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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine the beliefs and practices 

of itinerant teachers of deaf and hard of hearing (d/hh) students about literacy 

development. The study e,xamined the match between the itinerant teachers' beliefs and 

their practices match and the effects of the itinerant setting on beliefs and practices. 

These are important questions in the field as so many d/hh students are currently enrolled 

in public school settings. 

Five itinerant teachers participated in the study and met the following criteria: 

spend 70% or more of their time providing itinerant services and who serve two or more 

elementary schools, provide itinerant services to elementary age d/hh studenis, have at 

least five years of teaching experience with two or more years spent as an itinerant, and 

located within a 150 mile radius of Tucson, Arizona. A series of three interviews and 

tour observations were completed with each teacher. The qualitative analysis program 

QSRKudist 4 (1997) was used initially to analyze all of the data from the interviews and 

observations. This was followed by at least four readings of the original transcripts, once 

for each research question. Conclusions were drawn and similar patterns, phrases, ideas 

and themes were labeled and indexed. 

The teachers believe that d/hh students develop literacy in similar ways to hearing 

children if they have a sound language base. They also find it valuable to have a broad 
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knowledge of literacy development for hearing children in order to identify gaps that d/hh 

students might have. The teachers use a combination of service delivery models, pull-out 

and in-class, because thev have found this to be the best for their students. The teachers 

use a combination of meaning-centered and skills-based models and a wide variety of 

practices for developing literacy in the areas of reading comprehension, reading decoding, 

writing, spelling, vocabulary building, assessments^ and completing classroom 

assignments. Although several of the teachers' beliefs were either not observed or were 

not matched to pracuce. the majority of their beliefs match their practices. A number of 

specific effects of the itinerant setting affect the teachers'^ practices including: support 

from team members, space, consistency of student sessions, isolation, availability of 

resources, time, student teacher ratio, ownership of students and curriculum, and 

flexibility. Importance of the findings and their implications are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEWING THE LITERATURE 

Shirin and I have been doing all this reading and writing about the research 
that's being done with reading and d/hh students. It's been very 
interesting to find the gaps in the research that need to be filled. One of 
them is looking at itinerant teachers. I've found a few things that have 
mostly come out of Northern Colorado on itinerant teachers and d/hh kids. 
Everything else that talks about itinerant teachers is in vision or general 
special education. It would seem that a model that is as widely used as the 
itinerant one would be more widely studied. I feel like Tve found a niche 
for myself. It's an area I know well, t think that itinerant teachers will let 
me into their worlds because I know that world well. I teel more 
comfortable looking at this area than many others in deaf education 
because of the language and cultural issues. Hard of hearing kids are 
generally much more a part of the hearing world and culture than they are 
a part of Deaf culture. (Sue. May» 2000) 

I have so many questions for these itinerant teachers I'll be working with. 
I can't wait to get started. 1. wonder what kinds of kids and Jobs they have. 
Will it be the variety that I had? Are they comfortable developing literacy 
in their kids? How do they go about that? What kinds of practices and 
practices do they use? And how have they overcome itinerant issues? 
(Sue, October, 2000) 

"From T-shirts to bubble gum wrappers, children live in a world fashioned in 

print" (Taylor, 1983, p. xii). The ability to read and write is a necessity in our society^, as 

literacy fills our every waking hour. For children who are deaf or hard of hearing, 

learning literacy is a daunting task. For those deaf or hard of hearing (d/hh) children who 
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use some form of manual communication, learning to read and write is even more 

difficult due to the 'mismatch' or lack of bridge between the manual system used for 

communication and the print system used for literacy development. The 1999 Armual 

Survey of Deaf and Hard of Hearing Children and Youth (2000) reported 53,405 

deafhard of hearing children were enrolled in school programs. Of these students, 27% 

were enrolled in center schools, residential schools, or day schools for dea&hard of 

hearing children and 73% were enrolled in local programs (e.g., home school/home 

school district). The 1999 survey indicates that there were 903 center programs and 2,457 

local programs reported for deafiliard of hearing (d/hh) children in the U.S. These 

numbers seem especially low for local programs, as there are statements in. the research 

reflecting the difficulty of counting children receiving services in local programs. For 

those d/hh students recei\-ing services in local schools, a variety of service delivery 

models are followed including an itinerant model. In the research there is no knowledge 

of how itinerant teachers work with d/hh children - the literacy environment they create 

and the practices they use to develop literacy. 

This chapter contains three broad areas; the conceptual fiamework [ followed for 

the study, an overvie%v of the study, and an overview of the dissertation. The conceptual 

firamework includes a discussion of the research literature in five areas. Other areas of the 

professional literature pertaining to the study are reviewed at the beginning of the 
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mdividual chapters. 

SITUATING MYSELF IN THE STUDY 

My interest in children with hearing losses comes from my owa background- As a 

child I had a bilateral conductive hearing loss that waxed and waned with the seasons. By 

second grade I was an expert with hearing tests given by our school nurse. I astonished 

her on more than one occasion with the degree of loss I suddenly had, only to have 

normal hearing the next day. She never realized that every time she presented a sound 

she looked at me. giving me a clue to respond or not. Although at the time a conductive 

hearing loss that came and went wasn't recogm'zed as having any particular educational 

effect, my loss impacted my learning in many ways for many years. When my tonsils 

were removed in second grade and my hearing returned to normal over the next six 

months^ 1 had a lot of catching up to do academically. I felt behind my peers all through 

my elementary, jumor high, and high school years. Even in college^ academics didn't 

come as easily for me as if did for my friends. I had to work much harder than they did to 

be able to turn in quality work. It wasn't until graduate school that I felt I had caught up. 

Another reason for my interest in the field came from my maternal grandmother who had 

a severe to profound hearing loss from rheumatic fever as a teenager. I was always so 

frustrated for her because she seemed to live in such an isolated world, often 

misunderstanding the people around her. 
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Looking at my own experiences, the impact that just a few years of hearing loss 

had and my desire to understand my grandmother's situation, made me curious about 

hearing losses and education. As an undergraduate, the audiology classes and any classes 

about teaching d/hh children interested me the most. I naturally gravitated toward jobs 

with students who were d/hh when I graduated. My involvement continued as I earned a 

masters degree in deaf education, and continued working with learners who were d/hh. 

My knowledge of itinerant teaching started over 20 years ago when as a beginning 

teacher I accepted my first teaching position as a speech therapist for a county-wide 

consortium. During the first year, [ worked directly with over 135 children each week in 

three different school districts. For the next three years, I was the itinerant teacher for 

deaf and hard of hearing students in the county. Though my caseload dropped from 135 

to 20 students over a two year period, those children were spread out over eight school 

districts. Most months I drove over 1500 work-related miles. I worked out of my car 

which over-flowed with office supplies and materials to use with children. I went to my 

ofSce early in the morning, often before 7:00 AM, to load my car and get ready for the 

day. I ended my day at the office to unload my car, make phone calls, and catch up on 

paperwork, often leaving after 7:00 PM. I was snowed in overnight on several occasions 

in northern parts of the county. [ had countless flat tires. lEP meetings were often held 

on the hood of my car ia remote areas of the county with parents who had no 



transportation. Meetings with parents and care givers occurred in all sorts of places 

including a hospital room once with a mother in labor (her choice, not mine). I worked 

with students in the hallway, in closets, and in the backs of classrooms that were in use, 

even sharing the physical education room in one school. At another school I actually 

worked with students in. a janitor's room surrounded by mops and buckets, a smell 1 will 

never forget. 

Although my second and third teaching positions were itinerant they were quite 

different from my count\-wide itinerant experiences. In these Jobs I worked within a 

single school district with schools no more than 30 minutes apart. Though I continued to 

travel and work out of my car, on a monthly basis I averaged no more than 400-500 miles. 

I was able to spend more time with each child, teacher, and parent My caseloads in 

these two Jobs were quite different because of the differences in my responsibilities. In 

my second Job I was a speech therapist and in my third a teacher of d/hh. children. As a 

speech therapist I had 85 children on my caseload, but I had three aids who worked 

directly with children. As a teacher of d/hh students [ worked directly with 18-25 d/hh 

children and indirectly with another 15. I taught sign classes on a weekly basis at several 

elementary schools, the Junior high, and the high school. [ supervised interpreters for the 

deaf students in the district and oversaw the district-wide hearing screening and 

audiological evaluation programs. 
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While my years as an itinerant teacher were empowering for me, they were also 

frustrating for several reasons. First, it was very lonely being a county-wide itinerant 

teacher. I rarely traveled with other people so I was on the road by myself most of the 

time. When I saw students I literally ran into the school, worked with the student for the 

allotted time, chatted briefly with the teacher, and ran out again. There was no time for 

in-depth conversation with anyone. During my office time each week I might see other 

specialists briefly but most of the time was spent alone catching up with phone calls and 

paperwork. In my next two itinerant jobs [ did have a sense of belonging, a feeling of 

community mthin my school district. However, it wasn't until I taught in a center-based 

preschool program that I understood how lonely even these two itinerant positions had 

been. The time 1 was able to spend with students as an itinerant was another ftustration. 

Too many of my sessions were spent on classroom work, constantly trying to catch up. 

There was little time for fbllow-up, little time to focus on areas 1 thought were important. 

[ left itinerant teaching after eleven years to take a center-based preschool 

classroom position. The two positions were so entirely different, not only in setting but 

also in envirorunent, that it made my head swim. As a center-based teacher I was 

protected from the political maneuverings that [ had been privy to and. often dragged into 

as an itinerant. I also had control over the learning environment in my classroom and had 

input into the environment of the school, areas I had not had control of as an itinerant 
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teacher, Iti the center-based program. I was surrounded by other teachers and 

administrators who understood hearing loss and learning. As an itinerant teacher there 

were very few who understood what I did or understood my students. 

Whea I started my doctoral program I had some ideas about what I wanted to 

focus on tor my dissertation but those ideas became less important to me over the years as 

new ideas crowded in. During the spring semester of 1999,1 co-taught a literacy and 

deafiiess class with one of my professors. Over the course of the semester we 

brainstormed a number of areas in deaf education that we wanted to explore together. 

During the fall of 1999. these brainstorms led us to begin a literature review that 

examined the reading research which had been done in the past decade with d/hh. 

students. Our findings showed several areas that had little research^ areas which as a field 

we needed to examine. One area sttuck me as particularly interesting: itinerant teaching. 

As a field we had answered a few questions about itinerant teaching and questions about 

the competencies of itinerant teachers and important aspects of the itinerant position, but 

no one seemed to have examined what itinerant teachers believed about literacy 

development nor had anyone examined the actual practices used by itinerant teachers for 

developing literacy in their d/hh students. These were questions E felt confident in 

answering because of my own background as an itinerant teacher and as a researcher. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

This initial research investigation focused on the literacy beliefs and practices of 

five itinerant teachers of d/hh students in public schools settings in central and southern 

Arizona. [ called and questioned supervisors of d/hh programs during the fall semester of 

2000 to identify itinerant teachers who met my criteria. Data collection with the five 

teachers began in December, 2000 and ended in June, 2001. During this time I observed 

each of the teachers four times while they worked with d/hh students. One observation 

covered an entire day while the others focused on the teachers working with one to five 

children over a ̂ vo to three hour period. Additionally, I completed three in-depth 

interviews with each of the teachers which focused on their own education and 

background, their beliefs and practices for developing literacy, and the influences of the 

itinerant setting on their beliefs and practices. A final primary data source came from 

Journals the teachers kept during two specific time frames in the study: during a full week 

of their choosing and after each of my observations. 

This initial study focused on the following four research questions: 

1. What beliefs about literacy development are held by itinerant teachers of 

d/hh students? 

2. What are the teaching practices used by itinerant teachers of d/hh students 

for literacy development? 
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3. What IS the match between teaching practices and belief systems for 

itinerant teachers? 

4. How does the work context of itinerant teachers affect their beliefs? 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

To ftame this initial study there are three areas that need, to be understood and 

connected: d/hh learners, literacy development for the d/hh learner, and the itinerant 

model of service deliverjv 

D/HH Learners 

Deaf and hard of hearing learners are a heterogenous group. No one label 

captures them alL In public school settings d/hh learners of all kinds are encountered, 

though, generally, children with lesser degrees of hearing loss are served in public schools 

and children with greater hearing losses are served by day schools and residential 

programs for the deaf. When deaf students do stay in the mainstream for their education, 

it is by their choice and is usually a placement that the educational team considers less 

restrictive for them overall. 

Hearing loss impacts learning in a variety of ways including the degree of loss, the 

type of loss, the age of onset and age of identification, the amplification history, and the 

educational history. Degree of hearing loss is typically broken down into normal (O-IO 

dB), borderline normal (11-25 dB), mild(26-45 dB), moderate (46-65 dB), severe (66-85 
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dB). and profound (86+ dB) (Hodgson, 1980). Hearing losses may be unilateral with one 

ear affected or bilateral. The word deaf refers to an individual's degree of hearing loss. 

Those individuals with severe to profound losses are generally described as deaf. 

Individuals who are Deaf are those who identify with the Deaf copununity. The upper 

case D refers to a cultural afiiliation. 

There are four major types of hearing loss. These are conductive hearing loss, 

sensorineural hearing loss, mixed hearing loss, and central auditory disorders. 

Conductive hearing loss results from a problem in the outer or middle ear which reduces 

their ability to conduct sound. "In a purely conductive loss the inner ear remains normal 

but a hearing loss is present because of the reduction of sound energy reaching the iimer 

ear" (Hodgson. 1980, p. 8-9), much like my own hearing loss. A conductive loss ranges 

from the mild to moderate range and can often be corrected through surgery. Even 

without surgery a person^s hearing can often be brought into the normal range with 

amplification. A sensorineural hearing loss is caused by problems in the inner ear and 

involve the cochlea or the auditory nerve. Sensorineural hearing loss runs the range from 

mild to profound. No medical intervention reverses this type of hearing loss. When 

aided, sound is often distorted due to cochlear or auditory nerve damage. A mixed 

hearing loss consists of a conductive and a sensorineural loss together. Again, the 

conductive component can often be treated leaving only the sensorineural loss. A central 



auditory disorder results &om damage to the auditory pathways that lead to and that are in 

the brain. Subtle manifestations of central auditory problems occur with reduced auditory 

discrimination abilities and auditory processing problems. No medical intervention will 

reverse a central auditor>' disorder and when amplification is used^ sound is often too 

distorted to be useable. 

The age of onset and identification as well as the amplification history also impact 

learning. If an individual experiences hearing loss firom birth one of the greatest impacts 

is on language development, often leaving the learner without the abilitj' to easily acquire 

oral language. .Although the impact of a hearing loss will be much less if it occurs later in 

life after btuiguage development, it will still be felL Learners with hearing losses often 

have Tiiany gaps in their knowledge base. If a hearing loss is identified early and the child 

receives early intervention and begins ujihg a pi;r>onal amplification system immediately 

the loss, will have less impact. The longer it takes a child to receive intec\ention and 

amplificaticn and intervention through parent-infant and preschool progranis. the greater 

the delay in language development (Yoshinaga-Itano.. 1998, 1999a, l999b). 

Literacy Development 

Literacy is a comple.x issue that involves many different aspects. To begiiu 

literacy is an act of communication through written and oral :e.Kt and person-to-person 

contact (both receptive and expressive). Written literacy generaiiy leads to reading and 
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writing while person to person contact and oral texts leads to listening and speaking. For 

d/hh children, literacy may additionally include the visual mode for listening as well as 

I ,  

the manual mode for "speaking". 

