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The purpose of this research was to identify and describe the instructional 

literacy practices of a second-grade teacher would help to explain why her lowest 

achieving readers were successful with reading.  This teacher was selected 

because she provided her students with a print-rich environment and her students 

had good, conceptual understandings of literacy.  Qualitative research methods 

were employed to document and describe (a) the kinds of texts and opportunities 

to engage with those texts this teacher made available to her struggling readers; 

(b) the teacher’s intentions and purposes in providing these opportunities for her 

struggling readers; (c) the ways in which the struggling readers talk about reading 

and writing in this classroom.   One teacher and four of her low-income, minority 

students were observed for three months as they engaged in literacy events across 
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subject areas.  Data for this study included field notes from observations, student 

and teacher interviews, and digital images of texts created and used in this 

classroom.  The findings from this study indicated this teacher was a 

knowledgeable decision maker. She skillfully incorporated her goals for reading 

instruction with students’ developmental needs.  This teacher surrounded her 

students with a plethora of print and engaged them in a wide variety of reading 

and writing materials of varying formats and genres.  She purposefully engaged 

her students in meaningful acts of literacy that were centered on the creation and 

use of student and teacher authored texts.  Student and teacher created texts 

claimed every available space in the classroom and were a significant part of the 

daily lives of the students in this study.  These texts were the avenue through 

which this teacher created an identity of “author” and “expert” in her struggling 

readers and the struggling readers talked about themselves as such.  The findings 

of this study indicate that the creation and use of these texts within a print-rich 

environment under the guidance of a skillful teacher may have contributed to the 

conceptual understandings of literacy that were developing in these young 

readers.    
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

 

Reading is essential in our society.  A heavy emphasis is placed both socially and 

economically on the ability to function as a literate person.  Those who struggle with 

literacy face severe academic perils early in life and economic inequity later.  Addressing 

the needs of struggling readers as early as possible may lead to both academic success in 

school as well as overall success in later life. 

Students who find learning to read difficult have been labeled poor readers 

(Allington, 1983), garden-variety poor readers (Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 1996), and 

disabled readers (McCormick, 2003).  In this report, I use the term struggling readers 

(Allington, 1991) to avoid implying a cause or a deficit myth perspective.  While 

instruction with struggling readers has been a priority of the reading profession for almost 

a century (Allington, 2001), attention to the educational needs of these children has 

become a priority of policy makers and politicians more recently. 

The Nation’s Report Card, or the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP), has become the benchmark by which public education is judged because it is the 

only federally mandated assessment of its kind in the United States.  Reporting on the 

trends in reading achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12, the NAEP has tracked the progress 

of American students’ reading achievement since 1971.  The 2000 NAEP results 

(Donahue, Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, & Campbell, 2001) reported that the reading 

achievement of fourth graders has continued to rise since 1971; this trend holds true 

across white, Black, and Hispanic ethnic groups.  However, a gap continues to exist 

between the achievement of White and Asian/Pacific Islander students and their Black, 

Hispanic, and Native American peers.  The percentage of white and Asian/Pacific 
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Islander students scoring at or above the “Proficient” level on NAEP exceeded that of 

other racial/ethnic groups in the most current report (Donahue et al., 2001).  Inner city 

students and students from low-income backgrounds scored lower than students from 

other geographical areas and socioeconomic backgrounds.   

Findings from the 2001 Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) 

were similar (Ogle, Sen, Pahlke, Jocelyn, Kastberg, Roey, & Williams, 2003). Students 

from the US performed relatively better than students from other countries (12th out of 

34), but Black, Hispanic and low-income students scored lower than their white, more 

affluent peers.  When combined, the results from the 2000 NAEP and the 2001 PIRLS 

reports demonstrate a very real cause of concern for literacy education.  One 

interpretation of these results is that schools are not serving inner-city, minority, and/or 

poor children very well. These students should remain at the forefront of the field of 

reading research if schools are to be intellectual (and later economic) equalizers, 

The purpose of this study was to examine how one inner city, second-grade 

teacher was successful with her minority students from low-income backgrounds.  My 

intent was to identify and describe those aspects of her instructional literacy practices that 

may have contributed to the achievement gains and the conceptual understandings of 

literacy held by struggling readers in her classroom.   

OVERVIEW OF LITERATURE REVIEW 

Limited access to print offers one possible explanation for the lack of 

achievement by low-income and minority students.  While past research has shown that 

low-income and minority students are provided with literacy opportunities in their homes 

(see for example, Barton, 1998; Heath, 1983; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Taylor & Dorsey-

Gaines, 1988;Teale, 1986), their opportunities do not occur as often as in the homes of 
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White, and/or wealthier children (Entwistle, Alexander, & Olson, 1997; Neuman & 

Celano, 2001; Smith, Constantino, & Krashen, 1996).  Additionally, opportunities to read 

and write in homes of low-income and minority students often do not match those of 

schools (Heath, 1983) or other institutions (Barton, 1998).  Although the field of reading 

research has been challenged to reconsider the “traditional wisdom which has it that 

children from low-SES backgrounds come to school with a dearth of literacy experience” 

(Teale, 1986, p. 192), a growing body of research continues to suggest that students from 

economically impoverished homes have far less access to print in general than do 

students from middle and high-income homes.   

For example, Neuman and Celano (2001) examined the print environment in 

middle and low-income neighborhoods in Philadelphia.  The researchers documented the 

presence of signs, public spaces for reading, reading materials available for purchase, and 

the books in child care centers and school and public libraries in each community.  The 

authors concluded “children from middle-income neighborhoods were likely to be 

deluged with a wide variety of reading materials. However, children from poor 

neighborhoods would have to aggressively and persistently seek them out” (p. 15).  

Neuman and Celano (2001) stated that students who live in poverty are often dependent 

on schools for reading materials.  If that is the case, it is imperative to study the practices 

of effective teachers who structure and supply their classroom with a variety of reading 

materials for their poor and minority students.   

Snow, Burns, and Griffin (1998) stated that the “single best weapon against 

reading failure” (p. 343) in school is quality classroom instruction from an “outstanding 

teacher” (p. 196).  As Geekie and his colleagues said, " We can learn most about effective 

instruction by watching effective instructors"  (Geekie, Cambourne, & Fitzsimmons, 
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1999, p. 32).  A growing body of research appears to converge around the understanding 

that learning to read occurs best in classrooms in which the teacher, among other things, 

provides opportunities to read, write, and talk about text within a print-rich environment 

(Metsala, Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, Rankin, Mistretta, & Ettenberger, 1997; 

Morrow, Tracey, Woo, & Pressley, 1999; Pressley, Rankin, & Yokoi, 1996; Taylor, 

Pearson, Clark & Walpole, 1999; Wharton-McDonald, Pressley & Hampston, 1998). 

The role of print-rich classrooms in reading achievement is not new; since the 

1980’s researchers have demonstrated that primary children in print-rich classrooms 

make higher gains in reading than students who are not surrounded by print (Taylor, 

Blum, & Logsdon, 1986).  In addition to providing a print-rich environment for young 

children, the teacher must also know how to use the print in the classroom with children 

(McGill-Franzen, Allington, Yokoi, & Brooks 1999) in order for reading achievement to 

occur. However, some theorists, such as Brian Street (1995), call for the definition of 

literacy to be expanded from that of the decoding, comprehending, and using of texts to 

that of a social practice.  Literacy as a social practice encompasses both the observable 

ways in which people use literacy (and the processes involved) and the unobservable 

ways in which people think about, value, and understand about reading and writing. 

Following the works of the social practice theorists, Hoffman, Sailors, Beretvas, 

and Duffy (2003) documented and described the physical text environment of and the 

understanding and valuing of those texts by the teachers and students in 33 elementary 

classrooms.  The researchers found that student achievement was higher in print-rich 

classrooms where teachers had elaborate understandings of those texts and the role of 

those texts in reading instruction.  Additionally, there were strong correlations between 

gains in reading achievement and students’ understandings of the function of the texts in 

the classrooms.  Consequently, I focused this study on the instructional literacy practices 
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of one inner city teacher who provided her students with a print-rich environment and 

was a successful teacher of minority and low-income struggling readers.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In order to identify and describe the instructional literacy practices of this teacher 

that might explain her successes, I was guided by the following questions:   

1. What kinds of texts and opportunities to engage with those texts does this 

teacher make available to her lowest achieving readers? 

2. What are the teacher’s intentions and purposes in providing these 

opportunities for her lowest achieving readers? 

3. How do the lowest achieving readers in this classroom talk about reading and 

writing?  

OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY 

 The teacher who was the focus of this study was from a large, 

metropolitan school district in the southwest.  She was originally a participant in a larger, 

longitudinal study sponsored by the International Reading Association’s Commission on 

Excellence in Reading Teacher Preparation.  This teacher was chosen for this study 

because her classroom was identified as print-rich and her struggling readers 

demonstrated good, conceptual understanding of literacy according to study measures 

(Hoffman, Roller, & the National Commission on Excellence in Reading Teacher 

Preparation, 2003).  That is, her struggling readers demonstrated an enriched 

understanding of the role of the texts located in their classroom.  Four of her lowest 

achieving students, who began the school year as struggling readers, participated in this 

study.   
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During the final three months of the school year, I documented the opportunities 

this teacher provided for her lowest achieving students to engage in acts of reading or 

writing (referred to here as “literacy events”).  Classroom observations spanned all 

subject areas.  After each literacy event, I engaged the teacher and her four struggling 

readers in a contextualized conversation about literacy, asking each to tell me about the 

texts they used or created during my observations.  All conversations were semi-

structured, informal interviews and occurred strategically throughout the study.  All were 

taped and transcribed.  

Because the goal of this research was to explain why this teacher was successful 

with her lowest achieving readers, I analyzed the data using a grounded theory 

perspective (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) as well as case study methods (Merriam, 2001).  

The literacy events I observed and the interpretations of those events by the participants 

were analyzed through constant-comparison methods (Glaser & Straus, 1967) based on 

the research questions.  Categories were constructed that captured recurring patterns.  I 

present the findings within a case study framework (Merriam, 2001).  Included in this 

case study is a description of the literacy environment of the classroom, the literacy 

events I observed, the teacher’s intentions and purposes for those events, and the ways in 

which the lowest achieving readers talked about reading and writing.  

Significance of the Study 

Through this study, I hope to contribute to a better understanding of successful 

literacy instruction by describing the instructional literacy practices of this second-grade 

teacher.   Although research has demonstrated the importance of a print-rich environment 

in reading and writing instruction, this study will enhance that literature by describing the 

role of print-rich environments for the lowest achieving readers.  Similarly, research has 

demonstrated that effective teachers know how to use materials found in the print-
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environment with their students.  This study will enhance that literature by describing one 

successful teacher’s intentions and purposes for the text interactions that she provided for 

her lowest achieving reader.  Finally, literacy as a social practice provided a theoretical 

frame for this study.  In framing this study from this perspective, I also include the voice 

of the typically unheard in reading research—those of students who find learning to read 

difficult (Goodman, 1990; Nieto, 1998). 

LIMITATIONS 

 This study has several limitations.  First, as a case study, caution must be 

taken in generalizing the results of this study because of characteristics that are unique to 

this classroom, teacher, and four student informers.  Because of this, the results are 

presented but generalizations to other settings are left to the individual reader.  Secondly, 

researcher bias is always a possibility in a qualitative study.  To diminish this effect, data 

were gathered from a number of sources, including direct observations, interviews, and 

artifacts.  Further, to diminish the effect an outside observer can have on a research 

setting, I chose to interact as little as possible with the students and the teacher during the 

time I spent in this classroom.  Finally, I was in the field a short time during this study 

and all observations occurred at the end of the school year.  To control for this limitation, 

I collected over 21 additional hours of interview data before, during, and after fieldwork.  

The teacher also assured me that the instruction I observed was fairly representative of 

instruction throughout the school year, as did the focus children.  

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

The remainder of this report is organized into five major sections.  In Chapter 

Two, I summarize the research on the physical text environment in elementary 

classrooms, on reading instruction, and on the role of the teacher in reading development.  
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In this same chapter, I explore the view of literacy as a social practice that provided a 

theoretical framework for this study.  Chapter Three is a description of the research 

methodology that guided this study.  In Chapter Four, I present the findings of this study 

that relate to the teacher.  In Chapter Five, I present the findings that relate to the children 

in this study.  In Chapter Six I briefly summarize all previous chapters and offer 

discussions, implications, and suggestions for future research.   
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 

 The purpose of this study was to identify and describe the instructional 

literacy practices of a second-grade teacher that would help to explain why her lowest 

achieving readers were successful with reading.  This teacher was selected because she 

provided her students with a print-rich environment and her students had good, 

conceptual understandings of literacy.  The literature that informed this study is from 

various fields, including educational psychology, sociolinguistics, and research on 

classroom teaching and literacy instruction.  I initially discuss relevant literature on 

instructional environments and literacy instruction as a way of situating this study in the 

field of literacy education.  I then focus on the role of the print-environment in reading 

instruction and then discuss effective teaching practices. Finally, I situate this study 

within a theoretical framework that attempts to broaden the definition of literacy to that 

of a social practice. 

INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENTS AND READING INSTRUCTION 

The Role of Print-Rich Environments in Literacy Instruction 

 There appears to be wide agreement within the field of reading research 

about the role of print-rich environments in literacy development, although describing 

that role has been a complex process (Cambourne, 2000; Loughlin & Ivener, 1987).  

Researchers describe classrooms in which young children are learning to read and write 

as “flooded” with print (Cambourne, 2000), “filled” with print (Pressley, Rankin, and 

Yokoi, 1996), and even as “print laboratories” (Searfoss & Readence, 1983).  The 
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literature about print in classrooms has expanded from descriptive studies to studies that 

link reading achievement to print-rich environments.  

One of the earliest studies of print access and instruction in early childhood 

environments was conducted by Morrow in 1982.  She observed the physical 

characteristics of library corners in 30 nursery rooms, 37 kindergarten classrooms, 32 

first grade classrooms, and 34, second grade classrooms in suburban and urban areas 

throughout New Jersey.  Morrow described the observed classroom library corners as 

poorly designed or nonexistent.  She found that no time was set-aside for children to use 

books and that children rarely, if ever, used the library corners during free-play periods.  

Similarly, she found that many early childhood classrooms did not provide regular 

literature programs and that teachers read only occasionally to their students. 

Exploring print environments further, Morrow and Weinstein (1982) found that 

when library centers in kindergarten classrooms contained many books and were 

physically inviting, students increased their activity in these centers.  Morrow and 

Weinstein found positive correlations between the frequent interaction by children with 

literature during free play and the use of literature by teachers.  Additionally, planned 

literature activities by the teachers led to an increase in student interests in books.   

In a study of the relationship between student reading achievement and print 

environment, Taylor, Blum and Logsdon (1986) helped 13 kindergarten teachers to 

implement a classroom environment in which children could develop initial literacy 

concepts easily and naturally.  The premise of the project was to help children see that 

print is functional, meaningful, and opens new possibilities for them.  The researchers 

then examined the implementation of training by examining the print environment of 

these 13 classrooms.  Texts in the high-implementing classrooms were clearly student-

generated and displayed more prominently than in non-implementing classrooms.  Print 
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in high-implementing classrooms was interactional and reflected ongoing activity.  

Further observations in the high-implementing classrooms indicated the print represented 

multiple and varied stimuli for reading and writing, was integrated across classroom 

activities, was routinized, and allowed for scaffolding throughout the year.  In addition, 

the print was centered on children’s interests, language, and purposes.  Children in the 

high-implementing classrooms outperformed children in the low-implementing 

classrooms on all measures of reading performance, such as linguistic awareness, concept 

of print, and “basic prereading skills” (p. 136).   

Loughlin and Ivener (1987) examined 22 first and second grade classrooms that 

were nominated as “high literacy environments” by literacy professionals.  The authors 

described the literacy environment and children’s literacy behaviors in those classrooms 

and developed the Survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli to examine children’s access to 

print and other literacy stimuli as a result of their inspections.  The authors described 

these “high literacy” classrooms as organized into clearly defined areas for children’s use 

of literacy and as well stocked with literacy materials.  Much of the print in the 

environment was child-produced (child written messages).  Recording tools and 

materials, references, and books were visible and within children’s reach in every area, 

and children in the classrooms engaged in many voluntary literacy activities.  Teachers 

provided access to displayed literacy stimuli throughout the day and consciously 

structured the day to optimize the opportunity to access and respond to the environment.   

Snow and her colleagues (Snow, Barnes, Chandler, Goodman, & Hemphill, 1991) 

sought to identify classroom factors that affected the literacy achievement of elementary 

school children (second, fourth, and sixth graders) from low-income families.  They 

found that classrooms that provided access to challenging and stimulating literacy 

materials, including basals, workbooks, dictionaries and other reference materials, trade 
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books that represent a wide range of difficulty levels, and frequent visits to the library 

were linked to measures of vocabulary growth.  Additionally, children who had 

experiences with reports, narratives, and other longer forms of writing showed more 

substantial gains in vocabulary and word recognition than students who did not.  In short 

the authors found that rich literacy environments and a teacher’s “exploitation of 

instructional strategies and materials that go beyond the basics of teaching reading can 

compensate for less than ideal home environments” (Snow et al., 1991, p. 86). 

Neuman and Roskos (1993) manipulated children’s access to and interaction with 

print in an intervention study in play areas of Head Start schools.  Seeking to increase the 

frequency with which these young children engaged with literacy-related activities and 

their understanding of the print, the play areas in these classrooms were adapted to 

resemble authentic literacy contexts, and prototypical literacy objects were inserted into 

the play areas.  For example, the research team created a doctor’s office and filled it with 

literacy objects children would see at their doctor’s office including such items as memo 

pads and telephone books.  Parent-teachers were asked to “actively assist young children 

in their literacy-related play.” (p. 103).  Children’s interactions with these objects were 

recorded.  The findings were promising—the frequency of engagement with literacy 

related activities and environmental word reading increased as a result of the immersion 

within these print environments and interactions with adults.   

Fractor, Woodruff, Martinez, and Teale (1993) documented the number and types 

of trade books and examined the design of 183 elementary classroom library centers.  

The majority of the classrooms studied contained trade books for children and 44% had 

classroom libraries of some sort.  However, of the classroom libraries, 89% were 

characterized as only “basic” (containing one book per child).  Only 4% of the classroom 

libraries were characterized as “excellent” (containing at least eight books per child).  
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The four classroom libraries characterized as “excellent” also contained class published 

books, videotapes, author information, and writing materials in addition to trade books.  

Additionally, these classrooms contained high-quality children’s literature, including a 

variety of genres (stories, informational books, and poetry), books of varying difficulty 

levels, and books that represented the cultural and ethnic diversity of their community. 

In an examination of the nature of effective primary instruction, Pressley, Rankin, 

and Yokoi (1996) studied the instructional practices of 83 primary teachers nominated by 

their supervisors as “effective.”  The teachers were asked to generate three lists of 

practices they believed to be “essential” in their literacy instruction with good readers, 

average readers, and “weak” readers (p. 367).  The responses were used to develop a 

questionnaire and teachers were then asked to assess their reading and writing instruction.  

The results suggested that effective classrooms were filled with print.  The teachers 

described their classrooms as containing libraries, student work, chart stories and poems, 

lists of words, labels and signs, and learning centers.  In addition, the teachers reported 

that they often read to their students.    

Other researchers investigated the influence of teacher philosophies and beliefs on 

the implementation of print environments. Dowhower and Beagle (1998) explored the 

print environment of eighteen teachers in the Midwest who described themselves as 

either conventional or holistic teachers of reading. Overall, the classroom print 

environments were “less than optimal and in many cases impoverished”  (p. 179), 

regardless of the geographical location of the classroom (urban, suburban, or rural) or 

philosophical beliefs of the teacher.  The researchers concluded that teachers gave less 

attention to the print environment of the classroom than other curricular concerns. 

To explore the effects of placing books in print-impoverished classrooms, 

Neuman (1999) placed 18,000 books in more than 300 child-care centers.  In addition, 
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she provided instruction for the teachers on how to use the books.  According to Neuman, 

the book floods set off a “chain reaction” that led to physical changes in the classroom.  

These changes further enhanced the children’s access to and engagement with print.  

Read alouds occurred more often, and positive changes in the teacher-child literacy 

interactions were documented.  Qualitative and statistical analyses of early literacy 

measures showed that students in the intervention groups made gains that were still 

evident at an eight-month follow up after the end of the study.   

McGill-Franzen, Allington, Yokoi, and Brooks (1999) also examined the effects 

of providing books to kindergarteners while enhancing their teachers’ instructional 

routines involving these books.  Three groups of classrooms participated in this study: 

teachers in Group 1 received books and instruction on how to use the books, teachers in 

Group 2 received books only, and the third group of teachers received no books and no 

instruction (control group). The authors found that Group 1 teachers read significantly 

more to their students than the other teachers (twice as much as the Group 2 teachers) and 

displayed the books more attractively than did the Group 2 teachers.  In addition, the 

teachers in the training group provided more extensive and planned displays of a variety 

of print materials including examples of student written work when compared with 

Groups 2 and 3.  More importantly, the children in Group 1 achieved significantly higher 

scores on every measure of literacy development when compared with the other groups.  

The authors concluded while it is important to provide classrooms with books, it is 

critical that teachers know what to do with those books.    

Elley (2000) reviewed book flood studies that were conducted between 1980 and 

1999 in a number of developing countries and discussed implications for raising literacy 

levels.  Each study included intervention and comparison groups.  Intervention teachers 

were given approximately 100 high-quality books each and instruction on how to use the 
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books while the comparison teachers received neither.  The combination of books and 

instruction showed consistently positive effects on language, literacy, and learning.  In 

fact, according to Elley, “The evidence is now strong that it is possible to double the rate 

of reading acquisition of Third World pupils with a ‘Book Flood.’”   

