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A message from the Editors

The Fall 2008 issue of The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education has an open theme. The articles
cover a range of topics of interest to teacher educators such as using academic content standards for
best practice, constructivism for teaching and learning, technology integration into classrooms, and ap-
plication of the Ohio Standards for Professional Development.

The first article by Brumbaugh is a reflection of her journey to design and deliver an under-
graduate early childhood course in the social studies and integrated literacy methods. The author ex-
plores the use of multiple sets of national and state content area standards in conjunction with small
group activities, classroom workshops, authentic experiences, reflective assessment and integrative
units. Evidence supplied from this reflection supports continuing refining this course in its current di-
rection.

The next article by Miller probes the contemporary criticisms of educational practice in the
public schools and the focus on so-called progressive philosophies such as constructivism. The author
communicates that the criticisms may reflect an insufficient understanding of the theory. Additionally,
Miller investigates the responsibility as teacher educators to lead our students in a serious examination
of the philosophical and psychological underpinnings of their practice in the classroom.

The third article by O’Connor and Still analyze the assorted obstacles and barriers that interfere
with technology integration in early childhood classrooms. Teacher educators who demonstrate devel-
opmentally appropriate technology use instruction and integrate curriculum projects that can help pre-
pare future teachers to incorporate technology into their classrooms.

In the final article by Harkness, Plante and Lane describe the use of the Ohio Standards for Pro-
fessional Development contained within the Standards for Ohio Educators to rate their efforts. Using
“hindsight” conversations, the authors discuss their professional development program. Harkness,
Plante and Lane reflect on the five steps of the continuous cycle of professional development that may
have changed the final outcome.

We hope you enjoy this issue of the journal, and we hope you find these articles to be informa-
tive and helpful in your various roles preparing teacher educators.

Sarah Cecire
Virginia McCormack
George Metz

Gayle Trollinger

Fall, 2008




Standards Based, Best Practice Teaching in Higher Education: A Personal Journey

Erin Brumbaugh, Ed.D.

Introduction

Is it possible to model the recommended best
practice methods for K-12 schools and the recom-
mended best practice content area standards, while
incorporating the Ohio Department of Education’s
(ODE’s) content area Standards, Benchmarks and
Indicators (SBI’s) in a higher education classroom
for pre-service early education teachers? Will this
be an effective way to relate how to teach the so-
cial studies to young children? These were the
questions I sought to answer as I pondered how to
set up and deliver a methods course in the inte-
grated social studies and language arts for Early
Childhood Education (ECE) majors at a small, lib-
eral arts college in a rural, relatively low-income
area of southeast Ohio.

One of the issues I considered as I planned the
course was that many of the students in the early
childhood education program at the college at-
tended schools in the local area and have devel-
oped their own notions about how to teach the so-
cial studies, as do a number of similar ECE stu-
dents from many colleges that draw the majority of
their students from the surrounding areas. There-
fore, the beliefs, thinking skills, and teaching prac-
tices they have upon arriving in my college class-
room came from their families, the local communi-
ties and the teachers who taught them in the public
schools in the area. Even though we have some
excellent teachers who try to stay up-to-date in
their professional development, some or all of
these best practice methods and standards may be
unfamiliar to them for a variety of reasons. Is it
small wonder then, that the teaching practices my

students are familiar with and know very well may
not be the recommended practices that I hope to
teach them to use in their own classrooms? What
will be their reactions to this “new” way of looking
at teaching the social studies?

Another issue I considered was that I wanted to
provide an excellent model of how to “do” social
studies within the time constraints of a college se-
mester. [ must select from the best practice meth-
ods and standards those that will work best for
each of the five grade levels of Pre-K through 3™
Grade, knowing that I have only 15 short weeks to
do what public school teachers do in an entire
school year. So, within those 15 weeks, I have to
“talk the talk and walk the walk.” Can I do this
while meeting the Specific Professional Associa-
tion’s Standards (SPA’s) required for national ac-
creditation purposes? Will this short 15-week pe-
riod be long enough to overcome some comfort-
able and ingrained practices for both my students
and me?

I also wanted to model a powerful method of
democratic decision-making that may be unfamil-
iar to my students given some of the prior experi-
ences they have had in their own educational ex-
periences. After all, the social studies are to assist
teachers to help create the next generation of in-
volved citizens in a democratic society. Will my
students realize that there are many effective ways
to teach that actually involve their students in ac-
tive exploration that go beyond the few I am able
to demonstrate? Will my students pick up on the
fact that their students can generate the content,
processes, and product ideas by themselves and/or
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with assistance from my students? How uncomfort-
able will this be for my students?

Finally, I wanted to model for the students the
concept of academic freedom: The idea that as a
teacher, you must meet the content area standards - the
SBI’s - but that you could do so in the manner you
choose. When I make curriculum and assessment de-
cisions without my students I am able to meet the
SPA’s standards — the higher education equivalent of
public schools’ SBI’s - just as my students are when
they do. I want to model how to do this with some
student choice, since I believe that is a primary re-
sponsibility of early childhood teachers: To prepare
their students to be wise decision makers and to take
responsibility for these decisions. Will my students
realize that they have many options available to them
in the form of the best practice methods and standards
that enable them to meet the content area standards
they are charged with meeting? Will they make this
connection between the imagined and the real and ex-
plore student negotiated curriculum and assessment in
their own classrooms?

Preparing the Course

I decided early on that since I am not a reading
specialist, nor did I want to pretend to be, the language
arts would not be the primary focus for this class. In-
deed, the students will have had approximately 12-15
hours in reading and literacy coursework before they
arrive at my door. Instead, I would integrate quality
children’s literature into the social studies content ar-
eas as | modeled best practice standards and methods,
and I would require the students to develop a list of
“literature links” that would become part of their
“toolkit” for teaching the social studies with young
children. This last component, the literature links, was
one that the previous instructor of the course had de-
signed and I decided to use it too, since it does inte-
grate the language arts into the social studies so well.

But, first, [ needed to familiarize myself with the
recommended best practice standards for the social
studies (Zemelman, Daniels & Hyde, 1998, pp.139-
147) and the best practice methods for K-12 teaching
in general (Daniels & Bizar, 2005). After doing so, I
obtained the prior syllabus for this course taught by a
colleague in the department, and looked over the
course roster to see who would be in my class in the
fall. I decided that I would use the Carol Seefeldt text
(2005) for the social studies methods portion of the
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course while supplementing it with the National Coun-
cil for the Social Studies (NCSS, 1994) and the Na-
tional Council Teachers of English/International Read-
ing Association (NCTE/IRA, 1996) standards books
along with the ODE’s (2003) content area standards
books for the social studies and the language arts. In
addition, copies of the ODE’s Early Learning Content
Standards (2005) books were available for each stu-
dent. Thus, armed with the content and the standards
books for teaching young children from Pre-K to
Grade 3, I planned “units” for each of the five grade
levels encompassed in early childhood.

I borrowed parts of Mitchell’s model (1934) for
teaching the social studies to young children as de-
scribed in the Seefeldt (2005) text, which uses large
themes as the basis for yearlong studies, while incor-
porating many smaller, related investigations through-
out the year as they pertain to the children in each
teacher’s setting. The units and grade levels follow:

e Pre-K — “All about me”

e K — “Our homes” (at the college and in our home-
town)

e 1* Grade — “Our community” (at the college and
in our hometown)

o 2™ Grade — “These United States of America”

« 3" Grade — “People elsewhere”

I also used Bronfenbrenner’s (1989) ecological
model of development and a modified version of the
expanding communities approach to social studies in-
struction as described in Brophy and Alleman’s text
(1996 ) utilizing their “Eight Circles of Awareness”
concept of curriculum development to provide a
framework of sorts for the students. Bronfenbrenner
and Brophy’s models together assist the students in
developing curriculum for and by the children that be-
gins with the child at the center of the investigation
branching out to the next sphere of influence, the
home, and then branching out further to society-at-
large and finally, to the world. This framework
meshes well with Mitchell’s model of curriculum de-
velopment as outlined above. Since most young chil-
dren are typically very egocentric, all social studies
must begin and end with them.

Course Assignments

I divided up the course assignments into two parts:
Those that would be done within the college class-
room, and those that would be done in the public
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schools. This method allows the students to experi-
ment with the best practice methods and standards in
the college classroom before designing their own
teaching materials for use with “real” students, rather
than the hypothetical students we conjure as a group.

I am very much a proponent of the work of John
Dewey (1938 [1963]) as it pertains to experiential
learning. If1 want my students to teach the social
studies effectively, they must be a part of the devel-
opment of the curriculum and assessment for their
social studies methods course. So, I look to the group
of students as a community that must act as such to
make informed group decisions. Therefore, the stu-
dents assist in developing the foci for each of the
smaller investigations that make up the “big idea” for
each unit, as well as in developing the rubrics for the
products we decided would show what they learned.

My students had some decision making power
in this course initially, and have more so now that
I’ve taught it for two semesters. Each semester, the
students identify the ways that the content, process,
and/or product for each unit could be modified to
meet the needs of the students they will encounter.
For the first semester of the course, my students
helped decide what the content would be for the units
as well as designing the rubrics for the products that I
decided upon. The second semester students had
more decision making power when I included the
products as well as the content under their purview.
Finally, the students in this third semester of my
teaching the course have decision making power for
all three components: content, process and product.

The issue of diversity in the social studies is inte-
grated not only in the concept of DAP and the
NAEYC standards as stated previously, but also as it
pertains to the individual strengths and needs of the
children in my students’ settings. Because I would
like my students to view their students as being
autonomous, and also as being members of a commu-
nity in the classroom, I borrow from the Talented and
Gifted research literature (Betts, 1985) that seeks to
hold all children to high levels of expectation, and to
especially challenge those most capable. Therefore,
as teachers they can differentiate using the content,
process, and/or product method of curriculum devel-
opment to better meet the needs of all children.

Although I encourage the students to assist in
making many of the decisions concerning the content,
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process, and product portion of the course, I must ad-
here to the National Association for the Education of
Young Children’s (NAEYC’s) Initial Licensure Stan-
dards — the SPA standards - as part of the program ac-
creditation process. Broadly, these five standards ad-
dress practical issues such as child development, family
involvement, assessment, curriculum, and professional
development. In addition, NAEYC’s concept of and
position on Developmentally Appropriate Practice
(DAP) is incorporated throughout the course as it per-
tains to the five standards and the individual children
my student’s may/will encounter in their own class-
rooms, with their own individual and unique strengths,
needs, and sets of circumstances. Some of the methods
that can be used to meet DAP guidelines are learning
centers, integrated units, field trips, and jackdaws. All
of these were and are incorporated into this course, as
well.

First Semester

The assignments, or products, completed in the
classroom the first semester I taught the course in-
cluded, in order from Pre-K to 3™ Grade: An autobio-
graphical book, a jackdaw, individual lesson plans for a
field trip to the local grocery store, a learning center,
and finally a unit. As stated earlier, the students as-
sisted in the development of the rubrics for these and
understood that they had ownership of/for their partici-
pation grade for the course, as well as the grade for the
development of the rubrics themselves by being part of
the decision making process. The students brain-
stormed the content for each of the sub-topics to inves-
tigate in each unit and either worked individually, in
small groups on separate pieces, or as small groups on
integrated pieces of the units. I asked the students to
brainstorm two ways: As college students hypothesiz-
ing what questions and assumptions they had about the
particular topic and also as teachers hypothesizing what
questions and assumptions the children at each of the
grade levels would have.

I must note that without the assistance of one of the
librarians at the college, the jackdaw for the Kindergar-
ten unit would not have gone so well. Although my
students did not develop a jackdaw for use by Kinder-
garten children, they did develop a jackdaw for use by
first year students at the college that would assist them
in learning more about the college as part of their first
year program. Andrew Whitis, Head of User Services,
met with me and my class, looked over the list of ques-
tions and assumptions, asked a few more questions, and
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gathered a treasure trove of materials from the ar-
chived collection for my students to peruse while in
the library for the 2-3 weeks we spent on this particu-
lar unit. The students developed a jackdaw that was
very useful and practical for first year students and
that our department used as an example of the work
our students do to prepare them for the teaching field
during our on-site visit by the National Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE).

The students were then required to develop both a
unit and a learning center for use in their field experi-
ence classrooms, as well as designing a rubric for both
with the assistance of the children in their settings. If
the students chose to use learning centers as part of the
unit, this was encouraged, but the two rubrics rule
stood.

