny technical skill 
or the cognitive aspects of reading and writing, but rather understands them as 
they are encapsulated within cultural wholes and within structures of power.  In 
that sense, the ‘ideological’ model subsumes rather than excludes the work 
undertaken within the ‘autonomous” model. (p. 435) 
 

 In the same way Street utilizes the “autonomous model” of literacy in contrast to 

his “ideological model,” Freire (1970) in Pedagogy of the Oppressed sets his model of 

literacy as reading the world against that of the banking model of education, which he 

defines as that “which the scope of action allowed to the students extends only as far as 

receiving, filling, and storing the deposits” (p. 59).  In other words, students are 

‘containers’…to be ‘filled by the teacher’” (Freire, 1970, p. 59).  Freire (1970) also 

explains the workings of this theory in terms of power, an act which “minimize(s)…the 

students’ creative power…to stimulate their credulity [to serve] the interests of the 
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oppressors” (p. 60).  In Freirian terms “education” becomes “the practice of freedom” by 

“men in their relations with the world” (1970, p. 69).   

 By including the works of those composition and education theorists that espouse 

the theories of both Street’s ideological practice and Freire’s situated practice into the 

practicum classroom, I attempted to present a contrast to autonomous learning, one of 

which many of my students were aware but didn’t verbalize in their education program 

studies.  In order to gauge my teacher candidates’ movement from a more 

autonomous/banking model of learning towards a more ideological/situational model, the 

following abbreviations will represent the quadrants they are moving/situated in:  “A/H” 

will represent autonomous/Hirschian practice; “I/F” will represent ideological/Freirian 

situational practice. 

I included three works into my teaching practicum to facilitate teacher candidate 

movement towards a more I/F view of literacy.  The first of these teachers/researchers 

that calls for a more literate I/F classroom is Pamela Sissi Carroll.  Carroll’s (2004) 

textbook, Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades, both defines literacy, yet 

realizes the boundaries of that definition.  Carroll defines literacy as “the ability to make 

sense of, to know, one’s world” (p. 3).  Yet she also questions that definition by claiming 

its “deceptive simplicity;” she claims that it “hides enormously complex questions about 

what it means to ‘know’” (p. 3).  Exactly what do students need to know?  Ultimately, 

Carroll believes that teaching students “how to make sense of and know their worlds for 

themselves” means “teachers have succeeded” (p. 4).  In order to do that, teachers must 

get to know their students and “uncover the literacy demands on youth” (Carroll, 2004, p. 
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9).  In espousing this practice, Carroll is utilizing a more I/F theory of literacy; she 

acknowledges Freirian thought in that students need to know their worlds, in essence 

reading the world.  Carroll’s beliefs are very similar to the idea of literacy and education 

espoused by Shirley Brice Heath in her 1983 work Ways with Words:  Language, Life, 

and Work in Communities and Classrooms. The epilogue from Heath’s work was the 

second text I included in my teaching practicum. 

In Ways with Words, Heath and her “teacher learners” went out into the 

communities of Roadville and Trackton and studied the literacy events of the children 

and parents in these communities.  Ultimately, how teachers were being taught to teach 

children in these communities left them unprepared to actually reach the children they 

were teaching. When teachers went out of their safety zones, i.e. their classrooms, to find 

out how children were being taught at home, they found striking differences.  The literate 

practices of children in these homes were not being mirrored at school.  When students 

were asked to be “researchers” in their own homes they brought the writing and practices 

that were evident in their own lives: “traffic tickets, housing regulations, warranties, 

advertising,” etc. (Heath, 1983, p. 313).  In going outside their comfort zones, teachers 

learned what literacy meant to their students.  And while they found it wasn’t their own 

definition of literacy, they also found that the definition was different for each and every 

one of their students.  Nearly twenty years later, Glynda Hull and Katherine Schultz 

(2001) in School’s Out:  Bridging Out-of-School Literacies with Classroom Practice, 

came to the same conclusion echoing the teachings of Vygotsky (1978): literacy is not 

fixed; it is created outside the social fabric of the classroom at home.  And, while Heath 
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(1983) did not state it outright in her work, Carroll is clear in stating that “teachers must 

pay particular attention to those students who, by virtue of linguistic barriers, poverty, 

special physical or emotional needs, are less empowered, and whose voices are weaker 

than their classmates’ voices” (2004, p. 10).  As evidenced by Heath’s work within her 

students’ communities she was proposing a more I/F form of literacy.  Teacher learners 

were getting to know and teach to their students’ worlds.  This concept is one that is more 

ideological or sociocultural than that of Hirsch and autonomous learning practices. 

The last work I added to my teacher practicum reading list was Gonzalez, Moll 

and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge: Theorizing Practices in Households and Classrooms.  

This work, which focuses on practices similar to Heath’s, demonstrates the need for 

schools to include and value the literacies students learn within their homes.  These funds 

of knowledge include the various types of knowledge found within the home including 

academic, economic and agricultural knowledge that can be transferred into the 

classroom setting.  Moll and Gonzalez (1994) explain this best in “Lessons from 

Research with Language-Minority Children” when they state that an “emphasis on active 

research and learning leads to the realization that these children (and their communities) 

contain ample resources, which we term ‘funds of knowledge,’ that can form the bases 

for an education that addresses broader social, academic, and intellectual issues than 

simply learning basic, rudimentary skills” (pp. 157-158).  Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti’s 

belief in a broader form of literacy that moves away from “basic, rudimentary skills” 

often found in the practice of autonomous literacy places it within the I/F practice of 

literacy.  
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Much like literacy, community, too, is hard to define.  It is referred to in much the 

same terms as literacy.  For instance, Diane Gereluk (2006) in Education and Community 

defined community as something that is “nebulous,” “fluid and temporary” (pp. 8, 11).  

Gereluk (2006) found that in many ways “the notion of community invoke[s] elements of 

the ‘common concern’ or the ‘common organization’” (Gereluk, 2006, p. 7). Today, 

education practices in many school districts focus strongly on community, promoting it 

among students, staff, and administrators.  Unfortunately, since community is not easily 

defined many schools do not know how to forge relationships with those communities 

they are supposed to help.  In this way, community, often thought of as a positive, can be 

a negative when the “collective rights of a group…supersede those of the individual” 

(Gereluk, 2006, p. 42).  Schools have to maintain a delicate balance, “respecting 

community ideals to that of protecting the autonomous interests of the child” (Gereluk, 

2006, p. 49).  Maintaining a balance with literacy by teaching reading and writing in 

concert with other forms of literacy within the community, needs to be accomplished to 

make literacy applicable to all. Within the confines of this study, teacher candidates were 

being introduced to this balance.   

Teacher candidates demonstrated the same notions about community that they did 

for literacy.  In their first survey, teacher candidates defined community as a group of 

people, an environment or a culture.  For instance, five teacher candidates used the word 

“group” to describe a community.  Two teacher candidates described community using 

the word “common.” The remaining members of the group defined it as those people who 

are “around you,” “in close proximity,” or “nearby.” Overall, while teacher candidates 
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believed it was important to work with students’ communities outside their classrooms, 

five of the nine teacher candidates were uncomfortable working with these communities.  

Their discomfort grew when asked how they felt about working with students who had 

limited English or no English proficiency.  Six of the nine felt unprepared and 

uncomfortable working with these students.  During this study, I wished to include an 

environment different from either that of my teacher candidates’ practicum classroom or 

placement classroom settings.  My teacher candidates were used to more homogeneous, 

relational classroom environments; for instance, most of their education classes at the 

university included students of similar backgrounds.  Most teacher candidates within the 

Rockland education program are Caucasian and from a middle class background.  Their 

communities were formed based on these similar relations.  Of course, this led to their 

fear of more diverse heterogeneous communities outside of their educational and home 

communities.    Providing my teacher candidates with an experience in an ESL literacy 

center classroom might encourage their acceptance of more heterogeneous and 

geographically located environments.  For the purposes of this study, I will name each of 

these communities, heterogeneous and heterogeneous, and relational and geographic by 

name, as some classroom environments can be both relational and geographic in scope.  

The three texts chosen for practicum class by Carroll, Heath, Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti 

were not only chosen for their focus on I/F practices of literacy, but also because of their 

focus on more heterogeneous communities including those communities that were more 

geographic in nature.  For instance, Carroll in Integrated Instruction for the Middle 

Levels discussed diverse learners as well as I/F practices of literacy, Heath’s Ways with 



18 

 

 

Words focused on three diverse communities in a specific geographic location of the 

Piedmont Carolinas and Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti mostly centered their study on two 

diverse, distinct communities in Tucson, Arizona. 

During this study, I observed my teacher candidates in three different settings 

related to literacy and community: the practicum classroom, the literacy center 

classroom, and the placement classroom setting (through teacher candidate journals).  In 

the practicum classroom, I asked teacher candidates to read one text (Carroll) and two 

essays (Heath and Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti) related to literacy and community in the 

classroom.  Discussions on reading assignments were presented by the teacher candidates 

in class.  Teacher candidates were also required to attend three literacy center visits 

during their two placements.  After these visits, they were to take notes on their 

experiences which were to be collected and commented on in a reflective literacy paper at 

the end of the semester.  Lastly, teacher candidates wrote daily reflective journals on their 

experiences within their new placement classrooms.  As a result of their experiences 

within these three settings, teacher candidates realized the importance of community i.e. 

relationships with their students to literacy not only within their literacy center classes, 

but also within their college and secondary education classrooms.  My teacher candidates 

found that building community meant building relationships, which led to enhanced 

literacy.  This theory that community strengthens literacy efforts can be seen in the 

research of Wentzel (1997) and Ryan, Stiller, and Lynch (1994).  Wentzel (1997) in his 

work entitled, “Social Motivational Processes and Interpersonal Relationships: 

Implications for Understanding Motivation at School,” found a strong positive correlation 
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between student relationships (between students and peers and students and teachers) and 

their achievement in class.  Ryan, Stiller, and Lynch (1994) found similar results in their 

work, “Representations of Relationships to Teachers, Parents, and Friends as Predictors 

of Academic Motivation and Self-Esteem.” 

My teacher candidates also found it easier to see community building within the 

literacy center, as opposed to their own practicum class and placement classrooms.  This 

may be because the literacy center classroom was oftentimes radically different from both 

the practicum and placement classroom. While the practicum classroom offered a 

homogenous environment where teacher candidates had formed relationships based on 

their interest in similar professions and the placement classroom was often an extension 

of this, the ESL literacy classroom provided a different more heterogeneous, 

geographically based environment.  It also often offered (based on the instructor of the 

literacy center class) a more peer-student focused environment.  Those literacy center 

classes that allowed more teacher candidate and ESL student interaction had what Soto-

Hinman and Hetzel (2009) consider “effective teachers” (p. 55).  These teachers, “get to 

know their students in and out of school in order to build new learning on what students 

actually know or find interesting (Gutierrez, 2000; Sleeter, 2008), deliberately accessing 

students’ knowledge and background experience to link it with academics” (Soto-Hinman 

& Hetzel, 2009, p. 55).  While most ESL classes started with students introducing 

themselves, where they were from (which country of origin) and where they lived now, 

others would stray from more A/H learning practices to include more I/F learning 

practices.  It was within these literacy center classes that teacher candidates demonstrated 
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the most change in their own definitions of literacy and community.  These classes would 

discuss not only grammar (taught through A/H mode of literacy) but where students 

shopped in town, what food they purchased and why (a more I/F mode of literacy).  

Instructors in these more I/F classrooms had stronger bonds with their students and 

indirectly, with teacher candidates.  Instructor acceptance of “diverse kinds of literacies” 

(Oh, 2007, abstract) was exactly what Chang Hoon Oh found in his study of children 

attending literacy school at a Korean-American church.  His study suggested that 

“teachers, educators, and researchers should broaden their notions of literacy, embracing 

both academic and other kinds of literacy practices by valuing diverse kinds of literacies 

other than school-based academics” (Oh, 2007, abstract).      

Other researchers like Patricia Flores-Isom (2007) also found that “relationships 

within the classroom were the dynamic by which learning would take place” in the 

classroom (Flores-Isom, Classroom Relationships section, para. 1; Haglund, 1998).  In 

2003, Heron’s research with ninth graders in summer school also found that “a positive 

relationship with a teacher, the feeling of being welcome in the classroom, and teachers 

with high expectations of the students were the conditions necessary for student 

participation” in class (Flores-Isom, Classroom Relationships section, para. 3).  

Evidently, relationships among students and their teachers proved important.  The teacher 

candidates in my study found that the bond of community within their practicum class, 

their literacy centers, and their own classrooms, whether homogeneous, heterogeneous, 

relational or geographic was extremely important to their success as new teachers in a 

new profession.  As soon as teacher candidates entered their new placement classrooms, 
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they quickly tried to form relationships with both their students and their cooperating 

teachers.  It was these relationships, this feeling of community that shaped the outcome of 

their placements.   

Method 

Setting.  This study draws on data from nine pre-service teachers, undergraduate, 

graduate, and certification students,2 from a state-sponsored school in rural Pennsylvania 

named Rockland University.  Rockland is nestled in the small town of Albany3, a 

borough of approximately 4,000 people, rich in Pennsylvania Dutch culture.  Located 

between two bustling cities, it offers its students and town members easy access to malls, 

theaters, and other cultural attractions, yet these are far enough away from the quiet 

atmosphere of farms, rolling hills, and woodland paths the area offers.   

Rockland University is one of fourteen similar institutions considered teaching 

schools in Pennsylvania; it is especially well known for its history as a normal school, 

one created for the preparation of teachers and agricultural students after the Civil War.  

In keeping with the history of Rockland, this study focuses on the teacher candidates and 

their preparation program at the university.  Students in the teacher preparation program 

of Rockland University are taught based on similar models of teacher preparation at the 

other fourteen state universities.  This model includes a field experience (two placements 

of seven-eight weeks, one in a middle school another in a high school), a nearly two-hour 

practicum once a week (from 3:00-4:50 p.m.), daily reflective journals (to be collected 

once a week and reviewed by a supervisor), bi-weekly observations in the classroom 

                                                           
2
 Requirements for each program can be found in the Appendix on pp. 232-239. 

3
 The university’s name and its location have been changed. 
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environment, and various outside practicum research assignments (an observation of a 

teacher outside of his/her subject area each placement, three literacy center visits, and a 

literacy paper).  As I am supervisor and instructor of the teacher candidates in this study, 

I took on the roles of both researcher and instructor.  The study took place over a four 

month period during the fall semester of 2008. 

Field experiences.  Teacher candidates (students who have reached their final 

year of their teaching degree or certification) attended a placement in a middle school 

(6th-8th grades) and a high school setting (9th-12th grades).  Some teacher candidates 

received a placement in either a junior high (7th-9th grades) or a junior/senior high school 

(6th-12th grades).  When this occurred, ninth grade counted as middle school if in a junior 

high school, and sixth through eighth and ninth through twelfth grade counted for middle 

and high school respectively if in a junior/senior high school.  Each placement lasted for 

eight weeks unless of course a holiday intervened during this eight week period, then the 

period was shorter.  Teacher candidates’ field experiences were assigned according to the 

teacher candidate’s home location.  Some of the teacher candidates lived on campus 

locally, however, more lived at home or near their homes of origin while they were 

teaching.  Because teacher candidates were allowed to perform their placements near 

their homes, I often had to drive long distances to visit my candidates.  As supervisors 

must visit their teacher candidates three times each placement, this amounted to travel to 

over six different counties, up to an hour and a half drive one way from the campus or the 

supervisor’s home.  Teacher candidates cannot request school districts as “placements 



23 

 

 

will be made based upon residence.”4  Teacher candidates cannot be placed in the same 

school districts where they attended elementary, middle, or high school.  Additionally, 

they cannot be placed at a school district where their siblings or children currently attend 

or “where immediate family members are currently employed.”5 Placement requests were 

made by the supervisor nearly a year in advance of the placements.  These requests were 

then sent to the Field Experiences Office where school districts are notified of placement 

opportunities.  The districts then contacted the Field Experiences Office, who later 

contacted the supervisor and teacher candidates of their approved placements. Teacher 

candidates were placed in either a public or private school (in almost all cases public 

schools) in a rural, suburban, or urban area within a 45 minute distance of their home. 

Practicum.  Teacher candidates attended a practicum, entitled Secondary 

Education (SEU) 390/391 once a week on Tuesday night.  This practicum was separated 

into two classes, one representing the first placement, the second representing the second 

placement.  Each practicum (class section) was graded separately at the end of each 

placement.   Practicum was attended each week, along with the teacher candidates’ 

attendance at their placement each day.  These two portions of SEU 390/391 accounted 

for their field experience grade.  Teacher candidates left their placements early at 2:00 

p.m. on Tuesdays in order to attend practicum class on time at 3:00 p.m. each Tuesday on 

campus.   

 The course description for SEU 390/391 according to the university course 

catalog was as follows: 

                                                           
4
 See Clinical Experience Application in Appendix on p. 240. 

5
 See Clinical Experience Application in Appendix on p. 240. 
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Both SEU 390 & SEU 391 are segments of a single course which provides two 
full-time classroom experiences comprising an entire semester. Opportunities are 
provided for observation and participation in all activities related to teaching on 
the secondary level. The practicum, concurrent with student teaching, is a clearing 
house for the selection, organization, and presentation of proposed units, lessons, 
or activities. In addition, it provides an opportunity for the discussion of problems 
that arise in the classroom.  
 

As the instructor of the course, I added the following to the course description: 

SEU 390 & 391 will provide students with unique literacy experiences within 
their teaching communities.  These experiences will involve work with 
community organizations dedicated to assisting those members of the community 
that seek literacy within the English speaking community.  By assisting these 
members as part of a literacy class, teacher candidates will experience firsthand 
the learning needs of the communities in which they work and live, but also 
knowledge of their future students, their families, and their communities. 
 
Teacher candidates were given a syllabus6 containing information important to the 

practicum class.  Each class began with a 30-45 minute discussion of the week’s events, 

followed by a presentation/discussion period during which teacher candidates 

present/discuss the day’s reading.  The class readings revolved around topics related to 

literacy.  The text, Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades by Pamela Sissi 

Carroll, was read in its entirety during the practicum semester.  This, in addition to other 

chapters of literacy texts including Shirley Bryce Heath’s Ways with Words (Epilogue) 

and Norma Gonzalez, Luis Moll and Cathy Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge (Chapters 4, 6, 

and 7), formed the basis for teacher candidates’ understanding of literacy and community.  

A total of three practicum classes during both placements were dedicated to community 

literacy events.  This is discussed in more detail in the section labeled “Literacy Center 

                                                           
6
 Refer to the Appendix pp. 241-245 for a copy of the SEU 390/391 syllabus. 
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Visits” later in this chapter.  Some classes were also reserved for special practicums on 

employment, interviewing skills, and resume writing as needed. 

Daily reflective journals.  Teacher candidates were required to complete a daily 

reflective entry each day of both of their placements.  These journals entries (which are 

required to be at least a paragraph per day) reflected on the day’s events whether they be 

issues with students, lesson plans that went well or not so well, or the positives/negatives 

of working with their cooperating teachers or colleagues.  These journals were collected 

at the end of each class and returned at the start of the following class.  Students received 

an assessment of a check plus (100%), check (90%), check minus (80%), or minus 

(70%).  Teacher candidates received a 0% for journals not turned in.  A journal could be 

turned in late for partial credit.  Many times journal topics were discussed in class 

although the topics were brought up by teacher candidates, not the supervisor. 

Bi-weekly observations.  Teacher candidates were observed every two weeks by 

their supervisor, totaling three observation visits per placement.  These visits were pre-

arranged with the teacher candidate in advance, except for rare cases when an unplanned 

visit was needed.  Bi–weekly observations were recorded on an In-Progress Evaluation 

Form,7 which was discussed by the teacher candidate and the supervisor after each 

observation.  Teacher candidate observations were not utilized as a form of data 

collection for this study and were not included in the results of the study. 

Practicum research assignments.  Teacher candidates were given several 

assignments to complete for practicum class each week.  These assignments included 

                                                           
7
 Refer to the Appendix p. 246 for the In-Progress Evaluation form.  
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observations of a teacher outside his/her subject area, literacy center visits, and a literacy 

paper. 

Teacher candidate observations of a teacher outside his/her subject area.  

Teacher candidates completed three practicum research assignments during their field 

experience semester: an observation of a teacher outside their subject area, three literacy 

visits, and a literacy paper.  The first, observation of teachers outside the teacher 

candidate’s subject area called for teacher candidates to visit a teacher’s class in another 

subject area and to write a two page paper on that observation.  Teacher candidates chose 

an area of interest on which to focus their paper: classroom management, lesson 

planning, activities and transitions, and/or another educational area of interest.  Since the 

teacher candidates’ observations of a teacher outside their subject area were not utilized 

as a form of data collection during this study, they were not included in the results of the 

study.  

Literacy center visits.  Teacher candidates were responsible for attending three 

literacy center meetings in one of three locations: Richmond, located east of Rockland, 

Windsor, located west of Rockland, or Myerstown, located to the south of Rockland.  

Each of the centers was approximately 30-40 minutes from the Rockland campus.  All 

teacher candidates chose one center to attend for all three visits.  The length of time spent 

at the center depended on the center’s schedule.  Teacher candidates were given the 

option to either attend the center once a month or could attend all three visits within a 

month.  Most teacher candidates chose to attend once a month.  Teacher candidates who 

attended the Adult Literacy Center of Richmond’s meetings met at either the Richmond 
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Middle School location on Fieldstone Road in Richmond or the Oxford Valley Hospital – 

17th Street Campus in downtown Richmond.   Those who attended the Literacy Council 

of Windsor, Inc. attended at the Milford Campus and those who attended the Adult 

Literacy Center of Myerstown attended at the West Pittston Center. 

• Richmond Middle School – Beginning ESL and Intermediate ESL classes – 6:00-

7:40 p.m. on Tuesday and Thursdays.  Classes consisted of members from various 

countries although the Beginning ESL class had a higher percentage of 

Hispanic/Latin participants.  The Beginning ESL class consisted of approximately 

15-20 students per class.  This class utilized photocopied textbook worksheets that 

were used for reading and writing purposes.  The instructor of the ESL Beginning 

class taught Spanish at a local middle school. The Intermediate ESL class was 

held at the same time as the Beginning ESL class but in a different location in the 

building.  Students in this class were much more diverse; many were from Poland, 

the Middle East, and South American and Asian countries.  The Intermediate 

class consisted of approximately 12-15 students.  The class completed grammar 

worksheets, discussion, and often listened to audio tapes of English speakers.  The 

instructor of the ESL Intermediate class was not fluent in any foreign language 

but was ESL certified.  

• Oxford Valley Hospital – 17th Street Campus - Beginning ESL class – 6:00-8:00 

p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, and Thursdays.  Teacher candidates attended from 

6:00-7:40 p.m.  Students in the Beginning ESL class were from a diverse 

population including those from several African, Asian, Middle Eastern, and 
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Latin and Caribbean countries.  The Beginning ESL class at Lehigh Valley 

Hospital consisted of 35-40 students each night.  The class focused on speaking 

and grammar practice utilizing worksheets and flash card activities.  The 

instructor of the Beginning ESL class was the director of ESL at a local school 

district; she was not fluent in a foreign language. 

• Literacy Council of Windsor, Inc.,  Milford – Conversation and Grammar I – 

6:00-8:00 p.m. on Wednesday and 7:00-9:00 p.m. on Thursday – Conversation 

and Grammar II – 7:00-9:00 p.m. on Thursday. Conversation and Grammar I 

classes consisted of students from various nationalities, a majority of them 

Spanish-speaking, although some students spoke French or Asian languages.  The 

Grammar I class included approximately 8-10 students and was taught by 

instructors of varying abilities.  The most experienced instructor taught for only a 

few classes before she left to teach at another satellite campus.  She was replaced 

by a substitute, a Roman Catholic nun, for a week or so and then a younger 

instructor, who had just received her ESL certification, filled the position.  This 

class focused mainly on utilizing picture books, worksheets, and grammar 

discussion.  The Conversation and Grammar II class consisted of students of 

varying nationalities as well, yet this class was a bit smaller, 6-8 students.  This 

class was taught by an experienced instructor who had been with the center for 

many years.  His class focused on discussion, grammar, and reading practice. 

• Adult Literacy Center of Myerstown, West Pittston – 6:30-8:00 p.m. Thursday 

nights.  ESL classes for all levels were taught at the same time.  Students who 
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needed individual support received one-on-one tutoring.  The students that 

attended the ESL class on Thursday night were separated into groups:  one group 

that had little knowledge of English (Level 1) and then another group of 

beginner/intermediate students (Level 2).  The beginner/intermediate class (Level 

2) consisted of students of all ages and nationalities, although a majority of the 

class was Spanish-speaking. The class consisted of approximately 6-10 students 

per meeting and was taught by an experienced instructor.  Classes included a brief 

discussion period, the reading of an ESL newspaper and the reading/completion 

of textbook and grammar exercises.    

Literacy Paper.  After students attended three literacy center visits during their 

two placements, they were to turn in a reflective essay of two-three pages on their 

experiences/thoughts about those visits.  This paper was due by the end of the semester 

but several students turned the paper in soon after their third visit.  Teacher candidates 

were asked to discuss the setting, instructors and participants of their center, along with 

reflective thoughts about the classes observed, not limited to their observations on 

classroom planning, instruction, or management.  Teacher candidates were not required 

to make connections to topics of literacy and community discussed in practicum class or 

within their surveys although several students did. 

Participants.  The nine teacher candidates included in this study were of different 

ages, genders, racial makeup and educational backgrounds.  This study was not focusing 

on any of these components in particular, instead it focused on how teacher candidates 

furthered their understanding of literacy and community after attending a teacher 
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education practicum focused on literacy and community, two placements in local middle 

and high school classrooms, and a community learning experience once a month    

Furthermore, it studied how teacher candidates conceived  different classroom 

communities, their practicum classes, their own classrooms and their literacy center 

classrooms. While teacher candidates’ different ages, genders, racial makeup, and 

educational background was of interest to the study and may have affected teacher 

candidates’ views of literacy and community, the topic of most interest was how teacher 

candidates were affected in similar ways by this studies’ settings, despite their differences 

in age, gender, race, and educational background. Although teacher candidates were of 

different ages, gender, race and educational background, they rarely discussed these 

differences in practicum class, in their journals or within the constructs of the literacy 

centers.  The differences in age between the teacher candidates were apparent within the 

class; some obviously looked older than others and those teacher candidates who were 

non-traditional learners stood out.  However, this was not an issue because these nine 

teacher candidates had taken numerous classes together over a four year period.  Their 

friendships were forged despite age differences.  The only time age difference was 

discussed was when older teacher candidates would reflect on their experiences.  In the 

case of gender, teacher candidates’ experiences as teachers seemed to transcend this 

difference as well.  Gender was not discussed within the practicum classroom and this 

may be because teacher candidates did not feel it was an overriding issue within their 

placement classrooms.  As for race, it was not discussed unless an issue regarding the 

topic was brought up.  This may be because except for one teacher candidate who was 
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African American, all candidates were Caucasian and inherently, the norm.  Lastly, 

educational background i.e. class, was not discussed as well.  Although teacher 

candidates were in different programs, most were undergraduates and three were 

certification and/or graduate students, these differences were not discussed in practicum 

class.  Graduate students completed the same requirements in class as did undergraduates 

and certification students, thus making their investment equal among all of them.  All of 

the teacher candidates were also from working class families.  Although one teacher 

candidates’ wife was a doctor, he was a stay at home dad who attended night classes.  In 

essence, he was treated as one of the group.  The suppression of the individual teacher 

candidates’ differences in age, gender, race and educational background can best be 

explained by Britzman (2003) in Practice Makes Practice:  A Critical Study of Learning 

to Teach: 

The suppression of the social categories we all embody has particular sources in 
the field of teaching.  Value is set on treating everyone the same and this value 
works against the idea of differential treatment to redress past constraints.  At the 
same time, teachers are also supposed to ‘shed’ their own social casings and 
personal preferences in order to uphold the discourse of objectivity that beckons 
individuals as if they could leave behind the social meanings they embody.  This 
particular brand of ‘fairness’ requires teachers to deny the historic oppressions 
operating in the larger world and working through their own subjectivity and 
encounter each student and each other as if they were unraced, unclassed, and 
ungendered. (p. 234) 
 

In light of the interactions I observed in my practicum classroom, I found this to be 

inherently true.  Teacher candidates found their bonds as fellow teacher candidates to 

supersede those of race, gender, and class. 

 The following chapters of this dissertation will analyze the results of this study 

by group (all nine teacher candidates) and by individual case study of six participants.  
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Three of these participants will represent teacher candidates’ views of their literacy 

centers, and three others will represent teacher candidates’ views of their classrooms. 

Within the list of participants in Table #1, these six participants will be starred.  As 

requested, all teacher candidates’ names were changed for the purposes of the study to 

protect their identities.  Information on each teacher candidate includes their current 

educational program, gender, age, race, living arrangements, GPA, and the literacy center 

they attended, as well as dates of attendance.  Some information on certain candidates is 

missing as that information was either restricted or not provided.  As I attended several 

literacy center events, those events I attended with the teacher candidates are italicized.  I 

attended at least one literacy center event with each teacher candidate in the class over 

the four month period of the study.     

Overall, the study included five females and four males.  Of those, six teacher 

candidates were enrolled in a bachelor’s degree program, one was enrolled in a master’s 

degree program (dual enrolled with instructional certification), and three were enrolled in 

instructional certification programs (one in the master’s program was dual enrolled).    

Six of the teacher candidates attended the Adult Literacy Center of Richmond’s satellite 

campuses at either Richmond Middle School or Oxford Valley Hospital, two attended the 

Literacy Council of Windsor’s campus in Milford and one attended the Literacy Center 

of Myerstown in West Pittston.  I attended ten literacy events with my teacher candidates 

at the following locations and dates:  Adult Literacy Center of Richmond, Richmond 

Middle School, 10/7 (Beginner), 10/14 (Intermediate), 10/16 (Intermediate); Adult 

Literacy Center of Richmond, Oxford Valley Hospital, 11/5 (Beginner) and 11/19 
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(Beginner); Literacy Council of Windsor campus in Milford, 10/1 (Grammar I), 10/22 

(Grammar I), and 11/20 (Grammar II);  Adult Literacy Center of Myerstown in West 

Pittston, 10/23 (Level 2) and 11/13 (Level 2). 

As discussed earlier in the introduction, each of the literacy centers were ABLE 

(Adult Basic Literacy Education) funded through the Pennsylvania Department of 

Education; however, ABLE does not require each center to follow the same curriculum.  

The goals of ABLE are overarching and as long as the center is using funds to reach these 

goals, it continues to be funded by the state.  According to the Pennsylvania Department 

of Education (2010) website, the objectives of ABLE literacy centers are: 

1. To improve the quality of the adult education and family literacy services 

provided through a continuous program improvement process.  

2. To expand family literacy services provided under the federal Even Start 

program augmented in 1998 by Pennsylvania’s Act 143 family literacy funding.  

3. To expand service to incumbent workers through the integration of adult 

education services provided through the Team Pennsylvania Career Link Centers.  

4. To provide English Literacy services to the growing population of adults and 

family members who require increased English proficiency as a means to 

employment, citizenship, and community involvement.  

5. To provide quality adult education services to the growing segment of the 

population between the ages of 18 and 24 who are in need of basic skills. 
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Table 1.  Candidate Information 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Candidate 

 
Degree/Certification 
 

 
Sex 

 
Race 

 
Age 

 
GPA 

 
Ann  

 
BS in Secondary 
Education English 
 

 
Female 

 
Caucasian 

 
22  

 
3.2 

Cheryl BS in Secondary 
Education English 
 

Female Caucasian 22 3.36 

Daniel * MS in 
Education/Certification 

Male Caucasian 26 4.0 

Don * BS in Secondary 
Education English 

Male Caucasian 23 3.61 

Linda BS in Secondary 
Education English 
 

Female African 
American 

21 3.3 

Mary * BS in Secondary 
Education English 
 

Female Caucasian N/A 3.83 

Paul * BS in Secondary 
Education English 

Male Caucasian 22 3.48 

Thomas * Certification  Male Caucasian 45 N/A 

Valerie *  Certification Female Caucasian 37 N/A 
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Table 2.  Additional Candidate Information 
 
 
Candidate  

 
Living Arrangements 

 
ESL Visits 
 

 
Ann  

 
Off campus 

 
Windsor 
10/1 - Grammar I 
11/13 - Grammar II 
11/20 - Grammar II 
 

Cheryl Off campus Richmond Middle School 
10/7, 10/21, 11/18 – Beginner 
 

Daniel * Commuter 
Married 

Richmond Middle School 
10/14, 11/11,12/2 – Intermediate 
 

Don * Off campus Myerstown 
9/25, 11/3 – Level 2 
10/23 – Level 1 
 

Linda Off campus Richmond Middle School 
10/7, 11/18, 11/25 
 

Mary * Off campus Richmond Middle School 
10/16 – Beginner 
Oxford Valley Hospital 
11/5, 11/19 – Beginner 
 

Paul * On campus Richmond Middle School 
10/16, 11/13 - Intermediate 
Oxford Valley Hospital 
11/5 – Beginner 
 

Thomas * Commuter 
Married 
Three children 

Richmond Middle School 
10/16, 11/14 – Intermediate 
Oxford Valley Hospital 
11/5 – Beginner 
 

Valerie *  Commuter 
Married 
Two children 

Windsor 
9/25, 10/23 – Grammar I 
11/20 – Grammar II 
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6. To provide quality adult education and family literacy services to people with 

special needs, requiring special accommodations, or who are limited in their 

abilities to participate in any of the programs offered for the general population 

7. To serve Pennsylvanians most in need of basic skills enhancement and to find 

ways to identify and accommodate those Pennsylvanians who face multiple 

barriers in their efforts to acquire basic skills.  

8. To support adult education and family literacy education through state 

leadership activities that provide a coordinated infrastructure of development, 

implementation, training, and technical assistance.  (2010, para. 2) 

Because each center followed a different curriculum, teacher candidates’ experiences 

varied.  This is discussed in more detail in the data collection section below. 

Data Collection.  Due to the nature of this study, it is ethnographic in its scope.  

Britzman (2003) defines ethnography as “the study of lived experience” that “examines 

how we come to construct and organize what has already been experienced” (p. 32).  The 

subjects of this study are teacher candidates, classroom teachers, literacy center 

instructors, literacy center directors, and I, the researcher, a university professor and 

student at a graduate research institution.  Each of these subjects brings a unique 

perspective and outlook to this study.  This is why several different forms of data were 

collected from different participants.  This study uses card sorts, surveys, interviews, 

observations, audio taped classes, journals, and papers.  The card sorts, surveys, e-mail 

interviews, audio taped discussions, journals and papers were completed and collected 

from and about teacher candidates.  Surveys were collected from literacy center 
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instructors and directors.  Observations were also made of cooperating teachers and 

literacy center instructors.  As teacher/researcher I brought my own history/perspective to 

the information I collected during this study.  As Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) in 

Inside/Outside:  Teacher Research and Knowledge assert, “teacher researchers are 

uniquely positioned to provide a truly emic, or insider’s, perspective that makes visible 

the ways that students and teachers together construct knowledge and curriculum” (p. 

43).  In this paper, I am writing about my students, my teacher candidates who attended 

my practicum class.   

 I chose each of the data collection tools in this study for varying reasons.  The 

first tool, a card sort, was conducted at the start of the semester in order to understand 

what my teacher candidates thought about literacy and community.  Card sorting offered 

an initial starting point for constant comparison purposes.  My teacher candidates would 

tell me what they thought about literacy and community from the start.  In the same way, 

the surveys I conducted helped to track the change (if any) in my teacher candidates’ 

thoughts about literacy and community as they participated in their practicum classes, 

their placement classrooms, and their literacy centers.  Open-ended surveys were used in 

order to allow participants freedom in their answers.  In other words, teacher candidates 

could answer using their own words.  For instance, I chose to observe the literacy centers 

visits of my students in order to better understand the setting of the centers.  Ethnographic 

research is based on cultural data; the setting is an important aspect of understanding 

meaning derived from that setting.  I observed the literacy center classes because my 

teacher candidates would be writing about these centers in their literacy papers.  I wanted 
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to be sure that what they wrote coincided with what I saw in the centers myself.  For 

instance, a teacher candidate might say that an instructor was ineffective and explain 

why.  My attendance at that center, in the very same class, provides an alternate 

perspective of that teacher candidate’s beliefs toward that instructor.  For the same 

reason, I surveyed the literacy center instructors and directors.  I wanted to triangulate the 

data my teacher candidates wrote about the students and the classes they observed. As 

Patton (2001) explains in Quantitative Research and Evaluation Methods, “the 

participant observer employs multiple data collection strategies being fully engaged in 

experiencing the setting (participation) while at the same time observing and talking with 

other participants about whatever is happening” (pp. 265-266).   

 I audio taped my practicum classes for a similar reason.  I wanted to collect 

information on my teacher candidates’ changing ideas of literacy and community while 

they were discussing in class.  Considering that I was moderating the class, I needed to 

have a record of what was said – a record that could be listened to at a further date, 

because I was a participant in those audio taped classes and could not take field notes 

without disturbing the flow of classroom discussion.   

 Lastly teacher candidates’ documents were collected.  Journals and literacy papers 

were collected and copied with teacher candidate permission. I utilized teacher candidate 

journals for two reasons; they allowed me into teacher candidates’ day to day thought 

processes, while giving me a look into the setting of the placement classrooms.  Since 

teacher candidates were being observed three times a placement and they were inherently 

worried and stressed about these evaluations, I did not want to apply added pressure by 
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talking notes for my study on these observations.  The journals provided a look into 

teacher candidates’ classes, without crossing the line between researcher and supervisor.  

On the days I was observing them in class, I was their supervisor.  Of course, I observed 

their cooperating teachers during this time in order to triangulate teacher candidate 

thoughts about them in their journals. Finally, teacher candidates’ literacy papers were 

used to compare their thoughts and feelings about literacy and community, as well as 

their literacy center visits against the results from the card sort and surveys.  More 

information about each of the tools used in this study can be found below.  

