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ABSTRACT

This study examines how teachers differentially support the needs of their Aboriginal
minority students and non-Aboriginal students during writing instruction. Two grade 4/5
teachers and their students participated over a four month period in classroom observations,
interviews, and artifact collection. Findings were that these teachers tended to informally
assess the needs of their students, and did not always strategically plan instruction or provide
differentially scaffolded support based on identified needs. Various factors impeded the
teachers’ abilities to incorporate empirically validated methods into their practice.
Implications for pre-service and in-service professional development are discussed. Also
highlighted is the need for further research into the appropriateness of recommended

approaches to writing instruction for Aboriginal students.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Canada has historically been known as a multicultural country, with citizens from
various cultural and linguistic origins. Increasingly educators are challenged to develop
programs that are pedagogically appropriate for minority students' in multilingual and
multicultural classrooms. First Nations students” are one minority group constituting a
considerable portion of classrooms in many regions of Canada. The academic achievement
of Aboriginal students in many regions lags behind that of majority students (Minister’s
National Working Group on Education, 2002; Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples,
1996), which is a concern for all educators. However, classroom teachers often lack specific
skills and resources to address the cdmplex needs of children with diverse cultural, cognitive,
and literacy needs (Fletcher, Bos & Johnson, 1999; Harklau, 1994; Vaughn & Shumm,
1994).

At the same time that educators strive to respond to the needs of minority students,
particularly First Nations children, the education system has also been advocating for
instruction that will promote self-regulated and independent thinking. The B.C. Ministry of
Education curriculum guides recommend instruction of thinking and problem solving
strategies, and not just content acquisition (Ministry of Education, 1995a,b). One particular
instructional approach which lends itself to this is called scaffolding (Wood, Bruner & Ross,
1976). Learning is scaffolded when an expert provides calibrated support that enables the

novice to perform (or complete tasks) that would normally be beyond his® ability level.

' In this paper, minority students will refer to those students whose culture is different from the majority school
gopulation.

This paper will use the term Native or Aboriginal to refer to individuals of First Nations ancestry.
? For clarity, I refer to teachers in the feminine and students in the masculine, throughout this manuscript.



Through this process the novice develops the skills to achieve success with independence.
For example, initially the expert, or teacher, verbally and non-verbally mediates the learner
throughout the activity until the thinking or problem solving process has been internalized by
the learner. When this occurs, the learner is then able to control and monitor himself
throughout the activity or problem solving process. The ability to identify task requirements
and a plan for completion, and then reflect on one’s progress or performance is termed self-
regulated learning (Paris & Newman, 1990).

The scaffolding metaphor is reflected in the research from several different
disciplines which have served to clarify the types of learning conditions that instantiate the
scaffolding process. For example, developmental psychologists point to Vygotsky’s (1978)
theory of human development, where learning is mediated through social interaction and
cultural artifacts, to explain the learning process. Socio-cultural theorists such as Rogoff
(1990) and Lave and Wenger (1991) discuss how individuals appropriate knowledge from,
and apprentice within, a community of practice; and linguists explain language development
as a process where an adult refines and supports the child’s language use (Cazden, 1979;
Heath, 1991). Based on these works, a number of teaching and classroom conditions that
support the scaffolding process have been identified.

Therefore, given the increased awareness of the needs of minority students in regular
education classrooms, and the focus on developing independent thinking skills and self-
regulated learning, it is important to understand how classroom teachers scaffold (or fail to
scaffold) instruction for their Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students. To advance
understanding in this area, this study investigates the nature of scaffolded instruction with

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students during writing, a task that requires extensive



cognitive and linguistic self-regulation. As well, this study explores the relationship between
a teacher’s cross-cultural experiences, training, classroom experience, and instructional self-
efficacy, and her use of differentially scaffolded instruction.

A case study design (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994) was used to explore the nature of
differentially scaffolded instruction with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students during
writing instruction. The participants for the study were two grade-4/5 elementary school
teachers and their students from a semi-rural community in the interior of western Canada.
Originally the intent was to examine teacher support with English-as-a-second-language
(ESL) and/or English-as-a-second-dialect (ESD) students to allow for consideration of both
linguistic and cultural variation. However, the minority students in the classrooms of the two
teachers selected for this study were of First Nations ancestry with no ESL or ESD
designation. Therefore, the criterion for comparison was based on cultural and not combined
cultural and linguistic diversity.

Data were collected using a variety of methods (Creswell, 1998; Denzin, 1978;
Lincoln & Guba, 1985). For example, each teacher was observed and video- and audio-taped
during writing instruction over a four-month period. The teachers were interviewed regularly
to gain further insight into the pedagogical intent of the support that they provided their
students during the observed writing lessons. Other data were gathered through artifact
collection and student interviews. Using the constant-comparative method (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967), emerging themes related to scaffolding, and the potential influence of teacher

and school factors on teachers’ instructional practices, informed and shaped the investigation.



Four specific research questions have guided this investigation:

Research question 1: How does the classroom teacher identify the individual writing

needs of her students?

Research question 2: How does the classroom teacher differentially scaffold

instruction to meet the diverse cognitive, literacy, and cultural needs of students during
writing instruction and activities?

Research question 3: What environmental conditions support instructional

scaffolding?

Research question 4: What is the interrelationship among the amount and type of

specialized teacher training, teacher support, class size, teacher self-efficacy, and the nature
of differentially scaffolded instruction for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students?

In the chapter to follow (Chapter 2) I begin by discussing the origins of the
scaffolding term and evolution of instructional practices and classroom characteristics that
instantiate the scaffolding process. Then I show how current reading and writing pedagogy
have been influenced by the scaffolding metaphor. Following this I review the literature
related to multicultural education® with specific attention to identifying teacher dispositions
and practices that best support minority students.

In Chapter 3 I outline the methodology used for this research project. First I present a
rationale for using a case study design. Then I discuss the site and the procedure for

participant recruitment. This is followed by two larger sections where I explain in detail the

* There are numerous definitions of multicultural education. In this study I use the term to refer to education
that acknowledges and values the languages and cultures of all people, provides equal opportunity, and
empowers all learners.



data collection and then data analysis processes. At the end of this chapter I address issues
of credibility and trustworthiness of the data and interpretations.

Chapters 4 and 5 present the findings of this investigation. Each of these chapters
report the results in a case study format, which begins with a general portrait of the school,
community, and teacher and her approach to writing instruction, followed by a presentation
of findings related to each of the four research questions. In Chapter 6 I present a cross-case
comparison and discuss the findings in light of previous research. I emphasize implications
for teacher planning and instruction for diverse student bodies, implementation of
instructional approaches supported by theory and research, and professional development.
Finally, in Chapter 7 I conclude with a discussion of the strengths of this study, including
implications for teaching of minority students, limitations of the research, and directions for

future studies.



CHAPTER 2
Review of the Literature

In this study I examine how classroom teachers support the writing development of
children with diverse literacy and cognitive needs, and cultural heritages. Specifically, I seek
to understand how teachers make decisions about the support they provide to Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal students, and how this support is influenced by factors such as teacher
background and community contexts. To guide this investigation I have referred to literature
that addresses four topics: scaffolded instruction; writing instruction; multicultural education
and First Nations pedagogy; and teacher attitudes and dispositions. I begin by discussing
teacher behaviors and classroom conditions that are associated with scaffolded instruction.
This background is necessary in order to examine the nature of the support employed by the
teachers in this study. Next I present current beliefs about, and practices of, writing
instruction to which I can compare the teachers’ approach to writing instruction. In order to
understand how teachers adjust support for Aboriginal learners, I then discuss trends and
findings in multicultural education, as well as recommendations for instruction and planning
specific to students of First Nations ancestry. Finally, I examine the literature on teacher
dispositions and attitudes to understand how classroom, school and community contexts
influence teacher behaviors, and specifically, how these contexts may impact scaffolding
practices.

Scaffolded Instruction

Scaffolding is a powerful teaching method employed to support learners until they are
capable of independently completing a given task or activity. To understand how classroom

teachers support student learning, I first identify actions and conditions that others have



found to instantiate the scaffolding process. To do this I examine the origins of the
scaffolding term, as well as research from a number of disciplines that have expanded the
notion of scaffolded instruction. Ithen present a list of characteristics, based on this
literature, that are commonly associated with scaffolded instruction, and provide examples of
their use in reading and writing instruction. This section sets the stage for identifying
dimensions of the scaffolding process that will be considered in this study.

Origins of the Concept of Scaffolding

The term scaffolding was originally coined by Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976). In
their article on effective tutoring practices, they describe the tutoring situation as a
relationship between an expert and a novice learner. The ultimate goal of scaffolded
instruction, according to Wood et al., is to allow the novice to achieve more in a shorter time
than if they were working alone, or to complete a task that would normally be too difficult
without assistance. The tutor (expert) provides a scaffold by bridging and supporting gaps in
the learner’s thinking process. The scaffold allows learners to perform at a level beyond that
at which they would be capable of on their own. While scaffolded instruction often entails
expert modelling and novice imitation, scaffolding need not be limited to these two
techniques. Wood et al. provide a list of six functions of scaffolded instruction: (a)
recruitment, or enticing the child to participate in the task at hand; (b) reduction in degrees of
freedom, or simplifying the task into stages or steps; (c) direction maintenance, or keeping
the activity progressing; (d) notation of critical features; (e) frustration control, or
maintaining motivation; and (f) demonstration, or modelling. Wood et al.’s study of 3-, 4-
and 5-year-old children demonstrated that the application of these functions varies depending

upon the developmental abilities of the learner. For example, with the task of constructing a



pyramid shape from wooden blocks, the quantity and type of assistance varied across the
three age groups, where 3-year olds required more direct intervention and correction, while
5-year olds received more verbal direction and reminding.

As well, Wood et al. contend that for the learner to become self-regulating in relation
to a certain task or activity, he must be “able to recognize a solution ...before he is himself
able to produce the steps leading to it without assistance” (p. 90) [italics added]. Teachers
may support, encourage, model and adapt instruction to scaffold the learner, but if the learner
is not cognizant of the process, including the purpose and desired end point, true independent
learning is not possible. For example, in the Wood et al. study where children constructed a
pyramid shape using wooden blocks, the authors stated that the children must have had an
understanding of the visual shape expected, because they constructed and deconstructed the
blocks until they were able to reach the desired shape. The work of Wood et al. provided
characteristics of, and a qualifier for, the instructional scaffolding process.