An expanded framework, for literacy may he found in Figure LI. This socio-

cultural view includes developmental, cultural, social, and knowledge base issues. Heath 

(1983); Maxwell (1985); Moll, Tapia, and Whitmore (1993); Padden and Ramsey (1993); 

Street (1995); Taylor (1983); Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines (1988); and Vygotsky (1978) 

contend that it is necessary to view literacy from a wide stance so that our pedagogical 

goals for literacy acquisition go beyond the formal educational settings to include life 

after school and all that goes with it for acculturating our youth into the uses of literacy. 

This broad stance for defining literacy is the one followed in my study. .\Il of literacy is 

important and we as educators must continue to look for literacies that we may be 

unaware of in the lives of our students, includmg the social enviru'iment literacy takes 

place in and the teaching practices used for literacy development 

Sit^mine Litgragy fn a L'nvfrpnmgnt 

Collaborative learning and direct instruction to promote social interaction are 

areas that are often discussed in the literature. Collaborative learning involves groups or 

communities of learners working together sharing the responsibility tor learning (Dewey, 

1938; Ensminger& Dangel, 1992; Fleck, 1979; Motocco &Zorfass, 1996; Short & 
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Figure 1.1. Expanded frameworkofliteracy (adapted from Rex, KoenigjWormsIey, Baker, 1994). 
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Burke, 1991). These communities, built on social interaction, are formed as 

"learners come to know each other; value what each has to offer; focus on problem 

solving and. inquiry; share responsibility and control; leam through action, reflection, and 

demonstrations; and establish a learning atmosphere that is predictable and yet &li of real 

choices" (Short & Pierce, 1990, p. 35). Through talk with others in collaborative 

learning communities we begin to consider new perspectives, slowly revising old ways of 

thinking as we take the time to reflect on our conversations and constructs. 

Many d/Tih learners have difflculty accessing the give and take of collaborative 

learning communities because of an incomplete auditory signal and language challenges. 

The d/hh research literature points to the need for direct instruction to promote social 

interaction between d/hh students and hearing peers (Antia, 1985; Antia& Kreimeyer. 

1987. 1988, 1997: Antia. BCreimeyer, & Eldridge, 1994; BCreimeyer& Antia, 1988; Levine 

& Antia. 1997: Stinson «S: Liu, 1999; Winter & Van Reusen, 1997). In order to truly be 

part of the classroom community and part of the learning community, d/hh learners often 

must leam how to communicate and collaborate with hearing individuals and hearing 

individuals must leam how to communicate and collaborate with d/hh learners. 

Teaching Practices for Literacy Development 

In the literature I have found three areas that seem to be at the very heart of 

education and in which practices must be examined: programming and service delivery. 
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curriculum, and instruction (Klenk 8c Palincsar, 1996). Although there is a great deal of 

overlap among these areas with many of the same elements seen across all three, they are 

important for understanding how educators can effectively encourage literacy 

development in their students. 

Practices in Prop^ming and Service Deh'verv 

Practices in program delivery, an area that is widely written about in special 

education, contains two subcategories: individualization of program delivery based on the 

needs of each child and inclusion. Individualization of program delivery is mandated by 

the 1975 Education of All Handicapped Children's Act (P. L. 94-142) and by the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990. Inclusion is also mandated 

by IDEA and is given as a placement option. Inclusion and individualization which both 

apply to literacy development are examined next. 

[ndividualization of programming. 

Individualization of programming is a practice frequently discussed in the 

professional literature (Udvari-Solner, 1996; West & Sarkees-Wircenski, 1995). Each 

child's educational program must be developed based on his or her strengths and needs 

which are determined through both informal and. formal assessment across time by 

multiple people. For a child in special education, these strengths and needs are outlined 

yearly on the Indi\-idualized Educational Plan (lEP). Programming and service delivery 
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are discussed and decided upon at the yearly lEP meeting with parents/care givers, the 

student (optional), and school personnel present. 

Fnclusion. 

Inclusion is an approach to education that means most or all of a child's education 

takes place within the regular classroom (Elliott & McKenney, 1998; Erwin, 199U 

Stainback:& Stainback, 1996; Stinson & Antia, 1999; West & Sarkees-Wircenski, 1995). 

The classroom teacher in an inclusive setting has the primary responsibility for educating 

all of the children in the classroom. From this stance the classroom is seen as the entity 

that must change to acconunodate different learners. Inclusive classrooms and programs 

recognize the diverse community within a school system and view children as children 

not as labels (Stainback & Stainback; Stinson & Lang, 1994). Within an inclusive setting 

a variety of approaches are effective, including consultation, team teaching, aide services, 

and limited pull-out sen.'ices (Elliott & McBCenney). 

Research supporting inclusion has found that there is only one set of effective 

teaching practices for all learners rather than one set for regular learners and another for 

special learners (Bunch. 1994). Bunch also found that the academic gains and speedy 

return to the mainstream that were the hallmarks of special education were not in fact 

realized in separate programs. In these separate environments teachers, students and 

parents had very modest e.xpectations for achievement with more focus placed on the 



weaknesses of the learner. In my own experience most of the d/hh students [ worked with 

had done well in regular classrooms with some pull-out services. 

While it seems that literacy learning beside same age hearing peers is an 

appropriate practice for d/hh students, there are two key challenges for this population: 

social interaction and language. Researchers have found, that there is minimal to non

existent social interaction between deaf and. hearing learners in the same environment. 

Further, d/hh children report feeling isolated, lonely, and rejected by hearing peers (Antia. 

1982; .A.ntia, 1985; Stinson & Lang, 1994; Stinson & Whiunire, 1992). 

A second challenge for d/hh children in inclusive settings is their access to the 

language of the classroom and its participants. While learners may have more access to 

the language of the classroom because of the interpreter, they may not have the level of 

language development necessary to access the interpreting. Because of gaps in the 

language development of children who are d/hh, it becomes imperative for language to 

be learned along the way. However, a d/hh child using an interpreter in the classroom has 

difficulty learning language because interpreting tends to be one-way with little of the 

give and. take that is necessary for language development A fiirther issue is the need to 

provide a critical mass of same language-mode peers for d/hh.childteato interact with 

one-on-one (Hawkins. Harvey, & Cohen, 1994; Innes. 1994). 

These social and. communicative challenges must be specifically addressed for the 
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regular classroom (Antia, 1985; Antia & Krexmeyer, 1997; Cerra, Watts-Taffe, & Rose, 

1997; Stinson & Liu, 1999; Winter & Van Reusen, 1997). For literacy development to 

naturally occur for d/hh children in inclusive settings these challenges must be addressed. 

Practices in Curriculum and Instruction 

In the professional literature, curriculirai involves "putting into action a system of 

beliefs. It is the orchestration of a set of beliefs about learning, knowing, and social 

relationships—conscious decisions can enable us to make planned changes and 

adjustments to both our beliefs and our practices. We can reflect on what we are doing, 

how that impacts both ourselves and our students as learners, and on the usefiihiess and 

vitality of the artifacts and responses that the process produces...This reflection allox^'s 

curriculum to become a generative system of thinking and feeling" (Short & Burke, 1991. 

p 6-7). Instruction on the other hand relates to the actual practices used by teachers in the 

classroom and includes all the materials and activities that are used to put curriculum into 

practice. 

One practice for curriculum is authenticity with the learner involved in real life 

tasks in natural learning situations (Goodman, 1986; Heshusius, 1991; Watson. 1989). 

Although classrooms following such a curriculum focus on the learner rather than on the 

content studied, this does not diminish the importance of curriculum. "Rather it 
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represents the belief that content can only be understood and seriously studied when 

learners are actively involved and interested in learning, are participating in deciding what 

will be learned, and are relating what they are learning to what they already know" 

(Goodman, Y., 1989, p. 114). 

In an integrated curriculum, content areas are used to promote oral and written 

language which in turn support the content areas, setting up a circular support structure. 

Thus, content, reading, and writing develop concurrently and interrelatedly rather than 

sequentially. A classroom following an authentic and integrated curriculum becomes a 

place that promotes learning individually as well as learning in and with a community 

(Short & Burke, 1991). Such a classroom supports and facilitates learning but does not 

control it. Instead, leanung begins with learners constructing tlieirown content 

knowledge and taking ownership for their own learning. In such a classroom, literacy 

development occurs naturally, in real environments, using real literacy tools. 

.\n important practice in creating an authentic curricultim is the cultural 

appropriateness of the curriculum. Numerous authors have discussed the need for 

curriculum that is culturally appropriate (Bredekamp, 1987; CEC-CED 2000a, 200Gb; 

Cummins. 1986. 1989a. 1989b; Goodman, Y.. 1996; Leavell. Cowart. &. Wilhelm. 1999; 

Santos, Fowler, Corso. & Bruns, 2000). Through curricula based in a multicultural 

perspective, learners come to "accept multiple perspectives concerned with ways of 
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knowing, believing, and valuing" (Goodman, Y., 1996, p. 33) and "celebrate the richness 

of [their] diversity" (Santos etal., p. 14). 

Another authentic practice is tapping into what Moll et al. (1993) call the "fiinds 

of knowledge". These fiinds of knowledge refer to the "diverse social networks that 

interconnect households with their social environments and facilitate the sharing or 

exchange of resources, including knowledge, skills and labor' (p. 140). These authors as 

well as others (Heath, 1983; Taylor, 1983; and Taylor & Dorsey-Gaines; 1988) make a 

strong case for connecting the social and cultural resources of the community and of the 

school for developing thinking and knowledge. Using both a multicultural perspective in. 

the classroom and connecting the social and cultural resources of the home and school 

will provide "multiple uses of literacy " fp. 160 J and will enable learners to develop 

strong literacy skills for life. For d/hh students an introduction to and integratioa of Deaf 

culture will be an important part of the curriculum. The fimds of knowledge from the 

Deaf community and the students'^ homes will be other especially important aspects of the 

curriculum (Neisser, 1983; Padden & Humphries, 1988; Preston, 1994; Van Cleve & 

Crouch. 1989) including the use of the teletypwriter or l lY for telephone communication 

(Maxwell, 1985). Stories of other deaf and hard of hearing individuals will also provide 

authentic texts for d/hh leamers. 

Instrucuonal practices that are discussed in (kodman. (1986). Koe and Johnsoa 
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(1999), Paley (1997), Short and Burke (1991), and. Vygotsky (1978) include: the use of 

authentic texts and tasks and the connection between school and community literacies. 

These are areas of the literature that will be discussed within the individual chapters of 

this dissertation. 

The Itinerant Model for Literacy Development in D/HH Learners 

Itinerant models of service delivery for special education are just one of the many 

possibilities available for providing instruction for children with special learning needs 

such as hearing loss or visual impairment. As provided by the Education for All 

Handicapped Children .Act of 1975 and re-stated by the Individual's with Disabilities 

Education Act [IDEA] in 1990, education tor all children must be in the environment that 

is least restrictive and most appropriate for them. 

The continuum of special education ser\'ices in Figure 1.2 provides a visual of the 

available service deliver^' models and the continuum of placements that are suggested by 

the law (Morsink & Lenk. 1992; Nevin, Villa, & Thousand, 1992; Peterson, 1987; 

Reynolds & Mann, 1987). This continuum takes a place-oriented approach to service 

delivery and is useful tor seeing where itinerant services fall within the range of 

possibilities. Placements in the continuum are classified according to the amount of 

direct intervention offered to the student by professionals. As more direct services are 

needed, the student moves further away from fiill-time placement in the regular 
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classroom. The triangular shape of the continuum suggests the timely return to full-time 

placement in a regular classroom for all children which is the intent of the law. The 

itinerant model of service delivery falls close to the least restrictive end of the continuum, 

coming closer to the end goal of the law as the child becomes more independent and 

spends more time in the regular classroom. Itinerant services are often used in rural 

settings especially with low incidence disabilities such as vision and hearing loss because 

they are convenient and cost effective (Flener, 1993). An itinerant teacher's job is 

twofold: providing direct services to students and providing indirect services to classroom 

teachers, support personnel, and families (American Foundation for the Blind, 1957; 

Luckner, Rude, & Sileo. 1989; Reynolds & Mann, 1987). Following this model, the 

classroom teacher is responsible for the majority of the curriculum with the itinerant 

teacher providing the special education modifications needed by each student (Flener. 

1993). The multiple roles of itinerant teachers are depicted in Figure 1.3 . 

Research with itinerant teaching and general special education. 

Three studies have examined various aspects of the itinerant service model as 

implemented with students with various handicapping conditions (Marston & Heistad, 

1994; Marston. 1996; Sands, Adams, & Stout, 1995). Two of the studies examined 

students in elementar>" classes (Marston & Heistad, 1994; Marston, 1996), while one 

study examined special education teachers in elementary through high school settings 
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(Sands et al.). The studies examined three areas: the effects of program type, teachers' 

beliefs and practices^ and teacher and peer attitudes toward special education students. 

Two studies examined the effects of program type or model of service delivery on 

reading achievement, ^farston and Heistad (1994) found that pull-out programs and 

inclusive programs were equally effective in contributing to reading improvement 

Marston's 1996 study reported that the reading progress for students in a combined 

service model was significantly higher than the reading progress for students in either an 

inclusion only model or for students in a pull-out only model. Sands et al. (1995) 

examined the beliefs and practices of special educators and found that itinerant teachers 

had received the majority of their training in the itinerant model while on-the-job. 

Further, the teachers believed that the hidividual Educational Plan (lEP) was the 

curriculum for individual students and the focus of the curriculum did not change across 

service delivery models. 

One study examined attitudes of teachers and peers. Marston (1996) examined 

the attitudes of classroom teachers toward special education students who received 

services through inclusion only, combined services (inclusion and pull-out), or pull-out 

only. The findings indicate that special education teachers were more satisfied with the 

combined service delivery- models of inclusion and pull-out services for their special 

needs students. 



Overall pull-out and inclusive programs work equally well though for special 

educators a combination approach works the best. It is important to note that peers have 

higher opinions of students with, special learning needs when they are in inclusive 

programs. This supports the need to keep placements as close to the regular classroom 

placement as possible. 

Rgsgargh with itfngrant tgaghine and d/hh stwdgnts, 

Numerous studies have examined the achievement of deafiTiard of hearing 

children enrolled in local schools who are receiving services through a variety of deliver>' 

models: inclusive setting (Afzali-Nomam', 1995), mainstream setting (Antia, BCreimeyer, 

Zhao, & Russell, 2000; Powers, 1999; Stinson & Liu, 1999), coteaching setting (Luckner. 

1999), regular class with a part-time special class (.'\ntia,^ 1998), and special class in a 

local school (Antia, 1982). Itinerant support with regular class placement is a service 

delivery option that has become a growing field in the southwestern United States. As an 

example, in Arizona the largest program serving d/hh students in public schools is 

coordinated through the state school for the deaf. This program serves 104 school 

districts state wide with 56 itinerant teachers for d/hh students (T. Brady, personal 

communication,^ August 11,2000). 

Four of studies have examined teacher perceptions about the itinerant service 

model as used with d/hh students (Luckner, 1991 a, 1991 b; Luckner & Miller, 1994; 
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Yarger, & Luckner, 1999). See Table LI for an. overview of the studies. These studies 

followed three lines of inquiry: the service delivery model used, the competencies needed 

by and the training received by itinerant teachers^ and. finally the important aspects of an 

itinerant position. 

Two studies examined the service delivery model used by itinerant teachers. 

