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This case study examines the interactions between a teacher and four grade one
students during Shared Writing, an instructional strategy used to teach young
children how to write. A number of Shared Writing activitics were observed and
videotaped. Following the viewing and discussion of the videotapes with the
researcher the teacher reflected on the interactions that occurred during these
activitics. The scacher’s reflections were recorded on audiotape and in a journal, to
which the researcher responded regularly. The influence of critical reflection on the
the teacher’s behaviours was then studied in subsequent Shared Writing episodes.

A number of field work methods and techniques were used to collect the data over a

Through carefully and repeasedly reviewing videotapes and audiotapes, and reading
the teacher’s journal, the researcher looked for areas that were related, in order to

Although some behavioural change occurred following self-reflection, it was found
that opportunities for further change would require investment in the complex
process of reflection, time, and the seeking of support of others.
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There is a need for research on the social interactions associated with various
methods of teaching, since it has been shown that what children learn, and the kinds
of thinking they will use, depend to a great extent on these interactions (Rowe,
1989).

This inquiry is a case study. Stake (1988) states, " ...the case study is a study of a
'bounded system’ emphasizing the unity and wholeness of that system, but confining
the atiention to those aspects that are relevant to the research problem at the time”
(p. 258). Bolster (1983) describes such research designs as both detailed and
complex and explains that, "Rather than attempting t0 analyze the entire classroom
culture, such studies usually focus on sclected aspects, though always from a
holistic perspective” (p. 305).

Although many teachers in primary classrooms use Shared Writing as part of their
the social imeractions that occur during its implementation. Werner (1979) referring
10 an ethnography of implementation contends that this type of qualitative rescarch
intend and what actually happens in the classroom. Rather, its purpose is to
ﬁmihd::ﬂﬁmcm&unﬂbyupﬁpﬁummm

hiﬁm“mﬁm }Em'ﬂymmmﬁngm
activities we may be able to uncover situational factors and problems which impede

in which they live® (Bolmer, 1983, p. 303), my objective is not %0 generate universal
propositions about teaching) but to provide a verifiable explanation of how a
will not be expressed as prescriptions for other teachers. Rather, my inteation is 0



method, to find out what kinds of interpretations a particular seacher made of theory,
in relation to her own situation, not to find disparities.

By defining and examining the Shared Writing methodology in greater detail, through

be furthered. Teacher-student interactions in Shared Writing are part of a complex,
dynamic system. Interrelationships among place, roles, and activities have to be
considered in explaining the meaning of behaviour. Teaching cannot be viewed only
in terms of teachers' influence on pupils (Bolster, 1983). Contrary to the

classroom conditions (Bolster, 1983). Events arise out of multiple causes.
Classrooms are complex social systems in which both direct and indirect influences
operate (Bolster, 1983). Yet, teachers arc required constantly to make choices
regarding their own language and behaviour toward their students.

This case study will search for an understanding of the complexity of these
interactions. My objective is t0 provide systematic and reliable information t0 allow
teachers to shed light on their own situations and thereby aid them in decision
making during their own implementation of Shared Writing.

Caimey and Langbien (1989) state, "A change in methodology, without a change in
beliefs conceming the nature of the writing process, nor reflection upon the teacher’s
role in the writing environment, will lead %0 no change at all” (p. 565). In this study |
guide the teacher toward critical self-reflection regarding her role during Shared
Writing activities, keeping in mind Dyson's (1990) statement “...teaching and
responding to children takes reflective practice” (p. 212).

of social interaction to children's writing, and the Shared Writing process is
in Chapter IV. Chapeer V discusses the role of the rescarcher, including a statoment
of imentions, and a brief statement of belicfs. In Chapter VI the collectod data is
reported and interpreted. Purther imerpretation and discussion of the data, as well
as & ststement of the significance of the study is found in Chapeer VIL




course of language development (Goodman & Goodman, 1981; Halliday, 1975; John-
Steiner & Tatser, 1983). Language is typically viewed as a system of meaning with
hngmg:mdhmylﬁqnmﬁmdevﬂmhgﬁmﬂzchﬂdundnmbmgd
the world and t0 communicate understanding of it (Halliday, 1975; Wells, 1981).
Children learn how to speak, read, and write because of their need to satisfy
authentic personal or social interests and needs, or to accomplish specific purposes
or tasks (Altwerger, Edelsky & Flores, 1987; Cazden, 1982; Shanklin, 1991; Zola,
1989). Furthermore, as children use language they naturally learn about language
(Goodman, 1986; Rowe & Harste, 1986).

cognition occurs at a social level prior to the individual level (Vygotsky, 1978).
the development of language enables the internalization of cultural knowledge
(Bloome, 1985; Halliday, 1975) with the result that children not only learn language
but learn through language (Calkins, 1986; Donaldson, 1978; Halliday, 1975;
Lindfors, 1987). In this way cultural transmission occurs (Bernstein, 1973, 1974,
1977; Cherryholmes, 1988; McDermott, 1974; Wikox, 1982). "Culture generates
language and language regenerates the culture” (Chamberlin, 1989).

Teachers noed to create contexts and structure eavironments that are conducive to,
10 communicate effectively with others, as well as ©0 grow in awareness and control
of their own thinking (Calkins, 1986; Corsos, 1984; Donaldson,1978; Graves, 1983
is %0 support childrea's use of language for reflection” (p. 754).



Although children may learn how to use language naturally , the conditions that
promote this natural learning may not occur naturally in the typical classroom. Many
rescarchers have explored the conditions that promote language learning and
literacy development. Researchers agree that allowing and encouraging children to
talk to one another during the various phases of writing can benefit children's
development of writing abilities and promote more effective writing (Bulgarella &
Long, 1985; Dyson, 1983; Dyson & Genishi, 1982; Dahl, 1988; Caxden, 1982;
Kasten, 1990). By interacting with peers, children are able to explore topics and
ideas for writing and are able to rely on others for information during the composing
stage (Bulgarella & Long, 1985; Dahl, 1988; Dyson, 1983; Dyson & Genishi, 1982;
Kasten, 1990). As stated by Kasten (1990):

The role of oral language in the composing process is a vital one. As oral
language contributes to the act of writing, it becomes a powerful leaming
strasegy that stretches writers in ways they cannot accomplish in isolation or
in silence. Vygotsky's (1978) notion of the "zone of proximal development”
states that learners can do more in collaboration with peers and adults than
they can by themselves. This “zone of proximal development” can be
ohavdhdummuﬂqdwﬁmﬁm;ﬁhﬂhnmmgm ‘ns
and collaborations that accompany composing. Student interactions support
learning agendas, mlmgmm;ammmmufwm;m
mechanics. (p. 155-156)

Children can seek or give assistance, or model one another’s behaviours, resulting in
skill improvement or expanded insights into writing. As they share ideas and
explain things to others, children learn more about themselves as individuals and as
writers (Bulgarella & Long, 198S; Dickinson, 1986). Working together to improve
importance of writing as a form of communication with others (Dahl, 1988; Dyson &
Genishi, 1982; Kasten, 1990; Rowe, 1989).

Through interaction children learn 10 make their knowledge sbout language and the
writing process explicit (Dickinson, 1986; Lindfors, 1987). In commenting on this
development of children's "disembedded” or “reflective thought”, Lindfors (1987)
states:



..it is often in the imeraction with others that the child encounters the new
idea, cognitive conflict, and support. The possibilities for ‘turning language and
thought in upon themselves' are far greater in such interaction contexts than in
the isolation of seatwork. (p. 283-284)

As children leam about language and how it works their metacognitive awareness
develops (Rowe & Harsie, 1986). As a result, their stratcgies become more
efficient, resulting in betier writien products.

Children learn to be more critical of their own and of others’ writing through
interaction (Bulgarella & Long, 1985; Cazden, 1982). They leamn how to express
evaluations of writen work in a positive way, while monitoring the production of a
andwrinenproducczofgthmmithgirm mykammlisgnnahm‘

bawdmdnirmexpndedpﬁgpdmsdmm !nﬂmnyﬂgidguh
community of learners can be fostered, as the children give support and
encouragement t0 onc another (Kasten, 1990). Britton (1985) suggests that
classrooms should become communities where children interact with each other and
the teacher to carry out legitimate personal and social tasks. A community attitude
in the classroom helps children to feel less isolated as they leam to communicate
through writing (Dyson & Genishi, 1982).

The tweacher’s role appears 0 be critical 10 the development oflimcymonﬂdmn
1978; Graves, 1983; Moss, 1986; Pinnell, 1975). Modeling or demon g spoken
or written language is onc important way teachers facilitate childnnl natural
leamning (Cazden, 1982; Graves, 1983; Holdaway, 1979). Smith (1989) stases, *)

what they perceive in their eavironment” (p. 528). Consequently, many classroom
practices reflect a focus on what adults and children do with language and

Pinnell (1975), commenting on the wse of language, states that “the key 0 reaching
ahﬂmndﬂmsnlhhhvﬂmﬂuﬂmmuhﬂbyﬁe
teacher as he or she interacts with childrea” (p. 323). Other rs comend




that the nature of the interactions between teachers and students are particularly
important in the development of children's writing (Allen & Carr, 1989; Dyson, 1983;
Fine. 1989- Moss. 198& Rm 1989) Mnis‘s (1936) n’uﬂy of the mchgf-mtgm

wnnng in Lhe :!gms.

Vygotsky (1978) contends that cognitive growth is a "profoundly social process” (p.
131) with language playing various roles in mediated leaming. Through interaction,
teachers and other adults actively support children's language learning. This luppm
has been given various terms including scaffolding, conferencing, and m
(Brunsr. 1978; Calhns‘ 1986; Grlves. 1983 Feu:mem. 198(} Vygmlky. 1978)

perlpecunlmdmthelrm, hypodlem. Bruner(ciﬁlmm
1984) states that the adult works to "support the child in achieving an intended
outcome” (p. 480). Graves (1983) states that "scaffolding follows the contours of
child growth” (p. 271). Searie (1984) states:

...the notion of scaffolding...should not be used to justify making children
restructure their experience 0 fit their teachers’ structures. What we should
be doing, instead, is working with children, encouraging them 0 adapt their
own language resources 10 achicve new purposes which they see as important,
(p. 482)
Dyson and Genishi (1983) express a similar idea when they state:

-..the very way interaction is typically structured in schools makes it difficult for
many children to participate in the reflection on, and reinserpretation of, their

own models of the world. m“mmnmmﬂgm:
imerpretive context, rather than supported in creating their own. (p. 754)

lﬂﬁlﬁdﬂlﬁﬁ'lmm” n mym o *-auﬂimf paflict mw-ﬂ




Children's different cultural backgrounds, social understandings, and personal
connections to print need 5o be valued (Dyson, 1990; Edelsky & Harmon, 1989;
Heath, 1983).

Leaming must be situated within the knowledge and discourse that students bring
to school (Cazden,1988; Edelsky & Harmon, 1989; Harper, 1990; Heath, 1983;
Tizard, 1984; Wells, 1981). As stated by Fine (1989):

We all know there are no children with nothing 10 say. There are, however,
many children who have, within the context of traditional schooling, decided
that it is not worth writing or speaking thoughtfully because they do not
which students have a guaranteed place in the discussion make it possible for
us to begin 10 understand and shift those barriers. (p. 507)

Edelsky and Harmon (1989) stase "It is integral 10 whole language classrooms that
students' questions, perceptions, histories, background knowledge, and preferred
ways of making and expressing sense (their primary discourses) are used and
respected” (p. 401).

In order for children t0 learn writing, a sense of ownership must prevail (Calkins,
1986; Goodman, 1986; Graves, 1983; Lamme, 1989; Newman, 1985). Carlin (1986)
states that "a writer’s intention and emotional involvement with subject matter
appesr to be prime factors in promoting developed writing performance” (p. 186).
Wilkinson, cited in Carlin (1986) states that, “"Writing is not just communicative, it
is thinking and feeling, and learning w0 think and feel” (p. 187). In spite of this
research, Pinnell's (1975) study of children's language use in primary classrooms
were encouraged. Children's own knowledge and voices must be validased for
reading and writing truly 10 mean literacy (Harper, 1990).