Card Sort and Surveys.  Before teacher candidates were assigned to their literacy 

centers and before they were assigned to read the first chapter in their textbook, teacher 

candidates were asked to complete a card sort.  The card sort included ten literate acts; 

teacher candidates were asked to rank these acts from one to ten – one being the closest 

to their definition of literacy and ten being the furthest away from their definition of 

literacy.  The acts included the following:  reading/seeing advertisements and comparing 

brands, composing an e-mail or text to a friend, reading and analyzing a poem, writing a 

literary analysis or research paper, composing a letter to the editor in a newspaper, 

watching television program, using a computer program/playing video games, reading 

cereal boxes and comparing nutritional facts, writing a journal entry, and composing a 

comparison/contrast essay.8  I chose each of these literate acts to measure where my 

teacher candidates were on the literacy continua discussed in my literature review.  In this 

case, I chose five A/H literacy practices and five I/F literacy practices. The five A/H 

                                                           
8
 A copy of the card sort can be found in the Appendix on p. 247.  
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literacy practices were related to more autonomous acts, reading and analyzing a poem, 

writing a literacy analysis or research paper, composing a letter to the editor in a 

newspaper, writing a journal entry and composing a comparison/contrast essay. These 

literacy acts are often taught by teachers using universal, standardized rules.  I also 

included five I/F literacy acts.  These included reading/seeing advertisements and 

comparing brands, composing an e-mail or text to a friend, watching a television 

program, using a computer program/playing video games, and reading cereal boxes and 

comparing nutritional facts.  These activities aren’t normally measured according to 

standardized rules as they are more ideological in nature and occur outside of the school 

environment.  In choosing which literate acts were closest to their definition of literacy, 

teacher candidates were further defining whether their definition of literacy was more 

autonomous (A/H) or more ideological (I/F).  The results of the survey were discussed in 

practicum class as a springboard to the semester.  

 A week after teacher candidates completed the card sort in class, they were asked 

to turn in a survey.  This first survey asked several questions as to teacher candidates’ 

knowledge of literacy in the classroom setting and within their communities.  The survey 

was turned in either in class or by e-mail.  It was not discussed in class.  Questions asked 

included: 

• How do you define “literacy?” 

• Did you learn this definition from a previous education class or is this your own 

definition based on your prior knowledge?  Which other classes have you had that 

discussed literacy? 
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• How do you define “community?”  What does the term encompass in your 

estimation? 

• What importance will the community outside your classroom have on your 

teaching strategies and/or approaches if any? 

• How do you feel about working with parents and other community members? 

• How do you feel about working with students who have limited or no English 

proficiency?  Do you feel prepared to work with these students? 

The first two questions asked in the survey were used to measure teacher candidates’ 

definition of literacy, whether more A/H or more I/F.  Similarly, the last three questions 

on the survey were used to measure teacher candidates’ definition of community, whether 

more homogeneous or heterogeneous, more relational or geographic.  The first survey 

was taken before the first reading assignment and before students attended their first 

literacy center visit in order to gauge their attitudes before classroom study of literacy and 

attendance at the centers (8/30-9/8/08). 

 The second survey, distributed in the middle of the semester, before the start of 

teacher candidates’ second placement, discussed the same attitudes as the first.  As 

teacher candidates began to study literacy within the practicum setting through the works 

of Heath, Moll, Gonzalez, Amanti and others and as they began to work within the adult 

literacy centers, the second survey was used to show the change if any between teacher 

candidates views of literacy and community from the first survey.  The time period 

between the two surveys was approximately two months (10/28-11/08/08).  Questions 
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asked in this survey mirrored the first, yet further questioned teacher candidates’ beliefs.  

Questions and statements included: 

• In light of your recent experiences (readings and literacy center visits), how do 

you define literacy? 

• In light of your recent experiences (readings and literacy center visits), how do 

you define community? 

• How do you feel about the reading discussed in class?  Did they expand or detract 

from your knowledge of literacy and community? 

• Discuss your feelings after attending your first literacy center class. 

• Did you incorporate literacy/community into your last placement? How so?  If 

not, why? 

• Do you plan on incorporating literacy/community into your current placement?  

How so?  If not, why? 

This second survey was utilized to track movement from a more A/H definition of 

literacy to a more I/F definition of literacy, as well as movement from a more 

homogeneous/relational definition of community to a more heterogeneous/geographic 

definition of community.  The second and third questions focused on teacher candidate 

feelings towards practicum readings and their first literacy class.  I specifically asked the 

third question to measure change in my teacher candidates’ feelings towards working 

with ESL students.  The last two questions were written to judge whether or not teacher 

candidates were applying what they learned in practicum class to their placement 

classrooms.  
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Teacher Candidate Interviews.  Although I originally planned on conducting 

interviews with teacher candidates to gauge their answers to both the surveys and the card 

sort, it was nearly impossible to do so.  Teacher candidates were very busy during their 

practicum semester; they taught all week and came to practicum on Tuesday from 3:00-

4:50 p.m. each week as well.  I also had them attending literacy center visits once a 

month.  While I asked teacher candidates for interviews after practicum class, many 

could not show up due to time restraints (work they had to do at home, meetings with 

friends/relatives, illness, etc.).  Because of this, I ended up e-mailing teacher candidates 

about their surveys, card sorts, and comments in class.  While many did not send back 

answers (once again due to the busy nature of their lives), I received many comments 

back as well.  I used these comments, along with the card sort and surveys, to compare 

teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy and community over time and whether these 

were moving from a more A/H practice of literacy to a more I/F practice of literacy.  

Additionally, comments were used to chart whether teacher candidates’ were moving 

from a more homogeneous/relational definition of community to acceptance of a more 

heterogeneous/geographic definition of community.  The teacher candidates chosen to 

receive these e-mail interviews were chosen because of their input on the card sort, 

surveys and comments in class.  Many of the questions asked of those chosen were 

experience questions that related to the teacher candidates’ opinions and values.  As all of 

the interviews were conducted by e-mail, no audio taping of interviews was necessary.  

Literacy Center Observations.  As stated earlier, I attended at least one literacy 

center visit with each of the teacher candidates in the study.  During these visits, which 
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lasted from an hour and a half to two hours, I observed my teacher candidates either 

working with or observing ESL students in various classes, in most cases, beginner 

classes. I also collected field notes on each class including information on the instructor 

of the class, his/her teaching strategies, the classroom environment, texts, handouts, and 

worksheets discussed and distributed in class, the makeup of the class (as best I could 

ascertain), and student participation in the class.  I often participated in several of the 

classes as a volunteer so field notes were often written soon after I left the center.  During 

those classes that I observed and did not participate, I often took field notes within the 

classroom setting if my note taking did not disrupt the general flow or learning of the 

students in the class.  I did not take notes on any one ESL student in a class and/or audio 

tape any of the visits.  I did not want to either interfere with the learning processes of the 

ESL students or make them feel uncomfortable at any point during their classes.  These 

field notes were later studied to track movement, if any, in my teacher candidates’ 

literacy practices, whether A/H or I/F, as well as community practices, whether 

homogeneous/heterogeneous or relational/geographic.  The ESL literacy center classes 

provided a unique opportunity for my teacher candidates to be part of a more 

heterogeneous/geographic community.  During my observations of the literacy center 

classrooms, I noted whether the classrooms adhered to either a more A/H practice of 

literacy or a more I/F practice of literacy. 

Literacy Center Instructor/Director Interviews.  During the course of my literacy 

center observations, I often spoke with the instructors of the classes.  Depending on the 

nature of the discussion, I often included these informal talks in my field notes during or 
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after the observation.  Once again, these notes were often used to track the literacy 

practices utilized by the instructors in each literacy center classroom, whether A/H or I/F. 

I also procured the e-mails of the instructors to ensure my teacher candidates’ attendance 

at the literacy centers, as well as the e-mails of the directors of each center to inform them 

of teacher candidate visits each month.  Oftentimes, teacher candidates signed up to 

attend the literacy center and did not attend as required.  By sending e-mails to both 

instructors and directors, teacher candidate absences were easily noted.  Two of the 

centers, the Literacy Council of Windsor’s Milford Center and the Adult Literacy Center 

of Myertown’s West Pittston Center had sign in sheets for teacher candidates and ESL 

students so I did not have to e-mail instructors as to teacher candidate attendance.  I 

would check the sign in book when I attended the centers and update my attendance chart 

as needed.   

Transcripts of Practicum Classes.  During the course of the semester, I audio 

taped six practicum classes.  Teacher candidates were aware of the audio taping, as the 

tape player was placed in the middle of the classroom (the class sat in a circle with the 

tape player in the center).  At first, I used an audio tape recorder; after realizing the poor 

quality of the tape player, I purchased a digital tape player which allowed for greater 

voice quality.  During the taping of the first practicum class, teacher candidates were very 

aware of the tape player.  As class progressed, they became more comfortable with the 

audio taping, so much so that they forgot it was in the room.  Six practicum classes were 

audio taped during the semester: 9/30, 10/7, 10/14, 10/21, 11/4, and 12/2.  These classes 

were chosen due to the nature of the topics being discussed.  For instance on 9/30, teacher 
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candidates were discussing Heath’s Epilogue from Ways with Words.   All audio tapes 

were transcribed (except those portions of my own lecture discussion) and coded for 

references to literacy and community in teacher candidates’ discussions whether about 

their own classrooms, the literacy centers, or the practicum class itself.  References to 

literacy and community were analyzed to further follow changes in teacher candidates’ 

movement from a more A/H definition of literacy to a more I/F definition of literacy.  

They were also used to track changes in teacher candidates’ definitions of community. 

Documents/Artifacts.  Various documents and artifacts were utilized to collect 

information for this study.  These included teacher candidate reflective classroom 

journals and teacher candidate literacy papers.  Both of these documents/artifacts were 

utilized to track changes in teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy and community. 

Teacher candidate reflective classroom journals.  In accordance with 

Pennsylvania Department of Education standards, all teacher candidates kept a reflective 

journal of their experiences throughout the practicum semester.  With teacher candidate 

permission, I photocopied these journals for use in the study.  The journals were used to 

track the teacher candidates’ thoughts and attitudes toward literacy in their classrooms 

and in our practicum class as they learned more about literacy through content-related 

research and community experience.  These journals were eventually coded for 

comments related to literacy, either more A/H or more I/F, and community, either more 

homogeneous or heterogeneous, relational or geographic, whether it related to their own 

classrooms, their work in the literacy centers, or their discussions in practicum class. 
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Teacher candidate literacy papers.  At the end of the semester, teacher candidates 

completed a two-three page paper on their literacy center experiences:  what they 

observed, what they learned, how (if at all) the experience changed their attitudes on 

working with ESL students.  These papers were turned in during their last class of 

practicum.  Students were graded only on completion, not on the opinions/beliefs 

contained in the paper.  These papers were utilized to track whether teacher candidates’ 

definitions of literacy and community moved towards acceptance of a more I/F definition 

of literacy or a more heterogeneous/geographic definition of community in contrast to the 

card sort and the two surveys before the paper.   

 Analysis.  The data collected during this research study was analyzed using a 

qualitative research approach.  Qualitative research allowed an array of methodological 

strategies to better understand teacher candidates’ feelings and attitudes during the study.  

The use of ethnographic observations of teacher candidates in literacy centers and their 

college classroom, as well as surveys and journals, allowed for an accurate portrayal of 

the teacher candidates, their beliefs at the start of the study and the changes that occurred 

in their beliefs throughout the course of the study.  The analysis of the study data that 

follows was separated into three different settings: the college classroom, the literacy 

center, and the teacher candidates’ personal setting.  The first setting the college 

classroom included dialogue from classroom discussions, a card sort, and surveys.  Data 

from all nine teacher candidates is reported in the analysis of classroom data.  This 

portion of the data best represented the teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy and 

community at the start of the study and as the study progressed during the semester.  
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Constant comparison is used to present the changes during these time periods. The 

second setting, the literacy center, reported on data from teacher candidates’ literacy 

visits, my observations of those centers, the teacher candidates, the ESL students, and 

their instructors.  It also included teacher candidates’ final literacy papers reflecting on 

their center visits and what they learned from them.  I chose three teacher candidates to 

represent the feelings and thoughts of teacher candidates during these literacy visits.  

Case studies on each of these three teacher candidates provided an in-depth look into 

what occurred at each of the three centers, the similarities and differences between the 

centers and how these similarities and differences had an effect on the teacher candidates’ 

definitions of literacy and community. Lastly, the final setting was within the realm of the 

teacher candidates’ own thoughts.  Teacher candidates’ journals were coded for 

references to literacy and community whether in their classrooms, the literacy centers, or 

in practicum discussion. Once again, three teacher candidates’ journals from the four 

month period were analyzed.  Case studies of the three teacher candidates represented the 

thoughts and feelings of the teacher candidates within the practicum class.  All data 

collected from the three settings and different participants (teacher candidates, 

instructors, directors, etc.) were triangulated for accuracy. This was done through the use 

of surveys to all literacy center instructors and directors, as well as teacher candidates.  I 

also attended literacy center visits and was present for all practicum classes during the 

semester (several of these were also audio-taped for accuracy).   

Limiting Factors.  While many positive outcomes were created by this study, it 

also created several limitations.  First, I was both researcher and supervisor in this study; 
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while this may have confused the relationship I had with my students (teacher 

candidates), the merits of teacher/researcher work are many.  Cochran-Smith and Lytle 

(1993) comment on just a few of these: 

When we regard teaching as a process of generating knowledge with students, we 
need to understand teacher research as a significant process of coming to know 
one’s own knowledge and understanding how knowledge is constructed.  When 
teachers redefine their own relationships to knowledge about teaching and 
learning, they often begin to reconstruct classrooms and to offer different 
invitation to their students to learn and know.  (p. 52) 
 

I attempted to minimize my students’ confusion between my varying roles in many ways.  

During practicum class discussion, I did not take field notes.  I did audio tape six 

practicum classes but that was out of a total of 12 classes.  While visiting students in their 

placement classrooms, I did not use my observations/evaluations of them in my study.  I 

was there watching them strictly as their supervisor.  I did not interview them during their 

evaluation conferences as well.  Additionally, I did not prompt students to write in their 

journals about literacy or community.  While this was my hope, it wasn’t a request.  The 

only requirement I made about the journals was that they be reflective in nature.  Lastly, 

at the literacy centers I participated along with my students in the classes.  I did not take 

notes or evaluate them as their professor.  Students were not given a grade for 

participation; they were given general credit for showing up.  I reminded them both 

written and verbally that they were not graded on participation in the study.  Of course, I 

couldn’t account for those students that felt uncomfortable with my dual role or felt that 

they needed to say what I wanted to hear in both class and their journals.  Throughout the 

semester, I made sure to clearly define these roles to my students again and again.   
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 Another important limitation to point out is that teacher candidates only attended 

three literacy center visits within a four month period.  In comparison to the four months 

of placements with students and the twelve weeks of practicum class, it was truly a small 

requirement.  The reasons for this were many.  One, teacher candidates were under a 

remarkable amount of stress during their teacher candidacy.  They worked late nights 

preparing for class and grading papers.  On top of this, they had to complete practicum 

class reading assignments and presentations.  Two, teacher candidates did not have time 

within their schedule to fit yet another requirement for graduation.  Asking them to find 

the time to work with ESL students, a task they were fearful or apprehensive of in the 

first place, wasn’t high on their list of things to do in their spare time.   In order to make 

their attendance more appealing, I did not require teacher candidates to come to three 

practicum classes, one each month, in lieu of their attendance.  I also did not grade their 

attendance in any way.   

 One might think that attending three ESL classes wasn’t enough to enact change 

in teacher candidates who were under stress and time restraints.  In truth, more time 

within the literacy centers would have been more beneficial to everyone involved.  One 

of my teacher candidates, Ann, mentioned this limitation in her second survey.  She 

commented, “It is really difficult to establish a set of thoughts on such an in-depth topic 

from only an hour or two of observations.”  While she had attended only one literacy visit 

at the time of the survey, her complaint was valid.  Since requiring more literacy visits 

wasn’t possible due to time constraints, only three literacy visits were assigned.  Despite 
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attending three times, the positive results of teacher candidate attendance seen within the 

study were many.  

 Lastly, this study is also limited by the ESL classes my teacher candidates 

attended at the three centers.  At all three centers, ESL students were voluntary attendees.  

In other words, ESL students were not forced to attend classes.  In many cases (especially 

at the Richmond and Windsor Literacy Centers), ESL students were placed on waiting 

lists for a spot in one of the literacy classes.  This meant that the ESL students my teacher 

candidates observed were participatory; there were no classroom management problems 

to speak of during class.  ESL students knew that if they caused problems or failed to 

show up, they would lose their spot in that literacy class, as someone on the waiting list 

would be given it.  Throughout the study, my teacher candidates often commented on 

how wonderful it was to work with students who cared.  Valerie commented on this in 

her second survey mentioning, “After dealing with ninth graders all day, I was touched 

by how much every student in the literacy class wanted to be there and wanted to learn.”  

It is an unfortunate fact that many public school students do not care about their learning 

and classroom management problems often ensue because of this problem.  Because of 

the differences between the two types of students, ESL students, who were mostly adults, 

and their public school students who were middle and high school students, teacher 

candidates failed to realize at times that they were comparing apples to oranges.  This 

may be why my teacher candidates could more easily recognize community in the ESL 

classes, as opposed to their own placement classrooms.  The different dynamics changed 

the nature of student learning.  
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Chapter 2 

The Practicum Classroom 

 The first setting that the teacher candidates were introduced to during this study 

was the practicum classroom.  The course SEU 390/391, Clinical Experience and 

Practicum, encompassed not only the placement experiences for teacher candidates, but 

also a practicum class which met once a week on Tuesday afternoons from 3:00-4:50 

p.m.  Teacher candidates were granted early leave from their placements on Tuesdays in 

order to attend class at 3:00 p.m.  The class included a major text, Pamela Sissi Carroll’s 

Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades and several handouts, the epilogue 

from Heath’s Ways with Words and Gonzalez, Moll, and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge: 

Theorizing Practices in Households, Communities, and Classrooms.  The text and each 

of the handouts was specifically chosen for its focus on community, literacy, and the 

classroom.  As stated earlier, six of the practicum classes were taped and transcribed.  

Classroom Texts 

 While Carroll’s (2004) textbook, Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle 

Grades, was tailored for the middle school classroom, its chapters were clearly relevant 

to the high school classroom as well.  The text’s focus on literacy and community was 

first and foremost useful in building on teacher candidates’ current understandings of 

literacy.  Carroll (2004) not only provided her own definition of literacy, but also 

explained in great detail the challenges of defining literacy in today’s academic 

environment.  While Carroll (2004) defined literacy as “the ability to make sense of, to 

know, one’s world” (p. 3), she also acknowledged that “the deceptive simplicity of my 
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definition of literacy…hides enormously complex questions about what it means to 

‘know’” (p. 3).  When my teacher candidates defined literacy in their surveys as “being 

able to read and write,” Carroll (2004) countered that by saying, “today, we must move 

away from the former definitions of literacy that were based on the belief that the 

discipline of English includes three discrete subjects and treats them in isolation: 

literature, written composition, and spoken language” (p. 8).  Carroll’s text provided 

teacher candidates with a blueprint to incorporate literacy studies into their classrooms 

not only through reading and writing, but also through listening, speaking, and visual and 

non-print media.  I specifically chose this text because it incorporated both the theory of 

Freire (she quotes it many times in her text) and literacy as ideological, situated practice.  

The text was read throughout the semester; the first survey and the card sort were 

completed before teacher candidates had read the first chapter. Chapters 1 through 4 

(dealing with literacy, adolescent feelings, reading and literature) were read during the 

first placement, before the completion of the second survey.  Chapters 4 through 8 

(dealing with writing, listening, speaking, and visual and non-print media) were discussed 

during the second placement before the completion of the literacy paper. 

 Teacher candidates were also asked to read the epilogue of Heath’s Ways with 

Words as reading the whole text was not an option due to time constraints.  The epilogue 

of Heath’s Ways with Words provided teacher candidates with a brief summary of the 

book itself.  The first paragraph stated “this book has been about how children of two 

culturally different communities in the Piedmont Carolinas learned to use language in 

their homes and communities” (Heath, 1983, p. 343).  Teacher candidates were then 
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given a description of both communities, Roadville and Trackton, as well as how the 

children in these communities learned as compared to the townspeople’s children.  These 

descriptions, along with descriptions of the townspeople “teachers,” were discussed in 

class.  By reading these descriptions, teacher candidates might come to the realization 

that “school is not a neutral objective arena” (Heath, 1983, p. 367) much like the teachers 

of Roadville and Trackton children did.  They too, might learn “to bring some of the 

ways Trackton and Roadville children shaped experience and expressed knowledge into 

the classroom” (Heath, 1983, p. 368).  Once again, this text was utilized to encourage 

teacher candidates to practice more ideological theories of literacy.  The epilogue to 

Heath’s Ways with Words was read before the end of the first placement.   

  Lastly, Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge: Theorizing Practices 

in Households, Communities, and Classrooms, with a specific emphasis on Chapters 4, 6 

and 7, added to the theme of Heath’s Ways with Words providing teacher candidates with 

another successful plan to incorporate their students’ outside communities into their 

classrooms.  “Draw[ing] on the knowledge and skills found in local households” 

(Gonzalez, et al., 2005, p. 71) in Mexican communities in Tucson, Arizona, Gonzalez, 

Moll, and Amanti, along with university researchers and classroom teachers, studied 

these households with the hope of “informing classroom practices” (Gonzalez, et al., 

2005, p. 72).  The phrase “funds of knowledge” then came to refer to the “knowledge and 

skills essential for household or individual functioning and well being” (Gonzalez, et al., 

2005, p.72).  Teacher candidates were asked to read three chapters of Funds of 

Knowledge in order to make connections between their classroom practices and those 
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practices they were witnessing in their literacy centers.   Through this study, teacher 

candidates might see the importance of incorporating a more I/F form of literacy in their 

classrooms as Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti (2005) demonstrated that both students’ and 

parents’ “domains of knowledge” can be evidenced in “subjects as farm animals, pets, 

plants, and bicycles,” as well as “knowledge of household repairs, construction, tile work, 

auto mechanics, and international trade can be developed into hands-on school activities” 

(p. 125).  Funds of Knowledge was read before the end of the first placement before the 

second survey. 

Survey #1 

 On the first day of class (8/26), teacher candidates were handed a survey to 

complete.  This survey was to be turned in either by e-mail or by the next class.  Most 

students returned it by e-mail, while the others turned it in before the first day of class 

discussion (9/9).  The survey asked teacher candidates: 

• How do you define literacy? 

• Did you learn this definition from a previous education class or is this your own 

definition? 

• How do you define community?  What does the term encompass in your 

estimation? 

• What importance will the community outside your classroom have on your 

teaching strategies if any? 

• How do you feel about working with parents and other community members? 
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• How do you feel about working with students who have limited or no English 

proficiency? Do you feel prepared to work with these students? 

Teacher candidates returned their surveys between 8/30/08 and 9/8/08. 

 Overall, in looking at the first question, “how you define literacy,” all teacher 

candidates defined literacy in terms of reading and writing.  This became even more 

evident with the results of the card sort on 9/9.  Six of the nine teacher candidates clearly 

stated “being able to read and write” in their answer.  The reason for this is evident in the 

next question on the survey, “did you learn this definition from a previous education class 

or is this your own definition?”  Seven of the teacher candidates mentioned a class either 

taken in the English Department or the Secondary Education Department that discussed 

literacy.  The two given most credit were aptly entitled, Teaching of Writing and 

Teaching of Reading.  As the Secondary Education English/Communication major 

resides in the English Department, it was not surprising that English courses inform most 

of the teacher candidates’ knowledge of literacy – especially since it is built on reading 

and writing.  Two of the teacher candidates stated that their definitions of literacy were 

based on their own understanding or prior knowledge. 

 When teacher candidates were asked how they defined the word “community,” 

the answers were also very similar.  They defined community as a group of people, an 

environment or a culture.  For instance, five teacher candidates used the word “group” to 

describe a community.  Many described it as those people who are “around you,” “in 

close proximity,” or “nearby.”  One teacher candidate mentioned that a person may 

“belong to several communities.”   
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 When asked how “community” may affect their teaching however, teacher 

candidates answered in many different ways.  The vagueness of the term “community” 

caused many to define it in terms of different communities: their fellow teachers, their 

students, and their students’ communities and cultures.  For example, Linda defined 

community as “a group of people that are connected in some shape or form” and thought 

the community of her fellow teachers would most shape her teaching in the classroom. 

Thomas, who defined community as “any grouping, depending on parameters that we set 

in advance,” stated that “I think to effectively teach, I must understand my students to the 

greatest extent possible, and this entails having some understanding of the community 

inside my classroom.”  Lastly, Mary who described community as “having a sense of 

responsibility and pride for those around you,” claimed that “the community would be of 

great importance because it is what molds the students to become who they are.  I think 

the community also influences curriculum…” One other teacher candidate, Ann 

discussed the importance of understanding “the culture of the community you are living 

in.”  She earlier described community in terms of “a local culture developed by all the 

nearby inhabitants.”  

 While teacher candidates believed it was important to work with students’ 

communities outside their classrooms, many felt uncomfortable doing so.  Five of the 

nine teacher candidates agreed that they were uncomfortable about it although it would 

be beneficial to students.  Three of those who were anxious about working with parents 

and other community members were undergraduate students.  Two undergraduate teacher 

candidates in particular discussed their anxiety in detail.  Cheryl, an undergraduate 
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student, was “anxious and nervous” about working with parents and community members 

because “I have not directly worked with these specific types of community members 

before;” she did, however, believe it would be a “rewarding experience” to work with 

them.  Another undergraduate, Paul, also felt “somewhat nervous about working with 

parents and other community members.”  He too, felt that parents were “a crucial part 

when trying to connect with students.”  Of the other four teacher candidates that 

answered the question without discussing anxiety two were undergraduate students and 

two were adult students.  

 The last questions of the survey, “How do you feel about working with students 

who have limited or no English proficiency?” and “Do you feel prepared to work with 

these students?” were in line with the research of Rebecca Constantino (1994).  

Constantino (1994) found that new teachers were often “fearful” and “resentful” of those 

students they feel unprepared to teach (p. 37).  Of the nine teacher candidates 

participating in my study, eight felt some sort of apprehension towards working with 

students with little or no English proficiency.  The reasons these eight teacher candidates 

felt apprehension was similar.  Five mentioned that they didn’t feel prepared to work with 

students of limited to no proficiency.  The other three cited confidence, communication, 

and classroom management issues as reasons for their apprehension.  The one teacher 

candidate who didn’t feel apprehension working with students of limited or no English 

proficiency wasn’t fearful because he had taken “many years of Spanish” and was 

“excited to work with my limited Spanish skills.”  Despite feeling comfortable working 

with Spanish students, he made no mention of whether or not he would feel comfortable 
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working with students who didn’t speak Spanish.  His belief that most students of limited 

or no English proficiency spoke Spanish might have given him a false sense of security. 

Considering the teacher candidates fears of working with students of limited or no 

English proficiency, eight of the nine commented that working with these students was 

necessary and important.  Don, an undergraduate, was “excited to work with them” 

because teachers had “shown [him] a great deal of patience.”  Another, Thomas, believed 

that he should “do everything [he could] to maximize what the student learns.” 

 In analyzing teacher candidate answers to the first survey, it was evident that 

teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy as “reading and writing” alone were based on a 

more Hirschian practice of literacy.  Teacher candidates saw literacy as a mostly 

autonomous skill – once their students learned the proper skills, i.e. reading and writing, 

they would demonstrate a positive outcome.  As for their definitions of community, 

teacher candidates placed themselves outside the communities of those who did not speak 

English, i.e. ESL students.  Having no previous contact with these students, teacher 

candidates were worried they were ill-prepared to help these students.  Teacher 

candidates were more comfortable working with those students that spoke English and 

were more homogeneous, as opposed to diverse.  In this way, they based their definitions 

of community on what they had in common relationally to those they were teaching as 

they felt they had nothing in common geographically to ESL students. 

Card Sort 

 Soon after the first survey was turned in, before teacher candidates came to read 

the texts and handouts, they were given a card sort on the first day of class discussion 
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(9/9).  On that day, teacher candidates were to rank literate acts from 1 to 10, with one 

being the closest to their definition of literacy and ten being furthest from their definition 

of literacy.  The acts that teacher candidates ranked were the following: 

• Reading/seeing advertisements and comparing brands 

• Composing an e-mail or text to a friend 

• Reading and analyzing a poem 

• Writing a literary analysis or research paper 

• Composing a letter to the editor of a newspaper 

• Watching a television program 

• Using a computer program/playing video games 

• Reading cereal boxes and comparing nutritional facts 

• Writing a journal entry 

• Composing a comparison/contrast essay 

In choosing the literate acts for this card sort, I chose five acts that I considered 

English/Language Arts related (reading and analyzing a poem, writing a literary analysis 

or research paper, composing a letter to the editor of a newspaper, writing a journal entry, 

and composing a comparison/contrast essay).  I also chose these five acts as all of my 

participants were studying to be English/Language Arts teachers and they represented a 

more autonomous practice of literacy.  The other five acts chosen may be considered 

literate acts that are part of a classroom student’s community outside of the classroom. 

These were reading/seeing advertisements and comparing brands, composing an e-mail 

or text to a friend, watching a television program, using a computer program/playing 
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video games, and reading cereal boxes and comparing nutritional facts. These acts were 

similar to some of those considered literate in Heath’s Ways with Words and Gonzalez, 

Moll and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge.  I was interested as to whether my teacher 

candidates would see literate acts as more autonomous or more ideological. 

 In analyzing the teacher candidates’ answers I studied the top two literate acts that 

teacher candidates considered closest to their definition of literacy.  I also focused on the 

bottom two literate acts teacher candidates considered furthest from their definition of 

literacy.  The top two literate acts closest to teacher candidates’ definition of literacy 

were: 

1. Writing a literary analysis or research paper 

2. Reading and analyzing a poem 

Of the nine teacher candidates participating in the study, six of them ranked “writing a 

literary analysis or research paper” as being most similar to their definition of literacy.  

The next most popular answer was “reading and analyzing a poem.”  Five of the nine 

teacher candidates ranked this as the next literate act closest to their definition of literacy.  

Two of the teacher candidates ranked this as their first choice.  Only one teacher 

candidate ranked “composing a letter to the editor in the newspaper” as the literate act 

closest to their definition of literacy.  Of the nine teacher candidates, only two chose non-

English/Language related literate acts as their number two literate act: composing an e-

mail or text to a friend and reading cereal boxes and comparing nutritional facts.     

The bottom two literate acts furthest from teacher candidates’ definition of literacy 

were: 



62 

 

 

9.  Using a computer program/playing video games 

10.  Watching a television program 

Of the nine teacher candidates, seven chose “watching a television program” as the act 

furthest away from their definition of literacy; the other two ranked it nine out of ten, 

second furthest away from their definition of literacy.  The act second furthest away from 

teacher candidates definition of literacy was “using a computer program/playing video 

games.”  Five teacher candidates ranked this ninth, while two ranked it tenth.  The only 

anomalies in the last two rankings were between two teacher candidates.  One ranked 

“composing an e-mail or text to a friend” as ninth and another ranked “reading cereal 

boxes and comparing nutritional facts” ninth. 

  In light of the rankings on the card sort, it is evident that the teacher candidates 

ranked literate acts that were more A/H closer to their definition of literacy as opposed to 

those literate acts that were more I/F.  Nearly every teacher candidate, except one, ranked 

“writing a literary analysis or research paper” and “reading and analyzing a poem” as 

those acts closest to their definition of literacy.  Even the one student, Don, who ranked 

“composing an e-mail or text to a friend” as second, explained in an e-mail a few days 

later that “students that enter the (business) field will need to compose e-mails daily.”  

Despite the different ranking, Don ranked “composing e-mails” as writing for the same 

reasons the other eight teacher candidates chose “writing a literary analysis or research 

paper.”  While I did not outright ask what the teacher candidates’ definition of literacy 

was in this card sort (as I did in the first survey), the card sort allowed me the chance to 

solidify the comments teacher candidates’ made towards literacy in the survey.  In this 
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case, teacher candidates view literate acts as teacher-centered, highlighting autonomous 

skills, not as student-centered, ideological skills.  The acts that most students perform 

after school, watching television and playing video games, were ranked last by teacher 

candidates.   The reason why teacher candidates chose “reading and writing” as more 

literate than “watching and using” became more evident through the card sort.  

“Watching a television program” and “using a computer program/playing video games” 

were the only two acts that contained the verbs “watching” and “using,” as opposed to 

“reading,” “composing,” or “writing.”  All of the other acts in the card sort included these 

verbs.  This may be another reason why these two acts were chosen as those furthest 

away from the teacher candidates’ definition of literacy.   

Survey #2 

 As stated earlier survey #2 was distributed at the end of the teacher candidates’ 

first placement and after they had attended one or more of their literacy visits.  Teacher 

candidates had also discussed Chapters 1 through 4 in Carroll’s Integrated Literacy in the 

Middle Grades and had read both Heath’s epilogue to Ways with Words and Gonzalez, 

Moll, and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge.  The second survey was distributed by e-mail 

on 10/28/2008 and teacher candidates returned it either by e-mail or in class by 

11/8/2008.  Their answers to the survey were not discussed in class. 

 The questions/statements on survey #2 mirror those from survey #1 in order to 

allow for comparison between the two surveys.  The questions/statements, slightly 

rephrased to reflect change over time, were: 
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• In light of your recent experiences (readings and literacy center visits), how do 

you define literacy? 

• In light of your recent experiences (readings and literacy center visits), how do 

you define community? 

• How do you feel about the readings discussed in class?  Did they expand or 

detract from your knowledge of literacy and community? 

• Discuss your feelings after attending your first literacy center class. 

• Did you incorporate literacy/community into your last placement?  How so?  If 

not, why? 

• Do you plan on incorporating literacy/community into your current placement?  

How so?  If not, why? 

In looking at the answers to the first question (which was similar to the first 

question in survey #1), it was evident that teacher candidates’ views of literacy were 

changing toward a more I/F view of literacy.  The first change can be witnessed in the 

amount of writing teacher candidates’ did in survey #2 as compared to survey #1.  

Teacher candidates were writing more in an effort to explain their new positions on 

literacy.  Of the nine teacher candidates, two continued to define literacy as they did in 

survey #1 – basically that literacy is reading and writing, a more A/H view of literacy.  

The other seven teacher candidates were showing some change in their past definitions.  

For instance, Don wrote, “literacy is having the ability to decipher a language citizens 

need to be able to make sense of the world around them [newspapers, street signs, 

advertising].”  Don’s new definition of literacy involved a more ideological belief that 
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literacy is situated within the students’ world, i.e. Freire.  This definition changed from 

his answer from survey #1 in which he defined literacy as “being able to read and write 

effectively,” a more Hirschian answer focused on specific universal skills.  Daniel, a 

graduate student, saw connections between his placement and his literacy center visits.  

He stated:  

my thoughts on literacy are now tied with how well a person can function within 
their environment in regards to communication.  I see this a lot in the classroom I 
am in right now.  In my classroom, students are reading various texts/literature 
and they don’t always understand why.  One student asked me why he had to read 
Edgar Allan Poe because he wasn’t going to use it when he had a job.  I’ve tried 
explaining to some of them that it isn’t always to read and understand the text as 
much as it is to apply how you understood this test with how you’ll understand 
other aspects of life.  I think the literacy center practices are very much aligned 
with the readings and my ideas of functionality in society.  The students at the 
literacy center have an understanding of certain concepts and ways of life – over 
abundance of traffic on Route 22, Richmond’s ‘city life’ – they are their ‘bridges’ 
or ‘foundations.’ They build on these concepts with their language understanding 
the same way that I’m encouraging my eighth graders to build on their critical 
thinking abilities. 
 

 In the first survey, Daniel defined literacy as “being able to navigate your way through 

different circumstances.  There are different kinds of literacy.”  In his comment above, 

Daniel focused on his students’ world outside of the classroom, a more I/F view of 

literacy.  Daniel also made connections between his placement classroom and the literacy 

center classroom, mentioning that the literacy center practices “are very much aligned 

with the readings (in practicum class) and my ideas of functionality in society.”  It was 

evident here that Daniel was utilizing the texts from practicum class and relating them to 

both his placement classroom and the literacy center.  Similarly, Valerie, an adult student 

in the certification program, also saw connections between “real world experiences” and 

literacy.  She commented, “I define literacy as the ability of an individual to function in 



66 

 

 

society based on their language skills and ability to comprehend the world around them.  

This includes day-to-day obstacles including grocery shopping, driving, paying bills, 

watching television, etc.” Originally, Valerie had defined literacy “as the ability to read 

and interpret the written word.”  Once again, Valerie, like Don and Daniel was showing 

movement from more A/H definitions of literacy to more I/F definitions of literacy.  

Valerie, who earlier defined literacy as a more autonomous skill, now views literacy as a 

more ideological skill based on societal needs. 

In looking at Don’s, Daniel’s and Valerie’s card sorts from the beginning of the 

semester, a change in their teacher-centered ideas of literacy was also evident.  Don 

originally had ranked “composing an e-mail or text to a friend” as being closest to his 

definition of literacy and Daniel and Valerie had both ranked “writing a literary analysis 

and research paper” as closest to their definitions of literacy. All three students had 

ranked “watching a television program” as furthest away from their definitions of 

literacy.  Valerie clearly stated in her new definition of literacy that “watching television” 

was an example of literacy.  Daniel talked about “city life” and an “overabundance of 

traffic” as examples of everyday literacies. Don considered “newspapers, street signs, 

advertisements” in his revised definition of literacy. 

When asked how they defined community, teacher candidates also answered in 

more detail than in their first surveys.  Teacher candidates not only saw community as “a 

group of people” but also as a nurturing, giving important part of learning.  Mary, an 

undergraduate who had originally defined community as “having a sense of responsibility 

and pride for those around you,” a more relational definition of community, now defined 
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community “as something that thrives on its members.  It is where people help each other 

to succeed in the community as well as in society in general,” a more geographic 

definition of community.  Linda, another undergraduate, also newly defined community 

as a nurturing environment.  “A community is a group of people who are there for each 

other.  This group of people push each other to do better and give one another the 

confidence they need to do well.”  While this definition is still somewhat relational, it is a 

change from her earlier definition of community: “a group of people that connected in 

some shape or form that will/can come together when needed.”   

Other teacher candidates saw connections to their students within their new 

definitions of community.  Daniel felt that his students in class, his peers in practicum, 

and the ESL students at the literacy center learned in a similar communal format.  He 

defined community as: 

a group of people that share similar experiences/challenges. Right now my eighth 
graders make up a community of students studying the works of Edgar Allan Poe; 
my peers that are student teaching and I make up a community of future English 
teachers; and the literacy center students are a community of English language 
learners.  Even those these students speak different languages, they still make up 
the same community in that they are learning English together.   
 