Other researchers, some from different disciplines, have referred to scaffolding-like
support in their work, which has served to enrich the concept. In Vygotsky’s theory of
human development (Moll, 1990; Rogoff, 1990; Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991a,b) learning
occurs through a dynamic social exchange between child and adult. Within an authentic
context and task, presented in its whole rather than isolated into separate pieces, the more
knowledgeable other (adult) verbally and non-verbally mediates a child’s activity and
thinking until the learning process is internalized. Once internalized, the child can then self-
mediate to support himself in the completion of the activity. In order to achieve this, both the
adult and the child must establish a shared understanding of the task or goal

(intersubjectivity), similar to Wood et al’s caveat that the learner must have a sense of the



task outcome. Vygotsky (1978) discussed mediation in terms of development and learning.
A child’s level of development of “mental functions [is] established as a result of certain
already completed developmental cycles” (p. 85). There exists a second level of functioning,
however, that is possible through mediation. Through a supported learning experience the
child is able to function at a developmental level which has not yet fully matured. The Zone
of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Gutierrez & Stone, 1997; Jacob, 1997; Vygotsky, 1978) is
the term used to describe the distance between these two levels of functioning Optimal
learning is said to occur when the activity or task is within the child’s ZPD. Vygotsky’s
theory of human development influenced current notions of scaffolding; social interaction
within authentic contexts, identifying the learner’s level of understanding (ZPD) and then
creating a shared understanding of the task further characterize the scaffolding process.
Another body of research, dialectic and classroom discourse studies, has influenced
current understanding of scaffolded instruction (Donahue & Lopez-Reyna, 1998; Heath,
1991; Palinscar, 1986; Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992). Investigations of parent-child
interaction identify parental scaffolding for the purposes of developing infant language and
cognition (Cazden, 1979, 1988). Parents scaffold by shaping children’s language attempts
and “providing support for their inchoate learning until it is no longer needed” (Brown &
Palinscar, 1989, p. 411). Further, some researchers maintain that collaborative talk (Wells &
Chang-Wells, 1992) and social interaction (Moll & Whitmore, 1993; Palinscar, 1986;
Roehler & Cantlon, 1997) are an essential and key feature of the scaffolding process.
Building from Vygotsky’s perspective on development, other socio-cultural
researchers have also influenced our understanding of scaffolding. For example, one body of

research has found that different cultures mediate language development in markedly
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different ways (Rogoff, 1990; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1983). For example, Schieffelin and Ochs
(1983) found that White, English-Anglo-Saxon middle-class mothers engage in face-to-face
dialogues with their infants, even before they are able to talk. Mother and child practice turn-
taking and use intonation to express meaning. The mother scaffolds by simplifying her talk
and interpreting for the child. In contrast, Schieffelin and Ochs (1983) found that Kaluli
mothers in Papua New Guinea hold their babies facing outward and do not engage in
dialogues with their babies until they are able to speak. They do not consider the non-
speaking child as capable of any communication. Consequently Kaluli mothers do not
scaffold language early in the infant’s development. Further, when the child is able to speak,
Kaluli mothers use directives as a way of showing the child how to speak, rather than
adopting the guiding and supporting role that English-Anglo-Saxon mothers assume. Thus,
depending upon the cultural context, scaffolding takes different forms (Scribner, 1997). In
all cultures, however, more capable individuals scaffold learners “intermentally” (on the
social plane) until the learner internalizes understandings (“intramentally”) on the individual
plane (Wertsch, Tulvistie, & Hagstron, 1993, p. 340).

Another influence on the scaffolding concept from socio-cultural studies relates to
acceptance and support of a learner within a larger community. Lave and Wenger (1991)
describe learning as a process which takes place among co-participants, in a community of
practice, where an apprentice engages in a parallel activity to a master. Through legitimate

peripheral participation, the apprentice has access to “sources for understanding” (Lave &

Wenger, p. 37), and learns to become a full, practicing community member. The master
supports the learning by providing a controlled set of easy steps. As well, techniques and

strategies are made visible to the apprentice through language and demonstration. As with
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the parent-child language studies, discourse that supports learning and problem solving in
such communities of practice is culturally specific (Forman & McPhail, 1993; Scribner,
1997).

Classroom studies have further expanded our understanding of scaffolded instruction
by identifying classroom conditions that support the development of self-regulated learners.
To support independent learning and self-regulation the classroom climate and teacher style
must be conducive to this development (Aulls, 1998; Englert, Rozendal, & Mariage, 1994;
Gallimore & Tharp, 1990; Malicky, Juliebo, Norman & Pool, 1997). In classrooms that
support self-regulated learning (SRL), students learn and are motivated to set goals, make
plans, transform knowledge, and evaluate their performance, using cultural tools for self-
mediation (Harris & Pressley, 1991; Perry, 1998; Zimmerman, 1994). There must be many
and varied opportunities for the application of strategies to authentic tasks, in the context of
collaborative group work. Further, teacher - student relationships must be relaxed and
supportive, so that students are willing to take risks (McCaslin & Good, 1996). Perry (1998)
found that during writing, children in high-SRL grade two classrooms where more likely to
manage their time, monitor and evaluate their progress, and seek assistance from teachers or
peers, than children in low-SRL classrooms.

To review, in this section I have discussed the origins and evolution of the scaffolding
term. I presented the original characteristics as proposed by Wood et al. and went on to show

how other researchers and fields of study have contributed to the current notion of scaffolding.
In the next section I synthesize the various characteristics into eight qualities that are most

commonly associated with scaffolded instruction.
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Qualities of Scaffolded Instruction

Although the research cited above spans different fields of study, common
characteristics of teacher support and student learning can be identified. I have delineated
eight conditions that support the learning process and promote self-regulated learning. These
conditions or elements are applied in varying degrees, depending upon the task, context, and
needs of the student or students. The purpose of identifying these elements of scaffolded
instruction in this study is to provide a framework for understanding how the teachers
support student learning through actions and classroom conditions.

Table 1 presents scaffolding elements within the first column. The second column
provides an explanation for each respective element. Although the elements are presented
separately, the follow-up discussion will demonstrate how they are interconnected. Note that
these elements can apply both individually in one-on-one interaction, and in groups that
include more than one expert and / or more than one novice.

A key characteristic of scaffolded instruction is its social and dialogic nature. The
work of Palinscar (1986) and others demonstrates the power of discussion among teacher and
students (Meyer, 1993; Roehler & Cantlon, 1997; Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992). In these
interactions, the teacher does not seize the expert role, but rather, all participants in the
discussion share their knowledge and expertise. A second characteristic of the scaffolding
process, which is related to social interaction, is that experts and novices co-participate,
jointly driving the learning process. The learners are not passive recipients of the experts’
knowledge, but are active participants in the learning process (Gaskin, Rauch, Gensemer,

Cunicelli, O’Hara, Six & Scott, 1997; Meyer, 1993; Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992), and



Table 1

Elements Commonly Associated With Scaffolded Instruction

Scaffolding Element

Explanation

Social Interaction
Dialogic

Talk between and among the teacher and students facilitates
the exchange of knowledge and construction of meaning.

Expert - Novice
Co-participation

The student is actively involved in the learning process and
shares ownership of the task or activity with the expert.

Establishment of Shared
Meaning

Students and teacher jointly establish an understanding of the
task, goals, or learning process.

Appropriate Task

The teacher designs the task to suit the learner's Zone of
Proximal Development; the task is challenging yet achievable
with support.

Authentic Intact Task

Learning is more meaningful if the task retains a holistic quality
and has a real life application.

Acting “as if’

The learner is considered a capable member of the community
and acts “as if” he was as skilled and knowledgeable as the
experts.

Calibrated Formative
Feedback

The teacher tailors feedback to the needs and abilities of the
learner.

Temporary Support
Transfer of Control

The teacher withdraws support as the learner internalizes the
processes necessary to successfully and independently
complete the task or activity.

therefore, share ownership in the process. Through dialogue and co-participation, the

experts and learners develop a shared understanding of the tasks, goals, and learning

processes (Gaskins et al., 1997; Meyer, 1993), which is a third element of scaffolded

instruction. Teachers continually seek to create this collective understanding with their

students. They first determine the novices’ level of understanding about a given task, the
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strategies that they currently employ, as well as the learners’ perceptions of the purpose and

desired end point, before bridging to a shared understanding. It may be necessary, however,

for the teacher to adjust the task or activity to suit the children’s current level of ability.

Learning is further scaffolded when the teacher chooses appropriate tasks that are

within the child’s or children’s ZPD (Applebee & Langer, 1983; Meyer, 1993; Stipek, 1996).

The research on student motivation and self-efficacy, or belief in their abilities to complete a
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task successfully, confirms that activities must be moderately challenging, but within a
child’s abilities in order to maintain interest, and to reinforce the learner’s sense of
competence. Further scaffolded instruction is more successful when it occurs within an
authentic context and when the task retains a holistic quality, rather than divided into
isolated pieces (Moll & Whitmore, 1993; Winn, 1994). Therefore, not only should tasks be
at an appropriate level of difficulty, but also be meaningful and purposeful. Under these
conditions, the learners can feel as though they are fully functioning members of the learning
community, working on tasks that are similar to those of the experts. This is another element
of scaffolded instruction — treating learners “as if” they had acquired all of the skills and
knowledge of the experts in the group (Heath, 1991; Roehler & Cantlon, 1997; Rogoff,
1990).

In addition, as members of the larger learning community, novices are provided
feedback that is tailored to their needs and abilities and that supports greater success
(Gallimore & Tharp, 1990; Gaskins et al., 1997; Meyer, 1993). Butler (1998) terms this
calibrated formative feedback. Finally, as learners develop the skills to perform a task
independently, the experts provide less support and eventually allow the learners to take full
control of the activity. Thus, the scaffolds that were initially provided are always considered
temporary, facilitating the development of self-regulated learning (Beed, Hawkins & Roller,
1991; Bull, Shuler, Overton, Kimball, Boykin & Griffin, 1999; Gaskins et al., 1997; Meyer,
1993).