In order to develop a voice through writing, children need to develop "a flexible
repertoire of strategies for dealing with various aspects of the composing process,
as well as for critiquing, revising, and editing their own work” (Weaver, 1991, p. 40).
Shared Writing is one of a range of opportunities for writing, the goal of which is 1o
intentionally create a context conducive to children's language leaming (McKenzie,
1985). The concept of Shared Writing embodics several of the clements essential 10
language leamning. It contributes to making children's tacit knowledge more
process. The teacher thinks aloud making writing decisions and techniques explicit
for the children. Scaffolding is used while honoring children's own knowledge and
intentions (Juliebd, Rauch, & Wolodko, 1989). Oral language interaction and
collaboration during composing increases the likelihood that the children will be
wurhng in the "zone ofpmnmll kvehpmem (Vygotsky, 1978). The teacher is

comments, and praise, to allow the
chﬂdrenmwutknlmeﬂvmdlevelmlheymldhenblemlfwwkinj

independently.

Hgld;w:y (IM)aﬂdBmWwAppmh (Vg,aﬁsh. Snwigh Elllm.
Flake, & Blakey, 1979), practices widely used in primary classrooms. As with the
Shared Book Experience, in Shared Writing the teacher’s major role is to model. In
the Shared Book Experience the tcacher repeatedly models literate behaviour
tracking the print on enlarged texts with small groups of children reading along in
nmm Muhuecﬂanntilﬁd ’mfcfmoﬁ:peciﬁe* upe:u' af[i-im(HoH:ﬁy.

ﬁﬂﬁnmﬁmﬂ:p&mdhﬁyhnmwpﬁﬁmmﬂu@uﬂw




both, the relationship between spoken and written language is easily discernible and
the natural interrelationships of lissening, spelling, reading, and writing occur while
interacting with the print. However, in Shared Writing the teacher shares in
determining the form and content of the writing while consciously modeling the task
of the writer. King (1980) states, "When the teacher writes for children, she serves
as an interested and encouraging partner, as well as & medium through which the
child can sce his ideas emerge in visual form.” Furthermore, “the teacher as an
interested scribe supports the child's efforts, links into his meanings and often helps
him find the needed wording™ (p. 167).

Shared Writing also incorporates concepts of the Writing Process Approach
described by Graves (1983). Children are able to participate in, and observe, writing
strajegies as they progress from the pre-writing stage through %o publication. It is
developmentally ready (Juliebd, Rauch, & Wolodko, 1989). The Shared Writing
ways at the same time. Emphasis is placed on the communication of content rather
conferences in the Writing Process Approach the role of the seacher is %o question
the writer's intent and interact with the child’s ideas. This emphasis on the
children's communicative intent is paramount 10 children's early writing efforts (Clay,
1975). SWMW(IMmM%EMGﬂMHHﬂ

SWWﬂﬁngchmkmnwﬂehnmmﬂ:ﬂm(ﬁnm&
Juliebd, 1990). Improvements in the writing are viewed as a way for students o find
ways 10 share feeling and communicase their voices, not for evaluative and corrective
purposes. In this way “ownership” is not taken away from the writers (Calkins,
1986; Graves, 1983).

participants, constructing their own meanings. This helps them 0 maintain their
intentions and to gain a sense of ownership (Julicbd, Rauch, & Wolodko, 1989).
Caimey & Langbien (1989) stase thet °...writers who are in coatrol [of their writing]
mdiﬂmmmndwi&vﬂn:wh“iﬂmﬂ“my




operating in response to the children. Juliebd and Edwards (1989) state, "In Shared
Writing the teacher can model approaches %o writing and children can bring their own
social and cultural backgrounds to leam how 10 handle writien language” (p. 26).
role [by taking]) on a teaching role in which she enables children 10 develop and
organize ideas” (p. 5), the nature of this role is meant to be more supporting than

Although Shared Writing theoretically embodies several elements essential o0
depth. The method is widely employed by teachers, yet there is a noticeable lack of
data on the interactional processes and on teacher decision-making and behaviour
during Shared Writing.

10



I1. Theoretical Foundation for the Study

Qualitative Rescarch

Remhinedmhummajachanﬁinmmuungmmd
focus in recent years. In general, there has been a move away from rationalis
(quantitative) inquiry toward naturalistic (qualitative) inquiry. LeCompte and Guetz
(1982) explain that qualitative research designs differ from traditional experimental
research in three significant areas: the formulation of research problems, the nature
of research goals, and the application of research results (p. 33). Naturalistic inquiry
is usually rich in description, often with hypotheses and theory developed
inductively. However, Pelto and Pelto (1978) state that, "Atheoretical description is
not logically possible...all research is structured in theoretical constructs, however
implicit and unrecognized by the researcher”. Furthermore, “...a random gathering of
facts cannot by itself result in an increase of scientific understanding” (p. 13).
Boma(l983)alsocomendsthuobntmdomapmhinquiﬁesinm
unbiased way without a frame of reference, therefore, one's methodological and
theoretical perspectives should be made clear.

The theoretical sysiems that provide the frame of reference and basic assumptions
ﬁommhlwﬂlbepwuingmymhmwyiﬁﬁiﬁeﬂm
These form the base for the paradigm in which I will be operating. I have chosen 0
draw upon them for my research because the implicit assumptions they embody are
particularly relevant to my study of human action and interaction during Shared
Writing. 1 will not be putting parameters on the methodologies but rather will allow
a dialectical relationship %0 exist between the two. Field studies need 0 incorporate
more than one method in order 10 gather more than one kind of information (Wemer,
1978). A researcher must determine what methods and what kinds of information
are relevant 10 the study of the pasticular problem or purpose.

as a source for gemerating information about “programs-in-wse”. In order ®0
situations or imeractions may be nceded (Werner, 1979). Wilcox (1982) staes that

1



ethnography is a useful tool “...which allows us to explore in minute and concrete
detail the highly complex series of phenomena which operate in and around the
classroom” (p. 478). Therefore, ethnography is suited to the study of Shared
Writing as a method used in a "whole language” program.

everyday lives in order to make sense of their world and bebave in organized ways
(Spradley, 1980; Wemer, 1979). Coulture is made up of the meanings people
interpretive process. People gencralize and construct their own meanings of a
situation in routine taken-for-granted ways and thus derive commonsense
assumptions. This construction process is based on two imerdependent features--
one's personal background or unique biography, and one's everyday social interactic
with others. 'ﬁemhmmﬁfﬂhﬂhiﬂmﬁsﬁwmiﬁﬁlu
shared interpretations, routine patterns, reciprocal activities, rules, etc. Both of the
bases for interpretation, personal and social, depend heavily on the context of the
ﬁmﬂhmmsxley&Aﬁm.lm Schutz, 1962).

In doing ethnography, a rescarcher needs 10 search for, uncover, collect, and describe
these interpretations or propositions which participants liold and use. These
inmﬁom include Mrmm inmﬂonl. BX , j. lﬂdm

A,ﬁﬂﬂl. 1983; Sﬁiﬂky. INO).

In collecting and describing the cultural experiences and meanings of others, the
ethnographer, like&pnﬁmbduﬂﬂhﬂ.:bmﬁwﬁmiﬁpﬂw

mmmnlﬁmeﬁEhmﬂnﬁdh;ﬁ
of data or field notes (Schutz, 1962). Because of this, the ethnographer can never be

12



Ethnograhers can never climinate their own biases. They, 100, are a part of the
social world they study, and thus rely on their own commonsense knowledge. They
cannot be free of this aspect of living, known as reflexivity (Hammersley &
Atkinson, 1983; Schutz, 1962). When ethnographers construct categorics or focus
on particular aspects of a culture, they interpret what is there in light of what is
relevant to their purpose or problem. In daily life, it is no different--we only focus on
those aspects of our experiences that are relevant to our purposes, and to do
otherwise would not only be impossible, but also overwhelming.

However, although ethnographers cannot eliminate these biases, they can explain
their point of view. By adopting, if only temporarily, an existing theory, their
particular stance is made more clear. By drawing up propositions from the data, they
can then determine whether or not they fit the theory. Since the aim is to produce
theorics that agree with experience, the theory originally selected can be altered,
supplemented, or revised as necessary.

have collected. Thus, the participants' propositions can generate ethnographic
propositions (Pelto & Pelto, 1978). These propositions should be able to be
substantiated or confirmed through contextualizing them in thick, empirical
context across varying situations, and the more they can be applied o different
times and places, the closer they are 10 being universals (Spradiey, 1980).

Generating empirical propositions is not an activity specific to ethnographic
researchers. In everyday life people do this all the time. Because this is s0,
cthnographers are also able 10 use subjective knowledge. As participant observers,
Mmmwmpmqnnyvdﬂugnﬂ:ﬁmimqﬂm
participant’s viewpoint. A balance of both subjective and objective imerpretations is
possible and, indeed, valuable. m&w:ﬁmnhm
conscious of how he/she sets the process in action.
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~ritical Theary

our thoughts depend on history, culture, and interest (Habermas, 1972). What we
obmexmhmﬁeb;i:afhnwﬁ;eﬂmfmmdvﬂnmﬂmys
onnected (Gibson, 1986). Thought is shaped socially and therefore it is important
mhoknwbnhimpﬁdinwhnism Horkheimer, Adomo, & Marcuse all
view language as being somewhat limiting when it comes to an individual's ability to
criticize, since language about reality is shaped by social bias and since our

1sciousness is conditioned (Gibson, 1986). Sawada (1989) stases, “We create
gwmmﬂiqhn;hﬁelmmpwmmmﬂmmﬁ_' Furthermore, as
long as we continue t0 use the same pedagogic language, our ideas won't change
(Chamberlin, 1989).

with certain interests and values. These include liberation, emancipation,
empowerment, and social justice. Other knowledge, especially the knowledge
legitimated by schools through the explicit curriculum and the hidden curriculum, is
ideologies that support the economic system, the state, or the culture (Anyon, 1981;
Apple, 1983, 1990; Bemstein, 1974; Giroux, 1983; Giroux, & Penna, 1979; Wemer,
1978; Wilcox, 1982).

Critical Theory aims at generating research for education rather that about education
(Carson, 1989). Quantitative studies stress a technical interest in facts and
generalizations about education, whereas ethnographic studies emphasize
interpretive knowing in order t0 understand the cultural meanings people give to
passive because of its interest in the subjective understandings of the participants”
(Carson, 1989, p. 14).

nore, Wilcox (1982) stases:
-..the historical origin of ethnography has led ethnographers 10 focus primarily
at the level of face-10-face imteraction, and has left them less oquipped %0
investigate or 10 analytically handle soci. processes beyond the local level.

14



level of the large-scale social aggregate, ethnographic analysis may be
unacceptably naive and unsophisticated (Erickson, 1979). (p. 478)

Situational, interpretive (cthnographic) perspectives are insufficient because of their
limited framework (Carson, 1989; Habermas, 1972; & Wemer, 1978). On the other
hand, critically active studies are interested in the empowerment and real change
that can come from a reflective view of self, and its relations to the wider society and
its power structures (Carson, 1989; Habermas, 1972; Giroux, & Penna, 1979;
Wemer, 1978; & Wilcox, 1982). Critical Theory requires that rescarchers take into
account interrelationships to wider structures and explore "how the nature of the
wider society constrains the educational process” (Bolster, 1983; Giroux, & Penna,
1979; Han, 1990; Wemer, 1978; & Wilcox, 1982). Bruner states, “The psychologist
or educator who formulates pedagogical theory without regard to the political,
economic, and social setting of the educational process courts triviality and merits
being ignored in the community and the classroom” (Giroux, & Penna, 1979, p. 29).

gencrate research that is imelevant to classroom teachers.
Wemer (1978) states:

Critical examination of programs and classroom activities provides a basis for
reorientation and change. Increased awareness may help us liberate ourselves
from the perspectives in which we may have become trapped. It is easy to do

ecognizing that there may
inquiry and change are inseparable. In the very process of thinking critically
the individual is changing his social reality. The taken for granted is
transformed by being made explicit. Reflection upon our ‘secing’ changes the

cynicism. (p. 32)

difficult for people 10 recognize that different ways are possible let alone adopt these
process of critical reflection, we are more likely able 10 break into this realm. Then,

15



of course, once we know something, we can never act again as though we didn't
know it.