Luckner(l99lb) found that general education teachers do not resist consultation or 

having d/hh students in their classrooms. Most of the itinerant teachers in the Luckner 

and Miller (1994) study indicated that they worked with students in pull-out settings. 

Only a small percentage of them (15%) worked directly with d/hh students in the regular 

classroom and even fewer (4%) team taught in regular education classrooms.Three 

studies examined the competencies needed to be successful itinerant teachers. The top 

three competencies identified by the teachers in Luckner^s study (1991a) were the ability 

to instruct parents on the use of amplification, the ability to teach hard of hearing 

students, and the ability to provide supplementary instruction. The teachers in. the 

Luckner (199 lb) study also identified competencies needed by itinerant teachers for d/hh 

students. The top four competencies were effective communication skills, flexibility and 

resiliency, giving credit to general education teachers for their ideas and 

accomplishments, and establishing an environment of trust and respect. The Luckner 

1991b study also found that the teachers had received little to no preparation for the 



Table LI 
Research with Itinerant Teachers and D/HH Students 

Reference Question(s) Asked Population Procedures 

Luckner(L99lb) • What are D All schools and O Survey: 
teacher' ofd/hh classes, public and -given 41 
students private, for d/hh competencies. 
perceptions toward children with staffs asked to rank if 
consultation? over 10 as listed in need skill or not 
D What factors 1989 Annual -given list of 
inhibit teachers of Survey from factors, rank how 
d/hh students from American Annals much each limits 
engaging in of the Deaf (AAD) consultative skills 
consultative were contacted - obtained 
relationships? 0631 surveys demographic 
• What skills are completed information. 
associated with estimate of time 
consultation? spent 

consulting/week. 
itinerant teachers' 
opinion of 
consultation 

Luckner(I99la) 0 What are 0313 members of O Survey: 
teachers' CAID and Illinois -askedto rank 
perceptions of teachers of D/HH importance of 40 
competencies with current state competencies in 4 
needed to serve or professional domains 
students with certifications and (interpersonal. 
hearing losses? currently teaching instruction & 

fiill-time in planning, working 
preschool through with others. 
elementary professional 
programs returned awareness) 
survey 
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Table LI (Continued) 

Reference Question(s) Asked Population Procedures 

Luckner Miller • What are the job • Contacted • Questionnaire: 
(1994) responsibilities of admim'strators - Demographics 

itinerant teachers listed in the Local - Characteristics 
of d/hh students? Programs section of itinerant 
O What are their of the 1992 Annual teaching 
perceptions toward Survey from ^4D - Information 
working as an with more than 30 about sample 
itinerant? students in student from 
0 How well program (317 caseload 
prepared were they packets with 951 
for an itinerant questionnaires) 
position? • 319 
• What are the questionnaires 
characteristics of completed 
students receiving 
educational 
services from 
itinerant teachers? 

Yarger & Luckner • What challenges • 10 itinerant 0 Interviewed 
(1999) are faced by teachers teachers using 

itinerant teachers - each willing to semi-structured 
of d/hK students? participate interviews 
• What are the - currently in 
advantages of the itinerant positions 
itinerant model? 
• How do itinerant 
teachers 
collaborate with. 
families and other 
professionals? 

itinerant model while in their undergraduate or graduate programs. Itinerant teachers in 

the Yarger and Luckner study (1999) identified flexibility^ communication, collaboration. 



and a broad knowledge base as important competencies for itinerant teachers. 

Two studies addressed important aspects inherent in an itinerant position. 

Luckner and Miller (1994) found that the most important aspect of an itinerant teacher's 

job was providing direct instruction, followed by consultation, monitoring students, 

adapting materials, assessing students, conducting inservices, and attending stafimgs. For 

teachers En the Yarger and. Luckner study (1999), direct service was also seen as the most 

important aspect of their itinerant positions. Positive aspects of itinerant teaching 

included the variety' of experiences and autonomy of an itinerant position as well as the 

broad spectrum of schools served. Challenges included time constraints, isolation, lack 

of connection to people and to sites, and political maneuvering. 

OVERVIEW OF THE DrSSERTAHON 

This document is organized into seven chapters. Chapter I is an introduction to 

the study and provides a broad review of the research literature in the following areas: 

situating myself in the study, the impact of hearing loss, literacy development, and the 

itinerant model of service delivery and the curriculum. It is important to have an 

understanding of each of these areas before coming into the study. Chapter 2 describes in 

detail the design and methodologj' for this study. This chapter also describes the research 

setting; introducing each of the teachers, their schools, and their students. Chapters 3 and 

4 present the findings about the teachers' beliefs and practices. Chapter 5 examines the 
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matches and mismatches between the teachers* beliefs and. practices. Chapter 6 provides 

evidence about the affect of the itinerant setting on beliefs and practices for literacy 

development. Chapter 7 provides a summary of the overall findings of the study and their 

implications. 
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DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 

Ok. enough. I'm angry, now. There's been too much waiting and not 
enough action. I've been going around and around trying to get teachers. I 
started with the districts/agencies in my original proposal and I'm just not 
getting the number of teachers that I need. I've done everything the school 
districts wanted done and have one teacher from southeastern AZ. I don't 
know why all these itinerant teachers aren't contacting me, but I can't wait 
any longer. I need to find some other teachers and I need to find them 
now. I had a brainstorm last night. Looked on the state department of 
education web site and wrote down phone numbers and contact people for 
the largest school districts in the Phoenix area. Those should have some 
kind of program in place for d/hh kids. I'll start calling tomorrow. I know 
there are great itinerant teachers out there. (Sue, December, 2000) 

If it's not one thing interrupting your flow with research then it's 
something else. It's amazing the impact all the little things can have on 
collecting data. Health and tape recorders have been the biggest issues 
with this study. With health, first Kelly disappeared for two weeks at the 
beginning of February. She said she was in, that she would participate. 
Then "poofshe was gone. The poor thing had surger>' and was in the 
hospital for a week. Then, in March I ended up in bed for two weeks with 
pneumoma. It hit right after Mary's second interview. I was miles from 
home, doubled over with chest pains and a high, fever. Thank goodness 
for husbands. He was with me that day and took me right to the hospital. 
Tape recorders have been my real bane, though. Mostly they just haven't 
worked. One day the recorder seems fine and the next day nothing. Other 
times it will work for the first few minutes of the interview. I pause and 
check it. Everything seems fine, so we continue. But even though the tape 
keeps turning, it doesn't record. Arggggg... I>e had three tape recorders 
die this semester and have had to re-do four interviews. For the next 
study. I'm going to purchase a tape recorder at the beginning of the smdy 
with an external mic and an AC adapter. (Sue, June, 2001) 
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This study was a qualitative, case study which followed five itinerant teachers of 

d/hh students. This chapter presents the methodology followed for the study including 

data collection and analysis. This is followed by a description of the research setting. 

METHODS 

A qualitative case study research stance was taken for this research. A case study 

serves to "understand a phenomenon through intensive study of one specific instance" 

(Rossman & Rallis. 1998^ p. 68). This stance was taken because it best allowed for the 

gathering of itinerant teachers' stories to frame within their real-life context (Merriam, 

1998) and allowed patterns and categories to naturally emerge from those stories. The 

general approach used for this study was a phenomenological one using a descriptive 

cultural study strategy that "seeks to understand the lived experience" (Rossman & Rallis. 

p. 68) by exploring the "stories people construct about their lives'' and requiring that "nhe 

researcher approach the texts with an open mind, seeking what meaning and structures 

emerge'* (p. 219). This approach seemed to best describe the intent of the study because 

it was a collection of stories about the lived experience of itinerant teachers of d/hh 

children. 

As suggested by Cuba and Lincoln (1982) and Yin (1989), t used multiple case 

studies for the research design in order to develop contextual relevance. From the 

individual sets of data, each case contributed to the larger unit of study (Yin, 1989). 
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Coavergent information across all five cases, along with other data sources, supported the 

patterns found in the coding. As suggested by Yin (1989) as one way to report case 

studies, I wove issues across the five case studies into themes. 

In the next sections I discuss the questions I posed for the dissertation study, data 

collection, and data analysis. 

Questions 

For this study, I examined the beliefs about literacy development that were held 

by itinerant teachers of d/hh children. My specific questions for this phenomenological 

study are: 

• What beliefs about literacy development are held by itinerant teachers of 

d/hh students? 

• What are the teaching practices used by itinerant teachers of d/hh students 

for literacy development? 

• What is the match between teaching practices and beliefs about literacy 

development for itinerant teachers? 

• How does the work context of itinerant teachers affect their beliefs and 

practices about literacy development? 

These are important questions in the field of deaf education today as more and 

more d/hh students are being served ia public schools through an itinerant model of 
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service delivery. The outcome of this study is of interest to people actively involved in 

and those interested in the education of d/hh. children. It also serves to fill some gaps in 

the current research, panicularly in the area of teaching beliefs and practices of itinerant 

teachers of d/hh students. Because of my own personal knowledge about literacy 

development and the itinerant setting, this study offers a depth of insight and 

understanding that other researchers studjdng these same students cannot replicate. While 

the details of the study are particular to these teachers, they provide insights into the 

challenges and processes of all itinerant teachers who are developing literacy in their d/hh 

students. 

Metliodology 

During the first part of the study, t identified and selected the itinerant teachers 

who participated in the study. 

Teacher Selection Process 

In the end five teachers took part ia the study, but in the beginning the whole 

central and southern part of Arizona were filled with possibilities of teachers to follow. 

In October 2000.1 began by contacting the supervisors for four school districts/agencies 

in southern Arizona who I knew served d/hh students in the public schools and who were 

wthin a 100 mile radius of Tucson. I suspected that I would be able to find plenty of 

teachers through these districts and would not need to go elsewhere. I described my study 
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and my criteria for the teachers I wanted to work with which included: 

• Teachers who spend 70% or more of their time providing itinerant services 

and who serve two or more elementary schools in this capacity, 

• Itinerant teachers who provide itinerant services to elementary age d/hh 

students in public school programs on either a pull-out or in-class basis. 

• Itinerant teachers who have had at least five years of teaching experience 

with two or more years spent as an itinerant teacher. 

• Itinerant teachers who are located within a 150 mile radius of Tucson, AZ. 

Then, I asked the supervisors several questions: 

• In your estimation who are the 3-5 most effective itinerant teachers of d/hh 

children in your region? 

• On what do you base these choices? 

One supervisor sent a letter I had written that summarized my study to nine of her 

teachers. I didn't hear from any of those teachers. Two others gave me names of teachers 

in their programs and their phone numbers. I started contacting teachers in a local school 

district and had completed the first phone interview with one of them when I found out 

that I needed to get their district's approval before any of them could talk with me again. 

It was a process that took a month to complete. Thanksgiving came and went and I still 

didn't have any teachers to work with. Then on December L 2000 the local district gave 
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me permission to work with their teachers. I started calling the itinerant teachers who had 

been reconunended again. At the same time I found out that there was no interest from 

any of the teachers in another large school district I had been pursuing. So, I decided to 

look at the state department of education website to see if there was a list of schools and 

phone numbers schools within a 100 mile radius. I hit the jack pot, but had. to expand my 

radius to include schools within 150 miles of Tucson. [ chose only the largest districts, 

ten in all. and started calling them. 

In the end [ talked with 20 supervisors of d/hh programs in Arizona who 

recommended itinerant teachers to contact. Before begirming the telephone interviews, I 

rehearsed all of my interview questions with a friend who is the supervisor for a large 

d/hh program that has numerous itinerant teachers. Together we went through each 

question in the phone interview as well as in interviews 1,2, and 3. She gave her answer 

to each question and we talked about how to word the questions to tap into the 

information [ wanted to obtain. [ revised, the questions as necessary. 

Thirty three itinerant teachers were recommended and all of them were contacted. 

Twenty four who were contacted either didn't return my phone calls or email (n = 20), 

did not qualify for the study (n = 2), or were too busy to participate (n = 2). I found nine 

teachers who met the criteria and was able to complete phone interviews with each one. 

These interviews included the following questions: 
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• In what ways do children develop literacy? 

• Do d/hh children develop literacy within the same time frame as hearing 

children? Why ? Or why not? 

• Do d/hh children develop literacy in the same or different ways than 

hearing children? How? 

• How do you develop literacy in the students you teach? 

• How do you match curriculum and materials to your beliefs about literacy 

development? 

• How does the itinerant setting affect your beliefs? 

• What supports you and what prevents you in putting your beliefs into 

action in an itinerant setting? 

As [ interviewed the teachers I took fieldnotes which [ typed within 24 hours. 

At the end of these phone interviews I asked each of the teachers if they would be 

interested in continuing in the study. [ explained the next step which was an observation 

of them working on literacy related activities with, one or two groups of students. Four 

teachers agreed and I observed them in December 2000 and January 2001. I took 

fieldnotes during the observations which [ typed withm 24 hours. This observation gave 

us a chance to meet and I was able to explain the study in. more depth. All four of these 

teachers became participants in the smdy. 
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By January 24,2001 [ was ready to begin, but between the January 24 and 

Februarj' 4 one of the teachers, Kelly, had some unexpected surgery that hospitalized her 

for a week. During that time I wasn't sure if she would be able to continue, so I decided 

to pursue another teacher who had completed the phone interview at the beginning of 

February. Because this teacher and I were so late in starting together, I decided to forego 

the initial observation I had done with the other teachers and to just begin with the first 

observation. By Februar>' 9,2001 all five teachers were part of the study. Each teacher 

will be introduced at the end of this chapter. 

P^^aCpllgctfpn 

The teachers were asked to sign consent to participate forms (see Appendix A). [ 

collected data about the five teachers in tliree primary ways: individual interviews, 

observations, and teaching/'research journals. The interviews and observations were 

staggered; interview 1, observation I, interview2, observation 2. observation 3, 

observation 4 (optional), and interview 3. 

Tndividuat Interviews 

Each teacher was interviewed using Seidman's three interview series (1998). I 

believed this approach for interviewing was valuable for gathering the stories of the 

teachers, giving a well-rounded view of the individual and her beliefs. The three in-

depth, one-on-one interviews were completed with each teacher. The initial telephone 
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interview was separate from these interviews. 

Before beginning the first interviews I read The Ethnographic Interview 

(Spradley, 1979) and re-examined my questions. I added questions that would give a 

grand tour as well as specific and guided questions. Before begirming Interviews 2 and 3, 

[ reread parts of Spradley's book and changed the wording in some of the questions and 

added a number of questions. I also added questions that had come to mind as I talked 

with the teachers. Before Interview 2,1 used an article by LaSasso and Mobley (1997) to 

give me knowledge of the range of literacy practices used with d/hh students so as to 

better frame my questions. 

The first interview in the series focused on the teacher's educational and 

professional history; degrees and certifications held, experience in the fields and 

experience with itinerant teaching. In this interview I tried to get an overall view of an 

itinerant's job. The second interview focused on the teacher's theoretical framework for 

literacy development and how the teacher developed literacy in dM children. 

The third interview focused on the meaning the teacher makes of her theoretical 

framework for literacy development in the itinerant setting. This included how each 

teacher incorporates her framework into the itinerant setting; what supported and what 

hindered this process. During this third interview we also viewed the videotape made 

during the previous observation. We used a "think aloud" strate©^ as we viewed the 
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videotape with each teacher walking me through what she did, why she did it, and what 

the student did during the lesson. The teachers were given copies of the questions prior 

to each interview. 