The eight conditions or elements of scaffolded instruction that I have identified are
common among the works of many authors from different fields of study. While I have

discussed each element separately in the sections above, I have also indicated how they can
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interrelate. In order to demonstrate how the scaffolding process looks within a language arts
context, in the sections to follow I provide examples of how scaffolded instruction, and the
eight specific elements, have been incorporated into reading and writing instruction. In each
example, note how the teacher (expert) mindfully scaffolds the child (novice) using a variety
of the above scaffolding elements. As well, notice that the desired outcome in each case is
for students to develop the skills necessary to complete tasks or solve problems
independently. Following the examples of scaffolded instruction during reading and writing,
[ discuss circumstances wherein teachers’ provision of instructional scaffolding has been
compromised.

Scaffolding applied to teaching reading. Ann Brown and Anne Marie Palinscar

(1989) created a student-centered approach to teaching reading that incorporates all of the
elements of scaffolded instruction. Brown and Palinscar’s Reciprocal Teaching technique
capitalizes on the multiple abilities, if not multiple ages, within most regular classrooms
(Brown & Palinscar, 1989; Palinscar, 1987; Palinscar & Brown, 1989; Palinscar, Ransom, &
Derber, 1989). The authors view this as a natural aspect of communities of learners, where
some members are more expert than others (expert-novice co-participation). The teacher is
also considered to be an expert reader who guides and supports the development of less
accomplished readers in the class. Through discussion groups (social interaction), teacher
modelling, and explicit instruction, and by providing meaningful, motivating text (authentic
task), children learn to create meaning from print (establish shared meaning). Theirs is a
collaborative learning experience. Initially the teacher models the reading comprehension
strategies. Gradually the children imitate the strategies (acting “as if”’) and assume

increasing control of the reading comprehension process (temporary support / transfer
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control). In order to be effective, the teacher provides support tailored to each child’s ability
level (calibrated feedback). This requires constant informal assessment of the child’s use of
the reciprocal teaching strategies and his level of reading comprehension. As well, the
teacher arranges the environment to support the learning process. For example, desks are
arranged into small groups, there are spaces for large-group sharing, and a moderate level of
talk is encouraged. Reading materials are at the appropriate level for each student’s ability
(appropriate task), to ensure successful comprehension.

Another application of scaffolded instruction for reading focuses on material
modifications. Kathleen Brown (2000) acknowledges that while scaffolding may take the
form of modelling, thinking aloud, reminding, and coaching, textual scaffolds are not verbal.
In this case, print is carefully screened to match the student’s developmental level
(appropriate task). By selecting texts that students are able to comfortably decode, a scaffold
is provided to support comprehension. Beginning readers assume the role of competent,
independent readers because the texts are at levels that allow for successful comprehension
(acting “as if”’). Further, Mesmer (1999) states that providing a leveled text acts “like a set
of training wheels on a bicycle; it offers temporary support and is designed to facilitate future
independence” (p. 14) (temporary support / transfer control). These two examples illustrate
that material modifications act as scaffolds to support reading comprehension.

These programs or interventions demonstrate that instruction to students can be
scaffolded both verbally and non-verbally, using such teacher moves (behaviors) as
questioning, modelling, and adapting materials. These teacher moves reflect an array of
scaffolding conditions that support the development of the students’ reading comprehension

skills and promote self-regulated learning.
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Scaffolding applied to teaching writing. The term scaffolding has also been applied

to writing instruction. Writing Workshop (Calkins & Harwayne, 1991) is an example of an
instructional method that incorporates scaffolding elements in order to advance children’s
writing performance. The Writing Workshop approach encourages the development of
writing skills through authentic language communication (authentic task). The learning
environment is safe and supportive so that students can take risks and explore various text
structures and writing purposes (acting “as if”). Students share their writing with peers and
the teacher, in order to receive feedback (social interaction, expert-novice co-participation,
calibrated feedback). During mini-conferences, the teacher nudges student writers forward
in their ZPD by questioning, praising, and goal setting (establish shared meaning,
appropriate task).

Specific materials and their applications can also act as scaffolds for developing
writers. For example, an adult may scaffold the writing process with a preschool child by
taking dictation and drawing lines to represent each word of a child’s message (expert-novice
co-participation, authentic task, establish shared meaning, acting “as if”’) (Bodrova, Leong,
& Paynter, 1999). The child can then write as much as he can on each of the lines. His
writing could take the form of initial and final word sounds, or more complete invented
spellings. This type of scaffolding can be considered temporary (temporary support /
transfer control), and a step toward more independent composing.

Dahl and Farnan (1998) recommend using another type of material scaffold when
conferencing or coaching young writers about text structures. These visual material scaffolds
take the form of cards on which the teacher prints key elements, as the child dictates his or

her story. The cards provide a framework, or structure, for the story that will then be written
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by the child. For more advanced writers, some authors suggest planning templates,
paragraph frames, and visual prompts to scaffold student writing (acting “as if”, authentic
task) (Englert, Raphael & Anderson, 1992; Graham & Harris, 1993; Lewis, Wray and
Rospigliosi, 1994; Wong, Butler, Ficzere & Kuperis, 1996).

These studies demonstrate teacher scaffolding (both verbal and non-verbal) which
extends students’ writing performance and promotes student self-regulation. Various teacher
moves (such as questioning, goal setting, and material adaptations) reflect many of the
elements that instantiate instructional scaffolding.

Teachers’ implementation of instructional scaffolding, While many researchers have

documented the efficacy of scaffolded instruction to enhance student reading (Brown,
Campione, Ferrara, Reeve & Palinscar, 1991; Carrell, Pharis & Liberta, 1989) and writing
(Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Anthony & Stevens, 1991; Graham & Harris, 1993; Wong et
al., 1996), others have pointed out that instructional approaches that have sound theoretical
and empirical foundations do not always transfer into classroom practice (Duffy, 1993;
Gaffney & Anderson, 1991). There are various reasons that teachers might not implement
scaffolded instruction, or might not maintain the fidelity of a particular methodology. Some
authors suggest that certain instructional approaches are not effective with all children, and
therefore, teachers may choose not to incorporate these new practices into their classrooms.
For example, Delpit (1986) states that the writing process is not as effective with some
African-American children as direct writing instruction.

Other reasons that innovative instructional approaches do not always seamlessly
transfer into the classroom relate to teacher knowledge and on-going support. For example,

Palinscar (1986) found that many of the teachers in her study were still experiencing
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difficulty implementing all of the strategies that comprise Reciprocal Teaching, even after 20
days of in-service. This suggests that these teachers may have required more in-depth
understanding of the philosophy underlying the instructional approach (Bacharach &
Alexander, 1986; Klinger, Vaughn, Hughes & Arguelles, 1999) to understand the
significance of each facet in order for the approach to be successful. Palinscar’s findings also
suggest that some teachers may require on-going support (Gersten & Vaughn, 1997) in order
to sustain the newly acquired skills.

Other researchers have found that new instructional approaches are often not
incorporated because it is difficult for teachers to change their instructional style (Alexander,
Murphy & Woods, 1996; Au & Carroll, 1997; Graham & Harris, 1993; Vaughn & Klinger,
2000), particularly if they don’t see an immediate improvement in student performance
and/or if they believe that their current practices are equally as effective. For example,
Allington (1991) found that teachers often continue to focus on writing mechanics with lower
ability children, believing that isolated skill practice will develop delayed writing abilities,
despite awareness of more balanced approaches to writing instruction.

Other reasons that teachers may not incorporate innovative methods or approaches
into their practice, such as scaffolded instruction, are limited time (Biemiller &
Meichenbaum, 1998), concerns about maintaining classroom order, and pressure to cover
content for government exams (Vaughn & Schumm, 1994). Therefore, although scaffolded
instruction has been proven to enhance reading and writing skills, teacher, classroom, and
school circumstances can impede effective implementation.

This literature review demonstrates the diverse applications of instructional

scaffolding, for reading and writing instruction. I have identified and described teacher
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actions and classroom conditions that characterize and support the scaffolding process, as
well as potential reasons that scaffolded instruction is not effectively integrated into
classroom practice. In the following section I review suggested methods for identifying and
labelling the myriad teacher behaviors that may scaffold student learning. I conclude by
proposing three parameters for describing and evaluating scaffolded instruction.

Examining the Nature of Scaffolding in this Study

Several authors have attempted to identify specific teacher behaviors and speech that
could be labeled as a type of scaffolding (Beed et al., 1991; Bull et al., 1999; Gallimore &
Tharp, 1990; Jaramillo, 1998; Roehler & Cantlon, 1997). Many consider observable teacher
behaviors such as modelling, questioning, and explaining to be specific types of scaffolding.
Others have elaborated the labeling process by also considering the degree of support
required to address the learner’s competency (Beed et al., 1991; Bull et al., 1999). These
authors connect the type and amount of scaffolding to student needs and outcomes. Another
approach to determining what conditions, actions or speech can be regarded as scaffolding is
to consider the intentionality of the support. Meyer (1993) argued that a teacher’s actions or
speech are not true scaffolding unless they are consciously applied to meet the contextual
(Tzuriel, 1994) needs of the students and task (Gover & Englert, 1998). In sum, many
approaches have been created to classify the wide range of supports that can be provided for
learners. In order to ascertain what constitutes scaffolding, and to understand the complex
nature of scaffolded instruction, three parameters must be considered: the pedagogical intent
of the support, resulting student outcomes, and situational variables.

This study endeavors to understand the dynamics of scaffolded instruction by

identifying and describing conditions that influence the process, and explaining their
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intricacies. In this research project teacher actions or speech have been observed and
considered within the whole learning context. This investigation focuses on the teacher and
students as they are engaged in writing activities, steeped within a wider school and
community context. The teacher’s behaviors, selected writing activities, student — teacher
interactions, student learning needs, and the wider learning environment are examined in
order to describe and understand how classroom teachers adjust support for Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal students during writing.

To review, in this section I have discussed the evolution of the scaffolding concept, to
arrive at a synthesized constellation of attributes of scaffolded instruction. I presented
examples of scaffolding in reading and writing instruction to illustrate the diversity of
applications in different learning contexts, and how the key goal of scaffolded instruction is
to promote the development of self-regulated learners. In addition I pointed to circumstances
that impede effective implementation of instructional scaffolding. I continued by arguing
that to understand how teachers adapt instruction to meet the unique needs of Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal students, it is important to consider the intent of the particular support, its
effect on the student, and various situational conditions that influence the scaffolding
process.