This is quite a change from his first definition of literacy, “a community is a group of 

people who share a common literacy.” Daniel now sees that not only similar experiences 

define a community but also similar challenges.  A community is no longer “a group of 

people who share a common literacy” but one that can overcome language differences to 

learn a language in common. 

While the readings in class weren’t directly discussed by any of the teacher 

candidates in their answers to the first two questions, when they were asked if the 
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readings added or detracted from their knowledge of literacy and community, their 

answers demonstrated that the readings added to their knowledge.  Seven out of the nine 

teacher candidates believed that the readings added to their knowledge, while the other 

two teacher candidates felt that the readings neither added or detracted or had a “dull 

political edge.”  Thomas, one of the two teacher candidates, especially felt that the texts 

chosen for class were too academic, too Ivory Tower.  He felt that the texts espoused one 

side of the issue, bringing students’ home literacies into the classroom, as opposed to 

teaching students a common literacy, i.e. Hirschian cultural literacy.  Thomas wanted the 

readings to offer “concrete, pragmatic approaches about how to use literacy in the 

educational context.”  He did, however, add that “the literature we read did offer some 

useful insights into community and the strong connections that individual learners attach 

to their own communities.” The other student, Linda, commented that she learned more 

from class discussion than the readings themselves.  

The other seven teacher candidates found the readings added to their classroom 

knowledge of students.  For instance, Don stated that “the readings gave good 

suggestions for what to do in the classroom.  This was particularly helpful for ideas to 

make the curriculum student centered.”  Paul, an undergraduate, thought that “the 

readings in class have shown some light for me on subjects that I would not normally be 

aware of.  The studies of Trackton and other communities were very surprising to me just 

how differently these communities could approach education.”  He later commented that 

these, along with “different techniques for addressing literacy issues in the 
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classroom…will be beneficial to me in the future.”  Lastly, Valerie claimed that the 

readings helped change her definitions of literacy and community directly.   

Before reading and discussing this issue, I would have defined literacy in terms of 
reading and writing alone.  Also, community was simply the neighborhood and 
ethnic group into which a person belonged.  However, these definitions have 
expanded for me well beyond my preconceived notions. 
 

Don’s, Paul’s and Valerie’s comments show how the texts read in practicum class clearly 

had an effect on their teaching strategies; these three teacher candidates were realizing 

the importance of their students’ communities to their learning within their classrooms.  

Don found the readings would help him in making his curriculum more student-centered, 

by focusing more on students’ literacies outside the school classroom a more I/F practice 

of literacy, Paul realized the impact communities have on his students’ learning within 

the school community, also a more I/F practice of literacy, as well as a more 

heterogeneous, geographic practice of community and Valerie realized that literacy was 

more than just reading and writing alone, a more I/F practice of literacy.  Ultimately, their 

definitions were expanding to include a more I/F practice of literacy based on students’ 

diverse, heterogeneous communities. 

In looking at the teacher candidates’ new definitions of literacy and community 

many striking similarities between the textbook and pieces read in class were evident.  

For example page 7 of Carroll’s (2004) work discusses what today’s literacy requires; she 

names “being able to read and write,” as well as “to view television, movies, videos and 

advertising critically” as important to literacy.  She goes on to say, “the definition of 

literacy is thus situational, dependent on what a person needs to be able to do at a given 

time to make sense of the world, to know it” (Carroll, 2004, p. 8).  Thomas, the adult 
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student who stated that he didn’t like the readings, defined literacy as “primarily…the 

ability to read and write.  Previously, I also added ‘understanding one’s world,’ but I 

don’t think I had a solid sense of what I meant.  After the literacy center visit, I think I 

have a clearer sense of the value (and the intricacies involved) of knowing one’s world.”  

This comment clearly shows Thomas’ struggle for balance within the A/H – I/F continua.  

While he admits that his definition of literacy was originally Hirschian in nature, he 

realizes that although he mentioned Freirian practice of “understanding one’s world” he 

didn’t quite understand what he meant by it.  The literacy center visit, which offered him 

a more I/F view of literacy, as well as a more heterogeneous, geographic view of 

community led him to understand Freirian practices more “clearly.”   In the same way, 

Paul now believed that literacy depended on “what a person needs to be able to do” 

(Carroll, 2004, p. 8).  He said his “definition of literacy has recently changed to become 

one that is less specific.  I now consider literacy simply to be one’s ability to be able to 

understand and communicate with others in society. So with this in mind, it is not 

necessarily how well someone can read and write but if they are successful in being able 

to function in their community.”  Once again, this comment demonstrates Paul’s 

movement from a more A/H view of literacy to an I/F view of literacy. 

Considering how apprehensive teacher candidates were to work with students of 

limited or no English proficiency, their feelings about their literacy center visits were 

overwhelmingly positive.  “Surprised” was one term used by many of the teacher 

candidates to describe their feelings about working with ESL students.  Paul, who 

initially had been nervous about working with ESL students, commented that “along with 
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being nervous I thought that it was going to be an incredibly slow hour and a half with no 

real gain following it.  But I was happily surprised to find that it was both extremely 

fulfilling and humorous working with the students there.”  Many teacher candidates were 

“surprised” that ESL students wanted to learn English as well.  Linda exclaimed that she 

was “shocked that they truly wanted to learn!” Cheryl also commented on how the 

students “actually really wanted to be there!”  These comments may be in part because of 

the negative stigma of immigrants often presented by the media.  Overall, teacher 

candidates enjoyed their experiences at the centers.  Not one teacher candidate made a 

negative comment about their first literacy center visit.  Teacher candidates not only 

found themselves surprised by their experiences, but also accepted as part of their new 

communities. Thomas discussed how he “truly enjoy[ed] becoming part of this ‘language 

learning community,’ even if it was for a short time.” Lastly, teacher candidates 

commented on how instructors at the centers made connections between the ESL students 

“setting and surroundings” [Daniel’s comment].   Both Daniel and Valerie discussed how 

students were helping each other to learn “everyday subjects like greetings, labels, dollar 

amounts, as well as identifying common objects” [Valerie’s comment].  These comments 

clearly show the how the ESL classrooms were following a more heterogeneous, 

geographic community setting as opposed to their practicum and placement classrooms 

which offered a more homogeneous, relational setting.  They also demonstrate teacher 

candidate movement to a more I/F practice of literacy utilized within the ESL classroom. 

The answers to the last two questions on the survey were somewhat confusing to 

teacher candidates.  I could have written these questions more clearly so that teacher 
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candidates had a better understanding of what they were being asked.  I had asked teacher 

candidates if they incorporated literacy and community into their last placement or if they 

had planned to incorporate them into their current placements.  These questions were 

much too vague in hindsight.  I should have asked what teacher candidates had 

incorporated into their classrooms through their experiences in reading texts, 

participating in classroom discussions and attending the literacy centers.  While most of 

the teacher candidates’ answers did discuss how they used their new found literacy 

knowledge in class, others assumed that they needed to have taught ESL students in their 

last or current placement to answer the question correctly.  Of those that answered the 

question as I had originally intended, six of the nine discussed different literacy strategies 

they used in the classroom in their last placement.  These strategies included analyzing 

advertisements, graphic organizers revolving around gum chewing and cell phone usage, 

reading rates, and journal prompts all more I/F practices of literacy. 

The results for the last question, whether they planned on incorporating 

literacy/community into their current placement, were even further focused on ESL 

issues.  Of the nine teacher candidates, only three discussed specific strategies they 

planned on using to teach their students different literacies.  Another interesting fact to 

point out is that most of the teacher candidates focused on discussing literacy in their 

answers as opposed to community.  When discussing their last placement, only two 

discussed the community of their classrooms.  Both teacher candidates who discussed it 

did so indirectly.  For instance, Linda stated that “I started to have my students rely on 

each other when it came to class assignments, homework, and class discussion” and 
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Daniel commented that community was “apparent as these students were working 

through the same information together.” When asked about incorporating community into 

their current placements, only two teacher candidates discussed it.  One teacher 

candidate, Ann, said that “it is important for [these] students to not only recognize their 

own community but the communities of others.”  Another, Valerie claimed that her 

lessons would concentrate “on diversity in community awareness.”  Although these 

survey questions were poorly worded, they provided insight into how teacher candidates 

planned on instituting new I/F literacies and heterogeneous, geographic community 

learning strategies into their classrooms.  These survey questions also assisted in tracking 

a new pattern – teacher candidates would often converse freely about literacy, yet didn’t 

discuss community directly in their surveys, classroom discussion, or journals.  The 

importance of community only became more apparent in their discussions or writing 

about the literacy centers.  

Transcripts of Practicum Classes 

 As stated earlier in both the introduction and the start of Chapter 2, six practicum 

classes were audio taped and the notes from these classes transcribed.  Discussions during 

these six classes were on the following (see the class syllabus in the appendix for more 

information): 

• 9/30 – Community Learning Projects – Heath’s Ways with Words 

• 10/7 – Community Learning Projects – Moll, Gonzalez, and Amanti’s Funds of 

Knowledge 
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• 10/14 – Reading/Literature and Literacy – Chapters 3 and 4 of Carroll’s 

Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades 

• 10/21 – Reading/Literature and Literacy – Chapters 3 and 4 of Carroll’s 

Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades 

• 11/4 – Listening, Speaking and Languaging – Chapter 5 of Carroll’s Integrated 

Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades 

• 12/2 – Listening, Speaking and Languaging/Critiquing Popular Media and 

Integrated Literacy – Chapters 6, 7, and 8 of Carroll’s Integrated Literacy 

Instruction in the Middle Grades 

The first three audio taped classes occurred during teacher candidates’ first placement 

and the last three audio taped classes occurred during their second placement.  Other 

classes were not taped because they included special practicum topics or were excused 

classes due to illness or literacy visits.  All audio-taped transcriptions were coded for 

discussion about literacy or community whether more A/H or more I/F.  The first thirty to 

forty-five minutes of class was not audio taped due to the personal nature of the 

discussions during that time.  At the start of each class, teacher candidates were allowed 

to share their frustrations/positive experiences within the classroom.  Taping these 

personal discussions had no bearing on the study. 

 Despite the focus of the class on literacy and community issues within the middle 

and high school classroom, discussion during the class portion of the practicum often 

became focused on other issues.  During the classes, teacher candidates were supposed to 

be discussing reading assignments or making presentations on various chapters in 
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Carroll’s textbook.9 However, as they discussed their readings or presented their chapters, 

discussion would often veer onto how the topics were related to teacher candidates’ 

classrooms.  At times, these off-topic conversations related to literacy and community 

and other times not.  I chose to write about those discussions relating to these topics only.  

For instance, during a class that was supposed to focus on the epilogue from Heath’s 

Ways with Words, students discussed various classroom issues instead like testing.  While 

the audio tape from 9/30 was somewhat garbled as the tape player wasn’t picking up 

voices well due to the size of the room (I fixed this by buying a digital tape recorder), the 

majority of the lesson focused on testing issues.  I amended this issue, at least I tried to, 

by bringing up Heath’s epilogue during the next lesson, which was also supposed to 

focus on Moll, Gonzalez, and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge.  

 During the 9/30 class, teacher candidates discussed issues with teaching their new 

students.  At this time, teacher candidates had only been in the classroom for a month’s 

time.  As is often the case, many of the teacher candidates had just started to teach on 

their own without their cooperating teachers’ assistance.  As students didn’t know their 

teacher candidates as well as their previous teachers, students often rebelled against them.  

For instance, teacher candidates discussed how their students were having issues with 

their classroom procedures.  Valerie and Ann commented on these issues during the 9/30 

class.  Valerie argued that students didn’t like her testing procedures.  

Students were mostly given the definitions and matching type stuff and now their 
vocabulary quizzes are ‘here is the subject and here are your choices’ and they get 
really upset because it tells them in the directions ‘you may have to change the 
verb or something like that to make it fit.’  They don’t like it.   

                                                           
9
 See the class syllabus in the Appendix pp. 241-245 for reading assignment list. 
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Ann discussed problems with students having to read novels in class.   
 
I am actually running into a problem with my general classes.  They didn’t 
actually have to read the novel (last year).  She let them read a summary so my 
kids are putting up this stone wall.  ‘I didn’t do this last year (so) why should I do 
this now.’  It’s frustrating because they don’t want to learn. 
 

 In hindsight, the comments made by both of these teacher candidates, one an adult 

student and another an undergraduate, are representative of what occurs within the 

classroom when the students’ sense of community is disrupted by an outsider, in this case 

a teacher candidate.  This problem, not being able to reach their students, was discussed 

by all of the teacher candidates in lieu of discussing Heath.  I allowed the class to go in 

this direction because of its obvious importance to the teacher candidates.  They needed 

to know that this situation was an occurrence common to all of them.  Teacher candidates 

did not have a relational tie with their students.  Over time, once students became more 

comfortable with their new teacher candidates these issues abated; students began 

accepting their teacher candidates because they had a geographic tie to the class.  This 

relationship was evident not only in the taped transcripts, but also in teacher candidate 

journals.  

 The transcripts from the class on 10/7 demonstrated once again the teacher 

candidates’ interest in discussing their classroom issues as opposed to Heath’s epilogue 

from Ways with Words or Moll, Gonzalez and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge.  Once Don 

discussed Carroll’s book and a literacy center visit four minutes into class, teacher 

candidates wanted to discuss their experiences at the literacy centers in more detail, along 

with grammar issues in their classrooms.  This new discussion lasted approximately 55 
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minutes of the 95 minute class.    During this time, they discussed the problems with 

using picture books to teach the English language and how the students at the literacy 

centers helped one another despite differences in language.  Thomas explained this 

phenomenon by saying, “this discussion brings to mind when we studied the history of 

the English language:  Mexican/Chinese students break down their knowledge of English 

to the lowest common denominator to help one another.”  Teacher candidates also 

discussed the importance of knowing the grammar of your first language well.  During 

their literacy visits, some teacher candidates realized that some of the students didn’t 

know the grammar of their own language.  Others, like Thomas, discussed the different 

forms of each language.  For instance, English can have “different alternate forms…like 

Southern and Creole.  Those are just as much of a language as Standard English.  There is 

a different structural basis to it.” When Don asked whether his fellow teacher candidates 

thought the English language was changing, several of the teacher candidates discussed 

Ebonics, texting, and technology in the classroom.  Incorporating these into their 

classrooms was a challenge for many of the teacher candidates.  For instance, Ann 

thought that it was “more than just changing words…it’s the whole structure of the 

language [that’s changing].  I got a paper from a student the other day that was just…it 

had no punctuation. I don’t use punctuation when I write e-mails, texts, etc.” but “it’s 

hard for them [students] to switch writing a paper to writing a text.”  During this 

discussion, the word “literacy” was said only twice and both times by the same student, 

Don.   
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About 53 minutes into the teacher candidates’ discussion on the literacy centers, 

Thomas brought the class back to Heath’s epilogue. He said,  

If you look at Heath’s article, it was written in 1987.  It is the Ivory Tower – 
ethnography is difficult to do – what we do in the class today is not the same.  
When we talk about literacy we are using all these moldy literacy approaches.  
Heath is saying that we need to go study each one [community] so that we can 
bring it into our classrooms.  Now theoretically that makes sense.  [There are] 
different literacy problems today.  Do we think literacy is the same? 
 

Thomas didn’t go into detail as to what was “moldy” about Heath’s literacy approaches, 

but his question did strike a chord within the other teacher candidates.  Soon after 

Thomas’s statement the conversation shifted to state standards and testing and how 

literacy in the classroom has changed to incorporate different teaching strategies to 

involve students in their learning. During this discussion, teacher candidates suggested 

that Heath’s use of I/F practices were not compatible with standardized testing, a more 

A/H practice.  In other words Thomas was saying on 10/7 that I/F practices don’t fit the 

literacy problems of today.  His second survey, however, showed that by the end of 

October his own practices of literacy had moved to a more I/F practice of literacy despite 

his own beliefs in a more A/H practice of literacy.  Thomas’s discussion of the term 

“literacy” while talking about Heath was the only time that the term was discussed 

outright for the rest of the 95 minute lesson.  Community was not mentioned at all 

throughout the lesson’s duration. 

The first teacher candidate to discuss incorporating literacy into teaching 

strategies on 10/7 was Linda who mentioned how it’s hard to keep students interested all 

the time.  She thought things might be different if “they [schools] would just let us use 

young adult literature and stop making us read this crap [classic literature].”  Linda 
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believed that students wanted literature that appealed to their lives today.  Several other 

teacher candidates then discussed different literacy strategies they employed to get 

students to read in class including reading to them out loud, audio taped versions of texts, 

song lyrics, graphic novels, student-centered writing assignments and use of technology.  

For instance, Valerie commented that:  

the students, as part of oral tradition have a journal.  I found out one is Indian, one 
was born in Russia, another is ESL – I can’t believe that I learned all that stuff 
just by that first unit. If you give it as an assignment and they are willing to share, 
they put it out there as an oral tradition.   
 
Later, Ann shared that: 

I always include a question like write a paragraph about a personal experience 
that is relevant to the chapter.  I have them share their excerpt and then enjoy it.  
It’s something like ten minutes out of class and they all want to tell their story.   
 

Thomas, the teacher candidate that originated the conversation about literacy said that he 

taught the five paragraph essay, a rather classic form of writing, by having the students 

write about chewing gum.  As he explained,  

we did this whole cluster about why they should be allowed to chew gum in 
school – we took what interested them but still used the traditional format as a 
way of trying something new – we also used hip hop music as well – we even 
take some videos off of the Internet and put them on the Smart board.  
 

Overall, the last twenty-five minutes of class focused on incorporating these different 

strategies into the classroom to make learning more interesting to students.  All of these 

strategies, although teacher candidates didn’t verbalize them, included more I/F forms of 

literacy.   

 During the discussion, it was obvious that teacher candidates were incorporating 

new technologies and their students’ lives outside their classrooms to make traditional 
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learning, i.e. A/H practices more interesting, or I/F.  Despite their interest in doing this, 

however, they didn’t realize its relation to Heath’s work with students in Trackton and 

Roadville.  Instead they saw the literate acts they had students perform in class as 

“strategies” to get them to learn.  This was proven by my mentioning that “most people 

don’t know they are teaching literacy and community but they are doing it” (1:25:12) in 

the midst of the discussion (from 55:53 to 1:35:11).  Even though I mentioned that they 

were teaching literacy and community for the remaining ten minutes of class teacher 

candidates did not mention any of their strategies as contributing to community.   

Indirectly, however, by utilizing these strategies, they were strengthening their classroom 

community by making their classes more diverse or heterogeneous, in order to make their 

students more literate.   

 In the next practicum class on 10/14, incidentally the last practicum of their first 

placement, teacher candidates continued to discuss “strategies” to get their students 

interested in literature and reading, as opposed to literacy initiatives.  Valerie, who was 

presenting information on Chapter 4 in Carroll’s text, discussed using movies or other 

forms of drama to enhance the reading of literature in class.  Her current placement 

invited an acting troupe that performed a Shakespeare play from her students’ current 

Shakespeare unit. Valerie also discussed the importance of “using literature to set up 

conversations” about “stuff students know about – tying adolescent issues to literature.”  

Much like the last practicum class, teacher candidates focused their discussion on 

strategies that reached their students.  For instance, Ann discussed how she recently did a 

poetry unit where she separated those students who liked poetry and those who didn’t.  In 
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order to have her students hear both sides of the debate, she matched a student who didn’t 

like poetry to one that did.  She considered this a strategy to get students to like poetry 

more.  Once again, Ann was indirectly getting students to know one and the differences 

between one another better.  She utilized peer discussion to have students see both sides 

of the issue.  What Ann saw as a strategy to get students to like poetry, actually helped 

students get to know one another.  Peer understanding was bringing about greater 

literacy, a more heterogeneous, geographic classroom.   

 The next three audio taped classes took place in the teacher candidates’ second 

placement.  These three classes focused on Chapters 3-8 of Carroll’s textbook.  Teacher 

candidates continued to present these chapters individually in class which led to 

discussion about literacy.  During the 10/21 class, which focused on finishing up 

Chapters 3 and 4 of Carroll’s text, Daniel talked about Carroll’s (2004) belief that “the 

main purpose of reading is to help students ‘make sense of [their] world’” (p. 3).  As in 

other classes, this statement led to discussion of strategies to help students reach this goal. 

All of the teacher candidates agreed that they needed to use more material to, as Don 

said, to “associate good feelings with reading – especially in middle school.”  In response 

to this point, Mary commented that her school had  

academic literacy classes where they have groups of students – each person in the 
group would read the same book and then they’d have literacy talks – book talk – 
where they’d have hot chocolate and read books to each other and do fun 
activities such as making a movie on Movie Maker or making character cards.  
Instead of testing them we’re doing a fun activity.  It’s a really good way of 
assessing whether they read it and understood it. 
 

 Ann also had a story to share about a literacy activity her and her cooperating teacher 

sponsor after school, a coffee house.  “My cooperating teacher runs coffee houses for 
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writing.  Students share literature, music, whatever they want to talk about for five 

minutes.  Sometimes they stay after school until 6:30 at night.”  In both of these 

examples, the teacher candidates discussed the importance of literacy in teaching students 

literature in this case through more I/F practices, as opposed to more A/H practices; 

neither of them discussed how these activities led to a greater sense of community, more 

acceptance of diversity among their students.  Both of the activities discussed by Mary 

and Ann turned students on to reading, but both also involved group activity – in effect, 

the sharing of knowledge between students. 

 The next two classes that were audio taped on 11/4 and 12/2 demonstrated the 

teacher candidates continued interest in literacy “strategies,” as well as what seemed to be 

their disinterest in how their literacy strategies were related to community building.  One 

must consider however, in listening to the two audio tapes that they were taped nearly a 

month apart.  By the taping of the practicum on 11/4 most of the teacher candidates had 

attended at least two of their literacy visits.  Chapter 5 of Carroll’s textbook was 

discussed during this taping.  The taping of the 12/2 class was actually the last class of 

the semester and it occurred during the last week of the teacher candidates’ second 

placement.  Teacher candidates had finished attending their literacy center visits at this 

time.  Additionally, because of the Thanksgiving holiday and various other factors, 

teacher candidates were finishing up Chapters 6 through 8 of Carroll’s textbook in class 

on 12/2.  

 During the 11/4 class, literacy was discussed twice by name, both times at the 

start of the class, once by Thomas (2:22) and again by Don (8:23).  While literacy was 
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only discussed twice throughout the lesson, it was the main crux of the class’s discussion.  

Teacher candidates mainly focused their discussion on journals and writing in the 

classroom.  Throughout this discussion, the term community did not surface once.  The 

environment of the classroom however, was discussed several times.  

 The first instance where literacy was discussed was by Thomas at the start of the 

lesson.  Thomas asked the class what he should do with students who were below their 

reading levels.  He claimed that these students “are instructable.  We could get them more 

cultural literacy to raise their levels but we can’t – there’s so much focus on getting them 

structurally ready for the PSSA.”  The teacher candidates agreed that this was a problem 

but no one had a good answer to the question.  Don then brought up that a writing 

intensive classroom might help to bring up students’ reading levels.  He commented, 

“Literacy is a huge problem right now.  If we get them to start writing in their journals 

and they read and they speak – you can get them to do it using different angles.  Does 

anyone use journal writing?  What are our experiences with that?”  Don’s question led to 

yet another discussion on strategies using journal writing in the classroom.  Paul 

discussed how his high school experience with journal writing was a mixture of teacher-

made prompts and personal journal writing time, what seemed to be a balance between 

A/H and I/F practices of literacy.  Mary brought up her experience in her Teaching of 

Writing class.  “She [the professor] has us do a prompt. When you come in [to class] the 

first thing you do is write and then you don’t share them at all.  She just collects them and 

you pick one – or you pick your favorite and expand on it.”  Valerie later commented 

about the importance of having students “see your writing” and “sharing your writing 
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with them.  They see you don’t just give out these assignments you also do them.  The 

kids really respond to it.” 

 In looking at the transcripts from this class, it is obvious that the teacher 

candidates were focusing on the topic of writing and journals because the book 

presentation during that class was on writing.  However, during this class as well as every 

other class that was audio taped and transcribed, teacher candidates discussed strategies 

to incorporate literacy, in most cases an I/F practice of literacy, into the classroom.  As 

stated earlier, community was rarely discussed.  Interestingly enough, teacher candidates 

did discuss the importance of the teacher/student relationship in journal writing and the 

writing environment in the classroom.  When it came to the teacher/student relationship 

during journal writing, teacher candidates were worried about students telling them too 

much in their journals.  Don brought this issue up at the start of the lesson as he was 

giving the presentation for the class.  He said: 

Writing is personal.  This is a very tricky business.  I did journals at [my first 
placement] and if you get students to expand their thoughts in their journals, they 
will spill their guts in their journals.  They will tell you a lot of things that you 
don’t need to know.  This is a fact.  They will tell you what they are doing in their 
private time.  They will tell you what they are reading.  They are looking for 
feedback.  They are looking for guidance. 
 

Linda added that “they can’t be open with you.  They can’t be honest with you because if 

they are it will put you in an awkward position and if you tell them ahead of time ‘watch 

what you say’ that still limits how open they are going to be with you.”  Don then 

discussed the students’ comfort zones.  He believed that teachers should “teach them 

[their students] to be creative and yet keep them in line.”  This ironically, was the balance 

between A/H and I/F I was trying to teach them in practicum class.    It was also most 



85 

 

 

important to a feeling of community in the placement classroom that was more 

heterogeneous and geographic as opposed to homogeneous and relational in nature. 

 This topic, the teacher/student relationship, is important to the creation of 

community in the classroom.  For instance, Haglund’s (1998) research, which focused on 

the teaching of Erin Gruwell, “found that relationships within the classroom were the 

dynamic by which learning would take place [in the classroom] (Flores-Isom, 2007, para. 

4).  Gruwell implemented journal writing into her class and by doing so, “she was able to 

gain the trust of the students, enough so that they would listen to her” (Flores-Isom, 2007, 

para. 12).   Based on Haglund’s (1998) research of Gruwell’s class, Flores-Isom (2007) 

found that, “without the sincere dedication of an instructor to the students, and the 

formation of a true bonding relationship…students would fail to learn” (para. 4).  My 

teacher candidates’ discussion agreed with Haglund’s and Flores-Isom’s findings.   Their 

discussion focused on student and teacher comfort – how to be friendly enough to have 

students open up to you, yet draw the line when students begin to share too much.  

Teacher candidates in my practicum indirectly found that knowing their students well, 

reading their [students’] journals and sharing their thoughts with students created a 

stronger community within the classroom.  In essence, students trust their teachers more 

with their thoughts over time, thereby making the classroom a more comfortable place.   

 During this practicum class, teacher candidates also discussed the environment of 

the classroom itself in creating a better writing environment for their students.  Don 

brought up the topic of writing environment as it was discussed by Carroll in Chapter 5 of 

the textbook.  He commented, “it [the text] also talks about seating arrangement and how 
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to set up a friendly writing classroom – writer friendly.  A bulletin board is an awesome 

idea to do this.”  He also discussed a “class that had bean bags in the back and some 

reclining chairs in the back” and “books at every angle.”  These, he believed, were some 

great ideas to get students into writing.  Once again, the idea of creating a safe, 

comfortable environment for students to write in would lend itself to a stronger feeling of 

classroom community.   

 As stated earlier, the 12/2 practicum class took place nearly a month after the last 

audio taped class on 11/4.  During this class, teacher candidates were wrapping up 

Carroll’s textbook by discussing Chapters 6 through 8.  Chapter 6 on oral language was 

being presented by Paul and Valerie, Chapter 7 on media by Linda, and Chapter 8 on 

incorporating media into the classroom by Cheryl.  During the class, literacy was only 

said twice; however, the whole class focused mostly on literacy, specifically oral 

language and the use of technology in class.  The discussion on Chapter 6 lasted 52 

minutes of an 80 minute class.  The last 28 minutes of class covered Chapters 7 and 8.  

Throughout the class, community was only mentioned once, by Valerie.  As in past 

classes, however, the creation of community was implied throughout the lesson during 

teacher candidate discussion.  These findings, that teacher candidates rarely used the 

words “literacy” and “community” within practicum class, clearly showed their 

expanding definitions of literacy and community.  These two terms, which they originally 

defined in a standardized manner before, were now expanding to include different areas, 

specifically oral language and technology in this practicum class.  The only times teacher 

candidates discussed literacy and community as academically fixed terms was while 
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presenting their chapter readings from Carroll.  For instance, Paul mentioned literacy 

twice during this practicum class while he was presenting the nuts and bolts of his 

chapter.    

At about 35 minutes into the conversation, Valerie brought up teacher and student 

acceptance of dialects in the classroom as part of her presentation on the second half of 

Chapter 6.  It was the only time that community was brought into the conversation by one 

of the teacher candidates.  Valerie claimed,  

If they [students] come into a classroom and use their natural dialect they are 
discriminated against but then if they learn to speak proper language they are 
discriminated against in their own communities, so it is kind of like a no-win 
situation for them.  [Carroll] says in our education system we need to accept their 
dialects.  Teachers often don’t expect much of students who don’t speak properly 
or they refer them to special education.  They think they [students] have a 
problem with learning.  Some teachers just give up on these students entirely. 
 

Valerie then presented Carroll’s (2004) answer to getting students and teachers to accept 

dialects in the classroom:  “building respect for dialects by getting to know the rules of 

the dialect, knowing what kids mean when they say it, and teaching students to code 

switch from proper to Black English” (p. 181).  This could be accomplished by “teaching 

kids to research their own communities.”  Students could “go to older residents and learn 

about their dialects.”  Valerie’s discussion of Carroll’s views started an argument as to 

whether dialects should be accepted or not.  

While Valerie agreed with Carroll’s idea of accepting students’ dialects (a more 

I/F practice), Thomas did not.  He argued that students 

are supposed to say things right in class.  If we [teachers] don’t fix it who do we 
expect to do it?  I know that we have to understand various dialects but we can’t 
give into the idea that we think it’s ok to use another.  I think in English class you 
use the proper dialect…you can’t do whatever you want. 
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Linda, an African American student, discussed the problems with this kind of thinking.   

I was an outcast in elementary school because I spoke proper English.  They 
[students] did not like that – ok – when I got to high school I caught on to the fact 
that if I wanted to have friends there was a way to speak here (at school) and a 
way to speak there.  When I was with other people I spoke proper, when I was 
with my friends ‘ya whatever, you be’ I did that and when I was around rich 
people I spoke well.  Moving on to you [Thomas] these kids – I am with you 
100% but some of these kids do not know how to speak properly or how to write 
properly. 
 

Linda went on to explain that “in order to get [proper English] into their [the students] 

minds, they have to do it and their parents have to do it at home.”  She stated that 

“teachers are speaking one way around them [colleagues] and when I’m here [in class] 

I’ll speak this way.”   

Before the discussion on dialects ended, Ann made a strong point that implied the 

effect of community within the classroom.  Much like the last practicum class on 11/4, 

the class ended on the topic of making students comfortable in the classroom. Ann stated,  

it’s important to make students feel comfortable and if you’re constantly 
correcting them – I hate being corrected it drives me nuts – it’s almost like rude.  I 
think you have to be careful between the distinction between written language and 
spoken language.  When someone is writing it’s a much different world when 
someone is speaking.  We don’t speak perfect English.  It’s not fair to judge. 
 

Overall, the majority of the class agreed that dialects must be accepted to make the 

classroom community a place of learning for all students.  Ultimately, they believed that 

teaching code switching would be an adequate way of accepting dialects into the 

classroom. 

In looking over all of the transcripts from throughout the teacher candidates’ field 

experiences semester, it was evident that the use of Carroll’s textbook directed the topics 
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discussed in class each week.   On the other hand, the two selections from Heath’s Ways 

with Words and Moll, Gonzalez and Amanti’s Funds of Knowledge, were not as helpful 

in directing student conversation.  There could be several reasons for this occurrence.  

One, teacher candidates did not have to present the pieces from Heath and Gonzalez, et 

al. in class.  Teacher candidates did present all chapters of Carroll except Chapters 1 and 

2 which were discussed at large at the start of the semester.  However, while Carroll’s 

textbook seemed to direct the conversations, it did not keep the conversations on topics of 

literacy and community at all times.  Teacher candidates, throughout the six audio taped 

classes, focused more on what they termed “strategies” for student learning.  These 

strategies were obviously related to literacy but they were not always termed as such.  

Instead teacher candidates only discussed literacy outright as part of their presentations 

not as part of their discussions.  In the same way, teacher candidates implied the 

importance of community in their classrooms through their literacy strategies but did not 

claim that community was important in any way to making students more literate.  

Rather, they seemed to believe that the classroom management problems they faced were 

because students didn’t want to listen to them.  This could be seen in several of the 

transcripts from different audio taped classes.  Some teacher candidates blamed 

technology for this problem while others thought that different strategies were to blame.  

For instance, during the 12/2 class Valerie claimed that “I thought the way to get a group 

of adolescents quiet was to be louder than they are.”  Linda advised “giv[ing] them 

[students] a really dirty look and then count 3-2-1 and they are all quiet.” Ultimately, no 

one discussed that having rules and setting boundaries in class – in essence forming a 
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community in their classes – was the answer to classroom management issues.  When 

students were given rules (a more A/H practice) and the teacher candidates stuck to them, 

then students learned to be more literate.  They would listen to each other’s conversations 

by taking turns; they would share their ideas using technology and other formats (more 

I/F practices of literacy).  Valerie proved this on 12/2 when she discussed how students 

enjoyed a project she did in class on their independent reading novels.  Students were to 

read a novel and then create a reading station that included a triptych with bookmarks and 

some form of media.  For two class periods, students walked to each station asking each 

other about their books for five minutes per station.  Valerie was amazed at how on task 

students were during this activity.   

In looking at the transcripts from the start of practicum class to the last taped 

practicum class, teacher candidates were obviously striking a balance between using both 

A/H and I/F practices of literacy, as opposed to utilizing more A/H practices alone.   

Teacher candidates’ definitions of community changing during the semester in practicum 

class were harder to see.  They talked a bit more about relationships between their 

students and themselves, as opposed to community.  They were a bit confused about their 

role in the classroom, as teacher or as friend.  Overall, they too realized that they needed 

to strike a balance between the two types of community in their placement classrooms, 

relational and geographic.  
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Chapter 3 

The Literacy Centers 

 The next setting that teacher candidates were introduced to was their literacy 

centers.  As stated earlier in Chapter 1, teacher candidates were given a community 

service assignment during their practicum.  This community service assignment required 

attending ESL classes at one of three literacy centers during their teacher candidate 

practicum semester.  Several of the teacher candidates chose to complete this requirement 

by attending the literacy centers once a month; others chose to attend the centers 

according to when their schedules permitted them time.  The three centers were located in 

three different counties in the surrounding Rockland University area.  One of the centers 

was in Richmond, located to the east of Rockland approximately twenty-five minutes 

from campus; the second was in Windsor, located to the west of Rockland also twenty-

five minutes from campus; and the last was in Myerstown, located to the south of 

Rockland about 35-40 minutes away from campus.  Teacher candidates who attended the 

Windsor Literacy Center, attended at the Milford Campus and those who attended the 

Myerstown Literacy Center, attended at the West Pittston Campus.  Detailed descriptions 

of each center can be found in the Methods section of Chapter 1.  Most of the teacher 

candidates, six of the nine, attended the Richmond Literacy Center, either at the 

Richmond Middle School or at the Oxford Valley Hospital.  Two attended at Windsor 

Literacy Center in Milford and one of the teacher candidates attended at Myerstown 

Literacy Center in West Pittston.  The following teacher candidates attended at the 

following centers: 
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• Richmond Literacy Center: Thomas, Paul, Mary, Daniel, Linda and Cheryl 

• Windsor Literacy Center: Valerie and Ann 

• Myerstown Literacy Center: Don 

I chose one teacher candidate from each of the centers to represent the overall 

experiences of each of the teacher candidates that attended that center.  Thomas was 

chosen to represent the Richmond Literacy Center as he attended classes at both 

campuses, the Richmond Middle School Campus and the Oxford Valley Hospital 

Campus.  Valerie was chosen to represent the Windsor Literacy Center and Don was 

chosen to represent the Myerstown Literacy Center, as he was the only teacher candidate 

to attend that center.   

 Information from each of the representative teacher candidates was taken from e-

mails, surveys, and literacy center papers turned in at the end of the semester.  In their 

literacy center papers, teacher candidates described their three visits: what they observed, 

what they learned, and how (if at all) the experience changed their attitudes on working 

with ESL students.  During the semester, I also attended literacy centers, ten visits in all, 

to triangulate the information given by the teacher candidates.  I also wanted to observe 

teacher candidates and whether or not they actively participated in the ESL classes, either 

because the instructor did not ask for their assistance or they did not offer it.  I also asked 

for input from the directors of each center, as well as the instructors of each of the 

classes’ teacher candidates attended to get a better idea of what instructors and directors 

expected/didn’t expect of the teacher candidates.  Through these surveys distributed after 

the semester ended, I gauged the success of the program and whether it should be 
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continued in subsequent semesters.  Table #3 contains information about each center, 

classes taught at that center, class instructors’ names, and center directors’ names.  The 

dates I attended each center are also included in the last column of the table. 

Teacher Candidate Experiences at the Literacy Centers 

Thomas’s Experience at the Richmond Literacy Center Campuses. 

• Attended ESL classes at Richmond Middle School on 10/14 (Level 2) and 

11/4 (Level 2) and the Oxford Valley Hospital on 11/5 (Beginner level). 

During the practicum classes, Thomas was a major contributor to both discussion and 

debate.  He was well known to “stir the pot,” but he also provided much needed comic 

relief.  Thomas’s experience as a stay at home father of three young girls, brought added 

depth to classroom conversation.  He was a non-traditional student, coming back to the 

teacher certificate program at the university at the age of 45.  Thomas was the oldest 

person in the classroom.  His knowledge of composition theory and theorists was strong.  