In an investigation of the types of texts offered to children of varying 

socioeconomic backgrounds, Duke (2000) examined the informational print environment 

of 20, first grade classrooms in the greater Boston-area.  Duke documented the displayed 

print, materials in the class libraries, and classroom activities that involved print.  She 

found an overall scarcity of informational texts, particularly in low-income classrooms.  

She also found that an average of only 3.6 minutes of the students’ day was spent 

engaged with informational text.  Duke described the findings of her study as missed 

opportunities “to prepare students for informational reading and writing they will 

encounter in later schooling” and “to use informational text to motivate more students’ 

interest in literacy in their present lives”  (p. 220).  Duke described the lack of 

informational text in low-income schools as a particular concern as students from these 

backgrounds are not being given the opportunity to develop this important form of 

“semiotic capital” or “the ability to read and write informational texts” (p. 220).  Duke 

speculated that the performance on reading assessments by minority and low-income 

students is tied to the lack of pre-fourth grade informational text experiences they receive.  

Duke suggested several strategies for addressing the scarcity of informational texts in 

elementary classrooms as a way of equalizing reading achievement, including teacher and 

parent education.   

Hoffman, Sailors, Beretvas, and Duffy (2003) described the relationship between 

the components of the literate environment in elementary classrooms and student reading 

achievement.  Participating in this study were 33 teachers, grades kindergarten through 
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fifth across Texas, New York, South Dakota, Indianapolis, and Florida.  Using a Likert-

type scale, observers rated and described the various texts located in classrooms, 

students’ use of those texts, and the teachers’ and students’ understandings of the 

classroom texts.  Their findings suggested that growth in reading achievement was 

statistically correlated with rich environments where students were engaged with high-

quality texts. Student growth in reading achievement was also statistically correlated with 

teachers’ elaborated understandings of the role of the classroom texts in reading 

instruction. 

In addition to these specific studies focused on the classroom literacy 

environment, there have been at least three major programs of research that have 

documented the importance of the classroom literacy environment for student reading 

achievement.  A major finding in these studies was that learning to read occurs best in 

classrooms where children are provided opportunities to read, write, and talk about texts 

in literacy-rich environments (Metsala, Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, Rankin, Mistretta, 

& Ettenberger, 1997; Morrow, Tracey, Woo, & Pressley, 1999; Pressley, Rankin, & 

Yokoi, 1996;Wharton-McDonald, Pressley & Hampston, 1998; Taylor, Pearson, Clark & 

Walpole, 1999). 

A summary of the literature indicates that the role of a print-rich environment is 

central to literacy development.  Children achieve more in classrooms in which they are 

surrounded by a variety of print, and increasing students’ access to print positively 

influences literacy development.  However, being immersed in a print-rich environment 

is not enough.  Students must be engaged with the print in order to make progress.  In 

addition, the role of the teacher is crucial—when children have access to print, books, 

and a knowledgeable teacher, they are more likely to read (e.g., Worthy & McKool, 
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1996) and succeed in reading achievement (e.g., McGill-Franzen et al., 1999).  The 

following section focuses on the student engagement and the role of the teacher.   

Time to be Actively Engaged in Literacy Instruction 

“Time on task” is a critical variable in student achievement, and effective teachers 

structure their lessons to provide students with more instructional time during the school 

day (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1977).  Rosenshine and Stevens (1986) expanded the 

definition of time on task by coining the phrase “engaged time on task” as the time when 

a student is actively working on a task (e.g., reading orally or silently, contemplating an 

assignment, writing an answer to a question).  Building on Rosenshine and Berliner’s 

work, reading researchers documented the strong correlations between reading 

achievement and the time students spend reading in classrooms (Allington & Johnson, 

2000; Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 

1985; Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1992; Donahue et al., 2001; Rupley, Wise, & Logan, 

1986; Taylor et al., 2000).  

Similar to earlier studies, a large federal study of schools that served many low-

income students (Knapp, 1995) revealed a large variance in the amount and types of 

reading and writing activities.  Students in upper elementary grades read between 5 

minutes per day to approximately 48 minutes per day.  Not surprisingly, Knapp found 

that classrooms with higher achievement were those in which students were engaged in 

substantially more actual reading and writing activities.  Other national studies have 

yielded similar results.  Studies of teacher effectiveness (Allington & Johnson, 2001; 

Pressley et al., 2001; Taylor et al., 2000), indicated students in the classrooms of effective 

teachers read and wrote two or three times as much as their peers every day, all year.  

First graders in these more effective classrooms read approximately 20-30 little books 
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(small books that follow an instructional design) each week, as compared to the 3 to 5 

little books read by their peers in less effective classrooms.  Fourth graders in classrooms 

of both more and less effective teachers read content-area textbooks; however, students in 

more effective classrooms read between 20 to 50 books in addition to their textbooks 

(Allington & Cunningham, 2002). 

Appropriate Difficulty 
 

Not only must students be engaged in reading, but the difficulty of the texts must 

also be taken into consideration for students to move forward in their reading 

development.  In his seminal study, Berliner (1981) investigated the relationship between 

task difficulty and achievement gains in elementary students.  The Beginning Teacher 

Evaluation Study (Berliner, 1981) defined three student success rates:  High (students 

worked at tasks that were considered easy); moderate (students showed partial mastery of 

tasks that were considered intermediate tasks); and low (students made many errors with 

tasks that were considered hard).  The success rate of the task had a direct impact on 

student learning: Greater learning was linked to tasks completed with higher rates of 

success and were linked to improved student attitude.  Easy tasks produced moderate 

successes related to learning and hard tasks produced negative results on learning, off 

task behaviors, and negative attitudes by the students.   

Similar research demonstrated the effectiveness of low oral reading error rates 

and improved student learning.  Betts (1946) suggested that students should read texts 

that they can read successfully.  It has now become widely accepted that readers should 

be given multiple opportunities to engage in easy texts as a way of experiencing success 

with reading and practice in reading fluently (Gambrell, Wilson, and Gannt, 1981; Roller, 
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1998).  Similarly, readers need to be given opportunities to read “instructional” (Betts, 

1946) texts to practice the skills and strategies they are learning (Roller, 1998).   

The Role of the Teacher 

Scholars have agreed for some time that the single best weapon against reading 

failure in schools is a qualified teacher (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  Recent studies 

on teacher effectiveness conducted in “beating the odds” schools—those with a 

“reputation for producing higher-than-expected results in reading with low-income 

populations” (Taylor et al., 1999)—found similarities in the instructional reading 

practices of “accomplished” elementary teachers across all grade levels.  High on the list 

of how these teachers taught were small group literacy lessons.  First and second grade 

teachers supplemented explicit phonics instruction with coaching techniques in which 

they taught students strategies for applying phonics to their everyday reading.  

Additionally, first, second, and third grade teachers employed higher-level questions in 

discussions of text with students and asked students to write in response to reading, 

although the researchers were admittedly disappointed in the lack of explicit 

comprehension instruction in these classrooms (Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 

2000).  The researchers suggested that reading was clearly a priority in these classrooms, 

across grade levels. 

Synthesizing current studies of what he called “enormously effective elementary 

school teachers” (p. 62), Allington (2002) described the curriculum of these teachers as 

multisourced, multileveled, and integrated.  That is, their curriculum materials reflected 

the varying levels of student abilities and proficiencies and supported student growth 

toward independence.  Furthermore, these exemplary teachers offered small group 

instruction for their students with a limited reliance on whole-group instruction.  These 
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highly effective teachers also modeled and demonstrated literacy skills and strategies 

within a larger context.  That is, they provided opportunities for their students to practice 

the skill or strategy in isolation and then returned to the application of the skill or strategy 

within the context of reading or writing.  These teachers also offered their students 

“managed choices”—not everyone was reading the same book, writing the same essay, or 

doing the same project.  The tasks set forth by the teachers for the students to complete 

were “open tasks,” such as written responses to readings.  There were no “right” answers.  

In addition, the teachers in these classrooms fostered self-monitoring strategies in their 

students—the students were encouraged to be responsible for their own work and 

behavior.  Finally, the teachers focused on the whole child, including the social, 

emotional, and academic needs of their students.  The teachers were experts on every 

child (Allington, 2002).  

Implicit in most current research  (e.g., Pressley et al., 1996; Taylor et al., 1999) is 

the idea that the actions, characteristics, and behaviors of effective teachers are what 

matters most for reading instruction with all students as well as for struggling readers.  

Hoffman and his colleagues (Hoffman, McCarthey, Elliott, Bayles, Price, Ferree, & 

Abbott, 1998) described “principled” teachers as those who make a difference in the 

reading development of their students because they make instructional decisions based on 

the selection and adaptation of ideas from a variety of ideologies, methods, materials, and 

programs.  Additionally, principled teachers make instructional decisions based on the 

needs of their students and their vision for reading instruction (Duffy, 1998; Hoffman & 

Duffy, 1999).  
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USING, UNDERSTANDING, AND VALUING TEXTS:  A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This study follows the framework of research conducted by the New Literacy 

Studies group (see for example, Barton, 1994; Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Gee, 1999; 

Street, 1995), which has become a prevailing tenet in the field of literacy research 

(Brandt & Clinton, 2003).  Literacy, from this perspective, is “what a society does with 

literacy” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 7) and the understanding of literacy practices 

involves “studying both texts and the practices surrounding those texts” (Barton, 1994, p. 

58).   

Texts are “permanent and material evidence” (Tusting, 2000, p. 43) of the literacy 

practices of a community and the characteristics of those texts are the observable aspects 

of literacy (Ormerod & Ivanic, 2000).  However, texts in a community are not static sets 

of physical objects that simply surround people.  Texts are part of a dynamic social 

context that impacts and is impacted by those around it (Brandt & Clinton, 2003).  A 

description of the texts in concert with how the members of the society use, think about, 

talk about, and make sense of the texts is necessary to fully infer and understand the 

literacy practices of a community (Barton, 1998).  These inferences then become 

indicative of the role literacy plays in the lives of the members of the society (Barton & 

Hamilton, 1998; Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Langer, 1987).   

How does one capture and describe the literacy practices of a community?  Barton 

(2000) offered a suggestion for carrying out research based on the framework of the New 

Literacy Studies group.  First, he suggested that a domain or domains in which the 

research will focus should be identified.  The researcher should then take the following 

steps: 

• Observe the visual environment of the chosen domain; 
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• Focus on the particular literacy events and document them; 

• Identify texts and observe how the texts are used in particular literacy events and 

analyze the practices around the texts; and 

• Interview the people about their practices, how they make sense of them, and their 

feelings and attitudes toward them (p. 178). 

I used Barton’s steps in conducting this study; I explain these steps in Chapter 3. 

WHY THIS STUDY?  WHY THESE CHILDREN? 

From birth, children are surrounded with acts of reading and writing (Bruner, 

1986).  Seeking to become members of the “literacy club” themselves (Smith, 1987), 

children develop a strong sense of what literacy is and the role it plays in the lives of the 

people closest to them—their family and community.  Learning to read and write in 

school is an induction into another group of people who use, think about, understand, and 

value literacy (Barton, 1994; Heath, 1983) in very particular ways.   

 Newcomers to literacy (Gee, 1999) may include children with limited 

access to print (Neuman & Celano, 2001) or those from communities in which literacy is 

used in ways that differ from the mainstream (Barton, 1998; Heath, 1983).  Learning to 

read is a struggle for these children.  Theorists such as Street have challenged educators 

to teach children “ways of being in the [literate] world” (Gee, 1989, p. 6) as a way of 

bringing newcomers into the world of academic literacy. Because literacy practices 

“connect people to one another” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 9), it is imperative that 

newcomers to academic literacy are given opportunities to engage with texts and are 

given opportunities to learn how those texts impact and are impacted by those in their 

classroom community.   
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 I situated this study in the literature that calls for a description of the types 

of texts offered to students within a print-rich classroom and the opportunities to interact 

with those texts.  I used the framework of literacy as a social practice to include the 

teacher’s intentions and purposes for literacy in her instructional practices.  I also 

investigated the struggling readers’ understandings and valuing of literacy as a way of 

adding to the knowledge of quality reading instruction with poor and minority students.   
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Chapter 3: Methods 

 

The primary goal of this study was to identify and describe the instructional 

literacy practices of a teacher who was successful with struggling readers inside a print-

rich environment.  This study is interpretive in nature (Erickson, 1986) and follows case 

study research methods (Merriam, 2001).  As a “privileged observer,” (Wolcott, 1988) I 

had “no public role other than researcher” (p. 193), and had no interaction with the 

students outside of the informal interviews.  Data collection took place over a three-

month period (March-May) and involved one classroom in an urban school district in the 

southwest.  In this chapter, I present a description of the procedures I followed for data 

collection and analysis.   

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 In order to identify and describe those aspects of this teacher’s 

instructional literacy practices that may have contributed to her struggling readers’ 

successes with and understandings of literacy, I sought answers to the following research 

questions: 

1. What kinds of texts and opportunities to engage with those texts does this 

teacher make available to her lowest achieving readers? 

2. What are the teacher’s intentions and purposes in providing these 

opportunities for her lowest achieving readers? 

3. How do the lowest achieving readers in this classroom talk about reading and 

writing? 
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DATA COLLECTION 

The Setting 
 

The selection of the teacher involved in this study and her four struggling readers 

was purposeful in nature (Erlandson, Allen, Harris & Skipper, 1993).  At the time of the 

study, this third-year teacher was a participant in a larger, longitudinal study sponsored 

by the International Reading Association.  This study, under the auspices of the National 

Commission for Excellence in Reading Teacher Preparation, followed a group of 

beginning teachers during their first three years of teaching.  The Commission 

documented the literacy environments of the classrooms of these fifty-six teachers. 

During the final two years of the study, observers used the Text Interview, Text In-Use, 

and Text-Interview (TEX-IN3) Observation System (Hoffman, 2002) to collect 

classroom data.  This instrument quantitatively evaluates three aspects of the literacy 

environment of elementary classrooms.   

First, the instrument measures the range and qualities of texts located in 

classrooms.  The instrument is designed to rate the print environment on a scale from 1 

(inadequate print environment) to 5 (print-rich environment).  A classroom rated as 

“inadequate” is severely limited and is not able to serve as a resource for students.  

Classrooms that are rated as “print rich environments” are rich print resources for 

students.  The quantities, qualities, and range of texts in print-rich classrooms are 

extensive.  There is obvious attention to the texts; particular attention has been given to 

the development levels of the texts.  Additionally, the texts are representative of the 

cultural and linguistic diversity of the students in the classroom.  The instrument also 

quantitatively measures engagement of the students and teacher with those texts.   
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In addition, the instrument measures what three students in the classroom (a high 

reader, an on-grade reader, and a struggling reader) understand about the texts in their 

classroom based on a scale that ranges from 1 (no knowledge) to a 5 (elaborated/enriched 

understanding).  Students who are rated as having “no knowledge” demonstrate no 

knowledge or very little knowledge of the texts in their classroom.  The sense is that the 

texts are there but not used by anyone with any frequency or purpose.  Students who are 

rated as having an “elaborated understanding” on the other hand, talk about the texts as 

valuable and useful for their learning.  They express critical insight into the why the texts 

are found in their classroom and appear to value the texts.  

Finally, the instrument measures the intentions for and valuing of the texts in the 

classroom by the teacher.  These intentions and valuing of the teachers is rated on a scale 

that ranges from 1 (no knowledge) to 5 (elaborated/enriched).  Teachers who are rated as 

having “no knowledge” have done little to personally enrich the text environment beyond 

what is provided by the school.  They demonstrate no apparent awareness that the text 

environment is limited.  On the other hand, teachers who are rated as having an 

“elaborate/enriched” understanding of the texts in the classroom, value and use the texts 

in their classroom on a regular basis and shown considerable personal initiative in the 

creation of the text environment.  A more detailed description of the instrument used 

appears in Appendix A.   

During the second year of the study, Hoffman and his colleagues (Hoffman et al., 

2003) found 27 classrooms (half of the 52 classrooms observed) to be print-rich.  

Interestingly, struggling readers in only half of these 27 classrooms were rated as having 

either “good” or “enriched/elaborated” understandings of the texts in these print-rich 

classrooms.  During the final year of the study, the Commission found similar results—

almost half of the classrooms (31 out of 67) received ratings of “print-rich” (Hoffman et 
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al., 2003).  However, similar to the previous year, struggling readers in only 39% of these 

print-rich classrooms received ratings of “good” or “enriched/elaborated”.  Because these 

findings mirrored those of the previous year, I decided to study one of these classrooms 

in order to understand why struggling readers in some print-rich classrooms demonstrated 

such conceptual understandings of their environment. 

To choose a classroom that would be the focus of this study, I looked for a teacher 

from the Commission’s study who provided a print-rich environment for her students, 

whose struggling readers demonstrated “good” or “enriched conceptual understandings of 

their print environment, and who taught in Texas. The teacher who was the focus of this 

study was one of these teachers.  In addition, the selected focus teacher was highly 

recommended by her principal as being an effective teacher of struggling readers and 

writers.   

The Participants 

The Teacher 
 

At the time of this study, I had known Emma Riojas for approximately two years, 

primarily through her participation in the Commission’s study but also through her role 

as cooperating teacher for one of the preservice teachers I supervised.  In addition, we 

had mutual friends from the university.  Our relationship was in its earliest stages of 

development when I invited her (and she agreed) to participate in this study.   

Emma taught at Manning Elementary, a Pre K-6 school located in the central part 

of a large, urban city in the south.  This school serves a diverse population of 

approximately 350 students.  Students who attend this school are from the old-

neighborhood homes as well as the local homeless shelter, battered-women’s shelter, and 

graduate student housing.  This school has a 30% mobility rate, and 54% of the students 
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who attend are economically disadvantaged.  Additionally, 25% of the students are 

identified as Limited English Proficient students.  Because of the student population, 

Manning offers Bilingual and English as a Second Language programs in Spanish, 

Korean, and Chinese.  Table 1 illustrates the ethnic breakdown of students attending this 

school. 

Table 1:  Population of students by Ethnic Group 

Ethnic Group Percentage of students 

African American 12% 

Asian 17% 

Hispanic 36% 

White 35% 

 

It is the mission of the school “to educate children with positive attitudes, 

academic foundations, and a life-long love of learning.”  The school enjoys high parental 

involvement, according to the principal. 

At the time of this study, Emma, a Hispanic, 39-year old female, was in her third 

year of teaching.  She received her undergraduate degree in Applied Learning and 

Development with a specialization in reading.  She was certified to teach English as a 

Second Language.  Emma grew up in Mission, Texas, with Spanish as her first language.  

She is the mother of twin, eleven-year old daughters.  At the time of this study, there 

were 20 students enrolled in her class; these students were fairly representative of the 

ethnic and socioeconomic diversity of the larger school.   

Emma’s principal considered her to be an effective teacher who met the needs of 

all of her students and went beyond normal expectations in meeting those needs.  He also 
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described her as “brilliant, caring, and funny.”  Emma influenced both the teachers at her 

grade level and teachers across the larger campus.  For example, Emma began doing 

Learning Celebrations, public presentations in which students and parents came together 

to celebrate learning, with her students during her first year of teaching.  Excitement from 

these presentations spread over the years, and Learning Celebrations became a part of the 

curriculum across the entire school.   

After I selected Emma as the focus teacher of this study, she helped me select 

students from her classroom who would serve as the focus students of this study.  We 

chose the four lowest performing students in her class, based on reading assessments 

administered at the beginning of the school year and Emma’s observations of her 

students. Emma also helped me obtained consent from all focus students’ parents or 

guardians.   

Because I was interested in studying the instructional literacy practices of a 

teacher who not only provided a print rich environment for her students, but also one 

whose lowest achieving readers had good, conceptual understandings of literacy, I 

wanted to establish that the lowest achieving readers in this classroom did have those 

kinds of understandings.  I used the interview portion of the TEX-IN3 instrument 

(Hoffman, 2002).  I selected texts that were in their classroom and asked the focus 

students to tell me what those texts were, what they were used for, who used them, and 

what they liked about those texts.  All students indicated in these preliminary interviews a 

good understanding of the texts in their classrooms.  Because of their scores on the 

interview portion of the TEX-IN3 (Hoffman, 2002), I decided that this was, in fact, the 

classroom in which I would conduct this study.  In the next section, I describe the 

children who served as the focus students for this study. 
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The Students 

Kimberly 

Emma identified Kimberly, a seven-year old Mexican-American girl, as one of 

the lowest achieving readers in this classroom.  Although Kimberly scored a 20 on her 

beginning Directed Reading Assessment (Beaver, 1996), an early second grade level.  

Emma considered Kimberly to be a struggling reader early in the year because Spanish 

was her first language.  Her teacher felt that her second-language learner status, “made 

her struggle with oral language learning.”  Kimberly agreed to participate after “thinking 

about it.”  

 
Claudia 

 

Claudia, a Mexican-American, eight-year old girl, was identified as one of the 

lowest achieving readers, as indicated by her score of a 16 on the DRA, administered in 

late August.  This corresponded roughly to an end-of-first grade reading level.  She 

eagerly agreed to participate in this study when invited. 

 
Kenny 

Kenny, an eight-year old, African American boy, began the year as a struggling 

reader, scoring at a level 14 on the DRA, administered by his teacher in late August.  This 

level corresponded roughly to a mid-year, first grade reading level. He had served as a 

focus student in the larger IRA study and agreed to continue his participation in this 

study.   



31 

Sean 

Emma also identified Sean, a seven-year old African American boy, as one of the 

lowest achieving readers in this classroom.  He began the year also at a level 16 on the 

DRA, corresponding to an end-of-first grade reading level.  He eagerly agreed to 

participate when invited.   

Data Collected 

Data collection for this study took place between March and May of 2002.  I 

visited the classroom ten times, and all visits lasted the entire school day.  I collected data 

on the physical classroom environment, interactions of focus students in literacy events 

(of which 15% were taped and transcribed) and interview data. I present a description of 

each data source below.   