The literature on teacher change indicates that it is a slow, deep, and complex
process that necessitates both the interaction and support of others, as well as time
for self-reflection (Fay, 1977; Friere, 1970, Stephens, 1987; Wilcox, 1982). In spite
of this, new curricula and methods are often introduced to teachers with the
expectation that teacher change and subsequent implementation will be swift and
casy (Apple, 1983; & Smyth, 1989). The logic of technical control that drives this
type of direction, aimed at teachers, is derived from the "prevailing idea...that theory
possibility for steadily improving what [teachers do]". However, “the relationship
between theory is shown t0 be more complex and involved than it is ordinarily
portrayed in this familiar instrumental and utilitarian view" (Cherryholmes, 1988, p.
14-15). In fact, alterations of teachers' beliefs, and the development oi
understandings of the need for new strategies, which ultimately determine how

Teachers operate from local tacit theories derived from their knowledge about
children and leaming (Bolster, 1983; Smith & Shepard, 1988). Their knowledge
grows out of personal practical experiences (Bolster, 1983; Clark, 1991; Hart, 1990,
Hawthomne, 1986; Smith & Shepard, 1988). The pervasive influence of personal
factors was explored by Hawthorne (1986) in her case study of a teacher's
cmiculum dacisim: She found that 'pmd vﬂm md sxpuiw rienc [mﬂaﬂ] the

[lhe] subjecu (p. 34). Gimhar!in (!9!9) :lln lepunad ﬂm ,fnm;l mher
education had little 10 do with seacher perspectives. Yel.ﬂm:hmehlm
ihowndnhnmﬁmmdﬂlmﬂw ﬂamic

ﬁmm.mylmmnpdumnmmmmn
directly tied 10 their own practical in-class activides (Clark, 1991; Hart, 1990).
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Teachers need to gain more personal control over decisions about curriculum
content, and how, and at what speed, curriculum will be implemented (Apple, 1983).
However, 10 gain this control, it is necessary that teachers be self-reflective and
confront their private actions (Fay, 1977; Gidin, 1990; & Lather, 1986). Teacher
beliefs are revealed in context during practice. By examining their practice they can
become explicitly aware of their own embedded interests and beliefs that direct and
guide their behaviour (Gibson, 1986). They can try 10 determine what accounts for
their beliefs, thereby being more able to make value judgments of them (Wemer,
1978; Willis, 1977). When closely held and previously unquestioned underlying
belief systems arc confronted in this way, seachers can effect changes as they find
them necessary. By uncovering the true interests that direct and guide their
behaviour, or revealing what is implied in what is actual, they become empowered
and are able 0 act more autonomously (Gibson, 1986).

Smith (1989) suggests four forms of action that seachers need 10 pursue in order to
become empowered and thus improve their teaching. These include: Describing
(What do I do?); Informing (What is the meaning behind my seaching?); Confronting
(How did 1 come to be this way?); and Recoastructing (How might I do things
differently?). Carson, (1989) describes critically reflective action in this way:

The process for critical action research is collaborative and follows a cycle consisting
of moments of reflection, planning, acting, observing, reflecting, re-planning esc.
which take place in a spiral fashion. These become focused on a project which aims
at the transformation of practices, understandings and of the situations where the
perticipants work. The spiral of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting is
significant, because it is this which sets critically reflective action research apart
from ordinary problem solving, which Carr and Kemmis disdain as an “arrested
action research” (p. 185). True critically reflective action research is characterized
by a continuing programme of reform. The eventual hoped for result would be a new
kind of school and a new society. The main feature of this new rational society is the

"organization of enlightenment. (p. 15)

Teaching is not a value-free, newtral or apolitical activity (Apple, 1990; Brumer, cited
in Giroux, & Peans, 1979; Priere, 1970; Giroux, & Peane, 1979; & Wilcox, 1962).
The day-w0-day practices and regularities of classroom life, the knowledge that is
givea priority through the curriculem, and the teacher’s own fundamestal
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perspectives, are all interconnected 10 the dominant ideologies of our culture (Apple,
199& Enl:gr. 1983; & Giroux, & Penna, 1979). Commonsense interpretations,

ntions, and assumptions, are derived largely from the institutionalized
schndmg process (Bolster, 1983; & Hart, 1990). Bolster (1983) stases, "Schooling
is one of the universal experiences in our society, and it engenders a set of widely
heldexpemmmdmmwbﬁnmgmhshw thsmm
mmm:ﬁdﬂﬁmdpgﬁ.ﬁugndmdhﬂemmm&
belief with which all acceptable professionals must agree” (p. 300). In this way, the
nature of the teaching role itself is a stabilizing factor on beliefs (Bolster, 1983).
Bolster (1983) also states that “Under such circumstances, knowledge tends to
become objectified, that is, beliefs, norms, and values will typically be perceived as
inherent in the particular work situation and consequently not easily subject to
change” (p. 100). Because the knowledge is objectified in this way, it is perceived
as heinj fe:llty and thmfm it is d;fﬁeult to eﬂ‘e:t chnge This parvnive

ma:hmi:m nf re ”fji‘f,,. inennlplcmlly :ilecin; mﬂ inmm (Applg 199&
Hart, 1990; McLaren, 1989). Appie (1990) refers to these modes of incorporation,
known as hegemony, and states that the main agencies of hegemony are the schools
(other agencies include media, family, literature, business, economic systems, eic.).

It is necessary to uncover the dominant ideology embodied in the seacher’s curricular
decisions, actions, and reactions 10 students (Apple, 1990; & Bolster, 1983). The
meanings and practices emphasized by the school, via the teachers, need 1o be
examined 10 determine the true interests embodied within them, in order %0 question
thsm(Apple.lm) Gﬂfyhdﬁa’* ) '(i?ﬂ)llindvm"'”’ “ﬁiﬂ:ﬂmm ti “(p.

,”’nhilg mpuluhmlhg
" movement (p. 47). Hnﬂ:mmﬁn&ﬂmmm
muﬂingmnchmm wﬂeﬁﬁnitﬁshﬂm.ndhﬁyﬂm

Teacher empowerment can only result from a motual sharing of ideas, observations,
and questions, rather than from a one way flow of prescriptions or suggestions. In
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control teachers decisions and actions, it is possible 10 effect change to rebuild those
arrangements (Apple, 1990).
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The following questions guided the inquiry at the outset:

1. Do interactions between a seacher and students during Shared Writing change
mﬁme? If %0, in what ways?

N

How does critical reflection by the teacher seem to affect subsequent
interactions?
Writing?

4. Are there any shifts or changes in scacher beliefs following critical self-
reflection? If so, how are these manifested in inseractions during Shared
Writing episodes, discussions with the rescarcher, and in journal entries?

Thﬁﬂymkphnhmmmmchm in a suburban
school that services a middle-class neig f

To obtain access 0 the research site, I contacted the Research and Evaluation
Department of the school district involved. 1 was required 10 submit an application
for permission %0 conduct rescarch in schools. | also submitted a statement, outlining
the significance of the study, the research methodology, and the nature of the
research report at the conclusion of the study. (Appeadix F).



The school was chosen for a number of practical reasons, as well as for the
was able to get to the school casily on a regular basis, an important consideration in
terms of time and money. I could change observation points within the room if
needed. As well, the school owned a video recorder and tripod, a tape recorder, and
a television monitor with a VCR machine, which I was able 10 borrow. As well, the
administrator was supportive during the eatire research project.

The seacher in this study was selected according to the following criteria:

1.  The seacher agreed 10 be involved actively in the research process. She agreed
to work collaboratively with me through the data collection phase of the
research project.

2.  The teacher agreed 10 keep a journa

development.

who they thought may be interested in working with me. I met with a number of
teachers 10 ascertain their suitability for the research. Following the imerviewing of
these teachers, 1 selected one teacher, Mrs. Carter, who taught a split grade
one/grade two class. She scemed t0 fulfill the participant requirements I had
outlined. Mrs. Carter had a long, distinguished teaching career and she was
engaged in graduste studies.

1 understood that it would be important for the teacher and me 10 establish a positive
professional relationship prior 10 the actual commencement of data collection (Perrin,
Rogers & Waller, 1987; Swcphens, 1987). In order %0 assess the teacher’s
expectations, and our ability 0 work together on the study, I met with her on two
occasions prior 10 the study.
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Perrin, Rogers, and Waller, (1987) state that, “...clear articulation of preject goals,
understanding of each..member’s roles and responsibilities, and agreement
conflict” (p. 39). Kennedy, cited in Kyle and McCutcheon (1984), identified four
was important for me to ascertain other crucial factors, such as limits on the
and discussed various aspects of the study, including roles, responsibilities,
expectations, time for dialogue, and I shared my purpose for doing the study,
including the possibility of the venture leading %0 professional and personal growth
for both of us. Bolster (1983) reported that seachers are "willing %0 invest many
hours discussing observational data with researchers and have retrospectively
reported that the experience was both professionally productive and intellectually
stimulating” (p. 306). I elicited the teacher’s noeds, purposes, and expectations for
participating in the study. As well, I indicsed my imeation 10 share the results of

1985' Juliebd, mgwm l@)ﬂﬁeﬁcﬁsm” Wﬁﬁi;. Sineaihe

bmﬂmwﬂm Mnﬁsnﬁjea. lﬂnaqhhdﬂgmﬂ
Shared Writing, and my requirements for the research.

mummmmw 90 become a participat. She signed
pement, which was drafied in order %0 protect both parties. (Appendix E). As
well.ﬂtlmdme I collected the permission forms that had beea completed by the

parents of the children selected 10 participate in the study. (Appenadix C).

mhmﬂdﬂﬁhhﬁm‘yﬂi nfide sadertaken.
mm:mﬂmymlnwmﬁnhmmm



mﬂdgnnnsmd wnershi

mﬁmﬂbmhﬂynmﬁhﬁﬂmpﬁﬁ:mﬂynﬁmmﬂ;
pncm:e Bolnﬁ (1983) funﬂ thnt t.nchm who pm:lpns u:uvely, 'l:nd to

.mmmmqmm

Selection of the Students
The students in this study were selected according to the following criteria:
1. The students observed were in a grade one classroom.

2.  The students’ parents gave clearance for video and audio recording prior to the
study.

Since 1 did not know the students in the class, 1 asked the teacher to select the
students. 1 requested she choose four or five students who were at the emergent
in mind. However, afier having read the articles 1 provided 10 her, she decided that
all grade one students would be a more appropriste choice. The girls were Alecia,
who had learned English as a second language, and Heidi, who was experiencing
difficulties learning 10 read. The boys were Darren, who the teacher described as
students for part of a day prior 10 the Shared Writing sessions, in order 10 get to
know them a bit better, and to allow them to feel comfortable having me and the

m“hﬁmpdhﬁdmnpluhm upm' iﬂmmd

ngnhummﬂsﬁﬁ.bﬁnhvhgnﬂ:ﬁmgmm



Methods of Primary Data Collection

It is essential that qualitative research embody a plan for careful, systematic
observation of events. The following methods of data collection, utilized throughout
this study are consistent with the theoretical foundation established earlier.

Internal Validity

The internal validity of the study was supported through prolonged engagement as
well as through a triangulation of data acquisition. Stake (1988) describes
triangulation as "...trying to arrive at the same meaning by at least three
independent approaches” and he further states that "naturally a finding that has
been triangulated by several independent data-holdings is usually more credible than
one that has not” (p. 263). Deta triangulation is critical if the information supplied is
going 10 be deemed trustworthy (Lather, 1986; Pelio & Pelto, 1978).

In analysis, it was expected that the data would converge rather than be
inconsistent or contradictory, by utilizing the following data triangulation.

1. Wrinen concrete descriptive records (field notes) were collected during
observation of teacher-student interactions during the Shared Writing
activitics, and during interviews or discussions with the seacher. These
included non-verbal communication as well as language. Verbatim comments
were recorded wherever possible.

2. Audiotape recordings of the interactions were made. Pertinent sclections of
these recordings were transcribed for analysis.

3. Videotape recordings of the imeractions were made. Spindler and Spindler
(1982) stase, "Securing as complete an andiovisual record as possible is
important, because this record can be amalyzed and interpresed in different
ways again and again” (p. 43). Boister (1983) also finds videotaping useful as
a check on live observations. He states “whea played back 10 a teacher it can
also be an effective stimulus 10 the recall of forgotiea perceptions of classroom
events” (p. 308).



mmm. gmnml. impm:m :nd reactions followmg the Shned
Writing activities, interviews, discussions, and reviewing of tapes. LeCompte
& Goetz (1982). Peshhn (1988). mj Spniley (1930) mmgnd that
mit,nwellnnﬂyﬂi:gmginglf Pﬂhhn(lﬁl)mfﬁinuﬂzm
as "taming subjectivity” and contends that it will result in “enhanced
awareness” (p. 20).

6. mmmmhmﬁ. reflective journal of thoughts, questions and
lings. Kylundjf’ cheo (lﬂ)mﬂd@hhﬁﬂs’:vﬁw

withuut 2 m invnlvmt—d:s nr.lﬁ‘l piluorhy. m;h: processes,
iﬁmmﬂmnmﬂﬁm‘@ 174). Joumals are
!984)-

ltiinulifqrﬂlemﬁ':mﬂacﬁm Myﬁ:mnﬁnwﬂemiLEMInhe
cvaluative but were aimed at leading the seacher to0 think more deeply or
clearly in order 10 carry on a personal exploration.