Appendix B contains the interview questions for each interview. All interviews 

were audio taped. Interview 3 was also videotaped to capture the videotape we were 

watching. A number of problems arose with the recording equipment which impacted the 

clarity of the tapes. The final interviews for three teachers did not record because of such 

problems and had to be redone either one-on-one or by email. Some fieldnotes were 

taken during the interviews which were ^ped within 24 hours of the interview. 

Although I started by transcribing the first of the interviews myself, I soon 

realized that 1 could not keep up with the pace of transcription required. I contacted a 

professional transcriber and began copying the tapes and sending them to her. She was 

able to return the completed transcripts in less than a month. Once I received a transcript. 

I listened to the tape and made corrections in the text. Each of the transcripts was printed 

with number lines and space in. the left hand column for comments and analysis. The 

teachers were given copies of their transcripts and were asked to read them for accuracy. 

The third interview included watching a session on videotape. For this portion of 

the interview [ had roughly transcribed the video portion we would be watching. At the 

end of the interview t had an audiotape and a videotape of it As before. I copied the 



66 

audiotape and sent it to the transcriber. \ watched the videotape within 24 hours of the 

interview and took video notes. I selectively transcribed the videotaped portions of the 

interview based on my data analysis. 

After each interview I typed a "bram dump'' in which I summarized the main 

points of the interview, information on each question, ether information that stood out, 

and any new questions that had been raised during the interview. 

Observations 

Another primary source for data were the four observations I did with each 

teacher. I observed four of the teachers before engaging in interview I with them. With 

the fifth teacher, Mary, 1 added the fourth observaiion before the final interview. For 

observation 1.1 spent an entire day with each teacher to get an overview of her day as an 

itinerant. After each observaaon 1 quickly summarized the maiu points of the 

observauon, information on each question, other information that stood ouu and any new 

questions that had been raised during the observation. 

For the next observations 1 asked the teachers to choose three to five smdents in 

different schools with whom they focxised on literacy development. Prior tu observation 

2.1 sent permission letters to each student's parents with a brief letter explaining mv 

study, and asking for permission before I continued. See Appendix A for all permission 

forms. As several of the students were from Spanish speaking homes, I asked my sister 
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who IS a fluent Spanish speaker and ESL teacher to translate the letter for me. She and a 

native Spanish speaker translated it. When I needed a second letter translated I found a 

web site that translates documents, translated my letter, and had a native-speaking 

secretary at the child's school correct it. I mailed mneteen student permission letters. 

Seventeen were returned. Sixteen of these gave me permission to observe, videotape, and 

photograph their child and one did not. Two were nevei returned. 

The artifacts from the observations took the form of observational fieldnotes and 

photographs. 

Fieldnotes. 

Throughout each of my observations L took detailed fieldnotes about ttie settings, 

the participants in each group, the goals the group was ^vorking toward for the session, 

observations of the behavior of both the teachers and the students, and any insights or 
* 

thoughts I haa during the observation. Before observation 2,1 \iscd a study by Limbrick. 

McNaughton, and Clay (1992) that looked at the amount of time spent reading and the 

types of teacher interactions during reading to help me thmk about what I was observing. 

The article helped me focus on some behaviors fn observations 2,1, and 4 that were 

observable such as the amount of time spend in literacy related sctivities and the types of 

corrections while reading. See Appendix C for the observation form. I filled out one of 

these forms for each group I observed, as well as writing many other pages of notes [ 
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typed my notes within three days of the observation, numbering «ach line for easy 

reference and leaving space in the left hand column for comments and analysis. Copies 

of my fieldnotes were given to the teachers to read for accuracy. 

Photographs. 

[ documented literacy practices used by the teachers in the itinerant setting as they 

naturally occurred during my observations through photography in as unobtrusive way as 

possible. At times I took photos after the event so as not to disturb the flow of the 

session. The photographs helped me reconstruct the events witli greater accuracy by 

providing another source for detail. In my fieldnotes I documented what I had taken 

photos of and why. I had the film developed cn disk as well as in prnts and matched the 

description of the event to the photo within one month of the observation. 

Teaching/Research Journals 

The third primary source for data were teaching journals that each teacher was 

asked to keep and share with the researcher during the study. Journals were used to 

collect information about teaching practices in the itinerant setting. The teachers were 

asked to journal during two different time frames: 

1. To choose one week during the study in which to keep a teachingjouraal. 

Teachers were asked to record how they spent their week and the time 

spent with different activities. In addition, they were asked to record the 
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kinds of literacy activities they used during the week, the curriculum they 

followed for literacy, the materials used, and the childrea with whom they 

worked. 

2. Teachers were asked to keep a reflective Journal for the lessons [ observed. 

They were asked to reflect on the lesson: why and how it was planned, 

how it went, what they would do the same/differently the next time, what 

they learned. 

I kept a research Journal which also became a data source. This Journal included a 

rurming record of thoughts and reflections from the study. It was a reflective Journal in 

which 1 wrote after many of the observations and interviews. I also used my journal to 

write about my process for data collection and analysis to help me keep track of what I 

had done. Entries in the Journal helped me reconstruct my path and left an "audit trail" 

(Merriam,. p. 207) for my final document. 

Data Analysis 

A qualitative analysis of the interview transcripts and data gathered during the 

classroom observations was completed by computer as well as on paper. As Merriam 

(1998) states "[Al qualitative design is emergent: One does not know whom to interview, 

what to ask, or where to look next without analyzing data as they are collected. Hunches, 

working hypotheses, and educated guesses direct the investigator^s attention to certain 
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data and then to refining and/or verifying one's hunches. The process of data collecuon 

and analysis is recursive and dynamic" (p. 123). This is the primary tenant I followed for 

analyzing my data. 

All of die data collected in the study is stored in my home and will be kept strictly 

confidential. Data was arranged in large three ring binders by teacher. Participants were 

given copies of all transcripts, observational fieldnotes, and interviews to check for 

accuracy (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998; Rossman & Rallis, 1998). 

I used the qualitative analysis program QSR. Nudist 4 (2000) to analyze my data 

and coded all of the transcripts as they were typed and corrected. To begin with, I read 

the documents and set up free nodes with tides that seemed logical to me. I made no 

attempt with the first two or three transcripts to make any connections between the nodes. 

Once 1 had done several transcripts similar phrases, patterns, ideas, and themes had been 

established and I started connecting those nodes. As I continued reading I set up free 

node categories if the data didn't seem connectcd to what 1 had seen previously and 

continued grouping data that seemed similar. The tree index t was developing was coded 

without my questions in-mind but instead with the codes coming fhjm the data itself In 

early March 2001,1 rearranged my nodes in a way that would help me organize for 

writing, moving them into groupings that would be useful as 1 answered questions 1,2,3, 

and 4. Before the final interviews I had coded nine to eleven documents for each teacher 
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entries and summaries. I had included a code for any questions that had risen as I coded 

and was able to incorporate those into the final interviews. At the end of the study I had 

one free node and 193 nodes in the interconnecting index tree. 

la addition to coding documents in QSRNudist 4 (2000) as I went along, I also 

started creating tables in order to sort and display the data I had gathered. Creating 

displays of the data helped me to reduce the data and draw logical conclusions from it 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994). By continuously reducing the data in this way throughout 

the study 1 was able to make careful selections that would "sharpen, focus, discard, and 

organize data" (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. II). I was able to verify the conclusions 

that I was drawing as the study proceeded through revisiting the data or through more 

involved means such as pursuing the meanings through fiirther interviews with each 

teacher. 

.A.t the end of the study when all of the data was collected and had been coded 

with QSR4 (2000) I read through the original data (i.e., interviews, fieldnotes) four more 

times, once for each research question. Reading the data by teachers helped me get a 

strong feeling for the individual voices of the itinerant teachers. This is similar to the 

different lenses Mason (1996) suggests using for reading data. From these readings, 

similar phrases, patterns, ideas, and themes emerged which were labeled. These were 
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indexed cross-sectionally by color coded tabs (one color per question). [ labeled the tabs 

according to outlines E had developed &oni the data for each question. The color tabs and 

written labels aided in locating and retrieving information and examples, and helped in 

establishing whether and how well the data addressed the research questions. They also 

served to give an overview of the data as to scope and coverage (Mason). Additionally a 

non-cross-sectional data orgam'zation was done by teacher to "build explanations based 

on two alternative ways of'slicing' the data" (Mason, p. 129). In this way I was able to 

examine the data across teacher and across questions. 

As I wrote this document I used the analysis of my original data first, then read 

through the QSR Nudist 4 (2000) reports 1 had created to double check my analysis and to 

locate any data that [ might have missed in the paper analysis. I used my summaries and 

the artifacts 1 collected to supplement the interviews and fieldnotes. 

Trustworthiness 

Gathering evidence through a variety of sources, including continued reading of 

the research literature and continued re-readings of the data, allowed for triangulation 

within the data for trustworthiness (McWilliam, 2000). Examining several different 

sources of data from multiple people allowed for validation of the data and enhanced the 

internal validity of the study (Merriam. 1998; Rossman & Rallis, 1998). A rough draft of 

the analysis chapters was given to the teachers who were asked to read the document for 
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accuracy again establishing validity through member checks of the analysis (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). 

Reliability issues have been addressed throughout the manuscript by interweaving 

my own position as an investigator, my own assumptions, and the theories underlying my 

inquiry. I have left an "audit trail" (Merriam, p. 207) throughout the manuscript which 

allows others to follow the same trail I followed to my end results. 

Mentoring during the study and analysis came from two directions; my 

dissertation directors and a peer mentor. The two directors of my dissertation provided 

many insights into my study, data analysis, and the development of my final manuscript. 

[ met or talked by email with the directors individually approximately once a month 

during the study as well as while I was analyzing the data. Their insights strengthened the 

internal validity of the study and helped me to quickly resolve any problems that had 

come up. Meeting with them and talking about the study helped me stay on task 

throughout and stay close to my intended timeline. Without their mentoring and 

encouragement [ would have fallen behind. Peer mentoring by a fellow doctoral student 

who was also completing her dissertation also served to strengthen internal validity of my 

manuscript by reading and providing insights about my data collection and analysis. We 

exchanged weekly email communications or talked by telephone about what we were 

each doing, where we were with our collection, and any problems that had come up. She 
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provided many helpful insights throughout this process. 

Potential Problems with the Research Design 

There are two possible problems that are related to research design; my previous 

relationship to two of the participants and. the teaching Journals. That I had been a 

cooperating teacher for two of the itinerant teachers in their gncduate ptograras posed a 

potential awkwardness for them in being interviewed and observed by me. Each was 

often concerned whether what they were saying and doing was correct. Though I assured 

them frequently that there were no right or wrong answers or actions, that teacher-student 

relationship was difficult to overcome. 

Teaching Journals were a difficult activity for the teachers to complete and 

difficult for me to push them to do. Though I did receive journals from each one, [ did 

not get as many as had been planned. These were busy women and I couldn't ask them to 

do too much more when they were already welcoming me into their itinerant worlds. The 

Journals I received were rich and added a great deal to the smdy and to my understanding. 

Had I received more Journal entries, I would have had even richer data to share. 

THE RESEARCH SETTING 

In the next sections. I introduce the five itinerant teachers, their schools and 

school districts, and the students who participated in the study. Only a small part of each 

student's day and literacy instruction was the focus of this study. 
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Teacher Participants 

The five teachers are presented in alphabetical order; Beth, Charlotte, Kelly, Lucy^ 

and Mary. 

Beth 

Beth was a 46 year old teacher when the study began. She was thin with short 

dark hair and always wore comfortable shoes. She had taught d/hh students for 24 years 

primarily within Tucson Unified School District. Sixteen of those years had been as an 

itinerant. As an undergraduate student, Beth earned dual degrees in Speech Pathology 

and Elementarv" Education. During her undergraduate work she took a sign language 

course and participated in a summer program where there was a "tittle five year old 

profoundly deaf little girt...and [ was the only one that knew a little bit of sign ..So. we 

kind of became buddies. She was just the cutest, and eneigetic. and it didn't matter if she 

got her point across even though nobody else knew sign language and Just was really 

brighL So that kind of started me on that interest" (February, 2001). .-^fter teaching a 

group of multihandicapped speech and language delayed students for a year she went 

back to school with the encouragement of her supervisor whose backgrotmd was in deaf 

education and earned a masters degree in deaf education. 

At the time of this study she held state certification for teaching hearing impaired 

students in Arizona, Massachusetts, and New York. She also held an elementary teaching 
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certificate in New York. Since graduate school, Beth had taken several sign language 

classes as well as workshops and inservices that focused on phonics and guided reading. 

Much of what she knew about the auditory equipment her students used came from 

course work as well as on-the-job training and working with audiologists. 

I first met Beth 19 years ago when [ observed in her classroom as a graduate 

student. [ was impressed then with her rapport with students and her teaching style. She 

was truly concerned about her students and they trusted her. Her discussions with 

students were excellent and she brought them into her lessons very smoothly and 

naturally. We had had other contacts over the years as preschool students from my class 

moved into her district for kindergarten. For this study, she came very highly 

recommended by her supervisor because of her focus on literacy development. 

Beth's Schools and Students 

Beth served d/hh students in six of the approximately 121 schools in her urban 

distnct at the beginmng of the study. She spent approximately five hours each week 

driving between schools. For the study, [ primarily observed Beth working in two 

different elementarv' schools. One of the schools had a very rich literacy environment 

From the moment you walked into the building you were greeted with quality children's 

literature and projects that students had done that were related to literature. Unfortunately 

there was no real space for Beth to work with her students in this school so she made do 
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with working with her preschool groups in the hallway outside their classroom, and with 

her fifth grade student in the cafeteria. The other school was a back-to-basics school that 

focused on. phonics. While student art work hung on the walls of this school it was 

related more to skills than to literature and. creative writing. At this school Beth had a 

room to work in, though, part way through the study, the Parent Teacher Organization 

began sharing her space, often filling it with candy and other distractions. 

Beth had 14 students on her caseload who she directly served through a 

combination of pull-out (n=l2) and in-class fn=2) models. All 14 students primarily used 

oral communication. Seven of them had additional disabilities including autism, cerebral 

palsy, and mental retardation. The majority of her caseload was Hispanic (n=6). 

Additionally she worked with five students who were Caucasian, one who was African 

American, one who was .African American and Caucasian, and one who was Asian and 

Hispanic. The majority of her caseload had mild hearing losses (n=8), three had moderate 

losses^ one had a severe loss, and two had umlateral profound losses. 

For the study 1 primarily focused on three of Beth's students; Nathan, Estevan, 

and Dominick. Nathan was a serious boy who was in 5"" grade. He had a bilateral mild 

hearing loss and wore two hearing aids as well as glasses. The literacy goals on his EP 

included: improving written language to communicate thoughts and ideas clearly as 

measured by work samples, to write clear summaries of a piece he had read, and to write 
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directions for a specific audience and purpose. 

Estevan was in 2'^ grade. He had a bilateral mild hearing loss and wore one 

loaner hearing aid. Estevan was a cheerful boy who was quite inquisitive. The literacy 

goals on Estevan's lEP included: answering comprehension questions, locating 

information ia a reading selection, reading 50 new vocabulary words and tell their 

meam'ng, writing a three paragraph essay, and editing his own work using an editing 

checklist as a guide. 

Dominick was a preschool student who was lively yet shy. His bilateral mild, 

mixed hearing loss was newly identified. He was still waiting for his own personal 

hearing aids at the end of the study. The literacy related goals on his lEP included: 

participating in rhythmic and patterned language sessions and sequencing three events of 

a short story. 