Second Semester

I decided to reverse the order of the assignments
and began with 3™ grade instead of with Pre-K, to al-
low the students the opportunity to gather the materi-
als from home over spring break that they could use in
their self-biographies. The assignments for the sec-
ond semester included: individual lessons as part of a
larger unit, learning centers, jackdaws, outlines for a
unit, and an autobiographical book. During the 2™
grade unit, I modeled the use of learning centers for
the students knowing that I would require them to de-
sign them for use in their own 2™ grade classroom.
They surprised me by voting on the products to use to
share their knowledge with the rest of the class as a
result of the assignments within the learning centers,
when this was a step that I had not initially planned to
do. These products ranged from bulletin boards, to
brochures, to newspapers, to displays in welcome cen-
ters at state lines! The criteria for these products came
from a Product Pouch developed by Engine-uity. The
development of the rubrics and the brainstorming con-
tinued much as it had the previous semester. Because
I only had 9 students the first semester, but 32 the sec-
ond, I decided on the grouping patterns for many of
the units in order to keep the same small groups of stu-
dents from working together all the time. I don’t be-
lieve it is good practice to allow students to stay in
their comfort zone all the time; good ideas can be
found everywhere.

I must also note that again, there were people in
the community-at-large who made the learning experi-
ences more than I could have imagined alone. If it

The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education

were not for the director of a local museum, the own-
ers of a local bed and breakfast, and a police officer at
the city building, the jackdaws for this unit would not
have gone so well this semester either. Joanna Dun-
can, Education Director of the John and Annie Glenn
Historic Site, opened the museum to the whole class
(all 33 of us!) before it was open to the general public
and arranged for volunteer docents, sample primary
source documents and artifacts, and offers of assis-
tance should my students need it to develop their jack-
daws. The owners of the bed and breakfast met with a
delegation from the group working on this location
and provided them with a tour, primary source docu-
ments from their business, and allowed the students to
take many pictures both in and outside the home. And
finally, the police officer took much time to answer
the many questions the students had in that group and
also offered them primary source documents relating
to the town. I believe that because of this, the jack-
daws for this class truly represented work that 1st
grade students would be able to use!

Again, the students were required to develop a unit
and a learning center with rubrics for both. Again,
they were encouraged to use learning centers as part of
the unit. I was pleasantly surprised with the variety of
products the students were requiring their students to
design as a result of the teaching materials. I attribute
this to the Product Pouch mentioned earlier with its’
many ideas and identified criteria that make designing
a rubric relatively easy.

Third Semester

During each semester, my students helped decide
for each unit what the content, processes, and/or prod-
ucts were that they wanted to focus on and could alter
to meet their students’ needs. But this semester, I
changed the field experience requirements to focus on
the issue of world hunger and poverty using World
Food Day as celebrated on October 16 of every year
for the content the students must select. I am allowing
the students to choose the two methods — processes -
they will be using in the field experience portion of
the course after they consult with their cooperating
teacher. Further, their instruction must lead to a prod-
uct designed by their students that would inform the
larger community about world hunger and poverty and
the importance of World Food Day — student advo-
cacy for other children. I am also insisting that they
continue with designing a rubric with the students in
these settings to measure the effectiveness of their
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teaching methods and/or to measure the effectiveness
of the products the children in the field experience set-
ting design and create. It will be interesting to see
how my students view their students when they work
with the children on this particular assignment for the
field experience.

After explaining the course and its format to the
students I was surprised to see how the students chose
to complete the assignments within the class. They
have chosen to do almost all of the same products
from previous semesters when students did not have
as much choice! The students chose to write lesson
plans that would be made into a group unit for the 3™
grade unit, a group learning center using individual
stations designed by smaller groups of students for the
2" grade unit, a complete and detailed plan for design-
ing a field trip for other teachers to follow for the 1*
grade unit, a group jackdaw designed by smaller
groups of students on the various components of the K
unit, and finally the self-biography for the Pre-K unit.
It is interesting to note that the Pre-K assignment
above all others is the student’s favorite and the one
they enjoy the most! I must say I also enjoy this one
the most too, because I am honored, and sometimes
surprised, to see a side of the students most other pro-
fessors don’t have the opportunity to see.

It will be interesting to see how the content and
processes portion of this course develop. So far the
students are viewing the process portion of the course
as the student groupings. I have not indicated other-
wise as of yet. After we begin the group brainstorm-
ing, it should become very apparent to them what
processes will be used to obtain the content for their
products and how these fit into the SBI’s.

Discussion of Social Studies Best Practices

Even though teachers in Ohio must use the ODE’s
content standards in their teaching, the state does not
dictate how these standards are to be met. That deci-
sion is left up to the creativity and talent of the teach-
ers. Two ECE models that are integrated into every
course I teach include the Reggio Emilia Approach
and the Project Approach. These two fundamentally
believe that the children can help determine what top-
ics to investigate, what questions and issues are impor-
tant to consider in the investigation, and how to share
with others what they’ve learned. This “emergent or
negotiated curriculum” easily falls into the SBI’s that
the state of Ohio has developed with the guiding hand
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of a teacher so trained to use either approach.

At the beginning of the semester, I take my stu-
dents through an exercise in imagining what it would
be like to follow a child’s lead when teaching. I simu-
late the circumstances that might arise in their own
classrooms and guide them in determining next steps.
I do this as a way to approach lesson planning in a dif-
ferent manner than what is typically taught in teacher
education courses: Select the SBI’s, select the meth-
ods and materials, and then select an assessment to
match all. This exercise allows me to identify those
students who are “mired in the mud” of looking only
at the SBI’s instead of at the individual children and
what they bring to the table. It allows me to put into
practice the idea of a community of learners and how
everyone involved has a say in what topics are investi-
gated, how they are investigated, and how the infor-
mation can be collected, recorded, and shared; in other
words, the content, process, and product method of
curriculum development. Let me now begin by ad-
dressing the recommended best practices for the social
studies (Zemelman, Daniels & Hyde, 1998, pp.139-
147).

Students need regular opportunities to investigate top-
ics in-depth

I try to spend, at the minimum, 2-3 weeks for
each of the five ECE grade levels; introducing the
unit’s “big ideas,” brainstorming possible sub-topics
with the students both for their investigations and
those of their hypothetical students, and developing
ideas for possible products by both my students and
their students. I provide resources in the form of:
People; documents; technology in the form of hard-
ware, software, and the Internet; teacher materials pro-
vided by local school districts; and locations. We fol-
low the same format for each of the grade levels pro-
viding them with 10-15 weeks of investigations on
real social studies topics by relating them to their own
lives and the lives of their students.

Students need opportunities to exercise choice and
responsibility by choosing their own topics for inquiry

After I have introduced each new unit using
children’s literature, “essential questions” (to be ex-
plained later), artifacts, and/or primary source docu-
ments, the students engage in a brainstorming session
for possible sub-topics for the unit. They decide with
whom they would like to work, if anyone, how they
will gather the data or information, from where they
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will get the data, and how they will eventually share
this information, if this has not been decided previ-
ously. Once these steps have been completed, we de-
sign a rubric to assist in the evaluation of the project.
For example, during the 3™ grade unit on “People else-
where” during the first semester, the brainstorming list
included such sub-topics as shelter/homes, music, art,
recreation, family structures, and clothing, to name a
few. The students divided into groups, selected the
sub-topic to investigate, decided from where and how
to gather the information, and began the investigation.
Since the product for this particular group was indi-
vidual lesson plans as part of a larger unit, the product
rubric was designed as a class.

Teaching should involve exploration of open questions
that challenge students’ thinking

For the aforementioned 3™ grade unit, I began
with the question of: How are people elsewhere alike
and different from people in the United States? I used
a semantic web as a way to organize the responses and
as a way for the students to see the interconnections of
their responses. This transformed into a Venn dia-
gram that more clearly showed the areas of difference
and the areas of similarity, and yet also led the stu-
dents to see that what may be perceived as differences
are really similarities and vice versa. I also ask the
students to respond in their reflective journals to a set
of essential questions — questions that ask the students
to think more deeply on the topic at hand — that ulti-
mately guide our investigations and form the founda-
tion for the course. The questions for the 3™ grade
unit included: List the ways that people in the U.S.
are like all other peoples around the globe. List the
many ways that people from elsewhere have contrib-
uted to the U.S. today. How do they continue to con-
tribute as citizens, illegal immigrants, and/or citizens
of their own countries? Describe the relationship be-
tween the people/countries outside of the U.S. and a
students’ personal/family history. Identify the “big
ideas” we are trying to incorporate into the project for
this unit.

To make real the concepts being taught, it must in-
volve students in active participation in class and the
wider community

As stated earlier, students play an active role in
deciding the content, processes, and/or products for
the units, and they assist in the development of the ru-
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brics. Additionally, after decisions have been made
concerning grouping and sub-topic investigations, |
“let the students loose” both in the college community
on campus and in the community-at-large to find an-
swers to their questions. For example, students
grouped for the 1st grade unit on community accord-
ing to the locations they wanted to investigate: The “S
-bridge” and the National Road, the John and Annie
Glenn museum, the local Bed and Breakfast, and the
City Building. The activities my students designed for
the jackdaw for actual 1st grade students allow the
children to explore places of potential interest in the
local community, just as the unit allowed my students
to do the same.

Teaching should involve students in both independent
inquiry and cooperative learning to build skills and
habits needed for lifelong, responsible learning

This practice was accomplished in many ways,
but two of them are worth mentioning: student group-
ing choices and reflective journals. As mentioned re-
peatedly, students have the choice to work alone, with
another student, with a small group of students, and/or
with the entire class. I made sure that all of these
groupings occurred during the course of the semester.
In addition, I patiently listened to the students when
disagreements arose, encouraging them to work it out
by offering a few suggestions. Additionally, the reflec-
tive journals required the students to individually re-
flect upon and answer the essential questions, provide
their own list of literature links, identify the appropri-
ate grade level SBI’s met through the unit investiga-
tion, and develop a list of their own Knowledge, Skills
and Dispositions (KSD’s) attained as a result of the
investigation.

Teaching should involve students in reading, writing,
observing, discussing, and debating to ensure their
active participation in learning

I believe this was met nowhere more clearly
than in the development of the rubrics for each of the
products assessed, although this occurred at every step
in the process. Additionally, all students used many
sources of information to gather the answers to the sub
-topic questions. They took notes during the investi-
gation and reflected on the process for each unit in
their journals. The students also discussed and de-
bated not only the quantity of information gathered for
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each of the products, but the quality as well when de-
signing the products and the rubrics.

Learning should be built on students’ prior knowledge
of their lives and communities rather than assuming
they know nothing on the subject

The brainstorming sessions at the beginning of
each unit enabled all of us to share what Katz and
Chard (2000) identify in the Project Approach as the
EKWQ: Experiences, Knowledge, Wonderings, and
Questions. At times, we examined the larger topic
according to this framework, and at other times we
simply listed or webbed whatever topics arose. This
was nowhere more apparent than in the Pre-K unit on
“All about me” that examined the life of each student
thus far. We brainstormed two lists: Those things
they would like to share with me and each other, and
those things that preschool children would most likely
want to share with their teacher, other preschool chil-
dren, and anyone else willing to listen. The students
made the final decision as to what would be the con-
tents of their autobiographical book based upon both
of these lists.

Teaching and learning should explore a full variety of
the cultures found in America, including students’ own
backgrounds and understanding of other cultures’ ap-
proaches to various social studies concepts

The 3rd grade unit on “People elsewhere” ac-
complished this practice. After sharing my own back-
ground, both personally and professionally, I insisted
on the students first identifying their own ancestral
heritage and those things that made their cultures
unique, those traditions their families followed, and
the ways they felt special because of their background,
before broadening their view to other students in the
class and their findings. Only after this had been done
did we brainstorm possible sub-topics that they and
3rd graders would be interested in investigating.

Social studies should eschew tracking students be-
cause it deprives various groups of the knowledge es-
sential to their citizenship

Again, as mentioned earlier the groupings of
the students during the course changed for every unit.
Also, since students sign up for this course only after
successfully being admitted into the department, it
cannot be said that some tracking is not done. We do
have to follow state and national accreditation guide-
lines for admittance that public schools do not follow.

The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education

Evaluation must reflect the importance of students’
thinking, and their preparation to be lifelong, respon-
sible citizens, rather than rewarding memorization of
decontextualized facts

As mentioned many times previously, the stu-
dents were actively involved in developing the rubrics
that would be used to assess their products. Addition-
ally, their participation in each class session deter-
mined that portion of the grade for the course: Did
they offer suggestions? Did they ask questions of me
and other students? Did they provide input in small
and/or large group work? Were they actively engaged
in finding answers to their groups’ questions? Finally,
there were many different methods used to determine
the students’ grade for the entire course: Reflective
journals, class participation, the products as a result of
the units’ investigations, the evaluation of their coop-
erating teacher for the field portion of the class, and
the work they prepared as a portfolio from their field
experience, to name a few.