Data Source 1:Describing the Context—The Overall Classroom Environment 

I collected data on the physical text environment of this classroom as a way of 

setting the context for the description of the interactions with text that took place during 

my observations.  I documented descriptions of the various types of text based on the 

categories found in the TEX-IN3 (Hoffman, 2002).  A brief description of each text type 

I documented is located in Appendix B.  I described each text located in the classroom 

based on its location and accessibility for children, developmental appropriateness, 

authorship, ownership (public/personal), quantity, variety, format, and genre.  An 

example of one such category, Tradebooks, appears in Appendix C.   With each 

classroom visit, I carefully noted changes in the text environment, such as the appearance 

of the celebratory display entitled, “Classroom Poetry.”  The following is an excerpt from 

my field notes: 
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4/23/02—New display in the back of the classroom, hanging in the doorway of 
the storage room—“Classroom Poetry by the Gators.”  This display is large and 
colorful.  On it, Emma has displayed twelve poems by a variety of authors— one 
by Douglas Florian (focus of author study), eight by previous second-graders, and 
three current second-graders (none of my students is represented). Nice 
combination.  All are illustrated (Florian’s has a picture drawn by teacher)—all 
others are student illustrated. Display is colorful, inviting, and accessible to 
students.  Additionally, it looks like there is room for more poems to be displayed. 

In addition to the descriptive notes I collected, digital images of the various types 

of texts located in this classroom also became a part of the data I analyzed.  I collected 

approximately 40 images during my time in this classroom.   

Data Source 2—Observations  

To address the first research question, “What kinds of texts and opportunities to 

engage with those texts does this teacher make available for her struggling readers?” I 

collected observational data that were focused on the opportunities to engage with 

“literacy events,” those events in which “a piece of writing is integral to the nature of the 

participants’ interactions and their interpretive processes” (Heath, 1982, p. 93).  Simply 

stated, I documented the opportunities to read or write that this teacher provided to her 

four lowest achieving readers.  The documentation of literacy events began as soon as the 

teacher provided an opportunity to engage with a text.  I completed the documentation of 

the event if the teacher ended the event or provided an opportunity to engage in a new 

event (using a different text).  When multiple texts were used in an event (both integral to 

the event), I considered both together as part of one event and described it as such.  For 

example, during one observation, Claudia was at the big book center using a big book 

and her center journal to gather words that contained the hard and soft g sounds.  

During literacy events, I documented the following information: The texts 

involved, the setting, the participants, the nature of the interactions with the texts, and the 
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frequency and duration of the literacy event (Barton, 1998; Hamilton, 2000; Merriam, 

1988).  I include an example of the documentation of one such literacy event in Appendix 

D.  My observations took place only in Emma’s classroom.  My observations spanned the 

school day I captured interactions with literacy events across the curriculum.  In addition, 

I taped and transcribed approximately 15% of the observed literacy events—one event 

that involved only the teacher and one of my focus students, one event that involved a 

small group (including one of my focus students) and three events that involved the entire 

class.  

During my observations in this classroom, I was careful to document only what I 

observed; that is, I wrote without making interpretations or evaluations.  Emma had asked 

if she would be allowed to “see” my field notes and I gave her access to these notes.  I 

kept a separate file that Wolcott (1995) called “notes on notes” (p. 97).  At the end of 

each day (or at least within 24 hours of my observations), I re-read my field notes on 

observed literacy events and interview transcripts and made notes in my Personal Notes.  

These notes were personal, operational, and theoretical in nature (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990). It was here that I collected notes about my feelings, understandings, and 

interpretations about my data (personal notes).  In some cases, these notes served to help 

me improve my data collection (methodological notes) while other notes in this file 

served to help me in my inductive thinking about my data (operational notes).  I then 

inserted these notes into my field notes prior to open analysis.  

Data Source 3:  Interviews 

Teacher Interviews 

To address the second research question, “What are the teacher’s intentions and 

purposes in providing these opportunities for her struggling readers?” I conducted an 
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additional 21 hours of interviews with the teacher.  I taped all interviews and transcribed 

them as soon as possible (usually within 72 hours).   My initial interview with the teacher 

took place before the first observational visit as a way of gathering descriptive 

information for the study, including a description of her reading and writing habits, 

demographic information about the school, and a description of her philosophy of reading 

instruction with struggling readers. Additionally, the teacher provided me with the 

following information on each of the focus students: Beginning reading level, strengths, 

and instructional concerns.   

 The teacher interviews took place throughout the study. I collected information 

on her purposes, intentions, valuing, and understanding of the observed literacy events.  

In some cases, I was able to interview her just after the event; in other cases, my 

interview had to wait until the end of the school day.  These interviews were semi-

structured.  I asked her questions like, “I saw ___ (child’s name) engaged with ____ 

(description of text).  Tell me about that.”  Depending on her response, I sometimes had 

to probe further and ask such questions as, “What is it for?”  “Who uses it?”  and “What 

is important about it?”   I conducted interviews with Emma on all observed literacy 

events.   

Additionally, throughout the data collection time period and well into data 

analysis, I continued to interact with the teacher.  These conversations took place over the 

telephone, through email, and in person.  I asked her to respond to the data I was 

collecting (i.e., “Is this representative of your instructional literacy practices in general?”) 

as well as my interpretations of her intentions and purposes.  These interactions served as 

member checking and yielded both more insight into the study and ensured that I was 

representing her intentions and purposes correctly.  In some cases, Emma responded to 

the labels I attached to occurrences in her teaching (i.e., “You might want to call these 
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story problems instead of word problems”) while in other cases, she explained answers to 

larger questions I had.  She said that my representation of her classroom and her 

intentions and understandings were accurate.  These interactions became a part of the 

data analyzed for this study.   
Student Interviews 

As a way of addressing the third research question, “What are the understandings 

of the observed engagements with texts by the struggling readers in this classroom?” I 

conducted informal interviews with each of the four focus students. These interviews 

helped to expand the understanding of the literacy practices of these classrooms by 

including as many perspectives as possible (Erlandson et al., 1993).  I interviewed these 

students, initially, for information on their reading and writing habits at home and at 

school.  I conducted these informal interviews during the students’ 30-minute lunchtime.  

This information provided me with a sense of who these students were as readers and 

writers.   

I collected information on what the students understood about the texts in their 

classrooms and their valuing of those texts as closely to the event as possible.  These 

interviews began with a statement such as, “I saw you with ____ (description of text) 

earlier.  Tell me about that.”  Depending on the response of the student, I sometimes had 

to probe further and ask such questions as, “What is it for?  Who else uses it?  and  “What 

do you think about it?” Because I wanted to be as unobtrusive as possible during my time 

in this classroom, not all students were interviewed for all observed events.  For 75% of 

the observed events, I interviewed all four students.  For the remaining observed events, I 

interviewed at least one student.  

If during an interview, a student turned the conversation to another text located 

within the classroom (that was not a part of the observed literacy event), the interview 
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data concerning that particular text was included in the analysis.  For example, Claudia 

and I were talking about a story I watched her write.  During the interview, she asked if I 

would like to see another of her stories, the “story hanging in the hallway that I really 

like.”  I taped and transcribed her discussion of that story, too. At other times during my 

visits to the classroom, at least one of the focus students would approach me eager to 

share what he or she had done in my absence.  Conversations around those texts also 

became part of the data collected and analyzed for this study.    

DATA ANALYSIS 

 Because data collection and analysis are “tightly interwoven” in 

qualitative research (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 59), I simultaneously collected and 

analyzed data throughout this study, with the most intense analysis occurring after all 

data had been collected.  I followed a grounded-theory perspective in this analysis 

(Strauss and Corbin, 1990).  I coded the raw data using NUD*IST (QSR, 2002), a 

qualitative research software program.  This software was helpful in organizing and 

managing the data as it was being analyzed. 

According to Strauss and Corbin (1990), theories are discovered, developed, and 

provisionally verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining 

to that phenomenon.  I open coded all data making interpretations with theoretical 

sensitivity (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).  This theoretical sensitivity is reached, according 

to Strauss and Corbin (1990), through the use of previous literature. However, according 

to these same authors, entering into a grounded theory study being steeped in the 

previous research may inhibit the findings of the research.  Therefore, according to 

Strauss and Corbin (1990), a researcher should enter into a study with some background 

understanding of the phenomenon being studied but should also be sensitive to 
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professional experience.  Professional experience makes the researcher more in tune with 

what is going on in the environment.  Following this line of thinking, I used my literature 

review and professional and personal experiences to guide my coding of the data.   

Initially, I coded the data by research questions.  For example, I assigned 

categories to the data, using such labels as “literacy event,” “teacher’s 

intentions/purposes,” and “understandings/valuing by students” to the data.  I then 

analyzed each category separately as a way of answering each research question.  I 

describe the analysis of each research questions below.  

Observational Data 

To answer the first research question, “What kinds of texts and opportunities to 

engage with those texts does this teacher make available for her struggling readers?” I 

used NUD*IST (QSR, 2002) to pull together all data coded as “literacy events.”  It was at 

this phase of analysis that the data were broken down into discrete parts.  Strauss and 

Corbin (1990) suggested asking basic questions such as Who? What? When? Where? 

How?  How much? and Why? when analyzing data such as these.  I followed this line of 

analysis, and supplemented it with the framework set forth by Barton (2000).  Properties 

in this framework include the setting, duration, participants (their interactions with the 

texts as well as role within the event), texts involved, and the nature of each event (such 

as the authenticity and control by students).  I employed constant comparison methods 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to examine similarities and differences among and between the 

properties of this category.   

As I analyzed this set of data, the codes began to link together and larger 

categories of uses began to emerge for the observed literacy events.  For example, the 

data showed that this teacher seemed to provide her students with multiple opportunities 
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to engage in whole group literacy events while she wrote on a chart what the students 

said.  This “axial coding” (Strauss and Corbin, 1990) served as a “set of procedures 

whereby data are put back together in new ways after open coding, by making 

connections between categories” (p. 96).  

Interview Data 

For the second research question, “What are the teacher’s intentions and purposes 

in providing these opportunities for her struggling readers?” I followed a similar analysis.  

I used NUD*IST (QSR, 2002) to pull together all instances of data coded as “teacher’s 

intentions and purposes.”  I then used a constant-comparison method to find similarities 

and differences between these coded data.  These codes began to link together into 

themes.  For example, I linked the codes of “to teach others,” “to present to others,” and 

“language used mirrors that used by experts” into the theme of “creation of identity as 

‘expert.’”  

I followed a similar set of procedures for the final research question, “What are 

the understandings of the observed literacy events by the struggling readers in this 

classroom?”  Once again using NUD*IST (QSR, 2002), I pulled together all instances of 

“student understanding and valuing,” and sorted them by each focus student.  Using 

constant-comparison, I looked for similarities and differences within a case-study 

framework for each child.   

Generating Themes 

I then used Merriam’s (2001) guidelines to determine the efficacy of my 

categories—the first of which is that they “should reflect the purpose of the research” (p. 

183).  I revisited my original research questions and checked to see that all categories 
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were relevant to my research questions.  I checked to see that I placed all data that 

seemed important or relative to the study in one of the developing categories, that is, all 

categories were “exhaustive.”  Similarly, I ensured that the categories were “mutually 

exclusive,” meaning that each unit of data was placed into one and only one category.  I 

checked to see that all categories were “sensitized” to the data they represented and that 

the categories were “conceptually congruent,” meaning that the same level of abstraction 

characterized all categories at the same level.  Finally, I searched through the data one 

last time, looking for “more and better units of relevant information” (Merriam, 2001) for 

each category, thus ensuring my report of findings would be as robust as possible.  I 

present the categories that emerged as a result of my analysis in Chapters 4 and 5.  

ISSUES OF TRUSTWORTHINESS 

Producing valid and reliable knowledge in an ethical manner is a concern of all 

research and is referred to as trustworthiness in qualitative research (Merriam, 2001).  I 

attempted to establish trustworthiness throughout this study in several ways.  First, I 

turned to Emma often during the study and asked her if my thinking was plausible.  On a 

regular basis, the teacher and I met to discuss the emerging categories of the 

opportunities she provided to engage with literacy events and her intentions and purposes 

for this engagement.  Merriam (2001) refers to this as member checking.  Second, I 

collected data from various sources, including observations and interviews, which is one 

way of ensuring dependability and consistency of findings, according to Merriam (2001).  

Finally, I provide a rich, thick description in the following two chapters as a way of 

ensuring transferability to other classroom settings.   
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Chapter 4:  Findings Related to the Teacher 

The purpose of this study was to examine and describe the instructional literacy 

practices of a teacher who was successful in moving her struggling readers toward 

independence in reading and toward good, conceptual understandings of literacy within a 

print-rich environment.  I present the findings as a case study (Merriam, 2001).  Within 

this chapter, I first answer the two research questions related to the teacher.  In addressing 

the first research question, “What kinds of texts and opportunities to engage with those 

texts does this teacher make available to her struggling readers?” I first provide a 

description of the learning and literate environment of the classroom.  I then directly 

address the research question by providing a description of literacy events I observed.   

To address the second research question, “What are the teacher’s intentions and purposes 

in providing these opportunities for engagement for her struggling readers?” I provide a 

description of the teacher, her beliefs about reading instruction with struggling readers 

and her specific intentions and purposes for the events in which she chooses to engage 

her struggling readers.  In Chapter 5, I answer the research question related to the 

students. 

CASE STUDY CONTEXT:  A PRINT-RICH CLASSROOM 

Entering their classroom each day, the students in this second-grade classroom 

were greeted by the “Morning Greeting,” a very large, public letter from their teacher 

informing them of the activities in which they would engage during the day.  This 

message reminded them to do their class job, to copy their homework assignment into 
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their folder, and to pick up a book and read until the official school day began.  Students 

then viewed and commented on the “Morning Message,” a letter written by Emma that 

included mistakes for her students to identify and correct together.  Writer’s workshop 

began twenty minutes later and followed a routine—the “Writers’ Meeting,” in which 

Emma taught a minilesson that focused on conventions and crafts of writing.  Next 

during “quiet” writing time, the students worked independently at their desks composing, 

revising, editing, and publishing their latest works.  Writers’ workshop ended an hour 

later with students sharing their published works and works-in-progress during Author’s 

Chair, a time where individual students shared their work with their classmates.   

The reading block, which Emma called Explorer’s Club, began with a minilesson 

focused on a teacher-chosen reading strategy.  The teacher then met with several groups 

of students during guided reading groups to read books and further explore reading 

strategies.  Other students worked in literacy centers.  These centers were sprinkled 

around the room and were places where students could explore language.  These centers 

included word work, games and manipulatives, computer work, and exploration of 

literature.  Students ended these explorations of literacy fifty minutes later by 

documenting in their center journal what they had done and learned during this time.  

Students spent the rest of the morning (approximately 40 minutes) working on science or 

social studies projects.   

Students returned to the classroom after a lunch and recess break and worked on 

math for the next hour.  During math, Emma first presented a minilesson that focused on 

problem solving strategies.  Students then completed a “math job” at their desk.  Emma 

encouraged the students to talk about the strategies they used when they came back 

together as a group during “sharing time.”  After special areas, Emma read to the children 

from a chapter book for thirty minutes and then the students wrote in their personal 
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journals.  The students then gathered the materials they would need to complete their 

homework assignments successfully, including a book to read and their reader response 

journals.  The students ended their day by singing their “Adios, Amigos” song.   

The Learning and Literate Environment 

Emma created a classroom environment in which all students felt cared for and 

were encouraged to take risks—with learning in general as well as with literacy.  At all 

times, Emma encouraged her students to explore the world of their classroom and the 

conceptual learning that took place there.  This exploration took place both independently 

and through scaffolding from knowledgeable others—the teacher and other students.  Not 

viewing herself as the sole source of information in the classroom, this teacher relied on 

the shared knowledge that existed across members of the classroom and expected the 

students to contribute their knowledge.  The teacher encouraged the students to “teach 

each other” and it was the rule of the classroom to “ask three students first before you ask 

the teacher.” The teacher was as much a learner in this classroom as she was the guide of 

the learning that occurred there.  Often Emma made remarks like, “I’m learning, too.” in 

the presence of her students.  She strove to make learning “exciting as well as 

motivating” for the students and found through the integrated learning that guided the 

classroom, behavior problems were “non-existent even though it occasionally gets really 

loud from all the excitement.”    

Within this classroom, students were surrounded by choices.  From the selection 

of the books students read during free and guided reading time to the selection of the 

animal they would research for their animal project to the ways in which they would 

share their learning these second-graders were surrounded by choices.  Students were 
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also given the opportunity (and were expected) to provide solutions to social problems 

that arose in the classroom.  

Emma’s classroom was filled with vast amounts of high quality texts of varying 

formats, accessibility levels, and genres through which students could explore and 

expand their growing understandings of literacy.  Figure 1 shows the pervasiveness of 

texts in this classroom.   

Figure 1:  Emma’s print-rich classroom 

 
These texts included carefully selected trade books and reference materials, displayed 

print, and personal writings of various kinds. There was not a place in the classroom that 

did not contain text, and over 95% of the 2000 books were from Emma’s personal 

collection.  

Books   

Emma displayed the trade books and multiple reference materials attractively and 

systematically.  Emma stored the books located in the classroom library alphabetically by 

title.   Figure 2 is an image of the library center in Emma’s classroom. 
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Figure 2:  Library Center 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Emma organized other collections of books by author (i.e., Kevin Henkes), theme 

(i.e., friendship), popular series (i.e., Magic Tree House), and genre (i.e., biographies, 

mysteries, and poetry).  In addition, students could access the many collections of 

informational books located in the math and science areas of the classroom, (see Figure 

3).   

Figure 3:  Math and Science Books 
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These books were organized around topics (i.e., weather) and concepts (i.e., counting 

books).  Books that supported the author-of-the-week study were prominently displayed 

at the front of the room and were clearly labeled as such (Figure 4).   

Figure 4:  Author Study Books 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Emma gave her students multiple opportunities to find developmentally 

appropriate materials in her classroom.  Over 800 books leveled by difficulty were 

located both within the library center and in the storage closet.  These leveled readers 

were a mixture of fiction text as well as expository text.  Used primarily during guided 

reading instruction, the leveled readers were also found in the Browsing Boxes of each 

student along with trade books.  Students selected the 7-10 books found in their personal 

Browsing Boxes from among the many books that surrounded them in the larger text 

environment.  While Emma did not restrict the students’ selection of these books, she 

frequently reminded them of the characteristics of a “just right” book (a book that 

students could read independently) and encouraged them to choose these kinds of books.  

She often suggested specific titles that students might include in their box.  Books in 

students’ Browsing Boxes included fiction and non-fiction books, picture and chapter 

books, poetry books, leveled readers, magazines, and high interest books.  Emma stored 
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the Browsing Boxes on a shelf and students could access the books any time of the day.  

Students also had a second subset of personal books located at the corner of their desks.  

Emma encouraged students to keep books from their Browsing Boxes here in case they 

had “free reading” time throughout the day.  

Also included in the collection of texts found in this classroom were magazines, 

dictionaries, and thesauruses of varying difficulty levels (primary, intermediate, and 

collegiate) and languages (English and Spanish).  A world map, globe, 20 atlases for 

primary grade students, and a set of World Book encyclopedias rounded out the 

collection of reference materials.  

Books flowed in and out of the classroom regularly.  The teacher brought more 

books from her personal collection as well as books from the school and public libraries 

into this classroom.  During one observation, the teacher emptied three grocery bags full 

of books from her home collection and the public library as the children sat in the circle. 

From where I sat, it looked like Christmas as she pulled books out of the bags.  Each 

child in the class ended up with approximately three books.  The students used these 

books to find information on their animal inquiry projects.  Emma had selected the books 

based on the topic and appropriateness for each child.  Emma encouraged her students to 

bring books from home, too, and place them among the class collections. 

Student and teacher authored texts 

Student and teacher authored texts were a pervasive part of the print environment 

that surrounded the students in this classroom.  The public displays of print in the 

classroom consisted of charts and posters of varying genres used for various purposes.  

Included were instructional, inspirational, celebratory, and procedural posters.  
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Instructional posters hung very prominently around the room as a way of supporting 

instruction, such as “Choosing a just right book” (Figure 5).   

Figure 5:  “Choosing the Right Book” Poster 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearly written in the students’ language, the posters announced prominently what 

the second graders were learning academically.   

Additionally, several posters supported the social curriculum, such as the “We 

want a classroom that is…” poster (Figure 6).   

Figure 6:  “We want a classroom…” Poster 
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Emma and the students wrote this poster together and it represented the students’ 

thoughts and language.  Inspirational posters encouraging students to think, write, and 

read were strategically placed in high-traffic areas of the room.  The students wrote many 

of these posters, such as the “Author’s think” poster (Figure 7) that listed various ways 

authors obtain their ideas.   

Figure 7:  Author’s Think Poster 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Procedural charts and posters informed students of particular ways of doing things 

in this community.  Emma displayed the “Lining up procedures” chart (Figure 8) just 

above the door and the “How to write a riddle” just above the riddle-writing center.   
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Figure 8:  Lining-up Procedure Poster 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Finally, Emma displayed student work throughout the classroom and in the 

hallway.  She made sure that all students were represented in each of these displayed 

units.  Other displayed units focused on one or more examples of student work that 

demonstrated what “quality” work might look like, such as the “Oh, wow” fact sheet 

located in the science area of the classroom.   

This classroom also contained a large collection of student-authored texts. Nestled 

among the trade books located in the library center were student published books.  These 

included books written by the class as innovations on well-known children’s books, 

books written by small groups of students, and books by individual students (Figure 9).   
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Figure 9:  Student Book 

 

Student authored texts represented a variety of genres, including narrative, informational, 

and bibliographies.  Each student had at least three pieces of published work in this 

collection.  