He discussed the theory of Freire and others freely; many of the teacher candidates 

inquired about his answers to questions and in turn, they learned more from him than I 

could have ever imagined.  An example of Thomas’s use of theory can be seen in an e-

mail he sent me about his card sort during one of our first classes: 

My traditional understanding of literacy involved reading.  More precisely, 
reading and understanding what is read.  There’s no doubt that an important part 
of EDUCATION in general is what E.D. Hirsch calls “Cultural Literacy,” and 
what Pablo Friere and Giroux call literacy.  However, I see the Hirsch-Friere 
Giroux divide as more of a political/philosophical construction, as opposed to a 
clear, pragmatic definition of literacy.  The broader any term becomes, (i.e. 
literacy), the less consensus generally as to what the “definition” is, and the real 
problem…potentially funding differences, political differences, so on…maybe 
with positive outcome, maybe not. 
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At the start of the semester, Thomas originally felt that more academic activities 

(A/H practices) were closer to his definition of literacy.  He ranked these types of 

activities highly in his card sort.  Despite his initial beliefs that literacy should be more 

academic in nature (much like E.D. Hirsch), his definition of literacy changed after his 

first literacy center visit on 10/14/08.  Initially, according to the first survey, Thomas’s 

definition of literacy was  

in a general sense, literacy is the ability to read.  The definition can certainly be 
expanded to include understanding and integrating what one reads.  Finally, 
literacy can include an understanding and integration of all communicative forms 
(reading, hearing, watching, multi-media, etc.). 
 

His answer to “how do you define literacy” during his second survey one month later was 

obviously affected by his literacy center visit.  In it, he claimed, a more I/F definition of 

literacy, that  

primarily, literacy involved the ability to read and write.  Previously, I also added, 
‘understanding one’s world,’ but I don’t think I had a solid sense of what I meant.  
After the literacy center visit, I think I have a clearer sense of the value (and the 
intricacies involved) of knowing one’s world.   
 

 After his first literacy visit on 10/14, Thomas’s definition of community also 

changed.  Originally, his first definition was  

community can be any grouping, depending on parameters that we set in advance; 
for instance, a classroom community; a writing community; a cultural grouping 
such as the Latino community; or a broad geographical grouping such as a town 
or neighborhood.  The level of ‘closeness’ in the community obviously varies as 
the parameters vary.   
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Table 3.  Literacy Center Information/Attendance Dates 
 
 
Center 

 
Classes 

 
Instructors 

 
Directors 

 
My Attendance 
Dates at Center 
 

 
Richmond Literacy 
Center – 
Richmond Middle 
School  

 
Level 1 – 
Beginner 
Level 2 – 
Intermediate 

 
Level 1 – 
Amy 
Level 2 – 
Lisa 

 
Director – 
Margaret Bell 
Assistant 
Director – 
Michael Balor 
 

 
Level 1 – 10/7 
Level 2 – 10/16 
Director Meeting 
– 10/14 

Richmond Literacy 
Center- 
Oxford Valley 
Hospital 

Level 1 – 
Beginner 

Level 1- 
Rebecca 

Director – 
Margaret Bell 
Assistant 
Director – 
Michael Balor 
 

Level 1 – 11/5, 
11/19 

Windsor Literacy 
Center - Milford 

Level 1 – 
Beginner 
Level 2 - 
Intermediate 

Level 1- 
Leslie, 
Marcy,  
Sister Jane 
Level 2 – 
Edward 
 

Director – 
Kyle Williams 

Level 1 – 10/1, 
10/22 
Level 2 – 11/20 

Myerstown 
Literacy Center – 
West Pittston 

Level 1 – 
Beginner 
Level 2 – 
Intermediate 
 

Level 2 – 
Michelle 

Director – 
Melissa Dean 

Level 2 – 10/23, 
11/13 
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His definition of community in his second survey elaborated on his first by including his 

experience at the literacy center.   

Community can certainly be understood in broader or narrower terms [i.e. our 
neighborhood; our friends; our religious groups, so on].  However, a not so 
obvious parameter [for a native language speaker in a community] would be those 
that speak our own language.  The literacy center visit helped me see the value of 
community for the non-native speaker. 
 

 Thomas’s new found knowledge from attending one literacy center visit gave him a first 

person view of what it was like to be part of a new community.  Students were first and 

foremost accepted into the community as a new language learner or as a participant, like 

Thomas was.  Thomas seemed outright surprised at his quick acceptance into the group 

on the first night.  He exclaimed,  

I loved the opportunity!  Working with people who are so motivated to learn is 
darn inspiring.  Furthermore, these adult learners showed tremendous gratitude 
towards both Daniel and myself, which added to the positive value of the 
experience.  I did truly enjoy becoming part of this ‘language learning 
community,’ even if it was for only a short time.    
 

It is evident that Thomas’s initial apprehension to working with ESL students quickly 

changed after his first visit to the center; he was beginning to accept more diverse, 

heterogeneous practices of community. 

 Thomas’ literacy paper, which was written after his last two literacy visits, 

continued to mark a change in his attitude towards ESL students, as well as literacy and 

community.  While he continued to argue that definitions of literacy vary for each 

individual person, he admitted that his own “definition of literacy has changed over the 

last few months.”  He believed that “the most important thing I gained from my literacy 

center visits is a better understanding of the difficulties that non-native language speakers 
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face, and this has directly impacted my own ‘sense’ of literacy.”  By participating in an 

environment outside his comfort zone, Thomas, a native speaker of English, realized 

what it was like to participate in a community of learners outside of his native language.  

He was accepted into the community as a native speaker because he like the other 

students in the center was part of a diverse group of learners trying to learn to work with 

others of different languages.  Ultimately, he realized how challenging it was to learn 

English for non-native speakers.   

 Unlike other teacher candidates participating in this research study, Thomas 

noticed that community was left out of our practicum conversations and his journal.  This 

striking insight led me to change the focus of my study from the impact that a community 

service component could have on teacher candidates to how teacher candidates often 

overlooked the formation of community and its importance to literacy in their own 

classrooms.  Other teacher candidates pointed out the importance of community during 

their literacy center visits, but no one except Thomas realized that he/she omitted the 

importance of it in their own classrooms.  Thomas’s discovery that he was part of the 

community of his ESL literacy class became elemental to how he viewed his own 

classroom community.  He said, 

I have looked back on my own definitions of literacy and notice a glaring 
omission:  COMMUNITY.  When I first looked at our class syllabus in August, I 
somehow thought of the words ‘literacy/community’ to mean THEIR community, 
that is, the community to which the participants in the literacy centers belonged 
to.  Hence my difficulty in grasping the idea in another part of the syllabus, where 
we were asked to participate in events in OUR community.  No matter how I look 
at it, community is an essential component of literacy.  This broader 
understanding of literacy strengthens my understanding of some of our class 
readings on community and literacy.  My grasp of literacy has shifted to include 
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community…after, ‘being there’ [at the literacy center], there’s no more dancing:  
It’s about community. 
 

As evidenced by his comment, Thomas realized that community and literacy were 

inextricably bound together.  Literacy was about community – learning together in a 

more geographic community led to increased literacy for the ESL students at the literacy 

centers.  The texts discussed in practicum class focused on the tie between community 

and literacy (Moll, Gonzalez, and Amanti, Heath, et al.) and Thomas noticed that same 

tie between community and literacy within the ESL center. 

As a group, teacher candidates, Thomas included, thought they were to be 

observers of the ESL class; they thought that they were supposed to be on the outsides of 

the ESL community, because they ill-believed that they weren’t part of it at first.  In other 

words they had a more homogeneous understanding of community, related to their 

comfort with one another.  This was what caused many of them to feel trepidation 

towards attending the literacy centers.  They were afraid that their inexperience with 

foreign languages and foreign language speakers wouldn’t allow them to fit it.  Ironically, 

the ESL students were in this same position.  Thomas, like many of the teacher 

candidates, soon realized after his first visit that despite their different languages the ESL 

students worked well together.  They were a community of learners forming one 

language in common.  Thomas put it best when he commented:  

the various nationalities none the less were comfortable with each other.  As 
practice ensued, each person’s errors were cordially corrected within the group, 
and a sense of ease was palpable.  This ease…I will call ease within a community.  
Without this sense of community, the group would have had a far more difficult, 
and unpleasant, time learning English.  
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Thomas’s belief that community led to greater literacy was strengthened by his 

second visit, to the same class, on 11/4/2008.  When he arrived without Daniel, his 

teacher candidate partner from his first visit, “each class participant remembered and 

warmly welcomed me back to their class.”  This experience, of being accepted back into 

the community, “further supported my [Thomas’s] inclusion of community as an 

essential part of literacy.”  During this class, students were discussing the current 

presidential election.  Even though students could not vote in the election they asked 

questions about voting and the candidates’ backgrounds.  Thomas felt that these 

“questions that might have been difficult to raise if the group was not a 

community…were very much a part of literacy.” 

 For Thomas’s last literacy center visit on 11/5/2008, he decided to attend class at 

a different campus, the Oxford Valley Hospital.  As Thomas explained in his paper, this 

class was much larger than the class he was involved with at the middle school.  Despite 

this being a new center where he didn’t know the students, he immediately noticed the 

feeling of belonging to this new community.  “I arrived 15 minutes early, and I was 

surprised at the warm welcome of “Buenos Noches” that I heard again and again.  Similar 

to the other two literacy visits that I made, community was a fundamental part of the 

group at this center.”  While participating in group work with ESL students, Thomas 

discussed how students would correct each other’s English, “sometimes in English, and 

sometimes in the native language of the speaker.”  Once again, he mentioned that  

the strength of community was evident to me.  This group liked each other, and 
they trusted each other enough to be honest and ask for help when they were 
unsure of something.  Community played a central role in the development of 
literacy within this group. 
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Ultimately, Thomas found that the literacy center visits focused on community (diversity 

and geographic) first and foremost.  The understanding and comfort of the community 

allowed for greater learning (I/F learning in an A/H environment) for all students 

involved.  As he put it at the end of his paper, “the literacy center experiences have given 

me a finer understanding of literacy; an understanding that puts community at the center.”  

He found that  

this emerging understanding will help me in my future classrooms, not so much in 
any language teaching skills, but rather in the appreciation of the difficulties faced 
by non-native language speakers, and the tremendous value of a trusting and 
concerned community. 
 
Valerie’s Experience at the Windsor Literacy Center – Milford Campus. 

• Attended ESL classes on 9/25 (Level 1), 10/23 (Level 1), and 11/20 (Level 2). 

Like Thomas, Valerie was a non-traditional student; she was a 37-year-old-mother with 

two small daughters and a husband at home.  As a student in the certification program, 

she had already completed her undergraduate degree at another institution years before.  

Her husband had recently lost his job and her completion of the certification program was 

an important step in her family becoming financially stable again.  Valerie talked to me 

about her family and financial problems quite a bit after class.  She was worried about 

losing her home if she did not procure a job soon after receiving her certification. 

Initially, Valerie’s definition of literacy was based purely on a teacher-centered 

academically based view.  During her card sort, Valerie ranked “writing a literary paper 

or research paper” as closest to her definition of literacy.  She ranked “watching a 

television program” as least close to her definition of literacy.  All of the student-centered 
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literate acts including texting, composing e-mails, reading cereal boxes, and playing 

video games were listed in the last half of her card sort ranking activity.   

Valerie’s first survey taken a week after the card sort further solidified her belief 

that literacy was a traditional (A/H) academic act.  She defined literacy “as the ability to 

read and interpret the written word.”  Her definition of community was based on life 

experiences.   

For me, community includes those people, places, and organizations that make up 
an aspect of a person’s life.  A person may belong to several communities 
including the home or neighborhood in which they live, the church to which they 
belong, the ethnic group that they not only belong to but participate in, etc. 
 

Much like Thomas, she was not worried about working with parents and community 

members because she believed they were “key to a students’ success.”  She did, however, 

feel “concerned” about working with students of limited or no English proficiency.  She 

didn’t think that she “could do this type of student justice in my classroom.” 

 After her first literacy visit, Valerie’s answers to the second survey showed that 

not only did her definitions of literacy and community become more student-centered (I/F 

and heterogeneous), but also that her attitudes toward ESL students had changed 

dramatically.  When asked her definition of literacy in the second survey, Valerie 

mentioned those acts she originally ranked in the lower half of her card sort.  She now 

defined literacy “as the ability of an individual to function in society based on their 

language skills and ability to comprehend the world around them.  This includes day-to-

day obstacles including grocery shopping, driving, paying bills, watching television, etc.”  

Incidentally, watching television was Valerie’s lowest ranked literate act on her card sort; 

it was now part of her definition of literacy.  Her definition of community now included 
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“family, church, school, organizations, and any other social structure to which a person 

actively participates.” Valerie attributed her change in views to not only the literacy 

center visit, but also to the readings we discussed in class.  She commented, “Before 

reading and discussing this issue, I would have defined literacy in terms of reading and 

writing alone.”    

 Valerie’s views on working with ESL students also changed.  Like Thomas, she 

was “enlightened and awe-struck” by her literacy center experience.  She was  

surprised at the diversity of the class.  I had anticipated a class largely filled with 
Hispanic students; however, I found that they were rather diverse, even among the 
Hispanic students.  I also found the curriculum to match much of what we talked 
about in class.  They were studying every day subjects like greetings, labels, 
dollar amounts, as well as identifying common objects.   
 

 Valerie’s literacy paper, written after her three visits to the Windsor Literacy 

Center, demonstrated a continued belief in the ESL students.  She too, felt like part of a 

community at the center.  She noticed that the students showed “enthusiasm;” they 

wanted “to be there” and it showed “in their hard work and dedication to their goals.”  

Students always had a “pleasant disposition” and “treat[ed] their teacher with kindness 

and respect.”   While Thomas had attended two of his visits in the same class with the 

same instructor, Valerie attended two Level 1 classes with two different instructors and a 

Level 2 class with another different instructor.  Her experience at the Windsor Literacy 

Center was much different then Thomas’s experience at the Richmond Literacy Center 

campuses. 

 During Valerie’s first literacy visit on 9/25 she attended a Level 1 class with the 

most experienced instructor at the center, Leslie, a middle-aged woman who been 
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teaching at the center for several years.  At the start of the class, Valerie introduced 

herself and Leslie continued to have her participate in the class activities as a member of 

the class.  For instance, each student was asked to discuss the day and date of the lesson 

and where they would like to go on vacation. During this discussion, Valerie was asked 

to participate.  Once this activity was over, however, students utilized workbooks for the 

remainder of the class.  Throughout the workbook activity, Valerie noticed that the last 

activity, naming items in a home, was a bit confusing for students to understand.  She 

said that “the picture [used in the activity] was rather difficult in my opinion because it 

consisted of a room in a couples’ home that was filled with Garfield collectibles.  The 

room was overly filled and picking out the items could be confusing.”  Valerie was also 

concerned that the instructor “lacked the ability to understand what students were saying” 

at times.  The instructor did not speak other foreign languages and had trouble 

comprehending students’ answers.  Despite her concerns with Leslie, Valerie commented 

on the positive experience she had during the visit.  The students “were friendly to us, the 

strangers in the room, each other and the teacher.”   

 Her next visit on 10/23, however, was not as encouraging as her first.  While the 

class followed the same format as the first class she observed, the instructor, Marcy was 

not as experienced.  The new instructor was “very young” and did not pronounce several 

of her English words correctly.  Valerie found this “frustrating.”  What was even more 

annoying to Valerie, however, was that once again, Marcy was unable “to understand the 

accents of her students.” Valerie found this “incomprehendable” and “wanted to yell out 

to the students and correct them.”  Unlike the first class where Valerie was an active 
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participant in class discussion, during this class she quietly sat in the corner of the room 

and did not participate.  Her inability to participate may have caused her feelings of 

frustration towards the instructor of the class to heighten as she had no outlet to express 

these feelings. 

 During her last visit to the Level 2 Intermediate class on 11/20, Valerie found the 

male instructor, Edward, more knowledgeable then Marcy.  Edward was older and she 

considered him a “highly knowledgeable individual.”  She concluded that she “could not 

find fault with his pronunciation or his ability to relate to students.”  She did however, 

find fault with his hearing.  Edward repeatedly asked students to speak louder so he could 

hear them.  Despite his hearing issues, Valerie considered the class an “evening well 

spent.”  The class, unlike the last two Level 1 classes she visited, focused mostly on 

grammar and pronunciation. 

 Overall, Valerie considered her visits to be positive.  She felt that “spending time 

with these students was an uplifting experience.”  This was a change from her initial 

trepidation of working with ESL students.  While Valerie’s experience at the center was 

based on her observations, not as an active participant, she wrote her literacy paper as an 

observer.  Her paper, therefore, focused on her observations of the classes she attended.  

She didn’t discuss her feelings toward literacy or community as much as Thomas.  

Instead, she discussed her feelings towards the students and their behaviors and attitudes 

towards their instructors.  My experiences at the Windsor Literacy Center were similar to 

those expressed by Valerie.  When I attended the center, I too, felt like an observer, as 
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opposed to a participant.  In the same way, I found the ESL students very accepting of me 

in their classroom, yet I did not always feel that the instructors felt accepting of me. 

 Valerie’s experiences at the Windsor Literacy Center were very different than 

Thomas’s.  At the Richmond Literacy Centers, Thomas was privy to classes that involved 

the students in their own learning, a more I/F practice of literacy.  Valerie, on the other 

hand, did not participate in classroom activities as much because these activities were 

more text book oriented utilizing a more A/H practice of literacy.  At the Windsor 

Literacy Center the instructor either stood or sat at the front of the class (A/H practice).  

Students did not move from the table throughout the lesson while Valerie sat in the 

corner outside the table.  While both literacy centers had more heterogeneous groupings 

based on geographic location, Valerie felt on the outside of these groupings while 

Thomas felt as an accepted member of the group. Although Valerie felt her experience at 

the Windsor Literacy Center was worthwhile, it wasn’t as successful as Thomas’s 

experience at the Richmond Literacy Centers.  She didn’t feel an accepted part of the 

community.   

Don’s Experience at the Myerstown Literacy Center 

• Attended ESL classes on 9/25 (Level 2), 10/23 (Level 1), and 11/13 (Level 2). 

Originally one of two teacher candidates that attended the Myerstown Literacy Center 

(the other dropped out of the study), Don lived in a neighboring town near the center with 

his parents.  Don was finishing up his bachelor’s degree in English Education; since he 

had participated in baseball at Rockland, he had to stay an additional year at the 

university to finish his degree.  Don enjoyed teaching but often felt inadequate in his 
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knowledge.  He didn’t take classes seriously at the start of his degree and he felt like he 

had to catch up to the other students.  His experience living in a small town often led him 

to believe that he was biased.  In an e-mail message dated 9/25/08, he mentioned this 

belief after I asked him about a comment he made in class the afternoon before.  He had 

discussed the challenge of having students of different cultures in his classroom.  When I 

asked what challenges he thought he would face, he stated,  

I don’t recall making the comment.  If I did make it, it came out wrong or mis-
worded.  I’m from a small town so I’m not aware of what it’s like to be around a 
lot of people; however, I think I can work with different cultures. 
 

Despite his worry about his small mindedness, Don was one of the only teacher 

candidates that ranked student-centered literacy acts as closest to his definition of 

literacy.  Don’s first choice was “composing a letter to the editor of a newspaper,” his 

second was “composing an e-mail or text to a friend,” and his third, “reading/seeing 

advertisements and comparing brands.”  Like the other teacher candidates in his class, 

Don ranked “watching a television program” and “using a computer program/playing 

video games” as furthest from his definition of literacy. 

 When I e-mailed Don about his ranking activity on 9/10/08, he explained his 

reasons for his choices in the ranking activity.  When asked why he thought composing a 

letter, an e-mail/text, or reading advertisements is closest to his definition of literacy, he 

commented that  

by teaching students to write e-mails, letters, or maybe even texts teachers can 
appeal to a broader range of students.  I think I might have said something about 
the business world; students that enter into this field will need to compose e-mails 
daily. 
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Despite choosing these more I/F practices of literacy as closest to his definition of 

literacy, he thought of these acts as being more A/H.  His definition, however, provided 

the acceptance of heterogeneous groupings within the placement classroom environment.   

In choosing video games and television as furthest from his definition of literacy 

he did so because he “played too many video games and was addicted to them.”  Instead 

of video games, he thought that there were more “productive video games but the vast 

majority do not appeal to educational needs.”   

 Don often made mention of his behavior as a student in middle school and high 

school in our conversations with one another.  He commented about his giving teachers a 

hard time; he had ADHD as a child and thought that his teachers had showed him an 

extraordinary amount of patience. This was evident in his first survey when he discussed 

working with students with limited or no English proficiency.  He said, “I’m excited to 

work with them (ESL students).  Teachers have shown me a great deal of patience. I feel 

I owe it to any student I have the opportunity to work with.”  His interest in working with 

students on their individual learning levels was also evident in his e-mail on 9/10/08 

when he claimed, “writing informative, persuasive, and compare/contrast papers [is] 

important but unrealistic for average students.  (I wouldn’t say I’ve mastered any of them 

myself.)”  He thought he was “just trying to be realistic” in his answers.  His comment 

seemed to show that Don was already interested in maintaining a balance between both 

A/H and I/F practices of literacy within the classroom. 

 In his first survey Don defined literacy as “the ability to read and write,” a more 

A/H definition of literacy. However, he elaborated on the definition by adding, “Citizens 
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that are literate communicate better and have the foundations necessary to become an 

active contributor to society (reading, writing, speaking and thinking).”  Don’s focus on 

the citizen could also be seen in his e-mail on 9/10/08.  In it, he mentioned that “turning 

out active citizens should be the goal” of teaching.  When asked about community, Don 

said that “community involves all the people around you.  My immediate community 

would be friends and family; however, I think we all play a role in helping a general 

community that needs to know the cause and effect of the entire population.”  After his 

first literacy visit, Don’s definitions changed slightly.  It seemed that his definitions were 

becoming specifically centered on the citizen as an individual.  His definition of literacy 

demonstrates a change from literacy as reading and writing to “having the ability to 

decipher a language.  Citizens need to be able to make sense of the world around them 

(newspapers, street signs, advertising).”  This shows Don’s shifting to a more I/F view of 

literacy.  However, when asked his definition of community, it remained somewhat the 

same as his first, “The community includes all members of your community.  All 

citizens, both parents and students, participating in the democracy.”  He also commented 

that the readings in class gave good ideas for making the curriculum student centered, a 

tenet that he referred to often in his surveys and his literacy paper.  Unlike many of the 

students who were worried about working with students of limited or no proficiency, Don 

stated that he wasn’t fearful from the beginning.  Instead, he looked forward to making 

“connections” with parents.   

 In comparing Don’s literacy paper with Thomas’s and Valerie’s, it was written in 

a much different manner.  Don focused on how his literacy center visits had changed his 
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teaching methods and strategies.  For instance, Don discussed his second visit (10/23) 

working with lower level ESL students in detail. During the class, he noted several 

changes he would make in teaching the class.  First, he mentioned that he “would apply 

labels” to “the items in the room, so the students could identify simple objects.”  Once 

students had  

a basic understanding of these vocabulary items, I would have them engage in 
more listening, reading and writing activities versus the more traditional approach 
of repeat after me, memorizing pointless items just to forget them after they leave 
the room. 

   
His participation in this class was evident as he discussed trying “to relate some of the 

vocabulary to stores or billboards they [ESL students] were going to pass on the way to 

the literacy center,” all of these more I/F practices of literacy. 

 Don also discussed the use of newspapers and texts in the Level 2 classes he 

attended on 9/25 and 11/13.  During these classes, “the students had the opportunity to 

practice reading from a newspaper, keeping them up-to-date on current events and 

applying life lessons.”  He said he heard one student in the class mention that she wasn’t 

going to get the flu shot “so at the least you know they are learning the material as well.”  

In observing the two Level 2 classes, Don also commented on how the “teacher pooled 

the students for words from the reading they did not understand.”  In addition to this, he 

thought that the instructor should have provided an opportunity for the students to use the 

vocabulary they were learning in context.  Having attended both levels of ESL classes, he 

felt that he would have  

used some of the advanced learners…to instruct the lower level students, 
integrating both of the classes at times.  Although some of the students came from 
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other language backgrounds, students from the lower level classes could have 
benefitted from interacting with students that understood more English.   
 

Overall, Don felt that attending the literacy center was a “valuable experience” helping 

him gain “instruction techniques.”  Throughout his literacy paper, Don made little 

comment on his experience as part of the ESL community.  This may be because his 

experience at the center was similar to Valerie’s as he wasn’t an active participant in the 

Level 2 classes.  Much like Valerie, Don focused on the strategies he observed during 

class rather than discussing his experiences in the class.  He did however, show great 

interest in making students feel more comfortable in his own classroom.  His references 

to the average student and being patient with students who needed more help were proof 

of that.    Overall, as a result of his experience, Don began seeing the importance of more 

I/F forms of literacy.  He worked well in a more diverse community than his own despite 

his worries over his small-town upbringing. 

My Experiences at the Literacy Centers 

During the four month period I attended each literacy center at least once with 

each of my teacher candidates.  Teacher candidates attended at the Richmond Literacy 

Center Campus, the Oxford Valley Hospital, the Windsor Literacy Center and the 

Myerstown Literacy Center.  

Richmond Literacy Center Campuses.  I attended two levels of classes at the 

Richmond Middle School Campus, Level 1: Beginner and Level 2: Intermediate.  I also 

attended Level 1 class at the Oxford Valley Hospital. Classes at the Richmond Middle 

School Campus were held from 6:00-7:30 p.m. and those held at the Oxford Valley 
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Hospital Campus were held from 6:00-8:30 p.m.  My teacher candidates and I attended 

from 6:00-7:40 p.m. 

Richmond Middle School Campus – Level 2. While I did not attend a Level 2 

Intermediate literacy center class with Thomas, I attended the Level 2 Intermediate class, 

the same class that Thomas visited on 10/14, with Paul on 10/16.  The class consisted of 

students of different origins: several Hispanic students, an Asian student, two Polish 

students (who were married), and a student of Middle Eastern descent.  There were 12 

students overall.  Many of them had dictionaries with them that translated their language 

to English. 

 Paul and I were introduced to the class at the start of the lesson by the instructor, 

Lisa, a middle-aged woman of Caucasian background.  At the start of class the instructor 

reminded the students that they had a letter to the editor due for their next class.  She then 

handed out examples of letters to the editor from several local newspapers.  After this, 

Paul and I split up between two tables and helped students with grammar assignments.  

My table included three Hispanic students and one Asian student.  We worked together 

on five questions from the packet.  Students read rather well; however, the questions in 

the packet were challenging, even for me.  The packet required students to turn direct 

questions into indirect questions.  For example, “Where is the bus stop?” would be turned 

into “Can you tell me where the bus stop is?”  Lisa wrote all of the answers from each 

group (she went around to ach group for one answer) and then she outlined how to make 

indirect questions.  Students seemed to understand yet they still made some mistakes.   
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 The next activity was another worksheet of indirect and direct questions.  There 

were ten of these.   Once again, the groups worked on these together and the instructor 

went around the room asking students for their answers.  While I was working in my 

group, I realized that one male student was not talking much.  He was very quiet.  I asked 

him his name but this did not get him to participate in the conversation.  The other three 

women in the group participated a lot, especially the woman diagonal from me and the 

woman from China sitting to the right of me.  My unborn baby (I was five months 

pregnant at the time) was kicking me during the lesson and the Hispanic woman to the 

left of me, who was also pregnant, handed me a small candy bar to eat.  We laughed that I 

hadn’t eaten enough and she told me to carry snacks with me.  I felt more comfortable 

and she did too. 

 Last, but not least, the class read a selection from a packet about sea and land 

vehicles.  Students in my group took turns reading the paragraphs as I helped with their 

grammar.  We then worked together to match each paragraph to the pictures on the page. 

 During the lesson, Paul looked over to me for guidance as to grammar questions.  

The grammar questions on many of the worksheets were challenging.  Paul and I 

conversed several times during the lesson commenting that the questions in the grammar 

section had more than one answer.  Students at our tables laughed about English being so 

confusing.  Even I was confused as to the correct book answers at times.  I didn’t realize 

how much of my English I took for granted.   

 Once the lesson was over, I noted several interesting points.  Students seemed 

very comfortable with each other.  Some students were quieter than others.  Although I 
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was new to the class, I felt accepted immediately.  Thomas’s comments on feeling 

accepted were totally on point.  The students in my group were very kind; they willingly 

accepted my help.  The student next to me was even kind enough to offer me food when 

my baby starting kicking during class.  Although the environment was comfortable, it 

was nevertheless academic (A/H) in nature.  Students and I conversed in our group (a 

more I/F practice) as we completed the exercises.  The whole class participated in going 

over the answers.  During the lesson, Lisa helped the remaining two groups of students.  

When she explained, she stood at the front of the class and lectured (A/H).  She didn’t 

use many hand movements to explain grammar and/or students’ questions.  She wrote on 

the board a lot and repeated herself and the grammar rules quite a bit. I felt that the class 

was very well organized and that students adequately understood the material at the end 

of the session.  Overall, this classroom practiced A/H and I/F forms of literacy.  The 

instructor stood at the front of the class while instructing and students were given 

grammar handouts from a textbook to complete, a more A/H form of literacy.  Despite 

this, most of the class time was spent working in groups, talking amongst each other.  

Although many of the students didn’t speak English, we helped one another complete the 

worksheets while talking to one another about home, children, etc.  I felt that this practice 

utilized a more I/F theory of literacy.  Overall, a delicate balance between the two forms 

of literacy seemed to be achieved.  As for community, the diverse nature of the class was 

striking; it was very heterogeneous and students formed a community based on their 

location in the class.  Within the groups however, students talked about their 



114 

 

 

homogeneous communities and their family relationships.  Once again, I felt that the 

community at this center was a delicate balance between the two. 

Richmond Middle School Campus - Level 1.  While Thomas did not attend any 

of the Level 1 classes with me at Richmond Middle School, I did attend a Level 1 class at 

the campus on 10/7/08.  Linda and Cheryl attended the class with me; it was the first 

literacy class I had ever attended. 

At the start of the class, the instructor, Amy, asked students to take out the packets 

she gave them at the last class meeting.  When students were slow to take out packets, 

Amy, who spoke Spanish fluently, would speak in Spanish and gesture to students what 

she was asking.  It was obvious that many students had limited English skills.  Amy, who 

was middle aged and Caucasian, was a Spanish teacher at a local middle school.  She had 

no problem reaching any of the students, as most of them were of Hispanic descent. 

The topic for tonight’s class was families.  Students had been asked to bring 

pictures of their families to class.  Only four of the fifteen students brought pictures with 

them.  Amy passed around her own family picture and introduced everyone in the picture 

to her class.  After this, students with photos discussed their family members.  During this 

activity, it was obvious that the students had a great rapport with Amy.  My teacher 

candidates seemed apprehensive about being in class with the ESL students.  They kept 

looking over to me for reassurance. 

Once the photo discussion ended, students were given new words to remember.  

These words were related to medication on prescriptions (once, twice, etc.), as well as 

new words in the packet they would be reading in class tonight.  Words like “wavy,” 
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“handsome,” and “grandparents” were discussed.  Students were then directed to practice 

reading the selection in the packet.  The selection was about an immigrant and her family.  

Linda, Cheryl and I were directed to work with different groups on the assignment. 

All of the students at my table were from El Salvador.  One man, Raul, spoke 

English rather well.  He told me he had problems writing English.  He had been in the 

state for a year or so.  Next to him was his son, a recent arrival to the state, who did not 

speak any English.  I told Raul that I knew how to read Spanish but couldn’t speak it 

well.  I then tried to read the selection in Spanish.  I made several errors but the whole 

table helped me with my Spanish.  Raul read the selection out loud in English and did a 

good job of it. 

Amy then discussed the selection and afterwards, assigned the class to read 

another selection about an immigrant from Laos.  At that point, Raul worked with a 

middle aged woman next to him and I worked with his son.  Raul’s son and I read the 

selection several times.  He told me that the selection was “muy difficil” (very difficult) 

for him to read.  I agreed.  I told him to keep reading it and it would get easier.  He kept 

reading it until Amy directed a student from each group to read the selection out loud to 

the class.  Once this was over, students were asked to complete a writing assignment on 

the reading.  This was extremely challenging for the students at my table. 

After the assignment was discussed on the board, students learned the word 

“homesick.”  Students had to fill in a sentence in English with three things they missed 

about home.  Students participated in this activity, but many of them spoke in Spanish 
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instead of English.  Amy called their English “Spanglish” when she discussed it with me 

later after class. 

It was evident throughout the lesson that many of the students wanted to be there.  

The class provided them with a comfortable social setting and an instructor who spoke 

Spanish well.  Although neither of my teacher candidates spoke Spanish and despite their 

initial apprehension, they told me that they had a positive experience.  They didn’t realize 

how hard it was to learn English as a second language. 

The packet the students completed in class was a photocopied unit from a 

textbook.  There weren’t enough textbooks to provide each student with one in class.  

The unit included pictures and small reading assignments.  Students were induced to 

participate in topics that related to their homes and their new lives in the United States.  

Amy spoke Spanish at times and provided verbal inflection and hand movement 

[gestures] to help student understand her English better. 

This class was still taught within an A/H format in that Amy was the instructor at 

the center of the room, teaching from a photocopied packet provided by the center.  The 

topics however were more I/F in nature.  They dealt with stories of immigrants and 

discussed students’ native homes and families.  Students also read in groups for practice.  

The community in the room, although diverse for my teacher candidates, was more 

homogeneous and relational among each other.  Students spoke the same languages 

(albeit with different dialects) and many of them were related to one another.  Despite 

this, my teacher candidates felt that the class provided them with insight into a 

heterogeneous community outside of their own.  This community was located within a 
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school environment in Richmond, a location of which many were not familiar.  Once 

again, I felt that this classroom provided a more I/F literacy environment for my teacher 

candidates to participate in and a community outside of their own. 

Oxford Valley Hospital Campus.  I attended the Oxford Valley Hospital Campus 

of the Richmond Literacy Center on 11/5 with Thomas, Paul, and Mary.  The class, a 

beginner level class that included varying levels of ESL students, was instructed by an 

elementary ESL teacher, Rebecca, from a local school district.  She did not have any 

background in foreign languages.  The class included about 35 students of differing ages, 

backgrounds, and abilities.  Students included those from Thailand, China, Puerto Rico, 

Ecuador, Mexico, Columbia and Africa.  This was only a sampling of the students as I 

only asked one group for their homes of origin. 

 Rebecca opened the class by asking students the day and date of today’s class.  

She then asked what day yesterday was and what day tomorrow would be.  Soon after 

this was accomplished she asked students to recite the alphabet.  She did this by throwing 

a ball to different students throughout the room.  Students were to give the letter and a 

word that started with it.  The instructor used her lips to show the correct motion to 

pronounce the words.  She also used her hands to imitate different actions during this 

activity. 

 After this activity, the instructor separated the students into five groups of six.  

Each one of us, Rebecca, my three teacher candidates, and I joined a group.  Each group 

was given six cards with pictures of children performing different actions.  My pictures 

were of the following:  a boy blowing bubbles, a girl smiling, a girl playing dress up, a 
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boy digging, and a girl raising her hand.  Each student in my group took a picture, 

explained the action, and then explained the actions of the previous pictures presented by 

other group members (if applicable).  Once each student took his or her turn, all of the 

students recited the pictures again and a new group would come to my table to discuss the 

pictures.  Each group of students that came to my table asked me to write out the answers 

for them once they gave them to me.  I displayed these and we discussed each word in 

detail.  I would pronounce the sentence, each word in the sentence, and then pronounce 

the sentence again. 

 When I had extra time with a group, I asked the students if they had any questions 

for me.  Many of them asked me the parts of the body: ear, nose, chin, fingers, etc.  

Others asked me to discuss the English words for my jewelry, my job, my home, etc.  I 

asked students what countries they were from and how they liked their new homes in 

America. 

 During the class, I looked around at my teacher candidates and they were actively 

working with the students.  They seemed to be enjoying themselves.  One of my teacher 

candidates used the board regularly to teach. At one point, one of the students handed 

around a bag of chocolate for everyone to share. 

 The activity ended at 7:40 p.m. and although the class ended that night at 8:30 

p.m. we left a bit early.  We left to a resounding good bye from the class.  On the way to 

our cars, all three teacher candidates commented on how wonderful the experience was.  

One of them, Thomas, told me he had gone to the Richmond Middle School the night 

before.  Mary told me that she was seriously considering getting her certification in ESL.  
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She said it was wonderful to work with students who wanted to learn.  After leaving the 

center, I too, felt that way.  Having spent a short time with these ESL students, I felt 

accepted and respected by them.  I wanted to be part of this group again.  

 In comparison to the other two literacy classes I attended at the Richmond 

Literacy Center, the large group class at the hospital was by far, more I/F in its practices.  

While the start of the class was led by Rebecca, the lead instructor, it only lasted for the 

first 15 minutes or so.  After that the class was broken into groups to play a picture game.  

This game allowed students to talk amongst and help one another, as well as learn new 

words and sentence structure.  While the game was chosen by the instructor, it was not 

under her control.  The game lasted most of the time we were in class and me and my 

teacher candidates participated in it as well.  This game included a more I/F form of 

literacy in that it included student-student interaction using picture cards.  These cards 

included pictures of everyday life experiences.  Additionally, the class was very diverse 

(heterogeneous) and all students shared the geographic location in common.  The class at 

Oxford Valley Hospital provided my teacher candidates with a unique learning 

environment, one that they would not have been privy to without the literacy center 

experience. 

Windsor Literacy Center – Milford Campus.  I attended two levels of literacy 

classes at the Windsor Literacy Center, Level 1 and Level 2.  Classes were held at 

different times depending on the teaching instructor.  My teacher candidates and I 

attended Level 1 and 2 classes from 6:00-7:30 p.m. although classes were from 6:00-8:00 

p.m.   
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Level 1 – Beginner Class.  While I did not attend the Level 1 – Beginner Class 

with Valerie on 9/25, I did attend the same class with Ann on 10/1 from 6-7:30 p.m.  The 

instructor of the course was Leslie, the same instructor from Valerie’s first visit.  At the 

start of the class, Leslie introduced Ann and me to the class and the students introduced 

themselves.  The students were from different countries:  Puerto Rico, Dominican 

Republic, Mexico, Ecuador, China, and Mali.  There were 12 students in the class.  The 

students sat around a table near a white board.  Leslie stood in front of the white board 

and Ann and I sat in a corner of the room. 

 Once introductions were finished, the students discussed the day of the week, as 

well as yesterday, today, and tomorrow.  Students were asked to spell these out and 

afterwards each student took turns saying them out loud.  Students then recited the 

alphabet and each of the letters in the alphabet was discussed.   

 After this activity concluded, students took out their workbooks and worksheets.  

The worksheet was their homework assignment from the last class.  It covered various 

food containers: bags, bowls, boxes, etc.  Students were asked what else could be found 

in these containers and then students moved on to their next activity, how to use 

currency, cents, dollars, dimes, quarters, and bills.  At 6:45 p.m. the class was adjourned 

for a short break.  