Charlotte 

Charlotte was a 32 year old teacher when the study began. She had short dark hair 

and an easy going manner. Charlotte had taught d/hh students for 11 years. Ten of those 

years had been as an itinerant teacher. Charlotte earned a bachelors degree in deaf 

education. For four years after her undergraduate work, she worked as a resource teacher 

for elementary age d/hh students and as an itinerant tor preschool, middle school, and 

high school smdents in the Phoenix area. When I asked how she became interested in 
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deaf education her response was, "I started college and I didn't really know what I wanted 

to do. [ was flipping through the catalog and I happened to see education of the hearing 

impaired. So, I went and observed and t decided that's what I wanted to do" (January, 

2001). Charlotte went on to earn a masters degree in deaf education. 

At the time of this study she held state certification for teaching hearing impaired 

students and early childhood education in Arizona. Since graduate school she has taken 

workshops that focused on cognitive reading practices and had begun training other 

special educators in her school district for cognitive reading practices. In addition to the 

reading workshops she had taken other workshops that focused on cochlear implants. 

Much of her knowledge about the auditory equipment her students used came from on-

the-job training and consulting with companies and audiologists. Charlotte does know 

sign language but uses it with very few students. At the time of the study, Charlotte held 

two otherjobs. One as a patent advisor for preschool d/hh children through the school 

for the deaf. .Additionally, she taught summer school, working with hearing children in 

her district teaching them tumbling as well as sign language. 

[ first met Charlotte seven years ago when she student taught in my classroom 

during the last semester of her graduate program. I was very ill at the time and needed to 

leave my position at the end of her student teaching. Charlotte was able to take over my 

job and finished the school year for me. Since that time we had lost contact with one 
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another. As I called school districts in the state, I found her supervisor who mentioned 

Charlotte's name as a possible candidate for my study. The supervisor felt that Charlotte 

was well versed in literacy development and mentioned that she had recently taken the 

initiative to train other teachers in her district in practices for developing reading. When 

Charlotte worked in my classroom I was very impressed with her easy going manner and 

the way she quickly established rapport not only with our preschool d/hh students but also 

with other staff and teachers \n the school. 

Charlotte's Schools and Snidents 

Charlotte served d/hh students in eight of the 24 schools in her urban district. It 

was a rapidly growing upper income school district witii preschool through 7*'' grade 

programs. Charloae spent approximately five hours each week driving between schools. 

For the study I primarily observed her working ia two different elementary schools. Each 

school was very inviting with wide carpeted hallways, huge library areas, and large 

classrooms with a lot of cupboard space. Children's art work was framed and hung on 

the walls. Each time I visited, parents and teachers were busy decorating walls and 

doorways, creating the most artful paper sculptures of trees and cacti. In one of the 

schools Charlotte worked in the library which, could be noisy or quiet depending on the 

numbers of people coming through, the other classes that were currently in the library, 

and the location in the library where Charlotte worked. In the other school she shared a 
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room, with the ESL program. This was a fairly quiet space. 

Charlotte had 18 students on her caseload. She worked directly with 15 students, 

served two on a consultant basis, and acted as a liaison for another student who was 

enrolled at a day school for deaf children in the area. Of the 15 students she worked 

directly with, Charlotte saw eleven of them in pull-out settings, two in their classrooms, 

and two in a combination of pull-out and in-class. Fourteen of her students used oral 

communication. One student with a progressive hearing loss was learning to sign. One 

of Charlotte's students had additional disabilities. The majority of her case load was 

Caucasian (n=l 1). She also had five students who were Hispanic and two who were 

Asian. The majority of children had moderate (n=5) or severe (n=5) hearing losses. Two 

students had mild hearing losses, four profound losses, one a unilateral loss, one a mild to 

profound loss, and two had cochlear implants. 

For the study I primarily followed three students; Diana, Deanna, and Cyan. 

Diana was a bright-eyed I""* grade girl who had a cochlear implant. Before the implant 

she had a profound hearing loss with a Speech Discrimination Threshold of 75 dB in each 

ear. She was implanted at age four and the implant was turned on at age 5. Two years 

post implant (January, 2001), her hearing loss fell in the mild range %vith a Speech 

DiscriminationThresholdof l5dB. Diana was curious and always full of questions. Her 

speech was entirely intelligible. The literacy goals on her lEP included: answering 
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comprehension questions; increasing vocabulary; and using plurals, prepositions, and 

verb tense appropriately in her writing. 

Deanna was a kindergarten child whose hearing loss had been identified in April, 

2000 and was thought to be a progressive loss. At the time of the study her loss fell in the 

profound range. She wore two hearing aids and got good gam from them with a Speech 

Reception Threshold of 25 dB. In addition, she used an FM system at school which 

booted directly into her hearing aids. Deanna's speech was very difficult to understand. 

She was beginning to learn sign language during the study. At the end of the school year 

an interpreter in the school district started interpreting in her classroom in order to help 

her prepare for having a full time interpreter during the next school year. The literacy-

goals on her lEP included: recognizing 25 sight words, sounding out words, and using 

emergent writing. 

Cyan was a very reserved 4"" grade student who had a severe sensory neural 

hearing loss. She had two hearing aids and an FM system which Charlotte had to remind 

her to put on at the beginning of each session. Cyan also went to the resource room daily 

for math and reading. Additionally, she was in speech therapy though her speech was 

intelligible. The literacy related goals on her EP included: answering inferential 

questions, increasing reading fluency, increasing vocabulary, and using appropriate 

grammatical structures in her writing. 
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Kelly 

Kelly was a 32 year old teacher when the study began. She was thin with long 

blonde hair and loved to tease students and adults alike. She had taught dtih students for 

seven years. Five ofthose years had been as aii itinerant. As an undergraduate student, 

Kelly had earned her bachelors degree in Speech and Hearing. She immediately began 

graduate school and completed a masters degree in the education of the deaf. Her 

knowledge about the auditory equipment her students used primarily came from on-the-

job training and "trial and error" (April. 2001). Kelly initially became interested in 

teaching when she taught swimming lessons and her manager, who was a teacher, 

encouraged her to think about teaching as a career, her interest in d/hh students came 

from a "little deaf boy [who came] to the pool and knew none of the rules. ..nobody could 

sign, so they had to have his mom come....l thought uh uh, next year Tm going to tell him 

what to do" (February, 2001). 

At the time of the smdy, Kelly held certification in teaching d/hh students in 

Arizona. She also held national certification from the Council for Education of the Deaf 

I'CED certification). In addition, Kelly held a state rating as an interpreter and had 

already passed the national written test for interpreters, .^though most of the workshops 

and inservices she had taken since graduate sdiool were related to interpreting, she had 

taken some that focused on reading and writing. In addition to teaching full time, Kelly 



had worked as freelance interpreter in. a large metropoh'tan area for the past five years. 

I first met Kelly about eight years before the study when she did an internship 

with me during her graduate program. At the time we talked quite a bit about literacy 

development and developing literacy. I remembered that we held very similar views. 

Kelly came very highly recommended by her supervisor. "She'^s an excellent teacher. 

Awesome, but very overloaded. She would make a great additioa to your study. But 

don't overwork her" (October, 2000). When I first talked with Kelly's supervisor I didn't 

know who this teacher was. but she sounded familiar to me [ then talked with the head 

of the teacher preparation program in deaf education at the local university about Kelly, 

still trying to remember who she was. Tbc professor said about her, "Oh, yes [Kelly]. 

She would he a good teacher to have [in your study]"^ (November, 2000). It wasn't until I 

walked into her classroom, in January 2001 for the first time and we looked at each other 

that I knew for sure who she was. We both said at the same time, "Hey, i know youl" 

Kellv's Schools and Students 

Kelly served d/hh students in seven of the 27 school in her urban district at the 

beginning of the study. She spent approximately five hours each week driving between 

schools. For the study I primarily observed Kelly working in two different elementary 

schools which each had wide carpeted halls. The walls and often the floors of Kelly^s 

schools held an assortment of student worJc. On several occasions as I waited for Kelly, I 
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spent my time "reading" the walls. In each of the schools where I observed Kelly, she 

had no real space of her own in which to work-with students. With her 6"^ grade student 

she worked outside at a picmc table. With her kindergarten student she often worked in 

the classroom either just before school started or during center time. On the one occasion 

when I videotaped her working with the kindergarmer, they worked in the counselor's 

office which was adjacent to the main office. 

Kelly had 23 students on her caseload in pre-kindergarten through ll* grade. 

She worked directly with 19 of these students. During the study Kelly was the only 

certified teacher of d/hh students in her district. To assist her, the district had hired 

several teachers with special education backgrounds. In addition to working with her 

own caseload Kelly oversaw these other teachers, assisting with paperwork. lEP 

meetings, and working with students. She also supervised the five interpreters in the 

district. Kelly worked wth students in pull-out settings (n=9) and in a combination of in-

class and pull-out (n=l4). Five of her students were signers. Four of her students had 

additional disabilities which included down syndrome, mental handicaps, and learning 

disabilities. The majoritj' of her students were Caucasian (n=l8). The hearing loss of the 

smdents on her caseload varied with the majority of students ha\ing moderate (n=13) or 

severe (n=l6) losses. Additionally she had one with normal hearing, two with mild 

losses, three with profound losses, one with a mixed loss, and two with cochlear implants. 
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For the study I primarily focused on two of Keily^s students, Annie and Fern. 

Annie was a kindergarten student who had been deaf at birth but who had had a cochlear 

implant at age two. Annie was shy around new adults but once she had warmed up to you 

would chatter away, asking many questions of "Miss [Kelly]". Her speech was mostly 

intelligible. The literacy related goals on her EP included: improving her receptive and 

expressive language and vocabulary. 

Fern was a 6^ grade student with, a progressive hearing loss which was in the 

profound range at the time of the study. She was a monolingual Spanish speaker until 

recently, and had been in a bilingual classroom for four years. During the 2000-2001 

school year Fern was in a regtilar classroom with an interpreter for the first time. Literacy 

related goals on Fern's lEP included: summarizing and answering comprehension 

questions about a passage, using various practices for unknown words (e.g., context clues, 

using root words), slating the main idea, showing comprehension of words with prefixes 

and suffixes, writing an organized paragraph, editing her own work, rewritmg 

information using her own words, and being able to write a report or essay including 

organized paragraphs. 

Lucy 

Lucy was a 31 year old teacher when the study began. She was tall and thin with, 

shoulder length blonde hair. I first met Lucy at one of her elementary schools before [ 
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observed for the first time. She had forgotten I was coming that day and was in a rush as 

she came in the office to sign in before seeing her 5* grade student. Lucy came very 

highly recommended by her supervisor who was impressed with the practices she used to 

develop literacy in her students. Lucy had taught d/hh students for eight years. Four of 

those years had been as an itinerant Although she started undergraduate school majoring 

in writing, she had switched majors and her degree was in Communication Disorders. 

After finishing her bachelors degree, Lucy went on to a ma.sters program in deaf 

education on the opposite side of the countr>'. She had become interested in deaf 

education through a college roommate who had learned some sign language. "'So, I ended 

up taking a sign class and then for one of my science requirements I took, the anatomy of 

the ear and all that stuff ..But it was basically I thought sign language was neat" (January. 

2001). 

At the time of the study Lucy held state certification for teaching deaf and hard of 

hearing students in Arizona and Tennessee. She was also working toward national 

certification for interpreting. Lucy had taken a number of workshops since graduate 

school, many of which had focused on interpreting. As a part time Job she taught sign 

language classes at a local communit>- college, sometimes teaching as many as two 

classes per semester. Additionally, she served as a parent advisor for infants and toddlers 

who %vere deaf or hard of hearing through, the school for the deaf. Lucy had obtained 
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most of her expertise with the auditory equipment her students used through hands-on 

experience and talking with audiologists. 

Lucy's Schools and Students 

Lucy served d/hh students in eight of the approximately 121 schools in her urban 

district at the begirming of the study. She spent approximately six hours per week driving 

between schools. For the study [ primarily observed Lucy working with, students in three 

different situations. One student was homebound and Lucy worked with her in the 

kitchen which was a bright and airy place. The other two students were in two different 

elementary schools. One of the schools had tile floors while the other was built around a 

courtyard with classroom doors opening to the outside. In the school with tile floors Lucy 

worked in a storage room she shared with the ESL program. Various school personnel 

came in and out of the room as she worked to use the restroom and the refrigerator. In the 

other school she was hard pressed to find a consistent space. During my first observation 

she worked in the copy room with several copy machines going at all times. Other rimes 

she worked in either a very dark room adjacent to the library or in the library itself. 

Lucy had 10 students on her caseload who she directly served in pull-out settings. 

She had three other students who were seen, on a consuliation only basis in their 

classrooms Two of her students used sign language and a third was beginning to learn 

some at the end of the school year. Seven of her students had additional disabilities 
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including ADHD, multihandicaps, and learning disabilities. The majority of her caseload 

was Hispanic (n= 6). She also had two Caucasian and two African American students. 

The hearing loss of the students on her caseload varied, with, the majority having mild 

(n=5) and moderate (n=4) hearing losses. She also had one student who had a severe 

loss. 

For the study, I primarily focused on three of Lucy's students; Pia, David, and 

Jamie. Pia was a I" grade student who was home schooled because of health issues. She 

had a moderate hearing loss with auditory neuropathy. Pia did well in quiet situations but 

had more difficulty in noise. Because of the auditory neuropathy she was unable to use 

amplification. Although Pia spoke very clearly, Lucy and the parents used sign language 

when communicating with her. An interpreter came to her home daily. The literacy goals 

on her lEP included: answering comprehension questions, retelling or summarizing a 

story, writing simple sentences using the appropriate punctuation, writing about a 

personal experience, and writing a short story. 

David was a 5"* grade student who was Hispanic. Spanish was the language used 

in his home though he was becoming less dominant in Spanish and more dominant in 

ASL. David used an interpreter in his classroom. Although his speech was quite 

intelligible he often chose not to use it, relying solely on sign. David played sports at the 

school for the deaf and was interested in attending the school during the fbllowing year. 
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David had a moderate to severe hearing loss in one ear and a profound loss in the other. 

He wore a personal FM system at school but did not own or wear hearing aids. The 

literacy goals on his lEP included: answering comprehension questions, writing about a 

theme using complete sentences and adjectives, and writing a story. 

Jamie was a 5* grade girl who had a beautifiil smile and very quiet voice. I had 

known Jamie as a preschool child. She was very persottable then and had not changed. 

Jamie had a bilateral mild to moderate hearing loss. She had two hearing aids but usually 

only wore one. "When one that is broken gets fixed the other one mysteriously gets 

broken" (February, 2001). The literacy goals on her lEP included: differentiating 

between fact and opinion, interpreting figurative language, answering comprehension 

questions, writing a paragraph, writing a summary of a reading selection^ and editing her 

writing. 

Marv 

Mary was a 32 year old teacher when the study began. She was thin with shoulder 

length dark hair. I first met her when [ went to her home for our first interview with her 

dogs and cat and husband in and out of the kitchen as we sipped coffee and talked. Mary 

came very highly recommended by her supervisor as well as by the individual who had 

supervised her as a graduate student. Mary had taught d/lih students for six years and had 

been an itinerant teacher for the entire time. As an undergraduate student Maty earned a 
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bachelors degree in Child Development After working as a social worker for awhile she 

started volunteering at the school for the deaf and "fell in love with the kids arid fell in 

love with tiie language" (February, 2001). Mary took some sign language classes which 

then led her into graduate school and a masters degree in deaf education. 