Additionally, electronic texts were located in electronic folders on the hard-drives 

of the classroom computers.  Each student had a folder that contained an assortment of 

stories written in Microsoft Word as well as informational presentations published in Kid 

Pix.  Each child had six journals—a math journal, a reader’s response journal, a writing 

workshop journal, a personal journal, a center journal, and an Inquiry journal (Figure 10).   
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Figure 10:  Students’ Journals 

 

Students used their journals regularly.  Journals were color-coded by subjects and were 

organized and stored next to the door and were easily accessible to students throughout 

the day.    

Opportunities to Read and Write 

Print and the opportunity to engage with print were a prominent part of the daily 

lives of the students in this classroom.  Engagement with literacy events (defined as an 

opportunity to engage in an act of reading or writing) spanned all subject areas; there was 

hardly ever a time that the teacher and the focus students were not involved in a literacy 

event.  The teacher provided opportunities to engage with literacy events within reading 

and language arts, across the content areas, and for various purposes.  

During the time I was in Emma’s classroom, I observed 57 literacy events.  Table 

2 summarizes the literacy events by subject areas and context; a more detailed listing 

appears in Appendix E. 
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Table 2:  Summary of Observed Literacy Events   

Subject Area Whole Group Small Group Individual 

Student  

Reading and 

Language Arts 

15 

 

2 23 

Math 3  3 

Science 6 1 2 

Social Studies 1   

Other 1   

 

The majority of observed literacy events involved focus students working by 

themselves (49%); almost the same number involved all students working with the 

teacher during whole group instruction (46%).  Students working with another student or 

in a small group accounted for only 5% of my observations.  Approximately seventy 

percent of the observed literacy events took place during the morning reading and 

language arts block, 12% during math, and 10% during science/social studies.  To divide 

the literacy events by subject areas seems artificial because in several cases, students 

were engaged in literacy events I classified as “science” during the time designated as 

“writing workshop” due to the integrated nature of this teacher’s instructional practices.  

During each observation, I documented what appeared to be high engagement on the part 

of the students—engrossment with text, smiles as they read, and sharing of interesting 

parts of texts with those who sat around them.    
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Nearly half of the literacy events served as scaffolds for students to practice skills 

and strategies that would help them become better readers and writers.  During one 

observation, for example, the teacher read aloud Fix It (McPhail, 1996) and pointed out 

the conventions and uses of quotation marks within text.  While the teacher read, she and 

the students compiled a list of what they were learning about quotation marks from the 

story.   

Other tradebooks served as the focus for writing minilessons.  For example, using 

mammalabilia (Florian, 2000), the teacher and students read and talked about the impact 

Florian’s choice of words had on the reader.  This same text was used as a model for 

students’ own poetry writing.  Other public texts created by the teacher and students were 

used to develop genre-writing skills.  For example, during one observation, the teacher 

and students practiced writing riddles together as part of a craft lesson on careful word 

selection.   

The teacher provided books so the students could practice reading skills and 

strategies that the she had previously modeled. For example, she provided big books so 

the students could find specific inflectional endings and spelling patterns.  She also 

provided students with center journals—places where students recorded their daily center 

activities. She provided other texts to support students as they learned new 

comprehension strategies.  One surface Emma used for writing during many observations 

was the ever-present chart tablet.  This chart tablet was located at the front of the 

classroom and Emma and the students often gathered around it.  During one observation 

which involved the reading aloud of Harry’s Mad (King-Smith, 1997), Emma used the 

chart tablet to show her students how she created mental images while reading.  Still 

other tradebooks and leveled books served as the basis for instruction during guided 

reading.  
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Other texts provided by the teacher served as vehicles through which learning and 

meaning-making took place.  One such observation involved a focus student using the 

dictionary to spell the word levitation.  In some cases, texts helped Emma and the 

students make contrasts, such as the time the class compared the differences between first 

and second grade and second and third grade on a chart just after several first grade 

classes had visited their classroom in anticipation for the next school year.  Other texts 

served as a means for larger ends in content area learning.  Emma made sure students 

were surrounded by texts that supported them during the various stages of the science 

inquiry project in which they were working. Emma provided students with Inquiry 

journals, the places they kept rough drafts of their animal reports. Emma not only 

provided the students with materials used to gather facts, but provided students with time 

to move through the stages of an inquiry project, including data collection, the creation of 

a draft report, the revising and editing of that report, and the creation of the final product 

for the report.  

Finally, Emma used literacy events and the texts used and created inside those 

events as a way of organizing and managing the classroom.  Emma made sure students 

knew what to do as they entered their classroom: written by Emma, the Morning Greeting 

gave them directions on what they should do until the day officially began.  Also 

constructed and managed by Emma, the Explorer’s Club work board directed students to 

their assigned literacy centers for the day.   

Emma described literacy as a “means to an end” and because of this belief, she 

made sure that reading and writing took place across subject areas.  She reported that she 

intentionally made reading and writing events a pervasive part of her students’ day and 

my observations confirmed this.  The literacy events I observed seemed to be repeated on 

a regular, daily basis, changing only in content and focus and the students seemed to 
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know what to do with very little explicit direction from their teacher.  Similarly, the vast 

majority of these events were authentic and purposeful in nature.  For example, reading 

and writing in Emma’s classroom served as a way for students to learn about a subject, to 

write stories that would eventually be published and stored in the library center, or to 

document what was learned. 

Data analysis indicated that over 77% of the literacy events centered on the 

creation of texts.  Students wrote in many different places, including their various 

journals.  Students were also engaged in the creation of texts with their teacher, creating 

lists and graphic organizers.  Much of the creation of these texts was a joint effort by both 

the teacher and the students.  During one of my first visits to Emma’s classroom, it 

appeared that the she had control over the creation of the text; typically she sat at the 

chart tablet and did the writing.  Here is an example from my personal notes to that 

effect.   

4/01/02  Pass the pen!  Pass the pen!  Is she holding the marker and writing in an 

attempt to capture and validate students’ thoughts (in a Stauffer sense) or for 

reasons of expediency?  Is it simply easier for her to write rather than to have 

individual students come to the chart?  

It was during my third day in Emma’s classroom that I discovered that Emma and 

the students were actually co-constructing the meaning and the text.  In the following 

example, she was working with Sean, one of the focus students, on “becoming a more 

fluent reader.”  The conversation began with a creation of “What fluent reading is,” a 

simple list written by the teacher in the student’s center journal, with input from Sean.  

The following is a transcript of the interaction between the two: 

Emma:  Okay.  You’ve chosen an easy book from your Browsing Box.  One thing 
that I’ve noticed about your reading is that when you read, you make a lot of 
repetitions.  That means you repeat a lot of words.  I’d like to work with you on 
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that.  Let’s make a list of what fluent reading sounds like.  You can keep this list 
in your folder.  We’ll practice together, too.  What’s one thing we’ve talked about 
before and what fluent reading sounds like? 

Sean:  A good pace. 

Emma:  Right.  <writing> Reading at a good pace.  What else? 

Sean:  <pauses> 

Emma:  Here.  Let me read this to you and you tell me what I’m doing that makes 
this fluent reading.  <she reads a page from the book>  What did you hear? 

Sean:  Um.  It sounds like you’re talking.   

Emma:  Yes!  That’s right.  It sounds like I’m talking.  <writing>  What else?  
How about reading with expression?  

Sean:  Um, hum.  <Emma writes> 

At that point in the lesson, Emma modeled, line-by-line, how fluent reading 

sounded, asking the student to read the lines just after her.  They continued this pattern 

for the remainder of the book.  Just after they finished Sean emphatically added, “You 

did the right punctuation.  Put that on the list, too,” To which Emma did.  Emma intended 

for Sean to refer back to this list as a way of remembering what fluent reading sounded 

like.  This description was fairly representative of the many observed opportunities to 

engage with student and teacher created texts—the teacher capturing the thoughts of the 

students and creating meaning through their thoughts. 

EMMA’S INTENTIONS AND PURPOSES IN PROVIDING OPPORTUNITIES TO READ AND 

WRITE 

In this section, I address the second research question, “What are the teacher’s 

intentions and purposes in providing these opportunities for her struggling readers?”  I 
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describe the teacher in this classroom, Emma Riojas, her beliefs about reading instruction 

and her intentions and purposes for the literacy events. 

Emma Riojas:  Intentional Selection of Texts 

Emma described herself as an avid reader and writer, reading “just about 

anything… basically anything that’s within reach when I have a moment to sit down.”  

Emma reported that she enjoyed reading newspapers, comic strips, Newsweek, People, 

The New Yorker, American Girl, Daughters, Girl’s Life, Reader’s Digest, and Prism, an 

engineering magazine to which her husband subscribed.  Additionally, she enjoyed 

reading adult and children’s novels, especially works by female authors.  Emma also 

wrote in a personal journal at least two times per week and enjoyed using email and 

writing letters. 

Emma attributed much of her knowledge about teaching and learning to various 

sources, including the time she spent as a parent volunteer in classrooms with her twin 

daughters.  Her cooperating teacher during her student teaching experience also played a 

significant role in her understanding about teaching.  She also credited the coursework, 

field experiences, and discussions about teaching with her university instructors during 

her teacher preparation program.  She gave credit for much of her knowledge to the 

experiences she gained over the past several years in working with diverse students.  

Finally, Emma reported that she read about two professional books per school year and 

subscribed to The Reading Teacher.  
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Emma’s Instructional Goals 

As a teacher, Emma strived to help her students come to have a “love of 

learning.”  She viewed learning as a sign of a “powerful person” and wanted her students 

to see themselves  

as thinkers and people who can go beyond just repeating factoids about people 
like Wilma Rudolph and the fact that she was born in 1924.  I want them to 
understand what her life was about and to be able to make a connection between 
what she went through and things we enjoy today.  Being critical thinkers is that 
you can see the purpose and understand those things. 

 

Emma wanted her students to connect what they were learning in school to their 

real lives and the lives of people around them.  As a way of accomplishing that goal, 

Emma intentionally chose to engage her students in projects that they would find 

interesting and could use immediately in their lives. She referred to these projects as 

“large studies” and thought they were motivating for students “because when there’s a 

real purpose for learning, they get behind it and it completely becomes theirs.” She 

believed these large studies provided “many learning opportunities, not just to learn about 

[the content], but life-long skills.”   

Emma began these projects by identifying her “big goals” for the students, and 

then decided what “skills and strategies” her students needed to be successful learners.  

For example, during the human body project, “big goals” included “becoming an expert 

in one area of the human body and understanding how that connects to their real lives.”  

Additionally, she wanted her students to learn “how to learn with someone else.”  Within 

those big goals, Emma decided that her students would need to learn “note-taking skills, 

how fiction text is different from non-fiction texts, about the language used inside non-

fictional texts, and how to write non-fiction texts.”  According to Emma, these studies 



59 

also gave her students an opportunity to practice reading and writing skills and strategies 

in purposeful and meaningful contexts.   

Other large studies, such as the study of poetry, fulfilled different purposes.  To 

Emma, poetry gave her students “another avenue to express themselves,” especially 

students who were “reluctant writers, they suddenly become prolific writers when they 

are introduced to poetry.” Furthermore, poetry “forces the fluent writers to think more 

deeply about their word choice.”  In addition to these goals, Emma engaged her students 

in studies of poetry as a way of teaching that not all poems rhyme and that some poems 

have repetitive words and “these are intentional on the part of the author of the poems.”   

In addition to becoming “life-long learners” who are able to connect their learning 

to their everyday lives, Emma wanted her students to be surrounded by the “language of 

texts, because it’s different from our spoken language.” She said that her students “have 

to have that language, have to internalize it, have to have it rolling over and over in 

[their] heads all the time in order for it to pour out of [them] when [they] are writing.”  To 

accomplish this, Emma said that she tried to ensure that her students were surrounded by 

and constantly engaged with text: during the teacher read aloud, through author studies, 

through exposure and use of non-fiction texts, while listening to books at the listening 

center, while reading with other students, and while reading independently.  Additionally, 

Emma made sure that her students were given the opportunity to read for a “variety of 

purposes—just sheer enjoyment, for doing research, for getting ideas for your own 

stories, just so many different things.”   

In order to become the independent readers and writers that she would like them 

to be, Emma tried to place the “right book” in the hands of each child, because she 

believed that “engagement with text is the key to reading development” and that it was 

important to teach children how to choose “just right books” for themselves.  Because of 
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her beliefs, she began her school year by teaching students how to choose books they 

could read independently and why it was important to choose a “just right book.”  She 

emphasized that the books selected would be different for each child and that choosing 

the right book “leads us to be a better reader.”  The “Choosing the Right Book” poster, 

prominently displayed in the library center, was a testament to this move toward 

independence.   

Another way of moving her students toward independence, according to Emma, 

was to teach specific reading skills and strategies using the many books located in her 

classroom.  Emma consciously taught decoding and comprehension skills and strategies 

regularly.  She reported that she also sought to improve students’ attitudes toward reading 

as well as to help them see that “reading and writing are about learning and that their 

learning is always connected to their lives.” Her reading and writing lessons were based 

on the state and local curriculum as well as the individual needs of her students.  Emma 

felt that she could best demonstrate the necessary skills and strategies (and purposes and 

intentions) initially through whole group instruction, and then moving the students 

“toward independence” as quickly as possible.  Emma reported that small group and 

individual work provided students with the opportunity to practice what they had learned 

in whole group instruction.  Small group work also gave her students the opportunity to 

use the creativity and expertise of those around them, according to Emma. 

Emma intentionally set out to meet the needs of her students in very personalized 

ways.  Included in her personalized model of teaching was her commitment to “guided 

reading groups based on the kids’ specific needs” with additional efforts to “try and touch 

base with each child individually.”  Her groups were dynamic and changed often based 

on “what the kids’ strengths are and what areas we need to work on… not just their 

reading levels, necessarily, but everything.”  She did not want her children to identify 
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with any “one group” but wanted them to read “a variety of books with a variety of 

children.”  Additionally, Emma was sensitive to and accommodating of the needs of her 

language- diverse students.  For example, one student was new to Manning as well as the 

country, having arrived from Argentina the year before.  Emma encouraged him to write 

in Spanish until he felt comfortable writing in English.   

As a way of meeting individual instructional needs, Emma used a variety of 

assessments to inform her instruction.  Included in the assessments she administered was 

the state mandated test, the Texas Primary Reading Inventory (Texas Education Agency, 

2000), district mandated assessments, such as the DRA (Beaver, 1996), as well as 

running records that she chose to administer.  Emma used these assessments (as well as 

her “informal observations and anecdotal notes”) to check her students’ fluency, analyze 

the patterns of miscues the students were making and monitor comprehension.  

According to Emma, these assessments directed her instructional text choices.   

In addition, Emma taught her students to use assessments as a way of guiding 

their own reading and writing development.  Figure 11 shows an example of a writing 

assessment Emma and the students constructed together, The Great Writing Rubric.   

Figure 11:  The Great Writing Rubric 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



62 

Assessments such as the one in the previous figure not only brought to students’ 

attention the conventions of written language, but also helped them “be accountable for 

their own work.”  Similarly, the “Choosing a just right book” poster reminded students of 

the kinds of books they were to self-select for their Browsing Boxes.   

 Creating Texts 

Emma provided many opportunities to engage with print extended across all 

subject areas and with very specific intentions and purposes in mind.  These opportunities 

to read and write happened, according to Emma, because,  

whether it is reading time, writing time, math time, science time, [it’s important] 
that is a pervasive part of our classroom all the time.  Sometimes it's just to look 
at a short note that someone sent our class or that I got from Ms. B that makes me 
laugh; sometimes it's that simple, and then sometimes it's really getting into a text 
and trying to figure things out.  Just making sure that it's there no matter what 
we're doing. 

 

This idea of making literacy a pervasive part of the daily lives of her students, 

Emma believed, was a way of ensuring that conceptual learning took place for her 

students and a way of teaching specific skills and strategies that she felt her students 

needed to grow as readers and writers in order to become “life-long learners.”  Emma’s 

vision for her students was supported by her specific intentions and purposes for the use 

and creation of texts in her classroom.  

Emma intentionally engaged her students with texts that they created together.  

She felt that these texts played a very important role in how her students understood 

literacy,  

Seeing their words and not the teacher’s, seeing their language honored and 

validated and knowing that their language and their thoughts are powerful and can be 
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used to learn from and to communicate, I think that really puts them in the middle of 

what literacy is all about.  

When she first started teaching, she reported, she was very “conscious” about  

“connecting the spoken word to the written word” and she “had to work on it a lot.”  

Emma described her current use of teacher and student created texts as very 

“unconscious” and an important part of her teaching and her students’ literacy 

development.  During several of our interviews, Emma discussed the difficulties 

associated with finding and providing texts that were “suitable for the students, especially 

those that struggle with reading.” Emma discovered that student and teacher created texts 

were one way of providing her students with accessible texts. 

Student and teacher created texts also served as a way of organizing and 

celebrating learning and social interactions in this classroom, according to Emma. The 

inquiry journals, for example, were physical places where “we can store all of our 

information.”  “Dash notes,” pages in students Inquiry journals, served as a place where 

students could organize their thoughts as a way of “getting ready to write the final 

report.”  Emma used graphic organizers as a way of showing her students “different ways 

to organize their thoughts while they’re brainstorming what they are going to write.” It 

was important to Emma that she and the students stayed on topic during whole group 

meetings and by “creating lists, students see how to do that.”   

Student and teacher created texts served as a way for the members of this 

classroom to show what they were learning, according to Emma.  She talked about the 

display of texts created by students as a way of, “celebrating our work so that others can 

see it.  Showing what you've learned and being proud of that and celebrating it.”  Student 

work was displayed prominently both inside and outside of the classroom.  Emma made a 



64 

deliberate attempt to share what the students were learning and doing by creating displays 

in the hallway for parents,    

because we have many parents who can't come into the classroom because they 

have to drop their kids off and go and if it's out there, they can get a glimpse of 

what's going on. 

It was important to Emma that her students perceived themselves as “experts” in 

the classroom.  The use and creation of information texts provided opportunities in which 

these self-perceptions could begin to develop. In addition to being able to access and use 

information texts, Emma wanted her students to be creators of information text; in her 

opinion, “creating that kind of text helps you use it,” and “in creating our own, we 

understand, then, how that kind of text works.” In order to create (and consequently use) 

information texts, Emma felt there were specific strategies and skills her students needed, 

such as “a knowledge of how these information texts work and how the intentions and 

purposes of the author influence a reader’s interactions with the texts.”  These skills and 

strategies were learned best, according to Emma, within the large studies in which she 

engaged her students and were best demonstrated through the texts her students created 

as a result of these studies. Emma explained the importance of working with 

informational texts as a way of helping students become “experts” about their topic so 

they could  “teach” it to someone else.  Emma explicitly stated these intentions aloud to 

students on at least one occasion, “There have to be eight facts that you feel like you are 

expert in and understand well enough to explain to someone else and to teach someone 

else.”  She also reminded them to use “language in your report that an expert would use.” 

As a way of creating an identity of author in her students, Emma intentionally 

stored the student created texts throughout the room, nestled among the works of many 

other authors found there.  For example, Emma displayed student created poetry on the 
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Class Poetry display, next to the works of Shel Silverstein and Doug Florian (see Figure 

12).   

Figure 12:  Class Poetry Display 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

She encouraged her children to seek out the works of their favorite author as a 

way of “getting ideas from each other.”  Emma articulated her purposes for this: 

Again, that's a part of writer's workshop and all the writing we do and we talk 

about we are authors and we can learn from each other as we can learn from the 

authors whose books we have in the classroom. 

Another of Emma’s goals for her students was to understand the intentions of the 

author so that a reader would be “guided in knowing what to do and how to interact with 

a text.”  To achieve that goal, Emma placed her students “in the role of author” to “give 

them direct practice with this.”  For example, during one observation I heard her say, 

“Today for writer's workshop, I want you to go back to the Mother's Day poems you are 

working on.  Real writers go back.”  

Interestingly, this example was the second of only three occasions in which I 

heard Emma explicitly mention her intentions and purposes to the students.  The third 

occurred at the end of the class meeting when Emma completed the meeting by pointing 
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to the created agenda that held the solutions to the problems the students were 

encountering in their classroom and at recess.  As she pointed, she said, “I’m going to 

write this up later so we can all use it to remind ourselves.”   

Emma also explained why she wrote in whole group settings rather than having 

the children do the writing:  

This was a conversation that I remember having with [my cohort director] when I 
was at the university, when we were learning how to do supported reading and 
finding ways of bringing reading and writing together for the struggling readers 
we worked with.  One of the things we talked about was who should do the 
writing, who should be holding the pen?  We all agreed that at that point it would 
be best for us to hold the pen because we wanted to model not only word 
boundaries and thinking about those things as we’re writing but also the good 
formation of letters and the whole process of taking a sentence and breaking it up 
into individual words and then they would piece it back together and we knew 
that if it were in our writing, it would be more accessible to them. So when I’m 
sitting in front of the class and we’re coming up with ideas for things, I think 
about several things.  I think about what is my purpose here.  I also think about 
efficiency because sometimes, you know, if your goal is to get to model how to 
get ideas on paper and you want to move them quickly into independent practice 
with that, if we have to think about how much time do I want to spend with them 
on the carpet doing this.  Do you want it to be a quick thing so that then they can 
move into what they really want to do, which is get that pen in their hand and 
practice on their own.  So, it’s a balance between the two. 

 

 Emma reported that the students wrote more during whole group 

instruction at the beginning of the year.   

 In summary, Emma provided her students with a wide variety of texts and 

used them in very purposeful ways.  According to Emma, texts were the avenue through 

which she could teach reading and writing skills and strategies that her students needed.  

She did that in very individualized ways.  Secondly, texts were the way her students 

learned and became “experts.”  Emma also felt that texts created by and with her students 

offered her opportunities to teach that other texts could not.  Student created texts, 

according to Emma, were one way in which her students came to view themselves as 
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“authors.”  Student and teacher created texts gave her the opportunity to make sure her 

struggling readers were engaged with developmentally appropriate texts.   