1. Andionpe”” ape recordin "'giﬂfﬂlestshﬂ" iﬂdﬂiym’ es Or comments made

The tcrm generalizability usually refers 10 whether the findings of a particular piece
ﬂmmnmhmmmmmmg
Bikien, 1982). Because this study was a case study of only one teacher, in ome
classroom, it was not possible 10 geacralize in this conveational way. However,
akthough it may or may not be represeatative of other cases, it is not necessary %o




dismiss all findings as invalid because it lacks demonstrable representativeness
(Bolster, 1983; & Stake, 1988). It may be possible to transfer many of the
generated statements to other settings and subjects and to compare the results o
other case studies (Bolster, 1983). LeCompte and Goetz (1982) stawe that
ers "...aim in application for comparability and translatability of findings
nmgrm&mmﬁtmfﬁmmmmw (. 34).

Suh(lQSB)é.Eﬁhe:memmdmﬂngnm, derstandings of g
through the experience of individual events as "naturalistic generalization” and
mmﬁuﬁumalmddmﬂgmmgﬁnyﬂm;hm-ﬂ
needed, as well as understandings derived through experis on and induction.

haweenﬂusm:xtnﬂoﬂuhhnﬂnhkemlhwﬂ“chﬂyh
characteristics of the setting and subjects. As well, the research methods, written
demﬁm:.nﬂ:nﬂymnfd:nuemnﬂmﬂy.exﬂieﬂy ililhlhhil.
are made” (p. 34).

Stake (1988) insists that generalizations will be made by readers of the study if

they recognize similaritics to other cases of interest 10 them. In other words,

“Vﬂﬁqdepndsmthvﬂﬂydmmdphdvﬁwd‘hm The
i etation ” (p. 261).

themmmhtﬁemudmﬂuw (p;!.‘;) hjﬁl(lﬂl}
researcher 10 test or compare his/her interpreta against others'.

In qualitative research the inquirer is the instrument for deta collection. Ia some
rescarch approaches it is important for the instrument %0 be comsistest in whet




andhow it records data over time. Howeves, it is quite possible that my view of the
processes may change over time as my own knowledge grows and changes.
LeCompte and Goetz (1982) point out how personalistic the ethnographic process
is. For this reason I have stated precisely what I have done. It is hoped that any
variance in my point of view will become readily apparent through my data analyses
and that it will be possible 10 detect where these changes evolved from through an
examination of the data collected.

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) state, "Qualitative researchers tend to view reliability as
a fit between what they record as data and what actually occurs in the setting under
study, rather than the literal consistency across different observations™ (p. 44).

In order to verify or confirm that the ficld notes collected fit with what actually
occurred, the videotapes and audiotapes were reviewed and the notes and
interpretations checked by a person external to the study.

Internal Reliability

Internal reliability refers 50 the question of whether, within a single study, multiple
observers will agree on the description or composition of events. Using mechanical
devices (audio and video equipment) to record and preserve data is one way of
insuring that any conclusions drawn can be confirmed by an examination of the raw
data by other researchers (LeCompee & Goetz, 1982). Further, describing a
sufficient amount of behaviours and activities in concrete, precise terms, using as
few inferences as possible, as well as verbatim comments of spokea language,
assures accuracy of raw data (LeCompee & Goetz, 1982; Pelto & Pelto 1978).
Following the analysis of the primary data, excerpts of the descriptions were
presented t0 substantiate any interpretations, conclusions, or analytic casegories.

Reactivity (observer effect)
The preseace of the rescarcher caa change the behaviours of the subjects (Bogdan

& Biklea, 1982; Perrin, Rogers & Waller, 1987). In this study I attempeed %o
minimize this effect by being as unobtrusive as possible during the Shared Writing



necessarily had an effect on the teacher’s decisions, through the joint discussions
following each Shared Writing episode, and through the interactive journals. It is
important to note that this effect was intentional, being the result of my role as an

To minimize the effect of the video and audio recorders, they were set up a few days
in advance 30 that the children and weacher had a chance 10 become accustomed 10
their presence.

I deliberarely worked against treating the teacher as a subject and worked toward
safeguarding interests and sensitivitics by establishing a rapport and by acting in a
non-threatening manner. Interviews were unstructured and relatively open-ended,
resembling natural conversations more than question and answer sessions.
Through dialogue, in person, and in the interactive journal, I clearly made my
interests known, communicated my research objectives, and sought cooperation,

nphasizing the why's rather than how to's . Hopefully this dispelled any notion of
myheingm "expert” with an inclination to evaluate. 1 tried 10 keep in mind
Werner's (1979) statement:

with them for entry and acceptance require patience on the part of the
mmh: Willingm lﬁlilnn.qem” '”mﬁequemehinje.:hilityuuy

interpretation arose (Hammerske

y & Alkinini 1983 Sdmz. 1962) Vﬁyh;
mtim affect how we see each other (Selnn:. 1962). Siske (1988) siates

"..different rescarchers have different com l ",:d‘tliepnblmndm
different boundaries for the case” (p. 256). One must establish the degree 10 which
findings are the result of subjects and not of biases, motivations, interests, or




perspectives of the researcher. Peshkin (1988) contends that researchers noeed to
»...avoid the trap of perceiving just that which [their] own untamed sentiments have
sought out and served up as data”, and that "...if trapped [they) run the risk of
presenting a study that has become blatantly autobiographical™ (p. 20).

phenomena to search honestly for, illuminate, and record, their own personal
predispositions and commonsense understandings prior to, and during, the enquiry
(Apple, 1990; Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Peshkin, 1988). Peshkin (1988) states
= ..researchers should systematically seek out their subjectivity, not retrospectively
when the data have been collected and the analysis is complete, but while their
rescarch is actively in progress” (p. 17). Peshkin (1988) refers to this as
“situational subjectivity” (p. 18). In this way, their own tacit commonsense
assumptions and biases can be bracketed or suspended more casily and researchers
can become "..aware of how their subjectivity may be shaping their inquiry and its
outcomes” (Peshkin, 1988, p. 17).

Furthermore, LeCompte and Goetz (1982) state, "What observers see and report is
a function of the position they occupy within participant groups, the status accorded
them, and the role behaviour expected of them” (p. 46). Peshkin (1988) also
contends that the °...circumstances of one's class, [and] statuses” (p. 17) interact
with the particulars of a study. Therefore, research reports should ...clearly identify
the researchers role and status within the group investigated™ (LeCompte & Goetz,
1982, p. 38).

In order 10 acknowledge and take into account my effect on the data, I hav- ‘~~luded
a brief statement of my perspectives and beliefs about teaching. This, together with
the personal journal kept during the study, helped me %0 be more aware of how my
own biases and interests shaped, filtered, blocked, or transformed the collection,
judgments.




In this study parts of the data collection phase and the data analysis phase were
concurrent. However, additional, more formal analysis was undertaken following
exit from the field. Analyses conducted throughout the period of observation
Biklen (1982) suggest that observation sessions be planned to build on previous
ones.

Shortly after entering the field I assessed the general questions brought to the study
for relevancy and made decisions regarding the need for reformulation or
abandonment. Other questions, as well as some possible themes, emerged in the
process of collecting the data (Spradiey, 1980).

Suggestions from Spradley (1980), and LeCompee and Goetz (1981) were consulted

problem (LeCompte & Goetz, 1981).

It was my intention to implement an aliemnative approach to teacher in-service
education. My objective was to fully describe and document systematically the
and I could evaluate these interactions jointly. I described the nature of the
was my intention to dialogue with the scacher in order 10 confront and solve
problems that we both saw arising from a critique of the observed interactions.



Ressarcher's Reliefs about Teaching

I believe that, in teaching, it is important to consider the whole child, focusing on
intellectual, emotional, social, creative, and physical development. In order to do
this, I utilize observation sechniques 10 become aware of the children's backgro
strengths, and needs. lfeelithimpamtlodcumincwhninmchﬂﬁﬁm

attempt %0 provide experiences that capitalize on and expand these interests.

It is important t0 use a variety of teaching strategies, learning resources, and
activities in order 10 provide for a range of leaming styles. I believe that leaming can
occur when children are allowed 10 interact with one another and with adults. It is
important %0 create a community of learners by encouraging children to support one
another. Outside human resources, such as volunteers and older students, are a
good way to build in more social ineeraction.

I feel it is essential 10 provide a safe and secure eavironment for children and work
toward developing positive self-concepts. Children need 10 foel comfortable to take
risks and solve problems, and often require time and space %0 discover connections
on their own. They need to be able to progress at a pace that is right for them
individually.

I feel it is important 10 be sensitive to individual needs and avoid over-directing,
while maintaining a well-disciplined atmosphere. 1 believe that a teacher can
facilitate learning by supporting children when necessary, through thoughtful
inervention and questioning at opportune moments.

1 am coanvinced that a holistic approach to language learning and development is
beneficial, but that direct seaching continues 10 be a mecessary part of today's
classroom.

1 am aware that as a teacher | have 10 work within my own limitations, and
constraints, and that these may hinder me in my ability w0 reach all of my goals.
However, | see myself as a loarner as much as a teacher. 1 seck 10 Jeamn from my
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t0 learn with and from the children I seach every day. [ feel that it is okay 0 admit
failures and shortcomings in order to change myself.

I believe that it is important for me to reflect on my own ideas, habits, attitudes, and
actions. I am also aware that my personal biases and assumptions affect what |
see.

I believe in the importance of a supportive community in my life. Without support
from other people I cannot take the risks that are necessary.

3



The following reports describe and interpret the observations I made during the
ShMWﬁﬁn;MhmﬁmﬂbyMﬁ andlﬁn;ﬁviswin;fi

mdwmmddﬂmmnuy,nkemmuhewwﬂlm&
the study can be found in Appendix A).

It is important 10 note that although I have recorded the actions, and comments as
researcher interpretation throughout the reports and have expanded on these

On the first day that Mrs. Caner met with the focus children for the purpose of
Shared Writing, the small group sat at one side of the room, around a rectangular
table, near a chalkboard. The remainder of the class was engaged in "writer's
workshop”, a time set aside for individual writing.

Mrs. Cummewdnhiﬁﬂgﬁmwimndimm&mmeymﬂwﬁe

familiar song, "1 Bought Me a Cxt". Skhmﬁlmyﬂﬁnmmhnhbm
cﬁl&ummabwam;mmm(miﬁﬁnhd) Inmln

Mdemmﬂeh:ﬂ'lelm.ndmmmh

Mrs. Carter listed a number of ideas, including t0ys, on the board, as they were
suggested by the students. She thea began 10 create a8 web on the board with Toys
as the central idea. Childrea were invited t0 come up 10 the board and write their
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when Heidi wrote goD for dog, she pointed out the reversal error, and when she
wrote if , she substituted arf arf. Similiarly, when Darren wrote waw wa for Pow
Pow, the sound of a gun, Mrs. Carter said, "Isn't this a P?" Intcrestingly, later in the
lesson, Darren made the comment "These sounds are hard to spell.” However, this
comment was remembered later by Mrs. Carnter in her jouinal as being, "These
words are hard. It's good we don't have to spell them.”

In her journal, Mrs. Carter also noted that she saw "children enjoying being a
member of such a small group. Alecia really tuned in. She sometimes does not.”
She made some brief plans, stating that next time they would " work orally at first
and just kick arcund words and sentences” and for the future, "work with webs.
Collectively, then individually.” She also felt she needed 0 deal more effectively
with the remainder of the class, and stated "work on independence. The group
should be able 10 work without me for 20 minutes!”

The lesson, due 0 a technical problem, was recorded without any sound. Therefore,
we did not discuss the lesson in detail together. However, in my own personal
She commented to me that her oldest child used to complain that she was too
inflexible, going on 10 say that indeed she does “like to have things down pat” and
felt that "comes from being a seacher”. This statement was a telling one, since she
obviously felt the need 10 have a model in order 10 get the children started on their
writing. Of course, in one of the articles I had given her to read, a pattern was used
with the children, 5o perhaps she felt comfortable using an idea tried previously,
being unfamiliar with Shared Writing as a seaching strategy, prior 10 this.

jungle animals, and picked up on the childrens’ idea of toys, which they were
obviously interested in. By using a patien she was also able %0 provide the childres

It was obvious that the children were excited 10 be part of the special group. Mrs.



voice. She sat upright and alert and was attentive to most of the children’s
comments, moving her eyes around them, smiling and nodding.

