Margaret Chmiel || 9 December 2009|| Final Journal || EDUC 805


8 September 2009
Anderson was a powerful first speaker.  He has a long, influential career in areas I am completely unfamiliar with, and his talk made me think about the relationship between research and policy implementation in a new way.  While it was inspirational to see that Anderson’s research has had an impact on university policy, it was also helpful to know that despite his years of hard work and expertise, he faces challenges in getting administrators and policy makers to understand the implications of his data. One of the most powerful things he said during his presentation (and I am paraphrasing here) is that policies tend not to represent data that is qualitatively obtained.  According to Anderson, most policy research is obtained and communicated quantitatively.  As a result, there is a limitation on the types of questions that can be asked and, the types of answers that can be obtained.  I was really curious about examples of this, and disappointed that I didn’t get a change to ask him to elaborate.

Schrum’s topic was one that is near-and-dear to my heart, and her focus on integration at the classroom and school level is something I am keenly interested in.  One aspect that I’ve personally found intimidating about technology in education is the dissonance between how quickly innovations that could lend themselves to education come on the scene and how slowly change takes place in schools. Oh we share that frustration! Schrum’s articles provided a fascinating window by which I could see how very recent studies are layered onto theories and principles that have a longer history.  Dissecting the articles helped me understand the importance of familiarizing myself with a few guiding theories, and using those as lenses to make sense of current technology problems and questions as they manifest themselves.
 15 September 2009

I really enjoyed all of the speakers this week.  My knowledge and understanding of literacy is limited, but I was fascinated by the presentations this week.  Malloy’s work on online reading comprehension was interesting. I wondered what the next steps for her research would be.  How does Malloy turn her findings into the type of policy-informing work we saw Anderson present during the first week?  I think the question is if she does, and I am not sure that is the goal I’d be interested in learning more about that trajectory as I would imagine that children’s online reading compression is an under-theorized topic that schools will want to address head-on as children grow up in an increasingly digital environment.

 
Sturtevant’s research article and subsequent presentation opened my eyes to how powerful mixed methods research can be.  The way she layered demographic questions over the revealing, in-depth interview questions she posed to the students demonstrated the synergistic effect good mixed-methods research can have upon a complex question.  On a personal note, I enjoyed this presentation because I grew up ESOL and learned to read English side-by-side with my mother.  I wish my teachers had Sturtevant’s understanding of the literacy-rich lives that can take place behind thick accents and grammatically incorrect notes from home.  Like Malloy’s research, I am curious to see how Sturtevant’s research makes its way into pre-service teacher preparation programs.

Zenkov’s research was fascinating, but I wasn’t sure what the message to the classroom teacher was.  His program was obviously incredibly beneficial to the students in it, and I’d be interested to know how more students could benefit from this type of curriculum.  I was also curious what the procedures were for him to obtain human subjects consent forms.  That is a great question Zenkov mentioned that some of his students were from troubled families, and it is my understanding that parental consent must be present for minors.  Is it hard for him to obtain such consent? Why not send an email to him and ask this  - Does the consent process impact the population of students he can work with?  I know when I taught in an impoverished district, many parents were simply absent, whereabouts unknown.  Has Zenkov faced such problems?  I’d be interested in hearing more about that process, as I continue to reflect on the point Anderson brought up in our first meeting: How do the questions we can ask influence the actions of others?  

22 September 2009 

Mastropieri’s research was probably the most heavily quantitative research we had seen so far, and it was a great opportunity to investigate the nature, purpose, and affordances provided by quantitative research.  While I am not intimately familiar with the types of questions scholars have in special education, it was easy for me to understand that her group was using a hypothesis to test a theory, and her research design yielded results.  Unlike Malloy and Sturtevant, Mastropieri and her team did not work side-by-side with the regular teachers.  This provided their team with greater experimental control, but it leaves questions as to what their method would look like when implemented in a classroom with a singular teacher who may be pressured to “cover” material more quickly by an administration. 