 Once the break was over, students discussed pieces and slices.  They were each 

asked their favorite type of pie or cake.  Soon after this, the class discussed items found 

in a supermarket.  Students were asked which supermarkets they shopped at and which 

markets they had in their home countries.  They then completed a worksheet on the items 
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in a supermarket and Ann and I helped several of the students at the table on the 

worksheet. 

 During the lesson I noticed that Leslie used hand movements to describe words.  

She pushed a cart and drew a map of the supermarket to explain the action of shopping.  

She also showed students how to pronounce words by putting her teeth together to form 

certain letters.  I didn’t notice her having issues understanding students beyond normal 

fluency problems.  Students were often hard to understand even for me and I understand 

Spanish well.   

 While neither Ann nor I participated in classroom exercises, there were other 

obvious differences between this site and the Richmond Literacy Center.  Firstly, all 

students in the class had a textbook.  They were also given reproduced worksheets as 

well.  Overall, this class was more A/H in its instruction but more I/F in its use of topics 

and discussions related to social and cultural topics.  The instructor taught a curriculum 

that seemed to come from both the textbook and worksheets.  She instructed the class 

throughout the lesson.  The topics covered in the class however, were more I/F in nature.  

They covered social situations including students’ homes, supermarkets, and shopping 

experiences.  Students in the class were from diverse areas, sharing their knowledge of 

English despite their backgrounds.  They were also a community based on geographic 

location.  These students were not family related or friends outside of class.  Overall, this 

site was nearly balanced between A/H and I/F and obviously focused on a more 

heterogeneous, geographic location than my teacher candidates were used to at the 

university or placement. 
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Level 2 – Intermediate Class.  On 11/25, I attended the Level 2, Intermediate 

Class with Valerie and Ann.  The class was taught by an older, experienced male 

instructor named Edward.  Once again, during this class, the ESL students sat around the 

table in front of the board and Valerie, Ann and I sat in a corner of the room.  Even if we 

wanted to sit at the table, there wasn’t enough room for us as it was a packed class. 

At the start of the class, Edward introduced us to the students.  He also asked the 

new students in the class to introduce themselves as well.  After this, he asked students if 

they wanted to discuss anything in the news recently.  No one offered any discussion.  

Students were then directed to open their textbooks to an exercise on keepsakes.  They 

were asked to match the keepsake pictures to their correct spellings.  Students did this 

quietly while Valerie, Ann and I watched them. 

After the exercise, students were asked to work in pairs.  They were to discuss 

what they do with clothing, books or furniture that they don’t want anymore.  Students 

were having trouble understanding the concept of “need.”  It was interesting to watch 

students from different countries and languages help one another.  The class consisted of 

mostly Hispanic students of varying origins; one student was from France.  Once again, 

students worked together while Valerie, Ann and I watched them quietly. 

Once their discussion was over, Edward discussed grammar rules for possessives.  

He had students open their books to a discussion on apostrophes.  Students had a lot of 

trouble completing the exercises on possessives.  They were confusing possessives with 

contractions.  While watching the students struggle with their assignment, I wondered 

how I would teach such a challenging topic to ESL students.  Soon after this, students 
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were given a worksheet entitled “The Story of Thanksgiving.”  The worksheet explained 

the American holiday in detail; the students asked several questions and a discussion 

ensued on the topic.  When the topic was over, Valerie, Ann and I left the classroom at 

7:40 p.m.  We had not participated during class. 

 In comparison to the Level 1 class, the Level 2 class was more focused on A/H 

definitions of literacy.  My teacher candidates and I were not given the chance to 

participate as the instructor, Edward, did most of the talking during the class.  Although 

students worked in pairs on assignments that included items of interest outside the 

classroom (an I/F quality), these were often not items students would have used outside 

the classroom.  The class also taught grammar rules in a rather dry manner. While the 

class was geographically located it also contained many family members of the same 

background.  Students did work well with one another despite language differences (more 

heterogeneous community building) but the class was often quiet and individual students 

didn’t say much.  Overall, this experience, while including some I/F methods contained 

more A/H methods of literacy.  

Myerstown Literacy Center – West Pittston Campus.  While the Myerstown 

Literacy Center had two levels of classes, I only attended Level 2 classes due to 

classroom size restraints.  One of my students, Don, attended a Level 1 class together.  

Don and I attended the complete class period from 6:30-8:00 p.m. 

Level 2 – Intermediate Level Class (10/23).  While I did not attend Don’s first 

visit at the Myerstown Literacy Center, I did attend both times that he attended after that, 

10/23/08 and 11/13/08.  Both of the classes I attended were Level 2 classes that were held 
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in a large open room.  The Level 1 classes were held in a back room.  The Myerstown 

Literacy Center in West Pittston was much smaller than the other literacy center 

campuses.  It was held in a small area under a local bank.  The classes had lesser students 

than the other two campuses as well.    The Level 2 class was held in a large open room at 

several tables in horseshoe style.  My teacher candidates and I sat at the table with the 

ESL students.  The Level 1 class was held in a small room that was overcrowded.   On 

10/23/08, I attended the Level 2 class while Don attended the Level 1 class. They did not 

have enough room for me attend.  Despite this, I will comment on two Level 2 classes I 

did attend at the center. 

 The instructor of the Level 2 class at the West Pittston campus was named 

Michelle.  She was a middle-aged woman, who had considerable knowledge of the 

ABLE education curriculum.  She attended in-services regularly and met with many of 

the other center’s instructors.  Unfortunately, Michelle left the center for another job soon 

after my study ended in December 2008. 

 On 10/23/08, class started at 6:30 p.m. and only one student was in attendance. 

Michelle asked if one of us would like to go to the Level 1 course being held in the small 

room behind us.  There was only room for one of us, so Don volunteered to attend the 

class.  I stayed in the Level 2 class and seven students showed up by 6:50 p.m.   

 The class started with a “News You Can Use” article taken from a newspaper 

created for ESL students.  One student in attendance from Poland read the article to the 

class.  After this, Michelle handed out a grammar worksheet on the Present Perfect tense.  

She photocopied the worksheet as students continued to walk into the room.  We 
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completed a few of worksheets on the Present Perfect tense after which, students were 

asked to take turns reading their answers.  I sat quietly at the table with the students and 

did not participate in the activity.   

 After the grammar worksheets, Michelle passed out a book entitled, All about the 

USA: A Cultural Reader.”  Students were asked to read a story on Yellowstone National 

Park.  Two students had traveled to the park and discussed their trips.  Michelle 

photocopied several worksheets from the book – these worksheets covered vocabulary, 

comprehension, and the multiple choice “looking for details” section.  Students 

completed the handouts and Michelle went around the room asking students to present 

their answers.  At the end of the activity, Michelle asked the students to write a few 

sentences about national parks.  Students did this and she asked each student to come up 

and write their answers on the white boards in the front of the class.  Three students did 

the activity and she corrected their grammar and content.  Students seemed to take well to 

this. 

 During a break, students went around the room and gave their names.  They 

discussed where they were from and how long they had been in the United States.  

Students were mostly from Mexico, El Salvador, and Ecuador.  One student, an older 

woman, was from Poland.  She spoke and read English relatively well.  Three of the 

students, one from Mexico, one from El Salvador and another from Ecuador also spoke 

English well because they had steady jobs and had been in the country for years.  Two of 

the students rarely spoke.  One was the wife of the man from El Salvador – she spoke 

some English and their son, spoke little English. 
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 Throughout the class, I had little discussion with the students.  I only talked to 

students during the break.  I did not actively participate in the class itself.  I was not asked 

to help students with their worksheets.  Despite this, I felt welcomed by the students who 

easily discussed their countries of origin and their new homes in the United States. When 

the class ended, I spoke to Don about his Level 1 class.  He said that he was asked to 

participate in the class.  He assisted students with their English and vocabulary 

throughout the lesson. 

 This class was much like the Edward’s class at the Windsor Literacy Center.  The 

students sat around a table while they were being taught from textbooks and worksheets.  

Students worked with one another on worksheets but this was not done in an intimate 

manner.  They mostly worked on their own until they were stuck on an answer.  The 

activities in class were related to various items from outside the classroom, national 

parks, news, etc.  These topics were more sociocultural in nature but they didn’t quite 

relate to students’ home lives or interests.  Overall, this classroom contained more A/H 

learning practices than I/F practices.  It did however, allow for a strong example of 

heterogeneous, geographic environment.  The students in class were from various 

different areas - except for one group of three family members that attended together all 

of the students were attending on their own.  What struck me as different than the other 

two literacy centers is that many ESL students showed up late without repercussion.  The 

students at the Myerstown Literacy Center came in whenever they felt like it.  

Apparently, it didn’t matter that they were on time.  This led me to believe that the rules 
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for attendance were very lax at the center.  My student still found his classroom visits 

valuable because he learned about working with ESL students.    

Level 2 – Intermediate Class (11/13).  I also attended another Level 2 class with 

Don on 11/13/08.  The Level 1 class was being held at the same time but Don stayed for 

Level 2 class instead.  The young man who came with his parents the last time I visited 

was now attending that class.  Michelle informed me that many family members come 

together for class but their reading and writing levels are not the same.  The young man 

from the class I attended on 10/23 was redirected to the Level 1 class because he could 

not speak enough English to attend Level 2 class with his parents.   

At the start of the class, Michelle distributed the “News You Can Use” newspaper 

and asked a student to volunteer to read “Report Warns against Exotic Pets for Young 

Kids.”  After a student from Mexico read the article, the class discussed vocabulary from 

the story including the words, “rodents,” “germs,” and “reptiles.”  The class was then 

given a handout on the flu shot.  Michelle discussed the importance of getting the flu shot 

and possible places that students could get the shot.  She also went over several 

vocabulary words on the sheet to ensure student understanding.   

During the class I noticed that several community events were posted on the 

chalkboard in the front of class.  The board discussed how to become an American citizen 

and the offerings that the center provided to help students get citizenship.  A local play 

was also being advertised on the board.   

The same students from 10/23 were present during this class, minus the young 

man.  This evening’s class focused on the same skills that the first class did.  The class 
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read from the newspaper and then completed worksheets on Thanksgiving.  The students 

filled out the worksheets and then discussed their answers.  Don and I did not help the 

students with their work but we did participate in some of the conversation.  The students 

seemed to warm to us as we had attended the last two to three classes.  

 Once again, this class followed the same format as the first I attended without 

Don.  The instructor taught most of the class time and students completed worksheets on 

their own, unless they needed help.  The format of the class provided students with more 

A/H literacy practices than I/F.  It is interesting to note however, that despite the class 

being more A/H in nature, Don kept making suggestions for the classes he attended that 

were more I/F in nature.  Don also realized the diversity of the group and the importance 

of the center (geographically) to the success of the students there.   

 In the end, teacher candidates from the Richmond Literacy Center had more 

participation in class than those teacher candidates who attended the Windsor and 

Myerstown Literacy Centers.  Those teacher candidates at the Richmond Literacy Center 

saw a balance of literacy practices, both A/H and I/F during their visits, while those at the 

Windsor Literacy Center had depending on the instructor, either a balance of A/H and I/F 

or a class of mostly A/H practices.  Lastly, the teacher candidate who attended the 

Myerstown Literacy Center did not witness many I/F literacy practices within his classes.  

In terms of community, all classes offered teacher candidates more diverse, 

heterogeneous groupings in a specific geographic location than the communities offered 

by their placement or their practicum classrooms. This may be why those teacher 

candidates who attended the literacy classes at Richmond had better overall experiences 
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and more movement to I/F practices.  Those teacher candidates that attended the other 

two centers did not participate or witness as many I/F practices.  Due to the striking 

differences in community environment, it is no surprise that teacher candidates talked 

more about community at all of the centers, as opposed to literacy practices.  
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Chapter 4 

The Classroom Journals 

 Throughout the semester, which ran from 8/26/2008-12/11/2008, teacher 

candidates were required to keep a daily reflective journal.  This journal, kept for both 

placements, was to be turned in at the end of each practicum class and graded for 

completion.  Teacher candidates received a check plus (100%), a check (90%), a check 

minus (80%), or a minus (unacceptable) based on their reflection within their journal.  

The grade for the journal was included in both practicum grades, as well as their grades 

for their literacy papers, their observations, and presentations in class.   

 There was no set subject or prompt given for journal writings.  Teacher candidates 

were to reflect on the day’s events, whether that be a situation in class, an activity gone 

wrong, or a discussion about a student.  They were told to write about anything they 

wished.  While I had hoped that teacher candidates would write about their classrooms, I 

had also hoped they would discuss their literacy visits and the practicum classroom in 

relation to their classrooms.  Neither of these hopes materialized.  Teacher candidates 

solely focused on their classrooms, their practices, and their strategies as they did in their 

practicum class.  Overall, as a group, they discussed organizational issues and classroom 

management issues most.  And, despite the group’s interest in community and literacy in 

their literacy papers at the end of the semester, most did not discuss community and 

literacy directly in their journals.  I found this odd at first, but on my second and third 

readings of their journals, a pattern emerged.  Teacher candidates were indirectly 

focusing on their place in their classrooms, their new communities.  Their interest in 
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fitting into both their place as teacher in the classroom and as “teacher” in their new 

profession was striking.  While teacher candidates could recognize the importance of 

community to literacy in the literacy center classroom, they didn’t consciously recognize 

the importance of community to literacy in their own placements, their own new 

classrooms.  They did, however, subconsciously feel the importance of fitting into their 

new communities in their placements.  They knew that fitting into their role as teacher, 

both inside and outside the classroom, was important to achieving literacy for their 

students and themselves.  I chose three teacher candidates from the nine participating in 

the study to represent the whole.  Daniel, Paul and Mary best represent the interests and 

feelings of all of the teacher candidates in the practicum class during the fall semester of 

2008.  The journals of these teacher candidates start on 8/27/08 and end at different 

points depending on when their last attendance in class was noted.  For Daniel this date is 

12/2/08; for Paul and Mary this date is 11/17/08 and 11/15/08.  I did not ask for teacher 

candidates’ journals during the last week of class as I would not be seeing them at that 

time.  The first placement was conducted from 8/27-10/17/08.  Daniel’s and Mark’s first 

placements were at high schools, while Mary’s was at a middle school.  The second 

placement was conducted from 10/20- 12/11/08.  Daniel and Mark performed their 

second placements at middle schools and Mary at a high school. Table #4 further clarifies 

the teacher candidates, their placements and their cooperating teachers. 

Teacher Candidate Journals 

Daniel’s Journal.   Daniel, a 26-year-old male, was married to a recent graduate 

of Rockland University.  She was working as a teacher in a district near their home.  A  
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Table 4.  Teacher Candidate Names, Placement, and Cooperating Teachers 

 
Teacher Candidate 

 
Placements 

 
Cooperating Teachers 
 

 
Daniel 

 
Lyons High School 
Forks Middle School 

 
Liz 
Roberta 
 

Paul John Wilkes High School 
John Wilkes Middle School 

Nancy 
Doug 
 

Mary Kingston Middle School 
Kingston High School  

Dolores 
Betsy 
 

 
 
 

student in the Master’s in Education program at Rockland, Daniel would be wrapping up 

his certification at the end of the semester.  He was looking forward to getting a job, 

settling down with his wife, and buying his first house.  It was a financial burden for his 

wife to support him during his teaching practicum semester, but he was not worried about 

their getting through it.  They were renting a small apartment and overall, things at home 

were good.  He had strong support from both of their families.   

 In his card sort and his first survey, Daniel demonstrated an interest in working 

with ESL students from the start.  Although his card sort followed the pattern of his 

fellow teacher candidates, Daniel had no fear of attending literacy visits or working with 

ESL students.  He had prior work in Spanish and felt that attending the centers would put 

his past studies to work.  In his card sort, he listed “writing a literary analysis” or 

“research paper” as closest to his definition of literacy, both more A/H practices.  He 

ranked “watching a television program” or “using a computer program/playing video 
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games,” more I/F practices, as furthest away from his definition of literacy.  Despite 

ranking these lowest on his card sort, Daniel did mention in his first survey that “one who 

is literate with words can read and can write” but can “also show literacy with sports, or 

with television shows, or many other topics.”  While he thought literacy was connected to 

being able to read and write, he also thought “that literacy includes so much more than 

that and my definition of it is ever-changing.”  In this way, Daniel suggested that he did 

see the importance of I/F practices to literacy outside of the school environment.  He 

stressed that a recent graduate class, Teaching Writing, “allowed him to see that literacy 

is a changing definition.” 

 As for his definition of community, Daniel defined community as “people who 

share a common literacy.”  He mentioned that his  

teaching community is absolutely affected by everything I do.  Other teachers, 
current events, friends, movies, television, books, etc. are all factors that affect my 
teaching community because they allow me to see things in new ways that I can 
incorporate into my teaching. 
 

Once again, it was obvious that Daniel saw the importance of I/F practices to his 

teaching.   While he did this however, he discussed community as more homogeneous 

and relational (other teachers, friends, etc.).  He mentioned that although it was difficult 

for him to be outgoing, he enjoyed “working with other people.”  At the start of the study, 

he was considering getting his ESL certification. 

 After his first literacy visit, Daniel realized that the teaching practices at the 

literacy center were much like those occurring in his own placement classroom.  As 

mentioned in Chapter 2 Daniel stated:  
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I think the literacy center practices are very much aligned with the readings and 
my ideas of functionality in society.  The students at the literacy center have an 
understanding of certain concepts and ways of life – over abundance of traffic on 
Route 6610, Richmond’s “city life” – that are “bridges” or “foundations.” They 
build on these concepts with their language understanding the same way that I’m 
encouraging my eighth graders to build on their critical thinking abilities.   
 

Evidently, Daniel saw the connections between the ESL students at the literacy center 

and his own students; they both connected social practices outside of school to new 

information learned at school, a more I/F practice.   

 When discussing his definition of community in his second survey, Daniel once 

again commented on the similarities between the literacy center students and his 

placement classroom students.  He found that “his eighth graders make up a community 

of students studying the works of Edgar Allan Poe” and “the literacy center students are a 

community of English language learners.”  In making this connection, however, he didn’t 

discuss how either of these communities allowed for the learning of literate acts; for 

instance, his eighth grade class was more homogeneous, less diverse than the literacy 

center.  His students in his placement had a geographic tie to one another (they lived in 

the same district) and students from the literacy center lived and met in the same location.    

Later in the semester, he did discuss his inclusion into the ESL students’ community in 

his literacy paper.  Throughout the paper, he continually mentioned how accepting the 

ESL students were of him, his inclusion into their “jovial discussions” and how they even 

invited him and his wife to a holiday party during his last visit.   In being a part of the 

literacy center community, Daniel noticed that the ESL students were dedicated to 

learning.  Their comfort in learning amongst one another was palpable.  This feeling of 
                                                           
10

 Route 66 and Richmond are assumed names. 
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comfort led to their dedication to learning; it was he claimed what made them 

“productive.”  As he put it, “the literacy center adults…complete their day to day 

dealings and then attend class on top of that.  We should all strive to become so 

productive in our lives.”    

First Placement Journal – Lyons High School .  During Daniel’s first placement, 

he was placed with a veteran teacher at Lyons High School, Liz.  He had worked with Liz 

during his two-week professional semester and had a good relationship with her.  Liz’s 

classes consisted of college prep and on level seniors; because students had already taken 

the state achievement tests, there was no set curriculum that needed to be followed.  

Daniel commented that when he arrived for his first day, he “felt as if I was continuing 

right where I left off in April.”  The only reservation Daniel had was that his cooperating 

teacher had never had another teacher candidate.  He felt that they were at times teaching 

each other.   

 Within the first few days of the placement, which incidentally coincided with the 

first few days of the school year, Liz planned an icebreaker activity that would help both 

her and Daniel get to know the students better.  Both he and Liz were getting to know 

each other as well.  Daniel commented in his journal despite the fact that both he and Liz 

were new to teacher candidacy, they were “getting through it and conversing about 

various topics that are important.  As time passes, I’m continuing to feel more and more 

comfortable.” At the start of this placement Daniel had confided in me that he really 

wanted to be a middle school teacher; despite having a good relationship with his 
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cooperating teacher at the high school, he couldn’t wait to get to work with middle school 

students. 

 Throughout his journal, Daniel discussed two topics in detail, his relationship 

with his students and the strong relationship he had with his cooperating teacher, Liz.  

The first, his relationship with his students, seemed to be harder of the two for him to 

grasp.  Daniel knew what he wanted to do: calm his nerves, maintain control of his 

classroom, and garner his students respect.  During the first week of his student teaching 

on 9/2, Daniel mentioned that while he was “extremely nervous” teaching his first class, 

“things went well and the students did have quite a bit of discussion.”  Despite things 

going well that first day, Daniel still had “anxiety when [he] thought about taking over all 

of Liz’s classes.”   

 As time went on, Daniel’s nervousness went away and his struggle with 

classroom management began.  The honeymoon period being over, Daniel had to deal 

with the fact that students were starting to see him as the teacher of the class.  Because of 

this, they challenged his authority.  His first problem with a student was discussed in 

detail on 9/5; the problem, he admitted, was that one of his female students “leaves 

everyday for something.”  Ultimately, Daniel figured she was “not being challenged 

enough.” At the start of the next week, he realized that “not knowing their [the students] 

names sets me back.  I need to work on my classroom management and I need to work on 

names.”  
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 During the following weeks, Daniel worked on his relationships with his students 

thereby gaining their respect.  He mentioned this work and his growing comfort with 

them on the dates below: 

• 9/9 – “I did, however, have the opportunity to circulate around the class and help 

students whom I didn’t have interaction with previously.” 

• 9/10 – “I started off the period with having them make name tags.” 

• 9/10 – “I will be making up a group discussion type of lesson for tomorrow.” 

• 9/12 – “While I still need to work on my classroom management – talkers, 

people paying attention, transitions – and ways to keep students involved, I do 

feel like I’m taking steps in the right direction…” 

• 9/18 – “I’m starting to know all of their names which really helps a lot.  By 

knowing their names class moves much faster and I feel much more confident.” 

• 9/18 – “I’m getting much more comfortable in front of all of the classes.  Also, I 

think my classroom management is getting better.  I don’t know if it’s my 

demeanor or my increased self confidence, but I feel more comfortable.” 

• 9/22 – “I am doing a casting call activity…I feel as if this activity is reaching 

students who may not normally ‘get it’ by helping to concrete the characters in 

their minds.” 

• 9/24 – “…I found out that I enjoy days like today when I can work individually 

with my students answering questions and concerns in a one on one setting.” 
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• 9/29 – “The group leaders were really engaged and really trying to keep their 

groups on task; they appear to be taking the assignment very seriously, which 

isn’t always the case.” 

• 9/30 – “Today was the day of the debate.  This ‘authentic assessment’ really 

showed me that a lot of these students are getting it.” 

• 10/2 – “Today was spent introducing a new project for the students.  The 

students will, in groups, have the opportunity to put together a music video, a 

public service announcement, an interview, or a newscast.”   

• 10/7 – “Yeah, I have a lot of great students that I have great relationships with.  

However, there are some students that I know aren’t living up to their potential 

and I try to encourage them to do better but they don’t take any initiative.” 

• 10/9 – “The students seem to be enjoying their time with this project and I think 

it is a great means of alternative assessment.” 

• 10/15 – “I am extremely impressed with what some of the students are capable 

of creating.  The creativity of some students – students who may normally not 

seem to be ‘getting it’ – really shows the merit in using different forms of 

assessment.” 

In looking at Daniel’s comments throughout his first placement, an obvious pattern 

emerged.  Starting with 9/9, Daniel made an effort to include all students in his class.  He 

believed that making his lessons more student centered (I/F) would allow more of his 

students to participate.  His initial nervousness in front of the students dissipated; his 

comfort in front of the class grew as his relationships did.  His use of both authentic 
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assessment and individual attention allowed for relationships with his students to 

blossom.  Students started to show greater literacy in using technology, debating, and 

presenting (I/F practices).  By the end of his placement on 10/17, Daniel was “more sad 

than I thought I would be as my students came up and thanked me, shaking hands, and 

wishing me well.  One group of students even made a ‘picture card,’ trying to coax me to 

stay.”   

 The main reason that Daniel was able to forge a strong relationship with his 

students was because of his cooperating teacher, Liz.  Liz set the stage for Daniel early at 

the beginning of the semester with her icebreaker activity (a more I/F activity).  Through 

it, the students and Daniel got to know each other better.  Liz’s consistent praise and 

assistance throughout the semester also led to Daniel’s feeling of comfort within the 

classroom.  Daniel noted this several times in his journal.   

• 9/3 – “Liz tells me that I am doing a good job handling Bob, who is my 

talker.  Also, I made a Power Point for class today that Liz used in her 

classes, too!” 

• 9/10 – “Period Eight, however, did not go as well today.  I think Liz was 

right about projecting moods, too. “ 

• 9/11 – “Today I was very excited about the lesson I created.  It was 

something new and I was nervous, but Liz seemed excited about it too.” 

• 9/19 – “I realized today that I’m starting to feel like an old pro at this.  

Even though Liz is now back, I am still interacting with all of her students 
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in all of her classes.  I feel comfortable being in the classroom and sharing 

my opinions.” 

• 9/23 – “I rely on Liz to tell me if I’m not doing things the way she wants 

them done, but, at the same time, I don’t know if she always verbalizes 

these thoughts.” 

• 9/26 – “I have been able to reflect back on my time at Lyons and see all of 

the ways Liz has helped me.  Now that I feel more comfortable moving 

around the classroom and talking with the class, I think I’ll be able to 

focus on other potential problem areas at my second placement.” 

• 9/29 – “I collaborate with Liz in order to make sure that my classes are 

staying on track with where she normally would be.” 

• 10/17 – “I really enjoyed my time at Lyons.  I think I have learned more 

than I realized…I miss Liz and my students already…” 

Liz was an elemental part of creating a comfortable environment for Daniel to learn about 

teaching.  He became part of the school community (a more heterogeneous community as 

it was located in an urban city) through her and her mentoring helped him become a part 

of the school’s teaching community.  Having created strong bonds with his students 

through successful classroom management strategies, students learned from his lessons 

and one another. While Liz’s more I/F practice of literacy was discomforting to Daniel at 

the start, he became more comfortable with his students as he utilized it.  Liz’s students 

provided Daniel with a more heterogeneous environment as well.  Although he felt 

nervous about his new environment at first, he too, became more comfortable with it as 
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the placement progressed.  Overall, Daniel’s positive experience at his placement at 

Lyons High School set the stage for his second placement at Forks Middle School. 

  Second Placement Journal – Forks Middle School.  Daniel completed his 

second placement at a small middle school in a district neighboring Lyons High School.  

As stated earlier, Daniel thought himself more of a middle school teacher.  Despite his 

success at his first placement, he still believed that his middle school placement would be 

more successful.   

 Daniel arrived for his placement at Forks Middle School on 10/20.  Even though 

he was starting over in the middle school environment he so craved, his worries about 

this placement were the same as the last.  He was nervous at the start of the placement, 

just as he was at his last placement.  He worried about classroom management and his 

lessons and he, rightly so, looked to his cooperating teacher for guidance. Daniel’s 

cooperating teacher, Roberta, was once again a veteran teacher.  She had taken a teacher 

candidate every semester for the past five years.  Roberta was organized and relied on 

strong classroom management procedures to keep her students in line.  Her literacy 

practices were more A/H in that she instructed at the front of the classroom, focusing on 

curriculum and PSSA standards as mandated by the district.  On his first day at Forks, 

Daniel found that “the differences between Lyons and Forks are really quite remarkable.  

There are huge differences in the students, my cooperating teachers, the school setting; 

really, I feel very disoriented.”  Unlike the students at Lyons High School, the students at 

Forks Middle School were more homogeneous, less diverse.  He went on to say, “I am 

very anxious to take over, but I am also very nervous.  I don’t know a whole lot about 
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Edgar Allan Poe and making large quantities of worksheets and graphic organizers is an 

overwhelming thought.” 

 Much like his last placement, Daniel worked on his classroom management skills 

and building a student-centered classroom.  He made mention of several of his strategies 

to both control and make his classroom more comfortable for his students and himself.  

The first of these strategies was an icebreaker that included a journal prompt. 

• 10/22 – “I know that I just need to work on reaching these kids on their level – 

which I’m doing.  I came up with some great, great prompts today for journal 

entries and paper topics (for after Thanksgiving). 

• 10/24 – “Today I gave my first assignment: a journal prompt where students are 

responsible to write to me and introduce themselves. A lot of the students seemed 

pretty excited about it, which made me feel good.” 

• 10/27 – “I am realizing that these students are not the same students on a day to 

day basis.  There are generally all good kids who want to learn, but this fluxuation 

of students’ maturity levels and responsibility levels is an issue of its own…what 

I’m getting at is that I don’t know how cut out I am for middle school.” 

• 10/29 – “I’m working on trying to think of ways to reach these lazy, unmotivated 

students. (I can’t help but think of our literacy book from practicum.) 

• 10/31 – “Today I went on a field trip to a state park…” 

• 11/4 – “First, I want to write about an assignment I created last night that I am 

very excited about.  The students are to look at their favorite song lyrics and list 

examples of similes, metaphors, alliteration, assonance, consonance, repetition 
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and rhyme. I am excited because these are the creative lessons that I knew (or was 

hoping) would come over time.” 

• 11/6 – “Overall, it was a good day.  It was one of those days that I felt like I really 

helped some students think and ‘get it.’”  

• 11/7 – “While I still feel that I am getting a lot out of this placement, I’m not 

connecting with the students as much as I did at Lyons and I think that is partly 

due to the lack of my teaching.” 

• 11/11 – “I am happy that I am getting that ‘discussion’ aspect of teaching down.  I 

am feeling more comfortable with these students, which is a quick transition for 

me.” 

• 11/18 – “I covered a lot of material from their review packets.  I allowed students 

to answer questions and I also called on students who appeared lost and had them 

work through some of my questions.  It was a good day.” 

• 11/25 – “…after separating our potential problem students, our students behaved 

very well.” 

• 12/2 – “The activity was to write two letters to two very different audiences and 

understand the importance of audience in writing.  Overall, it went well.” 

Daniel started this placement with an icebreaker knowing how successful it was in 

getting him comfortable with the students in his last placement.  He knew that student-

centered activities would also help him achieve his goal.  What he didn’t realize was that 

he was once again trying to form a classroom community, similar to that in his first 

placement.  Moving to a new school was disconcerting to Daniel’s sense of comfort.  
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These students formed a different community than the students in his first placement.  

They were also used to a more A/H practice of literacy as Roberta adhered to a strict 

curriculum as opposed to Liz. As Daniel mentioned on his first day at Forks Middle 

School, “the differences between Forks and Lyons are really quite remarkable.”  Despite 

this, Daniel thought he had to create a community at his new school similar to the 

classroom environment similar he and Liz created at Lyons.  Unfortunately, while Daniel 

focused his efforts on creating that environment, he did not have the same support he 

received from his first cooperating teacher, Liz because Roberta was more A/H in her 

literacy practices; because of this, Roberta and Daniel’s relationship seemed strained.  

Daniel wasn’t given control of Roberta’s classrooms at the start of the placement; rather, 

he was made to wait nearly two and a half weeks into his eight week placement to begin 

teaching his students.  Daniel’s dismay with this and his awkward relationship with 

Roberta and her more A/H practices were evident in his journals. 

• 10/20 – “Roberta is very organized compared with Liz (which I love).  She has 

her weeks planned, her hand outs assigned, her photocopying taken care of, and 

her assignments written out.  As a result of this organization, it seems as if the 

classes run more smoothly”  

• 10/20 – “…I’m not sure when Roberta is going to let me take over.  Initially it 

seemed as if I would begin teaching at the end of next week.  However she was 

talking about what she is doing next.  I need to talk to her about all of this so we 

can make sure we are on the same page.”  
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• 10/23 – “I don’t feel as ‘at home’ at Forks as I did at Lyons.  I think part of it is 

that Liz was more real with me – more down to earth.  Sometimes I feel as if 

Roberta may be holding back her thoughts or opinions when we talk.  Also 

because of how structured Roberta is – which is what I wanted – I feel as if I’m 

working within her schedule, which is limiting.”  

• 10/24 – “Again, I am more than ready to take over, but Roberta seems reluctant to 

give up control.  I am learning a lot from Roberta.  I am especially learning how 

well organization skills affect the classroom.”  

• 10/28 – “…I am getting a little stir crazy.  I don’t know if Roberta has ever had a 

second placement student teacher, so she may be trying to transition me slowly 

into teaching.” 

• 11/3 – “Today, Roberta and I sat in the back of the classroom as the first two 

groups – first six stanzas – were presented.  This was probably my highest level of 

involvement in class so far.” 

• 11/7 – “I thing working with Roberta would be a great first placement but, 

working with her as a second placement is difficult because of how rooted 

(involved, invested) she is with the ‘bees’ team and her students.” 

• 11/10 – “…I am putting forth large amounts of effort into what Roberta allows me 

to do.  I am trying to make sure I am doing everything to her expectations since 

this is her classroom and these are her students.” 

• 11/12 – “…I do not want to work at Forks Middle School.  My main reasoning for 

this is the lack of leadership and support.  At Lyons, my cooperating teacher had 
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nothing but good things to say about the principal.  Here, it seems like they have 

nothing positive to say about their principal.” 

• 11/26 – “I am tired of seeing or hearing about the type of teacher that has no work 

ethic.  I was under the impression that we got into teaching to help others.” 

The differences between his cooperating teacher from his first placement, Liz, and his 

second placement, Roberta were striking.  Liz made Daniel feel like a part of the 

classroom community from the start.  She gave him control over the classroom within the 

first week and a half and made sure that Daniel knew the classroom was his classroom.  

Although Roberta provided Daniel with a sounding board and some guidance she was not 

as flexible as Liz.  Because of this Daniel did not feel as comfortable.  He originally 

thought he would enjoy his middle school placement more but in the end, he wanted to 

teach high school instead.  The middle school environment he was placed in was fraught 

with bickering, contract issues and leadership problems.  Even though Forks was a 

smaller school, these problems, coupled with his relationship with his second cooperating 

teacher, made him feel less a part of the community.  Over a month into his second 

placement, Daniel was still calling the students he was teaching “Roberta’s students.”   

 Daniel’s two experiences, his first at a high school and his second at a middle 

school, demonstrated his need to make him and his students comfortable.  He did this 

through icebreakers and student-centered activities.  It was easier for Daniel to forge 

strong relationships with his students in his first placement due to their being used to a 

more I/F environment.  From the start, Daniel was given control of the students and the 

teaching of those students by his cooperating teacher.  While this made him nervous at 
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first, he quickly became accustomed to his new role.  His cooperating teacher, although 

new to the program, was a veteran teacher.  She made Daniel feel comfortable in her 

classroom and with her colleagues from the moment of his arrival.  Daniel’s comfort in 

both of these new communities, the classroom and the teaching community, made his 

first placement a success. 

 Despite Daniel’s initial interest in teaching middle school, his second placement 

was not as successful.  Once again, he attempted to become part of the community in his 

new classroom by using more I/F practices.  Because of his new cooperating teacher’s 

control over the classroom and use of more A/H practices, this did not materialize.  He 

did not get to teach until the third week of the placement and Roberta still controlled the 

activities he taught.  Daniel consistently felt that the students were not his, but Roberta’s.  

Instead of fitting into his new community, he felt like an outsider.  He didn’t get to use 

more I/F literacy practices as much as he did in the first placement, and in turn the 

placement didn’t feel as successful as it could have.  Besides this, the contract 

negotiations and bitter infighting between the administration and the teachers at his 

second placement made his discomfort even more palpable.  Overall, Daniel longed for a 

balance between A/H and I/F practices.  His first placement offered the opportunity for a 

lot of I/F literacy practices, which at first made him feel uncomfortable.  His second 

placement offered more A/H literacy practices and he felt stifled because he couldn’t use 

more I/F practices.  His first placement offered a heterogeneous environment, which at 

first made him nervous, and his second placement offered the opposite, which confused 

him as it was so different from his first placement.   
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Paul’s Journal.  Paul was a 22-year-old male from New Jersey.  An out-of-state 

student, he lived on campus at Rockland throughout both of his placements.  Although 

Paul was an above average student, he was somewhat of an introvert in practicum class.  

He didn’t participate a lot in discussions unless he felt a vested interest in the topic being 

discussed.  His down-tone voice was often hard to hear.  At first, I was a bit worried that 

he would have some trouble teaching because of his passive nature.  This, of course, was 

unfounded as Paul completed both placements strongly.   

Unlike his fellow teacher candidates Paul completed both of his placements in the 

same school district.  The teachers in both the middle school and the high school knew 

each other and the schools were directly across the street from one another.  This added 

an interesting wrinkle to the study:  Would Paul feel more comfortable in his second 

placement, having worked in the same district for both placements?  Additionally, Paul 

had a female cooperating teacher for his first placement and a male cooperating teacher 

for his second placement. 

In looking through Paul’s card sort and surveys, Paul, like nearly every other 

teacher candidate, originally ranked “writing a literary analysis or research paper” and 

“reading and analyzing a poem,” both more A/H practices of literacy as closest to his 

definitions of literacy.  Similar to other teacher candidates, he also found “using a 

computer program/playing video games” and “watching a television program,” more I/F 

practices, furthest from his definition of literacy.  In all, Paul ranked those items that were 

more academic in nature higher than those that were more student-centered or non-

academic in nature.  His answers on the card sort followed hand-in-hand with Paul’s 
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answers to the first survey taken a week after the card sort.  In that first survey, Paul’s 

definition of literacy was “the ability of someone to read and write.” His definition of 

community was “a group of people working together towards a goal.”  At the start of the 

study, Paul felt “somewhat nervous about working with parents and other community 

members.”  He also felt the same way about working with students who had limited or no 

English proficiency.  In his survey, he commented that he “would feel considerably 

intimidated working with these students.  I don’t feel prepared to work with these 

students…”  Having participated in more homogeneous environments at the university, 

he felt unprepared to work with those from heterogeneous environments. 

In order to ease some of Paul’s trepidation I attended his first literacy center visit 

with him.  At the start of the visit, Paul often looked over at me for reassurance while 

working with his group of ESL students.  By the end of the visit, Paul wasn’t looking 

over at me.  His feelings about his initial literacy center visit were verbalized in his 

second survey taken at the end of his first placement.   

I honestly was not looking forward to the literacy center class. Along with being 
nervous I thought that it was going to be an incredibly slow hour and a half with 
no real gain following it.  But I was happily surprised to find that it was both 
extremely fulfilling and humorous working with the students there.  It was 
amazing to see people of completely different backgrounds with a very small 
knowledge of English working together to help understand each other. 
 