At the conclusion of this session, the writien product was incomplete. Mrs. Carter
opted to complete it with the children the next day, when 1 would not be preseat
(figure 1). They could start with a fresh new idea for the next observation period.
Mrs. Carter and [ agreed on this arrangement.

v

Seasion Two, May 6. 1992

Mrs. Carter had been thinking about the Shared Writing activity and proceeded to
make some changes as a result of her thoughts. As the next day's session began I
noticed that she had decided to omit the use of the chalkboard and instead used
paper on the table that they were all seated at. | wondered what effect, if any, the
change in format would have on the children. Indeed, Darren, part way through the
lesson, inquired, "Why are you writing this on paper instead of the chalkboard?".
When Mrs. Carter asked him if he wanted her t0 do it on the chalkboard, he
answered, "No, it's better on paper.” Later, during our reviewing of the videotape
and discussion, Mrs. Carter explained why she chose to make this change. She
explained, "I¢s different. Like with the board you need it for the big group. The end
people have a different perspective though. They see the hand...they see everything,
For a six-year old they are not able 10 do as much transformation as casily as we
can.” She reflected on her personal experience as a child, being unable to copy from
the board ecasily, in spite of being often required to do so.

Mrs. Carter chose to use a patierned book, The Amazing Popple Seed by Joy
Cowley, to0 set the scene for the lesson. She explained 10 the children that today
they would be doing a mew story or song, and suggested using the little book, "0
help us, 10 use as & pattern”™. As she began 0 read aloud to the childrea, Darron
interjeceed, saying, “"You can change the things after it”, referring 10 the eading part
of each petterned sestence. Darrea obviously felt free to initiste an interaction, by
making a suggestion for their writing.

The ead of the book read, “The hea gave me an amazing popple seed. And I stareed
all over again.” Mrs. Canter suggested, "So that's what we could do. We could start



all over again. We could write "The Amazing Popple Seed number two." The school
secretary appeared at the door with a message, and as Mrs. Carter went (0 answer
the door, she left the group with the instruction 10, “think about that for a minute and
think about what kinds of things you'd like 10 have growing on the tree. Do you want
a category or do you want things that are all similar like toys, or what? Can you talk

ahout we do birds?" and then Alecia, giggling, suggested “this one’s a funny one...
L Ac".llidinlwhilpct.

Both of the suggestions were noted by the teacher when she returned 10 the table.
Although Ivan raised his hand to make another suggestion, it was unacknowledged.
Mrs. Caner wrote, ‘Barby' [sic] on the paper (figure 2), then Heidi suggested, “No,
okay...um, the amazing cat..on day number one it grew a nose.” Mrs. Carter was
obviously amused by this idea, and agreed with Heidi, when she said, "That would
be neat”. Darren also agreed, saying "I think the amazing cat would be good™.

teacher went on 10 say, "It could be a Barbie tree. We could grow a Barbie and Ken.
It could grow all different kinds of Barbics. How many different kinds of Barbies are
there?” As a result of this question., a number of different Barbies were suggested,
and written on a piece of scracch paper, which she later explained 0 the children was
"just for rough work...s0 I have lots of rough paper around” (figure 3).

As well, Mrs. Caner used other sheets of paper 10 list ideas for other stories, and 10
list all of the things the cat seed had o grow (figure 4). She pointed these out 10 the
group of children, explaining, "This is our idea for another story and this is our
scrarch pad. Later she explained during our discussion, "It occurred to me while the
lesson was happening that it would be good if kids, for them 0 see the tcacher use
as she was in the midst of teaching it. In her journal Mrs. Carter also referred 10
this way of recording thougits during the writing: "1 think it might be helpful 10 the
children 10 see an adult writer making rough notes, and referring 10 them in her
writing.”

In discussion Mrs. Carter said that she wanted 10 pick up on the Barbie theme
because, "Alecia doesn't share many ideas with me in class”. However, although



Mrs. Carter spent considerable time brainstorming for some ideas on the topic of
"Okay, well let's go back 10 this cat ...the amazing seed idea”, and asked, "Is that
inquired, "Do we want 10 do something with Barbie later?” Again, the group
nhuuithﬁchm;ﬁeieﬂsﬁunm Shemlmd* hsglfnm‘Almdhnl:

;huntﬂfbishgr,' ltmedﬂthnH'mel@plAmlﬂayﬁ
was somehow 100 uncomfortable with it 10 use it in the writing. As well, Darren had
commented, “The cat one I think is the best”, while the group was coming up with a
lmafnm Ahhmgﬁlﬁl.ﬁ!mﬂmmmmumgmmnth

In spite of a recognition of the importance of scrasch paper in the writing process,
Mn.t:md:dnmmhiﬁadmﬁmwm:

mnmmmnm-nmqmmm&hmu
be suitable, or exact words 10 fit what she had recorded. The following example
demonstrated this: She had already written "she grew a” and, therefore, would not
accept any plural nouns from the childrea. Later she explained, “I wanted 10 push
them 10 see if they could come wp with something that would be sppropriate, that
would be an 2", but Iater she weat oa 0 reflect, “1 don't think that was a very good
idea and I think I'll deviate from that and then we'll see how it goes. It is sort of
hampering things...it's hampering the kids' input. I thought originally, it isn't as
nmnﬂ;m_mmnm Hlytedlgwillhmﬁii,if“m

Mrs. Caner’s willingness 10 try something a different way was evideat from her
statement, "1 acver think it was the best way 10 go. 1 always think there could have



Mrs. Carter was beginning to write on the paper. Mrs. Carter’s respoase to this
In fact, she was far more than "just a recorder”, since she had the ultimase control
over what would be included and what would be omitted. She not only exered
control over the process, but over the content, and the actual creativity of the
children.

Mrs. Career’s control over the nature of the whole stwory became evident when Heidi
suggested, "The amazing cat. On day number one it grew a nose,” and Mrs. Carter
responded with enthusiasm saying, "Oh! You want to change it 10 an amazing cat!
Oh! The amazing cat instead of the amazing seed. Okay.” Heidi then inquired,
"What are we having it do, the amazing cat?” To this Mrs. Carnter responded, "1
don't know. We don't have 10 decide that." Here, she made a decision not to allow
Heidi 10 create ideas for what the cat could do in the story. To do 30 would have
changed the whole nature of the story, making it a narrative rather than a patterne
story, like the model she had chosen. In fact, the idea 80 have the cat grow body
but with a laugh. Later in the journal, Mrs. Carter recalled the episode quite
differently than the way it actually happened, recording that "someone suggested
that a cat could grow, that it could be a cat seed.” The idea of a cat scod was
recalled as being Darren’s idea, during Mrs. Caner’s reflection following this
session, however in actual fact the amazing cat was Heidi's idea and the cat seed
was Mrs. Carter’s.

By using the patterned story idea, the seacher limited the possibilities. She was
aware of the hampered input herself, but attribused it t0 the lack of a draft rather than
to her choice of this model. Other instances of her placing parameters oa the
creation of a list of things for the cat sced 10 grow by saying, "There was oaly going
10 be a limited number of pages in the book and 50 we had 80 have some limits as 10
what the cat was going 10 grow. It coulda't grow an car and thea the other car, and
then an cye and thon another cye. We had 10 have some limies.”

Mrs. Carter stuck closely 10 her own idea of what the book should be: It would have
a limised number of pages, it would be all rhyming, or not rhyming at all, and it would
not be 100 nonseasical.



At other times, Mrs. Caner would provide a sentence or idea and then seek consent
by the children. For example whea going from the topic of Barbies to the cat seed
idea she said, "Let's go back to the cat seed idea (physically putting the Barbie
sheet of paper aside) then asking, "Do we all like that one. Is that the one you want
to use?” Of course the response was, "Yeah". When she started the story by
saying, "On day number one...” she continued on to ask, "Is that what you want to
say”, and later asked, "Is it going to be planted in the ground?”

Mrs. Carter limited the amount of silly ideas elicited by the children, although she
herself had suggested the notion of a tree growing Barbies during a previous
session. When Darren made the suggestion of planting the seed, "in a dish of cat
food on the floor”, she responded by saying "Well, this is already a silly or unusual
idea, 50 maybe we should keep the rest of it sort of belicvable.” Then, taking her
decision 10 Alecia (who had suggested planting it “in a garden” asked, "What do you
think?" When the group finally took a vote and decided on the garden, she gave
Alecia credit for the group having arrived at consensus. "Way to Go Alecia! You
got consensus.” In fact, Mrs. Canter had manufactured the consent, 30 as to have it
£0 her own way!

It was very apparent that the children liked the idea of using rhyming words in the
story. Darren was the first 10 suggest, "On day sumber one it grew a thumb®. Ivan
showed his support for this by exclaiming, "It thymes!”, and Heidi showed her
agreement and approval with a, "Yeah". However, Mrs. Carter chose 10 ignore the
suggestion altogether. Later, Darren also suggested a plum or a tongue for day
number one. Tongue was added 10 the written list. As well, for day number two,
Darren suggested, "She was brand new”, Heidi suggesied, "She grew and grew”,
and for day sumber three, Darrea suggested, "She grew a knee”. Then, whea it
became appareat that rhyming would be difficult for the other numbers, Mrs. Carter
stated, "1 doa't know if we're going 10 be able 10 come wp with rhymes. So we woa't
thyme, unless we can all of a sudden think of some.” In her journal she commented,
"We checked 10 see if there were parts that would thyme with the sumber words,
one, two, three 20 that we could make a rhymiag book. There were a0t, 50 we weat
ahead without rhyme.” During discussion, she meationed, "1 also thought at that
point that maybe we could make it rhyme, like on day sumber one it grew a thumb.
It was abandoned.” Imterestingly, during the session, the childrea kept coming back
0 rhyming, such as whea Darrea suggested, "she grew a shoe”, and Heidi



suggested "she was two" for day number two. It did not appear t0 occur to Mrs.
Carter that perhaps some of the days could have rthyming words, while others did
not.

Carter chose to ‘fish’ for the word she wanted in the story. She did this by
answer 0 this was tongue, 10 which she replied, "Would that be the most important
thing that a cat nceds t0 stay alive?” Then, trying %0 provide the correct answer,
suggestions of a brain, a nose, and a heart were given. Although these were added
to the list of suggestions, Alecia's "sensiblec” suggestion of body was finally
selecied for use in the story. When brain was suggesied by Ivan (who didn't make
many comments as it was) Mrs. Carter said,”If she grew a head could we presume
it had a brain in it?" Darren then expanded the sentence 10 be, "It grew a head and it
had a brain in it", but this was rejected by Mrs. Carter, with her saying, "We will
her body", demonstrating just how much influence the teacher had.

Later, during discussion of the videotape, Mrs. Carter became aware of what she

needed that cat to have a body.” Later, in a journal entry, she stated that the
purpose of fishing was, "10 catch something!” , and stated emphatically that, “I am
the recorder, but also a participant”.

of sharp seeth, Mrs. Carter wrote sharp in small letters beside the word teeth,
However, when Alecia went on 10 suggest happy face, she omitied writing it down,
stating, "We've got face”. She laser commented on this during our discussion,
getting down the names of body parts”. Her inability 10 relinquish her control over
the writing hampered the chance for the childrea 10 develop their own skills of using
then the stupid seacher doesn't take it.”



At times Mrs. Carter used her language to control the amount of silliness the
children were exhibiting. Atmpnimwmnmenmmﬁmmsatmly
need a tongue the most (in answer to Mrs. Carer’s direct question) she admos
him with, "lgt':pusiam }Eﬁﬂgﬁm&mmmmﬂmm
mmgmhngﬁuhﬂhnkmukﬂmdm In her journal Mrs.
Carter made the comment that the children, "...got a bit silly today. Alecia was
wmucmmmammﬂgmm- Afevlﬁﬂiillﬂi'iﬂ

ﬁvmumﬂnjmgnﬂm.m unm ufﬂ::whﬂbd,ﬂy(ﬂ:
woek or month).”

mmmmmemm “time %0 tune in to it", referring 10 the

Because of this, “they didn't say 00 much about the
writing®. “This is the 2ad time they had dome this acitivity - it's new, and they need
time to figure out what is possible.” In some respects, however, Mrs. Carter limited
was added 10 the list. Eyeballs were omitsed, with the comment, "We've got eyes”.
Heidi suggested arms, and a discussion as 10 whether cats have arms ensued. The
growp agreed that they did, but Mrs. Caner chose 0 omit this from the list as well.