Among the situational contexts that impact teachers’ differential scaffolding is the
nature of the learning task. Therefore, for this study I have reviewed the literature related to
the composing process , including one particular approach to writing instruction that has been
found by some researchers to support the development of self-regulated writers. The
following review will provide additional background to understand the complex nature of

scaffolded instruction.
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The Writing Process

In this section I present current conceptions about the nature of the composing
process. I begin by discussing the complex nature of writing and the stages within the writing
process (Flower & Hayes, 1981). Following this, I discuss Writing Workshop, an approach
to writing instruction that supports the development of self-regulating writers (Calkins &
Harwayne, 1987; Chapman, 1997; Graves, 1983). This information is important to this study
for two reasons. First, by understanding the demands inherent in the writing process,
connections can be made between the types of tasks that teachers assign, and the supports
that they provide to their students. Second, information about a contemporary approach to
writing instruction provides a frame of reference for examining the writing programs
designed by the teachers in this study.

Cognitive, Linguistic, and Motivational Demands

Writing or composing is a complicated task that requires the writer to simultaneously
juggle various demands (Flower & Hayes, 1980). Given this, it is not surprising that rigorous
scaffolded instruction may be necessary. Recent writing research based on English-speaking
North American students has described the writing experience as a complex problem solving
process (Needels & Knapp, 1994) that includes the retrieval of knowledge from long-term
memory, activation of working memory, text generation, and transcribing (Flower & Hayes,
1981; Graham & Harris, 2000; McCutcheon, 2000). The writer must consciously orchestrate
the process while considering task demands such as topic, genre, and audience. Initiating,
maintaining, and monitoring the writing process require a great deal of effort (Bereiter,
1980), motivation (Bruning & Horn, 2000; Perry, 1998), and self-regulation (Wong et al.,

1997; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997).
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Flower and Hayes (1981) have created a model that identifies three key elements that
are simultancously at play during text composition. One crucial element is the writer’s long-
term memory, where he stores concepts or information that are stable and accessible. This
includes knowledge of the topic, awareness of the audience, and familiarity with text
structures and genres. For example, McCutcheon (2000) found that the more well developed
the writer’s knowledge of narrative structures, the greater the ease with language encoding
(text generation), and the fewer the demands put on short-term working memory, which is
thought to be the temporary storage for concepts or information being mentally manipulated
by the writer. A second important element of the composing model is the task demands,
including audience demands and the consideration of text that has already been produced.
The third element is the writing process itself, comprising the three phases of text generation
— planning, translating (sentence generation), and reviewing (Hayes & Flower, 1986), which
operate in a dynamic and recursive fashion. The effective writer successfully manages long-
term memory, working memory, and writing process demands at the same time.

To elaborate, in the Flower and Hayes model the first phase of the writing process is
text planning, which includes setting goals, and generating and organizing ideas (Flower &
Hayes, 1980). That is, the writer must decide what to do, then he must consider what to say,
and finally, he must know how to compose what he wishes to say. The planning phase is
very different for novice and experienced writers. Young novice writers tend to write what
they retrieve from long-term memory, with little consideration for organization (Bereiter,
1980; Hayes & Flower, 1986). Bereiter and Scardemalia (1987) refer to this as knowledge
telling, and contrast it with more skilled writers who play around with their ideas, adding,

deleting, and re-arranging, before actually generating text (knowledge transforming). While
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goal setting is seen as important to the planning process, leading to longer, more detailed and
better organized papers (Page-Voth & Graham, 1994), Harris and Graham (1996) have found
that for most students and novice writers, goals do not “drive the planning process” (p. 20).

The second phase, after planning, is sentence generation or idea translation (Flower &
Hayes, 1981). This phase, in particular, places enormous cognitive and physical demands on
the writer. During text generation the writer uses his language encoding skills (McCutcheon,
2000), considered to be the process of transferring ideas and thoughts to text, and background
knowledge (Needels & Knapp, 1994), in addition to fine-motor skills. Difficulty with
language encoding, perhaps as a result of cultural or linguistic differences, places increased
demands on long-term memory. As a result, there are fewer resources for the working
memory to hold and negotiate the myriad processes. Fluency in sentence generation, then, is
partly related to the degree to which the writer can draw on background knowledge and
experiences (Needels & Knapp, 1994). The work of Graham, Berninger, Abbott, Abbott,
and Whitaker (1997) has focused on both the physical and cognitive demands of sentence
generation. Spelling and handwriting abilities directly influence sentence production and
fluency. Therefore, the greater the difficulty one has with language encoding (physical or
linguistic), the greater the difficulty he will have producing text.

The third phase of the writing process, revision, also places demands on the writer.
Revising includes re-organizing, deleting, adding, and evaluating text. Fitzgerald (1992)
found that experienced writers know a wide range of revising strategies and can successfully
employ various strategies simultaneously. Bereiter (1980) noted that many writers revise
while they write, rather than at the end of the sentence generation phase and that revising

during writing requires more cognitive engagement.
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I have presented this review of the composing process to outline the phases of text
generation, and to highlight the enormous cognitive and linguistic demands at play. Students
may require extensive teacher support to successfully navigate through this dynamic and
recursive process. Next I identify instructional practices, and one particular approach to
writing, that addresses specific writing demands.

Effective Writing Instruction

There are numerous programs or approaches to writing instruction that address the
demands and phases of text generation. While some approaches focus on specific skill
development, such as spelling or grammar, others promote self-regulation of these skills
within the entire composing process (Graham & Harris, 1997; Harris & Graham, 1992), and
acknowledge that a positive attitude and motivation are necessary for successful writing
(Perry, 1998). Strategy instruction is one approach to developing self-regulating writers.
Novice writers learn about different strategies for writing (declarative knowledge), how to
employ them (procedural knowledge), and when the strategies would be of most use
(conditional knowledge) (Englert, et al., 1991) through overt modelling and explanation
(Graham & Harris, 1997). Strategy instruction is more effective when taught in an integrated
fashion, with authentic purposes, and within a community of writers (Clay, 1998; Englert,
1992).

To enhance attitude and motivation, researchers recommend that students be allowed
to make choices as to topic and level of writing challenge, and be immersed in a flexible and
rich language environment (Graham & Harris, 1997; Perry, 1998). Successful writing
instruction also considers the impact that teacher feedback may have on student attitude,

motivation (DeGroff, 1993), creativity (Dahl & Farnan, 1998), and sense of self-efficacy for
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writing (Perry & VandeKamp, 2000). Students with a high sense of writing self-efficacy
believe that they have the ability to successfully complete a writing task. In turn, these
students are more likely to self-regulate their own learning. Writing instruction that includes
explicit strategy instruction and addresses student motivation and attitude, facilitates the
development of skilled and self-regulating writers.

One particular approach to writing instruction that incorporates the practices noted
above as well as many elements of scaffolded instruction noted previously, is Writing
Workshop, developed as a way to support self-regulated writing (Calkins & Harwayne,
1987). Ihave identified eight characteristics of this particular approach to writing
instruction. Table 2 presents these Writing Workshop characteristics within the first column.
The second column provides an explanation for each respective characteristic.

In the Writing Workshop approach, children are encouraged to share and discuss their work
with others, often through feacher-student conferences (Englert et al., 1991, 1992). Through
these discussions, novice writers receive feedback on their writing, and learn how others
approach the writing process. Teachers also assist in the development of language for talking
about writing and writing problems. “Since writing involves self-talk, communication, and
collaboration, a shared conceptual vocabulary is an important aim of writing instruction”
(Englert et al., 1992, p. 412). Through social interaction and by learning how other authors
overcome writing problems, the learning of novice writers is mediated as they progress
through the phases of the writing process. When necessary, the teachers may conference
with a child about her writing or present a mini-lesson for a small group, in order to teach
specific strategies or skills that would address particular needs of the novice writer or writers.

Other features of Writing Workshop (Calkins & Harwayne, 1987; Chapman, 1997;



Table 2

Key Characteristics of Writing Workshop

Characteristic

Explanation

Teacher - Student
Conferences

Teacher meets with students individually to discuss writing problems,
writing strategies, future writing topics, aspects of current writing to
note, areas that the student would like to improve

The Writing Process -
Brainstorm & Pian, Draft-
Share-Feedback, Revise,
Share Final Product

Students follow the four stages which include: pre-planning to gather
thoughts and ideas; drafting and then sharing the writing to receive
feedback and suggestions; revising the writing based on the
suggestions and editing mechanical features; sharing the final
product to receive praise and communicate ideas

Mini-Lessons

Teacher works with a small group of students addressing a specific
aspect of their writing

Multiple Genres

Students experiment with various genres such as narration,
exposition, persuasion, poetry, lists, recipes, newspaper ads

Student Ownership

Students select topics of interest and make decisions about revising

And Choice the writing based on feedback

Individually Paced Tasks are appropriate for the students’ level of ability, interests, and
Instruction authentic purpose

Encourage Risk Taking Teacher encourages and supports student experimentation with

different writing styles, genres, and audiences

Encourage Self-regulated
Learning

Teacher instructs and facilitates a variety of strategies, promotes
choice, self-evaluation, and personal goal-setting so that students
can become independent writers

Graves, 1983) are consistent with scaffolded instruction and also address the motivational

needs of the writer. For example, writing tasks are authentic; the children write for

real-life purposes, in a variety of genres, with a focus on meaning and not just mechanics.

That is, the goal of writing is to communicate with others; spelling, grammar and punctuation
are a secondary focus. Another way that Writing Workshop considers the motivational needs

of the writers is by promoting student ownership and choice over the writing process, and by

creating tasks that are at an appropriate level and pace for the students’ writing abilities.

Students are encouraged to write about topics that interest them, and to take risks by

experimenting with different genres and writing styles. They act “as if” they are “real”

writers. In summary, Writing Workshop is an approach to writing instruction that
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incorporates effective practices and many scaffolding elements to support the development of
self-regulating writers.