At the time of the study, she held Arizona certification for teaching deaf and hard 

of hearing students. She also held national certification through the Council for Educators 

of the Deaf. Since graduate school, Mary had attended a number of workshops and 

inservices that focused on literacy development. Much of what she knew about the 

auditory equipment her students used came from inservicing through her agency and 

hands-on experience. In addition to teaching full time, Mary taught aerobics classes at a 

local gym and with her husband ran a summer camp for girls in Wisconsin which 

required year round work recruiting and hiring staff. 

Marv^s Schools and Students 

Mary worked with d/hh students in four of the six schools in the two rural districts 

she served. She spent more than eight hours driving between her home and her schools 

during the week, totaling approximately 700 miles per week. For the study [ observed 

Mary working in all four schools. Each of the schools were inviting spaces with large 

classrooms that opened to the outdoors. One of the schools had a large water fountain 

that was very soothing. Although they weren*t always quiet spaces, Mary did have rooms 
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to work in each of her schools. 

Mary had eight students on her caseload who she worked with directly in pull-out 

settings. Two other students were waiting to be placed in the program. Only one of her 

students used sign language; the others used oral communication. Two students had 

additional learning disabilities. The majority of her students were Hispanic (n=7), one 

was Caucasian. The hearing loss ofthe students on her caseload were varied. The 

majoritj' had mixed or unilateral hearing losses (n=2) or mild losses (n=2). She also had 

one student with a moderate loss, one with a severe loss, and one with a profound loss. 

For the study I primarily focused on four of Mary's students; Jeremy, Kim, Coty, 

and Victoria. Jeremy was a very likeable 3"^ grade boy with a mild to moderate hearing 

loss. He used a sound field in his classroom but wore no amplification system. Jeremy 

was full of questions and took every oppormnity to ask them. He was convinced he 

couldn't read nor that he ever would be able to read on his own. The literacy goals on his 

lEP included: decoding words in context, identifying the main idea and relevant facts, 

retelling a story, spelling high frequency words, using appropriate grammar and words in 

his writing, and documenting events using simple sentences. 

ECim was a 1^' grade girl who came with a hearing peer from her classroom, James, 

to see Mary daily for their reading group. Kim had a severe to profound hearing loss in 

her right ear and normal hearing in her left. She used a sound field system in the 
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classroom but no personal amplification system BCim also went to speech therapy. 

During the times Mary worked with BCim one-on-one she often focused on social skills, 

talking through scenarios and how to best handle different-situations. The literacy goals 

on BCim's EP included: identifying characters in a story, answering questions about 

sequencing, orally telling a story, spelling simple sight words using decoding skills, 

generating topics through prewriting activities, and writing a cohesive story. 

Cory was an eas>-going 5"^ grade student who had a bilateral mild hearing loss. 

He did not wear personal amplification and was trying to do without an FM system in the 

classroom for the first during the 2000-2001 school year. Cory also went to the resource 

room for help with math. When he worked wth Mary another 5'" grade d/hh student 

came with him. The literacy goals on Cory's lEP included: distinguishing fact from 

opinion, inferring meaning of words in a selection through knowledge of prefixes and 

suffixes, making inferences using contextual clues, revising the content of written drafts, 

and writing personal experience narratives or creative stories. 

Victoria was an 8* grade student who had a profound hearing loss bilaterally due 

to malformed cochleas. Although she wore a vifarotactile hearing aid when she was 

younger, she no longer does so. Victoria had used an interpreter since kindergarten. 1 

first met Victoria when she was two years old and just begirming preschool. She was one 

of my two'^screamers'* that year, both of whom did not want to be separated from their 
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mothers. She had the same dark hair and. sparkling eyes [ remembered but had grown up. 

The literacy goals on Victoria's EP included: extracting critical details or elements of 

literature^ summarizing main points of a story, and writmg two research documents that 

state a particular point of view using organization and supporting facts and details. 

SUMMARY 

This qualitative, phenomenological investigation focuses on the beliefs and 

practices about literacy development of itinerant teachers of d/hh students. Five itinerant 

teachers and fifteen d/hh students were followed. The setting of the study was five 

different school districts, three of which were in large metropolitan areas and two of 

which were in rural areas of the state. The study began in October 2000 and ended in 

June 2001. The data collected for the study included: four interviews with each teacher (a 

brief telephone interview as well as three in depth, face-to-face interviews), four 

observations of each teacher along with fieldnotes and artifacts, teaching journals from 

each of the itinerant teachers as well as myself, and summaries that I completed after the 

interviews and observations. 

This investigation focused on four research questions: 

• What beliefs about literacy development are held, by itinerant teachers o f 

d/hh students? 

• What are the teaching practices used by itinerant teachers of d/hh students 
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for literacy development? 

• What is the match between teaching practices and beliefs about literacy 

development for itinerant teachers? 

• How does the work context of itinerant teachers affect their beliefs and 

practices about literacy development? 

In seeking answers for these questions the data was analyzed for similar phrases, 

patterns, ideas, and themes of beliefs and practices using a constant comparative 

approach. Three research techniques were used to establish the trustworthiness of the 

study. These included triangulation of data sources, member checks with the 

participating teachers to verify understandings, and peer examinauon. 
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Busy, busy week. Went to the town library on Saturday and got 120 
picture books and short chapter books. Distributed them, this week, 30 for 
each of us. The kids really look forward to reading in their sessions. This 
was a new idea for my aides last year. Two of them are doing well with 
this. They're wholeheartedly involved. The other aide...argh...just doesn't 
get it. She wants to sit in her little dark room and talk about word 
definitions^ doing drill after drill all day long. [ was there today. It doesn't 
look like the last stack of books I brought her has even been moved. They 
were actually dusty when I picked them up. [ worked with each of her 
students today, beginning the sessions with some drill, then some 
classroom work if necessary, and ending with reading. Some students had 
things to read for their classes (projects, book reports) so we used those 
materials. With the others I used picture books. All were reading before 
they left their session, answering questions, and putting those abilities 
back into the whole. What am [ going to do with this aide? How can [ get 
her to change her beliefs and implement this? (Sue, Journal Entry, 
Thursday, March 19,1981) 

I've really been thinking about my own beliefs this week. I don't think my 
own beliefs have changed over the years. I've just learned or rather am 
learning to put them into practice. Walking my talk. I've always believed 
that I need to do some drill in pull-out settings with my students because 
of the nature of being an itinerant But then it has to go one step fiuther. 
You have to bring those abilities that you've worked on in isolation back 
to the whole. Otherwise the abilities are useless. For example, I may do 
some drill on letter-sound recognition or giving definitions of words, but I 
alvvuys bring those sounds and words back to a text of some sort where 
they can be looked at in their entirety. (Sue, Journal Entry, Thursday, 
November 9,2000) 



The beliefs that we hold about our world help us to not only understand events 

around us but to also act on those events. As teachers we hold a set of beliefe about 

learning that is highly subjective and personal. These beliefs vary from teacher to 

teacher. While our beliefs serve as our underlying framework for teaching, EUchardson 

(1994) found that beliefs go beyond framing our classrooms and are closely tied to our 

practice. She argues that teachers' beliefs guide their actions. 

We enter into teaching with our own set of beliefs about learning and about 

teaching which have been constructed from our own backgrounds as students and as 

teachers. Our beliefs are ever changing and reflect the complex interaction of our past 

and present experiences and interactions. "As we teach, we add to or subtract from [our] 

store of beliefs, framing our conceptions of our work out of the experiences we have as 

teachers, as well as what we see and hear outside the classroom." (Richardson. 1994, p. 

37). Our beliefs change as we come in contact with new environments and new 

experiences. 

Beliefs we hold may pertain to broad areas of the curriculum or they may apply to 

more specific areas such as beliefs about literacy development. As teachers we hold 

beliefs about how literacy develops in our students as well as beliefs about how we can 

help our students develop literacy. As stated earlier, literacy in this study refers to 

learning to read and write. The belief oa which I have based this study is that literacy 
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develops along a similar course for my child if the learner has a strong language base 

(oral language or sign language) on which to build. This belief is based on my reading in 

the professional literature about normally developing learners (Clay, 1975; Dyson, 1981; 

Goodman, 1996; Heath, 1983; Sulzby & Teale, 1985; Taylor, 1983) and those who are 

d/hh. (Andrews, Ferguson, Roberts, & Hodges, 1997; Andrews & Gonzales, 1991; 

Conway, 1985; Ewoldt, 1978,1985; Maxwell, 1980,1984; Ruiz, 1995; Williams, 1993, 

1994). D/hh children need to have a strong language base and need to be exposed to a 

wide variety of experiences in order to build the base of prior knowledge they will need 

for literacy (Ciocci & Morrell-Schumann, 1992; Livingston, 1997). Without a strong 

language base d/hh children as well as others who are not sensory impaired will 

experience difficulties learning to read and write (Williams, 1993). Although beliefs 

about teaching practice cover a wide range of areas, for the purpose of this study the focus 

will be on the practices for service delivery (Elliot & McKenney, 1998; Marston & 

Heistad, 1994; Marston, 1996), curriculum (Dewey, 1938; Padden & Humphries. 1988: 

Short & Burke, 1991; Taylor & Dorsey-Gafnes, 1988), and activities, materials, and 

instructional practices (Goodman, Smith, Meredith, & Goodman, 1987; Livingston. 1997: 

Pressley& Woloshvu. 1995; Routman, 1988; Short & Pierce, 1990). 

For my first research question I examined the beliefs of itinerant teachers of d/hh 

in terms of literacy development; the development of reading and writing. Specifically, 
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what beliefs about literacy developmerit do they hold as reflected in their interviews and 

in my observations of their classrooms? The beliefs that are shared in this chapter are 

based on the majority of the itinerant teachers articulating each one. I found that the 

beliefs fell into two main categories: their theoretical ftamework of beliefs about literacy 

development in all children as well as in d/hh chfidren and their beliefs about practice, 

actually developing literacy in the children with whom they work. 

Beliefs About the Theoretical Framework Followed for Literacy Development 

In discussing their beliefs about literacy development, two interconnected areas 

were clearly evident. The teachers' basic framework for developing literacy was firmly 

grounded in iheir beliefs about how all children leam tu read and write. This was 

supplemented by their theories on how d/hh children develop literacy. 

Beliefs About Hearing Children Developing Literacv 

The itinerant teachers discussed their beliefs about the process all children go 

through when learning to read and write. "Well, it's octually somewhat of a long 

process...leaniing to read and write is kind of a flow fix)m beginning to harder skills" 

(Beth, March, 2001). "Kids develop language first...then they start noticing print and they 

start associating that print with spoken language. They figure out that words have 

meanings and what they are and they start recognizing the words" (Charlotte, Febrtiary, 

2001). 
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The itinerant teachers think the beginning of literacy development for all children 

is language development. A. child must have a firm language base, either oral or visual 

(i.e. sign language), before literacy can begin to develop. In the beginning, constant 

exposure to oral/visual language in a variety of contexts and for a variety of purposes is 

believed to be important. As children are exposed to a variety of oral/visual language 

concepts and constructs they become adept at using oral/visuaL language themselves. 

The teachers feel that constant exposure to book language and print is also 

imponant for literacy development. Being read to. discussing books, and looking at 

pictures in books with parents and siblings are believed to be important factors in learning 

to read and write. Through this constant barragement with print and oral language, 

children develop larger vocabularies with which to tackle the multiple meanings in their 

world. "I think reading oftentimes is hooked to...their oral language development, their 

language development, the vocabulary that they have. The more vocabulary they have, 

the easier [their] comprehension of a story, so there's that whole language development 

before they're actually reading [that] is really important' (Beth, April, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers believe that children's realization that environmental print 

in their world has meaning is another important aspect of literacy development. Seeing a 

label and understanding that it is the written form of the object is a major *a-ha'^ 

experience for children. The teachers believe it is important to connect these early 
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literacy experiences with, real life experiences. think, the more you tie it into what 

they know, their background knowledge and their real world experience, the more tiiey'll 

get it and understand it and the faster they'll learn it" (Lucy, February, 2001) 

The itinerant teachers are certain that literacy develops through incidental 

learning. When children see other people involved in reading and writing activities, they 

come to realize the importance of reading and writing and want to achieve them 

themselves. The envirorunent at home is also important with parents "reading at home" 

(Mary. February. 2001) and "emphasizing early reading" (Lucy, December. 2000). 

Beth discussed specific steps she believes children follow in developing literacy: 

I think that once they've heard stories over and over, children develop 

favorites and they can begin to retell. That's a step, retell the story either 

from memory or from the pictures, they're looking at the pictures, they're 

remembering the story, they're not getting all the words but they're getting 

the story line.... Then I think acting out the story or dramatizing it, 

language experience stories, taking pictures of a trip to the zoo and writing 

captions to them and gluing them on paper or making little books, are all 

precursors to them learning to read themselves. And probably the Srst 

thing they recognize will he their name in prinL And then the alphabet 

of course is always a begirming step. Environment signs, like they'll 



102 

recognize MacDonald's or Cheerios, the cereal box, or favorite things like 

that, stop signs—they'll learn mom or dad—"I love you" words, that are 

important to them and they start developing some sight words For 

beginning reading [phonics] gives them a tool to say, "I'm reading. I can 

read." And then eventually all those words become sight words...but by 

that time [third grade] a lot of their reading is now becoming sight words. 

They just know these words and they're not really stopping to figure out 

the word phonetically....And then they become interested in writing their 

own name. Even if they're just scribbling, they often say "Fm 

writing"..You don't have to be saying "Look, here." But they see you 

doing it and they know this is an important skill and they want to do it. 

Coloring even, as far as writing, coloring and cutting [are] important for 

the actual physical writing, you know starting that. Oftentimes when 

thej-'re beginning to learn to write, they can write the letters. They might 

not know how to spell a whole lot of words .They know they write in 

the flow just like they would speak....others have to go through this stage 

where they're saying it out loud first and then either I write it down and 

then—.they can tell what they want to say first. [ say, "OK, then write it 

down." "Alright, now what else?" "OK, now write it down.'' And they're 
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telling and then writing and telling and then, writings trying to gather their 

thoughts, [t helps to gather their thoughts [ think reading 

comprehension, the more experiences they have the better they can relate 

to a varied' of stories. If they can stop and picture what's happening in 

their mind, feel what the characters are feeling, put themselves in one of 

the characters they're reading about....that comprehension part is based on 

a lot of different experiences.....(Beth, April, 2001) 

The teachers considered that practice reading ser\'ed an active role in literacy 

development. "Let's see repetition, practice", Lucy said while pounding the table 

(February, 2U01). "Fluency comes with practice" (Beth, April, 2001). Mary also spoke 

of her belief in practice but expanded it to include frequent, active participation. "Tons 

and tons of them taking chances, actually physically doing it [reading and writing]. Not 

even so much taking risks: I mean just doing if^ (March, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers are convinced that it is valuable to have a broad knowledge 

of typical or normal literacy development as a teacher of deaf and hard of hearing 

children because of the gaps children with, hearing losses have in their development. 

They feel they need to understand the whole spectrum ia order to know where the 

student's gaps are and how to fill those in. (Beth, March. 2001). 
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Beliefs About D/HH Children Developing Literacy 

Although these itinerant teachers think that deaf and hard of hearing children 

develop literacy in ways that are very similar to hearing children, they do find some 

differences between the two populations. A similarities they teachers have found is that 

all children need a strong language foundation as well as a multitude of experiences and 

exposure to good literature in order to read and understand what they are reading. For 

them, language is one of the primary foundational toots needed for literacy development 

Without such a language foundation children will have many problems with literacy. The 

teachers think that language may be delayed to some extent based on a variety of factors 

including the child's degree of hearing loss, whether or not the child received early 

intervention and when it began, the intelligence of the child, and the language level of the 

child. If the child who is d/hh has been identified early, has received hearing aids at an 

early age, and has been involved in early intervention then the itinerant teachers believe 

the same techniques, methods, and practices that are used with hearing children can be 

used to develop literacy. 