Discussion of K-12 Best Practice Methods

I must admit that I, like many teachers, found my-
self using the same sorts of activities, or methods, to
engage my students at the college level in learning the
material that would allow them to be teachers who en-
gage their students in learning the material. I also
spoke earlier of my “awakening” to the thinking of
Dewey (1916 [1944]) who looked at education as
needing to be experience-based, investigative, and ac-
tive. It was precisely this inconsistency with what I
was doing with what I knew I should be doing that
caused me to reflect. Am I really using “power-full”
practices that would enable me to be a powerful
teacher and my students to be powerful learners? After
much soul-searching, collaborating with colleagues,
and delving into the relevant literature, I changed my
teaching in general, and specifically changed my
teaching in this course. Although I may not interpret
the best practice methods for K-12 as the authors in-
tended, I found their framework useful. Allow me to
now identify the manner in which the best practice
methods for K-12 (Daniels & Bizar, 2005) were met
in this course.

Reading as thinking

I do not approach this social studies methods
course as a reading or language arts teacher would.
Therefore, I don’t specifically place emphasis on de-
coding the text found in the many sources of informa-
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tion that my students use in their investigations or in
editing the writing that is turned in as evidence of the
reflections in their journals. What I do ask my stu-
dents to do is to behave as a social scientist would by
identifying the questions that need answers, identify-
ing and locating the possible sources of information
that could provide the answers to their questions- and
not just those printed sources- and to find a way to
share the answers with others in the form of a product.
In this way, I am engaging my students in thinking
about the topics and sub-topics that we are investigat-
ing, as well as the ways they are learning about how to
teach, to try to make sense of their role as teachers of
the social studies. In the course of their investigations
the students do encounter many forms of print mate-
rial that they need to be able to read and interpret.
They also need to be able to connect what they are
reading with information they currently possess about
the topic and with their own experiences as well as
with the students’ experiences and knowledge with
whom they will be working.

Representing to learn

I prefer to look at the products the students de-
sign as a measure of their understanding of the meth-
ods they could be using in their own classrooms. For
example, in the 2™ grade unit, the students designed
learning centers that second grade children would use
to learn about the individual states in America. The
learning centers my students designed for other stu-
dents to use represented their knowledge of how to
construct learning centers that encompasses the con-
tent, process, and product method of curriculum devel-
opment. There are many ways for students to repre-
sent their learning in this course, as previously men-
tioned. These include the learning centers as just indi-
cated as well as other products, rubrics, literature link
lists, and the cooperating teachers’ evaluations of the
students work in the field, among others. I also ask
the students to write their reflections on each of the
units in their journals. These provide me with another
layer of information that may not be apparent in the
finished product for each unit.

Small group activities

Again, I agree with Dewey (1938, [1963]) that
schools and classrooms should be authentic communi-
ties where students practice democracy and make joint
decisions that affect them and their learning. Students
should work collaboratively to identify and solve
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problems and to investigate answers to questions. He
also believed that the methods used in education were
just as important as the content. Therefore, this course
uses collaboration between the students and each other
as well as between the students and me as much as
possible. We brainstorm the sub-topics for each of the
units of study, we decide on the processes to use to
investigate the sub-topic questions, we decide on the
products to develop to share the answers or informa-
tion, and finally we decide on the rubric for assessing
the learning that did occur. It is my hope that my stu-
dents will use the same methods that have been mod-
eled for them in their own classrooms to continue this
democratic process of inquiry that is so much a part of
the social studies.

Classroom workshops

I have modeled this course on the classroom
workshop as envisioned and practiced by many class-
room teachers. I provide the college students with en-
tire class sessions to brainstorm sub-topics, possible
processes and sources of information, possible prod-
ucts and rubrics to assess their effectiveness, as well
as to engage in the actual investigation of the sub-
topics to assist them in developing the products.
Many times the students are amazed that they don’t
have to necessarily stay in my classroom to “look up”
information. They have gone to local places of inter-
est to interview people and to take pictures. They
have taken driving and walking tours of local places of
interest, including those on the campus of the college
itself. They have spent hours in the college library
working with archived materials — primary source
documents — to develop jackdaws. In other words, the
entire course is a workshop where “...genuine knowl-
edge is created, real products are made, and authentic
inquiry is pursued.” (Daniels & Bizar, 2005, p. 152).

Authentic experiences

As explained in the above example of best
practice methods, the entire course is an authentic ex-
perience. It does sometimes get very messy and is
usually unpredictable, yet it is these very characteris-
tics that make it so valuable in my mind. Teaching is
messy and unpredictable if we are truly taking the
needs of our students into account when we plan the
content, processes, and products, and it is even more
so when we engage them in the process of assisting us
with these decisions. In this sense, this course is fol-
lowing the NAEYC guidelines for DAP; it is just on a
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higher level than in an early childhood setting!
Reflective assessment

According to Daniels and Bizar (2005), assess-
ment should be: constructive, formative, reflection-
oriented, and able to be used at any grade level, in any
subject, with any students. I chose to use three of the
six structures for assessing student growth over a pe-
riod of time: Portfolios of the students work in the
field experience classroom, conferences with the stu-
dents during classroom workshop, and performance
assessment rubrics. In addition, I also use their reflec-
tive journals, classroom participation, literature links
and an article summary of relevant research in teach-
ing the social studies. I strongly believe that a single
test score is not indicative of students’ strengths,
weaknesses, or areas for concern. Again, I am hoping
that what I model will follow my students into their
own classrooms.

Integrative units

The individual grade units form the backbone
of this course. As such, I seek to integrate as much
“other” content as possible in a variety of ways. One
method I use is the brainstorming done with my stu-
dents at the beginning of each unit that requires them
to look at the topic via two perspectives: Their own as
learners and the students with whom they will be
working in their own classrooms. It is during these
brainstorming sessions that sub-topics for the unit are
developed. These sub-topics at times are integrative.
For example, in the 3™ grade unit, the class divided
itself into smaller working groups to investigate such
things as the various types of shelters (homes) found
around the world, the types of music and musical in-
struments around the world, and what people else-
where do for recreation. Another method I use is dur-
ing the 1* grade unit by taking the students into the
community to interview members of the community
and to take digital photos of various locations. Al-
though I do not always intentionally plan for integra-
tion — with the exception of the literature links — the
students integrate the units on their own. Many of the
students were able to identify SBI’s from other con-
tent areas in addition to the social studies and the lan-
guage arts in their lists from their journals, such as
math, science, and the arts.

Conclusion

Because I believe so strongly in the power of our
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students to tell us what they would like to, and possi-
bly need to, learn I value their voices, not only in my
classroom when I seek their input, but also as reflected
in their writing. Reflections from the students’ jour-
nals have provided me with much incentive to con-
tinue refining this course in its current direction. It is
always refreshing to view my professional practices
from their perspective as I am hoping they will do
with theirs.

One requirement for the journals asks the students
to identify the Knowledge, Skills and Dispositions
(KSD’s) that were developed during the course of
each of the units. For example, one student stated she
has developed the disposition of being willing to learn,
including suggestions from others after she and two
other students developed ideas for a lesson on taking a
group of students to the library. This same student
also spoke about her eyes being opened from the
teachers perspective after completing her self-
biography, “It’s projects like this that make me look
back at myself and where I come from that will help
me to understand that their problems are real problems
and that I need to guide them through them the best I
can.” Another student stated under her list of disposi-
tions that, “I have the disposition to go against the
norm to promote successful student academics — allow
them to write while they are hanging off a bench in the
cafeteria.” In a similar vein, another student wrote, “I
can now be a rebel and create Venn diagrams in all
sorts of shapes and sizes.”

I have also found the “essential questions” — or the
questions of doom as one student called them! — to be
extremely useful in assessing how well my students
met the SPA standards as well as the content area
SBI’s. For example, I asked the students to answer
the following question after the Pre-K unit and after
they had the classroom workshop to develop their self-
biographies: How did we integrate the 8 democratic
values as outlined in your book into our lesson? One
student spoke of groups of people needing an author-
ity figure, but that the teacher isn’t a dictator. He goes
on to say, “The students get to be a community as they
work on their projects at a table. Supplies might be
limited so the students need to know how to have re-
spect for each other. They need to learn how to be
resourceful and how to share materials.” Another stu-
dent stated that the, “...biggest idea I got from investi-
gating my state was that the states in the United States
all seem to be ‘individually unique, but together com-
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plete’” as she reflected on her growing awareness of
the individual states that make up the U.S.A.

The students are also required to reflect on their
experiences in the field. It is in this section that I
sometimes see the greatest growth in students who
aren’t the most academically talented. For example,
one student wrote about his efforts at engaging his stu-
dents in developing the rubrics required for the field.
He spoke about their need for his guidance and sup-
port early on, but by the third rubric they were able to
develop it mostly on their own as they became better
at the process and took ownership. He states, “I have
learned so much from the kids. I thought it was sup-
posed to be the other way around. I have learned...
children learn best when they are communicating with
each other, and when they are doing more hands-on
activities.” Another student found using learning cen-
ters in the field to be frustrating because of their under
-utilization in many classrooms. She stated, “I think
that doing this project was very good for me to realize
that I have to be an advocate for my classroom.” Fi-
nally, another student realized that she could assist her
students in developing their own dispositions as she
stated, “I know that learning about states doesn’t have
to be all factual content; I can foster their exploration
through different story books to inspire inquisitive-
ness.”

The literature links requirement will also remain,
but not because it is a way to integrate the language
arts. I have found through the journals that students
begin to see resources other than books as “literature.”
Some of the items they have listed include primary
source documents such as postcards and pictures of
primary source documents in museums; artifacts such
as maps, globes, and atlases in addition to pictures of
artifacts from museums; notes from interviews they’ve
conducted as well as notes they’ve taken while listen-
ing to a speaker; and Internet sites. It was also heart-
ening to see that some students went beyond simply
listing the titles and authors of the various children’s
literature they would use, to actually providing a brief
summary of the book. I understand that these are
available from many publishing companies and from
various websites, yet that doesn’t bother me. I am
glad the students have found a way to make this a use-
ful resource for their classrooms.

In closing I would like to share a quote from the
field experience section of a student’s journal. She
states, “I would like to teach the students that they
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have a right to explore...and ask questions. They are
to be responsible consumers and in order to develop
this quality they must understand that they have a right
to question.” She gives me hope in knowing that my
students will become the teachers who truly assist
their students in developing the qualities of being re-
sponsible citizens. Isn’t that the real lesson here that
goes beyond best practice methods and standards?

Erin Brumbaugh, an Associate Professor, teaches in
the Early Childhood Education program, as well as in
the Master’s program, at Muskingum College. Her
primary interests are Early Childhood Education and
Talented and Gifted Education.
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In Defense of Constructivism

Terry C. Miller, Ed.D.

I teach in the graduate program at a small
liberal arts college in southwestern Ohio. Since the
master’s degree program at the college is for teach-
ers and would be teachers in both general and spe-
cial education, the courses I teach are related to
foundation areas such as research methods, educa-
tional psychology, and contemporary issues con-
fronting educators in public school settings. The
latter course comes at the end of the students’
graduate careers and in the past two years I have
taken to introducing the course by requiring stu-
dents to read from E.D. Hirsch’s (1996) The
Schools We Need...and Why We Don’t Have Them
and David Berliner and Bruce Biddle’s (1995) The
Manufactured Crisis. 1 do this in an attempt to
make students aware of a conceptual framework
that informs the debate about education both past
and present. Hirsch’s and Berliner and Biddle’s
book, written as they were in the mid-90’s, repre-
sent the locus of criticism directed at public
schools from both the left and right ends of the po-
litical spectrum. The two books summarize and
elaborate on criticism that has been leveled at
schools since the Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik,
through the era of the “open” classroom, to the Na-
tion at Risk report of 1983, and finally to political
initiatives culminating in the age of accountability
and the No Child Left Behind Act.

Other than convincing my students of the
political and pendular nature of education reform,
the hope that I bring to the reading assignment that
incorporates a discussion of essentialist, progres-
sivist and constructivist approaches to education, is
to make them acutely aware of the fact that they do

not teach in a theoretical vacuum, that their various
approaches to curriculum and instruction reflect, in
fact, assumptions about the nature of teaching and
learning which perhaps they are only barely able to
articulate at the beginning of the course, but which
hopefully they can evaluate in light of their own
teaching endeavors as the semester progresses.