At the same time, however, other authors have pointed out that Writing Workshop is
not a panacea. For example, Harwayne (2002) notes that teachers, including her, have taken
the writing process to an “extreme” (p. 3) by focusing on adult topics and processes which
can take the “playfulness” out of writing. Rather, the emphasis of writing should be on
making meaning in the myriad ways one does within the culture. Written language becomes
a tool to fulfill a particular function (Chapman, 1999; Rothery, 1989), which may or may not
require completing all of the stages of the writing process. A further concern of Writing
Workshop is that there may not be adequate direct instruction for some children. The work of
Graham and Harris (De La Paz & Graham, 2002; Graham & Harris, 1994; Troia & Graham,
2002) has demonstrated the efficacy of explicit strategy instruction over a strictly process
writing approach for children with learning disabilities. Similarly, Yeh (1998), Delpit
(1986), and Slavin (2002) contend that explicit instruction in reading and writing is
particularly important for some minority students.

In sum, writing is a complex task requiring active control of cognitive, linguistic, and
motivational abilities. Classroom context and writing instruction can support the
development of these skills, particularly when they reflect the elements of scaffolding as
previously outlined. Effective scaffolding is not simply the deployment of a set of teacher
moves, but the thoughtful, dynamic integration of various elements to best meet the shifting
needs of the learner. This study investigates how the general education teacher scaffolds
support to Aboriginal students and encourages the development of self-regulated writing

skills. To understand how an approach to writing instruction, rich with scaffolding, may be



29

adapted to meet diverse cultural student needs, I next present current research in multicultural
education and First Nations pedagogy.

Multicultural Education

In this section I discuss current research in the field of multicultural education. First,
I begin by identifying criticisms of research and practice related to minority students.
Second, I present a summary of research on instructional practices and teacher dispositions
found to be most effective with cultural minority students, and specifically First Nations
children. Finally, I discuss the challenges of supporting First Nations students in their
writing development.

Concems about Educational Research and Practice

Multicultural education is receiving increasing attention in educational and
psychological research. This focus stems, in part, from a heightened interest in cross-cultural
studies, likely spurred by the expanding diversity of our population. There are concerns,
however, about emerging research and existing classroom practices. For example,
researchers such as Cole (1990), Scribner (1997), Ladson-Billing (1995), and Valsiner (1989)
have criticized educational and psychological studies for failing to be culturally inclusive.
They contend that this body of research is flawed because it typically imposes Western
values and paradigms which de-value and ignore the richness of other cultures. In addition,
some authors claim that educational practices have not kept pace with demographic,
philosophical and pedagogical changes. Instructional practices, materials and teacher
dispositions often fail to be culturally responsive (Garcia, 1999; Saskatchewan Education,
1997). Second-language learners and other minority students are mainstreamed into regular

education classes (Harklau, 1994), where little or no adjustment is made in the materials,
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methods or approaches used (Fletcher et al., 1999; Gunderson, 1991). Obiakor (1999) and
others have found that most regular education teachers lack the specialized training to
effectively plan and deal with the unique needs of their language and cultural minority
students (Fletcher et al., 1999; Garcia, 1999; Harklau, 1994; McCarthy, 2001; Meskill &
Chen, 2002). As well, educators often lack awareness of the impact of their own cultural
biases on the learning process (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Saravia-Shore & Arvisu, 1992).
Further, they may be unaware of the position of power and authority that they have over
minority students (Toohey, 1999). Therefore, although there has been increased interest in
multicultural education, some authors contend that research and educational practices have
failed to acknowledge and adapt to the shifting classroom realities.

Cultural Minority and First Nations Education Research

In Western Canada, government departments, school districts and teacher
associations have worked to address the concerns noted previously by focusing on the
ethical, equitable, and appropriate educational practices for minority students. These groups
of educators are compiling research-based recommendations examining the needs of cultural
minority students, such as First Nations children. This research relates to curriculum and
instruction, teacher knowledge and dispositions, and teaching methodologies and materials.

Developing curriculum and instruction. Many authors have identified the importance

of rethinking the traditional approach to curriculum development and classroom instruction
in order to be culturally responsive to minority students. For example, rather than imposing a
curriculum devised by the majority language and cultural group, which can perpetuate the
marginalization of cultural minority groups (Gutierrez, 1992), decision making about

curriculum content and instructional design should be shared with the parents and the wider



31

cultural community (Ashworth, 1980; B.C.T.F Task Force, 1999; Burns, 1998; Farrell-
Racette, Goulet, Pelletier & Shmon, 1996; Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998;
Mattson & Caffrey, 2001; Saskatchewan Education, 1997; Toohey, 1985). Some school
districts with high Aboriginal student representation have responded by offering heritage
language classes and including Native elders as part of the educational team (B.C.T.F. Task
Force, 1999; Burnaby, 1984; Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998). By jointly
determining the curriculum and instructional approaches, there is a greater likelihood that the
perspectives and traditions of cultural minority groups will be successfully integrated.
Another required change is for teachers and administrators to enhance their
competencies related to cultural minorities (Garcia, 1999). Professional development of this
nature must be long term (Meskill & Chen, 2002) and include anti-discrimination programs
and practices (Mattson & Caffrey, 2001). Specific to First Nations pedagogy, professional
development should include cultural characteristics and traditional practices of the minority
groups (Ashworth, 1980; Brownlie, Feniak, & McCarthy, 2000; Gutierrez, 1992;
Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998; Philips, 1983); awareness of factors contributing
to academic failure (B.C.T.F. Task Force, 1999; Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998;
Mattson & Caffrey, 2001), and culturally responsive and sensitive instruction and resources
(Ashworth, 1980; B.C. Ministry of Education, 1998; ESL Standards Committee, 1999;
Farrell-Racette et al., 1996; Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998). To summarize,

both joint decision making and enhanced professional development are fundamental to
creating an educational climate and curriculum that is responsive to cultural diversity.

Teacher knowledge and dispositions. Teacher knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes are

major factors in effective multicultural classrooms. For example, Ogbu (1995) and others
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recommend that educators expand their knowledge regarding the kind of values families and
cultural groups place on education (Corson, 1997; Leavell, Cowart & Wilhelm, 1999). Some
cultural groups, such as East-Asian families, highly value education, and stress student
participation in educational activities inside and outside of the school and home (Schneider,
Hieshima, Lee, & Plank, 1994). In other cultures, real-life experiences are considered the
best form of education (Suina & Smolkin, 1994). Educators also need to be aware of the
child’s and family’s feelings about learning the majority language and culture (Ruttan, 2000).
In some cases, minority students and their families may have negative beliefs about
becoming assimilated into the dominant culture (Anderson, 1995; Asselin, 1997; McGroarty,
1996), particularly if there is no recognition given to the child’s heritage language and
culture. These parents and children may resist the dominance of the majority group and
educational system.

In addition to learning about family values about education and attitudes toward the
cultural majority group, teachers need to critically examine their attitudes towards the
learning abilities of different cultural groups (Obiakor, 1999; Scollon & Scollon, 1981). In
the past, an often implicit assumption has been that language minority students had deficient
cognitive abilities if they did not correctly speak the majority language (Heit & Blair, 1993;
Scribner, 1997). While this assumption has no empirical grounding, current research has
found that teachers who are not self-reflective of their attitudes toward cultural and linguistic
minorities tend to underestimate student abilities and set lower or unrealistic academic
expectations for success (Au & Raphael, 2000; McGroarty, 1996; Obiakor, 1999). Teacher
education and cross-cultural experiences can, however, lead to more tolerant and accepting

attitudes toward minority groups (Au & Raphael, 2000).
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Teaching methodologies and materials. Other important findings about multicultural

education relate to how the teacher structures instruction and the types of materials used. For
example, minority student literacy is enhanced if instruction occurs in a positive and
supportive environment (B.C. Ministry of Education, 1998; B.C.T.F. Task Force, 1999;
Brownlie et al., 2000; Reid, 1999), is geared to the learner’s needs (Mohan, 1986), and
includes specific and frequent feedback (Gersten & Baker, 2000). There is debate, however,
over the amount and focus of feedback, particularly related to written expression. When
discussing instruction and feedback, some authors suggest that with Native children and
children from low-SES families, specific skills should be explicitly taught in controlled bits
(Ashworth, 1980; MclIntrye, 1995), while others recommend that instruction occur within a
holistic, social context (Brownlie et al., 2000; ESL Standards Committee, 1999; Gersten &
Baker, 2000) and that teacher feedback focus less on mechanical features to begin, and more
on the students’ attempts at creating meaning (Brownlie et al., 2000). As Cumming and So
(1996) state, research findings are not consistent on the merits of specific skill training and
error correction with language minority students.

Teachers should also be aware of the oral discourse patterns of cultural minority
groups. Ward (1997) and others have found (Philips, 1983; Scollon & Scollon, 1981) have
found that many First Nations people use different discourse patterns than those of Anglo-
English speakers. For example, a Native child may prefer to remain silent during class
discussions, perhaps because his home discourse patterns are different from school oral
discourse conventions. As well, in schools it is common for teachers to use the following
recitation sequence: the teacher initiates the discussion, often asking a question; the students

respond; and the teacher evaluates the responses (IRE). This particular pattern of discourse
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places authority and power with the teacher (Toohey, 1999), which may impact on the
willingness of cultural minority students to contribute to class discussions.

Research also points to the advantages of certain approaches to content instruction.
Vocabulary development for cultural and language minority students should be a focus in all
content areas, be integrated into lessons (ESL Standards Committee, 1999; Gersten & Baker,
2000; Kamloops/Thompson School District, 1998), and build upon the student’s current
knowledge base (Au & Raphael, 2000; ESL Standards Committee, 1999). Finally, materials
and content should reflect cultural traditions of the minority groups (B.C.T.F Task Force,
1999; Brownlie et al., 2000; Mattson & Caffrey, 2001; Saskatchewan Education, 1997,
Toohey, 1985).

These recommendations are extensive and include joint decision making, teacher
knowledge and dispositions, and specific instructional materials and strategies. As I discuss
in the next section, however, the types of instructional and material adaptations noted above
must be judged for their appropriateness for individual minority students.

Scaffolded Instruction with Minority Students

Many of the suggestions noted previously could be considered scaffolds for student
learning. At first glance one might assume these types of supports would be appropriate for
all minority learners. However, any type of support must be considered in relation to
students’ cultural needs. For example, although feedback and controlling the literacy task to
support children’s verbal and written expression is helpful to many minority students, Reid
(1998) has found that this type of scaffold is often ineffective with some inner-city African-
American students. This is particularly true if the teacher has a White Anglo-Saxon frame of

reference. It is common in African-American discourse to embellish, digress, and jump
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ahead in order to effectively relate an experience, while typical White-Anglo-Saxon text
structure tends to be more linear.