One of the biggest differences believed to exist between d/hh children and hearing 

children developing literacy are the gaps in knowledge for d/hh children. One of the 

biggest of these gaps, the area of language concepts, shows up particularly in 

comprehension of reading passages. Teachers noted that many deaf and hard of hearing 
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children don't have the exposure to a wide variety experiences and so, when they read 

they may be good decoders but "they don't have the language foundation for 

understanding" (Charlotte, February, 2001), 

Another difference that is believed to exist between d/hh children and hearing 

children developing literacy is that d/hh children need specific teaching of concepts that 

hearing children pick up incidentally. "They Just don't pick it up like the other kids will 

from Just hearing things or eavesdropping or whatever" (Lucy, February, 2001), Areas in 

which specific leaching is necessary are vocabulary, language, and writing. D/hh children 

often "need more practice, more repetition, more use, over and over, memorization, more 

dissecting language" (Maty, February' 2001). The itinerant teachers think this may not be 

the case with deaf children whose parents are deaf themselves. These are parents who 

from birth are prepared to use a visual communication system, thus exposing the child to 

language from birth similar to the exposure of a hearing child. 

Mary is convinced that deaf and hard of hearing children are tough to "lump 

together" because they are "very diSerent populations" (February, 2001). The teachers 

feel that the literacy development of hard of hearing children is more similar to hearing 

children than to deaf children for several reasons. They are able to pick up more through 

incidental learning. They often have enough hearing to be able hear and understand 

conversations going on around them and can learn from those. Hard of hearing children 
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can also often utilize phonetic practices for decoding because they have enough hearing to 

discriminate between individual sounds and the sounds of various letter combinations. 

The teachers believe that deaf children of hearing parents on the other hand tend 

to develop literacy differently than hearing children. Because of the language issues that 

are common with deaf children (e.g., hearing parents who speak but do not use a visual 

communication system, thus delaying rich communication on a regular basis with the 

child), the itinerant teachers find that they need to use reading material that has more 

control of vocabulary and syntactical patterns. Building sight vocabulary for deaf 

children is also important. The teachers think deaf children are often unable to make use 

of phonetic clues that other readers use and so need more repetition while reading; often 

needing to have words broken into roots, suffixes, and prefixes in order to understand the 

meaning of the text. 

Lucy discussed her belief that the language used, whether sign, oral English, or 

oral Spanish, impacts students and their families. She talked about the need for the 

student, parents, and school to decide on the language to be used and to follow through 

with learning it: 

He gets instruction in sign and English or sign and Spanish, but the sign is 

always in ASL or PSE. And he'^s been in a bilingual classroom for three 

years but his English is stronger than his Spanish, even though he comes 
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from a Spanish home and he came from Mexico spending 10 years there, 

because his interpreter is not bilingual. So there [are] all these issues. 

They want him in a bilingual program. WelU the interpreter is the one 

that's with him most and she's not bilingual. It's not a true bilingual model. 

He's getting more English. So he's emerging as English dominanL There 

are just so many issues there.— they end up having to make a choice...they 

have three languages going on, you eventually have to break it down to 

two. Whether you want to or not you have to and that's the thing we're 

going through with him right now. His English is stronger so we're 

starting to just kind of move on to that, and then you kind of have to drop 

the other one. So, there's something missing there. (February, 2001) 

Since learning sign language, David's communication with his Spanish-speaking mother 

has become sufficiently limited that the interpreter had to go to David's home one 

weekend to resolve issues between David and his mother. When the mother started 

taking sign language classes, communication at home improved, but she was unable to 

attend many classes. 

Mary who is in a rural area in southern Arizona believes she has found another 

pattern among her deaf and hard of hearing students: 

I was seeing actually similarities being pretty great with hard of hearing and deaf 
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kids in the rural area. It didn't seem to matter so much for these kids developing 

literacy whether they had some hearing or not. It seemed to be more of their 

location. I found that both populations didn'^t have as much incidental learning. 

They didn't have as much exposure. They didn't have as much rich prior 

knowledge, pre-experience type things. Just lack of exposure. So it seemed like 

I was making those connections for the first time with, both hard of hearing and 

deaf kids. Just because my area, a rural area.....[Other schools] have a lot of 

opportunity to go out. Real world experiences. Fieldtrips Out here, nothing. 

It's really hard to discuss a story. Some of the greatest literature, like The Snowy 

Day, for example. The kids have never seen snow. It's tough. N^ot that you're 

going to go hike up a mountain or whatever. But there just has to be more 

access.—It's difficult to talk about prior knowledge when the kids don't have any 

and you can't give it to them (Maty, March, 2001) 

Beh'efs About the SourceCs) for Their Theoretical Framework for Literacy Development 

The itinerant teachers obtained their theoretical frameworks for developing 

literacy from similar places. Four of them mentioned learmng about literacy development 

through classes at the undergraduate and graduate level. "I went to [college in the 

northwest] and they have a heavy, heavy emphasis on literacy development of course" 

(Lucy, Februarj-; 2001). Kelly remembered getting some experience from graduate 
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school, "although it wasa't as much as I'd like" (April, 2001). Kelly fiirther discussed her 

graduate classes stating, "...so it didn't talk about strategies. And that was something that 

I felt very ill prepared for when I got out...." (April, 2001). Charlotte who went through 

the same graduate program as Kelly said, "You know 1 think I had one class in my 

undergraduate program. And I think I had a class in graduate but I'm not sure" (February, 

2001). "I think back, I mean I did have reading courses in college, but I honestly don't 

remember anything I learned from them. You know, I don't think they were very 

valuable to me as a teacher." 

The itinerant teachers also learned their theories about literacy development while 

on the job. "I'm a strong believer that as a teacher if you have a strong foundation from 

school then you can leam from experience, learn along the way....continually learning. 

You never know it all. You can always leam new things and add things to your back up 

tricks, if you will, that you already use" (Beth, January, 2001). Lacy also talked about the 

importance ofleaming on thejob, "...on the job. Yeah, on the Job. You leam things as 

you ge.... So, then you just kind of build on your experience, the best teacher they say.. J 

feel like I've got a pret^' good grasp on things because I feel I've had a good basic 

educational background—I'd like to think that I'm pretty intelligent and that as I work I 

take that working knowledge and use it' (Lucy, February, 2001). 

Another place the itinerant teachers learned thsir personal theories for literacy 
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development was from attending a variety of inservices, workshops, and professional 

development classes. Charlotte and Mary believe the workshops they attended gave them 

direction in reading and writing. Charlotte attended a series of workshops on cognitive 

reading practices and began working with a program that was piloted in her school 

district. Though it wasn't the 'end all, be air of programs, she believes it gives her a 

structure to work from for literacy. Mary attended a. workshop on Six Traits for Writing 

which led her to purchase her own reference materials on the program and to doing 

further research, on the internet. She believes that following Six Traits gives her students 

some structure for writing. 

Although as an itinerant Lucy hasn't attended many workshops on literacy, she 

had attended some geared for hearing children in the past. She believes these workshops 

are problematic because they are "mostly geared for Just regular hearing children. I think 

I've got a prettv' good idea of how that process works so I don't really run off to those 

conferences that much" (February, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers also learned their theories about literacy development from 

the classroom, working with and observing regular education teachers. Charlotte and 

Lucy talked about being able to go in and out of classrooms and schools, observing 

different theories put into action. Being able to see this first hand they believe gives them 

the opportuniU' to explore how welt different theories work for particular students and to 
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choose what theories to adopt personally. 

Finally, working with a variety of students is a source of personal theories of 

literacy development, Charlotte developed her personal theories, "Just from^watching 

kids" (February, 2001). For Lucy,"... you learn what works in there and what doesn't 

work. I mean you come across all different stripes and colors of kids" (February, 2001). 

"I think as you go along and you work with different students, you see what their needs 

are and then you can kind of modify what you're doing or what you've done in the past" 

(Kelly. April, 2001). 

Beliefs About Changing Their Theoretical Framework Over Time 

Though some of their theoretical frameworks have remained constant over the 

years, the itinerant teachers believe their philosophies have changed based on teaching 

experience. With teaching comes "gaining more knowledge in. where I was going and 

where I wanted to go or how to do certain things...because going in as a student the only 

experience I had was how [ leamed to read" (Beth, March,^ 2001). Each teacher has added 

to and expanded upon her original philosophy for developing literacy in deaf and hard of 

hearing children. "My bag of tricks has grown" (Kelly, April, 2001). "I think I've 

figured things out overtime that I didn't know before" (Charlotte. February, 2001). The 

teachers have also gained knowledge by working with children who have varying 

disabilities. 
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Mary believes the change in her philosophy came partly because of the changes in 

her student population. "My student population started off as more deaf kids than hard of 

hearing kids. And I had a particular philosophy and'traming to deal with that....But then 

my student population started to change and I [saw] patterns that were the same for more 

than one student....my philosophy changed. It's gone from a more holistic, whole 

language approach to that plus phonological awareness" (Mary, March, 2001). 

Beliefs About Comfort Level With Developing Literacy 

The itinerant teachers are all comfortable teaching reading. Mary shared that. "I 

feel very comfortable teaching reading. Even though Tm not formally urained [meaning 

that she had not had numerous classes in reading and writing] and [ don't think that I am 

either...Mostly because it's become kind of a passion. It's something that I love to do I 

think Tm pretn^ comfortable with it. It's something that I like to do, the students like to 

do [it]—If they weren't doing well then I would be kind of worried. And I'd say I have 

no business doing this. But they're making gains. If they weren't then I'd say I won't 

touch this until I'm qualified but they're doing all right" (Mary, March, 2001). Beth 

added, "but I'm always open to new ideas and more training" (April. 2001). 

Discussion of Findings 

The teachers in this study adhere to a fairly typical 'textbook' theory of literacy 

development tor all children, believing that children who nave a strong language base 
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wilt follow a similar sequence of events in learning to read and write much as Ciay 

(1975), Dyson (1981), Goodman (1996), Heath (1993), Sulzby & Teale (1985), and 

Taylor (1983) have found. The teachers have found that d/hh children who have strong 

language bases (i.e., oral language or sign language) through early identification, early 

amplification, and early intervention develop literacy in ways similar to hearing children. 

This is similar to the findings of Andrews et al. (1997), Andrews & Gonzales (1991), 

Conway (1985). Ewoldt. (1978, 1985), Ma-xwell (1984), Ruiz (1995), Williams (1993. 

1994). and Yoshinaga-ltano, 1(998. 1999) who have studied d/hh children developing 

literacy. However, the teachers have found that d/hh children who do not have a strong 

language base often do not leam in the same ways as hearing children and need much 

more specific teaching and repetition of concepts and practices than other children who 

pick up these concepts incidentally. Williams (1993) had similar findings with d/hh. 

learners. These beliefs point to the need for itinerant teacners of d/hh students to have a 

wide knowledge base of language and literacy development for normally developing 

children as well as for d/hh children. 

When discussing the literacy development of deaf and hard of hearing children, 

the teachers think that their theories for literacy development need to be examined 

separately. This implies the need for itinerant teachers to have an understanding of 

literacy development for both populations. This is an especially important competency 
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for an Itinerant teacher of d/hh children due to the wide range of students who are 

encountered in tlus kind of position. 

While the teachers have found that all d/hh children need extra exposure to 

experiences and specific teaching of skills in order to give them the prior knowledge base 

they will need for reading and writing much as Ciocci & Morrell-Schuraann (1992) and 

Livingston (1997) have suggested for d/hh learners, Mary feels strongly that d/hh children 

in rural areas need additional exposure to a wide variety of experiences. These beliefs 

suggest not only the need for teachers to nave a strong understanding of language 

development and individual skills needed for literacy but also the need for them to 

provide a variety of experiences. 

Like regular education teachers, the itinerant teachers in this study hold that they 

obtamed their theoretical frameworks for literacy development through a variety of 

classes, woricshops. and on-the-job training. The regular education teachers in 

Richardson's study (1994) obtained their fireworks from similar sources. Further^ the 

teachers m the present study believed that their frameworks had been enriched and added 

to over time through their experience and the variety of children with whom they worked. 

These beliefs point to the need for preservice teachers and teachers in the field to have a 

variety of classes and experiences that focus on literacy development It will be important 

for teachers in the field to continue their education once they have completed graduate 
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school in order to continue adding to their theoretical framework. 

Beliefs About How Itinerant Teachers Develop Literacy In D/HH Students 
r *• 

First and foremost, these itinerant teachers think they need to follow the practices 

of the classroom teacher and the schools that their students are in when it comes to 

developing literacy in their d/hh students. Each itinerant supports the classroom teacher, 

sometimes at the expense of following her own philosophies about literacy development. 

Flexibility seems to be a key issue when working with children in an itinerant setting 

because the itinerant teachers do not believe they are the primary teacher for literacy, but 

instead are in a supporting role and must follow the practice of the classroom teacher in 

order to best serve the needs of each child. Beth adds that "anything I do adds to 

developing literacy" (January, 2001). Additionally, the teachers individualize instruction 

for each child depending on the needs of that particular child. The underlying principle 

that Lucy believes in is to relate all that she works on with students to their own 

experiences and to what they know (February, 2001). Mary's underlying belief when 

working with d/hh students is to, "treat them like other people....honestly I talk to them 

about what it looks like to be a good reader" (March, 2001). She goes on to discuss her 

belief in students who are d/hh needing constant exposxire to reading and to language, 

"but I also think it takes that one extra step. This is the how and why. And I think that 

it'^s not told or exactly explained" to children. 
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An overarching theme in my questioning of the teachers was their beliefs about 

types of service deliver>' models; in particular, working with students in the regular 

education classroom or pulling them out to work individually or in small groups. The 

teachers believe that a combination of models is most helpful. Beth, Charlotte, and Kelly 

frequently work with their younger students in the classroom. All of the teachers think 

that pull-out settings provide an optimal auditory environment for their students where 

they are able to focus more closely on developing reading and writing though they do find 

working in the classroom is beneficial at times. 

Discussion with the itinerant teachers about how they develop literacy in the 

students they work with led to identifying a number of areas where they fociLs their 

attention. .Among these are the literacy envirorjnent each itinerant teacher creates for her 

students and the curriculum, theoretical model, lesson format, activities, materials, and 

instructional practices each follows. 

Beliefs about the Literacy Environment Created in the Itinerant Setting 

During the interviews with the itinerant teachers I had to do some probing to find 

out what they saw as the literacy environment they cieate for their students. Four of the 

itinerant teachers began by talking about the enviromiient created in the students' regular 

classrooms. "Well, when I say environment I think of;he environment in a classroom" 
\ 

(Beth, March, 2001). Lucy, however. Jumped right in with a description of what she tries 
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to create. "WelU it varies widely and it depends on your space, and it also depends on the 

classroom teacher I tMnk...the literacy environment has to be portable because you can't 

leave anything there. So a lot of it is cards, papers, student-raade books So, lots of 

portable things you can take with you. I don't lug around pocket charts or chart paper 

because it's just too big, so a lot of it is on this size paper (8 '-4 x 11), cards" (Lucy, 

February, 2001). 