Brigham’s focus on eye movements and reading disabilities was interesting.  One of my interests is in science education, so I immediately thought of a million questions about how students of all types of abilities read on screen text and graphs.  I’d like to see Brigham (or someone!) tackle the issue of animations on screen again.  Since his study, animations have come a long way.  Additionally, there are issues of visual literacy and positioning of animations that could be addressed in a more substantive way then they were able to be when he had done that study.   Again, as with Malloy, these issues will continue to have a greater and greater importance on teacher education.  Even if, as Schrum found, schools are slow to adopt technology, the truth is that students are growing up and coming to class from a digital environment.  What they have learned their, their cognitive ecology, has been shaped by issues of digital learning and reading, and schools need to be prepared for these new learners. I would be happy to loan you a copy of my Web 2.0 book, or the Leading a 21st century school book because both spend some time talking about these things. 
29 September 2009

This week’s class introduced us to some second year doctoral students.  It is always interesting to hear about people’s individual paths to the doctoral program, and reflect on our similarities and differences as we go through the program.  I was definitely happy to see that everyone on the panel had a full-time job.  I’ve had several people (outside of George Mason, of course) tell me that I cannot get a PhD while working full time, so its comforting to see that people are doing it!  I’d also like to give some credit to my 800 teacher, as one of the women on the panel said that “no one knew what was going on” in Education 800.  I have not had that experience, as Priscilla Norton is great at targeting items our class might be confused by and finding ways to get us to understand.  I feel very fortunate to be in this program, so far.

 Professor Bon’s professional background is really intriguing and I don’t know where to even begin to wrap my head around the amount of knowledge and expertise she has to draw on.  Her writings frequently mention the balance between legal mandates and pragmatic needs and expectations.  These are issues that I would have never even considered, and the discourse in her writing struck me as being different from that of the other scholars we met this semester.  I’m curious about to what extent she has her head in the law review literature as opposed to educational research literature.  When she writes, does she write more like a lawyer or an educational scholar? Are they different things?  How so? Great questions – and I would assume too that the types of narratives are very different. 
6 October 2009

I didn’t realize that the international education division was so new.  I found Baily’s work particularly interesting.  She seems to be pioneering completely new territory, thus is in a position to generate new theories about the impact on communities where education initiatives have targeted women.  I was intrigued by what it meant for her to work through an interpreter.  I’d be curious to know how she prepared herself for that challenge?  Is there a body of literature on qualitative researcher with interpreters?  Yes, many have talked about this I imagine there must be as a good deal of anthropological work would require such a strategy.  I guess the real question is as you are developing as a researcher, how do you know what you need to know?  If you are pushing on new areas of inquiry, who is there to mentor you and tell you what you need to learn or where you are deficient?  Ah, your courses will be the first step and the chair of your dissertation will be the guide for your research. 
Kidd and Nassar’s work was interesting for me to hear because I had worked on a project with the Corporation for Public Broadcasting on early childhood care taker training.  There were a lot of challenges we had faced that the STEP program probably would have helped us overcome. I’m interested to hear how their work in this field progresses.  The one item that stood out to me, that I would have liked to have heard more about was that Kidd mentioned their professional development could not focus on any specific content.  That seems like it would be a really big challenge.  By stripping out content, the professional development material would be more abstract, and I wonder if that would impact the effectiveness of the training. Yes, I agree and wonder if they could not have allowed the teachers to pick various content specific areas upon which to focus. 

Good work, keep thinking across weeks, and speakers, and try to ask yourself these difficult questions. I do encourage you to take care with editing, even on this, because it will become a habit you need to develop. 
20 October 2009

I read Maxwell’s (2004) article when it first came out and it made a real impact on me. In my own academic work in chemistry, the history of science, and the philosophy of science, I’ve grown sensitive to what appears to be an overall public misunderstanding of the nature of science and I’ve seen this misunderstanding to be especially prevalent among some in the social sciences. Maxwell does a good job calling these misconceptions out in his article. Maxwell’s point about the different types of causality (correlation, which is privileged in quantitative studies and mechanistic) resonated with my experience in organic chemistry. Organic chemistry is the study of mechanisms and no one questions the scientific rigor of using mechanisms to describe the cause of chemical reactions. Yet, description and causal mechanisms are ignored in a lot of experimental educational research. Furthermore, in chemistry, you don’t stop studying reactions that take longer than one hour and declare that those slower reactions don’t exist or have no known effect. Yet experimental education designs often do just this sort of thing. Maxwell’s framework seems like an especially useful way to approach my topic of interest, that is, to describe learning in designed environments. I would be happy to loan you the Evelyn Fox Keller book Mechanistic explanations could capture many details about the learning process that would be lost in an experimental design, including information that could usefully inform future designs. I’m very enthusiastic about integrating Maxwell’s work into my research interests. I will continue to explore this interest in an independent reading course with him next semester that focuses on how realism can be used to better understand problems in the learning sciences. That is wonderful Marjee – I am sure you will learn a great deal from that. 