M*MHBMH“MH&MHMW
the teacher was mean”. She commentod with a laugh, "Might as well come out
looking like the good guy...if you have 10 be there”. She realizod that her attompt
convince the childrea did not succeed. Her decision 10 let the matier go, at least for

41



However, in spite of the fact that the children all agreed, Mrs. Carter was not willing
t0 go 20 far as t0 include arms in the list of cat body parts.

At the conclusion of the second session Mrs. Carter had mentioned that the group
was going 0 illustrase the book. Immediately, the children started to discuss who
would do what pages, and showed obvious interest in the enjoyable task of drawing

journal when she wrote, "My hopes for this lesson were fulfilled. 1 was very happy
with it." She also used the word "proud” in describing her feelings following the
viewing of the lesson. She stated that she “could tell the children were with it
because of the things they said - they all contributed something t0 the story. [ could
the process”. She also expressed her personal reaction to the session by stating,
"It was very nice 10 work with four children. [ saw move of their personalitics, and
were more accessible this way, she stated in ber journal, "Yes - they are, definitely,

oficn share in a small, but not a large, group”.

Mrs. Carter admitted t0 feeling "a bit defensive” during our first post-session
point of only questioning her about her actions in order to have her be critical of
that she was aware of criticism makes it quite clear that she was indeed developing
a critical stance of her own, supporied by my questions and comments.

produced over the last few sessions. Since the session before, she had decided t0
put a "DRAFT" stamp on all of the pages writien 50 far (figwre 5), and she
proceeded 10 explain this 10 the childres. In her journal she wross, “1 10id the boys
and girls that | was going 10 put the draft stamp on the pages of our story becauss
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yesterday we wanted to change things and I didn't want to change them because I
thought we were doing the final copy”. Reflecting on this decision, Mrs. Carter
wrote, "What did not go well - They did not seem to like my idea about the draft, one
reason bemg they wmted to ;et on wnth the illummni i think it was t0o

pnadm:;ﬂicyngm:ble- Dlmnmladlnhmw:fﬂieywmddhedﬁn[pcm
on the draft t00. Mrs. Carter interpreted his comment this way in her journal, "They
seemed preoccupied with doing the pictures and wanted to know if we could do the
pictures on the draft". During the lesson, she never responded directly to Darren's
question.

Mrs. Carter put commas in the appropriate places in the book, and in doing so,
Darren was made aware of their use. In fact, upon noticing her do this, he
commented, "Why is the comma in the same place?” She responded by saying,
"because that's where the pause is, afeer the number”.

Mrs. Canter went through the book page by page, checking for revisions they felt
they wanted to make to the story thus far. For example, she asked them if they
wanted 10 say "some eyes”, or just "eyes”. Darren did not seem to like the idea of
having 10 do a second draft, and commented, "But we're not going to have to cross
out, I can guaraneee it". To this, Mrs. Carter responded, "What makes you so sure?”

It was obvious that Mrs. Caner was changing some of her behaviours as a result of
the reflections made during the previous day's discussion. For example, at one point
she antempeed 10 get the children 10 add some descriptive words, however, they did
mmhﬁﬁMbﬂummm:oﬁMhm “i
m;mmmmmmmmw hip. !!ah.
:nhm that perhaps the children, being only grade one students, didn't fully

erstand the concept of “descriving something”, and tmon mentioning this 0 Mrs.

43



Carter, she agreed that this may have been the case. Unfortunately, during the
lesson, although she urged them to supply some description for the tail or the body,
she didn't model for the children by providing the examples of "bushy tail” and "furry
body”. It was somewhat disappointing to me that this type of scaffolding was not
utilized at the time, but in spite of this I recognized that the instructional decisions
had to remain the teacher’s, not mine.

As the group began to compose the remainder of the book, adding days four through
ten (figure S), it became apparent that they wanted to utilize thymes, once again.
Ideas such as "some sticks” for use with number six, "some went 10 heaven” for use
with seven, and "grew a spine” for nine were all suggestions made by the children.
During discussion, I asked Mrs. Carter why she didn't accept these rhymes for the
book. She explained to me that the decision was "editorial” on her part and that had
she accepted thyming, they would have had 10 go off on another theme that would be
nonsense. "It would take two or three more days and would need more editing.”

In reflecting on the lesson, it was obvious that Mrs. Carter felt some
disappointment. In discussion, she remarked that she "didn't think it was a great
lesson” because it is 50 "hard 10 undo a mistake”. She was referring t0 the draft
issue we had discussed earlier. Mrs. Carter felt that the concept of the draft copy

remarking that, "Six-year-olds are rather rigid in some ways. They want things to
be consistently right. They aren't forgiving. The things that you do when you're
starting something are important. You can't undo them with the kids. The kids
know what you did. They expect you %0 do the same thing." Mrs. Carter felt very
strongly that children are confused if you aren't consistent, and therefore, she was
upset with he: inconsistent behaviour. She felt that as a group they should have
had a discussion of whether or not they wanted a draft.

During the discussion of this session Mrs. Carter focused more on the individual

through more.” As an example of what she meant she explained, "Heidi can be
rather urbane at times - she is more free 10 say what she wants”. | understood her
10 mean that she was able to get 10 know the children more personally than she was



able 10 do in a large group. As a result of this realization, she began to analyze the

In her journal she recorded, "Ivan said very little today ". In fact, Ivan had been
mvﬂmmmmh !ﬁimhinihehuphﬂwithmeﬂlingqniﬂgﬁm

ndamm.ﬂ:nmd.ﬂmn_:nh;llitdemmpyinme“plmﬂf
did not mention how she might aid this. She also wondered whether Ivan felt
that he was not a top achiever, because "he's too stiff” and this can "stultify his
thinking".

She also noted behaviours of the other children, specifically that "Heidi contributes
quite a few ideas” and that "Darren is very vocal and makes jokes”, but in
discussion she also noted that he “is conscious of being taped and he is feeling on
minnarlife' Shnfaﬁn&ﬁﬁﬁiﬁhdhsﬁnhmnﬂﬁmh

lmmmHthlmmmmﬁ.-ﬂm&um
that “being in a small group for her really makes a difference”.

Mrs. Carter started 10 focus more on the Shared Writing process following this
stated, “This is good for kids who keep 10 themselves”, and, “It's a great way 10 got
10 know the childrea”. She began 10 make informal plans for the remainder of the
class stating, "T'd like %0 try this with each group®. She had commented o the
with this class, you could do it with any class”. She felt that it was important %0

45



"insist children leave you alone sometimes”, referring 10 their ability s0 work withow
a teacher’s intervention.

Mrs. Carter reflected on her level of input, and in discussion explained to me, "In
terms of structure I probably have more input because I have more knowledge of

story grammar. In terms of vocabulary, their input is strong.”

Semion Four. May 11,1992

In her journal, Mrs. Carter wrote that she “felt encouraged” by the children's level of
involvement during this lesson. She wrote that "some good thinking was
displayed”, and also mentioned that the children "were orderly”. This was similar 0
the comment made on May 7, "Children were orderly, and listened 10 each other and
me". She could not think of anything %0 write under her own heading, "What did not
go well”, although she mentioned that she would have done one thing differently,
namely having Ivan sit beside her.

Mrs. Carter had mentioned during our most recent discussion that she wanted to0 try
something in the non-fiction area, and presented this decision 10 them in the lesson
by stating, "I thought for the next one we might do some non-fiction”. The children

accepeed this, perhaps feeling . .y had no choice anyway.

In the journal, Mrs. Caner wrote, "This was a very open-ended lesson and 1 had no
idea where it would go in terms of topic. So for that reason it was exciting, for me. |
had thought it would be more research-y - going %0 look things up in books. 1

enjoyed it."

The group brain-stormed for possibie writing ideas, with Mrs. Carter listing them as
they arose. A variety of topics were suggested, including dinosaurs, Chima,
hamsters, clephants, Barbies, carth and big and small (figure 7). Mrs. Carter,
explained that they would finish off the cat story somorrow (figure 6). Derren asked
if soday's work was "a draft of our ideas?” Whea Mrs. Carter t0ld him that it was,
he said, "Then we can write it down better”. Whether he was referring 10 the
comtent or the neataess of the writtea work is unclear. Later, whea | asked Mrs.
Carter about this, she 100 was uasure as 10 whether or a0t he was really sure abowt



what a draft meant. In spite of this, she did not take any action to explain draft to

on it specifically, saying "Big-small, that's an interesting idea!” In her reflective
notes in the journal, she recalls, "So then we narrowed to big/small things”.

Many comparisons of big and small items were suggested by the children, such as
nact.:nry and recordin ’;themunpipef(ﬁgme!) Lagf.dmingvidengpe"

cmmmnmm;bﬁﬁmmiinmmbndofm

Alecia had difficulty focusing on the activity, and spent a lot of time gazing around.
In our discussion, Mrs. Caner reflected on this and commented,”] tried o cajole or
could get her to be more involved. Her level of involvement has improved a lot.
Some children you can gently pressure and they get involved. She won't succomb to
bullies or be forced 10 get more involved. Alecia is actually quite chatty out on the
playground, but in big group lessons she is just out of it. You can't assume she isn't
learning much just because she isn't involved.”

Ivan showed more interest at the beginning of the session than in past sessions.
Mm.wmmm;mmﬂhwmcmm
"Ivan's right out of that activity unforta ither |

more in the middie or somethin

- still mostly when asked. Ah:hcﬁdmhwnynyswimmmy--ﬁmtn
mnﬂnﬁdmmfwnm D:mmehutyunnﬂ had some
m mun:ﬂﬁvaeuﬂnohjﬂvu. Mob#dmm“

In her May 12 journal entry, commenting oa the childrea's level of involvement
C?I'H'm. lﬁmmkhhﬂphhhpm l-jnyh.
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Mrs. Carter guided the structure of the book, suggesting that they put their two
word comparisons into sentences, later explaining, "We're going to take each
comparison and put it on a page, or two, per page” (figure 9).

She invited the children's input asking, “"What do we need to write non-fiction?”
Darren responded, "Ideas”. In our conversation later, Mrs. Carter said, "It was a
very nice straightforward answer. He is the sort of perfect, I hate t0 say it, but boy,
non-fiction type.” Unfortunately, because she viewed this answer as straightforward,
she did not pursue or develop the concept further with the children.

Other examples of inviting the children to provide their ideas included:"Are you
happy with that comparison, trees-fleas? (Darren responded that it should be
dinosaurs - fleas); "What should we compare our trees 10 Ivan?"; "So how should
we say that?”

In a journal entry the next day, Mrs. Carter wrose more about her thoughts regarding
control. She wrote, "I think there should be a shift in control... the more the children
control it, as they are able, the more it will be useful 10 them. The question of how ©
handle the domineering Darren and the passive Alecia is one 1 am unsure of, as yet.
Darren wouid just take over and then tell me how t0 run my life on top of it, if I let
him.” It was at this point that I noticed that she was beginning 10 have a slight shift
in the way she viewed Darren's participation. This shift seemed to follow a
comment of mine in which I wrowe and asked if she thought his interest and
enthusiasm was dominating? Her reflection on this eventually grew 0 incorporase
the concept of "domincering”, in a negative way, and this new attitude that she had
formulated became evident during the next session.

Session Five, May 11,1992

On this day, the group shared their I Bought Some Toys" book with the rest of the
class (figure 1). They were obviously proud of their book and all participated
willingly. Mrs. Carter noted ia her journal, “The children liked sharing”. The rest of
the class also appeared 10 eajoy listening 10 the book, and joining in the song.
Following the preseatation, the small group gathered back st their familiar mocting
place 10 continue writing the Big and Small book (figure 9). At this time they all



asked if they could take the book home 10 share with their parents. They agreed to

The session was much shorter than past sessions and because the children were
accustomed to approximately 25-30 minute sessions at the table, they were
somewhat confused by the length. Darren, commented, "Aw-w-w, small” and
wondered why Mrs. Caner suggested they use the next ten minutes to participate in
mﬁ'imk:h@mﬁthmﬁiﬁ:hlﬂﬁﬂ.(ﬂhhnhmtmmdmha
had s0 go and do her work, “Why can't you do that afier we leave?” In any case, she
was not in a cheerful mood, and this showed in her body language as well as her
tone of voice. Mrs. Carter appeared rather agitated, impatient, and unresponsive.
Her eye contact was limited. She was more focused on the rest of the class than
she was on the small group. She was abrupt in her responses, moving away as she
spoke. In fact, Mrs. Carter wrote in her journal, "1 found Darren a bit obnoxious and

class, exc. exc. "

During our discussion later on, she remarked, “This really made me mad”, and,
a feeling of guilt at having cut the lesson short 10 attiend to her personal writing. In

summmmmmmmm xplained part of the reason for
herfeelinp lnﬁngnﬂ:mvihdminﬁ;hhﬂlhehnkpnmﬁﬂﬁg

cﬁiﬂenmmﬂmumm mamnmwm

ﬂthmemﬁngmnpmfﬂhm ;I:hdnllﬁhdmmhm
discussions as well. "T'm almost positive the round table will work better. It's a

iinlsmm Spﬁllmnm Cmqmly.furﬁe




When we talked about the lesson, Mrs. Carter commented that usually, when
reflecting on lessons, she doesn't remember all of the details because she's been
seaching 50 long. If something is unusual, she remembers it. However, the viewing
of her lessons on videotape was a way of drawing her attention 50 aspects that she
may otherwise never have given much thought to.

composition of the group was different since Ivan was absent from school. Mrs.
Carter was facing Alecia in the new physical ammangement. In discussion, Mrs.
improvement, "because there is no head place, and kids aren't as likely to goof
around and get sidetracked”. As weil, she reiterated that, "You can write better
when you're at the table” (as opposed 10 the chalkboard or a chart stand).