Paul attended his last literacy center visit on his own.  The instructor from the Level II 

ESL Class at Richmond Middle School acknowledged Paul’s help in class by name in her 

survey at the end of the semester.  She mentioned that the students especially enjoyed 

working with him during his visits. 
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 By the second survey, Paul’s worry over working with ESL students wasn’t the 

only thing that had changed.  His definitions of literacy and community were now 

transformed by his literacy center visits and his class readings.  In his second survey, Paul 

commented that his definition of literacy “recently changed” to  

one’s ability to be able to understand and communicate with others in their 
society. So with this in mind, it is not necessarily how well someone can read and 
write but if they are successful in being able to function in their community.   
 

His definition of literacy, once focused on A/H practices, now focused a bit more on I/F 

practices. Paul’s definition of community also changed to focus on his literacy center 

visits.  In his second survey, he claimed, “Community for me is any group either small or 

large that depends on each other for success.  Community could be defined as the small 

literacy centers or as Richmond [the city] as a whole.”  By his second survey, it was 

evident that Paul was being more comfortable with a more heterogeneous definition of 

community than his original definition.  This feeling of community, what Paul felt as part 

of the Level II literacy center group at Richmond Middle School, was also reflected in 

Paul’s final literacy paper.  Mentioning his initial nervousness due to his lack of foreign 

language knowledge, he commented that his “stress quickly began to fade after being 

introduced to the students.  I immediately saw a room full of kind hearted people that 

were very eager to learn and perfect their ability to use English.”  He further realized the 

similarities that the literacy center students had in common with his public school 

students.  “Students [in the literacy center] focused on working with vocabulary, 

grammar, reading, writing, and speaking - the same skills being used by younger students 

in the traditional classroom,” in essence more A/H practices of learning.  He didn’t, 
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however, realize the similar reliance on community (heterogeneous community) that his 

high school and middle school students shared with the literacy center students. 

First Placement Journal – John Wilkes High School.  Paul completed his first 

placement at John Wilkes High School, a suburban school quickly becoming urban due to 

an influx of students from the bustling city of nearby Richmond.  His cooperating 

teacher, Nancy, a veteran teacher pregnant with twin girls, commented upon meeting me 

that Paul often came through as shy and somewhat passive in class.  Because of this, he 

observed her teaching for the first week or so of class.  After that, he then began to take 

on one of her classes at a time, modeling her teaching methods.  Paul would be teaching 

twelfth grade British Literature classes of varying levels from what was considered the 

lowest level, career tech, to the highest level, honors.  His journal for that first week and a 

half focused mainly on his cooperating teacher’s teaching strategies and activities. 

 Paul’s first day of teaching a class was on 9/8/2008.  His journal commented on 

his initial fear of teaching, much like Daniel’s.  “I found myself incredibly nervous at 

first to stand in front of the classroom and take control but soon enough I began to relax.”  

During his first lesson, Paul listened while students read the first act of Hamlet.  He felt 

that “this kind of instruction was a good starting point for me because I was able to lead 

the classroom in a lesson that was basically entirely student driven.” By 9/9, Paul’s 

nervousness in front of the classroom was starting to fade, yet this nervousness 

transferred to his worry over “taking over the entire block.” The next day, however, he 

was beginning to create activities to get students more involved in class and discussion. 

Similar to Daniel, Paul began to work on making both he and his students more 
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comfortable with their new classroom environment; he modeled his cooperating teacher’s 

teaching style which was more A/H in practice, while including some I/F activities as 

well.  Paul’s attempts at creating a classroom community through A/H and I/F practices 

of literacy at John Wilkes High School were seen from the start to the end of his journal. 

• 9/10 - “Today in Block 1 we began scenes four and five of Act I [of 

Hamlet]. This in terms of the plot is when Hamlet first sees and speaks 

with this ghost.  To better set up this scene I previously found a few 

pictures of the scene.”  

• 9/17 – “I am starting to feel much more comfortable in front of the class 

and am actually starting to feel like a teacher.  I’ve noticed that the 

students are receiving me well also.  I think that this change has come 

from me changing from the observing student teacher who occasionally is 

in the front of the room, to being in front of the class the entire time.” 

• 9/18 – “I have now begun not only preparing at night but also in the 

mornings as much as possible to keep myself confident when going in 

front of the class.  I feel this tactic has really helped improve my 

performance.” 

• 9/24 – “I feel like I am becoming a better teacher and I am developing 

more and more confidence as the placement goes on.  I still have to work 

on slowing down when I speak to the students and getting more of the 

class involved.” 
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• 9/25 – “…my planning is proving to become more and more effective as 

the days go on and I am feeling more and more comfortable in front of the 

students.” 

• 9/29 – “Mrs. Martino was out sick so that I was teaching basically alone.  

I’m using the word basically because there was still a substitute teacher, 

but I did all of the classroom duties, teaching and management.  It was 

very interesting to see how seriously the students took me when Mrs. 

Martino was not around and how effective the lesson went even without 

her in the room.  I think that this shows a clear progression in my teaching 

because the students definitely considered me the head of the classroom 

today.” 

• 10/3 – “Today students did a bell ringer writing assignment…it worked 

similar to the game Taboo while still working effectively as a writing 

lesson.  Following this, students presented their quote presentations for 

Hamlet.” 

• 10/7 – “I showed students an image and discussed imagery with them.  I 

then asked students to make up a story and describe the setting by using an 

image of the interior of a diner.” 

• 10/10 – “As a homework assignment, students were told to think of three 

stories that they would want to tell from unforgettable moments in their 

lives.” 
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In looking at Paul’s comments from his journal, his need to establish a relationship with 

his students, in essence to form a community with them was evident.  He began the 

placement focusing most on his nervousness at standing in front of the classroom.  Used 

to a more homogeneous community, he was worried about teaching in a more 

heterogeneous community different than his own.  His lack of confidence was the basis 

for much of discussion in the first half of his journal.  He discussed his need to create a 

comfortable environment for himself in his journal comments on 9/17, 9/18, and 9/25.  

He ended up doing this by modeling his cooperating teacher’s more A/H practices.  By 

9/25, Paul’s discomfort had faded away and he then began focusing on more I/F activities 

to help students learn and remember information better.  Journal comments from 10/3, 

10/7, and 10/10 demonstrated this change in focus. Paul’s need to create comfort for 

himself first was not out of the ordinary.  Despite needing more time to quell his 

nervousness in the classroom, Paul mirrored the same feelings that Daniel did at the start 

of both of his placements.  While Daniel was able to get his nervousness under control 

more quickly in order to focus on forming relationships with his students, Paul also 

followed the same pattern as Daniel:  get comfortable with the classroom environment 

first and then make the students more comfortable.  In essence, they both followed the 

same cues to form their new classroom communities. 

 Unlike Daniel, Paul didn’t mention his first cooperating teacher, Nancy as much 

in his journal.  He discussed his observations of her in detail at the start of his journal but 

after that he only mentioned her from time to time.  This may be because he strayed away 
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from her teaching practices by incorporating more I/F practices near the end of the 

placement. 

• 9/12 - “Nancy and I discussed this [the fact that the class average on their current 

quiz was an F] and some factors that we discussed about this were that either the 

students just didn’t care or that they did not have enough time spent on 

vocabulary.”   

• 9/19 - “Nancy has told me that this is fine [classes not keeping the same pace as 

one another] from time to time, but that it is important to keep these classes at the 

same pace as well.”   

• 9/22 - “Nancy accredited this to a number of reasons, namely that they just did 

not study or were not prepared for [that] intense of a vocabulary quiz.”   

• 9/26 – “Nancy had told me previously that there would be an upcoming lock 

down drill.” 

• 9/29 – “…Nancy was out sick so that I was teaching basically alone.” 

• 10/3 – “Nancy and I both thought that each student showed a clear amount of 

effort both in their preparation while speaking and in their illustrations, which 

now serve as decorations in the classroom.” 

• 10/9 – “After the death of the student at John Wilkes, Nancy and I decided to 

switch around the next few days.  The test that was scheduled for today was 

switched to next Tuesday.” 

These seven statements represent the only times that he discussed Nancy during his 

journal.  Despite this, it was obvious in his comments about her that they did have a good 
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working relationship.  After allowing Paul the time and space he needed to get 

comfortable in the classroom, Nancy did allow Paul control over the classroom that was 

once hers.  This was evident when Nancy fell sick and was absent and Paul discussed 

how “interesting [it was] to see how seriously the students took me when Mrs. Martino 

was not around and how effective the lesson went even without her in the room.”  Paul no 

longer felt nervous teaching in a heterogeneous environment.  He realized the importance 

of finding a balance between a relational and a geographic community with his students.  

While Paul did not comment in his journals about Nancy’s positive or negative 

reinforcement of his teaching abilities during this placement, she did take part in helping 

him make sound decisions in the classroom.  In doing so, he became an elemental part of 

the classroom community.   

Second Placement Journal:  John Wilkes Middle School.  Paul’s second 

placement was across the street from his last placement at John Wilkes Middle School.  

Since Paul had previously met his middle school cooperating teacher, Doug, earlier in the 

first placement, he felt that his next placement would be as successful as his first.  Still, 

with only a weekend separating his high school placement from his middle school 

placement he, like Daniel, felt “this was immediately a very big change of pace for me.”  

He was changing buildings, changing cooperating teachers, and changing from twelfth 

grade to eighth grade students.  The periods were no longer block style periods; instead 

they were replaced with traditional 40-minute periods.  He hoped that “the even wider 

age gap at the middle school will make me seem to be much older than the students so 

that an authoritative role will not be hard to achieve.” 
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 Upon his second day in Doug’s classroom Paul immediately felt that Doug’s 

teaching style was similar to his own.  He realized quickly that Doug, while a more A/H 

teacher in many ways, created a very I/F student-centered learning environment. On 

grammar day when students had to complete workbook activities (a more A/H practice of 

literacy), Doug greeted the students to “a disco ball swirling multiple colored lights 

around the room” (a more I/F practice of literacy).  After the lesson was introduced to the 

students they were then allowed to listen to disco music while completing it.  Paul 

commented that “these tactics really seem to keep the students mellow and receptive to 

grammar and I think that it is extremely effective.”  These comments from his journal on 

the second day of class demonstrated how much more comfortable Paul felt in his new 

cooperating teacher’s classroom.  Paul felt an instant affinity for his new community due 

to the balance of A/H and I/F literacies, as well as his obvious comfort with the same 

heterogeneous environment he was used to at the high school.   

 After that second day, Paul picked up Doug’s classes the very next day.  Of 

Doug’s five classes, Paul taught two that day.  Unlike his first placement, Paul did not 

discuss his nervousness in teaching these two classes.  Instead he talked about the lesson 

he taught, an icebreaker.  Students were directed to write three questions to ask him. Paul 

commented that “the rest of the period was primarily spent with students asking me 

various questions anywhere from academic and teaching related information to hobbies 

and random facts.”  He thought that this first lesson went well “because it gave students a 

core background to who I am and immediately both placed me at the front of the 

classroom but also as an unintimidating and friendly future teacher.”  His place 
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established in the classroom, his early journal entries focused not on his nervousness as 

they did in his first placement but instead, on creating student-centered activities in the 

same style as his cooperating teacher, Doug.  After that first icebreaker activity, the 

journals entries following it discussed the I/F activities he created to strengthen his 

relationship with his new students. 

• 10/23 – “Today I followed up the previous lessons by first reintroducing myself to 

the students and collecting their biographies.  I next played a quick name game 

with the students by going around the room while trying my best to remember the 

students’ names.” 

• 10/30 – “Students today completed a crossword puzzle activity in order to help 

them learn their new vocabulary words.  Students first were instructed to pick five 

of the ten words from their vocabulary lesson and to make their own crossword 

puzzle and to decorate the puzzle.  Following that, students then began switching 

puzzles with each other for the rest of the period. 

• 11/3 – “While walking around the room answering questions it also allowed me to 

see where the majority of the class was struggling and where they excelled, which 

is a great starting point when introducing new material.” 

• 11/5 – “As a continuation with the verbs lesson, student today were introduced to 

their practice assignment for verbs.  The students had a larger than usual number 

of exercises because it was a longer chapter and they immediately started to moan 

and groan.  I immediately dissolved the situation by using an upbeat attitude and 
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saying, ‘We’re just getting more chances to practice verbs!’ This made the 

students laugh…” 

• 11/6 – “…I think that students enjoy seeing their classmates in the front of the 

room rather than the teacher and it makes them comfortable and better behaved 

during class.” 

• 11/7 – If the students forgot any information that I thought to be crucial I then 

asked the students to lead them to that information.  I think that this was a good 

review strategy because it forced the students to reflect by themselves and figure 

out what was important and then to collectively compile their information.  By 

doing this, the students did most of the talking and not me.” 

• 11/11 – “I have found that by planning far in advance for 40 minute period it 

makes it easy to plan each day by anticipating your lesson to be shorter than 

expected.” 

• 11/13 – “I stopped the movie periodically to make sure that all of the students 

knew what was going on by asking the students why certain things were 

happening.  I also stopped it at times to have students predict what was going to 

happen.” 

In reading Paul’s journal entries above, he discussed only the activities he 

completed with his students each day.  He reflected on why he was performing each of 

these activities and how they added to the student-centered learning environment, more 

I/F literacy practices of his classroom.  His interest in creating a comfortable classroom 

encouraged students to behave better.  Throughout his journal entries, it was evident that 
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Paul himself was comfortable in his new learning community.  While the students were a 

growing reason for his comfort, his cooperating teacher Doug was truly the catalyst for 

his growth.  From the moment Paul came into his classroom, Doug created an accepting 

atmosphere for Paul to grow in.  Because of this, Paul jumped into his new role as teacher 

much more quickly and easily then he did at the high school.  This, too, may have 

occurred because Doug was the same gender as Paul or because Paul had gotten to know 

Doug earlier in the placement since he was in the same school district for both 

placements.  Paul did speak about Doug much more in his second placement journal then 

he did about Nancy in his first placement journal.  Doug’s mentoring and assistance in 

planning lessons was evident throughout his second placement journal entries. 

• 10/21 – “On my second day of student teaching at John Wilkes Middle School 

with Doug, I really am starting to think that I will eventually adopt many of 

Doug’s techniques into my own classroom.” 

• 10/27 – “Doug informed me that he likes to began the year by having students 

read along with the text while listening to an audio version of it and later shifting 

slowly into independent reading at home and reading aloud in the classroom.” 

• 10/28 – “As a way to introduce the new vocabulary words to the students, I used 

the same approach that Doug suggested.  Doug’s method of introducing 

vocabulary is designed to help students feel like they are participating and to 

ensure students paying attention.” 

• 11/3 – “To better help them [the students] understand verbs and for Doug and I to 

see how well students understand verbs, students took a pretest today on verbs.” 
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• 11/12 – Doug told me that he usually has students then watch a more 

contemporary film…[he] explained that this gives the students a nice break and it 

is enjoyable for them…While the students, were watching the film today, I 

naturally felt the urge at times to pause the video.  Doug later commented that this 

was a good tactic because I was then teaching the film rather than just having 

students merely watch it and sit there.” 

Doug’s active mentoring of Paul was elemental to Paul’s growth as a teacher.  Paul 

needed someone to guide him to make better choices and his relationship with Doug 

provided him with that relationship.  Fitting into both his teaching community and his 

classroom community allowed Paul to have another successful placement. 

 Paul’s first and second placements provided him with positive experiences.  Paul, 

a somewhat shy, young man, needed to be nurtured during his first placement.  While he 

didn’t have a particularly strong relationship with his first cooperating teacher, Nancy, 

she did allow him the time and space to grow into his new community.  Paul slowly made 

relationships with his new, more heterogeneous, high school students and thanks to his 

cooperating teacher’s advice, he forged his place into the classroom in her absence well.  

Having made himself comfortable, he then focused on his students and forming a 

community with them by utilizing some I/F literacy practices.  

 From the start of his second placement, Paul felt immediately accepted into both 

his classroom and teaching communities.  Used to working in a more heterogeneous 

classroom environment, he never once mentioned the nervousness he felt in his first 

placement and quickly took the reins from his very accommodating second cooperating 
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teacher, Doug.  Doug’s use of I/F literacy activities to teach his more A/H standardized 

curriculum helped Paul form his own classroom community.   

Much like Daniel, Paul started off getting to know his students with an icebreaker 

about himself.  He then played a game with the students to get to know their names.  All 

of this allowed Paul to feel more comfortable in his new environment.  Paul quickly 

adapted his cooperating teacher’s ideas into his own and from then on his place in the 

classroom was cemented.  Students’ literacy was enhanced and strengthened by Paul’s 

student-centered classroom, I/F activities, thereby making his second placement as much 

if not more, successful than his first. 

Mary’s Journals.  Mary, one of five females participating in the study, restricted 

information about her age and date of birth.  As she was completing her undergraduate 

degree directly after high school, I gathered that she was the traditional age for a senior 

graduating college.  Mary would not share information about her living status but she did 

mention that she had a fiancée and that they would be getting married soon after she 

graduated.  During her second placement this became more obvious as she spent more 

time on planning her wedding and less time on her teaching preparation.  Incidentally, 

Mary wasn’t that worried about procuring a teaching position as she had a high GPA and 

knew several teachers at various districts personally.  One of these teachers was her best 

friend and the maid of honor in her wedding. 

 During her card sort on the first day of class, Mary’s answers were the same as 

Daniel and Paul’s.  She found “reading and analyzing a poem” and “writing a literary 

analysis or research paper,” both more A/H forms of literacy, closest to her definition of 
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literacy.  Like Daniel and Paul, she also chose the same two more I/F literacy acts, “using 

a computer program/playing video games” and “watching a television program” as those 

acts furthest away from her definition of literacy.  Her first survey, taken a week after the 

card sort, echoed these beliefs.  Mary’s definition of literacy was “the ability and 

privilege to read and write.”  She based this definition on prior knowledge of literacy; she 

mentioned that it had been discussed in a number of classes, especially education classes 

“when talking about diversity.” 

 In defining community, Mary considered it “having a sense of responsibility and 

pride for those around you.  This term includes the people who make up the community 

and also the places that make up the community.” She looked forward to working with 

the community to better reach her students, because she believed that “the school is a 

central element of the community. So I should interact with the community in all ways 

possible.”  When asked how she felt about working with students who have limited or no 

English proficiency, she didn’t feel “prepared as I could be, but I feel that with working 

with these students, I will gain the experience needed to feel better prepared.”   

 Mary’s second survey taken at mid-semester showed little change from her first.  

Her definitions of literacy and community were still short and to the point, but they were 

more specific.  For instance, Mary defined literacy in the middle of the semester as “the 

ability to read and understand written language, as well as the ability to speak fluently.”  

Mary’s first definition of literacy had focused on the privilege of reading and writing; her 

new definition dropped the term privilege and included the ability to speak fluently, still 

more A/H in terms of literacy.  Her new definition puzzled me because the ESL students 
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we had worked with in the literacy centers did not speak English fluently yet were literate 

in their own language.  I wondered if she considered the students literate despite the fact 

they couldn’t speak English. 

 Unlike Mary’s definition of literacy, her definition of community changed slightly 

to reflect the environment of the literacy center.  In the second survey, Mary defined 

community as “something that thrives on its members.  It is where people help each other 

to succeed in the community as well as in society in general.”  Her prior definition 

focused only on “responsibility and pride for those around you” not on the success of 

those in the community or “society in general.”  Her new definition was more 

heterogeneous and geographic in nature.  Mary also incorporated the more I/F literacy 

practices she witnessed at the literacy center into her classroom.  She wanted her students 

to help “each other to better understand concepts.”  Overall, she “loved attending the 

literacy center class” because “it was great to see people who were there to learn and 

were very involved in their learning.”  Mary’s feelings about attending the literacy center 

before her first visit were very different from her feelings about it at the end of the 

semester.  While Mary originally said that she had thought herself unprepared but willing 

to work with ESL students in her first survey, her true feelings were evident in her 

literacy center reflection paper at the end of the placement.  She admitted,  

Well, I must say that the literacy center visits turned out to be a lot more 
interesting and intriguing than I first thought they would be.  I remember on the 
first day of practicum, when we got our syllabus, I felt so overwhelmed.  I thought 
that the literacy center visits sounded like a great idea for someone studying ESL, 
but what did that have to do with me? 
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  Mary’s feelings of worry were similar to Daniel’s as she wasn’t sure how she 

was going to fit this new requirement into an already packed teacher practicum semester.  

She was nervous about working with ESL students because they had nothing in common 

with her homogeneous community practices.  She felt that the ESL students had nothing 

in common with her current educational program (relational community).  She admitted 

that during her first literacy center experience at Richmond Middle School, her 

perspective on attending the center “changed a bit.”  This may be why Mary’s definitions 

of literacy and community did not change much between her first survey and her second 

survey.  However, it was during that first class that she “started to think about getting a 

certification in ESL so that I could help people who actually want to learn how to speak 

English.”  She stated, “What I saw in that classroom were adults teaching adults and they 

all wanted to learn.  It was amazing how appreciative and considerate those people were 

to each other.”   

 It was during Mary’s second and third literacy visits that her feelings toward 

literacy and community changed most dramatically.  Instead of attending the Richmond 

Middle School campus, Mary decided to attend the Oxford Valley Hospital campus in 

downtown Richmond.  This class, unlike the beginner ESL class at Richmond Middle 

School, was not attended by mostly Hispanic students.  This class did not have an 

instructor who spoke Spanish either.  In describing this class, Mary said that it  

far blew the first one out of the water. For one the atmosphere was nice.  It was in 
a large room with lots of space and there were lots of students to fill that space.  
Once again, I saw the same enthusiasm from the students, but there was definitely 
a much more diverse crowd this time. 
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While Mary did assist with the first literacy class she attended, the second class offered a 

chance to “directly interact with the students.  Each person from Rockland University 

took a group of students and helped them practice English verbs using picture cards.”  At 

the end of her third visit Mary had decided to get ESL certification.  While she didn’t 

name community as the main reason for her joy in participating in the literacy visits, she 

did comment on how students helped each other (more I/F practice) and how comfortable 

the atmosphere in the classroom was during each visit (more heterogeneous 

environment).  After her last visit, Mary mentioned how the visits “helped me to realize 

that there are students out there who truly appreciate what you are trying to teach them.” 

  First Placement Journal – Kingston Middle School.  Mary’s first placement was 

teaching seventh grade at a rural middle school 40 minutes north of Rockland University.  

The school had a strong reputation for a student-centered I/F curriculum; Mary’s 

cooperating teacher, Dolores, was an executive board member of the state education 

society.   Dolores had taken many teacher candidates in the past; she expected much of 

them – more than the university expected.  While some teacher candidates folded under 

the pressure Dolores put on them, Mary didn’t.  She thrived in her new teaching 

placement; at the end of the placement Mary felt sadness leaving, even though her new 

placement was literally in the middle school’s backyard, across a field.  Her bitterness 

with having to leave the middle school to teach at the high school can be strongly sensed 

in her second placement journal. 

 Mary was to teach grammar and poetry during her placement at Kingston Middle 

School.  The first entry in her journal discussed her initial steps to get to know her 
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students, who were mostly homogeneous due to the rural location of the school.  She and 

her cooperating teacher “practiced each classes’ names a few times” and then “had them 

switch seats a few times and guessed their names.”  The next day she “was able to 

remember almost all of the kids’ names.”  She once again mentioned that the students 

were “a lot of fun” and “really seem[ed] to want to get involved.”   

 On her third day in class, Mary continued to work on making both her students 

and herself more comfortable in the classroom.  Her introduction to her students was as 

important as her introduction to “teacher life.”  On this day, she was thrust into her first 

team meeting and her first lesson in working with other colleagues. As she stated, “I can 

tell that some of the members on my team have clashing personalities.  That must be 

tough considering they have to work closely with each other on a daily basis.”  This 

comment would become more important during her second placement with a more A/H 

cooperating teacher unlike Dolores.  

 At the start of the second week, Mary was prepared to teach on her own.  Just like 

Daniel and Paul, she was “nervous to teach.”  Despite this, Mary had already made prior 

connections with her students the week before and she felt accepted by her cooperating 

teacher.  Because of her comfort in her new environment, Mary continued to work on 

getting to know her students through more I/F student-centered learning activities.  These 

activities helped her to better know her students. 

• 9/11 – “Today we started watching the movie The Ultimate Gift which I am doing 

a unit on.  It is a great movie which students really seem to enjoy.” 
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• 9/12 – “We had an IST meeting.  We learned a lot about the different sensitivities 

that the students have.  I really didn’t realize how badly some of these kids have it 

at home.  It really made me view some of these kids in a different light.” 

• 9/15 – “We finished the movie today.  I am so excited that the kids really liked the 

movie because I think they will connect to it a little better.  I hope they will really 

want to be involved when we do the follow-up activities, which we will start 

tomorrow.” 

• 9/18 – “Today we worked on Family Trees. I introduced the students to a website 

called www.myheritage.com.  I should have thought out the sensitive issues that 

were associated with this project.  The kids came up with a lot of questions about 

broken families that I wasn’t sure how to answer.” 

• 9/22 – “Today was a pretty fun and interesting day.  I had the students bring in 

something to share about their culture.  I learned some really interesting things 

about my students.” 

• 9/23 – “I reserved the laptops for the students to make comic strips on 

www.toondoo.com.  It’s a great interactive site to make comic strips and publish 

them.” 

• 9/25 – “It’s really neat to be able to read about them [the students] on a personal 

level and also to see pictures of their families.” 

• 9/26 – “Today is the first day the students had to work in groups in class.  So far, 

so good, because they all seemed to get long and work well together.” 
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• 10/2 – “I introduced poetry to the class today knowing that not as many 7th 

graders love poetry as much as I do.  By starting the poetry unit with a song, I 

think it makes the kids realize that poetry is found in many unexpected places.” 

• 10/6 – “Today was the first day for the kids to present their projects that they have 

been working on as a group.”   

• 10/8 – “…we talked some more about simile and metaphor and I had them write a 

poem using similes to describe a picnic.” 

• 10/9 – “I introduced concrete poems.  I did this by drawing two concrete poems 

on the board and reading some others to them.  I think it is great to let the kids 

have fun in the classroom; I let them have fun, they focused on their work, then 

they were able to have fun again.” 

• 10/14 – “With my help, the class created their own Haiku on the board together.  

Then I had them cut out paper leaves and write haiku poems on them about 

autumn.  Together, we made a bulletin board.” 

At the end of the placement, her goal to get to know her students achieved, Mary 

felt a sense of accomplishment, but more importantly, a sense of belonging to both the 

students and her colleagues in the English Department.  On the day before she left, “the 

students in my homeroom wrote on the board that they will miss me and signed their 

names.”  On her last day, she was literally brought to tears by her students and her 

cooperating teacher’s kindness.   

The day started off with Debbie and I exchanging gifts of gratitude.  When the 
kids came, they gave me cards and gifts.  One student even baked a cake for me!  
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During prep, the team I have been working with had a breakfast for me.  I cried at 
that point.  I really wish I could stay because I feel like I belong there. 
 

As stated in her own words, she “belonged there.”  Mary felt this way not only because of 

her own work with her students throughout the placement, but because of her relationship 

with her cooperating teacher, Dolores. 

From the start of her placement at Kingston Middle School, Mary was made to 

feel a part of the community.  Dolores quickly handed over the reins to Mary; during the 

first week, Dolores co-taught with Mary in order to make her feel more comfortable.  

Dolores organized an icebreaker activity from the first day and advised Mary on her 

lesson ideas, providing positive reinforcement.  The effect that Dolores had on Mary was 

obvious throughout her journal from her first placement. 

• 9/8 – “I taught a lesson on bad days today.  It was a lesson that Dolores 

teaches every year.  I was nervous to teach this [lesson] because she [Dolores] 

was there to watch me.  She said I did really well though.”   

• 9/10 – “Today was Dolores’s day.  She had to introduce to the students their 

yearlong scrapbooking project.  It was also a great opportunity,…, to see 

Dolores in front of the students and hear her presentation about the 

scrapbooking project – which is fascinating in itself.” 

• 9/11 – “…it was Open House tonight from 6:30-8:30 p.m. Although Dolores 

told me I did not have to go, I elected to attend and to be involved. Dolores 

told me I was a natural at interacting with parents!  Woo hoo!” 
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• 9/19 – “I was observed today for the first time.  I wish that Dolores had been 

there, but she had to leave early today to go away for the weekend.” 

• 9/30 – “Dolores and I were at Teen Biz training…” 

• 10/10 – “I was out of the classroom today because I went to the state 

conference with Dolores.  It was great!  I learned so much and really 

benefitted from being there.” 

• 10/15 – “Today was library book selection.  Instead of Dolores taking them to 

the library, however, I took them on my own.  It was fine though because at 

this point, they really respect me.” 

Mary’s relationship with Dolores, someone who had similar I/F teaching practices was 

the catalyst for a successful placement.  At the end of the placement, Mary, like Daniel 

during his first placement, and Paul during his second placement, felt that she was part of 

a community of learners.  She, along with her cooperating teacher, had indirectly created 

this environment.  Since the students (and their cooperating teacher) were similar to Mary 

in both literacy practices and community background they become comfortable in their 

new learning environment and were able to become more literate in grammar and poetry 

at the same time.   

 Second Placement Journal – Kingston High School.  Despite the success of 

Mary’s first placement, her second placement was not as successful.  Her new placement 

was quite a change from the seventh graders she was teaching at the middle school; at the 

high school she was now responsible for teaching twelfth graders British Literature and 

Themes, a class that centered on ethics.  Both of these classes required a lot more 
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preparation then her classes at the middle school, as she taught the same class at the 

middle school all day to different levels of students.  Additionally, Mary did not have the 

same close relationship with her second placement cooperating teacher, Betsy that she 

had with Dolores in her first placement.  Although she had met with Betsy during the last 

week of her first placement she still felt apprehensive about teaching at the high school.  

Mary mentioned this in her journal when she said, “She [Betsy] is really nice, but I have 

to admit that I am a little nervous that I will be teaching twelfth grade.  It is such a huge 

leap from the seventh graders I am used to.” 

 Betsy, Mary’s new cooperating teacher at the high school, was originally not 

supposed to have a student teacher.  She was assigned Mary after the English Department 

head decided that she was too busy to have a student teacher.  Betsy had never had a 

student teacher before; Mary would be her first foray into mentoring a new teacher.  

While Betsy was up to the challenge, it was obvious that given the time of year and the 

grade level, students’ attention was going to be hard to garner.  Besides this, Betsy 

practiced more A/H forms of literacy.  She liked to stand at the front of the class, 

teaching in a lecture style.  Students, much like the homogeneous group that Mary taught 

at the middle school, were used to this lecture format.   

 Mary’s journal entry from the first day of her second placement reiterated her fear 

of teaching senior high school students.  Within the first few lines of her journal entry, 

she commented, “I feel really intimidated by having seniors instead of seventh grade.”  

Unlike her first placement, Mary observed during the first day.  In the same fashion as 

her first placement, Mary planned an ice breaker for the second day of class called “three 



173 

 

 

truths and a lie.”  The activity required students to tell “four things about themselves and 

then one thing that is a lie.”  According to Mary, she was “pretty sure they hated doing 

it.”  Because of the bad reception she received, Mary commented that “I really don’t 

think I know how to teach seniors.  It is definitely terrifying.” Considering that Mary was 

using a more I/F activity in a more A/H class, it was not surprising that her activity did 

not work. 

 During the next few days of class, students were giving presentations so Mary’s 

cooperating teacher continued leading the class.  Mary observed the presentations, trying 

to “get to know the kids a bit better by watching them present.”  Mary also noted that her 

cooperating teacher Betsy stood behind the podium during most of the class watching the 

presentations.  Mary did not begin to teach again until 10/27.   

 When Mary began to teach classes on her own, she realized that she did not know 

the content of the curriculum as well as she would like.  Ultimately, she realized that she 

“was most likely going to have to teach myself everything before I can teach any of the 

material to the students.”  As Mary put it, “I am not feeling very good about this at all.”  

Despite her fear of teaching information she was new to, she tried to make connections 

with her second placement students in much the same I/F manner she did with her first 

placement students.  Her effort, good intentions aside, was not successful as can be seen 

in her journal entries from the start to the end of the placement. 

• 10/27 – “Anyway, I introduced the book Brave New World to the Themes 

classes.  This was tough because although I had read it before, I was 

unsure of the content.  It went ok.  Then for English, they had to finish 
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watching the film.  I introduced new vocab and began reading “The 

Aeneid” which again I did not feel comfortable.” 

• 10/28 – “…I had them get into groups and decide how they interpreted the 

murder scene [in The Aeneid] and present a role play to the class.  As I 

was walking around to the different groups, I thought it was going to go 

very well.  But, when the groups got up to present, it was a total flop.  

None of them took it seriously and they just thought it was a stupid 

activity. I’m really going to have to find a way to get the seniors excited 

about what they are learning.” 

• 10/29 – “Today went a little better.  For Themes, they had to learn how to 

respond to a visual argument.  I had them work with a partner to develop 

their own ads for a product of their choice.  For the English class, I once 

again ran out of material before I ran out of time.  … I introduced Ovid’s 

“Metamorphoses.”  I tried to make it modern by playing an Iron Maiden 

song based on this poem, but they just talked through the entire thing.” 

• 10/30 – “What I thought was going to be a great activity turned out to be 

something not so great after all.  I reserved the laptops and the students 

had to look up five types of sites and do a short evaluation of each…all I 

heard was complaints.  It was especially discerning when the fourth period 

Themes class came in and they said they heard the assignment was really 

hard and really long and boring!” 
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• 10/31 – “I ran out of material once again.  That can get pretty 

embarrassing after awhile. They did a Halloween activity which I had 

planned for the English class and listened to an old time radio show…the 

activity was a hit, but the radio show was not.”   

• 11/4 – “I took Betsy’s advice and typed out exactly what I was going to 

do, say and ask.  I felt much more comfortable going up there in front of 

the intimidating seniors.” 

• 11/6 – “I spent so much time last night making up a really fun “Jeopardy” 

style review game for the English class’s vocab test tomorrow!  All they 

did was complain about it.   

• 11/10 – “In Themes, we did a pretty fun activity.  It was called ‘Who Will 

Survive?  They had to get into groups and decide which seven people 

should survive a catastrophic event that wipes out the population.” 

• 11/15 – “I introduced Dante’s Inferno today and the first thing I heard 

was, ‘Why do we always have to read?’  I did a diversity activity at the 

end of class because Wednesday is ‘Diversity Day’ and I thought I would 

do a few things this week to make them thing about diversity.  It ended up 

causing some controversy and tension in the class,” 

As witnessed in her journal entries, Mary tried to form relationships with her 

students through what she thought were fun, I/F student-centered activities.  The students 

however, found the activities childish or boring because they wanted what they were used 

to, more A/H activities.  When Mary tried to infuse content into the classroom on diverse, 
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heterogeneous communities, the students rebelled.  They were used to their homogeneous 

community based mostly on their relational connections to each other and their teachers.  

Ultimately, Mary found her students unlikeable and they in turn found her unreachable.  

Instead of forming a strong relationship with her students, she found herself ostracized.  

Not only was her relationship with her students strained, but her relationship with her 

cooperating teacher, Betsy was also strained.  Mary mentioned Betsy several times in her 

journals but not with the same excitement and fervor that she did when she would discuss 

Dolores during her last placement.  Unlike Dolores, Betsy did not thrust Mary into 

teaching quickly.  She also did not help Mary establish herself in the classroom.  Mary 

did not teach until the second week of school and when needed, Betsy would take over 

the class and teach certain topics in a more A/H format.  This undermined Mary’s 

relationship with the students and with Betsy.  A feeling of not fitting into her new 

community is prevalent throughout her journal entries. 

• 10/22-10/24 – “These three days were all pretty much the same. The 

English class on these days finished up reading The Iliad.  Betsy had 

volunteers read the text, then facilitated discussion by asking questions.  It 

was good to see how she led a typical class.  The one thing I noticed 

though is that she stood behind the lectern most of the time which became 

kind of dull. I hope that when I am teaching the class, I am able to liven it 

up a bit by walking around the room, but who knows, I might not feel 

comfortable doing that.” 
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• 10/27 – “My first day of teaching the big twelfth graders.  I realize now 

that I am most likely going to have to teach myself everything before I can 

teach any of the material to the students.  I am not feeling very good about 

this at all.” 

• 10/31 – “…for English I decided that after doing the Halloween activity, I 

would let them watch an online version of an old horror film.  They had no 

interest though and tried to take full advantage of the fact that I was in 

charge.  Betsy had to take over and read a short story and had them 

respond to it.  I wish this placement was over.” 

•  11/3 - “I talked to Betsy today to see what I was doing wrong and what I 

could do to improve it.  She suggested typing out exactly what I was going 

to do each day so that my thoughts were more organized. I hope it works 

because today was a horrible day.” 

• 11/4 – “Much better!  I took Betsy’s advice and typed out exactly what I 

was going to do, say and ask.” 

• 11/6 – “I asked Betsy what she usually does for a vocab review and she 

said ‘nothing.’  Next time that’s what I am going to do.  Ok, sorry, I had to 

vent.” 

• 11/11 – “In English, Betsy went over how to do in-text citations to prepare 

for the in-class write tomorrow.” 

Obviously, Mary felt that whenever she “screwed up” by teaching in a more I/F style, 

Betsy would take over the class and teach in a more A/H style.  In essence, the class was 
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never really hers.  Similarly, planning fun, student-centered I/F activities did not work for 

Mary because students weren’t used to these types of activities.   Betsy liked to stay 

behind the podium and teach.  She also planned classes where students read out loud and 

then answered her questions, IRE style.  Mary, not accustomed to this A/H teaching style, 

found it boring.  Having spoken to Betsy myself about Mary, Betsy felt that Mary wasn’t 

preparing enough for class each night.  Instead of planning, Mary was planning for her 

wedding.  This caused Betsy to feel that Mary wasn’t serious about teaching her class.  

Their relationship strained, Mary and Betsy didn’t bond, so Mary and the students didn’t 

bond either.  This issue, although evident in Daniel’s second placement, was much more 

obvious in Mary’s second placement.  Because of this, students continued to learn in an 

uncomfortable environment. 