Hirsch’s book is particularly salient in this
regard, representing as it does a full frontal attack
on what some critics believe to be the
“progressivist” underpinnings of teacher prepara-
tion and practice in this country. The reasons for
students’ declining content knowledge, these critics
maintain, is primarily the student-centered ap-
proach to learning that is embodied in the learning
theory identified as constructivism. In his book,
The Schools We Need...and Why We Don’t Have
Them, Hirsch discusses several aspects of a pro-
gressivist educational philosophy that has at its
roots the writings of John Dewey. Among the con-
cepts that Hirsch attacks as “naturalistic fallacies”
characterisitic of this student-centered approach are
“developmentalism,” “American exceptionalism
and localism,” “individualism,” and anti-
intellectualism, all of which found expression in
the thinking of American Transcedentalists such as
Emerson and Thoreau who, according to Hirsch,
encouraged a suspicion of book-learning and its
potentially corrupting influences on the natural de-
velopment of the child that persists to this day
(Hirsch, 1996). The romantic developmentalism
that has supposedly triumphed in our approach to
early childhood education is an extension and cul-
mination of the belief that academic instruction is
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inherently corrupting and that the appropriate focus
for the education of the young child is the child’s de-
velopment rather than academic learning per se. Ac-
cording to Hirsch, these philosophical convictions
play out in American classrooms in the form of a pre-
occupation with nurturing the self-esteem of children
and with cooperative learning arrangements that are
designed to advance Dewey’s socially reconstructivist
vision of a democratic and egalitarian community.

While Hirsch correctly identifies constructiv-
ism as the psychological theory that underlies much of
the current thinking about pedagogy in schools of edu-
cation, there is some question as to whether he under-
stands the scientific basis of the theory and its real im-
plications for education. He is not alone, however,
and his own mischaracterization of the theory could
aptly describe teachers’ and prospective teachers’ own
misunderstanding. This lack of understanding can be
attributed, at least in part, to our own failure as teacher
educators to present the theory accurately in all of its
complexity and richness. As presented in most educa-
tional psychology texts, constructivism is described as
one of many approaches to teaching and learning.
Other approaches might include behaviorism, infor-
mation-processing models, and various stage theories
of development that integrate issues related to chil-
dren’s physical, social, and moral development with
teachers’ attempts to create student-centered learning
environments.

This concept of “student-centered” education
in the context of the current debate about educational
reform is instructive, presented as it is in almost every
educational psychology textbook, as well as in
Hirsch’s writings, as being synonymous with con-
structivism and constructivist approaches to learning.
In Sternberg and William’s (2002) Educational Psy-
chology, for example, the authors equate the student-
centered approach with constructivism “because it
sees students as constructing their own understand-
ing” (p. 444). Elaborating on this idea, the authors go
on to say that “Placing students at the center of the
learning process...means your goal must be to teach
for meaningful, useful, and deep understanding, rather
than for the number of correct responses on a quiz,”
and further that “Student-centered teaching has been
the foundation of so-called open schools, a term often
used to describe schools in which students are actively
involved in deciding what and how they will
study” (Sternberg & Williams, 2002, p. 444).
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If there be a consensus among various writers
of educational psychology texts that Sternberg and
Williams have accurately defined constructivist and
constructivist approaches to teaching, then there is
substantial agreement between them and the critics of
teacher preparation programs and progressivist ideol-
ogy that supposedly advocate these approaches. In his
critique of the child-centered tradition, Hirsch (1996)
has written that constructivism asserts that “students
are not passive vessels for receiving knowledge but
active participants who construct knowledge for them-
selves” (p. 133). However, Hirsch goes on to say that
the “theory is said to support ‘learner-centered’ teach-
ing, hands-on learning, discovery learning, and the
rest” (p. 133), dismissing the implications for instruc-
tion as “elaboration” which has directly resulted in the
demise of content knowledge in American public
schools. Acknowledging that the theory is generally
accepted in mainstream psychology, Hirsch cites early
studies on memory by Frederick Bartlett as a founda-
tional work underpinning its primacy among cognitive
psychologists. While Bartlett’s findings regarding the
nature of memory as a reconstructive experience are
indeed seminal, this is Hirsch’s only citation in refer-
ence to constructivism. He can’t be faulted for this,
however, since there are few if any theorists or evi-
dence-based findings cited in connection with con-
structivist theory in educational psychology texts ei-
ther. My question then is, Are we guilty of giving
prospective teachers an identity as constructivists
without a foundational understanding of what that
means?

My own experience with constructivist theory
dates back to the late 70’s when I taught in a preschool
and kindergarten program at the University of Illinois-
Chicago. The program attempted to apply the theories
of Jean Piaget directly to the early childhood educa-
tional setting. This was accomplished with the help of
Dr. Constance Kamii, an early childhood educator and
scholar who worked directly with Piaget at the Uni-
versity of Geneva in Switzerland and who taught and
consulted at the University of Illinois-Chicago. It is
important to remember that while Piaget himself wrote
little on the topic of education and pedagogical tech-
niques, Dr. Kamii, among others, attempted to refor-
mulate curriculum and instructional approaches to
working with young children, enunciating Piaget’s
“Interactive constructivism” in terms of its pedagogi-
cal implications. Emphasizing the constructive nature
of learning, Kamii’s work focused less on the stages

17 Volume 21, Number 2



of children’s cognitive development and more on what
Piaget himself believed to be the true aim of educa-
tion, which was moral and intellectual autonomy
(Kamii, 1984). Responding in an interview to a ques-
tion about education, Piaget was quoted as saying that
“Education, for most people, means trying to lead the
child to resemble the typical adult of his society...but
for me and no one else, education means make crea-
tors...you have to make inventors, innovators — not
conformists” (Bringuier, 1980, p.132). So what does
autonomy have to do with constructivism, especially
as constructivism is formulated by Piaget and Pia-
getian scholars like Kamii?

Kamii (1978) maintains that most of the
knowledge that we come to have is constructed as a
result of our interaction with the world around us, in-
cluding the people and objects in it. This is true of
physical knowledge where we act on physical objects
and observe their reactions, for example in coordinat-
ing movements in order to maintain one’s balance on a
balance board. It is true about a great deal of our
mathematical knowledge; for example, when young
children put one object into relationship with another
object and mentally construct the relationship of twon-
ess, or in their construction of the spatio-temporal
frameworks for the events that happen in their lives
(Kamii, 1978). But it is also true about children’s de-
veloping moral judgment, with Piaget believing that
moral reasoning is largely a constructive process that
children engage in as a result of their interactions with
those around them. Intellectual and moral autonomy
then are fostered by adults — teachers, parents, caretak-
ers — when they provide opportunities and ask ques-
tions that promote this constructive process.

Note here that the terms “hands-on” and
“discovery learning” are not part of the constructivist
lexicon for describing what really happens when
learning takes place. That is because they do not de-
scribe cognitive processes that are necessarily con-
structive in nature. In fact, they do not describe learn-
ing processes at all, at least not in any systematic way.
“Hands on” and “discovery learning” are still largely
intuitive ways of describing learning that have more to
do with materials and curricular approaches than they
do with specific cognitive processes. For Kamii in
fact, the terms still imply that knowledge is some-
where outside the learner, residing in the objects them-
selves and waiting to be absorbed or discovered and
not necessarily constructed by her. Yet it is an asso-
ciation that Hirsch makes repeatedly throughout The
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Schools We Need, one that may be reinforced by our
own imprecise way of teaching constructivist theory to
our students.

It should also be said here that interactive con-
structivism does not necessarily exclude or refute
other learning theories on points related to certain
kinds of learning. Kamii’s description of the three
kinds of knowledge that could be accounted for by
Piaget’s theory — physical, logico-mathematical, and
social — allow for some learning to be gained by
means other than an actively constructive process.
Social knowledge, for example, is more often than not
transmitted from a teacher to a student, with the teach-
ing source being as diverse as reading materials, tele-
vision and the internet, parents and peers, as well as
classroom teachers. Examples of social knowledge
are that the Spanish word for cat is gato, that we cele-
brate the country’s independence on July 4, and that
handshaking in the U.S. is a common way of greeting
people for the first time.

Social knowledge may represent important
learning, but not the complex kinds of knowledge that
might occur in understanding the reasons and the fac-
tors involved in America’s Civil War, the applications
of the principles of electro-magnetism, or the implica-
tions of probability theory. Kamii draws a parallel
between these various kinds of knowledge and behav-
iorist versus constructivist views of learning when she
describes the theories’ relationship to one another.
Constructivism, the more powerful theory, subsumes
or incorporates behaviorist/empiricist theories of
learning (Kamii, 1978). The direct teaching of social
knowledge and the reinforcement of verbal kinds of
learning such as memorization of the multiplication
tables are not precluded in the constructivist class-
room. In some instances, for example memorizing
foreign language vocabulary and mastering English
language spelling, direct teaching and practice might
be entirely appropriate. But they should not be con-
fused with the more important kinds of understanding
that come about as a result of putting knowledge into
relationship with other kinds of knowledge, modifying
existing knowledge structures, and arriving at new
knowledge that reflects the complex nature of learn-
ing. In other words, verbal learning should not be
confused with the deep learning represented by knowl-
edge construction.

Kamii used the example of attempts to teach
young children the concept of specific gravity to high-
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light the differences between constructivist and em-
piricist approaches to teaching and learning. For her,
children’s efforts to understand why a tennis ball
floats in water while a key sinks to the bottom repre-
sent the reflective or constructive abstraction that
leads to new knowledge structures. This kind of men-
tal activity (considering and coordinating the variables
of size, weight, density, etc.) is the means by which
their thinking becomes increasingly structured. The
underlying reasoning about why large balls float and
small keys sink are not observable and must be con-
structed by the child internally after observing and in-
teracting with these materials. As Kamii writes,
“Without the structure of the class inclusion and seria-
tion, the child cannot possibly construct this concept.
Specific gravity is an example of knowledge created
by the logico-mathematization of observable

facts” ( Kamii, 1978, p. 26). These are not just verbal
behaviors represented by a student’s ability to cite a
rote definition of specific gravity, but an active con-
struction of a relationship among the variables in-
volved.

While the stage developmental aspects of Pia-
get’s theory are emphasized in most educational psy-
chology texts, as we have seen, these dimensions of
the theory may not be the most significant in terms of
their implications for instruction. Still, Hirsch’s at-
tacks on what he believes to be the influence of
“romantic developmentalism” on American education
could again be the result of misinterpreting or ignoring
the real significance of Piaget’s findings in this area.
As mentioned earlier in this paper, Hirsch believes the
root problem to be the sentimentalized philosophical
vision of the thinkers such as Rousseau, Emerson,
Thoreau, Pestalozzi and Froebel who firmly believed
that formal schooling interfered with the learning that
would occur naturally and spontaneously if the child
were permitted to develop as freely from adult influ-
ence as possible. These critics of formal education
believed that schooling was a corrupting influence in
children’s lives, one that lead them away from natural
goodness. While this view could easily be dismissed
as being romantic and naive, it is important to remem-
ber the historical contexts in which these criticisms
were being made. For most children who had access to
education as it was practiced in public or common
schools, rote learning and corporal punishment were
the norm. Far from being student centered, the objec-
tive for many teachers in those times would have been
to break the will and spirit of most of their young
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charges.

The legacy of “romantic developmentalism”
for Hirsch is its contemporary manifestation as
“progressivism.” Progressive educational philosophy,
he maintains, sees all learning as natural. Hands-on
and project learning, cooperative teaching and learn-
ing arrangements, and discovery approaches are the
teaching derivatives of progressivism and have under-
mined the need for a renewed emphasis on content
knowledge or what he has described as “intellectual
capital.” But while his criticisms could legitimately
be leveled at the misinterpretation or simplification of
progressive educational philosophy, there would be
considerable debate among teachers themselves as to
whether Hirsch’s version of progressivism, as mani-
fested in “romantic developmentalism,” has really
taken hold in the public schools. With the exception
of brief nods to progressivism in the form of “open”
classrooms in the 70’s and integrated curriculum, it
has been my experience as a teacher and an educator
of teachers that the organization of schools and in-
structional practice has remained amazingly consistent
over the last fifty years. It is true that seats have been
unbolted from the floors in classrooms, and that cor-
poral punishment is no longer widely practiced in the
schools, but curriculum is very definitely segmented
by grade level and there has been an explicit extension
of academic expectations into the kindergarten class-
room, the original garden that Froebel and his follow-
ers envisioned for young children. Ironically, the only
real foothold for the radical or romantic form of pro-
gressivism in education has been in the private sector
where educators have felt more freedom to experiment
with these ideas, largely with students whose upper
middle class backgrounds would enable them to
achieve regardless of the instructional approach.
These are the Summerhills, the Waldorf Schools, and
Montessori programs that dot the American educa-
tional landscape but certainly do not dominate it. Cit-
ing historian Ellen Lageman’s remark in reference to
the triumph of scientific and industrial progressivism
in American education, “E.L Thorndike won and John
Dewey lost,” Linda Darling-Hammond (2006) has
written that it is behavioral psychology with its
“attempt to develop simple, unvarying laws for teach-
ers to follow” (p. 77) that has really characterized the
history of American education and education reform,
rather than what Dewey advocated which was
“knowledge of methods, students, and subjects that
would empower teachers to make more intelligent,
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flexible, and adaptive decisions — knowledge that
would make teaching more individually responsive
rather than more formulaic” (Darling-Hammond,
20006, p.77).