During this lesson it became evident that Mrs. Carter was trying 10 include Alecia
and receive more input from her. She looked at her and directed more comments 0
her than in past sessions. In order to tap into Alecia's interest, she suggested
including Barbie in the book they were presently working on.

wuh;emngAhnimjoininwnlﬂwnglmeﬁinglhE“

) Thenhe:pub.deﬁlyndpipdnﬁtq Dmm-:mllywuqut. In
whole page in the book.

mmmm&m-ﬁmmr Well 1 have." Darren wasa't sure



was 30 quiet, but Alecia could not articulate her reasons for this. Mrs. Carter
offered, "Maybe you don't need t0". In our discussion, during the viewing of the
need 10 speak out. Maybe . She probably docsn't need to talk very much.”

At one point, she tried to get Alecia to use description o0 distinguish a regular baby
doll from a Barbie doll. Alecia had suggesied doll and Barbie as a comparison, and
Mrs. Carer wanted her to be more specific. In discussion she explained to me, "1
wanted her to tell me if it was a baby doll or what - but she couldn't, so | went with
it, otherwise it's not hers. She had no word to describe.” Later, referring to the
some pattern | wouldn't have gotten this out of her - well maybe, but it would have
taken an hour.” Laser, in discussion, Mrs. Carter meationed that Alecia had been
encouraged in the Shared Writing.

Mrs. Carter scemed 10 be somewhat irritated by Darren during other times in this
session. At one point, when Darren began 10 relase an interesting story, on the
topic they were discussing, Mrs. Carter began 10 listen but never really appeared
mﬂy merested. In fact, part way through his story, she looked away 0 reprimand
minﬂlehpm Darren wok this action in his stride, but looked rather
confused, and it would be understandable if he felt that his ideas were not being well
received at that point. Later, Darren suggested compering a boulder to the White
Rock (on the beach in Whise Rock, B.C.), but Mrs. Carser totally disregarded this
suggestion as well. Later, when I asked why she chose not to include this
descriptive comparison, she said she didn't use it, "because I forgot it". During one
episode, Darren leaned over to Alecia 10 tell her what to say, (probably in an
attempt %0 be nice and helpful). However, when Mrs. Carter noticed this in the
video, she commented by saying, "Oh, what a puke”. And then a few seconds later

Dasven was still not satisfied with the large - teeney comparison, which he had also
pointed out %0 Mrs. Carter during the last session. He had an inherent awareness
that somehow it did not fit with the other comparisons gencrased so far. He of
nouns. His way of explaining the difference, was 10 compare large - teency 0 big -
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from the list, but she did not claborate on her reasons, or attempt to discuss the
mﬁwﬂmwﬁﬁm LIET iﬂiﬂ;ﬁ.ﬁmiﬁhﬁgpﬂﬁyﬁ
shm;up. Wnlmmwhm&mmmFMImpkﬂ
times in the past, she commented, "I should get him to explain that more” and

Mrs. Carter herself felt rather badly about the episode, and in her journal following
the Jesson, recorded, "What could have been improved: I need to leamn to put the
velvet glove on. 1 felt frustrated with Darren’s always dominating, or trying to
claborated on this with, "I am sometimes 100 abrupt with the children, and 100 blunt.
1 could be more polite and agk more than gell. 1 think it would help class dynamics.”

Mrs. Caner demonstrated that she was beginning to focus more on group dynamics
in other ways as well. Commenting on group dynamics, in her journal, she reflected,
"They changed over the 3 weeks. The kids regressed to the mean of assertion.”
She also recorded, "This is an important aspect of Shared Writing (group dynamics)
because in any shared endeavour the group must ‘get it together’ ... a school staff, a
baseball team. Social leaming may be more important than academic leaming -
many employers seem %0 think 30 ... 50 perhaps the social benefits are more
important than the academic in Shared Writing. So, for Darren and Heidi to think
about Alecia was very important - we should model thoughtful social behaviour as
seachers and give kids a chance to practice it. (ic. Shared Writing.)"

Later, in her journal, Mrs. Carter wrote, "A small group is really important for the
more passive, quiet child - ecasier, less threasening for them to participate. More
verbal, bossy childrea benefit 100, because the teacher’s presence, and remin
can help them remember 10 allow the quiet child 10 share.”

wm:hmtﬁgmm&wﬁng lﬁltmyhmymmm

mmnnnmmnnﬁﬁhﬂxndﬂml,m‘
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of writing - a writer is constantly making decisions about what 1o include, what to
omit, how %0 improve, which word 10 use. This strategy helps you %0 articulase this
process - 'say it out loud'.”

inquired about this, wondering how it affected the writing. In her journal Mrs. Carter
responded, “Off the topic discussions are probably inevitable in Shared Writing, if
not necessary. I don't think a temporary loss of focus burts the writing: Also, who
is 10 judge as whether it is off the sopic. If a person has an active mind, many things
could be cither on or off depending on the synopses. I don't know how it affects the
writing. How could one well?*

Referring to the written product, Mrs. Carter ssid that she, “can'’t stand it because it
are somebody's.” It was as if she was afraid 10 input at times, while at other times

thinkaboutwhoympmtnpdgrinﬁsm. Thmlﬁklmﬂ!ﬂy
wonder if she was referring 10 him.

Mrs. Carter went on 10 talk more about the issue of control, and her beliefs regarding
the matier. She mestioned that, “We are uader lots of coastraint in schools”. Shg
referred specifically 10 those constraints as being time, parents, administ :

ummdmhhﬁ:mmﬂd.ﬂnifm&hﬁum
out of control. I don't want 10. I don't kmow if it's good for children. I just feel very
sorry for them, because others ncod more control. | have tried 10 change my style.
has 10 do with many things - your own wpbringing, your practicem, a lot of things. |
feel more comfortable about what I do aow. 1 coulda't wait for thom 0 internalize




self-control. They need structure. sfunctional families do not have structure and
sometimes... Ymhmnymmchhmndwﬂﬁ:yhbhlmh They

Mrs. Carter talked about the process of Shared Writing, and the ways she
Writing process were discussed as well. “1 would insist on a no access rule for
the small group activity idea into the other parts of her school day. For example, she
&cﬁdhmkﬁm:mﬂlmin,,, fmm;ﬂ:ShIﬂWﬁdnj

fmmﬂdgshnm&emeﬁmmﬂemm;ﬂnnﬁn;m
could This awareness has freed me to do more other small group work in math,
t00." She also gave some thought w0 what couldn't be used in the future. "What
couldn’t be in ,,,,;'hmedingﬁhmxhﬁmewﬂmmm{l
m@tbﬁrmhm It is a luxury 10 spend this much time with one group.”

feltpﬂﬁﬁlhntﬁgmﬁme.nﬂﬂminghhrjmnﬂthnlvmlﬂm
both participated more than at the beginning of all of the sessions. She wroee, "The
m“mmm-ﬁﬁng they want 00 share it".

their table. "We did some editing of language on p. 8, as opposed to merely
correcting spelling, which is important, but mundane. Language is much more

capable of doing lots of things, although not perfectly and not the way we would as



a while, along with discipline. I like the name Shared Writing - and I think I'd like to

After viewing the videotape of this session, Mrs. Carter commented on the
increased atiention she paid to Ivan. During the lesson, she had said, "Let’s let Ivan

An example of Mrs. Carter relinquishing some of her control came when she
accepeed the story title chosen by the children for the final draft, "Some Things are
Bigger than Others” (figure 10). She did not think it was a particularly good one. In
discussion, she commented, "I thought that was a dumb title, but I said t0 the kids it
is a nice title".

of energy or interest in the activity. She explained herself in regard to this, even
without any questioning on my part. "T'm withdrawing a bit now because I know it's
coming 10 a close and I think the kids have some sense of this. I'm not as into it as |

Mrs. Caner reflected on how she would handie another group, if she decided 10 do
Shared Writing with them. Indeed, she did plan 10 wtilise the process with the small
group of children she was using in her own research. *“Td have 10 pick the children ...
and be opea 10 the possibility it might not go the way I thought it would. As long as
process.”



reflection, Mrs. Carer altered some of her teaching strategies. However, there
were also examples of her resistance 10 change, despite her realization that some
change may be beneficial 10 the children.

The following highlights from the reported findings illustrate how, at times, Mrs.
Carter was successful in initiating change, and how at other times, she resisted
change.

Children's need 10 satisfy their personal or social interests influences how they leam
to write (Altwerger, Edelsky & Flores, 1987; Cazden, 1982; Shanklin, 1991; Zola,
1989). Throughout the Shared Writing sessions it was apparent that Darren, Heidi,
Ivan, and Alecia were seeking to express their personal intentions and ideas. For
example, this was exhibited by their proposals to introduce certain subjects and
structures, like "Barbie”, and rhyming.

Mrs. Carter’s refusal 10 incorporate rhyming into the story inhibited the creative

even though Mrs. Carter maintained that they had decided, as a group, not %0 use
thymes. The failure to bring closure t0 this aspect of the writing frustrated the
Mrs. Carter’s intentions as well. This inhibited their ability t0 wse patterns of
language that scemed 10 come naturally to them. This is illustrative of Dysoa'’s
assertion that sensions arise when tcachers attempt 10 guide childrea'’s efforts in a
manner inconsistent with the children’s intentions (Dyson, 1990).

Ahernatively, Mrs. Caner reflected on her earlier reluctance 10 use “Barbie” as a



kept reappearing, even though she had previously redirected the writing from this
topic, on several occasions. In subsequent Shared Writing sessions she altered her
behaviour, thus encouraging more creative input. This was demonstrated by Alecia'’s
more intense ir.volvement in the Shared Writing process. Interestingly, Mrs. Carter
recognized Alecia's renewed interest as being directly linked to her having a

personal interest in the topic.

Scaffolding vs. Control

The practice of supporting or scaffolding leamners 10 enable them to take risks and
grow in their writing ability has been discussed by numerous researchers and
educators (Bruner, 1978; Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983; Feuerstein, 1980; Vygotsky,
1978). Unfortunately however, in their efforts to scaffold children's leaming, teachers'
intentions and voices ofien overshadow those of the children they seach (Cazden,
198S; Julicbts, 1985; Searle, 1984). It appears that adult support is only effective if
the intentions of the adult and child are reciprocal (Cazden, 1985; Dyson, 1990;
Juliebts, 1985; Searle, 1984; John-Swciner & Tatter, 1983). Dyson and Genishi
(1983) state, "Children are often limited to fitting into the seacher’s interpretive
context, rather than supported in creating their own” (p. 754).

Although Mrs. Carter appeared 10 be open and receptive to the children's ideas it
became apparent that her acceptance of their ideas was in many respects limited by
her own ideas of what the story was going to contain.

The children were obviously proud of the written products, illustrating a certain
degree of ownership on the part of the children. This was demonstrated by their
enthusiastic participation during the whole class sharing times and their desire o
take the book home 0 share with their families. However, each child's sease of
ownership seemed 0 be derived from different sources. For example, in Ivan and
Alecia's cases, their sense of ownership was likely rooted in membership and
identification with the group, since their input %0 the books was limited largely to
passive acceptance of others' ideas. In contrast, Darren and Heidi offered more of
their own ideas, and therefore, had significantly more influence on the content of the

final products.
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In spite of this, however, it was apparent that Mrs. Carter had a pervasive and
overpowering influence on the writing. She went beyond providing support to
exerting control. In her attempts to provide the children with the structure she felt
they needed in their writing, she not only supported the children's efforts, but
controlled to the point of limiting the expression of their ideas in the finished product.