 Overall, teacher candidates taught best in those classrooms that practiced literacy 

theories more in balance with their own.  At first, all teacher candidates defined 

themselves in terms of A/H practices.  As the semester continued and they visited literacy 

centers and attended practicum classes, their practices became more I/F.  While some 

teacher candidates practiced more I/F literacy activities than others, it became obvious 

that those cooperating teachers that were more accepting of their teacher candidates’ 

literacy practices had better relationships with both them and their students.  Examples of 

this include Daniel’s second placement with Roberta and Mary’s second placement with 

Betsy.  Daniel, at first more interested in A/H practices of literacy, became more 

comfortable with more I/F practices of literacy after his first placement.  When he arrived 

at his second placement, his cooperating teacher Roberta was more interested in A/H 



179 

 

 

practices of literacy, refusing to bend to Daniel’s need for some I/F practices of literacy.  

This also occurred even more so in Mary’s second placement with Betsy.  Although she 

was teaching in the same district, her first cooperating teacher differed strongly from her 

second.  Her first cooperating teacher, Dolores supported Mary’s use of more I/F literacy 

practices, even though she practiced more A/H practices than Mary. Mary’s second 

cooperating teacher, Betsy, was more A/H in her literacy practices and expected Mary to 

follow suit.  While she allowed Mary to teach more I/F activities when they were not 

successful Betsy would interrupt and teach in a more A/H style to cater to her students.  

This undermined Mary’s attempts at including more heterogeneous, I/F community 

activities into the classroom.  Ultimately, all student teachers thrived in an environment 

accepting of both literacy practices.  In terms of community, each classroom placement 

provided a unique community environment either homogeneous or heterogeneous.  

Attending literacy center classes seemed to ease teacher candidates into a more 

heterogeneous environment different than their own. Teacher candidates also began to 

see that teachers need to strike a balance between relational and geographic classroom 

communities.    
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Chapter 5 

Results 

Conceptions 

Teacher Candidate Conceptions at the Start of the Study.  At the start of the 

study teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community were more A/H 

(autonomous and Hirschian) and homogeneous/relationally based.  Both literacy and 

community were seen as separate terms that did not complement the other.  For many of 

the teacher candidates, literacy meant “knowing how to read and write.”  As evident in 

the first survey, teacher candidates clearly believed that reading and writing, i.e. 

academic, more A/H literacy practices were most important to literacy studies in the 

classroom.  A card sort during the first day of practicum class identified how teacher 

candidates viewed different acts of literacy.  Faced with choosing between five 

academically, A/H teacher-based acts of literacy and five community I/F student-based 

acts of literacy, teacher candidates chose those acts that were more A/H academically 

based.  These acts included those that involved reading, writing, or composing as 

opposed to watching or using.  An overwhelming amount of teacher candidates chose 

either “reading or analyzing a poem” or “writing a literary analysis or research paper” as 

the two acts closest to their definition of literacy.  Similarly, teacher candidates chose 

“using a computer program or playing video games” and “watching a television program” 

as those furthest from their definition of literacy.  The reason that teacher candidates 

chose academic, A/H acts over home/community, I/F based acts could be found in 

teacher candidates’ first surveys.  A majority of teacher candidates credited their 
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knowledge of literacy to their English and Education classes, most notably Teaching of 

Writing and Teaching of Reading as those classes that helped to form their conceptions of 

literacy.  The fact that teacher candidates pointed out academic classes as contributing to 

their definition of literacy was not a negative.  It only strengthened the idea that teacher 

candidates were indeed listening and learning from their academic classes; it does 

however, point out that academics or A/H practices of literacy rather than 

community/home based, I/F definitions of literacy were chosen as more important to the 

teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy.  As Cheryl stated in her literacy paper at the 

end of the semester, “I truly believed that being literate meant knowing what we, as 

English teachers, know.”  This belief that literacy was based A/H knowledge more than 

I/F knowledge, demonstrated not only a need for more learning on literacy, but also the 

need for more community service learning opportunities in teacher candidates’ education 

programs.     

 As per their first survey, teacher candidates were basing their definition of 

community on denotations of the word.  For teacher candidates community meant “a 

group” or “commonality within a group.”  This definition falls in line with Williams’ 

definitions of community as demonstrating a “common concern” or a “common 

organization” (1979).  Since this definition reflects the beliefs of researchers in 1979, it is 

interesting to see that teacher candidates in 2008 were being taught a definition from over 

a quarter of a century ago.  It is quite possible that due to definitions of literacy that were 

more A/H based and definitions of community that were based on homogeneity from 

thirty years ago, teacher candidates could not make immediate connections between the 
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two.  Teacher candidates originally saw literacy and community as two separate entities.  

Not until they began reading about literacy and community in practicum class did they 

realize connections between the two. 

  Teacher candidates’ definitions of community also left them on the outside of 

any community they did not find in common with their own.  Because of this, teacher 

candidates felt apprehensive working with students of limited to no proficiency in 

English.  ESL students were not part of their homogeneous ideas of community because 

they spoke another language despite the fact many of these ESL students lived in their 

communities.  An example of this is seen in a remark Thomas made in his literacy paper 

about community.  He said, 

When I first looked at our class syllabus in August, I somehow thought of the 
words “literacy/community” to mean THEIR community, that is, the community 
to which the participants in the literacy centers belonged to.  Hence, my difficulty 
in grasping the idea in another part of our syllabus, where we were asked to 
participate in events in OUR community.   
 

At the start of the class, it is clearly evident that Thomas did not see himself as part of a 

community which included ESL students, because they did not fit his homogeneous, 

relational definition of community. 

Teacher candidate conceptions at the midpoint of the study.  At the midpoint 

of the study, marked by the end of the first placement which occurred on 10/17, teacher 

candidates had read three literacy texts/essays in practicum class, had attended at least 

one literacy center visit, and had taught for eight weeks in their first placement.  Teacher 

candidates were then given a second survey to mark the changes if any in their 

conceptions of literacy and community due to each of these environments:  the practicum 
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classroom, the literacy centers, and the placement classroom as seen through teacher 

candidate journals.  To track these changes in conceptions if any, I have presented each 

of the environments and what about each of the environments that may have caused 

teacher candidates’ conceptions to change if at all.   I then compared the results of teacher 

candidates’ conceptions in each environment in relation to the survey. 

The practicum classroom.  The teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and 

community at the start of the study were clear.  Teacher candidates defined literacy in 

terms of the more A/H practices of reading and writing and community in terms of 

relation or homogeneity, having something in common. Over the first eight weeks of 

practicum class however, teacher candidates began discussing literacy and community in 

different terms.  Instead of defining literacy as reading and writing, teacher candidates 

began to define literacy in terms of strategies, mostly I/F strategies.  In a similar way, 

community wasn’t being discussed in terms of common beliefs over time, but in terms of 

student relationships or classroom environment (heterogeneity or geography).  And, 

while teacher candidates mentioned literacy by name at times during the first eight 

weeks, it was rarely in the context of their classrooms; instead, it was often mentioned 

during their discussions or presentations of academic pieces by Heath or Carroll.  

Community was rarely mentioned by name at all in practicum class or their journals; 

rather, it was indirectly referred to in classroom discussion. 

 During classroom discussions taped on 9/30, 10/7, and 10/14, teacher candidates 

mentioned classroom teaching strategies more than any other topic, including discussion 

of their classroom text and reading assignments.  The first two taped practicum classes on 
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9/30 and 10/7 were supposed to focus on readings from Moll, Gonzalez, and Amanti’s 

Funds of Knowledge and Heath’s Ways with Words.  Instead students chose to veer away 

from these topics in lieu of discussions on classroom strategies (i.e. literacy strategies) 

and classroom environment (i.e. community).  The last practicum class before the end of 

the first placement and the second survey on 10/14 show a dominant shift in the teacher 

candidates’ conceptions of literacy through teaching strategies and community through 

classroom environment and relationships with students. 

The first taped practicum class on 9/30 focused on teacher candidates’ strained 

relationships with their students instead of Heath’s Ways with Words.   Without directly 

pointing out community, teacher candidates discussed a problem relating to their 

classroom communities; their students were not listening to them.  Since students weren’t 

yet used to their “new teachers” and their “new teachers” were trying to find their place 

in a new classroom environment, they weren’t meeting each other’s needs.  Teacher 

candidates, however, did not see the problems they were having with their students as 

being related to community.  Instead, they blamed their students for refusing to follow 

their classroom procedures.  In many cases, this problem with community occurred 

because teacher candidates weren’t used to teaching in communities different than their 

own.  Many were teaching in heterogeneous environments based on geographic 

communities as opposed to the homogeneous environments often relational communities 

they were used to participating in. 

 On 10/7, teacher candidates once again decided to discuss topics outside of their 

readings instead of their assigned readings.  During this class, teacher candidates 
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discussed their literacy center visits for most of the class (55 minutes of the 95 minute 

lesson) and then after one of the teacher candidates brought up Heath, the discussion 

switched to incorporating literacy, in the form of more I/F practices, into teaching 

strategies.  Teacher candidates then began discussing the strategies they employed to get 

their students interested in literature.  Strategies included reading out loud, listening to 

audio tapes and song lyrics, reading graphic novels, assigning student-centered writing 

assignments, and using technology.  During this class, teacher candidates did not make 

direct connections between their readings and their classrooms.  While it was obvious 

that teacher candidates were incorporating new technologies and their students’ lives 

outside the classroom to make A/H learning practices more interesting, they never made 

mention to Heath’s work with students from Roadville and Trackton, which entailed the 

same strategies.  They also didn’t mention how utilizing the more I/F strategies they 

discussed strengthened their classroom community while indirectly making students 

more literate.  

 On 10/14, the last practicum class taped before the end of the first placement, 

teacher candidates began their in class presentations on Carroll’s textbook.  Teacher 

candidates began to discuss Chapter 3 - Reading Goals for Middle School Students:  

Learning to Use Reading Skills Spontaneously and Chapter 4 - Overflowing with 

Possibilities for Literature Engagement.  During their presentations, teacher candidates 

began using the word “literacy,” not of their own accord but in relation to Carroll’s work.  

Each of the students that presented from these chapters summarized Carroll’s work 

during their presentations.  After presenting, teacher candidates discussed each chapter’s 
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tenets as per Carroll.  Teacher candidates found that presenting chapters in this way was 

more in tune with the A/H teaching practices of most university classrooms.  Overall, 

Carroll’s text led to increased discussion of I/F literacy “strategies” and classroom 

environment as outlined in Table #5 despite the more A/H presentations of the chapters. 

As seen in Table #5, teacher candidates began discussing literacy in terms of strategies 

and community in terms of teacher/student relationships as the semester progressed and 

as they continued reading the classroom texts.  However, despite mentioning literacy 

strategies and community building within their placement classrooms, teacher candidates 

did not make direct denotative reference to literacy and community.  Literacy was 

discussed only in reference to Carroll’s textbook during presentations and community 

was rarely mentioned by name.  Overall, analysis of data from transcriptions from the 

first three taped practicum classes demonstrated that teacher candidates did in fact 

employ literacy and community in their classrooms.  They did so without direct 

reference; instead, they chose to present literacy in terms of strategies and community in 

terms of classroom environment.  Teacher candidates were obviously interested in 

forming strong bonds with their students.  They did so, by building community within 

their classrooms through literacy strategies.  It was evident through the audio transcripts 

that despite teacher candidates’ lack of focus on their reading assignments during 

discussion, they were reading the texts and internalizing new ideas about literacy and 

community.  
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Table #5.  Teacher Candidate Mention of Strategies as Related to Literacy and 
Community in Practicum Class during the First Placement 

 
 
Practicum class 
date 

 
Mention of strategies as related 
to literacy 

 
Mention of student relationships 
and classroom environment as 
related to community 
 

 
9/30/08 

 
• Use of non-traditional 

vocabulary quizzes 
• Reading novels in class 
• Use of the PSSA rubric 

to grade essays 

 
• Creating quizzes and tests 

that are more 
constructivist in nature 

• Strengthening 
relationships with 
students  
 

10/7/08 • Using repetition to 
increase knowledge base 

• Use of picture books to 
teach new vocabulary 
words 

• Use of technology in the 
classroom (audio, 
texting, etc.) 

• Employ lyrics and music 
to teach poetry 

• Reading to students  

• Using repetition to 
increase knowledge base 

• Grading ESL students in 
class 

• Bringing student 
knowledge from home 
into the classroom 

• Allowing students to use 
their text as a resource 
during assessments 

• Reading to students  
 

10/14/08 • Use of on-line dictionary 
for typed audio of how to 
speak vocabulary words 
properly 

• Use of movies tied to 
literature 

• Partner/group work on 
poetry 

• Use of YA literature to 
get students’ interested in 
reading 

• Planning directed reading 
time for students 

• Journaling with students 

• Differentiating student 
learning to reach all 
students in the classroom 

• Squelching inappropriate 
actions by students 

• Having students work 
with one another on 
projects/assignments 

• Making students 
comfortable in their 
learning environment by 
including bean bags, etc. 

• Journaling back and forth 
between student and 
teacher 
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The literacy centers. By 10/17/08, all of the teacher candidates had attended a 

literacy center at least once.  Teacher candidates did not start attending the literacy 

centers until the end of September/beginning of October.  In essence, they had attended 

practicum class, where they were discussing I/F literacy within different texts, nearly a 

month before they went into the literacy centers.  In looking at each teacher candidates’ 

literacy paper, a pattern emerged.  Teacher candidates’ views of ESL students after their 

literacy center visit had changed from their first survey.  This change of view may 

account for teacher candidates’ change in conceptions about literacy and community at 

the mid-point of the study, as seen in the second survey.  Having worked in many cases 

in a more diverse, heterogeneous community than their own, their definitions of 

community had changed.  Since teacher candidates were often participating in a more I/F 

literacy center environment this too may have changed their definitions of literacy.  I 

chose to focus on three teacher candidates, Thomas, Valerie and Don and their 

experiences at three different centers.   

After his first visit at the Richmond Literacy Center at Richmond Middle School 

on 10/14, Thomas’s initial feelings of apprehension had changed.  Although “nervous” 

before the first visit, Thomas found the instructor of the ESL class “very accommodating 

and gracious” and the students extremely motivated.  He mentioned a “sense of ease” in 

the classroom that he considered “ease within a community.”  Because of this, he 

“broadened” his “own definition of literacy to include community.”  Considering that the 

teacher candidates did not make connections to literacy and community at the start of the 

study, this marked a dramatic change in Thomas’s conception of literacy and community. 
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Thomas felt a part of the ESL classroom community and was no longer apprehensive of 

working with ESL students.  He realized that he wasn’t outside the ESL community but 

an active part of it.  In other words the more heterogeneous, geographically related 

communities within the literacy centers caused him to move away from his more 

homogeneous, relational view of community.  Since he participated at the Richmond 

Literacy Centers, he also saw a balance between A/H and I/F practices of learning 

allowing him to move his original A/H practice of literacy to a more I/F practice of 

literacy. 

Valerie too, originally felt concerned about working with ESL students.  In her 

first survey she didn’t think she “could do this type of student justice in my classroom.”  

After Valerie’s first literacy visit to the Windsor Literacy Center on 9/25/08, Valerie’s 

attitudes toward ESL students changed dramatically.  Instead of feeling inadequately 

trained to assist ESL students, Valerie was “enlightened and awe-struck” by her 

experience.  Students were helping one another despite their language differences.  They 

were a community of learners.  Valerie participated in this community by answering 

discussion questions.  When students were asked where they would like to go on 

vacation, Valerie added her own answer.  While Valerie had some concerns about the 

way that the class was taught, she felt that the experience was a positive one.  A change 

in Valerie’s conceptions of literacy and community after this first experience was evident 

in her second survey. She felt that these heterogeneous learners had much in common 

with her own community.  Despite the fact that the Windsor Literacy Center classes 

provided a more A/H view of learning, she also saw the importance of bringing the 
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students’ home environments into the classroom through discussion, a more I/F practice 

of literacy. 

Lastly, Don attended his first literacy center visit at the Myerstown Literacy 

Center on 9/25/08.  Despite his not being an active participant in the class, Don’s 

conceptions of literacy and community changed in part due to his first literacy center 

visit.  Don commented on how ESL students read from the newspaper and discussed with 

each other in class.  Unlike Thomas and Valerie, Don looked at his experience as an 

observer.  He believed attending an ESL class should be a requirement for all teacher 

candidates because “students need to be aware of the different methods of teaching 

English to minority students.”  Once again, because of the Myerstown Literacy Center, 

Don became aware of a more heterogeneous classroom community; he also began to 

relate to the more I/F practices of literacy he was learning in practicum class and how 

these practices could be utilized in the A/H literacy classroom.  

The placement classroom. Evidence of change in teacher candidate conceptions 

of literacy and community after their first placement was also clear in looking at teacher 

candidate journals.  While I had initially hoped that teacher candidates would discuss 

their literacy visits and practicum classes in their journals, they didn’t.  Instead, much like 

practicum class discussions, teacher candidates chose to focus on their classrooms, their 

practices, and their strategies. Once again, they rarely mentioned literacy or community 

by name in their journals. Despite what seemed to me to be a disinterest in literacy and 

community in their journals, a distinct pattern emerged similar to what had occurred in 

the practicum class; teacher candidates were focusing on building relationships within 
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their new communities as “new” teachers.  They showed a remarkable interest in fitting 

into both their new profession and within their new classrooms.  The community within 

the classroom was strengthened through both the teacher candidates’ relationships with 

their cooperating teachers and through the strategies (either A/H or I/F) that the teacher 

candidates taught each day.  Ultimately, after looking at teacher candidates’ classroom 

journals it was evident that the stronger the relationship with the cooperating teacher, the 

stronger the community in the classroom and the less classroom management problems 

that ensued within the classroom.  Once again, I focused on three teacher candidates, 

Daniel, Paul and Mary to trace any changes in their conceptions of literacy and 

community brought about by their work in their first placement classrooms.  In looking at 

all three teacher candidates it is obvious that while they did not discuss issues of literacy 

and community outright within their journals, literacy and community were at the 

forefront of their everyday lives.  Literacy was no longer about just “reading and 

writing,” a more A/H practice of literacy, it was about bringing their students’ knowledge 

into the classroom, a more I/F practice of literacy.  In essence, literacy was all about 

community, fitting into their profession and fitting into their classroom by forging strong 

relationships with both their colleagues and students.  In many ways, if the teacher 

candidate didn’t become part of the community, i.e. through following the literacy style 

of his/her cooperating teacher or through his/her cooperating teachers’ approval of his/her 

literacy style, either through A/H or I/F practices of literacy, literacy wasn’t achieved. 

Daniel’s first placement was a good example of what happens when a teacher 

candidate becomes part of the community of learners both within his profession and 
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within the classroom.  Daniel and his cooperating teacher, Liz, had a strong working 

relationship; this was directly reflected in Daniel’s work with his students.  Liz allowed 

Daniel the time and space to ease his way into his own teaching practices in the 

classroom.  Through his cooperating teacher’s mentoring and his use of both A/H and I/F 

literacy strategies within the classroom, he became part of the classroom of this 

heterogeneous classroom community. 

Paul’s first placement was also successful.  Despite his initial worry over teaching 

high school students, his need to establish a relationship with them was evident.  While 

Paul’s relationship with his cooperating teacher was not as strong as Daniel’s relationship 

with Liz, Paul’s cooperating teacher Nancy did allow him to tailor his own teaching 

practices, despite the fact that she taught in a more A/H manner.  She also mentored him, 

providing him with sound advice.  Because of their good relationship and his use of A/H 

and I/F literacy strategies, Paul also became a part of his heterogeneous classroom 

community.   

Lastly, Mary also had a successful first placement.  Much like Daniel, she had a 

strong relationship with her cooperating teacher.  Mary’s cooperating teacher Dolores 

gave Mary the reins to her classroom within the first week.  She allowed Mary the 

freedom to teach in whatever style she felt best suited her classroom.  Dolores also 

introduced Mary to the teaching professionals in her department and took her to the state 

education association’s conference.  At the end of her placement, Mary commented that 

she “belonged there;” the students in her class were now “her students” and not her 

cooperating teacher’s.  
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Ultimately, all three teacher candidates had similar experiences in their first 

placements.  While their journals did not directly discuss literacy and community, it was 

evident that they were following the same plan: overcome nervousness, form 

relationships with students and colleagues, make students more literate through I/F 

student-centered strategies. As reflected in their literacy center papers, establishing a 

balanced community with students, oftentimes different than their own definitions of 

community, led to increased literacy in the classroom.  

Survey #2.  The results of the second survey completed from 10/28-11/08/08 

demonstrated a change in teacher candidate conceptions of literacy and community from 

the first survey conducted from 8/30-9/8/08.  In looking at the six teacher candidates 

chosen for case study within the literacy centers and placement classrooms, change can 

be seen in teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy and community from the start of the 

semester on 8/28 to the middle of the semester on 10/17. For instance, as highlighted in 

Table #6, teacher candidates focused more on literacy as the ability to read and write 

(A/H) at the start of the semester.  Approximately two months later after attending six 

practicum classes, a literacy center ESL class, and one placement of eight weeks, teacher 

candidates began to see literacy in terms of life knowledge outside the classroom (I/F), as 

well as that within the classroom.  Teacher candidates like Valerie noticed the “day-to-

day obstacles grocery shopping, driving, paying bills” and others like Paul commented on 

“understanding a stop sign or being able to ask someone for or give someone directions.” 

In the same way, teacher candidates’ views of community were changing as well.  At the 

start of the semester teacher candidates defined community as what “groups” had in 
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“common” with one another.   These communities were defined in terms of homogeneous 

relational groups, namely what teacher candidates coined as the “people around you.”  

After two months, teacher candidates saw community in places they didn’t consider 

before, in most cases, the heterogeneous, more geographic communities at their literacy 

centers.  Thomas mentioned this in his second survey clearly, “The literacy center visit 

helped me see the value of community for the non-native speaker.”  Paul commented on 

this as well in stating, “Community could be defined as the small literacy centers or as 

Richmond as a whole.”  Teacher candidates also noticed the importance of community to 

the success of those within it, once again stemming from their work in the literacy 

centers.  For example, Mary mentioned that community is “where people help each other 

to succeed in the community as well as in society in general.”  Paul also commented that 

“a community encompasses all of the people within it that must interact to achieve 

goals.” 

 Overall, the second survey showed that teacher candidates were slowly being 

affected by the three different environments they were participating within during the 

study.  Within the practicum class, the texts were having some effect on the way teacher 

candidates were defining literacy.  For instance, Thomas mentioned points from Carroll’s 

textbook in his new definition of literacy.  He discussed “knowing one’s world” in his 

new literacy definition, a point that Carroll (2004) makes in her textbook on page 7 when 

she states that “literacy is situational, dependent on what a person needs to be able to do 

at a given time to make sense of the world, to know it.”  Valerie also claimed that “before 

reading and discussing this issue, I would have defined literacy in terms of reading and 
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Table #6.  Definitions of Literacy from Survey #1 to Survey #2 

 
Teacher 
Candidate 
 

 
Definition of Literacy Survey #1 

 
Definition of Literacy Survey #2 

 
Thomas 

 
In a general sense, literacy is the 
ability to read.  The definition 
can certainly be expanded to 
include understanding and 
integrating what one reads.  
Finally, literacy can include an 
understanding and integrating of 
all communicative forms 
(reading, hearing, watching, 
multi-media, etc.). 
 

 
Primarily, literacy involves the ability 
to read and write.  Previously, I also 
added “understanding one’s world,” but 
I don’t think I had a solid sense of what 
that meant.  After the literacy center 
visit, I think I have a clearer sense of 
the value (and the intricacies involved) 
of knowing one’s world. 

Valerie I want to define literacy to read 
and interpret the written word.  
However, I also believe that it 
includes the ability to gain 
knowledge from our 
surroundings. 

I define literacy as the ability of an 
individual to function in society based 
on their language skills and ability to 
comprehend the world around them.  
This includes day-to-day obstacles 
including grocery shopping, driving, 
paying bills, watching television, etc. 
 

Don Literacy is the ability to read and 
write effectively.  Citizens that 
are literate communicate better 
and have the foundations 
necessary to become an active 
contributor to society (reading, 
writing, speaking, and thinking) 
 

Literacy is having the ability to 
decipher a language.  Citizens need to 
be able to make sense of the world 
around them (newspapers, street signs, 
advertising). 

Daniel Literacy, to me, is being able to 
navigate your way through 
different circumstances.  For 
example: one who is literate can 
read and can write.  You can also 
show literacy with sports, or 
with television shows, or many 
other topics. (truncated for 
space) 

My thoughts on literacy are now tied 
with how well a person can function 
within their environment in regards to 
communication. (truncated for space) 
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Teacher 
Candidate 
 

 
Definition of Literacy Survey #1 

 
Definition of Literacy Survey #2 

 
 
Paul 

 
Literacy to me is the ability of 
someone to read and write.  This 
goes hand in hand with their 
level of ability in both. 

 
My definition has recently changed to 
become one that is less specific.  I now 
consider literacy simply to be one’s 
ability to understand and communicate 
with others in their society.  This 
understanding would also then include 
the understanding of necessary parts of 
that society in order to function within 
it.  So with this in mind, it is not 
necessarily how well someone can read 
and write but if they are successful in 
being able to function in their 
community.  Every small part would 
then be included whether it be 
understanding a stop sign or being able 
to ask someone for or give someone 
directions. 
 

Mary Literacy, to me, is the ability and 
privilege to read and write. 

Literacy is the ability to read and 
understand written language.  As well 
as the ability to speak fluently. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table #6.  (continued) 



197 

 

 

Table #7.  Definitions of Community from Survey #1 to Survey #2 

 
Teacher 
Candidate 

 
Definition of Community in  
Survey #1 

 
Definition of Community in  
Survey #2 
 

 
Thomas 

 
Community can be any grouping, 
depending on parameters set in 
advance; for instance, a 
classroom community; a writing 
community; a cultural grouping 
such as the Latino community; or 
a broad geographical grouping 
such as a town or neighborhood.  
The level of “closeness” in the 
community obviously varies as 
the parameters vary. 

 
Great question!  Community can 
certainly be understood in broader 
or narrower terms (i.e. our 
neighborhood; our friends; our 
religious groups, so on).  However, 
a not so obvious parameter (for a 
native language speaker in a 
community) would be those that 
speak our own language.  The 
literacy center visit helped me see 
the value of community for the non-
native speaker. 
 

Valerie For me, community includes 
those people, places, and 
organizations that make up an 
aspect of a person’s life.  A 
person may belong to several 
communities including the home 
or neighborhood in which they 
live, the church to which they 
belong, the ethnic group that they 
not only belong to but participate 
in, etc. 
 

Community is many things.  It is 
family, neighborhood, church, 
school, organization, and any other 
social structure to which a person 
actively participates. 

Don The community involves all the 
people around you.  My 
immediate community would be 
friends and family; however I 
think we all play a role in helping 
a general community that needs 
to know the cause and effect of 
the entire population. 
 

The community includes all 
members of your community.  All 
citizens, both parents and students, 
participating in a democracy. 
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Teacher 
Candidate 

 
Definition of Community in  
Survey #1 

 
Definition of Community in  
Survey #2 
 

 
Daniel 

 
Community, to me, is a number 
of people who share a common 
literacy.  Going back to question 
number one: a television 
community all knows and is 
aware and can freely talk about a 
particular television show.  Sports 
communities can speak of similar 
likenesses in their literacy 
community. 

 
Community is a group of people 
that share similar 
experiences/challenges.  Right now 
my eighth graders make up a 
community of students studying the 
works of Edgar Allan Poe; my peers 
that are student teaching and I make 
up a community of future English 
teachers; and the literacy center 
students are a community of 
English language learners.  Even 
though these students speak 
different languages, they still make 
up the same community in that they 
are learning English together. 
 

Paul  I define community as a group of 
people working together towards 
a goal.  A community can be 
large or small and can either just 
be a group with similar interests 
or a greater whole that depends 
on each other for survival.  It 
encompasses everyone that is a 
part of it and all the things one 
can do to help the whole. 
 

Community for me is any group 
either small or large that depends on 
each other for success.  Community 
could be defined as the small 
literacy centers or as Richmond as a 
whole.  A community encompasses 
all of the people within it that must 
interact to achieve goals. 

Mary Community is having a sense of 
responsibility and pride for those 
around you.  The term includes 
the people who make up the 
community and also the places 
that make up the community. 
 

A community is something that 
thrives on its members.  It is where 
people help each other to succeed in 
the community as well as in society 
in general. 

 

Table #7.  (continued) 
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writing alone,” thereby showing the positive effect practicum readings had on her new 

definitions of literacy and community.  Similarly, comments about the literacy centers 

were evident in their new definitions as seen in Paul’s comment in his definition of 

community “as the small literacy centers or as Richmond as a whole.” And lastly, 

participation within their placements was changing their definitions as well.  Daniel, in 

his definition of community discusses his students saying, “Right now my eighth graders 

make up a community of students studying the works of Edgar Allan Poe.”   

Teacher Candidate Conceptions at the End of the Study.  At the end of the 

study, marked by the end of the second placement which occurred on 12/11, teacher 

candidates had read three literacy texts/essays in practicum class (the entirety of Carroll’s 

textbook), had attended three literacy center visits, and had taught for eight more weeks 

in their second placement.  In lieu of a survey, teacher candidates were asked to write a 

final reflective paper detailing their literacy visits and their current beliefs about literacy 

and community.  I then utilized practicum class audio tapes, literacy center field notes 

and teacher candidate journals to measure possible changes in their conceptions of 

literacy and community in each of these environments:  the practicum classroom, the 

literacy centers, and the placement classroom as seen through teacher candidate journals.   

Lastly, I compared these changes to the final literacy paper.  Once again to track these 

changes in teacher candidates’ conceptions, if any, I have presented each of the 

environments and what about each of the environments that may have caused the 

changes. I then compared the results of teacher candidates’ conceptions in each 

environment in relation to the literacy paper. 
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The practicum classroom. As compared to the first half of the semester, the 

second half of the semester followed the same pattern as the first; teacher candidates were 

continuing to discuss literacy in terms of classroom strategies and community in terms of 

student relationships and classroom environment.  During the last three audio taped 

practicum classes on 10/21, 11/22, and 12/2, teacher candidates also continued to present 

their ideas on Chapters 3-8 of Carroll’s textbook.  Interspersed within these presentations 

were mentions of literacy and community; in comparison to the first three audio taped 

classes, teacher candidates were now mentioning literacy outright in relation to their texts 

and their classrooms.  For instance, during class on 10/21 which focused on Chapter 3 

and 4 of Carroll’s textbook, Thomas brought up the use of integrated literacy when he 

asked, “If we use integrated literacy – specifically material that we know they [students] 

like as opposed to PSSA/SAT [material] more general material – are we doing a 

disservice to students?”  Later in the discussion Mary commented on “literacy talk” 

within her classroom.  These are only a few examples of how teacher candidates were 

incorporating “literacy” as a term into their practicum discussions. The same could not be 

said for community; during the second half of the semester, it was still being referred to 

indirectly.  I cannot account for why teacher candidates did not discuss community in 

more detail except to say that Carroll’s textbook focused more on literacy as opposed to 

community.  Teacher candidates may have felt more inclined to discuss literacy since the 

text focused on it more than community. Besides this, their practicum class was mostly 

homogeneous in relational terms.   



201 

 

 

During classes on 10/21, 11/4, and 2/2, teacher candidates presented on each of 

the remaining chapters in Carroll’s text.  Class on 11/4 focused on Chapter 5 

(Overflowing with Ideas:  Writing as Students, Writing as People) and class on 12/2 

wrapped up the text by discussing Chapters 6-8.  Most of the class focused on Chapter 6 

(Overflow of Oral Language: Listening, Speaking, and Languaging with a Purpose) as it 

was the longer of the three chapters.   Chapters 7 and 8 (Overflowing with Competing 

Messages: Critiquing Popular Media and Integrated Literacy across the Curriculum) 

discussed literacy in relation to cultural literacy and other subjects across the curriculum.  

Throughout these three classes, teacher candidates continued to discuss strategies to 

incorporate more I/F literacy into the classroom in unconventional ways.  At the start of 

the second placement, however, teacher candidates no longer focused on literacy as 

reading and writing alone, a more A/H practice of literacy, as they did at the start of the 

semester; instead, they focused on literacy in terms of creative strategies in reading, 

writing, oral language, and technology.  While community wasn’t discussed during these 

lessons outright, teacher candidates discussed the importance of teacher/student 

relationships in journal writing and the classroom writing environment.  They also 

discussed including at home research and oral histories into their classrooms as a way to 

get students more involved in their learning (more I/F – heterogeneous community 

related practices).  As discussed in Chapter 2, teacher candidates were beginning to 

realize that knowing their students better led to a stronger feeling of community in the 

classroom. This indirectly led to greater student knowledge. Table #8 highlights teacher 

candidates’ increased use of discussion focused on literacy strategies and community 
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building during practicum class the second half of the semester.  In looking at the table, 

an increase in teacher candidate discussion of more I/F literacy and heterogeneous forms 

of community from the first placement to the second placement was noted.  While 

literacy was being discussed outright a bit more, community wasn’t.  However, when 

teacher candidates discussed community indirectly in terms of student/teacher 

relationships and classroom environment it was actually discussed more than literacy.  

Overall, teacher candidates increased their discussion of literacy and community during 

the second placement in comparison to their first placement.  

The literacy center.  By 12/7/08, teacher candidates had attended three literacy 

visits.  In looking at teacher candidates’ second and third visits to the literacy centers, it is 

evident that teacher candidates’ positive feelings about participating in the ESL classes 

continued into their second placements.  While some of the teacher candidates had issues 

with the instructors teaching the ESL classes, they never had issues with the ESL students 

themselves.  Once again, I will focus on three teacher candidates, Thomas, Valerie and 

Don to mark changes in teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community 

through their attendance at three different literacy centers. 

Thomas’ last two literacy center visits were at two different centers, the 

Richmond Middle School and Oxford Valley Hospital.  Although he attended his second 

literacy visit by himself, he at once felt comfortable with the students in class as they 

“warmly welcomed [him] back to class.”  His last visit, at the Oxford Valley Hospital, 

also included this warm feeling despite it being his first time attending there.  He 

commented, “I arrived 15 minutes early, and I was surprised at the warm welcome of 
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Table #8.  Teacher Candidate Mention of Strategies as Related to Literacy and 
Community in Practicum Class during the Second Placement 

 
 
Practicum class 
date 

 
Mention of strategies as related 
to literacy 

 
Mention of student relationships 
and classroom environment as 
related to community 
 

 
10/21/08 

 
• Reading out loud to 

students in class 
• Having students read 

independently  
• Letting students choose 

their own reading 
material 

• Employing literature 
circles or student reading 
group 

• Making movies in class 
based on books  

• Having students write 
book reviews 

• Running a coffee house 
after school where 
students perform their 
work in front of peers 
 

 
• Finding literature that 

interests students 
• Associating good feelings 

with reading 
• Having students work 

with one another  
• Providing students with 

beverages/snacks in class 
during literature circles 

• Spending time with 
students after school 

 

11/4/08 • Having students write in 
journals 

• Assigning writing 
prompts 

• Giving students time to 
free write 

• Tying medieval ballads 
to current songs 
Having students write 
fight songs 
 
 
 
 
 

• Setting boundaries in 
student journals 

• Giving students feedback 
on their work 

• Holding students 
accountable for work 

• Giving students time to 
free write 
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Practicum class 
date 

 
Mention of strategies as related 
to literacy 

 
Mention of student relationships 
and classroom environment as 
related to community 
 

 
 

• Starting a writer’s guild 
• Setting mini-deadlines 
• Using graphic organizers 

 
 

• Correcting students when 
they use curse words 

• Setting up a friendly 
writing environment 

• Putting student work on 
bulletin boards 

• Providing students with 
access to books in class 

• Forming peer response 
groups 
 

12/2/08 • Having students write 
formal and informal 
letters  

• Playing word games with 
students (word order 
games, palindromes, 
headline writing) 

• Using election speeches 
to teach persuasion 

• Using technology in the 
classroom 

• Having students research 
their own communities 

• Incorporating television 
and other media into 
class 

• Creating bookmarks and 
other projects about 
independent reading 
novels 
 

• Accepting students’ 
dialects, specialized 
languages 

• Teaching students’ to 
code switch  

• Using technology in the 
classroom (IPods, cell 
phones, blogging, wikis, 
video games, etc.) 

• Utilizing strong 
classroom management 
strategies 

• Having students research 
their own communities 

• Making students feel 
comfortable by not 
correcting everything 
they say in class 

• Learning more about our 
students’ lives 
 

 

 
 

Table #8.  (continued) 
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‘Buenos Noches’ that I heard again and again.”  Once again, community was felt first and 

foremost.  Thomas noted this by saying, “Similar to the other two literacy visits that I 

made, community was a fundamental part of the group at this center.”  Overall, Thomas 

felt that “community played a central role in the development of literacy within this 

group.”  In comparison to his first visit, Thomas realized that literacy was strengthened 

by an understanding community of learners, whether homogeneous or heterogeneous.  

Comfort with one another, despite their backgrounds and different languages, helped to 

strengthen student literacy.  

Unlike Thomas, Valerie attended two different class levels at the Windsor 

Literacy Center with three different instructors.  During her first visit Valerie participated 

in class; she was not offered the chance to participate during her second and third visits.  

This class offered somewhat of a balance between A/H and I/F practices of literacy. Her 

second visit was not positive; Valerie attended a class taught by a new instructor, Marcy, 

who wasn’t very experienced in teaching ESL classes.  Valerie complained that Marcy 

didn’t understand the ESL students’ accents and she often mispronounced English words.  

Marcy did not relate very well to the students and stood at the front of the classroom 

lecturing most of the time (more A/H form of literacy).  Valerie considered her third visit 

more positive as the class was taught by a more experienced instructor, Edward, although 

she commented that he was hard of hearing and taught topics (more A/H related) that 

weren’t related to students’ needs.  Despite her objections about the instructors, however, 

Valerie found the time she spent with the ESL students valuable.  Students accepted her 

presence, talking to her either in class or during breaks.  She also realized that although 
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they did not speak the same languages, i.e. they were more heterogeneous, they still 

worked together well. 

Lastly, Don’s experience was much like Valerie’s.  Except for the second class 

when he attended a small group of Level 1 learners, he wasn’t allowed to participate in 

class.  Instead, he too was an observer.  During his second visit, Don commented less on 

the ESL students and more on the A/H strategies utilized to teach the ESL students.  He 

discussed how he would have engaged students more in the class through I/F practices of 

literacy like “apply[ing] labels” to “the items in the room, so the students could identify 

simple objects.”  On his third visit with the Level 2 class he also discussed possible 

changes to the A/H teaching strategies of the instructor.  He commented that “I felt like 

some of the students could have been able to write given a prompt and more one on one 

instruction.”  Overall, Don felt that “the literacy center proved to be a valuable 

experience, gaining both instruction techniques and a valuable lesson about how lucky 

you really are.” 