Cooperative and small-group learning are other practices recommended to scaffold
support to student learning; however, these approaches may not be appropriate for all cultural
minority groups. Swisher’s (1990) work with American Indian children found that Sioux
children tended to learn better by observation and self-testing or rehearsing their thoughts in
private, than by socially collaborating with peers. She also found that Cherokee children
were willing to engage in cooperative learning groups if the groups were small and the
discussions were student-led. Donahue and Lopez-Reyna (1998) point out that any
instruction that relies on verbal interaction, such as scaffolded instruction, can be difficult if a
student has language barriers. While their work was with language learning-disabled
students, there are parallels with cultural minority students. They too may misinterpret
conversational intents and may be too self-conscious to take risks. Further, similar to
different narrative structures, the communication styles of different cultural groups may vary,
as many authors have found between Anglo-English and Native speakers (Philips, 1983;
Scollon & Scollon, 1981; Toohey & Day, 1999; Ward, 1997), leading to communication
breakdown. For example, some Aboriginal cultures may avoid eye contact or reference to
personal matters when conversing, while Euro-Canadian cultures may find these behaviors
offensive. Finally, if a child is accustomed to a certain type of parental mediation, the
teacher’s style of scaffolded instruction may cause conflict and confusion. Therefore, it may
take some children longer to learn school language (Gutierrez, 1992) and practices. The

above examples suggest that some types of supports that are intended to scaffold support to
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cultural minority students may in fact be inappropriate or ineffective.

Minority Students and Writing Instruction

Some approaches to writing instruction, such as Writing Workshop, can also be seen
to conflict with the needs and learning preferences of cultural minority students. For
example, although oral collaboration is a key component of Writing Workshop, some cultural
minority students may be reluctant to speak orally or to share their writing, particularly in
large-group settings, and may misinterpret teacher and peer feedback. Further, instruction in
text structure may be problematic if, for example, the minority children use different
narrative styles than the majority language group (Gee, 1989; McCabe, 1997; Michaels,
1981). Another potential mismatch between the needs of minority children and the
recommended practices of Writing Workshop is the focus on student ownership and decision
making. Some cultural groups value conformity and would not encourage student choice or
experimentation in writing. Children from these cultural groups might find it disconcerting
to venture from traditional genres or writing styles. In sum, the typical practices of Writing
Workshop may be incongruous with the needs or abilities of cultural minority children.

This discussion highlights the challenges that classroom teachers face when teaching
and supporting the writing development of cultural minority children. While there is
increasing awareness and interest in multicultural education, educational practices have been
slow to change. Current research points out the need for reform in three main areas: 1)
strengthening school and community ties, which includes collaborative decision making
about curriculum, school anti-discrimination programs, and teacher professional development
related to cultural diversity; 2) addressing teacher knowledge and disposition issues, such as

personal bias, and learning about the language, traditions and beliefs of minority groups; and
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3) developing culturally responsive teaching methodologies and materials. Suggested
instructional practices are not suitable for all minority children, however. Approaches to
writing instruction and types of supports provided must be adjusted to meet individual
cultural, literacy, and cognitive needs.

School Contexts and Teacher Beliefs

It is clear that teacher dispositions and attitudes are a key factor in the effective
education of minority children; therefore, it is important to be aware of the contexts that may
affect these attitudes and beliefs. Brophy (1985) has found that while teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs develop from experience, they in turn influence behaviors and perceptions, thus
creating more experiences that solidify or modify beliefs. Among the experiences that
contribute to this cycle are student achievements, teacher autonomy, collegiality and
professional development options. For example, when a teacher believes that her efforts are
resulting in student learning, she develops a heightened sense of belief in her teaching ability,
known as self-efficacy (Ashton, 1985; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Richardson & Hamilton,
1994). Further, when teachers have the freedom to design instruction and make pedagogical
decisions, they tend to have more positive attitudes toward the children and the learning
process (Placier & Hamilton, 1994). Supportive colleagues and administration also
contribute to positive attitudes (Placier & Hamilton, 1994). Finally, extended professional
development that is teacher-driven (Beatty, 1999; Bos & Anders, 1994; Perry, Walton &
Calder, 1999) has a long-term impact on a teacher’s instructional practices and professional
motivation (Henson, 2001). These findings reflect the dynamic nature of teacher attitudes
and beliefs. How teachers feel about their practice, their profession, and their ability to direct

their professional growth, impacts their instructional behaviors and decision making within
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the classroom. For this study, it will be important to consider teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
along with environmental contexts that may impact instructional behaviors.
Conclusions

In this chapter I discussed the value of scaffolded instruction for the development of
independent self-regulated learners and thinkers, and how elements of scaffolded instruction
have been incorporated into reading and writing. I then reviewed literature on the writing
process, and explained how the practices recommended in Writing Workshop literature
support students through the complex task of composing and promote the development of
self-regulated writers. Next I examined the issues and suggested practices for designing and
implementing responsive education for cultural minority students, such as First Nations
children. Finally, in this chapter I highlighted selected literature specific to teacher attitudes
and beliefs to identify school and professional contexts that influence teacher perceptions and
attitudes.

Building from these four lines of inquiry, in this study I examine the nature of
scaffolded instruction with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students during writing
instruction. Specifically, I identify the ways that teachers determine and then address
students’ individual writing needs and then scaffold instruction accordingly. As well, I
examine how factors such as the class composition, school context, and teacher background
influence the type of support provided to Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students during
writing. Again, the four research questions that guided this investigation were:

Research question 1: How does the classroom teacher identify the individual writing

needs of her students?



39

Research question 2: How does the classroom teacher differentially scaffold

instruction to meet the diverse cognitive, literacy, and cultural needs of her students during
writing instruction and activities?

Research question 3: What environmental conditions support the instructional

scaffolding?

Research question 4: What is the interrelationship among the amount and type of

specialized teacher training, teacher support, class size, teacher self-efficacy, and the nature
of differentially scaffolded instruction for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students?
In the next chapter I discuss the research design that I have used for this project,

outlining participant recruitment, data collection methods and data analysis procedures.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
In this study I seek to understand, describe, and explain how two teachers scaffold

instruction with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students during writing instruction and
activities. Specifically I look at the way that these teachers identify student needs related to
writing and how they differentially scaffold instruction in order to meet these needs, while
being culturally responsive. In addition, I examine classroom contexts that support
scaffolded instruction, and the relationship between teacher scaffolding and such factors as
training, school support, class size, and teacher self-efficacy. To accomplish these objectives
I have undertaken two case studies. In each case study I examine one teacher and her
students as they are involved in writing instruction and activities. In the following sections I
state the rationale for a case study design, followed by a brief description of the site and
participants. Then I explain in detail the types of data collection methods used, the
procedures followed, and the purpose for selecting these particular methods vis-a-vis my
research questions. Next I describe the data analysis and report writing process, followed by
a section addressing issues of trustworthiness of data and findings.

Qualitative Case Study Approach

To best reveal and understand the complexities of differentially scaffolded instruction
during writing instruction and activities, I used a case study approach. Case studies examine
in depth the thoughts and behaviors of the participants situated in real-life settings (Merriam,
1988; Yin, 1994). These studies consider the whole context (Agar, 1980; Salomon, 1991) of
a specific phenomenon or unit of analysis (Merriam, 1988). In this research study I

investigate two teachers and their respective classrooms (2 cases). Each case was bounded
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by time and place. That is, my research spanned May — December 2001 and principally
involved the two teachers and their students who were engaged in authentic writing activities.

As Yin (1994) and Merriam (1988) note, there are often multiple variables or layers
of information involved in a case study inquiry, variables over which the researcher has no
control. Consequently, various data collection methods are used, and collection often
continues until a clear and complete picture of the phenomena is revealed. In this study I
gathered information from the teachers, students, and as an observer, and collected data
through different methods such as interviews, artifacts and observations, in order to tap
different perspectives. By using different collection methods and sources, I have attempted
to create a thorough rendition of the differential scaffolding process.

Another characteristic of the case study approach is that theory can be used to inform
the data collection and analysis processes (Creswell, 1998; Yin, 1994). For this study I have
drawn on four areas — scaffolding, writing instruction, multicultural education and First
Nations pedagogy, and teachers’ attitudes and dispositions — to provide a conceptual
framework for the project. At the same time, [ have also adopted a social constructivist
philosophy. Social constructivism assumes an epistemological stance that knowledge is
constructed through talk, observation and social involvement. That is, understanding is
achieved in a social context that allows for interaction, clarification, demonstration, and a
negotiation of meaning (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1990; Wells, 1986). Through this
process understandings about reality may change as one becomes more informed (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994). The social constructivist philosophy is congruent to the case study approach
adopted here, in that the inquiry occurs within context, and uses multiple data collection

methods such as dialogue and vicarious experience (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) in order to
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interpret and reconstruct the studied phenomenon. Given the goal of understanding and
describing how teachers differentiated their instruction to meet the linguistic, cognitive and
cultural needs of their students, it is appropriate to use both theories from the literature, as
well as a social constructivist lens, to guide this inquiry. For this study I first inductively
analyzed the data, withholding my beliefs so that I could analyze the data with fresh eyes.
Then I referred to existing theory to gain a complementary perspective on the phenomenon.

Site and Participants

The site chosen for this study was a school district located in Western Canada. This
is the only school district for a region with approximately 17,000 students, and serves a
relatively small city of 80,000 and its surrounding rural communities. The primary industries
for the area are forestry and tourism. There are many First Nations communities in the area,
some that have their own band schools. The school district chosen for this study has over
1200 students of First Nations ancestry in its schools.

Two grade four/five elementary school teachers (and their respective students) were
selected, one from an inner-city school and the other from a small town 50 km from the city.
The grade three to five range was selected because students at these levels in writing
development are capable of producing more extended pieces of text than younger students,
and can work somewhat independently, yet still require active teacher instruction. Under
these circumstances, I felt that the teachers would demonstrate more differentiated instruction
for a greater range of writing ability. Initially two Aboriginal and two non-Aboriginal
children from each class were selected as focal students. More detailed information about

the teachers and students follows.
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Teacher Recruitment

This research project was divided into two phases. The first phase was designed to
pre-screen teachers based on purposive sampling criteria (Agar, 1980; Goetz & LeCompte,
1984; Merriam, 1988). I began this during the late spring 2001 with the intent of recruiting
teachers for the main study that would run in the fall 2001. I also wanted to test the
usefulness of the interview questions and other data collection methods. Initially I contacted
the principals of the school district’s four inner-city schools and one rural school serving
local Indian Reserves. These schools were selected because they have relatively high
numbers of minority students compared to other schools in the district. The initial principal
contact was made by telephone as a preface to a letter of introduction (Appendix A). All five
principals were receptive to both phases of the study. They granted verbal consent pending
official School District approval.