I was surprised to learn from White and Fox (2009) that there has not been a lot of research on programs from practicing teachers obtaining their Master’s degree.

One of their central research questions was to determine the teachers’ understanding of the learning outcomes of the program as the program progressed. They then used that data to better inform the program. I think I have yet to cultivate an appreciation for this body of literature, because I’m unclear as to whether this paper was about assessing teachers or the program or both at the same time. If they are trying to do both at the same time, it’s confusing. To this untrained eye, this study appears to be good reflective practice for any educator, but not necessarily original research. Again, I don’t have a good framework for what this paper is attempting to do, so I apologize for my confusion. I did like a suggestion that emerged from one of our classmates, Jahanseb, who had what I thought was a compelling idea (analyzing growth in the context of what the teachers’ incoming proficiencies were rather than generalizing patterns of learner’s understanding of topics such as diversity or technology in general.  I wish the speakers gave his question some consideration, because I think it could add depth to future studies. I do not think your idea is out of line at all – it is clear that this is not as well developed as some other research presented. 
27 October 2009

Today we had a “tool time” session where we learned more about Zotero and APA. I am, of course, a big Zotero fan and I thought the presenter did a wonderful job with it. I do so much of my work online and Zotero really is heaven sent.  I do, however, think that an in-library session would be useful for future doctoral cohorts. This is my only real suggestion for improvement of this particular course for future cohorts. I was rather surprised by some of the questions that came up during this session as well as the APA session. For instance, one student asked where her text went when she cut it. Other students asked, several times, whether we needed to cite published articles hosted in Blackboard as “accessed from” on a certain date. Those are good questions but they reflect what I think are some misunderstandings about how databases, journals, and end-user technologies work together. I think a solid three-hour workshop on digital scholarships would be incredibly useful professional development for beginning students at the masters and doctoral level. Knowing how to use all these digital tools makes life so much easier for students and emerging scholars, I think everyone could use a good digital tools boot camp. I also was really surprised because anyone who has a master’s degree (required for admission) must have had to do some academic writing.  We take all our master’s students to a library session and I honestly was amazed by the questions – even the ones about searching.  If I ever teach it again, that will absolutely be one of the requirements. 
3 November 2009

Today was a useful class and I wish I had this type of experience prior to my first conference proposal submission. I thought the exercise of editing AERA submissions was a great one, and I was not surprised that the numbers were so “all over the place” in terms of rating. The actual feedback classmates had about these studies was quite thoughtful and I was impressed with how insightful my classmates were at reviewing topics outside their expertise. 


Sprague’s presentation of a journal editor’s point of view was also valuable although I did think the overall tone was a bit too “scary.” Sprague made it sound as though one misstep would doom you to humiliation, but that has not been my experience. I’ve received scathingly critical feedback in the past but I’ve also received useful critical help and advice from blind peer reviewers. Surviving the former brought me to the latter. Thanks to insightful authors and helpful editors, I’ll have my first single-authored peer-reviewed article in a journal this spring. It’s not exactly Educational Researcher or anything, but it’s a baby step and it was a really positive experience. That is totally terrific and with each publication you get stronger and more confident.  Please tell me the citation when you have it.  
10 November 2009