Are aspiring teachers reading Rousseau, Emer-
son, or even John Dewey? I have yet to encounter a
teacher education program or an educational psychol-
ogy course that includes source material from any of
these writers, and there are few teacher candidates in
the program in which I teach who could expound on
the influence of any of these thinkers. What many
critics of public education and teacher preparation pro-
grams attack as the progressivist stranglehold might
really be the ongoing conflict engendered by scientific
-industrial progressivism’s emphasis on regimentation
and efficiency. As Darling-Hammond (2006) has
written, citing both Callahan (1962) and Tyack (1974)
before her, “The confluence of behavioral learning
theory and bureaucratic organizational theory in the
early 1900°’s led to simultaneous efforts to deskill and
control teaching by creating curricular edicts at the top
of the system and hiring teachers to march through a
prescribed curriculum” (p. 78).

Again, E.D. Hirsch maintains that our resis-
tance to introducing rigorous academic content in pre-
school and kindergarten programs is a vestige of the
progressivist movement in education He believes that
the seemingly intractable achievement gap that exists
between middle class and poor children in this country
can only be addressed by early intervention in the
form of explicit academic content in early childhood
programs. Citing France’s Ecole Maternelle model, a
universal preschool program for children from the age
of two to five, as a potential model for the U.S.,
Hirsch has maintained that the French have been able
to virtually eliminate the achievement gap between its
more and less affluent citizens. Even a casual ob-
server, however, might wonder whether France’s edu-
cational system has been able to overcome the divide
that separates French persons from different racial,
ethnic, and socioeconomic backgrounds given the re-
cent rioting in Arab and North African suburbs among
disaffected and unemployed youth.

While the claims made for the French educa-
tional miracle are certainly over-stated, there are les-
sons to be learned from this model that Hirsch cele-
brates as a potential cure for what supposedly ails
American education. Unfortunately, they are lessons
that he largely ignores in his critique. For example,
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while Hirsch emphasizes rigorous academic content
and a national curriculum, he makes only passing ref-
erence to the heart of a system that elevates the status
of preschool teachers to that of respected professionals
- requiring a Master’s degree - and compensates them
accordingly. The heart of this system is the teacher. It
is this variable that seems to be missing from Hirsch’s
and other critics’ analyses of public education, except
as a point of departure for their attacks. Standardized
curricula, scripted reading programs, specifically pre-
scribed academic standards and high-stakes tests do
appear to be ways of “teacher proofing” the final out-
comes of an education in public schools, but these
measures ignore the essentially constructivist nature of
teaching and learning that Piaget and other cognitive
psychologists have discovered as a result of their re-
search. Kamii (1984) wrote that the true aim of edu-
cation is autonomy. This is true for the children we
teach, but it is equally true for teachers themselves.
Intellectual and moral autonomy require independent

judgment and the courage of one’s convictions, values

that are nowhere to be found in Hirsch’s The Schools
We Need. The education that he and others propose
for our children is essentialist, but could also be de-
scribed as “addititve,” a term that Herb Childress
(2007) has coined in writing about the goals that ap-
pear to inform much of what passes for school reform
in an age of renewed calls for human and intellectual
capital.

Writing in the Phi Delta Kappan, Childress has
described the recent accountability measures that fo-
cus so much time and effort on high stakes tests as a
return to the assembly line model of instruction origi-
nally proposed by the behavioral scientists and bu-
reaucrats in the “progressive” era of the early 20" cen-
tury. In this model, the various specialists take the
student (assembly) currently under construction and
“screw” on a bit of algebra here and history there, and
“in the end, they’re screwed indeed. They’re encased
in this educational armor and have no experience in
encountering and challenging their own communities,
futures, or desires, because all that has been subli-
mated to the repetitive and mechanical structures that
they have endured” (Childress, 2007, p. 107).

Our students will feel empowered to ask the
important questions about their lives, their society, and
their world only in as much as we, their teachers invite
and prepare them to participate in what is really a con-
versation. Childress counters the metaphor of an addi-
tive education with his own proposal that we offer a
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subtractive one — one in which, like Michelangelo, we
see the angel in the stone and then carve until we set
her free. Moving beyond metaphors, however, |
would argue that a constructive education is the more
precise and empirically based counterpoint to an addi-
tive education. As constructivism represents the more
powerful learning theory, incorporating other theories
such as behaviorism and social learning theory, so too
does the intellectually and morally autonomous indi-
vidual — able to think and act according to the dictates
of her conscience — incorporate the lesser stick figure
of the competitor-consumer-cog in the global econ-
omy.

So what is the lesson to be learned for those of
us who are engaged in preparing future teachers to en-
gage in this important conversation that is education?
We have not been above reproach in our attempts to
move teaching beyond the knowledge transmission
model to which Essentialists like Hirsch would have
us return. And we have not quite been able to tran-
scend the charges leveled at us by those outside
teacher education — including many of our own col-
leagues in the university — that the discipline lacks
academic rigor and that teacher education often bor-
ders on the anti-intellectual. While many of these
criticisms ignore the complexity of the teaching pro-
fession, especially at the elementary level, they may
also be the result of our own rhetoric and our impreci-
sion in the use of terms such as constructivism, hands-
on learning, and teaching the “whole child” (has any-
one attempted to teach a half child?). These concepts
and techniques are in danger of becoming, if they
haven’t already, rhetorical catch phrases or mantras
that one finds attached to mission statements or con-
ceptual frameworks, but which may never find
grounding in a close examination of theory and em-
pirical evidence. It is our responsibility as teacher
educators to lead our students in a serious examination
of the philosophical and psychological underpinnings
of their practice in the classroom. Where better to do
that than in a graduate program geared primarily to
working teachers who have come back to enhance and
enrich their practice? How better to model the reflec-
tive abstraction that characterizes the constructive
process that is education?

If teachers are to understand and defend evidence-
based best practice against political attacks and the
faddism that characterizes much of educational re-
form, they need a thorough understanding of the role
of theory and research in the field. We do them no
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favors by skipping over the “boring” and so-called
irrelevant theoretical issues that they are sometimes
prone to dismiss as the stuff of the ivory tower. To the
contrary, there may be good reason to lead students
back to consideration of the source material — readings
from Piaget and Vygotsky and the scholars who have
investigated and researched their theories — as a way
of reinforcing for them the significance of research
and theory-building for education. The debate over
education reform and how best to go about educating
children for the 21* century is a heated one because
the issues are viewed as important and vital to our sur-
vival as a democracy. It is time that we began to help
teachers find their voices in this debate. Then, and
only then will they be able to assume their rightful
places in the discussion about educational reform, at
the forefront of those responsible for creating policy
for this century and beyond.

Terry Miller, an Assistant Professor of Education, is
Director of Graduate Studies at Wilmington College
where he teaches foundation courses. Research inter-
ests include foreign language instruction, teacher atti-
tudes toward and assessment of pedagogical theory,
and international/comparative education.
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Integrating Technology: Early Childhood Curriculum and Preservice Teacher Training

Barbara K. O’Connor, Ph.D.
Kristine L. Still, Ph.D.

Introduction

In primary classrooms, computer use is of-
ten limited to rote learning and skill and drill prac-
tice at learning centers while teachers manage indi-
vidual reading groups. Early childhood preservice
teachers at a public university in the Midwest
rarely see technology integration or computer use
at all in their field placements in local primary
classrooms. The literature augments this observa-
tion.

Surveying 410 student teachers, Carlson
and Gooden (1999) find that two thirds of their co-
operating teachers use only word processing in
their classrooms. Furthermore, only about half of
all teachers in the United States use technology for
classroom instruction, whereas anecdotal evidence
from education technology specialists and propo-
nents alike indicates that effective use of education
technology is even less common (Starr, 2003). In
fact, almost 70% of teachers reveal feeling ill-
prepared to use computers and the Internet in their
classrooms (Ertmer, Conklin, & Lewandowski,
2001). Preservice and student teachers often are
more skilled with computer use and integration of
technology than their cooperating teachers (Hall,
2006). As a result, student teachers often feel re-
stricted by their cooperating teachers’ lack of sup-
port in integrating computers into the classroom
(McCoy, 2000). It has been suggested that univer-
sity methods courses be a platform for the model-
ing of technology integration into classroom teach-
ing (Howland & Wedman, 2004).

The authors have separately taught courses
for early childhood preservice teachers that inte-

grate the content areas and technology combined
with field experience. Unfortunately the students
rarely observe the use of technology in kindergar-
ten through third grade classrooms and tend to as-
sume that the technology they utilize is appropriate
for early childhood students.

Barriers to Technology Integration

There are a number of impediments to the
utilization of classroom technology. First order in-
stitutional barriers are described as: lack of access
to technology; inadequate time to plan technology-
integrated instruction; and lack of technical and
administrative support. Second order barriers,
which are personal and intrinsic to teachers in-
clude: beliefs about teaching and learning; ideas
about technology; and reluctance to change
(Ertmer, 1999).

Examples of these barriers are numerous.
Many teachers have still not reached a level of
computer literacy which would enable them to util-
ize the expensive technological equipment avail-
able in their classrooms. In addition, using technol-
ogy can be time consuming, both for teacher and
student exploration and learning, as well as align-
ment with current curriculum and content stan-
dards. In this age of high stakes testing, many
teachers do not feel able to spare class time or even
their own personal time for learning to utilize tech-
nology to integrate the curriculum. Searching for
appropriate Web sites is frequently a protracted
experience; implementing new technology often
results in experiencing problems; and modification
of curriculum to align with the structure and em-
bedded features of software can require prolonged
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effort (DeJean, Miller, & Olson, 1997). Choosing
technology hardware and software that is developmen-
tally appropriate and promotes effective learning may
be confusing for educators. In addition to these con-
cerns technology can occasionally fail to operate prop-
erly, consuming even more time and energy.

On the other hand, Internet safety concerns
demand that teachers protect students from unsuper-
vised exploration on the Internet and some of its inap-
propriate sites. In discussing the impact and risks of
unrestricted use of various kinds of technology, Moll
advocates “pulling the plug” on unlimited computer
use for children, and recommends that unmonitored
computer use is inappropriate for young children
(2003, p. 600). Most teachers would agree with Moll’s
thoughts. Furthermore, locating developmentally ap-
propriate Web sites can be time consuming and re-
quire some sort of storage to be accessible to young
children.

Developmentally Appropriate Technology

Developmentally appropriate technology use
in early childhood curriculum must always be com-
patible with how young children develop and learn as
well as match their particular stages of development. It
must also be of educational benefit (North West Re-
gional Educational Laboratory, 2001). Educationally
sound, developmentally appropriate technology must
be interactive, help meet content standards, and bene-
fit student learning in ways that are central to the cur-
riculum rather than used only for enrichment or add-
on equipment. As technology itself does not automati
cally promote effective learning styles and instruc-
tional patterns, it is important to use developmentally
appropriate computer software to help children take a
more active role in learning. Working in groups to
share computer experiences can expand children’s
problem-solving and critical thinking capabilities
(Haugland & Ruiz, 2002).

Since technology standards have been adopted
nationally and in many states as well, they could at
some point, become content for high stakes testing, as
they currently are in North Carolina (Guerard, 2002).
Utilizing computers, cameras, software, and the Inter-
net in the classroom may become a necessity rather
than a luxury, not to mention contributing to chil-
dren’s development and ultimate preparation for living
and working in the 21% century. Children in today’s
classrooms need to be both familiar and comfortable
with the use of technology to research and solve prob-
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lems, especially if they do not have access to com-
puters at home. Currently schools in higher socio-
economic status (SES) districts, where students gener-
ally have home computers, tend to utilize technology
more than their counterparts in urban areas, where stu-
dents must depend upon the schools for their total ex-
perience with technology. This contributes an addi-
tional inequity, known as the digital divide in the edu-
cation of children in these schools. However, even in
schools in higher SES communities, students may still
not be utilizing the available technology because of
teacher unfamiliarity and discomfort.