In all three teacher candidates’ views of the literacy center, one thing was evident; 

ESL students wanted to learn.  Many of the teacher candidates were at first fearful of 

working with ESL students for several reasons: lack of ESL experience, lack of foreign 

language knowledge, and fear of the unknown.  In other words, they were afraid of 

working with students outside their own homogeneous definitions of community.  All of 

these fears dissipated once teacher candidates realized that these students, although more 

heterogeneous than them, wanted to learn.  The comfort all of the teacher candidates felt 

in attending the ESL classes was due to a combination of reasons:  the classroom 
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environment and the friendliness that ESL students showed them and their fellow 

students.  Teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community especially, changed 

as a result of their participation in the literacy center visits.  Thomas, for example, 

realized that “it’s about community.”  His “grasp of literacy has shifted to include 

community…after, ‘being there’ [at the literacy center], there’s no more dancing: It’s 

about community.”  

The placement classroom.  In reviewing the journals of three teacher candidates, 

Daniel, Paul, and Mary, it was evident that teacher candidates utilized the more I/F 

teaching strategies [literacy] they discussed in practicum class to form relationships with 

their students in their placement classrooms.  The importance of the relationship between 

the cooperating teacher and the teacher candidate became more evident in the second 

placement as two of the teacher candidates, Daniel and Mary had differing experiences 

from their first placements.  If a strong relationship, often in the form of shared literacy 

practices, wasn’t formed with the cooperating teacher, teacher candidates had a harder 

time forming relationships with their students.  Because of this a sense of community 

didn’t occur and indirectly, the students’ literacy suffered for it. 

Daniel’s second placement journal varies strongly from his first.  During his 

second placement at Forks Middle School, Daniel was not allowed to teach until nearly 

two and a half weeks into his placement.  Similar to his first placement, Daniel knew that 

his initial nervousness about his second placement would subside once he could make 

both he and his students more comfortable in the classroom.  Since several I/F literacy 

strategies worked for his first placement, he utilized these same strategies once again in 
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his second placement.   Because Daniel did not have the same support from his 

cooperating teacher, Roberta, that he had from his first cooperating teacher, Liz, he did 

not feel comfortable teaching “Roberta’s students.”  Ultimately, Daniel felt like an 

outsider because he did not want to teach in Roberta’s mostly A/H teaching style; 

community, despite his attempts to bring more I/F literacy strategies in the classroom, 

could not be reached and Daniel felt the placement wasn’t successful because of it. 

In relation to Daniel’s second placement, Paul’s second placement was more 

successful than his first.  Although he felt comfortable in Nancy’s class, his level of 

comfort in Doug’s class during his second placement was much stronger.  Instead of 

feeling nervous for several weeks and slowly taking over his cooperating teacher’s 

schedule as he did in the first placement, Paul took over Doug’s classes almost from the 

start.  Paul felt that Doug had an A/H-I/F teaching style similar to his own; because of 

this, Paul felt an instant affinity to the classroom.  Utilizing more I/F literacy strategies, 

he quickly went to work creating a strong relationship with his new students.  It didn’t 

hurt that Paul was used to the heterogeneous community similar to that of his first 

placement.  Overall, students’ literacy was enhanced by the positive environment that 

was created in the classroom. 

Lastly, Mary’s experience was similar to Daniel’s second placement.  After 

having an outstanding experience in her first placement, Mary’s second placement was 

fraught with problems from the start.  First, Mary’s cooperating teacher had been 

changed to a veteran teacher who had never had a teacher candidate before.  Second, 

Mary was overcome by the change in grade level she experienced going from seventh 
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grade to twelfth grade.  Instead of having one class to prepare for she had two; these new 

classes called for a lot more work as Mary wasn’t familiar with the curriculum as well.  

From the start, Mary didn’t feel comfortable with her cooperating teacher, Betsy.  Betsy 

taught in a more A/H manner, standing behind the podium during class.  Mary wasn’t 

comfortable following this style but when she tried more I/F literacy strategies with her 

new students, they failed.  Because of this, Mary reverted to her cooperating teacher’s 

A/H manner of teaching; because she felt uncomfortable teaching in this way, it did not 

come across to the students as genuine. When Mary tried to make connections with her 

new students, they failed because she felt intimidated by them.  Her cooperating teacher 

often tried to assist her but Mary felt ostracized.  She wasn’t allowed to take over Betsy’s 

classes completely and Betsy would often intervene when Mary was teaching if class 

wasn’t going well.  Overall, because of the strained relationship between Mary and Betsy, 

Mary didn’t connect well with her new students, despite it being the same homogeneous 

community she taught in her first placement. Students wouldn’t accept her as part of their 

classroom community because of her different I/F literacy strategies and instead Mary 

tried to fit in by reverting to her cooperating teacher’s more A/H teaching norms. 

Literacy Center Reflection Paper. In looking at teacher candidates’ reflection 

papers, it is evident that each of the teacher candidates found their literacy center visits 

helpful.  Teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and community changed within each 

environment they participated in.  Information gained from practicum class changed the 

way that that teacher candidates viewed literacy and community from the start of their 

placement.  For instance, Don mentioned that while he was at the literacy center in 
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Myerstown he “tried to relate some of the vocabulary [that ESL students were learning in 

class] to stores or billboards they were going to pass on the way to the literacy center” a 

more I/F form of literacy.  He also related some of his knowledge from his placement 

into his literacy center paper commenting that “teaching vocabulary in the middle school 

setting should resemble the direct instruction observed at the literacy center” (a more A/H 

form of literacy). 

Other teacher candidates made similar connections between information learned 

from their different environments in their reflection papers as well.  Thomas felt that his 

literacy center experiences gave him  

a finer understanding of literacy; an understanding that puts community at the 
center.  This emerging understanding will help me in my future classroom, not so 
much in any language teaching skills, but rather in the appreciation of the 
difficulties faced by non-native language speakers, and the tremendous value of a 
trusting and concerned community.   
 

Here Thomas made connections between the more I/F literacy practices he was learning 

in practicum class and the more heterogeneous, geographic community relations found 

within the literacy center.  Paul also concluded that “each of these three meetings 

[literacy visits] gave me another chance to change my perceptions of literacy and also to 

find ways in which I can alter my methods of teaching [in the classroom].”  During his 

literacy center visits he noticed “the similarities they had with a traditional classroom.”  

He commented that “the same types of skills were being used by both classes. Students 

focused on working with vocabulary, grammar, reading, writing and speaking, the same 

skills used by younger students in the traditional classroom.”  Here Paul made ties 

between the A/H strategies used within the Richmond Literacy Center and the A/H 
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strategies utilized in class.  Lastly, Paul found that “breaking down the aspects of the 

English language for a non-English speaker” helped “to show me how to break down 

other lessons for students.”   

Conclusion 

Several factors in each of the classroom environments teacher candidates 

participated in caused them to change their conceptions of literacy to more I/F practices 

and conceptions of community to include more heterogeneous environments. The first 

environment, the practicum classroom changed teacher candidates’ conceptions of 

literacy and community.  Originally, teacher candidates had a more A/H view of literacy.  

They believed that literacy focused only on reading and writing.  After reading two 

pieces by Heath and Moll, Gonzalez and Amanti, as well as a textbook by Carroll 

focused on literacy and community, teacher candidates’ conceptions changed to include 

not only an A/H view of literacy, but also a student-centered, I/F view of literacy which 

included literacy events from the students’ communities. This change could be traced to 

teacher candidate discussions in class that focused on literacy in terms of strategies and 

community in terms of relationships with students and classroom environment.  Teacher 

candidates’ discussions of literacy and community increased as their comfort with the 

topics and within the classroom became more comfortable.  My role as facilitator of the 

class during the first placement slowly shifted to a role as moderator during the second 

placement as teacher candidates began to talk to each other rather than to me directly.  

Teacher candidates’ actions within the practicum class mirrored those of the literacy 

center classroom and placement classroom in that increased community feeling led to 
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greater literacy amongst teacher candidates.  While reading about more heterogeneous 

community environments through the works of Heath and Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti in 

practicum class helped teacher candidates to see the importance of diverse communities 

and more I/F literacy practices, the literacy center provided them with more experience as 

they got to witness it firsthand. 

The literacy center classrooms, although only attended three times during the 

semester allowed teacher candidates the opportunity to witness ESL students working 

with one another in a classroom setting firsthand.  Immediately after their first literacy 

center visit, teacher candidates’ fear of working with ESL students was allayed.  Teacher 

candidates were warmly accepted into this new heterogeneous environment as 

participants, as community members.  Teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy and 

community were transformed by the experiences they encountered at the center.  They 

witnessed students of different language backgrounds helping one another with English.  

Community overcame language obstacles.  ESL students felt comfortable in their 

geographic learning community, enough so that they didn’t care about making mistakes.  

The teacher candidates, fearful of being outsiders due to language differences, realized 

that language did not matter.  Thomas, at first doubting his importance in the ESL 

community, realized that these ESL students were part of his community and he theirs.  

Similarly, he saw not only his connection with the ESL students but also the connection 

between the ESL students and his own placement students.  And, Don realized how the 

strategies utilized by ESL instructors at the Myerstown Literacy Center could be utilized 

within his own classroom. 
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The teacher candidates’ experiences at the literacy centers were mostly positive, 

but those teacher candidates that openly participated in the ESL classes with students had 

the most positive experiences.  Those teacher candidates that attended the Richmond 

Middle School and Oxford Valley Hospital campuses had more positive experiences and 

experienced more dramatic changes in their conceptions because they were active 

participants in the class.  Those teacher candidates that were merely observers, especially 

those at the Windsor Literacy Center and Myerstown Literacy Canter showed less 

dramatic changes in their conceptions of literacy and community.  Teacher candidates’ 

conceptions at these centers changed nevertheless, in spite of their inactive role in the 

ESL classroom.  At these centers, teacher candidates procured better teaching strategies 

(whether A/H or I/F) from the ESL instructors they observed. My experiences at each of 

these centers further strengthened the information that teacher candidates provided me at 

the end of their literacy center visits and in their literacy papers at the end of the semester.  

Information also provided by each of the literacy center instructors and their directors 

demonstrated a positive experience for all participants involved at the literacy centers. All 

of the centers wanted teacher candidates to continue coming to the centers as participants 

and observers. 

The last environment that changed teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy was 

the placement classroom. In the three teacher candidate journals representing the 

experiences of all of the teacher candidates participating in the study, teacher candidates 

performed the same three actions within their placement classrooms in an effort to 

enhance more I/F student literacy.  In all three cases, teacher candidates first tried to form 



214 

 

 

relationships with both their students and their cooperating teachers within the classroom.  

They did this through several A/H and I/F literacy strategies; they utilized these strategies 

in an effort to fit into their new classroom communities.  For most, it was successful; for 

others, not.  Teacher candidates success depended on, first and foremost, the relationship 

they had with their cooperating teacher.  If this relationship was strained or if the 

cooperating teacher did not allow the teacher candidate full control of his/her classroom 

or classroom practices, the teacher candidates’ acceptance into the classroom community 

was strained.  This could be seen in several teacher candidate/cooperating teacher 

relationships in the study, most notably between Daniel and his second placement 

cooperating teacher, Roberta, and Mary and her second placement cooperating teacher, 

Betsy.  Both were not given full control of the classroom or were given it late in the 

placement; because of this, Daniel and Mary felt that their placements were not as 

successful.  Neither Daniel nor Mary felt a part of the classroom community during their 

second placements and their efforts at shaping student, especially using literacy practices 

that didn’t match their cooperating teachers’ practices, were unsuccessful or stunted.  In 

looking at the experiences of teacher candidates in their placements overall, it was 

obvious that teacher candidates’ conceptions of literacy changed to fit the differing 

environments, whether A/H, I/F or both that they encountered within their placements.  

Teacher candidates realized the importance of community albeit indirectly, as those 

teacher candidates who didn’t feel comfortable within their placement classrooms, felt 

outside of them and didn’t perform as well as other teacher candidates.   
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Teacher candidates related to literacy and community differently in each of the 

environments.  For instance, teacher candidates conceived of community more quickly in 

the literacy centers than they did in the practicum classroom or the placement classroom.  

In the literacy centers, teacher candidates related to community directly, pointing it out 

by name immediately in most cases.  This was not the case in the practicum classroom or 

the placement classroom.  In the practicum classroom, teacher candidates rarely 

discussed literacy by name; instead they indirectly referred to literacy in terms of 

teaching strategies and community in terms of relationships or classroom environment.  

Similarly, they did not point it out directly in their placement classrooms, discussing it 

openly in their placement journals.  In their journals, they once again focused on literacy 

as strategies and community in terms of relationships and environment.  The reason for 

this could be because of the differing forms of authority in each of these environments.  

The practicum classroom was ultimately under my control as supervisor and professor. 

During practicum classes I considered myself either as moderator or facilitator depending 

on the environment in the classroom on any given day.  Teacher candidates were reading 

and discussing texts in an at times more academic A/H environment where they were 

being observed and graded on their participation.  This, of course, created a different 

dynamic.  Teacher candidates were students in this environment; in this case, I was their 

audience.  At first teacher candidates only discussed literacy by name when presenting 

information from the various texts they were reading.  As their comfort grew in the 

practicum classroom, they began to discuss literacy in their own terms, mostly through 

I/F practices. Because of this my role as facilitator changed to that of moderator.  This 
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feeling of comfort within the practicum classroom was the same feeling of comfort 

teacher candidates were trying to achieve in their own placement classrooms. 

In their placement classrooms, authority was once again a factor as teacher 

candidates were being observed and graded by their cooperating teacher.  This may be 

why the relationship with their cooperating teacher correlated with their comfort in the 

placement classroom.  If comfort i.e. community wasn’t reached within the placement 

classroom, literacy for both the teacher candidate and his/her students couldn’t be 

achieved in the classroom.  Teacher candidates didn’t directly refer to literacy and 

community by name in their placement journals; instead they referred to literacy, either 

A/H or I/F as a strategy to reach comfort i.e. community within their classrooms. 

In looking at the literacy center classroom, teacher candidates felt more 

comfortable because authority in the classroom rested on the ESL instructor, someone 

that wasn’t grading them or observing them at all times.   Before their first visits, teacher 

candidates were nervous; after attending their first visit this nervousness subsided and 

wasn’t referred to again.  In all cases, teacher candidates, either after their first, second or 

third visit, felt a part of the community of learners within the classroom.  This occurred 

whether or not the teacher candidate was an active participant or an observer.  This may 

be because teacher candidates were in an environment free of judgment.  They were not 

being graded; in essence, they were volunteering their time (albeit they needed to attend 

the centers or their grade in practicum would be affected).  Because of this, teacher 

candidates spoke more directly to the feeling of community and the literacy strategies, 

whether A/H or I/F they witnessed within the literacy center classroom. 
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Lastly, age, gender, race, and teaching program (whether undergraduate, graduate 

or certification program student) seemed to have little bearing on the results of teacher 

candidate conceptions during the study.  Teacher candidate conceptions of literacy were 

A/H based and conceptions of community were homogeneously based for nearly all of 

the teacher candidates at the start of the study.  These conceptions changed over time for 

all of the teacher candidates at varying rates that did not correlate with age, race, gender 

or teaching program.  The one commonality that did correlate with teacher candidates 

conceptions of literacy and community was their shared experience as teacher candidates.  

Their experience as part of the practicum class, as part of the teacher candidate 

community, had an effect on their conceptions of literacy and community as outlined in 

the study.   

Implications 

 As this study demonstrates, teacher candidates, despite the pressure and stress 

they are under during their teaching field experiences, can participate in a community 

service experience during their practicum semester.  Although teacher candidates in this 

study only participated in a 4.5-5 hour literacy center experience, the experience coupled 

with both a practicum methods course and their placement experiences within the 

community, enriched teacher candidates’ knowledge of more I/F practices of literacy and 

more heterogeneous forms of community in enumerable ways.  Literacy center visits 

allayed teacher candidates’ fear of working with ESL students while teaching teacher 

candidates the importance of heterogeneous communities to learning in the classroom, 

whether in an ESL classroom, a university classroom, or a secondary school classroom.  
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The importance of community service to student learning has been well documented by 

Adler-Kassner, et al. (1999), Eyler & Giles (1999), Deans (2000) and others.  Its 

importance, especially to relations between the college/university setting and the 

surrounding communities it serves, has also been documented by researchers like 

Mathieu (2005) and Goldblatt (2007).   Teacher candidates participating in this research 

study benefitted by participating in their communities via ESL classrooms. 

 The success of this study implies that content learning within the classroom can 

be more effective with the addition of a community service component.  The correlations 

between increased teacher candidate knowledge of more I/H literacy and heterogeneous 

communities, as well as increased comfort within the ESL community are well 

documented in this study.  Over the last two years (four semesters) I have implemented 

the same community service program outlined within this study into my practicum 

classroom and it has yielded the same results as the original study.  Overall, teacher 

candidates enjoy their experiences within the literacy centers; many of them volunteer 

more hours to the centers and often become tutors for the centers.  In one case, one 

teacher candidate further attained her ESL certification and is now employed as an 

instructor at the Myerstown Literacy Center.  Since the inclusion of literacy center visits 

in fall 2008, several teacher candidates have begun attaining their ESL certification 

requirements.   

 This study also has several implications for the field of classroom action research 

study.  As a correlation between community and literacy was evident in each of the three 

environments in this study, more research needs to be completed to further this claim.  
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Community, i.e. in the form of relationships between students and cooperating teachers 

and their teacher candidates, proved important to the construction of literacy practices 

within each of these different classrooms: the practicum classroom, the literacy center 

classroom and the placement classroom.  While it is important to measure the change 

within individual teacher candidates’ definitions of literacy and community, it is also 

important not only to measure the change in teacher candidate definitions, but also in 

their performances within these different environments.  George Hillocks Jr. in Ways of 

Thinking, Ways of Teaching (1999) comments that: 

A key problem confronting any effort to describe a teacher’s knowledge is the 
problem of how we can begin to understand what teachers know.  If teachers tell 
us what they know about teaching, can we assume that what they tell us is what 
they know?  Or can we assume that what they tell us is what they do?  If the work 
of teachers is to develop knowledge in their students, how is such knowledge 
manifest in the classroom?  These are important questions in understanding and 
conceptualizing teacher knowledge because a significant part of teacher 
knowledge may be in the performance.  That is, their performance may reveal 
what they know more than what they say. (p.22) 

   

During this study, teacher candidates claimed within their surveys that their definitions of 

literacy and community had changed.  These claims were strengthened by what was seen 

within the practicum classroom during their discussions about literacy and community 

and within the placement classroom as evidenced in their journals.  Within their 

placement classrooms, teacher candidates performed various literacy strategies (A/H and 

I/F) in an effort to promote community.  Teacher candidates’ relationships with students, 

usually through literacy strategies within the classroom, led to increased literacy.  

Research into teacher-student relationships by Nieto (1994) and Mitra (2004) found that 

“students continually identify key qualities of a teacher’s character as important, 
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characteristics such as being interesting, creative and caring” (Intrator & Kunzman, 2009, 

p. 39).  A study by Cushman in 2003 that included 40 students from different cities and 

states found that students “focused more on the relationships that made learning possible 

[in the classroom]” (p. xii).   

 The importance of community to the classroom and to teacher education cannot 

be understated.  More research needs to focus on community building activities within 

the classroom, whether the university classroom, the ESL classroom, or the secondary 

school classroom.  While this may be viewed as detrimental in terms of time management 

of standardized curriculum (especially within the public school secondary classroom in 

light of PSSA guidelines), what is more important: creating a classroom community that 

leads to increased literacy in the future or denying community in the classroom and 

allowing literacy efforts to possibly fail in the process?  Considering the current 

educational climate towards standardized testing and learning within the elementary and 

secondary public school systems, it might be beneficial to conduct research that proves 

that community building (by including more I/F literacy practices and more acceptance of 

heterogeneous communities) within the classroom can lead to increased learning and 

possibly better performance. The importance of community cannot be overstated for “the 

classroom, the school, and the various communities of students in a classroom are all 

social contexts with very strong influence on what is, or is not, learned in the classroom” 

(Graves, 2004, p. 433).  Focusing on classroom dialogue and connectedness within the 

classroom, can lead students to feel they have a voice and an invested place within the 

classroom community (Intrator & Kunzman, 2009). Unfortunately, because of 
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standardized testing and governmental pressures on teachers to get their students to 

perform, many teachers “focus on the material to be covered rather than on the students 

who need to learn it and how to help them feel connected to the class and the content” 

(Langer, 2009, p. 61).  In a study from 2002, Langer found that those schools that have 

“at their root the understanding that human and thinking communities, based on respect 

for difference, love of learning, and a goal of agency through knowledge and literate 

thinking, support student learning” (Langer, 2009, p. 62).  Langer (2009) also concluded 

that “students in these schools and classes do better both in their course work at school 

and on their high-stakes tests” (p. 62). 

 As for the importance of community to teacher education, this study reveals the 

benefits of a positive teacher candidate/cooperating teacher relationship during the field 

experience placement.  Feedback from cooperating teachers, whether positive or negative 

is important to the teacher candidate/cooperating teacher relationship (Garland & Shippy, 

1991; Ramanathan & Wilkins-Canter, 2000; Ganser, 2002).   A lack of acceptance and/or 

mentoring within the teaching community correlates to a lack of teacher candidate 

learning during the field experience and a lack of learning for the students being 

instructed during the experience as evidenced by this study.  Teacher education programs 

need to utilize those cooperating teachers that meet certain standards for mentoring.  

Teacher candidates that are placed with highly effective cooperating teachers feel more 

comfortable teaching and learn from their mistakes.  Research by Killian & Wilkins 

agrees with this finding.  Killian & Wilkins (2009) studied 13 student teachers and their 

cooperating teachers and found that student teachers “who were placed with the highly 



222 

 

 

effective teachers felt relieved rather than undermined” when “their cooperating teachers 

intervened to rescue them from a serious problem” (Implications for Teacher Educators, 

para. 1).  Killian & Wilkins (2009) also found correlations between effective cooperating 

teachers, advanced degrees and attendance at mentoring workshops.  While ensuring that 

cooperating teachers have advanced degrees and providing cooperating teachers more 

training would be a challenge for many colleges and universities, it would be worth it 

considering the importance of the field experience to further teacher candidate 

employment.  

 Lastly, more research needs to be conducted in the field of teacher education and 

adolescent literacy.  As Bean and Harper (2004) put it in their article entitled, “Teacher 

Education and Adolescent Literacy,” these “two fields of study have not had much 

intellectual contact” (p. 392).  Having researched this area in detail to complete this study 

starting in 2008, I have found this comment accurate.  Studies documenting both teacher 

education and adolescent literacy are few.  Research in adolescent literacy in the past 

(especially that from the 1990s) found that “adolescent identity is complex, shifting, and 

varied and that, for many contemporary teens, literacy practices are equally complex, 

multifaceted, and multimodal” (Bean & Harper, 2004, p. 393).  Despite the research 

findings, educators often ignore or inadequately address this complexity.  In spite of 

today’s educational climate toward standardized testing, I agree with Bean and Harper 

(2004) that 

exposure to this research and to embodied forms of pedagogical practice that 
embrace fluidity, complexity, and plurality in literacy lessons, together with 
sufficient time for critical inquiry and reflection, is needed in in-service and pre-
service programs, if change is to occur. (p. 395)   
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Teachers, those currently teaching and those in education programs, need better in-

service and pre-service opportunities dealing with the multi-modalities of literacy.  As 

found in this study, teacher candidates at Rockland University in their last year of their 

education program believed that literacy was just reading and writing.  After attending 

university practicum, a literacy center placement, and their secondary education 

placements during their last semester of college, they expanded their definitions to 

include reading and writing in a variety of learning environments and communities.  It is 

these environments and communities that make all the difference to student learning. All 

teacher candidates, and their in-service counterparts, need similar experiences to better 

prepare their students for the future.  
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Post-Baccalaureate Certification Options 

Please note that students interested in pursuing a teaching certification in Secondary 
Education have two options for achieving the Instructional I certificate: 
 
Graduate Level Option – Master’s with Certification – This option gives students the 
opportunity to pursue a master’s degree and a teaching certificate simultaneously. Most 
of these courses are taken at the graduate level.  
 
Undergraduate Level Option - Post-Baccalaureate Certification – This option gives 
students the opportunity to pursue certification utilizing undergraduate level courses. 
Students may, however, take up to a total of nine credits at the graduate level.  
 
Acceptance Criteria 
 
Graduate Level Option – Praxis I and II, the GRE’s or the Miller Analogies. Also, a 
minimum 3.0 GPA in a bachelor’s degree program, and the following course work with a 
minimum grade of C: English Composition, Speech, an English literature course and six 
credits of mathematics. 
 
Undergraduate Level Option – A minimum 3.0 GPA in a bachelor’s degree program, and 
the following course work with a minimum grade of C: English Composition, Speech, an 
English literature course and six credits of mathematics. 
Note: Candidates can be conditionally accepted without the five courses mentioned above 
provided they satisfy this requirement their first semester at KU. 
 
Timeline 
The timeline for completion of the certification program depends on the amount of course 
work required on your program of study.  
 
For the Graduate Level Option -- Master’s with Certification, students take the prescribed 
course work on their program of study. The certification course work is traditionally 
completed prior to the master’s program course work.  Candidates in this program would 
then complete their master’s degree after receiving their Instructional I certificate. The 
school district in which the candidate is employed would then pay for the remainder of 
the master’s degree.  
 
For students choosing the Undergraduate Level Option -- Post-Baccalaureate 
Certification, the timeline for completion would be based entirely on the prescribed 
course work required on the Program of Study. 
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Course Requirements 
 
You may view the course requirements for the specific area of certification you are 
seeking by going to the Secondary Education website. This will give you a listing of the 
various certification areas offered in Secondary Education. By clicking on the respective 
certification area in which you are interested, you will see a two-page document which 
would be used in determining your program of study for certification. 
 
Please keep in mind that if you are choosing the Graduate Level Option -- Master’s with 
Certification, you may take graduate level equivalent courses for the undergraduate 
courses prescribed on your Program of Study. These graduate level courses would count 
toward your certification and your master’s program simultaneously. Since this is not an 
undergraduate degree, you only need to be concerned with four General Education 
requirements in Column A on the first page. These courses are: English Composition, 
Speech, an English Literature course and six credits of mathematics. All of these courses 
need to be achieved with a minimum grade of “C.” The remainder of the General 
Education courses in Column A would not be required. You would then match your 
bachelor’s degree transcript to the course requirements in Columns B (right column of 
page one) and C (page two). You may disregard the EDU 015 Freshmen Seminar course 
in Column B as this is not required of post-baccalaureate certification students. 
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The Master of Education Degree 
in Secondary Education 

with a Specialization in Curriculum and Instruction 
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Rockland University 
Department of Secondary Education 

Professional Semester Field Experience 
 

Please fill in the required information to help facilitate the field experience assignment 
placements. 
 

1. Name  _________________________________________________________ 
 

2. EMAIL ADDRESS  _____________________________________________ 
 

3. Student ID#  ___________________________________________________ 
 

4. ADVISORS Secondary Education  _________________________________ 
 
Concentration _______________________________________ 
 

5. LOCAL ADDRESS    6.  HOME ADDRESS 
 
___________________________  ____________________________ 

 
 ___________________________  ____________________________ 
 

PHONE (         ) ______________  PHONE (       ) ________________ 
 

7.   AREA(S) OF CONCENTRATION  ____________________________ 
 
8.   Do you have a car?    Yes  ______   No __________ 
9.   Will transportation to your field   
 assignment be a problem?   Yes ______   No __________ 
10. Where will you be living when you 
 do your clinical field experience?  ____________________________ 
 
11. And other special considerations?  ____________________________ 
 
12. Where did you attend high school?  ____________________________ 
 
13. At what school, or geographic area,  1. ______________________ 
 would you prefer to do you  
 field experience? (Please list 3  2. ______________________ 
 choices)  

      3. ______________________ 



241 

 

 

Rockland University 
SEU 390/391 – Clinical Experience and Practicum 

 
Instructor:  Carissa Pokorny-Golden 
Classroom: Old Main 123 
Office:  Hanley 259 
Office Hours: M 10-11:00 a.m., T 5-6 p.m., F 3-5 p.m. 
Office Phone:  
Cell Phone:  
E-mail:   
 
Required Textbooks and Materials: 

• Carroll, Pamela Sissi.  Integrated Literacy Instruction in the Middle Grades.  
Boston:  AB Longman, 2004. 

• Handouts by various authors as assigned. 
 
Optional textbooks: 

• Brandvik, Mary Lou. English Teacher’s Survival Guide. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 2002. 

• Ericson, Bonnie O., Ed.  Teaching Reading in High School English Classes.  
Urbana, Illinois: NCTE, 2001.  

• King-Shaver, Barbara.  When Text Meets Text: Helping High School Readers 
Make Connections in Literature.  Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann, 2005. 

• Weaver, Constance.  The Grammar Plan Book: A Guide to Smart Teaching.  
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann, 2007. 

 
Course Description: 
According to the Rockland University Course Catalog: 
Both SEU 390 & SEU 391 are segments of a single course which provides two full-time 
classroom experiences comprising an entire semester. Opportunities are provided for 
observation and participation in all activities related to teaching on the secondary level. 
The practicum, concurrent with student teaching, is a clearing house for the selection, 
organization, and presentation of proposed units, lessons, or activities. In addition, it 
provides an opportunity for the discussion of problems that arise in the classroom.  
 
SEU 390 & 391 will provide students with unique literacy experiences within their 
teaching communities.  These experiences will involve work with community 
organizations dedicated to assisting those members of the community that seek literacy 
within the English speaking community.  By assisting these members as part of local 
literacy projects students will gain both more knowledge of the ESL needs of the 
communities in which they work and live, but also knowledge of their students, their 
families, and their communities. 
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Course Objectives: 
Upon completion of this course, students will: 

1. Identify different strategies for teaching varying groups of students in the 
public/private school setting. 

2. Develop and utilize various instructional strategies to reach students in the 
classroom more effectively. 

3. Identify learning/behavioral problems and learn strategies to assist students with 
learning/behavioral problems.  

4. Observe teachers from other disciplines learning from the strategies of others in 
the teaching profession. 

5. Gain confidence in teaching in a classroom setting, sharpening listening and 
speaking skills. 

6. Identify the unique needs of ESL students and their family members. 
 
Course Requirements: 

1. Daily Journal 
2. Teacher Observations (2) 
3. Class Attendance/Completion of Reading Assignments and Related Homework 

(1) 
4. Participation in out of classroom events including literacy/community events (3) 
5. A reflective essay (2-3 pages) on your literacy experience due at the end of the 

semester (1) 
 
Descriptions of Course Requirements: 

1. Daily Journal 
• Every day you are in the classroom free write on any event/issue you would 

like to discuss  
• Journals will be collected at each seminar and returned to you – please do not 

put journals in a binder – you may type them or handwrite them on separate 
pieces of paper kept together with a paper clip 

2. Teacher Observation (in a class other than English) 
• Observe with a purpose in mind 
• Take notes in an observational journal while observing 
• Ask permission no less than one day in advance 
• Arrive early and stay the entire period 
• Write observation analysis (1-2 pages) 

      3.  Class Attendance/Completion of Reading Assignments 
• All classes must be attended (if an emergency arises please contact me as soon 

as possible) 
• Please complete all assignments (most in class assignments are either reading 

or presentation oriented) 
• If any issue arises that you may need to speak to me about, do not hesitate to 

call me at my office or by cell. 
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      4.   Participation in out of classroom events  
• You will be required to attend three out of class events within your 

community.  A reflective essay (2-3 pages) will be written on these events at 
the end of the placement.   

 
Any student who has a need for accommodation based on the impact of a disability 
should contact me privately to discuss the specific situation as soon as possible.  Contact 
Disability Resources and Services to coordinate reasonable accommodations for students 
with documented disabilities. 
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Class Syllabus – SEU 390 
Fall 2008 

 
Class Class Exercise Assignment 

1 
8/26 

Orientation Class 
Review of Syllabus 

Observations/Journals 
Being a successful student teacher 

• Journal 
• Teacher Observation 
• Complete survey for 9/2 by e-

mail 
2 

9/2 
No class 

 
• Read Chapter 1 of Integrated 

Literacy 
3 

9/9 
Literacy in the Classroom 
What is literacy? (Chapter 1) 

Middle school speaker 

• Journal 
• Read Chapter 2 of Integrated 

Literacy  
4 

9/16 
The Life of a Middle School 

Student  
Chapters 1 & 2 

Being a part of your students' 
communities 

• Journal 
• Bring in lesson plan 

(icebreaker) 
 

4 
9/23 

The Importance of Community 
Learning 

Learning about your students, their 
families and their communities 

(Chapter 2 – cont.) 

• Journal 
• Read Heath (Epilogue) 

handout 
 

5 
9/30 

Community Learning Project 
Bringing the community to the 

classroom 

• Journal 
• Read Moll and Gonzalez 

handout 
6 

10/7 
Community Learning Project 

Bringing the community to the 
classroom 

Moll & Gonzalez – Funds of Knowledge 
 

• Journal 
• Read Chapter 3 & 4 of 

Integrated Literacy (see 
reading assignments below) 

7 
10/14 

Reading/Literature and Literacy 
Chapter 3 &4 

• Journal  
• Complete mid-term survey 

 
Reading Assignments   
 
* All students are to read Chapters 1 and 2 in Integrated Literacy Instruction, as well as 
the Moll/Gonzalez, Heath, Hull and Schultz pieces. 
 
Chapter 3       Chapter 4 
Student - pp. 34-48    Student - pp. 76-89   
Daniel - pp. 48-63    Thomas - pp. 89-104 
Student- pp 63-75    Student - pp 104-118 
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Class Syllabus – SEU 391 
Fall 2008 

 
Class Class Exercise Assignment 

1 
10/21 

Reading and Literacy 
Literature and Literacy 

Chapter 3 &4 

• Journal 
• Teacher Observation due 11/9 

2 
10/28 

No class 
(Took personal day due to 

accident) 

• Journal 
• Read Chapter 5 of Integrated 

Literacy (see reading 
assignments below) 

3 
11/4 

Listening, Speaking and 
“Languaging” 

Chapter 5 

• Journal 
• Turn in Standard Teaching 

Application Essay 
4 

11/11 
In-Class Speaker 

Interviewing/Employment  
• Journal 

 
5 

11/18 
Special Practicum in SUB 183 

3:00-4:15 p.m. 
Resume Writing 

• Journal 
• Read Chapter 6 of Integrated 

Literacy (see reading 
assignments below) 

6 
11/25 

No class 
(in lieu of reading assignment) 

• Journal 
• Read Chapter 7 and 8 of 

Integrated Literacy (see 
reading assignments below) 

7 
12/2 

Listening, Speaking and 
“Languaging”  

Chapter 6 
Critiquing Popular Media/ 

Integrated Literacy 
Chapters 7 and 8 

• E-mail all PDE input forms to 
me by 12/9 

8 
12/9 

No class 
In lieu of PDE interviews 

 

 
Reading Assignments   
 
Chapter 5       Chapter 6 
Don - pp. 121-134    Paul - pp. 167-178   
Mary - pp. 134-152    Valerie - pp. 178-188 
Ann – pp. 152-165    
 
Chapter 7       Chapter 8 
Linda - pp. 190-209    Cheryl - pp. 210-228   
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Rockland University of Pennsylvania 
IN-PROGRESS CLINICAL EXPERIENCE EVALUATION 

 
The cooperating teacher or the university supervisor for the student teacher named below has completed this 
evaluation.  The student teacher is rated only with contemporaries, thus this evaluation is not meant to be used 
as a comparison with experienced teachers. 
 
Student Teacher’s Name:  Grade Level(s) : Subject(s) Taught :  

 
        5= Superior          1 = Unsatisfactory 
  I .  COMMUNICATION SKILLS - WRITING AND SPEAKING   
        A.  Uses Standard Oral English     
        B.  Uses Standard Written English                
        C.  Employs Appropriate Penmanship     
        D.  Utilizes Effective Voice Qualities  
  
 II.  TEACHING ATMOSPHERE  
       A.  Demonstrates Effective Classroom Organization  
       B.  Demonstrates Effective Discipline Strategies   
       C.  Demonstrates Positive Rapport With Students  
       D.  Promotes Pupil Interaction    
       E.   Demonstrates Awareness of Diversity   
 
III.  SUBJECT MATTER, KNOWLEDGE, AND TEACHING 
TECHNIQUE 
       A. Demonstrates Knowledge of Subject Matter  
       B.   Plans and Organizes Effective Lessons    
       C.   Utilizes Teaching Techniques Effectively    
       D.  Delivers Lessons with Enthusiasm         
       E.  Uses Appropriate Technology and Resources  
       F.  Initiates a Variety of Creative Teaching Strategies    
       G.  Evaluates Student Learning and Utilizes Feedback    
       H.  Adjusts Teaching to Meet the Situation 
    
 IV.   PROFESSIONAL ATTITUDES  
        A.  Reflects Critically on Performance    
        B.   Accepts and Implements Recommendations     
        C.   Meets Assigned Professional Responsibilities   
        D.   Displays Strong Work Ethic, Takes Initiative     

E. Presents a Professional Appearance     
F. Demonstrates Poise and Confidence   

  
Comments about the candidate’s professional qualifications: 
 
 
 
Evaluator    Position   Telephone 

Signature Evaluator’s School Date  

 

 5 4 3 2 1 
A      
B      
C      
D      

A      
B      
C      
D      
E      

A      
B      
C      
D      
E      
F      
G      
H      

A      
B      
C      
D      
E      
F      
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Card Sort 

 
Name: 
 
Which of these acts is closest to your definition of literacy?  Place your rank in the line 
next to each act.  Rank the act closest to your definition to literacy with a 1 and those 
furthest away from your definition of literacy with a 10. 
 
_____ Reading/seeing advertisements and comparing brands 
 
_____ Composing an e-mail or text to a friend 
 
_____ Reading and analyzing a poem 
 
_____  Writing a literary analysis or research paper 
 
_____ Composing a letter to the editor in the newspaper 
 
_____ Watching a television program 
 
_____ Using a computer program/playing video games 
 
_____ Reading cereal boxes and comparing nutritional facts 
 
_____ Writing a journal entry 
 
_____ Composing a comparison/contrast essay 
 