I met Kevin Clark when he attended one of my talks at the Games, Learning, and Society conference in 2008 and his interest in video games and learning was one of the reasons I began to look at George Mason University as a potential place to return to complete my PhD. I share many of his interests in the intersection of media and school-aged children, though I’m more focused on science media. I’ve been following his work with ITEST and I’m glad to hear that the Center for Digital Media Innovation and Diversity is up and running. In looking at his ITEST paper however, (Clark & Sheridan, n.d.) I noticed that he connects his work to much of the video games and learning literature. Since the ITEST project talks about students learning by designing their own environment, there might be some more useful connections to be made with researchers such as diSessa (2000) and Papert (1994). Papert and diSessa both examined children’s understanding as they used digital tools to design digital objects and interactions, which is what Clark and Sheridan are examining. Some of the video game scholars cited in this paper look at students interacting with pre-designed environments. I think Clark and Sheridan could strengthen this paper by linking it to the Papert tradition and discussing the role that mentor relationships play in complementing that tradition. As he mentioned in class, he prefers the doing to the writing. I agree with you that his work can be stronger if he spends a bit more on the theoretical and conceptual linkages.  
What I find most interesting about Kitsantas’s work is that she has a solid framework for discussing motivation and self regulation (by looking at metacongition, task analysis, self-efficacy, time management) that can underline a wide range of cognitive tasks. During class, she addressed a study on dart throwing in particular (Kitsantas & Zimmerman, 2006) but it is impressive and elegant the way she uses these same ideas to address post-secondary academic success (Kitsantas, Huie, & Winsler, 2008) and the relationship between homework and academic achievement (Kitsantas, & Zimmerman, 2009). The way her research tells a clear story and allows her to use a solid theoretical base to unravel a series of interesting questions is really an inspirational model.
17 November 2009

The poster session provided an excellent opportunity to interact with presenters and hear more from our fellow classmates. I enjoyed the experience a great deal and hope it is a tradition future cohorts of Educ 805 continue. As I mentioned in an earlier paper, I thought Faye Huie’s work integrating Kitsantas’ research with stereotypes is exciting and promising. While it doesn’t really deal with topics that are directly in my “Venn diagram” of interests, it is interesting to me as someone in the education field in general. Another one of Kitsantis’ former students whose work does overlap with my own interests very much was there as well. I was really excited to see Erin Peters there. I called Erin the summer before I started the program to see if she would be willing to serve on my committee because she does so much work on the nature of science and authentic inquiry. She and I chatted after the poster session and we may be able to do some work together on data she has gathered regarding in-service teachers and their interest in using the history of science to teach the nature of science to students. I’ll be talking to her about this project more next week. I’m looking forward to it as Erin is enthusiastic about many of the same things as I am. And she is a terrific mentor! 
24 November 2009

The doctoral students were provided a nice view of the light at the end of the tunnel. I was very interested in the work Brigit was doing in bridging educational psychology and educational policy. Are there two communities in education that could possibly interact less often? It sounds as though she has synthesized them in a compelling way by looking at pre-kindergarten programs in different countries. I found Anita Bright’s research to be somewhat jarring. I’ve been around a lot of teachers working in urban settings and I’ve never heard teachers saying they wished certain children would “act more white.” I’m interested in seeing her research when it comes out, because I was a bit shocked by what she claimed. I also wonder if she is sharing her data and analysis with her participants, and how they would react to her research. I know this is a common practice in qualitative research, but I don’t know how this works in critical theory, which is a framework Bright identified as guiding her research. It was a bit of a surprise to me also, Marjee.  I have worked with schools and teachers for decades and perhaps I just do not work with the same types of teachers that she does. Also, most students really are assigned to math level classes based on data – we can discuss the value of those data for sure – but it is not just a gut reaction.  And yes, any good qualitative study will do member checks so that too will be interesting. 
1 December 2009

Our final speaker was Peggy King-Sears has been involved with special education for a long time. I think King-Sear’s work in co-teaching is very important, but it appeared to me as though she was struggling with that particular study. I co-taught an exclusively special education course with a special education teacher my first year and it was really…complicated. It was interesting to me that the data King-Sears had gotten from her surveys seemed to not only differ from my own experience, as well as other teachers from my old school district, but a lot of our 805 classmates seemed surprised as well. What do you do when you are a researcher in that situation, where you gather data that not only doesn’t yield new insights, but also seems to contradict so much anecdotal evidence? Well, I think you go back and try to figure out why your data are yielding such different results and in such a setting you really need to be not defensive. I also agree with your comment from Oct 20 that Steve and Becky became a bit uncomfortable when Jehanzeb asked questions, even in his very gentle manner.  
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You have a wonderful sense of the fields and goals for your research, Marjee and you write very well.  I look forward to hearing more about your plans and the independent study with Joe.  I especially appreciated the way you drew in the connections to other materials with which you are familiar. Still a few minor editing issues but much improved.  

Grade: A 
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