Because some teachers are unaware of how
and what to do to integrate the use of technology into
the curriculum, professional development for teachers
needs to be provided in ways that support and provide
the structure for learning how to implement and inte-
grate it successfully. Diverse educational viewpoints
exist on the utilization of technology in the early
childhood classroom.

Developmentally Appropriate Technology
Applications

There exist three prominent educational per-
spectives on computer use with young children. The
first claims that technology is inherently detrimental
and irrelevant for our youngest students and is better
left for older children. The second asserts that because
of the rapid change of technology, children should be
prepared for the future and learn to use it without de-
lay. The third viewpoint is that any computer use with
young children must be developmentally appropriate
(Koralek, 2003).

Integrating these points of view, Murphy, De-
Pasquale, & McNamara (2003) list the following tech-
nology applications that enhance learning in the early
childhood classroom: digital imagery, including still
and video; word processing and writing tools; com-
puter art programs; presentation software; research
tools; and concept mapping software. For these appli-
cations to be appropriate for young learners, they must
be chosen as the best tools for the job among a reper-
toire of teaching practices, and provide opportunities
to “deepen children’s engagement in meaningful and
intellectually authentic curriculum” (p. 13). However,
children must also be allowed to explore, experiment,
and learn in their own time and at their own pace, de-
veloping comfort, knowledge, and skills with technol-
ogy that they will later learn to use independently.
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In utilizing these applications in the classroom,
children need to have experienced “open-ended, de-
velopmentally appropriate software programs in a
playful, supportive environment” in the preschool
years (Murphy et al., 2003, p. 13). Then in the early
primary years, not only can they use familiar technol-
ogy with their class work, but they can also observe
the use of technology modeled by adults in various
ways. These applications can include using e-mail and
word processing programs to communicate with fami-
lies and others, publishing student work, and creating
a classroom Web site. Other uses of technology by
adults in the classroom include using digital still and
video cameras to record events and provide reviews to
encourage creative writing, drawing, or other forms of
expression; creating electronic portfolios to document
student work; locating needed information on Web
sites or informational software; and helping children
prepare multimedia slide shows or PowerPoint pres-
entations for parent audiences. This modeling by
adults helps to prepare children to learn to use these
applications independently in later grades (Murphy et
al., 2003).

Other uses of technology in the early years in-
clude developing media literacy, or the ability to read
and write in electronic media; developing critical
viewing skills, or learning to evaluate what is avail-
able; and using active media that children can control,
such as videotaping, cameras, audio-taping, and devel
opmentally appropriate software (National Associa-
tion for the Education of Young Children, 1998), all
that relate readily to language arts standards (Hesse &
Lane, 2003).

There are various ways to safely steer students
to pre-selected sites to research information for pro-
jects that integrate both content knowledge and tech-
nology into the curriculum. These include book mark-
ing appropriate Web sites; utilizing Track Star to ac-
cumulate and store appropriate Web sites for student
access; and taking advantage of “web-based, ‘fill-in-
the-blanks’ templates™ such as hot lists, multimedia
scrapbooks, treasure hunts, subject samplers and web-
quests at Filamentality (Stanger, 2006, q1). These
learning support activities vary in complexity accord-
ing to learning goals and also provide free web server
space for posting.

Benefits of Technology Integration

The appropriate use of educational technology
has been shown to improve student achievement and
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involvement (Hamilton, 2007). Clements and Sarama
(2003Db) report that research indicates computers can
be a source of positive social interaction and emo-
tional growth (Muller & Perlmutter, 1985), produce
both social and cognitive interactions that benefit each
other reciprocally (Genishi, McCollum, & Strand,
1985), inspire both creativity (Clements, 1995; Scar-
damalia & Bereiter, 1992) and improved language use,
and provide a means of expression (Muhlstein &
Croft, 1986). Computers can foster growth in preread-
ing and reading skills, especially phonological aware-
ness and other emergent literacy skills and knowledge
(Foster, Erickson, Foster, Brinkman, & Torgesen,
1994; Hutinger, Bell, Beard, Bond, Johanson, &
Terry, 1998), as well as process writing. Other bene-
fits of computer use for children consist of using com-
puter-assisted instruction to provide practice in arith-
metic processes, fostering deeper conceptual thinking;
and using computer math games and manipulatives to
learn to understand and apply concepts, such as pat-
tern, symmetry, and spatial order (Clements & Nas-
tasi, 1993; Fletcher-Flinn & Gravatt, 1995; Wright,
1994). Furthermore, computers can develop problem-
solving skills, decision-making abilities, understand-
ing of cause and effect, and also produce longer atten-
tion spans (Clements & Sarama, 2003a). Equally im-
portant, technology can assist children with disabili-
ties by offering individualized, well-structured tasks
that provide calm, direct feedback with exploratory
and language experiences as well as adaptive devices
that assist communication and movement (Hutinger et
al.,1998; Hutinger & Johanson, 2000).

Integrating technology into the curriculum for
young children has significantly improved the educa-
tional program at every level in one K-2 school
(Schwalje, 2001). Integration includes using technol-
ogy to visit Web sites of favorite authors, enjoying
interactive books and software for reading and content
areas, in addition to working with creative software.
As a result children made the most improvement in
self-reliance and collaboration, with particular benefits
for those children with learning disabilities.

Integrating Technology into Early Childhood
Curriculum

A number of research studies involve the use
of technology and mathematics, science, and social
studies with young children. Developmentally appro-
priate software programs, such as The Magic School
Bus: Whales and Dolphins, can provide opportunities
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for children to participate in problem solving and
watch information clips. Graph Master, can be used to
teach students to collect data, create charts, and ana-
lyze data (Haugland & Ruiz, 2002).

Adult-guided groups of preschoolers learn
about animals in the wild with photographs, video
clips, and sounds of animals on CD-ROM. Kindergart-
ners use Kid Pix software to draw parts of plants, and
second graders use Kid Pix in mathematics, increasing
their enthusiasm for learning (Gimbert & Cristol,
2004).

Teacher collaboration builds a technology-
enhanced unit to accompany a field trip to a rural
farm. The children choose topics of interest, such as
animal families, farm machinery, jobs on the farm,
and how we get our food. Topic groups then use tech-
nology to research and produce a large-scale map and
robots to simulate machines using a mural making
program, creating a farm scene illustrating farm jobs
with a computer program, and collecting farm food
recipes from the Internet (Wright, 1998).

Integrating Technology into Teacher Education

In order to prepare tomorrow’s teachers, tech-
nology is also integrated into an undergraduate course
for early childhood preservice teachers. The course,
Advanced Integrated Primary Curriculum is the sec-
ond of two that integrate methods for teaching mathe-
matics, science, social studies, and technology using
state academic content standards for early childhood
primary (grades K-3) preservice teachers. The course
includes 26 field experience hours with student part-
ners in local kindergarten to third grade classrooms
and currently involves the use of Desire2Learn
(formerly WebCT ), a web-based learning manage-
ment system. This system provides students access to
course information and resources, drop boxes for sub-
mitting course assignments, access to their grades, and
the ability to communicate with the instructor and
peers through e-mail. Most of the projects in the
course involve the field classroom and integrated tech-
nology. Students are required to locate standards-
based best practice lesson plans on two state-
sponsored websites, ohiorc.org and the Ohio Depart-
ment of Education (research), adapting them to Praxis
III learning cycle plans which they teach in their field
placements (word processing). In addition, they create
a Microsoft Excel grade sheet (for simulated students),
a computer generated graphic organizer (concept map-
ping) for an integrated unit to accompany a related
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WebQuest, and a parent newsletter (publishing) using
Microsoft Publisher at the end of the semester. Videos
addressing integrating technology into the early child-
hood classroom are also viewed and discussed. An-
other assignment is a letter to a congressperson advo-
cating for equal funding for technology in public
schools to eliminate the digital divide. All of these
projects either provide technology training or mirror
some of the types of uses appropriate to the early
childhood classroom.

Conclusion

Technology and computer use in particular,
when used effectively to support curriculum and learn-
ing in the early childhood classroom, impacts “social,
emotional, language, and cognitive develop-
ment” (Murphy et al., 2003, p. 18); has been shown to
enhance creativity and critical thinking (Bergen,
2000); and results in “positive effects . . . on children’s
learning and development” (NAEYC, 1996, p. 1). For
computers fo be chosen to provide instruction, they
must make a distinctive and significant contribution to
young children’s education (Clements & Sarama,
2003b). Preservice teachers who are competent and
comfortable with technology use in their college meth-
ods courses will more likely use it in their future class-
rooms and teach students to use it as well.

Barbara O’Connor has taught early childhood (pre-k
through third grade) for 23 years and earned her
Master’s degree in Reading from John Carroll Uni-
versity, her doctorate in curriculum and instruction
with a focus in literacy from Kent State University in
2002. She has been teaching college level education
courses for ten years, and currently teaches early
childhood courses at the University of Akron.

Kristine Still has taught public school for ten years
and earned her Master of Arts in Education from
Walsh University in 1998, and her Ph.D. in 2006 from
the University of Akron. She is an assistant professor
in early childhood literacy at Cleveland State Univer-
sity and is the project director of the Cleveland
Schools Book Fund.
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The Successes of an Unsuccessful Professional Development Program: Using the Ohio
Standards for Professional Development to Rate Our Efforts

Shelly Sheats Harkness
Laura Plante
Catherine Lane

In October, 2007, the State Board of Education
“rolled-out” new Standards for Ohio Educators
www.ode.state.oh.us which are “intended to drive
conversations about the practices of teaching, edu-
cational leadership, and professional develop-
ment” (p. 11). Within the scope of this paper we
discuss our “unsuccessful” professional develop-
ment program, Mathematics Teacher Leadership
(MTL), using the Ohio Standards for Professional
Development (OSPD), contained within the Stan-
dards for Ohio Educators, as a framework to guide
our conversations and rate our efforts. We use this
framework in order to answer our own questions
about this grant-funded program, in which we par-
ticipated during two consecutive academic years.
The program was supposed to be funded for three
or more years but because it was deemed not suc-
cessful in comparison to similar programs at two
other large urban school districts it was not funded
for the third year.

This paper is organized in the same manner in
which we had conversations about M7L. First we
describe the program and write in general terms
about what happened during the first two years.
Next, we analyze the program using the OSPD to
look back at what we did right and what we could
have improved upon. Finally, we discuss the small
successes we witnessed with individual teachers
who participated in MTL.

Program Description

The Professional Development Program Goals for
MTL

The professional development leadership

group, based at other universities, first recruited
local site teams. The local site teams, in three dif-
ferent states with culturally diverse urban school
districts identified as “urban, urban ...
predominately African American, and predomi-
nately Hispanic”(program documents), selected
high schools in their districts and met with teachers
and administrators in these school districts to begin
to develop specific plans for MTL. Subsequently,
these school leaders were to create plans for pro-
fessional development that would meet each indi-
vidual school’s needs and ultimately affect teach-
ers’ practice and student outcomes. Our MTL Ohio
site team included the school district’s curriculum
coordinator, two mathematicians, two mathematics
educators, and three graduate students. [ Author 3]
participated in year one; [ Author 2] and [Author 1]
participated in year two.

The MTL program specific outcomes were to
gain administrative support where the model for
professional development focused on developing
certain practices: 1) teachers continue to learn and
do mathematics; 2) teachers reflect upon and refine
their practice; and, 3) teachers become resources to
their colleagues and the profession (program docu-
ments).

Year One in Ohio

The Ohio site team envisioned a profes-
sional development program specifically tailored to
each of three selected schools (A, B, and C). By
creating individualized programs at each school,
we hoped that teachers would be actively involved,
have a vested interest in the program, and find the
professional development valuable. At the begin-
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ning of the school year, 2004-2005, the site team be-
gan by attending department meetings and talking
with teachers at Schools A, B, and C. During these
first meetings we initiated conversations about the
types of professional development that teachers
thought would be most useful to them. We projected
after three or four months, each school, with our sup-
port, would have designed and begun to implement its
own professional development program. After the
creation of the professional development plans at each
school, the site team intended to divide itself among
the schools; the university professors would work with
one school each, and the graduate assistants would
help the professors as needed.