68 

Chapter 5:  Findings Related to the Students 

 
In this chapter, I address the final question of this study, “How do the lowest 

achieving readers in this classroom talk about reading and writing?  I present a 

description of each of the focus students, their engagement within the observed literacy 

events, and their understandings and valuing of literacy based on my interviews with each 

of them.  

UNDERSTANDINGS AND VALUING OF LITERACY EVENTS BY STRUGGLING READERS 

Kimberly 

 Kimberly was the singer of the class; she seemed to hum her way through the 

day.  She reported that she was torn between her aspirations of becoming a “pop star like 

Brittany Spears, a scientist, or a teacher” when she grew up.  Not able to select one over 

the other, her sister offered an alternative—“a music teacher in the morning and a science 

teacher in the afternoon.”  Kimberly loved this idea because she “loves school.” A very 

sensitive girl, I observed Kimberly crying at one point during her inquiry project on lions 

as she encountered a picture of a pride eating after a kill.  Quieting only after her 

neighbor responded with, “Well, what do you expect?  They don’t have knives or forks or 

anything, not even pizza,” Kimberly was still not convinced of a lion’s need to kill and 

eat a “helpless” animal.   
Kimberly liked to read chapter books but only read “one chapter at a time.” 

During free reading times, I observed her reading a variety of genres of books, including 

poetry books, fictional picture books, informational materials, and leveled books.  Emma 

reported that she focused on building reading strategies during reading instruction with 
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Kimberly.  Emma also reported that she worked on Kimberly’s proficiency in English, as 

Spanish was her first language.  According to Emma, Kimberly’s strength was her 

diligence and her desire to succeed. 

During my visits to the classroom Kimberly was the most engaged of the four 

focus students.  During every observation, she was actively reading on her own, focusing 

on the text her teacher was reading aloud, or actively participating in the discussion or 

creation of text.  Of course, I had to often infer engagement on the part of all focus 

students, but Kimberly was the easiest, for there was never a time that she wasn’t reading 

or writing, actively listening or adding to class discussions, as evident in her raised hand 

or nodding head. Kimberly was so engrossed in her reading and writing that she seemed 

one with the text in which she was engaged.  For example, during one observation, 

Kimberly was reading a big book on the carpet (during her literacy center time).  Her task 

was to find examples of verbs in the selected book and to record them in her center 

journal.  Several times during the observation, Kimberly literally sat on top of the big 

book, moving only to turn the page.  Additionally, Kimberly was often so engaged, it was 

as if the breaks she did take from independent reading and writing were a way of ‘coming 

up for air,’ sometimes looking around as she did but quickly re-engaging in her activity.  

Her engrossment often caused her to be one of the last ones to transition between 

activities.  Somehow, however, she always found a seat in the front row during whole 

group events.   

Although she was quiet during these whole group events, her participation was 

obvious.  For example, during one observation, Emma was reading aloud Harry’s Mad 

(Smith, 1997).  As Emma stopped during the read aloud to discuss phrases and imagery 
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the author used, Kimberly remained quiet.  I realized the depth of Kimberly’s 

engagement when she shared a comment—she said that the replacement parrot in the 

story, “probably made Harry feel sad.”  She went on to explain, “When my fish died, I 

was sad and if my parents would’ve tried to get me another one, I would’ve been sadder 

‘cuz that would make my other fish feel like I didn’t love him anymore.”  Not only did 

Kimberly participate, she appeared to know exactly what to do within each literacy event 

and required little (if any) help from her teacher.   

Reading and writing fulfilled specific purposes for the students and teacher in her 

classroom, according to Kimberly.  For her, the texts in the classroom were useful to her 

and others as a way of learning specific skills in reading and writing.  During a lesson on 

quotation marks, for example, Emma and the students used Mmm, Cookies! (Munsch, 

2000).  Emma read the story, stopping to discuss how Munsch used quotation marks and 

why.  As the students made discoveries about quotation marks while using the tradebook, 

Emma wrote their discoveries on the chart tablet.  She then gave each student a cookie 

and asked them to write a sentence about it, using both quotation marks and a word other 

than said (pointing to the displayed instructional poster, entitled “Words to use other than 

said”).  At the end of the lesson, Emma displayed the cookie sentences at the front of the 

room.  According to Kimberly, these texts were created “so that we can know how you 

use quotation marks and punctuation when we have to use quotation marks, ‘cuz we 

might not know.” She reported that many students “get up and look at the examples” that 

are displayed.  She found them useful, too, and was proud that she was “lucky” and “sits 

right next to it” so all she had to do was “turn around when I need to be reminded.”  
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Kimberly not only learned how to use quotation marks, but also valued the texts created 

inside the literacy events for the role they would play in subsequent situations.  

Other texts also served as resources for the students, according to Kimberly.  For 

example, the students created the “Animal Groups” poster as they were learning how to 

classify animals.  For Kimberly, this activity was a way of “recording stuff that was 

important to remember” and so the students in the classroom would know “what animal 

belongs in what group.”  Kimberly described the Dash Notes poster (a procedural poster 

that described the steps to take as one in creating dash notes) as helpful to her “because I 

had forgotten how to do it… I was mixed-up until I looked at that <pointing to poster>.”  

She went on to state that she was “glad it was there when I needed it.”  

Books also served as resources for her teacher, according to Kimberly.  For 

example, during one conversation with Kimberly, she pointed out a poster entitled, “If 

you can spell __, then you can spell __.”  According to Kimberly, her teacher used this to 

teach “rhyming families” because students “might need help thinking of rhyming words, 

so she just opened that book and we thought of some ideas for words that rhymed.”  

Similarly, Kimberly attributed the use of other books as valuable for her teacher.  

Sometimes, she thought, her teacher might have needed help “thinking of fun things to do 

with the kids, so she used books to help her, like the time she used Mmm. Cookies! to 

help her think of quotation marks.”  Books helped the children learn and the teacher 

teach, according to Kimberly.   

Kimberly also felt the texts in the classroom were created as a way of showing her 

teacher what students had “done” and what they still “needed to do.”  She described the 

pages in her animal journal, called “dash notes,” as a way of not only “recording” facts 
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about lions, but also as a way of demonstrating to her teacher the information she had 

collected about her animal and what information she still “needed help on.”  Similarly, 

her center journal was a place for her to “record” the verbs she collected while reading 

the big books located in that center but also as a way for her teacher to “check to see if I 

learned what I needed to learn about verbs.”   

According to Kimberly, texts in the classroom were created and displayed as a 

way of “teaching” others what had been learned, such as the students’ response journals 

and language chart that hung in the hallway.  This display was based on the work 

completed during their unit on African-American heritage and was in the hall, so that 

others in the school, “like little kids, can learn about this” because “they can’t go in the 

classroom, cuz they would get in trouble, so she wants other people to learn from us.”  

Similarly, other student work was displayed as a way of “showing everybody what it was 

about so they would get interested and want to come see our show and learn from us.” 

Kimberly also viewed her texts as a way to “interest people about being a writer, too, like 

me.”   

Claudia 

 Claudia reported that she appreciated all the talking they could do, especially 

“talk about their feelings” in their classroom.  She seemed to enjoy the role as informant 

for this study and very seriously interacted with me during our interviews.  Claudia 

seemed resourceful and assertive in her quest to seek solutions and answers to her 

questions. Although she did not describe herself as a reader, she did consider herself a 

“good writer.” She often invited me to read the stories she was writing during my visits to 

her classroom.  
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Although Claudia was not reading on grade level at the beginning of the year, her 

teacher considered her to be a strategic one, who was able to articulate her thinking while 

reading.  She was very easy to plan for, according to Emma, because “you always knew 

what strategies she was successful with.”  Emma spent the majority of the school year 

supporting Claudia in her oral language development through “lots and lots of read 

alouds.”  Reading fluency was the focus of many individualized lessons with Claudia.  

I observed Claudia reading (and apparently enjoying) a variety of books during 

my time in this classroom, including chapter books, poetry, informational books, and 

picture books.  Although she seemed to enjoy reading, Claudia was the last of the focus 

students to begin reading during free reading time.  She was an eager writer, especially 

when she was writing in her writer’s workshop journal.  However, there were times when 

Claudia was not engaged.  During one observation, Claudia was working on a seek-n-

find, a word game created by her teacher.  It was obvious that Claudia did not enjoy this 

task; she loudly voiced that it was “too hard.”  As her struggle continued, her 

vocalizations became louder and louder until Emma approached her and reminded her 

that the words “might be hidden backward.”  After this interaction, Claudia began 

looking for words again, seemingly engaged with the task.  However, she later told me 

that it was “too hard” and that she did not enjoy the activity at all.  

Claudia’ engagement during whole group literacy events was similar to 

independent events.  She was eager to share her knowledge as well as her opinions during 

whole group events. She always seemed to have an answer for questions as evident in her 

ever-constant, raised hand.  Not the most patient person, sighs of exasperation often 

accompanied her disappointed expression from not being called upon as often as she 

would have liked. At times, she appeared to tune out the conversation if she was not 

called upon.  However, closer examination revealed otherwise.  For example, during a 
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reading of Oh, the Places You’ll Go (Seuss, 1990), the students were discussing what it 

meant to “unslump” yourself.  Predictably, Claudia raised her hand, but was not 

acknowledged by her teacher.  Sighing loudly, Claudia lowered her hand, looking at the 

carpet rather than the book.  A page later, her teacher asked the students what a “maker-

upper” might be.  Claudia, obviously engaged, answered, “I have two things to say.  It’s 

like whenever he makes something up.  And go back to the other page.  It’s sorta like he 

falls,” referring to the term unslump.  

Like Kimberly, Claudia was also able to articulate very specific reasons for the 

use and creation of texts in her classroom.  In some cases, Claudia’ beliefs about reading 

and writing were similar to Kimberly’s.  In other cases, they were different.  For 

example, just as Kimberly viewed texts in the classroom as a resource, so did Claudia.  

Some texts, according to Claudia, helped “kids ‘member things.”  The created class 

agenda served as a way for the students to “keep [the information on the agenda] in your 

head.”  She went on to say that when writing “things down like what to do in case of a 

problem with someone else.”  It is “better to have it all on a paper because it is sometimes 

hard to keep in your mind.”  She explained a similar reason for the “ow/ou” poster 

displayed at the back of the classroom. Describing it as useful to her “so I can remember 

the ou or ow words,” she went on to explain that when she saw a word she did not know, 

“I look up there.”  

Other texts served as a resource for ideas for innovative stories for Claudia.  

Besides read alouds giving “kids a break from all that other stuff,” books also gave her 

ideas for stories during writing workshop she told me.  During one of my observations, 

Claudia was drafting a story entitled, “Mmm. Muffins.”  She reported that her idea for 

this story came when her teacher read Mmm, Cookies (Munsch, 2000).  During another 

visit to her classroom, Claudia read me a book she had written entitled, “Janelle, baby of 
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the world.”  Sounding suspiciously like Julius, Baby of the World (Henkes, 1990), I asked 

Claudia where the idea for her story had originated.  “I don’t know,” she answered.  

“Something just plopped up in my head because Ms. R read a story called, I forgot, 

something about Lily’s sister was born or something.”  

 Like Kimberly, Claudia thought texts in her classroom were a way in which 

“others could learn from us.”  For example, the published heart book that she and 

Kimberly completed as a part of their inquiry project was displayed in the hall, “So if 

they don't know some things about the heart, then they can learn from us.  Even if they're 

grown-ups, they might not know anything.” Claudia also valued the learning the class 

African-American Heritage display provided for her class as well as others.  She 

described the journals and language chart in the hall as being there so “people can read 

them and learn” and it frustrated her when she found that “other teachers had looked 

through the journals and left them in a mess.” 

Although some of Claudia’ beliefs mirrored Kimberly’s, she held unique beliefs 

about reading and writing.  According to Claudia, some texts in her classroom were for 

the creation of “memories,” both personal and private.  For example, the written report 

and published book that were the products of her human heart inquiry project served, for 

her, as “a memory of school.” Similarly, a story she had written earlier in the year, “The 

pet I need,” also served as a memory “holder” for Claudia.  She described this story as “a 

good memory of when I was a kid.”  She viewed her reader response journal in a similar 

way.  Writing in it daily, said Claudia, was fun and besides giving her a “break from all 

that other stuff,” her reader response journal was a place she could “have memories.”  

She valued this journal as evidenced through the way she hugged it to her chest as we 

were talking about it and the care she took in returning it to the tub in which it was kept.   
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Claudia was very aware of the role of electronic text in her classroom.  During 

one observation I approached Claudia as she was working on a story.  Claudia replied to 

my request to read her story that I “shouldn’t read this one because it’s not correct.  It’s a 

rough draft.”  Pointing to the computer-generated text, she continued, “This one is the 

one that’s right.” She valued the role the computer played in making her texts available to 

others because, “you might mess up and something and if you keep on erasing it so it 

won’t look nice” and computers “make it perfect.”  Furthermore, electronic texts add an 

element of permanency to texts; “sometimes if you write it in pencil, someone might 

erase it.”   

Finally, Claudia was very sensitive to the ways texts were used and created and 

the way those texts affected others.  She showed me her “Fortune Teller” game and 

quickly pointed out that she included choices such as “You like P.E.” and “You like to 

dance.” rather than the traditional “yucky sayings” others use. “You know, certain other 

things, like ‘you like someone’ because that might hurt other people’s feelings,” she 

explained.  Claudia said other texts, like the class meeting agenda, were helpful because 

“things were happening in the classroom that hurt people’s feelings and that <pointing to 

class agenda > helps them to stop and turn to an adult.”  She went on to explain that 

writing “things down on the paper” not only helped the class to remember, but also 

helped to make the classroom a “better place for us.”  She also thought that if “we didn’t 

write things down, our classroom wouldn’t be like the way it is right now.”    

Kenny 

Kenny greeted me eagerly as I entered the classroom on each visit and seemed to 

enjoy answering my many questions.  He was proud to show me the new texts created 

during my absence in his classroom.  Kenny described himself as  “someone who likes to 
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read” and his teacher agreed.  According to Emma, Kenny had made “huge gains” in 

reading during the school year.   

Earlier, she reported, Kenny read slowly, without expression, and did not like to 

read.  During the year, she focused on fluency instruction through modeling and 

practicing.  She also “did a lot of thinking aloud” with Kenny to help with his 

comprehension.  Emma felt that she was successful with Kenny; by the end of the year 

“you could hear him laugh as he’s reading and you can hear his expression.”  More 

importantly, she thought, his attitude toward reading had changed.  She said that he 

always had “a large stack of books on his desk and had something to say after and about 

each book that he read.”  Emma was happy that Kenny read not because he had to read, 

but because “he wanted to talk about it and enjoyed it.”  

Emma said she focused on making certain that “what he wrote… would make 

sense” because “he thought much faster than we could write and would end up leaving 

out entire phrases” during writing.  Emma said that she and Kenny worked on re-reading 

his writing and self-correcting during the year.  Kenny’s reading level increased 

significantly from a mid-first grade level at the beginning of the year to a mid-third grade 

level by the end of the year.  

Kenny appeared to be very engaged with independent reading and writing and he 

seemed to enjoy it. He was always one of the first at his table to begin reading or writing 

and he often redirected others in his group when they were not.  During my observations, 

I also documented the way he shared what he was reading with others around him.  Some 

of his favorite things to read (I observed) were humorous poems like “A pizza the size of 

the sun” (Prelutsky, 1996), and books like Alexander and the Terrible, Horrible, No 

Good, Very Bad Day (Viorst, 1972) and Toy Story (Fontes & Korman, 1999).  
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Kenny appeared to be just as engaged during whole group literacy events.  He 

regularly sat at the back of the group, just off the carpeted area.  Even so, I often 

observed him actively listening to and participating in discussions during the read alouds, 

and questioning Emma when he did not understand something.  Kenny sometimes sat at 

the front during whole group instruction, just under the displayed text being used.  When 

he did sit on the front row, it was often a precursor to his interactions with the text being 

used or created.  Several times, he helped hold the big books that were used in lessons.  

Other times he got up and pointed to particular words as Emma wrote during lessons.  

Emma willingly accepted these interactions by Kenny.  Interestingly, he was the only one 

to interact with texts this way.  

Like Kimberly and Claudia, Kenny believed that texts in the classroom served as 

resources for the students.  After my observation of the class meeting, I asked Kenny 

about the class agenda.  He said that after his teacher “published it” it would be a place 

for “”[kids] to look if they forget that they are being disrespectful, they can look at this 

chart… and know not to do that.” That same chart, when it would become published and 

displayed next to the “What we want our classroom to look like” chart, would also be for 

others to help them “remember,” according to Kenny.  Others, he said, might use the 

chart to point out the “bad” behavior of other children, “They’re going to have to tap 

them on the shoulder really soft… and say look at the classroom meeting poster… he 

might say thank you for telling me.”  Other texts in the classroom helped the students 

remember important information, according to Kenny.  During another observation, first 

graders came to Emma’s room and were taken on a “tour” by the second graders.  Kenny 

said the first graders were interested in what “we do in our classroom.”  He showed me 

the lists he and his classmates created and reported that they “reminded us of what we 

needed so we would remember why we are talking about [those things].”  
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Like Kimberly, Kenny viewed texts as mechanisms for learning.  For example, 

when asked about the role of the quotation mark display, Kenny said, “Well, as Ms. R 

says, if you look at other people’s work, you learn a lot.” Kenny also said that other texts 

created by students in their classroom (i.e., reports on varying types of weather created in 

KidPix and stored on the computer) were texts “that you <pointing to me> can learn 

from.”  He said other texts gave people an opportunity to “investigate what you want to 

know,” like the books he and his friends wrote.  In addition to learning from their books, 

a visitor to the class might learn “how to publish books from our books,” according to 

Kenny. 

Like Claudia, Kenny believed that books helped students get ideas for their own 

writing.  Kenny shared the reason for books in his classroom, “Ms. R says if we read 

books, we might get some ideas [b/c] authors choose their words carefully, write about 

their lives, how they grew up and stuff.”  When prompted, he said he did not use the 

books for ideas, but that others did and, “you can read my books and get ideas from mine, 

too.”   

Sean 

Sean was the most reserved and soft-spoken of the four focus students.  Although 

he said he did not mind talking to me, he did not seem to have as much to say as the other 

focus students. Sean described himself as a reader and had several favorite authors to 

show for this, including Shel Silverstein, Jack Prelutsky, David Shannon, Stan and Jan 

Berenstien, Dav Pilkey, and Marc Brown.  Arthur’s New Puppy (Brown, 1997) was his 

favorite book and he carried it faithfully in his backpack everyday.  Describing him as 

having a “common sense approach to life,” Emma appreciated the thoughtfulness he 

brought to small-group work and the ways he challenged others in his group to think, as 

she described in the following example:  
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Once when Sean was partnered with Randall, his best friend whose reading 
development far exceeded Sean’s, he and Randall were deciding what product 
they would create and share for their human body project.  Randall made a 
suggestion to which Sean responded, “Come on.  We have three days to finish 
this.  Think about it.  Can we complete that in three days?”  I think that’s not very 
common, that ability to look at the big picture and see the steps you need to take, 
not the way Sean did it, anyway. 

Emma described Sean as having “a strong desire to be successful in both reading 

and writing” and compared his reading and writing characteristics to his oral language 

proficiency.  She said that he often repeated phrases as he talked and wrote.  She said that 

when she introduced him to poetry, his writing seemed to be more “focused.”  It was 

crisp and clear and the words he used in this genre were “carefully selected and crafted,” 

Emma reported.  Figure 13 shows one of the poems Sean wrote after he finished his 

inquiry project.  

Figure 13: Sean’s Poem 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sean did not make the kinds of gains in reading as the other three students in this 

study.  He grew from a mid-first grade level to an early-second grade level by the end of 

the year.  Thus, he continued to struggle with reading.   
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Sean seemed to be very engaged during free-reading time and was often the first 

to begin at his table.  He often selected poems to read and several times I observed him 

replacing and inserting new poetry books into his Browsing Box.  Clearly, poetry was a 

genre he enjoyed.  Sean also seemed to enjoy writing by himself.  During opportunities to 

write (writers’ workshop and while working on inquiry studies) Sean seemed eager and 

happy to write and was often the last to put away his journal when prompted by Emma.  

Sean also enjoyed writing on the computer and was proud of the fact that he was one of 

the first to finish his Mother’s Day poem.  He told me he was eager to get to the computer 

and “publish” it.   

Sean usually sat at the front of the group during whole group events and 

participated frequently and often.  Sean often nodded his head or smiled quietly while 

Emma read or talked but was eager to help when needed.  During one read aloud, Kenny 

stopped her to ask, “What are ‘Yellow Pages?’”  I was surprised that Sean spoke out and 

answered “You know, when you are looking through the telephone book for places that 

sell games, you know, you look under g for games.  Those pages are yellow and they are 

called the Yellow Pages.”  During another observation, the students asked Emma to write 

soccer on the chart, as several people were not following the rules during the soccer game 

at recess. Emma told the class that she “always forgot if soccer was spelled with an e or 

an o.”  Pointing at Kelly, he said, “It’s on your shirt.  It’s an e.”  Through these examples, 

I inferred that Sean was aware of his environment and was engaged with the texts and 

discussions that took place around those texts.   

During my observations, I noted only two times that Sean was not engaged in 

literacy events, once during whole group event and once during an independent event. 

The first was during the Morning Message; Emma was at the overhead, and the students 

were at their desks with their chairs turned to face the front of the room.  Early in the 
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lesson it was obvious Sean was not engaged; he moved around a lot and did not raise his 

hand to participate.  This was unusual, for Sean was usually very engaged during 

Morning Message and seemed to enjoy finding his teacher’s “mistakes” in the messages.  