The principals were asked to suggest names of teachers in their school in the grade
three to five range who met the three purposive sampling criteria, which were that each
teacher: 1) had at least two ESL® students in their classrooms, 2) attempted to individualize
instruction, and 3) was willing to participate in all aspects of the study, including classroom
observations and post-instructional discussions. All of the teachers who were recommended
by the principals were contacted by telephone, prior to sending a letter of introduction
(Appendix B). Three teachers indicated an interest in the study. I scheduled individual
appointments at each teacher’s convenience. These meetings included an explanation of the

first and second phases of the project (pre-screen and main study), and a description of the

3 Recall that the original intention of this study was to examine the differential teacher support for English-as-a-
second-language students.
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data collection procedures. All three teachers signed consent forms for the first phase of the
project.

In order to judge whether the teachers met the purposive sampling criteria,
conducted classroom observations during language arts periods, each spanning one to three
days for each teacher. Secondly, I also confirmed that the teacher addressed writing in each
language arts period. Following the first phase of the study, two teachers, “Donna” and
“Lorna”,® agreed to participate in the main study. I contacted Donna and Lorna, and their
respective principals, in late August 2001 to confirm participation. Both teachers signed
consent forms for the main study (Appendix C).

Student Recruitment

The next part of recruitment was to select focal students. I observed each classroom
on three separate occasions in late September 2001 to aid in selection and to make all
students comfortable with my presence. My goal was to have four focal students with a
range of literacy needs in each classroom, two ESL and two non-ESL. The purposes for this
were to allow me to contrast how the teacher differentiated instruction and support between
ESL and non-ESL children, and further, to note how support might look different between
two ESL students who might or might not have been functioning at the same level in writing.
The teachers selected for this study did not have designated ESL students in their classroom,
but rather a near equal mix of Aboriginal and Euro-Canadian English speaking children.

Therefore, I revised the research question to focus on cultural, literacy, and cognitive needs

of Aboriginal students. Based on the revised goal to include two Aboriginal and two non-

8 All teacher and student names are pseudonyms.
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Aboriginal students, each teacher nominated potential focal students. We then reviewed
these selections, eliminating any students who had poor attendance or were likely to be
uncooperative. These stipulations were important so that I could track the focal students’
writing progress over time and across different writing tasks, and also so that I could discuss
their writing with them.

When seeking parental permission, I sought consent for all of the students in each
classroom to participate in the study (Appendix D) because I would be audio- and video-
taping during each visit. One parent from each classroom declined their child’s participation
in the study. Subsequent videotaping avoided these students, and segments of transcripts
from audio-tapes of the whole classroom that included these students have not been used in
analysis or examples. All of the focal students’ parents granted permission for participation
in the study. Once the parent consent forms were returned, each teacher and I then confirmed
the selection of the focal students.

Table 3 indicates the names of the focal students in each teacher’s classroom. The
second and third columns of the table list Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students,
respectively. The teachers’ focal students are presented in separate rows. Note that there are
three additional names under Donna’s list of Native students. This is because, as the study
progressed, it became apparent that Donna did not often interact with the original focal
students, Gary and Rick, and therefore, there were less data for analysis. Consequently, three
other Native students were added, all of whom met the stipulations for attendance and
cooperation, and with whom Donna appeared to interact more frequently. It was unclear why

there was variation in the number of interactions, however, it may have been related to
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Table 3

Focal Students by Teacher

: Aboriginal Students Non-Aboriginal Students
Donna Gary, Rick Alice, Kim
Denise, Marty, Ryan
Lorna Karen, Lisa Bob, Misty

Donna’s familiarity with Rick and Gary, having them in her class the previous year, or
because other children had more literacy needs. Hence, this study examines how teachers
adjust instruction based on both literacy and cultural needs.

Data Collection

Various data collection methods were used in this study. One purpose of using
various methods is to gain multiple perspectives and to unearth data that may not be accessed
or revealed using only one form of data collection. Using multiple methods allows the
researcher to create a more comprehensive and complete picture of the phenomena (Agar,
1980). A second purpose for utilizing various methods is to triangulate the data (Denzin,
1978). One form of the triangulation strategy is to support or disprove emerging findings by
comparing data from various sources, using a variety of collection methods. Another form of
triangulation also used in this study is to have multiple investigators check the data and
findings (see below). The process of triangulation enhances the trustworthiness of the
research findings (Creswell, 1998; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994).
Therefore, in this study I have used triangulation in data collection by incorporating three
main types: interviews, observations, and artifact collection. The next three sections focus on
each of these data collection methods, the purpose for using each method vis-a-vis the

research questions and the procedures involved. Figure 1 shows how all three methods of
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Figure 1

Data Collection Methods Used to Inform the Four Research Questions

2. How does the classroom
teacher differentially
scaffold instruction to
meet the diverse cultural

needs of her students

during writing instruction /
activities?

1. How does the classroom
teacher determine or

assess the individual

needs of each student?

Interviews
Formal Interviews
Debriefings
Member checks
Student conversations

Observations
Field notes
Summary notes
Transcripts

Artifacts
Photographs
Student work
Teacher records
Teacher journal

4. What is the interrelationship
among the amount and type of
specialized teacher training,
teacher support, class size, teacher

self-efficacy, and the nature of

differentially scaffolded
instruction for Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal students?

3. What environmental conditions
support instructional

scaffolding?
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data collection (and their respective sub-types) were useful in addressing the four research
questions.

Interviews

There were four different types of interviews that I used: 1) formal interviews, 2) bi-weekly
debriefings, 3) monthly member checks, and 4) informal conversations with the focal
students.

Formal interviews. I conducted two formal interviews with each teacher, one before

the selection of focal students and beginning the series of classroom observations, and the
other just following one of the final observations. The purpose of these interviews was to
gather demographic and personal history data related to teacher training, classroom support,
class size and composition, and teacher self-efficacy for writing instruction. This
information was used to identify potential influences on the nature of the teachers’ scaffolded
instruction. The interviews were semi-structured, during which I asked specific questions to
initially guide the conversation. By having pre-set questions (see Interview Form, Appendix
E) I was able to focus the teachers on areas of their practice that directly related to my
research questions. Using Part 1 of the interview form, I elicited information about such
things as: 1) years of teaching experience and how many were with ESL students, 2) number
of children in the class (ESL and non-ESL), 3) types of school support provided for these
students, and 4) training or experiences outside of the school with individuals who have
diverse learning and language needs. The second part of the interview form (Part 2) focused
on teacher self-efficacy for teaching writing and making adaptations for ESL students. That
is, the questions related to how confident the teachers were, and how they rate their ability to

be successful in differentiating writing instruction for students with specific cultural and
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language needs. Part 2 included questions such as “How easy is it for you to make
adaptations to your lessons or to scaffold so that your ESL students can achieve success in
writing?” and “How well prepared do you feel you are to make the adaptations or to scaffold
your ESL students?”

In Part 3 of the formal interview I asked the teachers to reflect on their instruction of
recent writing lessons. Specifically, I wanted to know how they chose a particular writing
activity and what adaptations or modifications they made for their ESL students. As well, I
asked them what they would do differently in future writing lessons. Because the interview
was semi-structured, I was able to clarify and probe deeper into the teacher’s rationale for the
structure of the lessons, as well as her explanations of scaffolded instruction. Throughout
the project I reviewed the information collected during the first formal interview as a means
of detecting any patterns (Yin, 1994) or relationships with actual classroom practice. I
repeated Parts 2 and 3 of the Interview Form during the final interview. By repeating the
same questions before and after the project, I was able to detect any changes in teacher
perspective.

The first interview for both teachers was not audio-taped. This was because I gave
both teachers copies of the Interview Form before the scheduled interview so that they would
have a chance to think about their responses. However, rather than just thinking about their
answers, they wrote them down on the form. I reviewed the completed Interview Form with
each teacher, making additional notes on the form as needed. During the final interview I
both audiotaped the session and recorded teacher responses on the interview form. I later

transcribed the audiotape of the final interview.
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Debriefings. I met with each teacher at approximately bi-weekly intervals to discuss
recent writing lessons and activities. The primary purpose of these sessions was to discuss
the choice of writing activity, the type of assistance provided (scaffolded instruction) to the
focal students, and the type of adjustments that were made, or could be made, to the task.
During these conversations the teachers would also share information about the focal
students (their home lives, work habits, written work), and plans for future writing lessons.
These debriefings were typically on-the-run conversations, often just before a lesson, in order
to fit the teachers’ schedules. I made notes of our debriefing sessions, usually at the end of
the visit, and put them with the day’s field notes described further in this chapter.

Member checks. Member checks (Creswell, 1998) were a third type of interview

with the teachers. The purpose of these conversations was to share my tentative
understandings of the scaffolding process, the focal students, and the classroom contexts that
supported teacher scaffolding, as well as other thoughts about the impact on their instruction
of such factors as class size and composition, previous or current training, classroom support,
or their level of self-efficacy for writing instruction. Before each session I recorded my
emerging understandings on paper. Later, I made notes of the teacher’s feedback on the
same piece of paper. Idid three member checks for each teacher during the course of the
project. As with the debriefing sessions, these conversations were often just before class and
on-the-run.

Student conversations. The fourth type of interview that I used was student

conversations. These were not structured interviews, but rather took place spontaneously
with focal students during the course of the writing lesson or activity. I would crouch down

beside students’ desks and ask them about their writing, the task itself, or about ways that the
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teacher helps them with their writing. My purpose was to get a different perspective on the
scaffolding process, as well to better understand how these students might influence the
teacher’s sense of self-efficacy for writing instruction. The length and depth of these
conversations varied considerably from student to student. Some of the focal students were
able to clearly articulate their ideas. Notes of these conversations were recorded within field
notes.