However, the site team had not anticipated the
difficulty of getting the teachers to take charge of cre-
ating and designing their own professional develop-
ment. The first few months of meetings typically con-
sisted of teachers sitting in a circle and talking about
the challenges they faced at their respective schools
and the strain that the No Child Left Behind Act of
2002 (Grobe & McCall, 2004) was placing on them.
As the months wore on and no professional develop-
ment programs were designated, teacher attendance at
the monthly meetings began to decline, a circumstance
indicative of low levels of administrative support. By
the sixth month, the site team, desperate to get some
type of professional development programs up and
running, stepped in and attempted to implement some
mathematics activities. At the end of the first year, all
meetings at School A had stopped due to low atten-
dance from the teachers. Through increased pressure
from the site team, teachers at Schools B and C met
the last months of the school year and created plans
for professional development that were targeted to be-
gin the following school year. While a plan was at
least in place at each of these two schools, due to a
lack of involvement from the teachers, they were
mostly the ideas of the site team rather than the teach-
ers at those schools.

Year Two in Ohio

In September 2005, [ Author 1] was recruited
to help with the five teachers at School C. Schools A
and B were designated to other members of our site
team; however, the professional development activi-
ties in both of those schools waned and eventually
were discontinued. Only the work in School C contin-
ued, and for that reason, the remainder of this paper is
devoted to conversations about School C.
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Although teachers at School C had identified Japanese
lesson-study as their professional development focus
at the end of year one, we felt that this was not a plan
the teachers were invested in. At the first meeting at
School C, we reopened the discussion about what fo-
cus the teachers would find most helpful. A teacher in
the group mentioned that students had difficulty solv-
ing equations. We offered to introduce the teacher to
Hands-On Equations™ (www.borenson.com), a
method for teaching equation-solving using manipula-
tives within the context of a balance scale. Other
teachers expressed interest, and a Hands-On Equa-
tions™ demonstration was planned for the next de-
partment meeting.

The eventual theme for the grant work at
School C was the Representation Standard, one of five
Process Standards, newly added to the Principles and
Standards for School Mathematics document pub-
lished by the National Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics (NCTM, 2000). This theme seemed to grow
out of the Hands-On Equations™ demonstration at the
second monthly department meeting at which we
shared Bruner’s (1966) research, explaining that in
order for students to fully grasp the symbolic repre-
sentation and manipulation required to solve equa-
tions, they need to first experience concrete and picto-
rial representations. Three of the five teachers at
School C were open to us modeling Hands-On Equa-
tions™ and other lessons with concrete and pictorial
representations in their classrooms. [Author 1] and
[Author 2] spent one day each week at School C and
visited each of the five teachers’ classrooms on a ro-
tating basis. After a few weeks, three of the five teach-
ers began to invite us into their rooms and asked us to
co-teach or demonstrate other lessons with multiple
representations. Typically these lessons dealt with al-
gebra topics. The other two teachers invited us to ob-
serve, but not to co-teach or demonstrate lessons.

Based on this show of interest, we devised a
research study and obtained approval to investigate
changes in teachers’ understanding and use of repre-
sentation over the course of the school year. All five
teachers participated by completing surveys and
agreeing to pre- and post-interviews about their use of
different forms of representation in lesson planning
and implementation. We continued to visit School C
weekly, modeling or observing lessons. Monthly de-
partment meetings were held for the purpose of having
group discussions. Topics that we discussed included
how the modeled lessons had worked with students,
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articles and readings about using different types of
representation, and mathematics activities.

Grant funds were used to provide teachers with
books of lessons incorporating manipulatives such as
geoboards, two-color counters, pattern blocks, and
others. The site team used funds to lead two after-
school “Representation Workshops” during which the
teachers investigated mathematics problems incorpo-
rating concrete, pictorial, and symbolic representa-
tions. Funds were also used to buy two classroom sets
of Hands-On Equations™, pay for one teacher to at-
tend the Ohio Council of Teachers of Mathematics
Annual Conference, and to cover the cost of a substi-
tute teacher in order for a teacher at School C to ob-
serve mathematics teachers at other schools.

Data Analysis and Methodology

The data used for our discussion about M7TL came
from multiple sources including leadership team docu-
ments, field notes taken during monthly site team and
department meetings, and field notes from two
“Representation Workshops.” We first analyzed MTL
in School C using the OSPD to rate our efforts for
each of the six Standards, and then talked about what
we did right and what we could have improved upon.
Next we focused on the “small successes” of individ-
ual teachers. We based this analysis on field notes
from classroom observations, minutes taken during the
monthly meetings and the two “Representation Work-
shops,” monthly survey responses about teachers’ use
of representation in lessons, and pre- and post-
interviews of the five teachers. We analyzed all of
these data using an inductive analysis; we immersed
ourselves in the details of the data in order to report
our findings (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2000). We each read
through the data for individual teachers and then had
numerous conversations about our initial reactions,
attempting to answer the following question: What
small successes, “glimmers of hope,” were evident for
individual teachers?

Using the Ohio Standards for Professional De-
velopment to Discuss MTL

According to the standards-writers, the OSPD,
“define the characteristics of High Quality Profes-
sional Development (HQPD). The big ideas empha-
sized in the standards are that HQPD is:

Standard 1 - Continuous: HQPD is a purpose-
ful, structured, and continuous process
that occurs over time.
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Standard 2 - Data-Driven: HQPD is informed

by multiple sources of data.

Collaborative: HQPD is collabo-
rative.

Varied: HQPD includes varied
learning experiences that accommo-
date individual educators’ knowl-
edge and skills.

Evaluated: HQPD is evaluated by
its short- and long-term impact on
professional practice and achieve-
ment of all students.

Results-Oriented: HQPD results
in the acquisition, enhancement, or
refinement of skills and knowl-
edge” (p. 91)

We decided to analyze MTL by using these six Stan-
dards and the “Elements” and “Indicators” within each
Standard to guide our discussion about School C. For
example, Standard 3 includes three Elements. One of
these, “3.1, Professional development provides ongo-
ing opportunities for educators to work together,” has
three indicators:

Standard 3 -

Standard 4 -

Standard 5 -

Standard 6 -

a. Educators have the knowledge and skills needed to
collaborate in teams successfully.

b. Collaboration is supported by creating opportuni-
ties for flexible scheduling of participants.

c. Participants are provided opportunities to meet
regularly in collaborative teams to focus on im-
proving practice and student achievement. (p. 68)

We created a rating scale to evaluate our per-
formance against each individual standard: Pass; C;
or, Fail. A designation of “Pass” indicated that our ef-
forts addressed and met the characteristics of the stan-
dard for HQPD. A “C” designated that our efforts ad-
dressed some characteristics of the standard for HQPD
but did not address or meet others. A “Fail” indicated
that we were completely unsatisfied with our efforts
and did not meet the characteristics of the HQPD stan-
dard. To summarize our ratings (below) and in an ef-
fort to keep the length of this paper reasonable, we
discuss some, but not all, of the Elements and Indica-
tors in each of the Standards. Please note that we
found overlap in Indicators; for example, the fact that
we had a weekly presence in the school and were
working with individual teachers fit within Indicators
for Standards 1, 3, 4, and 6.
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Standard 1: Rating=C

HQPD includes multiple steps, “planning, im-
plementation, reflection, evaluation, and revision” (p.
62). The participants are involved in the planning.
This is exactly what we envisioned would happen dur-
ing year one of MTL. At School C our decision to fo-
cus on the theme of the Representation Standard
(NCTM, 2000) was guided by the teachers’ consensus
that their students had trouble solving equations. This
gave teachers some ownership of the idea but not
complete buy-in.

HQPD participants must also be provided with
time “to apply new ideas and to reflect on changes in
their practice” (p. 62). We feel as though opportunities
for this to happen abounded because we had a weekly
presence. After our classroom visits we attempted to
engage in reflective conversations about the teaching
and learning; also, at the monthly meetings we en-
deavored to facilitate discussions about using multiple
forms of representation to teach mathematical con-
cepts and skills.

HQPD resources are “made available and allo-
cated” (p. 62) so that the teachers can implement their
new skills and knowledge. If they needed manipula-
tives or books or other supplies we purchased these for
the teachers through program funds. HQPD leaders
also identify and make salient the goals of the pro-
gram. In hindsight, the three of us were not clear about
the goals of MTL so it is obvious to us now that the
teachers did not know the goals.

Standard 2: Rating = Fail

The ultimate goal of HQPD is to increase stu-
dent performance. Data that reveal student perform-
ance should be analyzed and any gaps should be ad-
dressed. “To ensure that educators perceive the value
and relevance of professional development, educators
must be involved in analyzing data, research, and best
practices to determine the focus of the professional
development” (p. 65). Because our focus on NCTM’s
Representation Standard resulted from a teacher com-
ment about students not being able to solve “simple”
algebraic equations like 4x + 8 = 20, it was not data-
driven in the form of students’ standardized test
scores.

When we gave the teachers readings about best
-practice and the use of representation we hoped these
would inform our discussions during the monthly
meetings; during post-interviews we found that most
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of the teachers either did not read or did not remember
the readings. One teacher said she did not have time
nor did she want to read about representation.

Standard 3: Rating =C

HQPD must provide “ongoing opportunities
for educators to work together” (p. 68). This standard
aligns with MTL’s goal of “teachers become resources
to their colleagues.” We met monthly to discuss how
some of the lessons that incorporated multiple repre-
sentations had impacted students’ learning. We met
twice to investigate mathematical content during the
“Representation Workshops.” Additionally, two teach-
ers collaborated to co-teach a lesson which incorpo-
rated multiple representations.

HQPD should also be planned, delivered, and
evaluated by a diverse team of educators. Teachers
were given opportunities to evaluate what impact the
introduction of multiple representations had on stu-
dents’ understanding. There were forums for teachers
to share and discuss their classroom experiences with
colleagues during monthly department meetings, to
provide feedback on the activities during workshops,
and to share their thought about what they found to be
valuable or not during interviews with the site team.
However, just as teachers were reluctant to participate
in the creation of the professional development focus,
they did not seem inclined to evaluate the overall pro-
gram or suggest adjustments that could be made to
make it more valuable. While the site team made
every effort to create an atmosphere in which the
teachers considered themselves as co-creators and co-
evaluators of MTL, we do not think this was realized.

Standard 4: Rating = Pass

HQPD must both meet the needs of individuals
and the group as a whole. Our site team worked with
both individual teachers and the entire group of five
teachers and tried to help teachers “refine or replace
previous knowledge and skills” (p. 70).

HQPD experiences should be matched not
only with the identified needs, but also with the
knowledge and skills of the educators. During the dis-
cussions that followed the teachers’ identification of
solving equations as troublesome for their students,
we discovered that the teachers were not familiar with
NCTM’s Representation Standard, the work of Bruner
(1966), or teaching methods using manipulatives.
Based upon this information we tailored the MTL
around these areas of best practice and varied our role
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in individual teacher’s classrooms depending on the
level of comfort each of them showed with regard to
teaching using multiple representations. In some class-
rooms, we first taught a lesson, modeling techniques,
while in other classrooms we acted to support teachers
when they used new manipulatives or representations.
Post-interviews conducted six months after our work
at School C ended revealed that all but one teacher
reported their continued use of multiple representa-
tions.

Standard 5: Rating =C

HQPD ought to be delivered with an evalua-
tion plan in place to measure the impact of the experi-
ence on levels of: teacher participation, satisfaction,
learning, and implementation; student learning; and,
school culture. Looking back, it is clear that we did
not have a structured evaluation plan in place, one that
was informed by the overall goals of the grant. Our
evaluation plan was primarily guided by our research
questions, investigating changes in teachers’ under-
standing and use of representation over the course of
the school year.

In meetings with teachers, we asked for their
assessment of the impact of lessons we modeled or
assisted with on student learning. In a post-interview,
one teacher talked about how students liked the activi-
ties and asked when we were coming back. A teacher
who had fully implemented Hands-On Equations™
shared the belief that students had a much better grasp
of the “concept” of equation-solving because of using
the balance representation. Another teacher told us
that a lesson we modeled using two-color counters
“hadn’t worked” but later admitted it had worked for
at least one student. Teachers remained positive or
seemed more positive about teaching methods when
they saw an explicit impact on students’ attitudes and/
or learning.

Standard 6: Rating =C

HQPD must have an impact on professional
practice by enabling teachers to increase their knowl-
edge of content and pedagogy and supporting them in
putting what they have learned into practice. We fo-
cused on research-based best practices and provided
numerous examples of applications to the classroom;
we were also available to support teachers each week.
Some of the positive changes we observed in teachers,
listed in the next section, were changes in classroom
practice. One teacher adopted the Hands-On Equa-
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tions'™ method for solving equations. This same
teacher paired with another teacher to plan and teach a
lesson on population growth using concrete represen-
tations and did so without seeking assistance from the
site team. A teacher who had previously believed that
students should not need manipulatives to understand
problems began to at least show students concrete rep-
resentations. Other positive changes we observed, also
noted below, could possibly be interpreted as evidence
of potential “groundwork” being laid.