He later told me that he had “gotten up really, really early that morning” and that he was 

tired.  The second time Sean was obviously not engaged was the last day the students had 

to finish collecting “dash notes” on their selected animal for their inquiry study.  Emma 

had just brought in new informational books from the public library and her personal 

collection; the students were instructed to help each other when necessary.  Although 

Emma had been careful in her selection of books for individual students, I could see that 

Sean’s text was difficult for him—there were simply too many unknown words.  He had 

his Inquiry journal next to him as he flipped through the pages of the book, attempting to 

use the pictures to locate the required information.  When this did not work, he raised his 

hand and waited for Emma to help him.  While he waited, he watched others around him 

as they gathered information on their animals.  As soon as his teacher reminded him of 

how to use “important words on the page,” he began to gather information, too.  

Sean articulated his understandings and valuing of reading and writing in his 

classroom.  In some cases, his articulations matched those of the other focus students.  In 

other cases, his understandings were different or, in some cases, non-existent.  Some texts 

were important to him, he reported, and other texts were important to others.  In some 

cases, Sean described the texts in the classroom as a way for the children to improve their 

reading.  Sean was very aware of the role books in his classroom played in the 

improvement of his reading.  Referring to the large number of books in the room, he told 

me that the books were there “to help us get better at reading” and that reading a lot of 

books was “good for you.”  His teacher read books to the class, Sean said, as a way for 

the children to “listen to how [the teacher] reads and then we can read that way.” He also 



83 

talked about reading and writing as “getting us ready for third grade,” noting as an 

example the handwriting books in which he practiced his cursive letters. 

Some texts created in Sean’s classroom were there as a resource he explained.  

For example, the list he and his teacher created (“What fluent reading sounds like”) 

helped him remember what fluent reading was, “ because it’s sometimes hard to keep it 

in your mind.” Similarly, Sean described the published class agenda (rewritten after the 

meeting by the teacher) as “a reminder” in his classroom.  Pointing to the rough draft, he 

reported that his teacher “published” the original text  “so it won’t be sloppy like that one 

[the draft].”  He also said it would be a “reminder” for the class.  Sean said his teacher 

displayed the poems of “kids in this class,” former second grade students, and “other 

poets” (i.e., Douglas Florian) so that “we can get ideas for poems.”  

Unlike any of the other three focus students, Sean reported that the reading and 

writing that was done in his class was for fun.  For example, Sean seemed to be excited 

that the teacher read poems and said she read them because poems “were fun!”  

Similarly, that was the same reason she gave students opportunities to read and write 

poems he thought.  Books were also there, according to Sean, for “fun.”  Explaining how 

the class “voted” on the next read aloud, they chose Harry’s Mad (King-Smith, 1997) 

over Tuck Everlasting (Babbitt, 1975) and Baby (1993) because “it sounded like more 

fun.”  

Sean was not always certain of the purpose of reading and writing that surrounded 

him.  On several occasions, I observed Emma reading a book to the students during a 

reading mini-lesson.  He thought she was reading, again, “just for fun” on two of the 

occasions, and on the rest, he said he was “not sure” as to why she was reading to the 

class.  He also stated that the teacher read aloud to the students, “like just to do, to do 

before we do something else.” 
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When asked about purposes for other texts in his classroom, Sean reported that 

some “tell us where to go.” As an example, he pointed to the work board displayed 

prominently in the classroom that students used to tell them which learning center in 

which they would participate on any given day.   

Sean also demonstrated his understanding of the power of literacy to control his 

environment. Earlier in the year, Emma reported, Sean and his friend Randall had created 

a game called “human eye,” which was modeled after “Who Wants to Be a Millionaire.” 

The boys had created a list of rules to accompany their game.  These rules included: 

1. Do not take paperclips off of the money. 

2. Three people can play at one time. 

3. You can only play one time. 

As they became “bombarded with participants,” Emma told me, Sean decided he 

needed to add more rules to the game.  He approached her and asked if it was okay to add 

to the list.  He then added the following: 

4. Do not cheat. 

5. Do not argue with the host. 

6. Do not touch clay models. 

7. Don't get impatient. 

8. Don't beg for anything. 

9. No lines. 

From the use of these rules by Sean, I inferred that he did have a growing 

understanding of literacy as a way of controlling his environment.  Sean just laughed 

when I asked him about the text, and said the reason he added to the rules was because  

“kids were bothering us too much.” 
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SUMMARY 

Data from this study suggest that there were several aspects of Emma’s 

instructional literacy practices that may have contributed to the conceptual 

understandings of literacy held by her lowest achieving readers.  These included her 

intentional decisions to include carefully selected texts in her classroom and her high 

expectations for her all of her students.   

In Emma’s classroom, there were texts on the bookshelves, in tubs, on walls, and 

at student desks; literally print claimed every available space in this classroom. While this 

print-rich classroom was inviting and aesthetically pleasing, the print was not just 

decoration. Emma made deliberate, conscious decisions about how texts entered this 

classroom and how they were used. For example, from the sheer quantity and large 

variety of books located in this classroom, students were able to easily find books and use 

books that fit their developmental reading abilities and interests. This access to 

developmentally appropriate reading materials existed both in the class book collections 

as well as the students’ more private reading collections.  Within the many organized 

collections of books, lowest achieving readers could find an independent leveled book 

just as easily as could a more advanced reader in the class, because Emma chose the 

books located in this room very carefully and with all students in mind, especially her 

struggling readers.   

Self-selection of reading material was a pervasive part of Emma’s instruction with 

her students.  Students were taught how to select appropriate reading materials and were 

given ample opportunities to practice choosing appropriate books for themselves.  

Additionally, Emma held her students accountable for the ways in which they interacted 

with the texts in the classroom.  For example, students received guided freedom to choose 

the books inside their private collections.  The students and teacher created and regularly 
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used the poster located in the library center as a way of guiding their selection of the 

books they chose to read.  

In addition to developmentally appropriate reading materials, Emma consciously 

chose to engage her students with texts that represented a variety of formats and genres.  

The four focus students were engaged with picture books during “free reading time” and 

guided reading groups.  Leveled readers were used during guided reading groups and 

within literacy centers.  Picture books were a pervasive part of instruction during writer’s 

workshop mini-lessons. Chapter and picture books were used for instructional purposes 

during the read aloud time. The lowest achieving readers and their teacher recognized and 

described the usefulness of books in the development of their reading skills and the role 

the books played in their teacher’s instruction of those skills.  The lowest achieving 

readers and their teacher recognized and described the usefulness of books in their own 

personal development as writers and described the books as resources that taught them 

the crafts that writers use. Emma purposefully engaged the lowest achieving readers with 

these books so they would see themselves as writers; the focus students’ comments 

suggested that they viewed themselves as such.  

In addition to the vast amounts of fictional books located in this classroom, Emma 

consciously chose to surround her students with informational and procedural texts.  

Interestingly, the students in this study appeared to be as comfortable and eager to engage 

with informational and procedural texts as they were with fictional texts.  They used 

these texts regularly and with a high level of confidence, and were able to explain the role 

of these texts in their academic and social development.  They understood these texts to 

be important for their learning in general as well as their conceptual learning that took 

place within the content areas.  For all of the focus students, informational texts were the 

avenue through which they became “experts” in a particular field of study and their 
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articulations closely matched their teacher’s intentions and purposes for these texts in her 

classroom.   

Finally, one of the most distinctive aspects of the physical environment of this 

classroom was the presence of texts created by the teacher, the students, or a combination 

of both. Student- and teacher- created texts defined this classroom, spilled out into the 

hallway and spanned all areas of the curriculum.  They were what the focus students were 

most excited to talk about during our conversations; their enthusiasm was easily apparent.  

Conversations about one text during interviews often turned to a conversation about 

something else they had “made” and wanted to show me and talk about.  When I visited 

the classroom, the students rushed to tell me about the texts they had created when I was 

not there.  For Emma, student and teacher authored texts were the most “natural avenue” 

for her children to learn specific skills and strategies and larger purposes for texts.  These 

texts were the means by which her students could share their learning with others, in the 

form of displays and publications.  For the children, these texts displayed the expert 

knowledge in their classroom.  It was the creation of these texts that helped the students 

“teach others.”  Additionally, student and teacher created texts gave the struggling 

readers an avenue by which their growing identity of “author” could be channeled.  They 

declared ownership of the texts and talked about very specific ways in which they used 

and valued them. The lowest achieving readers’ understanding and valuing of student and 

teacher created texts closely mirrored their teacher’s intentions and purposes for those 

same texts.  

Interestingly, however, I only heard Emma explain her intentions and purposes 

for texts in this classroom three times during my observations. These instances all took 

place during the creation of student and teacher authored texts. When I asked Emma 

about this lack of explicitness on her part, she told me that had been very explicit earlier 
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in school year about the purposes and uses for all texts and instruction.  Everything she 

did earlier, she said, was “wrapped up in a think-aloud.” She purposefully observed 

students for signs that students understood her intentions and continued modeling and 

explaining until she was sure they did. She explained:  

I start hearing my words coming back to me and eventually it goes away 

completely.  This is starting to sink in and I don’t’ have to think out loud. 

After listening to Emma’s explanation, I understood why these focus students echoed her 

intentions and purposes in the ways they did.  

Another important aspect of Emma’s instructional literacy practices was the high 

expectations she held for her lowest achieving readers.  Although my observations 

focused on the four lowest achieving readers in this classroom, it was obvious that they 

were doing the same things the other students were doing. Emma expected them to be 

successful readers and writers and expected them to have the same understandings and of 

literacy as others in the classroom.  During my observations, there was never a time that 

my focus students were engaged in literacy events that were different from those around 

them.  Just by looking around the room, I would not have been able to tell who the lowest 

achieving readers in this classroom were if Emma had not identified them for me.  When 

I asked her about this, Emma replied, 

You’re absolutely right.  There isn’t anything that I would do differently in terms 
of the big picture kind of thing.  If we’re doing an inquiry unit, everyone 
participates and the whole idea is that everyone can be successful at their own 
personal level and you don’t want to limit kids by saying, “these texts aren’t 
really accessible to you so you’re going to be doing this other thing.”  I think that 
diminishes their confidence and then creates an atmosphere in the classroom 
where kids are seeing themselves as different than everyone else and not only the 
struggling kids but kids at the upper end, too.  And I think that can be very 
harmful in a community and so because of that, I like instruction to be available to 
everyone in the classroom and everyone is free to take it to whichever level they 
can, both those who are struggling and those who are not. I like that people can 
come in and look at everything and say “everyone in the class is doing these 
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amazing things” and I think the kids can sense that, they feel that when we have a 
celebration and people walk in and are just surprised at everything they’ve done.   

Emma went on to explain that when her students such as the four focus students 

were engaged with activities similar to everyone else,  

It builds their confidence… and the whole idea that they are readers and they are 
writers and if I look at them that way everyone is going to look at them in that 
way and they can’t help but see themselves as readers and writers because they’re 
never told that they can’t, not just explicitly but in our actions. 

However, this is not to imply that the activities of the focus students were exactly 

the same as others—the activities were the same but the texts involved were different 

because they were based on the instructional needs and developmental level of each 

student in this classroom.  For example, during the inquiry unit on animals, Emma 

ensured that each of the focus students had texts that were developmentally appropriate.  

She explained that one of the hardest parts of teaching like she does is “making sure they 

have texts they can access.”  

In conclusion, Emma had high expectations for all of her students.  She immersed 

her students in a print-rich environment and provided multiple opportunities for her 

students to use print.  Her students watched as she modeled her own purposes and uses 

for literacy.  In a few instances, she was explicit in her valuing of literacy.  Further, she 

provided opportunities for her lowest achieving readers to engage in literacy events that 

would help them see themselves as readers, writers, and experts.  As a result, these 

students were able to articulate understandings and valuings of literacy that were similar 

to their teacher’s.  In the next chapter, I present discussions, limitations, and implications 

for future research based on the findings of this study. 
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Chapter 6:  Summary, Discussions, and Implications 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine how and ways in which one inner city, 

second-grade teacher was successful with her minority students from low-income 

backgrounds.  My intent was to identify and describe those aspects of her instructional 

literacy practices that may have contributed to the achievement gains and conceptual 

understandings of literacy held by the lowest achieving readers in her classroom.   

The findings that emerged from this study were based on classroom observations 

and interviews of both the teacher and the four lowest achieving readers who were the 

focus of this study.  In this chapter I first summarize and discuss the findings of this 

study.  I then offer implications for future research.  Before I begin these sections, 

however, I revisit the progress made by the focus students in this study.   

STRUGGLING READERS IN A PRINT-RICH CLASSROOM 
 

As I analyzed and began to present this study, I struggled with what to call my 

four focus students.  If I had begun the study earlier in the year, I easily could have called 

them struggling readers.  By the time I completed this study, however, it was evident that 

all of the students had made significant progress in reading.  Kimberly and Claudia made 

progress equal to one-and-a-half grade levels and Kenny, two.  They completed second 

grade reading on grade level.  Although it appeared Sean did not complete second grade 

reading on grade level, he did make gains of at least half-of-a-year.  Sean’s progress 

deserves some attention.   

Sean was surrounded by the same environment, given the same opportunities to 

engage in literacy events, and taught by the same knowledgeable teacher, his progress in 
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reading was not as considerable as the other three students.  This is, perhaps a testament 

to the fact that learning to read is a complex process.  As I was completing this report, I 

asked Emma to revisit Sean’s progress.  She said that she remained concerned about him. 

Emma said that she stays in close contact with his parents and his third grade teacher, 

offering suggestions and insights into “what worked for him in second grade and what 

didn’t.”  Emma reported that Sean is currently being tested for “severe dyslexia” and that 

she suspects that with “intense, one-on-one instruction” he will begin to make progress in 

reading.  The findings of this study demonstrated that Emma provided a quality 

environment and quality instruction for all of her students, especially those who began 

the school year as struggling readers.  Allington (2002) synthesized across current studies 

of what he called “enormously effective elementary school teachers” (p. 62) and found 

that these teachers focused on the whole child, including the emotional, academic, and 

social aspects.  These teachers, he wrote were professionally invested in every one of 

their children.  Emma belongs in this category of teachers.  She knew Sean well—she 

knew his strengths as a learner and as a person.  She knew exactly what he needed from 

her and her instruction.  In a class with 20 small people who all have different strengths 

and needs, teaching the way Emma does is not easy.  Intensive and individualized 

instruction may be just what Sean needs.   

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS RELATED TO ENVIRONMENT, INSTRUCTION, AND USES AND 
UNDERSTANDINGS OF LITERACY 

The findings of this study suggest that in addition to the wealth of texts in this 

classroom, the high expectations and decisions made by this teacher contributed to the 

struggling readers’ successes in reading and conceptual understandings of literacy. 

Emma surrounded her students with print of various kinds, including published 

books and texts created in the classroom. She provided her students with multiple 
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opportunities to engage with print in purposeful and meaningful ways and had clear 

intentions for the print and how it was used in this classroom. Similarly, she clearly 

articulated her goals for her students—that they become life-long learners as well as 

independent readers and writers.  These goals guided all that she did with her students, 

including her struggling readers.  She viewed engagement with text as the focus of all 

literacy instruction. Although I did not observe the teacher explicitly stating her 

intentions and purposes for literacy in the presence of her struggling readers, their 

articulations for the purposes for the literacy events closely mirrored those that Emma 

explained in our interviews.  

DISCUSSION: USING AND CREATING TEXTS IN A PRINT-RICH CLASSROOM 
 

Teachers make hundreds of instructional decisions every day.  Based on the 

findings from this study, Emma’s decisions were based on her goals for, her high 

expectations of, and the needs of her struggling readers. Teachers like Emma have been 

described in the literature as “principled decision makers” who make instructional 

decisions based on the selection and adaptation of ideas from a variety of ideologies, 

methods, materials, programs, the needs of their students, and their vision for reading 

instruction (Duffy, 1991; Duffy, 1998; Hoffman & Duffy, 1999; Hoffman et al., 1998).  

Emma’s decisions were manifested in the kinds of print that she incorporated into her 

print-rich environment.  

I use a socioconstructivist frame to discuss the study findings. If literacy is viewed 

as a social construct (Cole, 1996) and thus a social practice (Barton, 1994; Barton & 

Hamilton, 2000), then instruction with struggling readers and writers can thought of as 

the induction of “newcomers” (Gee, 1999) into the “literacy club” that Frank Smith 

described in 1987.  Through his work, James Gee offers a framework for this induction 
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(1989; 1999; 2000; 2001; 2002). To become a member of any new community or club, 

several factors must be addressed.  First, members of the club must respect what the 

newcomer brings.  Second, the newcomer must be immersed in the environment of the 

club.  Thirdly, there must be scaffolding from a knowledgeable other.  And, finally, there 

must be a critical awareness on the part of the newcomer. Newcomers must see 

themselves as having the potential to eventually become card-carrying members of that 

club for until the newcomer feels this potential, he or she may not be willing to expend 

the energy required (Delpit, 1995; Gee, 2002).  The following discussion of Emma’s 

intentions and instructional practices illustrate how she welcomed and supported her 

students in becoming members of a literate community.   

Respect:  Instructional Decisions Based on Developmental Level of Students 
 

The findings of this study indicate that Emma was fully aware of the instructional 

needs of her four struggling readers.  She was able to explicate their strengths and 

instructional needs as readers, writers, and learners.  Her inclusion of both formal and 

informal assessments and her use of them to guide instruction were apparent through 

observations and interviews with Emma and with her struggling readers.  She frequently 

described the role of assessment in guiding her instruction.  The focus students in this 

study also talked about the literacy events in which they were engaged as being helpful to 

their teacher in “knowing that we had learned what we needed to learn.”  Emma provided 

her students with texts and literacy events that matched their needs and that would 

scaffold their development and taught them how to choose appropriate texts for 

themselves.  Further, she fully expected her struggling readers to create, use, and perceive 

texts in ways similar to other, more advanced readers in her classroom.  Her inclusion of 

texts that were developmentally appropriate for all of her students in this print-rich 
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classroom demonstrated her awareness of and sensitivity to the developmental levels of 

her students. 

Immersion in the environment:  Print-rich classrooms 
 

In addition to the sensitivity to what the newcomer brings to the learning 

situation, immersion in the environment is critical to a newcomer’s induction in the 

literacy club.  The importance of immersing beginning readers and writers in a print-rich 

classroom has been documented through the convergence of the most recent studies on 

effective classroom environments (Taylor, Pearson, Clark & Walpole, 1999; Metsala, 

Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, Rankin, Mistretta, & Ettenberger, 1997; Morrow, Tracey, 

Woo, & Pressley, 1999; Pressley, Rankin, & Yokoi, 1996;Wharton-McDonald, Pressley 

& Hampston, 1998).  Simply, learning to read occurs best in classrooms in which 

children are surrounded by texts.   

However, not just any texts will do.  Children need to be surrounded by a variety 

of materials and they need to know where to go to get those materials and how to choose 

appropriate texts.  Emma provided her students with published reading materials that 

represented a wide variety of topics, spanning all content areas. The texts were written in 

various formats, including picture books, chapter books, magazines, and reference books.  

Emma provided books that fit the developmental levels of all students, including leveled 

readers and easy and more challenging chapter books, which is an important aspect of 

good reading instruction (Martinez, Roser, Worthy, Strecker, & Gough, 1997). Emma 

provided books for her students that they wanted to read and she gave them choices 

(Worthy, Moorman, & Turner, 1999).  Emma went out of her way to get books for her 

children, and many of the books in her classroom were from her personal collection.  She 

made sure that she included such popular and well-loved books as Toy Story (Fontes & 



95 

Korman, 1999) and Shel Silverstein’s poetry books. My observations showed that the 

students were highly engaged with the books in the classroom.    

Books in classrooms must also represent a wide variety of genres (Duke & 

Bennett-Armistead, 2001; Purcell-Gates, McIntyre, & Freppon, 1995). Duke (2000) 

suggested that exposing children to informational texts early may help to alleviate the 

“fourth-grade slump” and may provide poor and minority children with the “cultural 

capital” necessary to achieve academically in later elementary school years. 

Informational texts were a pervasive part of Emma’s classroom.  They were used and 

valued as tools for learning by both the teacher and the students.  

Student and teacher created texts were also a pervasive part of the print 

environment of Emma’s classroom. When teachers create texts with students, they are 

able to demonstrate to children that what they think and say can be written down and read 

by themselves and others (see the works of Sylvia Ashton-Warner, for example). As 

Emma demonstrated, created texts then become a context for demonstrating, exploring, 

and explaining the conventions of print, as demonstrated by Stauffer (1980). Although 

earlier research indicated the importance of student-authored work in reading 

development (Fractor, Woodruff, Martinez, & Teale, 1993; Taylor, Logson, & Blum, 

1986), the roots of capturing and using children’s language as part of their reading 

instruction can be attributed to the works of Donald Graves (1994), Lucy Caulkins 

(1994), and Marie Clay (1998).  More recently, Maloch, Hoffman, and Patterson (2003), 

described texts authored by students and teachers as “reading and writing ‘of the 

classroom,’” and referred to student- and teacher- authored texts as “local texts.” They 

suggested that local texts are  

integrally related to the ongoing instructional events in the classroom and serve a 

number of functions within the classroom community, including the 
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documentation of classroom life, the support of learning, and the affirmation of 

students and their work.   

Local texts in this classroom offered a way for the lived experiences of children to 

be brought into the classroom.  They validated the students’ thoughts while offering a 

way to take more control of their environment and to use literacy in ways that benefit 

their lives.  Observations and interviews from this study suggested that the local texts 

were what the struggling readers were most engaged with and excited about. Local texts 

seemed to be the avenue through which the struggling readers viewed themselves as 

“authors” and “experts.”  

In addition to immersion in a print-rich environment, interactions with print are 

critical in the development of newcomers to the literacy club. This study indicates that 

Emma’s provision of multiple opportunities to engage with print in purposeful and 

meaningful ways may have contributed to the understandings and valuing of literacy as 

explicated by her struggling readers.  Because literacy events were a pervasive part of the 

school day and spanned subject areas, literacy seemed to be the focus of doing school in 

this classroom. By providing the opportunity to engage and create texts like she did, this 

teacher was showing her students that literacy is a means to a larger end—learning.   