Classroom Observations

There were three different types of data collection that I used related to the classroom
observations. I made field notes during the lesson, summary notes afterward of the whole
visit, and then created transcripts of selected lessons.

Field notes. To structure my note taking, I used an observation form (Appendix F).
The top part of the form was used for recording the classroom context, including the physical
arrangement of the students’ desks, the task, and teacher instructions regarding the task. I
then made running notes of the lesson. In the running record I tried to capture the teacher’s
words, any audible student words, who the teacher was talking to, both teacher and student
movement in the class, and any other pertinent classroom conditions, such as evaluation
practices and student decision-making about their writing. These field notes were used to
document information about how the teacher differentially scaffolded instruction to meet
individual student needs. As well, the field notes assisted in identifying classroom conditions
that supported instructional scaffolding, such as student choice, peer sharing, and how factors
such as class size or external classroom support might influence differential scaffolding.
Finally, the field notes also contained the content of any student conversations that I had

during each classroom visit.
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Summary notes. Summary notes were written after each visit (Agar, 1980), as a

means of collecting my thoughts and noting potentially significant highlights of the visit.
Frequently I also wrote down questions about some aspect of my observation that I would
ask the teacher about on my next visit.

Transcripts. All of the classroom observations were supplemented with video- and
audio-taping, so that I could review lessons when necessary. Transcripts were created and
line numbers assigned for selected lessons so that I could examine the teacher’s
conversations with focal students. I selected lessons to transcribe from the beginning,
middle, and end of the study so that I might see changes in instructional scaffolding over
time, and / or changes in the focal students’ writing. As well, since the writing lessons and
activities fell into four different categories (genre, journals / free writes, specific skill,
reading response), I chose to transcribe a variety of lesson types. Figure 2 shows two pie
graphs indicating the percentage of the lessons that I observed for each teacher that were of
each of these types. Note that I created a fifth category titled Other to include lessons that
were too varied to categorize using the four other labels.

The lessons that I observed in Donna’s class were a relatively even distribution of the
five types, so I transcribed a selection of each. In Lorna’s classroom I observed primarily
genre and specific skill lessons; hence I only transcribed these types of lessons. Table 4
indicates the number of lessons that were transcribed for each teacher, broken down by

lesson type. The columns represent each of the five lesson types. The rows display the

number of transcribed lessons of each type for each teacher.



Figure 2
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I collected artifacts in a number of different ways. Itook photographs of posters,

53

work on the chalkboard, student displays, and charts. Whenever possible, I made copies of



Table 4

Lessons Transcribed for Each Type of Writing Activity

Genre Journals / | Specific Skill Reading Other Total
Free Writes Response
Donna 6 1 3 2 2 14
Lorna 7 0 4 0 0 11

student written work or self-assessments. As well, I obtained copies of teacher record
keeping (formative and summative evaluation, and yearly plans), and teacher journals.
Photographs.

In order to have a permanent record of physically large data sources that could not be
photocopied, I took photographs. For example, Lorna had a number of charts to indicate to
students with whom they would share their work. Students had family groups of
approximately 4 students with whom they would meet regularly to share their writing, both
for purposes of appreciation and receiving feedback. If there were students’ written work
displayed in the room, I photographed that work as well. Occasionally I also photographed
the chalkboard to record examples or instructions that the teacher had provided for the
students. By collecting this type of data I was able to look for classroom contexts that might
have supported the scaffolding process.

Student work. I made photocopies of different types of writing done by the focal
students so that I could better understand the writing skills that each student (both Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal) was incorporating into their written work, and to see if there was a
change in skill use over time or with a different type of writing task. Specifically I reviewed
writing samples for the following aspects: 1) idea development, 2) organization, 3) length, 4)
vocabulary, 5) capitalization and punctuation, 6) grammar, and 7) spelling. For example, I

made the following note about planning in Gary’s file: “says uses plan when stuck, but no
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evidence of this.” After reviewing one of Marty’s story predictions I noted “3 sentence
prediction, no caps.” Student work included stories, poems, descriptive and persuasive
paragraphs, and self-assessments of their writing and study habits. Some of the pieces that I
collected also had teacher feedback on them. I made notes of the teacher feedback in the
student files. Additional purposes for collecting this type of data were to examine how
teacher scaffolding may have varied according to different student needs, and to make
connections between student writing ability and the teachers’ self-efficacy for writing
instruction.

Teacher records. Teacher records provided data in two areas. First, yearly plans or

statements of philosophy of writing development and instruction gave me information about
how the classroom structure might support instructional scaffolding for both Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal students during writing activities. As well, later I was able to compare the
goals for, and beliefs about, writing instruction and differentiated scaffolding to teacher
training and other background information that I gathered from the formal interviews.
Second, teacher anecdotal assessment notes and related student grades (focal students) gave
me information about how the teacher had assessed and evaluated student writing needs so
that I could make connections to their differential scaffolding. I made photocopies of both

types of teacher records.

Teacher journal. Both teachers were given a spiral notebook at the beginning of the
project and were asked to reflect and write thoughts related to their writing instruction at
least once a week. I left the format open so that the teachers would not be restricted in their
comments. The purpose of using the journal was to gather information from an alternate data

source (rather than interviews or classroom observations) about the instructional approaches
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used during classroom writing activities, the teacher’s feelings about scaffolding or her
instructional self-efficacy, ideas for future writing lessons or activities, or thoughts and
opinions about the effectiveness or ease of employing differentially scaffolded instruction.
Although I asked both participating teachers to complete a weekly journal, only Lorna did so.
Donna had broken her hand at the beginning of the project and said that she would start her
journal once her hand had healed. I suggested that she could use a typewriter or tape
recorder, however she declined. Ireviewed Lorna’s journal at the end of each week’s
observations and synthesized her reflection in that day’s summary notes. I made a photocopy
of Lorna’s journal at the end of the project, because she wanted to keep the notebook for
future reflections.

In this section I have described the different data collection methods that were
employed over the course of the study. I grouped the methods into three main categories:
Interviews, Observations and Artifacts. I then itemized the specific approaches under each
heading, and discussed the purpose for using these methods in terms of my research
questions. Table 5 provides an overview of when each type of data collection method was
used during each of the lessons that I observed. The top row of the table indicates the
number of the observed lesson, as well as the pre-meeting (P) that I had with each teacher.
Subsequent rows depict data collection in Donna’s (D) and Lorna’s (L) classes, respectively.
Columns represent the type of data collected during observations (interviews, artifacts) as
well as whether a particular lesson was transcribed. The legend at the bottom of the table
shows icons to represent interviews, transcripts and artifacts respectively. Since all of the
lessons were audio- and video-taped, I have not included this in the table, to avoid

redundancy.
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Table 5

Data Collection Methods Used Over the Course of the Study

Pl1]2]3]4]5]6]7]8]9]10[11]12{13[14]15|16]17[18]19[20(21[22/23;24!25
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Note that I numbered, in chronological order, each lesson that I observed over the course
of the 15 visits made to each classroom from October to December 2001. On some visits I
observed more that one specific writing lesson or activity. For example, on my first visit to
Donna’s class I observed a poetry writing activity, a spelling lesson, and a reading - writing
activity. In this table I have chosen to represent data associated with each lesson, instead of
with each visit. As well, note that there are not equal numbers of lessons for the two teachers
(25 for Donna and 21 for Lorna).

Data Analysis
In keeping with the case study approach to this inquiry, data were collected in context
(Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994), through observation, discussion with the participants, and
artifact collection. I used the constant-comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)
throughout the data collection and data analysis phases. The data from all sources were
analyzed to provide an account of teacher scaffolding and to better understand the process

within the classroom context. The analysis was both inductive (Lincoln & Guba, 1985;
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Merriam, 1988) and iterative (Miles & Huberman, 1994), spanning the observation portion of
the study, and allowing for new insights to be incorporated throughout the data collection and
analysis processes. Below I explain how I organized the data and then analyzed data related
to each research question by generating codes and constructing displays. I also explain how I
began creating and testing hypotheses, and undertook the report writing. Figure 3 provides
an overview of these aspects of the data analysis process. In the last section of the chapter I
discuss issues of credibility and trustworthiness of the data collection and analysis processes.

Organizing the Data

Before undertaking the classroom observations I created a number of file folders to
organize the data as they were collected. Since I had intended to make a minimum of 15
visits to each classroom, I made three field-note files for each teacher, one for the beginning
(1-5), middle (6-10), and end (10-15) visits. I used these folders to keep field notes, summary
notes, artifacts, interviews, and transcript data in chronological order. That is, if I had
photographs, transcripts and student work from a specific lesson, I would file them behind
the field notes for that particular observation. I also created file folders for the teachers and
focal students in which I recorded, in point form, duplicate information from the field-note
files that was specific to that person. I used these notes as a tool in synthesizing the data so
that I could begin to make tentative conclusions about teacher assessment of student needs
related to writing, classroom conditions or routines that might support instructional
scaffolding, and how factors such as teaching training, school support, class size, and self-
efficacy might be related to the teacher’s use of differential scaffolding.

Another aspect of organizing the data for analysis was labelling evidence by data

source. For example, information gathered from the initial and final formal interview with
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Figure 3

Data Analysis Procedures
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Testing Hypotheses and Searching
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on interpretations
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each teacher was labeled “I1” or “I2” to indicate whether it was the first or second interview.
Similarly, debriefings or member checks were labeled “d1”, “d2”, or “mc3”, with the number
following indicating whether it was the first, second or third collection. Other labels
followed the same pattern. Table 6 lists the label assigned to each data source. The first
column of the table lists the data source while the second column indicates the corresponding
letter label. In the case of field notes, transcripts and interviews, where there were usually
several pages of data, I added a second identifying label (numerical) that helped locate the
specific evidence by page or line number (for transcribed information). The second
identifying label was separated from the first by a period. For example, for data recorded in
the field notes from the second lesson, and on the tenth page of notes, the label would be
fn2.10.

Analvyzing Data Related to Context and the Research Questions

In order to provide a comprehensive description of teachers’ differential scaffolded
instruction with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students, I approached the data analysis in a
number of different ways. As I began to gather data, I soon realized that I would have to
analyze the data differently, depending on the research question on which I was focusing. For
example, in one analysis I compared frequency of types of supports, and in another analysis 1
created a cognitive map to graphically de