Small Successes with Individual Teachers

Because MTL was not funded for a third year,
our initial feelings were that of failure and disappoint-
ment. After time had passed we were able to analyze
the program and talk about what had gone wrong.
Through the process of looking more closely at the
data, we were able to see that in fact there were suc-
cesses. Subsequent to evaluating the program as a
whole, we took a closer look at what, if any, effect the
professional development had on the individual teach-
ers. Based on this analysis we created Figure 1.

Teacher Successes

1 Allowed site team members to demonstrate lessons
to students; co-taught a “representations” lesson with
teacher #2; co-presented at the Ohio Council of
Teachers of Mathematics with one of the site team
members; began to take a leadership role in creating
minutes for the monthly meetings

2 Used Hands-On Equations™ extensively; co-taught
a “representations” lesson with teacher #1; took a
“calculus for teachers” course; became more vocal at
monthly department meetings; continues to stay-in-
touch with one site team member

3 Explicitly “liked” the “Representation Workshops”;
became more open to letting site team members ob-
serve some lessons; taught a lesson, using a concrete
representation, gleaned from The Mathematics
Teacher

4 Became less vocal about students’ weak skills, poor
work habits, etc.; began to demonstrate concepts
using concrete models

5 Allowed site team members to demonstrate lessons
to students; allowed site team complete access to the
classroom; came to some meetings in year two (did
not attend any meetings in year one); seemed to
value participating in the research aspect of MTL;
admitted that a two-color counter lesson related to
integer operations “helped one student” (although
this may seem trivial it seemed a major breakthrough
for us!)

Figure 1. Small Successes with Individual Teachers
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Although we viewed these as “small successes” we
are left wondering if this language does justice to our
efforts. Perhaps some “small successes” are actually
evidence of greater shifts in teachers’ thoughts about
teaching and learning mathematics than we can con-
firm with the data we collected.

Conclusion

According to OSPD, HQPD must be continu-
ous, data-driven, collaborative, varied, evaluated, and
results-oriented. We used the Ohio Standards for Pro-
fessional Development (OSPD), contained within the
Standards for Ohio Educators, as a framework to
guide our conversations about MTL, relying on hind-
sight to guide our evaluation. Using these “hindsight”
conversations, we now wonder if our unsuccessful
program would have been more successful if these
things had happened:

e the goals of MTL, as created by the professional
development leadership team, had been made
more salient to our local site team and we had,
subsequently, made them more salient to teach-
ers at Schools A, B, and C.

e the professional development activities had been
data-driven and focused on specific content iden-
tified by student performance on standardized
tests.

e the evaluation plan had included measures to as-
sess student learning as a result of teacher prac-
tices.

o the grant had been funded for a third year, allow-
ing us to help teachers’ build on their initial suc-
cesses.

o we had used the OSPD beforehand, as we were
envisioning and designing MTL.

After considering the last bulleted item in our
“if” list, we found suggestions within the OSPD docu-
ment for a “five-step process for professional develop-
ment planning” (p. 92) which include:

Step 1:  Examine Data - Educators should self-
assess and evaluate the available data to de-
termine the needs of their students, school,
district, and state.

Step 2:  Determine Learning Priorities - Edu-
cators should analyze the data collected in
Step 1 to identify specific goals for profes-
sional learning.
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Step 3:  Align Initiatives - Educators should
use the information gained from Steps 1 and
2 to identify specific actions and activities
that will allow for professional learning.

Step 4:  Develop Implementation Strategies -
Given the results of the work done in Steps 1
through 3, educators should develop specific
implementation strategies and plans for
evaluation.

Step 5:  Monitor, Assess, Reflect - Educators
should plan the ways in which they will
evaluate the effectiveness of their profes-
sional development efforts. (p. 92)

The OSPD writers note that these five steps
describe a continuous cycle of professional develop-
ment. [f we had started our planning by examining
data as suggested in Step 1 (note that this was the area
in which we rated our efforts as “Fail”) and had used
this five-step process throughout the entire two years
would our efforts have been deemed successful? The
OSPD give us reason to believe that we would have.
Ultimately, would those “small successes” with indi-
vidual teachers have made a difference in student
learning at School C?

Finally, Standard 1 of the OSPD underscores
the importance of administrative support and school
culture in creating professional development that im-
pacts classroom practice. Lack of administrative sup-
port was a major reason cited for withdrawal of funds,
in spite of progress that we reported at School C. Our
experience has confirmed that professional develop-
ment leaders who enter a school with little administra-
tive support and no learning community, as we did at
School C, can, with concerted effort, have some im-
pact. How much greater might the impact have been if
the administration, both district- and school-level, had
been active members of this community?

Shelly Sheats Harkness is an Assistant Professor in
Teacher Education. She currently teaches methods
courses for both preservice middle and secondary
school teachers. Her research interests include mathe-
matics and social justice, Ethnomathematics, and the
ways in which teachers listen to and try to understand
their students’ mathematical thinking.

Laura Plante is the Assistant Director of Coaching at
the Kentucky Center for Mathematics. She has taught
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high school and college level mathematics and holds
MS degrees in both Teaching and Mathematics. She
loves studying mathematics for its beauty and simplic-

iy.

Catherine Lane is a mathematics instructor at Cler-
mont College and a doctoral student at the University
of Cincinnati where she also completed a MAT and a
MS in mathematics. Her area of study is Curriculum
and Instruction with a focus on mathematics educa-
tion.
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Ohio Association of Teacher Educators
Membership Invitation August 2008-July 2009

The Ohio Association of Teacher Educators (OATE) is a state unit/affiliate of the Association of Teacher
Educators (founded in 1920) and is also a member of the Ohio Confederation of Teacher Education Organi-
zations (OCTEQ). OATE promotes quality teacher education programs for initial preparation, induction,
and continuing professional development opportunities for P-12 school districts, agency-based, and college/
university teacher educators.

Prefix (Circle): Dr. Mr. Ms. Mrs. Name:

Institution: E-mail Address:

Please include address (even if renewing) as a way to correct any possible errors in the database on a yearly
basis.

Address:  Home or __ Office

(Street or Box) (City) (State) (Zip)
Office Phone #: ( ) - Fax #: ( ) -
STATUS: __ Renewal  New Membership Employment: Professional Area:
CATEGORY and DUES: __(ES) Elem./Sec. School __(T) Teacher in E/S School
Regular ($40) ___(HE) Higher Education ___(P) Professor in HE
Retired ($10) __(OD) Ohio Dept. of Ed. __(A) Administrator
Student ($5—full-time undergraduate or graduate) ___(PS) Pre-service/UG __ (D) Director of ST/Intern
Agency Subscription ($25) (i.e. library) __(G) Graduate Student __(U) Undergraduate student
Complimentary Member __(G) Graduate student
__ (L) Library
Make check payable to: OATE; Dues for OATE are tax
deductible.
Are you a member of ATE?  Yes  No

Please indicate your AREA(S) OF INTEREST IN SERVING:
OATE membership provides many opportunities for professional development, service, and research. YOUR in-
volvement is KEY to the improvement of teacher education!

Name: E-mail Address: Phone #: ( )
Individual Service Committee Service

__Write an article for the Newsletter __Serve on the Conference “Call for Proposals” Selection Committee
__Serve as a Journal Referee __Serve on the Journal Committee

__Serve as Newsletter Editor __Serve on the Standards and Legislative Committee

__Help with Publicity/Public Relations __Serve on the Membership Committee

__Other: __Serve on the Nominations and Elections Committee

__Serve on the Awards Committee

RETURN TO:
Debra Weber, M.A.Ed. - OATE Membership
Shawnee State University, Teacher Education Dept., 940 Second Street, Portsmouth, OH 45662
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Membership Benefits

1) Subscription to the Ohio Journal for Teacher Educators ($20 value - two issues/year at $10.00 each). Three (3) complimentary
copies for authors of articles published in the OATE Journal.

2) OATE Newsletter.

3) Fall and Spring Professional Conferences with OCTEO.

4) Ohio Field Directors Forum.

5) Annual Partnership/Connections Forum/Summit (Representatives from Higher Ed. and P-12 Schools).
6) Annual Recognition Awards for Outstanding Cooperating Teacher, University Supervisor, Student Teacher, Field Experience
Program, Mentor, and Service— A statewide winner and regional winners for each category (must be an OATE member to

nominate).

7) Membership Card and Lapel Pin.

AND....

8) Opportunities for dialogue and collective action on current issues affecting teacher education.
9) Opportunities for individual professional growth and leadership.
10) Dissemination of current information through OATE journals, newsletters, conferences, etc.

11) Collaboration with other education entities sharing common interests.

12) Legislative alerts and representation for teacher educators to provide a voice with state policymakers.
13) Opportunities for networking with other professionals for innovative practices.

2008-2009 OATE Officers and Executive Committee

President
President Elect
Past President
Secretary
Treasurer
Membership

ATE Conference Delegates:

Standards Chair
Journal Co-Editors

Awards Co-Chairs

Newsletter Co-Chairs

Field Director Forum
Co-Chairpersons
ATE Board Member
(Ex-officio)
Executive Secretary

Linda Billman

Dora Bailey
Virginia Keil

Rachel Wlodarsky
Sally Barnhart

Debra Weber

Joy Cowdery
Gretchen Espinetti (2007)
Jim Whiteman (2007)
Lisa Huelskamp
TBA

Sarah Cecire

Virginia McCormack
Rebecca Waters

Kay McVey

Isaac Larison
Howard Walters
Ellen Hill

Connie Bowman
Shirley DeLucia

Jim Whiteman

08-09 Conference Schedule

OCTEO/OATE Fall Conference
Wednesday -Friday
OCTOBER 22 -24,2008
The Crowne Plaza Dublin Hotel, Columbus

ATE National Conference
February 15-18, 2009
Hyatt Regency
Dallas, Texas

Visit the Ohio Confederation of Teacher Education
Organizations Website (www.ohioteachered.org)
for details.

OATE INVITES YOU...to attend and participate in
conferences and/or submit a proposal for presenta-
tion of your research or project to OATE and/or
ATE.
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You are invited...

To share your research and ideas
with other teacher educators!

The Spring 2009 issue of
The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education
will be an open theme issue.

Submission guidelines are on the last page of this issue.
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The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education

The Ohio Journal of Teacher Education provides a forum for the exchange of information and ideas
concerning the improvement of teaching and teacher education. Articles submitted should reflect this mission.
Their focus should concern concepts, practices, and/or results of research that have practical dimensions, impli-
cations, or applicability for practitioners involved with teacher education. The journal is regional in scope and
is sent as a benefit of membership in the Ohio Association of Teacher Education.

Manuscripts are subject to review of the Professional Journal Committee and editorial consultants.
Points of view are those of the individual authors and are not necessarily those of either Association. Permis-
sion to reproduce journal articles must be requested from the editors.

Manuscript Guidelines

Content: Journal issues may be “thematic” or “open.” Currently, all future issues are designated “open.”
Length: Manuscripts, including all references, bibliographies, charts, figures, and tables, generally should not
exceed 15 pages.

Style: For writing and editorial style, follow directions in the latest edition of the Publication Manual of the
American Psychological Association. Omit the author’s name from the title page. Include a 30-word abstract.
Please do not use autoformatting when preparing the manuscript! When preparing the list of references, please
use the hanging indent feature. Do NOT press Enter at the end of each line and tab in to create the second line
indent. Use of the Enter and Tab keys when formatting the reference list, creates an editing nightmare when
transferring the manuscript into the publishing program.

Cover page: Include the following information on a separate sheet attached to the manuscript: title of the arti-
cle; date of submission; author’s name, author’s terminal degree; mailing address, e-mail address, business and
home phone numbers, institutional affiliation; and short biographical sketch, including background and areas of
specialization.

Submission: Submissions must be word processed using Microsoft Office Word (Microsoft Excel tables are
permitted). Submit the manuscript as an attachment to an e-mail to mccormav(@ohiodominican.edu.

Note: It is assumed that all manuscripts submitted to the editors have received local IRB approval. Any manu-
scripts that do not follow the above procedures will be returned.

Editorial Procedures
Authors will be notified of the receipt of the manuscript. After an initial review by the editors, those
manuscripts which meet specifications will be sent to reviewers. Notification of the status of the manuscript
will take place after the deadline date for each issue. The journal editors will make minor editorial changes;
major changes will be made by the author prior to publication.
Deadline for Spring 2009 submissions is December 1, 2008.
Manuscripts, editorial correspondence, and questions can be directed to Gayle Trollinger, Ph.D., The

Ohio Journal of Teacher Education, Bluffton University, 1 University Drive, Bluffton, OH 45817,
(419) 358-3341, trollingerg@bluffton.edu.
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