Incorporating an important aspect of the Shared Writing process, Mrs. Carter
undertook to model and voice certain techniques of writing, such as her references to
using scratch paper, making rough notes and lists, and referring to them in her
writing. However, she also took it upon herself to edit out those ideas that she
found did not fit with what she felt the books should contain. Furthermore, she
"fished” for the exact words she had in mind. At times this "fishing" strategy was
successful in meeting her objectives (cat's body), whereas at other times it was not,

(baby doll/Barbie comparison).

In her journal Mrs. Carter commented on the issue of control over the writing,
stating that she felt she had more control than the children in regard to structure,
while they had more control in regard o0 ideas and vocabulary. She did not seem to
recognize her "fishing" for the words and ideas she wanted to have included in the
books as a way of controlling ideas.

In her reflections, Mrs. Carter made other comments that can be related to the
notion of scaffolding. She viewed her role as being necessarily supportive and
controlling. It became apparent however, that through reflection during discussion,
and in her journal, Mrs. Caner actually began to focus on and confront her own ideas
of control. Comments such as "coming down from on high” and "impose” were used
by Mrs. Carter to describe some of her interactions. In one entry in her journal she
revisited a session and commented, quite insightfully, "I could have said ‘Let's plan
that later’. 1 don't know why they wanted 10 illustrate 30 badly - maybe it's because
they are in control of that part - I am pretty much in_coatrol of the writing, the
ultimate control.”
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control again, stating, "The basic tenet of shift - seacher attitude! - Because this is
children are in charge of their writing and I am in charge of my writing - this is
different. 2nd tenet - group dynamics - hard for some children to share (ie. Darren
and perhaps Heidi)." It seemed that Mrs. Carter was somehow aware that there
should be a shift in control, but that she was unable to undertake it easily, because
of years of taking control in the classroom. She was acknowledging her need for

By engaging in critical self-reflection Mrs. Carter has embarked on a complex
process of change. Mrs. Carter missed some valuable opportunities in scaffolding
the children's learning, but through reflection she came 10 understand at a cognitive
level some of these missed opportunities. Being able to change at a practical level
will take time, interaction and support of others, and more reflection (Fay, 1977;
Friere, 1970; Fullan, 1982; Swephens, 1987; Wilcox, 1982).

Mrs. Carter expressed on several occasions her positive attitude toward the
process of Shared Writing. She stated, "I will definitely try to incorporate soric of

engage in further reflection. By doing so she will develop her ability t0 link into the

I expoect that this research bas produced knowledge of value to the teacher
participant, 10 myself, and t0 the educational community.

With respect to the value for the teacher participant, Mrs. Carter, Bolster (1983)
states that teachers who participate in studies similar 10 this one have “achieved
insights ir..0 problematic dimensions of their instruction that they believe would



otherwise have been unavailable to them” (p. 306) and that identifiable changes in
teachers’' pedagogy have been the result. Fay (1977), Gitlin (1990), Lather (1986),
and Smith (1989) all recommend this form of educative research. In fact, Bolster
(1983) belicves that of all the models of research he knew, "this model has the
greatest potential for generating knowledge that is both useful and interesting to
teachers" (p. 305).

Fay (1977), and Gidin (1990) both extol the value of dialogue between rescarchers
and participants. Fay (1977) advocates "rational reflection” and "persuasion
through discourse” as viable processes that lead to change (p. 224-231). This
concept is in striking contrast to the manipulative, authoritative way new curriculum
and methods are often presented to teachers who are viewed frequently as low-level
managers. Of course, this dynamic way of researching that has as its intent, change,
is inconsistent with “the established ethnographic norm that the researcher should
influence the behaviour and attitudes of the subjects as little as possible” (Gitlin,
1990).

In describing the more widespread value of this type of research Sumara & Walker
(1991) state:

...cxamining cases of whole language practice...will help to create a stronger
bridge between the theoretical language that describes whole language and the
understanding of that language which teachers demonstrated in their
classrooms. If whole language is to grow as a reform movement, examples of
this translation of theoretical knowledge into practical knowledge must become
known by teachers. The language of practice may also be more reassuring
than the language of theory 0 the skeptics and critics. Although differences in
practice are likely to be seen, the elaboration of how these differences occurred
will help to create a more precise and meaningful language about whole
language that will facilitate greater understanding among its proponents. (p.
284-286)

This study not only provides a critical description leading to options for seacher behaviour
during Shared Writing implementation, but it also illuminates how a teacher can begin 0
develop a critically reflective stance, in order 10 enhance further professional development.
Change will only occur, and guidelines will only be of practical use, when teachers confromt
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cﬁucdly.lndjudge their own underlying belief systems and alter them as they deem
necessary. Through heightened swareness, teachers may eventually gain control over their
MMIMMEWM!DEEH“E'”' omously. Eem'ipnam
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audio recordings, conversations with Mrs. Carter, and readings of the journals, Through
this process 1 learned a great deal a' at the intricacies of scaffolding versus control.
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Figure 5: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure S: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure S: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure 5: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure S: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure 5: The First Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure 6: The Final Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
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Figure 6: The Final Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
(p.30f13)
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Figure 6: The Final Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
(p. 40f13)
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Figure 6: The Final Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
(p.60f13)
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Figure 6: The Final Draft of The Amazing Cat Seed Story
(p.110f13)
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Figure 8: The Scratch Paper of Ideas for the Some Things Are Bigger
than Others Story
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Figure 9: The First Draft of the Some Things Are Bigger
(p.40049)
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Figure 10: The Final Draft of the Some Things Are Bigger
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APPENDIX A

Wednesday, April 29, 1992

. Meeting between researcher and School District personnel. re: permission to
. Permission notes sent home 0 parents.

Friday, May 1, 1992

. Met class for the first time. Practiced video-taping in the classroom; read a
story 10 the class; observed children informally.

. First video-taped session of Shared Writing with the seacher and four
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Wednesday, May 6, 1992 - Session Two

. Wrinen notes recorded by researcher, during session.
. Rﬁponghmmlmqbymm;mﬁm

Thursday, May 7, 1992 - Session Three

. Third video-taped session of Shared Writing (Sound equipment did not
. Written notes recorded by researcher, during session.
. Audio-taped reflections on second Shared Writing session.

Friday, May &, 1992

. Response Journal entry by teacher, responding 10 notes.

Monaday, May 11, 1992 - Session Feuwr



Tuesday, May 12, 1992

. Response Journal entry by teacher, responding 0 notes.
Wednesday, May 13, 1992 - Session Five

. Fifth video-taping of sharing with the class and Shared Writing session.
. Writien notes recorded by researcher, during session.
Friday, May 15, 1992

. Writien notes recorded by researcher, during session.

*  Seventh video-taping of sharing with the class and Shared Writing session.
*  Writiea notes recorded by researcher, during session.




Friday, May 22, 1992

. Response Journal entry by teacher, regarding seventh Shared Writing
session.

. Eighth video-taped session, of children sharing with the class.

. Response Journal entry by teacher, responding to various notes throughout
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Guideline #1

or mental harm for any of the participants. The results of the study will increase the
teacher's understanding of the shared writing process and his or her role in the
of benefit to their students.

Prior to commencement of the study the researcher will meet personally with the
teacher in order to establish an agreement that clarifies obligations and
responsibilities. Writien consent will be obtained from the parents of the students

The teacher and the parents of the students will be informed of the opportunity for
participants to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.

The teacher and the students’ pareats wili be informed that the school district
research coordinator may be contacted in case of concerns, complaints or

consequences.

Permission t0 enter a particular classroom in a particular school will be obtained



The participants will remain anonymous throughout the study and within any written
reports. Participants and locations will be assigned fictitious names as a safeguard
to protect the participants’ rights to privacy and confidentiality.

The researcher is knowledgeable about the receat literature related to the areas of
language development and leaming, critical theory, and ethnography, as indicated by
course work completed with a high standing at the University of Alberta and by the
extensive bibliography in the research proposal.

The study will be carried out under the direction of Dr. Moira F. Juliebs, at the
University of Alberta.
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APPENDIX C

Darren is going to be participating in some shared writing activities with Mrs. Carter
npﬂafd:pnmuym Thism-nﬂ:hingehilimﬁwﬁginﬂin
I am a Riverdale substitute teacher and graduase student in elemen

arts at the University of Alberta. Mmﬂnymﬂlﬂmﬁgﬂu, tion
mﬂlenl:bﬁnm}j"’

Both Mrs. Carter and Mr. Tanner have agreed to having Mrs. Carter and some of her
mdgmmmpmmﬁenﬁy As well, the Riverdale School District has given
permission for this research

I plan to work in Mrs. Carter's classroom over a period of weeks. During the
language leaming period I plan to videotape and audiotape the shared writing
sessions and 10 record writien noses. The video and sudio information collected will
be completcly confidential, the oaly sudience being myself, Mrs. Carter, and my

You are free 10 withdraw your child from this research project at any time.

If you desire, a brief written report of some of the study’s findiags will be available 0
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I would appreciate it if you would fill in the enclosed permission form and return it to
the school by (date). If you require further information, you can contact me at 576-
0854 or Dr. Mariyn Dale in the Research and Evalvation Department, 572-3977,

1 give my permission for — _______to be recorded during
shared writing sessions with Mrs. Carter. I have read and agree to the conditions

Signed
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June 23, 1992

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for allowing me to observe and
Carter. 1 was able to collect some useful information that will be helpful to me in my
Master's research. The sessions were both interesting and enjoyable for me to
study.

I believe that Darren enjoyed being a part of the study and was always eager to
group of peers. He was an enthusiastic grovp member and obviously liked sharing
his ideas. His input during the sessions was belpful in the group's composing of

three pieces of writing, namely "The Amazing Cat Seed”, "Some Things are Bigger

revising processes of writing. These will help him in his individual writing . As well,
he has a new understanding of cooperating in a small group, another skill that will
certainly be of benefit t0 him in the future.

Yours truly,
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May 1, 1992

llpﬁmp:ﬁcipghmmm'lmhbyheingvﬂmmw
mnmmhvﬁmphm:mmmmpmmjﬂmmwmh

I understand that my identity and that of the school will be kept anonymous in future
written documents. Furthermore, I agree to keep the students’ identities

also aware that | may withdraw from this project at any time.

Joanne has agreed to substitute (informally) for me on occasion in order %0 permit
journal writing and 10 compensase for lost preparation time during our discussions.

Signed,

Mrs. Jill Caner, Teacher
E.Y. McKenzie School
Riverdale School District
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APPENDIX F

Statement Sent to Rescarch and Evaluation Department
The Significance of the Study:

This research will take the form of "educative research” and, as such, will produce
knowledge of value to the teacher participant, to the researcher, and to the
educational community. The tseacher will be involved directly throughout the data
collection phase of the study and will thereby be more likely 0 utilize the findings of
the study in future teaching practice.  The teacher will achieve insights into various
dimensions of his or her instruction and changes could result. Theoretical knowledge
related to whole language, and in particular t0 shared writing, will be translated into
personal, practical knowledge for the seacher.

The final research report will be of benefit 1o other educators, in Riverdale schools
and beyond. It will provide a critical description, leading to options for seacher
behaviour during shared writing implementation. It will also illuminate how a teacher
can develop a critically reflective stance, in order 10 enhance further professional
development. By elucidating how one particular teacher made curricular decisions,
before and after self-reflection, a mode! for change and a method for investigating the
change process will be developed.

The Research Methodology:

The study will follow a qualitative research design. Data collection will include the
of teacher-student interactions during shared writing episodes; audio tape
recordings of seacher-researcher discussions; personal, reflective journals kept by
both teacher and researcher.

The study will continue over a period of weeks, although the exact time frame is
undetermined. It is expected that limits on the teacher’s time and energy will affect
the time frame. However, the data collection phase will not extend past the ead of
June, 1992
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School District in conjunction with the rescarcher. The following criteria will serve
as a guide in the selection process: the scacher will agree 10 be involved actively in
the research process and 10 work collaboratively with the researcher through the
data collection phase of the project; the teacher will agree 10 keep a journal; the

onjunction with the

rescarcher. The students’ pareats will have given clearan
ecording prior to the study.

In order 0 insure compatibility and so discuss roles, responsibilities, expectations,
twice prior 10 the commencement of the study.

A final written report will be submitted by the rescarcher by Sepeember, 1993. It

Because the faculty advisor, Dr. MLF. Juliebd, is on a sabbatical leave out of the
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