Scaffolding by a Knowledgeable Other:  The Role of the Teacher 
 

In addition to immersion, newcomers to the literacy club must be scaffolded by a 

knowledgeable other, one who knows how to think and act like a literate person. Within 

this framework of literacy as a social practice, this knowledgeable other would help the 

newcomer understand how literacy is used and valued by the other members of the club.  

Although she was not explicit in her intentions and purposes for reading and writing as I 

would have expected, the struggling readers’ articulations of their understandings of 
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literacy closely mirrored those of Emma’s, as I learned in our interviews. Emma 

continued to model her uses, understandings, and valuing of literacy in the presence of 

her struggling readers. As the knowledgeable other (Vygotsky, 1978), Emma began with 

the known (local texts created from students’ experiences) and moved her struggling 

readers toward the unknown (using texts and literacy in a variety of ways for a variety of 

purposes).  Whether it was creation of a poster that demonstrated how to correctly use 

quotation marks or the construction of a poster that scaffolded a math lesson, local texts 

were the vehicle through which much learning took place in this classroom.  This study 

suggests that the sheer amount of texts that Emma created with her students and the 

opportunities for them to independently created texts may have contributed to the 

understandings and valuing of literacy they articulated.  

Critical Awareness:  Seeing oneself as a reader and writer 

In addition to scaffolding by a knowledgeable other, newcomers to the literacy 

club must see themselves as potential members of the group if they are to expend the 

energy required to become members (Gee, 1999; Delpit).  This study suggests that the 

struggling readers had begun to identify themselves as readers, writers, and experts.  It 

was evident throughout the observations and interviews that the creation and use of local 

texts in this classroom played a large part in this blooming identity for it was in the 

conversations about the local texts that students identified themselves as such.  The 

presence of student-authored books beside those of published authors in the library 

center, and the display of students’ poems next to Douglas Florian and Shel Silverstein 

on the Poetry Center chart may have contributed to this growing identity.  The fact that 

Emma displayed the work of her students in the hallway for all to see and learn from 

further emphasized their identity as experts who were capable of teaching others, even 

adults, what they were learning.  All of the struggling readers spoke of their work as 
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worthy of teaching others or being used as a resource by others. The teacher had these 

same intentions for the work of her students.   

This study suggests that the struggling readers were newcomers who were offered 

membership into the literacy club and were invested in their membership.   Because of 

their teacher’s respect for their knowledge and skills, their immersion in a print-rich 

environment and engagement in purposeful and meaningful texts, and their scaffolding 

by a knowledgeable and principled teacher, these struggling readers were willing to 

expend the energy required to continue their induction into the literacy club.  In the next 

section, I discuss implications for future research.   

The Claiming of the Classroom by Local Texts  

The findings of this study suggest that I was in the presence of a teacher who was 

invested in her struggling readers’ literacy development—she knew her children, knew 

what they needed from her, and knew what to do to address their needs including what 

materials to place in front of them.  Her quality instruction validates the current 

knowledge on effective literacy teaching—that is, Emma was a responsive, reflective 

teacher who based her instruction on her goals for, needs of, and responses to her 

students.  However, I believe that Emma’s instruction has the potential to further current 

understandings about effective literacy instruction for struggling readers. I suggest that 

her deliberate, purposeful use of student and teacher created texts played a major role in 

her students’ literacy achievement and conceptual understanding.  The fact that student 

and teacher created texts filled every available space in this classroom, that it was what I 

saw the children using, and it was what they were most excited about, indicates that these 

texts were a large part of their induction into this literate community. The claiming of this 

classroom and the shaping of these students as readers and writers was substantiated over 

and over in my data.   
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Brandt and Clinton (2003) challenge the field of reading research to further 

explore the role of texts such as student and teacher authored work for the role they play 

in the lives of people who create and use them.  They write:  

not only can one look to local contexts to understand local literacy, but one can 

also look to local literacy practices to understand the key forces that organize 

local life (p. 341). 

The authors further suggest that texts in a social context are active mediators, 

pemeating, resisting, and recrafting the lives of the people around them.  Texts such as 

the ones I described are not just passive things that are used and created by people, but 

have a life of their own and contribute to the social practices of a community.  In looking 

into social settings, such as classroom, Brandt and Clinton encourage researchers to 

explore what “what things are doing with people” just as we explore “what people are 

with things.”  (p. 348).   

Observations in Emma’s classroom and interviews with her and her struggling 

readers suggest that the student and teacher created texts were the force by which these 

struggling readers came to understand and value literacy in the ways they did.  Emma 

recognized the value of these kinds of texts to meet the developmental needs of her 

students and to scaffold them into seeing themselves as readers, writers, and experts.  She 

used these texts to her advantage and to the advantage of her struggling readers.  The four 

focus students in this study also recognized the importance of student and teacher created 

texts in their own development as authors and experts; it was obvious from their 

excitement in talking about these texts that they valued these texts and that these texts 

were the avenue by which they could demonstrate their authorship and expertise.  It was 

the physical claiming of this classroom by the local texts that may have been one of the 
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aspects of Emma’s literacy instruction that contributed to the struggling readers’ success 

with literacy and their growing understanding of it in their school lives.  

IMPLICATIONS 

It was the intention of this study to describe the instructional literacy practices of 

a teacher who was successful in moving her students toward success in reading 

development and toward a rich, conceptual understanding of literacy. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, there have been many studies that have investigated the role of print-rich 

environments in literacy development and the role of the teacher in reading development.  

Missing from that research, however, are examinations of teachers’ specific purposes and 

intentions in creating print-rich classrooms for their students, especially students from 

minority and low-income families.  The findings of this study suggest that the teacher’s 

intentions and purposes for literacy and how she used texts in the presence of her 

struggling readers may have contributed to their understandings and valuing of literacy.  

Other research that follows this study might further examine the purposes and intentions 

of teachers and the understandings of students in a variety of classroom environments, 

especially environments that are rich in student and teacher created texts. For example, 

what are the understandings and valuing of literacy by struggling readers in classrooms 

that are not print-rich?  In classrooms that are print-rich in a traditional sense but not 

claimed by student and teacher authored texts?  What does literacy instruction look like 

earlier in the school year with struggling readers?  Same texts?  Same opportunities to 

engage?  Further, more explanation is needed as to why only three of the focus students 

made clear gains in reading achievement even though all four had the same opportunities 

to engage with the same texts. With the call by the federal government to create “print-

rich” classrooms for young children across the county, supported through such initiatives 

as Early Reading First, the field of reading needs to continue to explore the conditions 
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under which the understandings and valuing of literacy by poor and minority children in 

print-rich environments are developed.  
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 Appendix A 

 

Description of the Text Inventory, Text In-Use, and Text Interview Observation System 

(TEX-IN3) 

Adapted from Hoffman, 2002 

 

The TEX-IN3 aims to quantitatively capture the literacy practices of the classroom 

through procedures for:  

• inspecting, capturing and rating the range and qualities of texts in the classroom 

(referred to as the Text Inventory);  

• observing students and teachers as they engage with these texts in the flow of 

instruction (Texts In-Use); and  

• interviewing students and teachers regarding the forms, functions and uses of the 

texts in the classroom (Text Interviews). 
 

Text Inventory-- captures and rates the quantity and quality of texts available for children 

in the classroom.  It involved a counting the various text types identified from previous 

research.  These seventeen text types were not designed to be limiting; rather, they serve 

a functional purpose in categorizing the various types of text located in elementary 

classrooms.  After documenting the various texts in these classrooms, rubrics were used 

by the observers to rate each text type (on a scale of 1=inadequate to 5=outstanding) 

based on quality descriptors.  In addition, the observers assigned a holistic score to the 

overall Text Environment.   
 



103 

Texts In-Use-- captures and records the engagement of the teacher and the children as 

they use the various texts at three different periods of time.  It is through this the 

documentation of this engagement that one comes to a deeper understanding of the 

literacy practices of the classroom community.  At the beginning and end of each 

observation time period, a “snapshot” is taken of the entire class (how many children are 

engaged with which types of text and under what contexts).  Immediately following this 

“snapshot,” the observation “sweep” begins.  The “sweep” is a systematic focus on the 

engagement with text of three focus children and their teacher.  These focus children 

were chosen by the teacher based on their instructional reading level: one who is reading 

instructionally “above” grade level; one who is reading instructionally “on” grade level; 

and one who is reading instructionally “below” grade level.  The observer systematically 

observes and records engagement of these three children and their teacher, the context 

under which the engagement occurred, as well as they text type in which the engagement 

occurred.  The second “snapshot” concludes each observation period; each observation 

period lasts approximately 20 minutes.  Classroom teachers specified when this data 

should be collected: at least two from the reading/language arts block and the third from a 

content area (e.g., math or science).  

In addition to the physical engagement with text, the instrument also captures and 

records the oral texts generated by teachers and children during discussions about text.  

After each observation period, the observer assigns two ratings to the oral texts created in 

the classroom.  The first focuses on the amount of time spent in discussion and the 

second focuses on the quality of the nature of discussion.  Each rating is based on a scale 

of 1 to 5.   
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Text Interviews-- captures and records the understandings, interpretations, values, and 

beliefs that are part of the literacy events that have been observed.   

Teacher Interviews-- The teachers were asked to participate in two tasks.  The 

first was a rating of each text type on a scale of 1 (low level of importance) to 5 (high 

level of importance) in terms of their level of importance in the classroom instructional 

program.  They were also asked to rank the texts from 1 (most valuable) to 17 least 

valuable.  Based on this data, the observer then assigned a holistic rating of the teacher’s 

intentions, understandings, organization, plans, and uses of the texts in the environment 

using a rubric of 5 (enriched/elaborated understanding) to 1 (no knowledge).   

Student Interviews-- Other data collected centered on the understandings, 

interpretations, values, and beliefs of the children in the classroom, represented by the 

three focus children observed earlier in the In-Use component of the instrument.  The 

observers used “prompt” questions provided in the instrument to elicit responses from the 

children about each of the text categories recorded in the classroom.  A scaled response 

was recorded for each child (at each text level), based from 5 (elaborated/enriched 

understanding) to 1 (no knowledge).  After the interviews, observers assigned a holistic 

rating of each child’s understandings, interpretations, values and beliefs of the texts in the 

environment using a scale similar to the holistic rating of the teacher’s understandings.   
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Appendix B 

TEX-IN3 Text Types (from Hoffman, 2002) 
 

1. Computers/Electronic Texts:  This category includes any texts that are 

accessed and used through an electronic medium.    

Examples:  Messaging systems (e-mail), Internet access (for research), software 

programs (reading and authoring programs), tests or test preparation, text files 

that are saved and accessed by students, books-on-tape (e.g., listening centers), 

and news or information shows.   

2. Extended Text Process Charts: These are multi-sentence, connected texts 

that are procedural and guide students toward the use of a particular process or 

strategy.  Some of them may be on-going.   

Examples:  KWL charts, Language Charts, Inquiry Charts, Writing Process 

Charts, math strategies or algorithms, rubrics. 

3. Games/Puzzles/Manipulatives: These are instructional materials designed 

for student use (often as independent or small group work).  To be considered 

in this category they must feature text prominently.     

Examples:  Bingo, Clue, Word Sorts, Magnetic Poetry. 

4. Instructional Aids: Often these charts are used as a visual aid to support 

direct instruction or minilessons, They may remain displayed in the classroom 

after a lesson and be used as an artifact for that lesson or a as a reference point 

for students (e.g., a color chart).  Instructional Aid Charts focus on content 

while Process Charts focus on process.  Examples: Poems for reading 
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together, morning message, labels, vocabulary lists, Daily Oral Language 

(DOL) chart 

5. Journals: The use of journals has become so widespread in classrooms over 

the past decade that their 'definition' continues to expand.  This rapid growth 

has lead to some confusion about what "counts" as a journal.  For example, 

some things referred to as "workbooks" in commercial programs are referred 

to as "journal".  In this text inventory, journals are defined from a fairly 

specific framework.  Journals must be "local" texts created by the students 

(individuals or groups working together) based primarily on their work and 

writing.    

Examples:   Personal journals, literature response logs, content inquiry logs (math, 

science, and social studies), draft writing. 

6. Leveled Books: These texts are created explicitly for instruction in reading 

and are leveled for difficulty and accessibility.  Basal readers tend to be 

collections of short selections bound together and include carefully controlled 

vocabulary (either literature-based anthologies or skills-driven selections).  

"Little books" tend to be bound single selections that are carefully leveled 

(and even numbered) in terms of accessibility.    

Examples:  Basal anthologies (current adoptions), basal readers (out of adoption), 

"little books", decodable books 

 

7. Limited Text Process Charts: This category includes letter/word level texts 

that are procedural and guide the students in the use of a particular strategy or 

set of strategies.  These are similar to the Extended Text Charts in purpose and 

design; however, they tend to focus at the letter or word level.    
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Examples:  Word walls, alphabet charts, spelling "demon" charts 

8. Organizational/Management Charts: These displays are used to manage or 

organize the social, academic, or curricular work within the classroom.    

Examples:  Student-helpers chart, workboards, class rules, and local or state 

curricular objectives, a chart for multiplication facts mastered by students, a skill 

mastery chart, a record of number of books read.   

9. Portfolios: Student portfolios are locations for and an organizer for the work 

completed by students. Consider when looking at portfolios, the range of texts 

collected; the processes of collecting texts; the access and use of these texts; 

and issues of control over these texts (e.g., what gets in, how, when).  

10. Reference Materials: These are materials that are used as resources for 

finding information (e.g., word spellings; locations; how to do something).    

Examples:  Atlas, dictionary, encyclopedia, English grammar handbook, 

thesaurus, globe, maps 

11. Serials: This text type includes a variety of locally and imported materials.  

Consideration of these texts should focus on qualities of topical relevance, 

accessibility for the students, quality of the publication, and the number of 

copies available (Is there one for every student?  Is it promoted as a reference 

or on display?).   

Examples: Ranger Rick, Highlights, Scholastic newspapers, classroom 

newspapers, school and community newsletters 

12. Social/Personal/Inspirational Text Displays: These might include 

inspirational posters about reading, student of the week displays, current 

events bulletin boards, etc.  

Examples:   "Star of the Week" posters, "Read, Read, Read" posters 
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13. Student/Teacher Published Work: This category consists of locally 

authored (by a student, a teacher, or a combination of the two) books or 

publications and are on display for students to use.  These texts tend to be 

more permanent than Work Product Displays.   

Examples: Text innovations with big books, individual-student-authored books, 

reports/inquiry projects 

14. Textbooks: These are student texts that are typically identified with a 

subject/content area.  Textbooks in this category have a clear instructional 

design for the teacher to use and the students to follow in learning new 

concepts and skills. Basal readers are not included in this category.   

Examples:  mathematics textbook, science textbook, English grammar books 

15. Tradebooks: These books do not have an obvious instructional design; they 

are often called “library books” or “children’s literature.”   

Examples:   Picture books (narrative, expository, procedural) and chapter books. 

16. Work Product Displays: These are displays of teacher or student work that is 

being "celebrated" and set forward for others to read and enjoy.    

Examples:  model writing samples 

17. Writing on Paper: These texts involve a written response on paper.  These 

responses vary across a wide continuum, ranging from tightly constrained 

text response formats to entirely open-ended response/writing formats.  The 

open-ended response formats may range from creative writing activities to 

literature responses to math problem solving exercises. “Workbooks” are also 

included in this category.  

Examples:  reading, math, phonics, and spelling workbooks/worksheets, blank 

paper with assigned topics to write from, paper for creative writing. 
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Appendix C 

 

Data Collected on Tradebooks in Emma’s Classroom Using the TEX-IN3 

(Hoffman, 2002) 
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Appendix D 

Example from Field Notes 

<In this observation, Emma is introducing her students to the riddle writing center.> 

“Are you ready for riddles?”   

Eagerly they respond, “yes.”  

She has a paper bag with text on the outside and something is hidden inside. She reads 

the riddle to them (which is in rhyming form). Someone guesses it is a dragon.  “What 

words were in the poem that made you think it was a dragon?”  The children respond.  S 

is on the second row. T is in the back corner, but clearly a part of the group. R is right in 

the front.  She takes out another bag and reads the riddle.  All are listening intently.  

When one of them responds that she thinks it is Goldilocks, M giggles a little and asks if 

she wants it to be re-read.  She ends up reading it twice more after each response.  One 

said goose and M asks what words made you think goose?  Focusing on words within the 

lesson (i.e., coyote – guessing the riddle based on the word that triggered your thought).  

They are having a hard time finding the words that made them think of a goose.  She 

reads it again and has them put their finger on their nose when they hear a word that 

reminds them of goose.  She reads the entire riddle again and then discusses the part 

about the “bird that laid the golden egg.”  They make connections to Jack and the 

Beanstalk.  She shows them the goose inside the bag as well as they dragon. “These 

become part of your choice.”  She takes out another beanie baby, a bear.  “Yesterday we 

wrote a poem about a cat.  Today is a bear.  What is one thing we know about a bear?”  

She moves to the board and writes in a web form, the children’s responses.  Black Bear is 

in the center of the web.  These are the things that they thought of: 

17. Lives in caves; 
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18. Hibernate in the winter; 

19. Eat fish; 

Mammals (R says this, M asks him what makes them a mammal—she writes on the 

board live babies; warm blooded; fur).  “In your clues, you don’t want to say it’s a bear 

when you do this in the writing center.”  She separates the board into four rectangles b/c 

they are to write four sentences about their riddles.  Connection to the reading test they 

took last week where the bear slept on the rug.  They are trying to find words that rhyme 

with the word ‘cave.’ Ryan started this by saying, “I live in a cave.”  She has written 

gave, cave, save, wave, brave, Dave to the side.  Marisa adds the next line, “They are 

very brave.”  S has her hand up to contribute.  The children have to use two facts.  

Allison adds “I think they should shave.”  M writes it on the board in parenthesis.  “A not 

only made this a clever poem, but she hide another fact inside there.”  S adds to the 

poem.  “They like to save.”  M asks what they like to save, “fish,” S responds. M 

encourages her to add another fact.  She did not write S’s suggestion about saving on the 

board.  She chooses hibernate.  M asks them what some other words are that they can use.  

At the children’s insistence, she adds hibernation and sleep to the board.  She asks them 

to think about which of these two words will be easier to rhyme with.  Ryan has his hand 

up as he wants to give the next line of the poem.  T is looking around and S is looking at 

the board.  Eddy is having a hard time with it and calls on R to help him, “They like to 

sleep.  Sometimes they’re creeps.”  She asks him why they are creeps.  Another makes a 

suggestion about using the word “peep” in place of creep.  She reviews with the children 

the steps they are to do when they go to the writing center: 

• Pick an animal; 

• Make a web with facts that you know about that animal; 

• Write you riddle using your facts; 
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• Draw a picture on the inside. 

• Share it with a friend. 

Cody suggests they can do a rough draft.   M sends the children back to their desks and 

goes over the work board with them. 
 



114 

Appendix E 

Summary of Observed Literacy Events by Context and Subject Area 

(All focus students engaged in event unless otherwise noted) 
 

• Subject 

Area 

• Whole Group • Small Group • Individual Student  

• Reading/ 

Language 

Arts 

• Read Aloud—Harry’s 

Mad—teacher reads; 

scaffolding of terms 

throughout reading and 

instruction on creating 

images as you read;  

• Words that end in –le; 

teacher instructed students 

on how to do homework 

(independent practice from 

• T reading with teacher 

during guided reading 

groups reading 

Alexander…; 

• Literacy Ball—small groups 

showing literacy centers to 

first graders (A & R; T; 

S)—each group has artifacts 

from centers, lists of what to 

talk about; 

• Free reading—students 

reading tradebooks, poetry, 

and informational texts at 

desks  

• Writer’s Workshop—

students engaged in free 

writing at desks; 

• R working with teacher on 

fluent reading—together 

they create a list of what 
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morning work); teacher 

creates list of words (with 

student input) that end in –

le;  

• Mini-lesson—writer’s 

workshop—teacher and 

students constructing what 

they know about dialogue in 

stories (on chart tablet);  

• Teacher reads Fix It (David 

McPhail) to illustrate how 

and why to use dialogue 

(students pointing out 

examples of dialogue in 

story); 

• Teacher writing on board 

fluent reading is; 

• S at big book center looking 

for examples of verbs in 

book and recording those 

words in journal; 

• A working on word game 

with leveled reader;  

• Free reading—students 

reading tradebooks, poetry, 

and informational texts at 

desks; 

• Morning Greeting—written 

on board, std read as they 

enter classroom; 

• R at listening center—

listens then begins summary 
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what they are learning about 

dialogue from reading 

McPhail’s story; 

• Morning Message—teacher 

has written letter to std with 

mistakes for them to find 

(on overhead); 

• Read Aloud—Oh, the 

Places You’ll Go; meaning 

of unknown words and 

figure of speech;  

• Reference to work board 

during Explorer’s Club—

teacher reminding std of 

their center for the day; 

• Mini-lesson on transitions in 

of story; 

• A at ABC center making 

words; 

• S working on 

summarization of story from 

last week’s listening center; 

• T copying Levi’s report; 

• R writing in Personal 

Journal; 

• T writing in Personal 

Journal; 

• Students writing during 

writing workshop; 

• S used dictionary to find 

and spell levitation; 

• Handwriting—students 
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writing—teacher and 

students create texts that 

shows what they already 

know about transitions, 

most of what they write is 

from their own writing; 

• Author’s Chair (just after 

free writing time)—one 

student shares a story he has 

been working on; comments 

from others; 

• E refers stds to “transitions” 

discussion from earlier; stds 

discuss transitions in 

personal writing during 

w.w. time; 

writing in cursive 

handwriting books at desk 

(led by E on overhead)—A 

not present; 

• T at big book center looking 

for verbs; 

• S with personal journal; 

• R with reader response 

journal; 

• A (not in room); 

• Writer’s Workshop—stds 

working on Mother’s Day 

poems; 

• R at computer publishing 

poem; 

• Free reading time—stds 
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• Author’s Meeting—std on 

carpet discussing words that 

describe their mothers (tchr 

writing on semantic web 

from previous day); lesson 

then turns to writing similes 

that describe mothers; 

• Author’s Chair—std share 

poems; comments from 

others; 

• Literacy Ball—std 

compare/contrast third 

grade to second based on 

visit to third grade 

classroom; tchr writing on 

chart tablet; 

reading a variety of books at 

desk; 

• Read Aloud—Baby (P. 

MacLaughlin);  
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• Literacy Ball—on chart 

tablet, std reflect upon 

Literacy Ball with first 

graders; 

 

• Math • Number of the Day—

students discussed with 

teacher individual work 

(teacher wrote samples on 

board); 

• Solving Mad Minutes—E 

(on overhead) helps with 

“problem” problems; 

• Subtraction algorithm—

individual stds at board 

demonstrating solution with 

•  • Number of the day—at 

desks—students explored 

various ways (in math 

journal) to combine 

numbers to “get” to the 

number of the day; 

• Daily Mad Minute—stds 

practicing word problems at 

desk; 

• Individual practice using 

subtraction algorithm 
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algorithm;  

 

(individualized); 

 

• Science • D. Florian’s poetry—to be 

used as examples for animal 

report products—teacher 

and stds read Coyote, 

Hippo, and Lemur aloud; 

discussion about choice of 

words in poetry and shape 

of poem;  

• Reading riddles and 

guessing animal it 

describes; 

• Writing riddles—on board, 

stds list (via semantic web) 

all they know about bears 

• Work on human body 

projects (A and S working 

together on book; R 

working on game; T 

working on poster) 

• Animal reports—stds 

collecting data on animals 

and recording in journals; 

• Animal reports—stds 

collecting data on animals 

and recording in journals; 
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(first step in writing 

riddles); find rhyming 

words for concepts; 

• Writing riddles in the 

Riddle center—teacher 

demonstrates (with a 

direction list) how to write 

animal riddles; 

• Animal research—E passing 

out reading material for std 

(from public library); 

• Animal research—E goes 

through animal journal 

making sure kids have what 

they need;  

• Social • Community Meeting— •  •  
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Studies brainstorming of 

problems/solutions at recess 

and in classroom; 

• Other • Letters to parents—from 

school; tchr reads and 

passes each out; std place in 

take-home folder; 

•  •  

 
 
 
 
 



123 

References: 

Allington, R.L. (1983).  The reading instruction provided readers of 

differing abilities.  Elementary School Journal, 83, 548-559.   

Allington, R.L. (1991). Children who find learning to read difficult: 

School responses to diversity. In E. H. Hiebert (Ed.), Literacy for a diverse 

society perspectives, practices, and policies.  (pp. 237-252). New York: Teachers 

College Press. 

Allington, R.L.  (2001). What really matters for struggling readers.  New 

York:  Longman. 

Allington, R.L. (2002).  Schools that work where all children read and 

write.  Boston, MA:  Allyn and Bacon.   

Allington, R.L., & Cunningham, P.M. (2002).  Schools that work where 

all children read and write.  Boston:  Allyn and Bacon.   

Allington, R.L., & Johnson, P. (2000).  Exemplary fourth-grade reading 

instruction.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 

Research Association, New Orleans.   

Allington, R.L, & Johnson, P. H. (2001).  What do we know about 

effective fourth-grade teachers and their classrooms?  In C. M. Roller (Ed.), 

Learning to teach reading:  Setting the research agenda.  Newark, DE:  

International Reading Association. 



124 

Anderson, R.C., Hiebert, E.H., Scott, J.A., & Wilkinson, I.A. (1985).  

Becoming a nation of readers.  Urbana-Champaign:  University of Illinois, Center 

for the Study of Reading.   

Anderson, R.C., Wilson, P., & Fielding, L.  (1988). Growth in reading and 

how children spend their time outside of school.  Reading Research Quarterly, 

23, 285-303.   

Ashton-Warner, S. (1963). Teacher. New York: Simon and Schuster. 

Barton, D., &  Hamilton, M. (1998).  Local literacies:  Reading and 

writing in one community.  New York:  Routledge.    

Barton, D.  (1994).  Literacy:  An introduction to the ecology of written 

language.  Oxford:  Blackwell.   

Barton, D. (1998).  Local literacies:  Reading and writing in one 

community.  London:  Routlede.   

Barton, D.  (2000).  Literacy practices.  In D. Barton, M. Hamilton, & R. 

Ivanic. (Eds.).  Situated Literacies:  Reading and Writing in Context.  London:  

Routledge. 

Barton, D., & Hamilton, M.  (2000).  Literacy Practices. In D. Barton, M. 

Hamilton, & R. Ivanic. (Eds.).  Situated Literacies:  Reading and Writing in 

Context.  London:  Routledge. 

Barton, D., Hamilton, M., & Ivanic, R. (Eds.).  (2000). Situated Literacies:  

Reading and Writing in Context.  London:  Routledge.   

Beaver, J.  (1996). Developmental Reading Assessment K-3 (DRA).  

Parsippany, New Jersey: Celebration Press. 



125 

Berliner, D.C. (1981).  Academic learning time and reading achievement.  

In J. Guthrie (Ed.), Comprehension and teaching:  Research reviews.  Newark, 

DE:  International Reading Association.   

Betts, E.A.  (1946). Foundations of reading instruction.  New York:  

American Book Co. 

Brandt, D.B., & Clinton, K. (2003).  Limits of the local:  Expanding 

perspectives on literacy as a social practice.  Journal of Literacy Research, 34, 

337-356.   

Bruner, J. (1986).  Actual minds, possible worlds.  Cambridge:  Harvard 

Press. 

Cambourne, B. (2000). Observing literacy learning in elementary 

classrooms: Twenty- nine years of classroom anthropology. The Reading 

Teacher, 53, 512-515. 

Calkins, L. M.  (1994).  The art of teaching writing.  Portsmouth, NH:  

Heinemann.   

Cipielewski, J., & Stanovich, K. (1992).  Predicting growth in reading 

ability from children’s exposure to print.  Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology.   

Clay, M. M.  (1998).  By different paths to common outcomes.  New York:  

Stenhouse Publishers.   

Cole, M. (1996).  Culture as mind.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University 

Press.  



126 

Delpit, L.  (1995).  Other people’s children:  Cultural conflict in the 

classroom.  New York:  The New Press.   

Donahue, P.L., Finnegan, R.J., Lutkus, A.D., Allen, N.L., & Campbell, 

J.R.  (2001).  The nation’s report card:  Fourth-grade reading 2000.  (NCES 

2001—499).  U.S. Department of Education.  Office of Educational Research and 

Improvement.  National Center for Educational Statistics.  Washington, DC:   

Dowhower, S.I. & Beagle, K.G.  (1998).  The print environment in 

kindergartens:  A study of conventional and holistic teachers and their classrooms 

in three settings.  Reading Research and Instruction, 37, 163-190.   

Duffy, G.G.  (1998).  Teaching and the balancing of round stones.  Phi 

Delta Kappan, 79, 777-780.   

Duke, N.K. (2000). 3.6 minutes per day: The scarcity of informational 

texts in first grade. Reading Research Quarterly 35, 202-224.   

Duke, N.K., & Bennett-Armistead, V.S. (2001, December). Investigating 

the impact of diversifying the genres of text used in first grade literacy instruction. 

In M. Mallette (Chair), Investigating Texts for Beginning Reading Instruction: 

Predictability, Decodability, and Genre. Symposium presented at the National 

Reading Conference, San Antonio, TX. 

Elley, W.B.  (2000).  The potential of book floods for raising literacy 

levels.  International Journal of Educational Research, 46, 233-255.  

Ely, M., Anzul, M., Friedman, T., Garner, D., & Steinmetz, A.M.  (1991).  

Doing qualitative research:  Circles within circles.  London:  Falmer Press.   



127 

Erickson, F.  (1986).  Qualitative methods in research on teaching.  In 

M.C. Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching.  New York:  

Macmillian. 

Erlandson, D.A., Harris, E.L., Skipper, B.L., & Allen, S.D.  (1993).  

Doing naturalistic inquiry.  London:  Sage.   

Fractor, J.S., Woodruf, M., Martinez, M., & Teale, W.H.  (1993).  Let’s 

not miss opportunities to promote voluntary reading:  Classroom libraries in the 

elementary school. Reading Teacher, 46, 476-484.  

Gambrell, L., Wilson, R., & Gantt, W.  (1981).  Classroom observations of 

task-attending behaviors of good and poor readers.  Journal of Educational 

Research, 74, 400-404.   

Gee, J.P.  (1989).  Orality and literacy:  From “The savage mind” to 

“Ways with words.”  Journal of Education, 171, 39-60.   

Gee, J.P.  (1999).  Critical issues:  Reading and the new literacy studies:  

Reframing the national academy of sciences report on reading.  Journal of 

Literacy Research, 31, 355-374.  

Gee, J.P.  (2000).  Discourse and sociocultural studies in reading.  In M. L. 

Kamil, P.B. Mosenthal, P.D. Pearson, and R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of research 

on reading.  Mayway, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.   

Gee, J.P.  (2001).  Reading as a situated language:  A sociocognitive 

perspective.  Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 44, 714-726. 

Gee, J.P.  (2002).  Learning in semiotic domains:  A social and situated 

account.  In D.L. Schallert, C. M. Fairbanks, J. Worthy, B. Maloch, & J.V. 



128 

Hoffman (Eds.).  Fifty-first Yearbook of the National Reading Conference.  Oak 

Creek, WS:  National Reading Conference, Inc. 

Geekie, P.B., Cambourne, B. & Fitzsimmons, P. (1999). Understanding 

Literacy Development. Staffordshire, England, Trentham Books Limited. 

Glaser, B.G., & Strauss, A.L.  (1967).  The discovery of grounded theory.  

Chicago:  Aldine. 

Graves, D.  (1994).  A fresh look at writing. Portsmouth, NH:  Heinemann. 

Hamilton, M.  (2000).  Expanding the NLS:  Using photographs to explore 

literacy as a social practice.  In D. Barton, M. Hamilton, & R. Ivanic (Eds.), 

Situating literacy:  Reading and writing in context (p. 16-34).  New York:  

Routledge.   

Heath, S.B. (1982). Protean shapes in literacy events. In D. Tannen (Ed.). 

Spoken and written language:  Exploring orality and literacy. Norwood, NJ, 

Ablex. 

Heath, S.B. (1983).  Ways with words:  Language, life, and work in 

communities and classrooms.  New York:  Cambridge University Press.   

Hoffman, J.V., & Duffy, G.G.  (1999).  In pursuit of an illusion:  The 

flawed search for a perfect method. Reading Teacher, 53, 10-16.  

Hoffman, J.V., & McCarthey, S., Elliott, B., Bayles, D., Price., Ferree, A., 

& Abbott, J.  (1998).  The literature-based basals in first grade classrooms:  

Savior, satan or same-old, same-old.  Reading Research Quarterly, 33, 168-197.   

Hoffman, J.V., Roller, C., & The National Commission on Excellence in 

Reading Teacher Preparation.  (2003).  Prepared to make a difference:  An 



129 

executive summary of the National Commission on Excellence in Elementary 

Teacher Preparation for Reading Instruction.  Newark, DE:  International 

Reading Association.    

Hoffman, J.V., Sailors, M., Beretvas, N., Duffy, G. G.  (2003). The 

effective classroom literacy environment:  Examining the validity of the TEX-IN3 

observation system.   Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 

Educational Research Association.  Chicago, IL.   

Hoffman, J.V. (2002).  Texts Inventory, Texts In-Use and Text Interviews 

Observation System. Unpublished manuscript.  University of Texas at Austin. 

Knapp, M.S. (1995).  Teaching for meaning in high-poverty classrooms.  

New York:  Teachers College Press. 

Langer, J.A. (1987).  Language, literacy, and culture:  Issues in society 

and school.  Norwood, NJ:  Ablex. 

Laughlin, C.E., & Ivener, B.L. (1987).  Literacy behaviors of 

kindergarten-primary children in high stimulus-level literacy environments.  Parts 

I:  The instrument.  Part II:  Environments and Literacy Behaviors.  ED 354077.   

Maloch, B., Hoffman, J.V., & Patterson, B. (2003). Local Texts:  Reading 

and Writing “of the Classroom.” In J.V. Hoffman and D. Schallert (Eds.).  Texts 

in Elementary Classrooms.  Michigan:  Center for the Improvement of Early 

Reading Achievement.    

Martinez, M., Roser, N.L., Worthy, J., Strecker, S., & Gough, P.  (1997).  

Classroom libraries and children’s book selections:  Redefining “access” in self-

selected reading.  National Reading Conference Yearbook, 46, 265-272.   



130 

McCormick, S. (2003).  Instructing Students Who Have Literacy 

Problems. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill Prentice Hall. 

McGill-Franzen, A., Allington, R.L., Yokoi, L., & Brooks, G.  (1999). 

Putting books in the classroom seems necessary but not sufficient. Journal of 

Educational Research 93, 67-74. 

Merriam, S.B.  (1988).  Case study research in education:  A qualitative 

approach.  San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass.   

Merriam, S.B. (2001). Qualitative Research and Case Study Applications 

in Education. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass. 

Metsala, J.L., Wharton-McDonald, R., Pressley, M.J., Rankin, J., 

Mistretta, J., & Ettenberger, S. (1997).  Effective primary-grades literacy 

instruction=Balanced literacy instruction.  The Reading Teacher, 50, 518-521. 

Miles, M.B., & Huberman, A.M.  (1994).  Qualitative data analysis: An 

expanded sourcebook.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage.   

Morrow, L.M.  (1982).  Relationships between literacy programs, library 

corner design, and children’s use of literature.  Journal of Educational Research, 

75, 339-344.   

Morrow, L.M., & Weinstein, C.S.  (1982).  Increasing children’s use of 

literature through program and physical design changes.  The Elementary School 

Journal, 85, 2, 133-137.  

Morrow, L.M., Tracey, D.H., Woo, D.G., & Pressley, M.  (1999).  

Characteristics of exemplary first-grade literacy instruction.  The Reading 

Teacher, 52, 462-476. 



131 

Neuman, S.B.  (1999).  Books make a difference:  A study of access to 

literacy.  Reading Research Quarterly, 34, 286-311. 

Neuman, S.B., & Celano, D.  (2001).  Access to print in low-income and 

middle-income communities:  An ecological study of four neighborhoods.  

Reading Research Quarterly, 36, 8-26. 

Neuman, S.B., & Roskos, K.  (1993).  Access to print for children of 

poverty:  Differential effects of adult mediation and literacy-enriched play settings 

on environmental and functional print tasks.  American Educational Research 

Journal, 30, 95-122.   

Ogle, L., Sen, A., Pahlke, E., Jocelyn, L., Kastberg, D., Roey, S., & 

Williams, T.  (2003).  International comparisons in fourth-grade reading literacy:  

Findings from the progress in international reading literacy study (PIRLS) of 

2001.  (NCES 2003—073).  U.S. Department of Education, NCES.  Washington, 

DC:  U.S. Government Printing Office.   

Ormerod, F., & Ivanic, R.  (2000).  Texts in practices:  Interpreting the 

physical characteristics of children’s project work. In D. Barton, M. Hamilton, & 

R. Ivanic. (Eds.).  Situated Literacies:  Reading and Writing in Context.  London:  

Routledge. 

Pressley, M., J. Rankin, T., & Yokoi, L. (1996).  A survey of instructional 

practices of primary teachers nominated as effective in promoting literacy.  The 

Elementary School Journal, 96, 363-384. 



132 

Purcell-Gates, V.  (1996).  Stories, coupons, and the “TV Guide”:  

Relationships between home literacy experiences and emergent literacy 

knowledge.  Reading Research Quarterly, 31, 406-428. 

Purcell-Gates, V., McIntyre, E., & Freppon, P.  (1995).  Learning written 

storybook language in school:  A comparison of low-SES children in skills=based 

and whole language classroom.  American Educational Research Journal, 32, 

659-685.   

QSR International Pty Ltd.  (2002).  NUD*IST.  Victoria, Australia:  QSR 

International Pty Ltd. 

Roller, C.M. (1998).  So…What’s a tutor to do?  Newark, DE:  

International Reading Association.   

Rosenshine, B., & Stevens, R.  (1986).  Teaching functions.  In M. 

Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching.  New York:  Macmillan.   

Searfoss, L.W. & Readence, J.E. (1983).  Guiding readers to meaning.  

Reading Psychology, 4, p. 29-36. 

Smith, F.  (1987).  Joining the literacy club.  Portsmouth, NH:  

Heinemann.   

Snow, C. E., Barnes, W. S., Chandler, J., Goodman, I. F., & Hemphill, L.  

(1991).  Unfulfilled expectations: Home and school influences on literacy.  

Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press. 

Snow, C.E., Burns, S.M., and Griffin, P.  (1998).  Preventing Reading 

Difficulties in Young Children.  Washington, DC: National Academy Press.   



133 

Spear-Swerling, L., & Sternberg, R.J.  (1996).  Off track:  When poor 

readers become “Learning disabled.”  Boulder, CO:  Westview Press.   

Stauffer, R.G. (1980).  The language-experience approach to the teaching 

of reading.  New York:  Harper & Row.   

Strauss, A.L., & Corbin, J.  (1990).  Basics of qualitative research:  

Grounded theory procedures and techniques.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage.   

Street, B.V.  (1995).  Social literacies:  Critical approaches to literacy in 

development, ethnography, and education.  London:  Longman.   

Taylor, B.M., Pearson, P.D., Clark, K.F., & Walpole, S.  (1999).  Beating 

the odds in teaching all children to read.  (Report #2-006).  Ann Arbor, MI: 

CIERA. 

Taylor, B.M., Pearson, P.D., Clark, K.F., & Walpole, S. (2000).  Effective 

schools and accomplished teachers:  Lessons about primary-grade reading 

instruction in low-income schools.  The Elementary School Journal, 101, 121-

165. 

Taylor, D., & Dorsey-Gaines, C.  (1988).  Growing up literate:  Learning 

from inner-city families.  Portsmouth, NH:  Heinemann.   

Taylor, N.E., Blum, I., & Logsdon, D.M. (1986).  The development of 

written language awareness:  Environmental aspects and program characteristics.  

Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 132-149. 

Teale, W.H.  (1986).  Home background and children’s literacy 

development.  In W.H. Teale & E. Sulzby (Eds.), Emergent literacy:  Writing and 

reading.  Norwood, NJ:  Ablex.   



134 

Texas Education Agency.  (2000).  Texas Primary Reading Inventory 

(TPRI). Austin, TX. 

Tusting, K.  (2000).  The new literacy studies and time.  In D. Barton, M. 

Hamilton, R. Ivanic (Eds.), Situated literacies:  Reading and writing in context. 

London:  Routledge. 

Wharton-McDonald, R., Pressley, M., & Hampston, J.M.  (1998).  

Literacy instruction in nine first-grade classrooms: Teacher characteristics and 

student achievement.  The Elementary School Journal, 99, 101-128. 

Wolcott, H.F. (1988) Ethnographic research in education.  In R.M. Jaeger 

(Ed.), Complementary methods for research in education.  Washington, DC:  

American Educational Research Association. 

Wolcott, H.F.  (1995). The art of fieldwork.  Walnut Creek, CA:  

AltaMira. 

Worthy, J. & McKool, S. S. (1996).  Students who say they hate to read:  

The importance of opportunity, choice, and access. National Reading Conference 

Yearbook, 45, 245-256. 

Worthy, J., Moorman, M. & Turner, M.  (1999).  What Johnny likes to 

read is hard to find in school.  Reading Research Quarterly, 34, 12-27.   

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher 

psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

CHILDREN’S BOOKS CITED: 

Babbitt, N.  (1975).  Tuck Everlasting.  New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux.   

 



135 

Brown, M.  (1997).  Arthur’s new puppy.  New York:  Random House.   

Florian, D.  (2000).  mammalabilia.  New York:  Harcourt Brace.   

Fontes, R., & Korman, J.  (1999). Toy story.  New York:  Random House.   

Henkes, K.  (1990).  Julius, baby of the world.  New York:  Greenwillow 

Books. 

King-Smith, D.  (1997). Harry’s Mad.  New York:  Random House.   

MacLachlan, P.  (1993).  Baby.  New York:  Delacorte Press. 

McPhail, D.  Fix it!  New York:  Bt Bound. 

Munsch, R.  (2000).  Mmm, cookies!  New York:  Cartwheel Books.   

Prelutsky, J.  (1996).  A pizza the size of the sun.  New York:  

Greenwillow Books. 

Seuss, Dr.  (1990).  Oh, the places you’ll go!  New York:  Random House.   

Viorst, J.  (1972).  Alexander and the terrible, horrible, no good, very bad 

day.  New York:  Atheneum.    



136 

Vita 

Misty Wilhelm Sailors was born in Topeka, Kansas on February 26, 1065, 

the daughter of Lonnie Mitchell Wilhelm and Dianne Meredith Wilhelm.  After 

completing her work at Bastrop High School, Bastrop, Texas, in 1983, she entered 

The University of Texas at Austin.  She received the degree of Bachelor of 

Science in Elementary Education from The University of Texas at Austin in May 

1989.  During the following years she was employed as an elementary school 

teacher at Mina Elementary from 1989-1998.  During this time, she attended The 

University of Texas at Austin.  She received a Masters of Education in 

Curriculum and Instruction, with a specialization in Language and Literacy 

Studies in May 1998.  In 1998, Misty entered Graduate School of The University 

of Texas at Austin.  While at Texas, Misty co-authored numerous articles and 

presented at several national conferences.  In 2002, she began teaching 

undergraduate preservice teacher preparation courses at The University of Texas 

at San Antonio.    

 

Permanent Address:  1007 Water St; Bastrop, Texas 78602 

 

This dissertation was typed by the author. 

 
 
 

 