Mary and Kelly stated that they make the most of the environment in which they 

work with students, "talking about it where I can" (Mary, March 2001) and pulling that 

information into their discussions. Beth believes the environment depends on what she 

can fit into the canvas bags she uses to organize materials for each student or each school. 

Charlotte has similar requirements, though she uses tbidei-s to stay organized and it's 

from these folders that she believes her environment is creat?d. Charlotte usually 

surrounds her students with print during their sessions. 

Beliefs About the Curriculum Followed forLiteracv Development 

The itinerant teachers believe that the basis for their curriculum is the lEP for each 

child. The lEP "is the base of most of what I do" (Beth, March. 2001). "The lEP is the 

guide for evetything....It is my Bible.... for the most part what I w^ork on with kids is 

coming in some form from their EP" (Charlotte. February, 2001). Mary thought that the 
t 

role played by her EPs in her curriculum was "a tremendous amount actually" (March, 
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2001). "You have to teach to the IEP...You write your DEP to match the curriculum as 

closely as possible for that student„[ii plarming of course you have to plan to teach what 

you say you're going to teach because it's the legal document" (Lucy, February, 2001). 

Both Beth and Charlotte discussed their beliefs about covering areas that were not 

included on lEPs which students needed to strengthen to be successful in regular 

education classrooms. "I do have parents who would have me write about 50 objectives 

for every lEP....And so [ really have to explain to them. Well, we have these objectives 

but it doesn't mean my entire focus will be solely on these objectives. You can branch 

out from these into other areas" (Charlotte, February. 2001). Or as Beth said, "...along 

the way you discover other things that might be needed that aren't specifically on the lEP, 

but you do them anyway because it all leads to the same place" (March, 2001). 

Kelly and Mary keep the lEP goal sheets close by in order to check on goals 

frequently. Kelly "keeps that folder [of lEP goals] with me all the time" (April, 2001) 

while Mary said." I find myself sitting a lot with my smdent's file next to me while we're 

working. And I'll just take it out real fast and read a goal and say. 'Ok, we're going to try 

it for this lesson'" (March, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers in urban areas spoke about their individual school districts 
I 

having a curriculum in addition to the standards .set by the state (Beth, Charlotte, Kelly, 

and. Lucy). Two of the district curriculums were clearly based on the state standards 
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(Beth and Lucy's as well as Charlotte's). Kelly wasn't sure if her district's curriculum 

was based on the state standards. For her district each' grade level had a trifbld brochure 

that included the curriculum goals for that year. No reference was made on the sixth 

grade brochure to the state standards (April, 2001). In addition to the regular education 

and state curriculums followed by Beth and Lucy's district, there is also a district special 

education curriculum. 

Lucy depends on the special education curriculum in her district more than the 

regular education curriculum or the state standards to u-rite her lEPs. Even though Lucy 

uses curriculum guides when writing her EPs she also looks through the goals to find the 

most appropriate ones for that child. "Let's say you have a fifth grader and he's working 

on a third grade reading level. I still would go down to the third grade reading levels and 

read through all those and pick ones that I think might work. And then I might check the 

special ed curriculum and see if there's any that they' ve written specifically already that 

would match that, and if not then 1 kind of word it myself. But I like to check and save 

myself the time" (February, 2001). 

Both Kelly and Mary spoke about their beliefs in individualizing their EPs to 

meet the specific needs of their students. Although Mary uses the state standards when 

writing her EPs, she feels that the individualization that is necessary in an EP is missing. 

•'[ understand why they're there and I understand why it's good and I get the whole shift 
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iti education. But it seemed like we were kind of moving away from the individualized 

part of the lEP" (March, 2001). Another of Mary's concerns about having to tie her EP 

goals to the state standards is, "If there are only X amount of standards... Jft have you 

year after year, what are we doing? You're copying some language out from the 

Department of Ed" (March, 2001). Kelly bases her curriculum on each child's present 

level of performance. "I do not feel guilQr about not including the state standards because 

I think that if I'm not writing a goal that is matching what the present levels are or what 

we think that it should be in the next year, then I'm not doing my job" (April, 2001). 

Beliefs about the assessments used for literacy. 

As we discussed the curriculum that the teachers followed, I became curious about 

how they assessed literacy for their lEPs. In our discussions I found that in order for them 

to selecr appropriate goals for their EPs, the itinerant teachers feel that they need to 

weigh all assessments and not just take goals from one test, whether it be formal or 

informal. "It's evervthing altogether, informal testing, work samples, standardized 

testing. Just looking at all those and putting them together" (Beth, April, 2001). One of 

the reasons Beth. Kelly, and Lucy believe in using a variety of assessments came up when 

they discussed students who do well on one assessment but poorly on another and the 

need to take all of the information into consideration when setting goals for the coming 

year. "Sometimes they do OK on [achievement tests] or they do poorer on that because 
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they're [the assessors] targeting a certain area. So, I always like to say, 'Oh, this is the 

r 

classroom performance as compared to the achievement test'" when meeting with the 

parents (Kelly, April, 2001). Beth and Lucy added that intuitive Judgement is helpfiil, 

just icnowing the students. "Kidscantestreally wellandgetanA. But it's not always 

accurate. [There have] been a couple cases I can think of where the standardized test 

scores were way lower than they probably should have....I don't solely rely on that but it's 

a measure you use" (Lucy, February, 2001). Beth supported her belief in using a variety 

of assessments with a story about a fifth grade student who, 

made quite a few decoding errors [as he read a passage from a reading 

inventor}-] but he still got the idea. He was able to answer 80-90% on one 

Ievel...You could tell as he went on he would make more and more 

decoding errors, that the comprehension would start to slip away. So, if 

he's reading a whole social studies chapter. or a longer chapter in a 

chapter book that his comprehension would begin to slip away the longer 

the piece that he was reading. Yet, on that short passage where he could 

look back in the story for the answers to the question and he knew it had to 

be somewhere on this page, he didn't have to turn 20 pages looking for the 

answer, he did much better...So, if you took his overall reading level it 

would say...he's getting 80% on a fifth grade level. But put him in the 
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class where they're reading this whole chapter in their fifth grade text, and 

often texts are actually harder than the grade...and it sets him up for having 

a difficult lime. (April, 2001) 

The itinerant teachers believe that informal assessments are useful for finding 

present levels of performance in order to write lEPs. They think that informal assessment 

"helps with knowing or getting a feel for the things that they're being asked to do in class 

versus something a little mote artificial, which would be a test" (Beth. April, 2001). 

Informal assessments that are helpful in identifying Uteracy goals include reading 

inventories, tests like the Brigance, work samples, joumal entries, miscue analysis on 

reading passages from the classroom, portfolios, weekly charting of reading and writing, 

and "anecdotal stuff...a lot of scurried note taking after and during the session" (Mary, 

March. 2001). Beth has her students read different genres as she assesses their present 

level of abilities because she believes that they read and comprehend different gemes 

with varying degrees of accuracy; higher level of accuracy for non-fiction pieces than for 

fictional pieces (March. 2001). Lucy also informs her EP writing with information firom 

the parents and the classroom teachers. 

The teachers find that formal measures are useful in evaluating language 

development, vocabuIar>'. and writing adding to their knowledge of the scudent. Tests 

geared specifically "for deaf and hard of hearing kids" (Kelly, April, 2001) are also 
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beneficial. Large group standardized tests (e.g., the Stanford 9 which gives subcategories 

in academic areas so one can pinpoint more specifically where weaknesses occur) are 

helpful for several of the teachers in identifying goals for the EP because they provide an 

overview of possible areas to target with a paragraph summarizing the results. Large 

group tests (e.g., AIMS) that do not provide this kind of feedback are not believed to be 

helpful by any of the itinerant teachers. Charlotte believes that all large group tests are 

meaningless when it comes time to write her lEPs. However, even those teachers who 

find some of the information helpful believe that receiving the student scores months 

after the test has been taken limits their usefulness. "The problem with, that is that by the 

time they all get graded and handed back and everything it's sLx months later and they're 

six months ahead of where they were hopefully. [They're! helpful but not always as fast 

as you need it" (Lucy, February, 2001). 

Beliefs About the Theoretical Models for Developing Literacy 

When asked about the theoretical model they follow for developing literacy in 

d/hh children, the itinerant teachers favor 'pulling from different areas' to meet the needs 

of their students. "There's not one way. It's a combination of things... J think...a 

combination of them probably meets the most needs. Some do really well with a whole 

language approach. Some do better with a phonics approach" (Beth, April, 2001). 

Both skills-based models (such as phonics) and meaning-centered models (e.g.. 
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language experience, practicing literacy in real world situations) of literacy development 

as well as combinations of the two (e.g.. Guided Reading / Reading Recovery / CLIP) 

were discussed during the interviews. About whole language Kelly sai4 "I really like 

whole language. [ like to use things that are mearungful..readrng and writing for a 

purpose" (April, 2001). Lucy "found [whole language] most effective when I was in my 

own classroom and [ had that control", but believes that as an itinerant she "can't get real 

thematic" (February, 2001). Several of the teachers use phonics as a way for developing 

literacy depending on the needs of the individual students. Though Mary said that 

phonics is an area that she least likes to work on with her students, Tm doing a lot more 

phonics now than I ever thought I would" (March, 2001). Charlotte and Mary practice 

literacy with students. "I like actually reading with the kids, having the kids read, and 

talk about what they're reading" (Charlotte, Februat>v 2001). In discussing her thoughts 

about reading with students Mary said, "t like to just pick up a book....and talk about the 

beginning of the book and start generating that conversation about relating it to life, those 

experiences, and making the student draw those connections.. And then try to read" 

(March, 2001). 

Two other models for developing literacy specific to deaf children were 

mentioned in the interviews. Kelly discussed a workshop she went to on glossing (a 

means of visually showing ASL in print) with deaf children. "I left thinkmg wowl This 
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is so incrediblet ...I heard a teacher who's using it for kids under fourth grade and it made 

so much sense. You know the way that she explained it. ...when she talked about it..it 

was real life" (Kelly, April, 2001). This was not a model for teaching reading that Kelly 

had personally used with students, but she believes strongly in its feasibility for her 

students and was excited by its possibilities. The other model specific to deaf students 

was discussed by Mary, who is convinced of the need to pair American Sign Language 

with English text to help her students understand the texts they are reading. "It needs to 

be paired with but. I used to think there wa«> this osmosis thing that was going to happen. 

That the more comfortable you became with their language it would Just transfer over. 

But it doesn't. You have to sit and teach what the words mean....Taking a sentence and 

saying this is what it looks like in English word, order. And saying this is what it means 

in ASL. That's important because meaning just gets lost if you read the words only in 

English" (March. 2001). 

Each of the itinerant teachers believes the theoretical model they follow for 

developing literacy is influenced by other teachers. "I said other teacher^s input because 

realistically that's who [the students] spend most of their time with and in this Job that's 

what you have to do. They spend most of their hours with that person and you have to 

kind of align yourself with them." (Lucy, February, 2001). The itinerant teachers fmd 

that another influence for them comes &om knowing what schools are doing with hearing 
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students. "Probably my number one thing is what the schools are doing with the normally 

hearing kids—Other teachers'input Those are the biggies. What's happening in the 

classroom and that kind of thing" (Charlotte, February, 2001). Workshops on literacy, 

research literature, and trial and error with students are also believed to be influential. 

Over time each of the itinerant teachers believe they have not so much changed 

the model they follow in. order to develop literacy in their students as they have 

incorporated aspects of other models into their present day teaching because these 

additions made sense based on their knowledge of their students. Charlotte's model 

changes from student to student depending on their individual needs, with some students 

needing a more skills-based approach during their time widi her and others needing a 

more meaning-centered approach. Mary found that she added phonics to her repertoire 

because "I was Just seeing where most of the breakdowns were. What was the collective 

hole that the students [hadl...There seemed to be acommon thread" (Mary, March, 2001). 

Lucy (February, 2001) discussed how she thinks she changes between theoretical 

models for developing literacy with changes in her job situation, particularly between 

classroom and itinerant positions. 

... recently coming into my itinerant position it changes a lot 

because of the limitations of the itinerant position, the time 

limitations.— you don't bav^ the control, the environment over the 
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kids... I end up doing a lot more rote stuJff than I like to do. Just to 

get the lEP goals taught. I don't like to do it but it's something you 

just kind of end up doing because you have to. 

In the school year following this study, Lucy will be moving from itinerant teaching to a 

self-contained classroom for deaf and hard, of hearing children within her districL She 

believes that again her theoretical framework will change, "because you have control over 

the whole day" (Februar>-. 2001). 

Beliefs About the Lesson Format for Developing Literacy 

Beth. Charlotte, and Lucy shared their beliefs about beginning each session 

talking with their students about what was going on in their lives. "I start by just chatting 

with the kids and asking how their weekend was or how their day was" (Charlotte. 

February, 2001). Beth also uses this begirming time in her sessions "just fixing little 

things, little social problems sometimes" (April, 2001). Beth discussed organization 

when she mentioned "fixing little things." For some of her students Beth, believes in 

spending part of the lesson helping them plan their classsroom projects. "Instead of 

waiting until Thursday night before the Friday they're due, 'Ok, How many pages does 

your book have?' "Ok. and how many days do you want to leave to do the book 

report?'.... 'Let's divide the pages up so you read a certain amount each m'ght'" (March. 

2001). For other students Beth may spend part of each session helping them organize 
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materials in and around their desks, finding old assignments that need to be turned in and 

organizing work to be completed. 

Two of the iunerant teachers begin the actual lesson with a review of some kind. 

"[ like to start with a summary or like a recap. Or tell me one thing that you remember 

from yesterday, so that we're on the same page" (Kelly, April, 2001). Charlotte reviews 

what they've done in the previous session, talking "about the characters and what's 

happened so far" (February, 2001). Beth, Kelly, and Lucy begin their sessions 

previewing vocabulary and idiomatic expressions the student might encounter in the 

reading. Kelly and Lucy also begin sessions tying the work they will be doing in the 

session to the child's background knowledge. "But you start off with tying into the 

background knowledge somewhere. They've got to have something somewhere that you 

can latch into and build on" (Lucy, February. 2001). Mary begins many of her sessions 

with a lesson plan form that she fills out with her student(s). The forms include boxes to 

check off the completion of the item and lines for comments. Items on the plans include: 

practice sight words, reading, spelling, writing, phonics, read known stories, mathematics, 

and ASL practice. Mary believes in targeting at least some of these areas during each of 

her sessions. 

The itinerant teachers follow different formats for their lessons which last 

anywhere from 30 minutes to an hour. Charlotte has no one lesson format because it 
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differs for each, student depending on the amount of time they have together and the mood 

of the student. Mary always includes phomcs work or vocabulary work and reading and 

writing in her lessons. Beth talked about two different types of lesson formats that she 

follows: a guided reading format and a phonics format. Beth believes in alternating these 

formats. If Just beginning a book, Beth begins by examining the cover of the book with 

the student, predicting what it will be about, and asking what the student knows about 

the subject. Before begirming to read the book Beth presents "some questions to think 

about as we're reading or as we're reading to see if you can find the answer to this 

question" (April. 2001). The phonics format that Beth follows involves: Beth gives the 

word orally and the students make the word with the letter cards, the students make up 

their own words with the letter cards, and the students write words that are similar. Beth 

often uses words from the story the student has been reading for the phonics activities. 

Beth and Lucy stop often as they read with students to discuss what has been read 

before continuing. Beth said, "we'll read and we'll stop and we'll discuss and read some 

more" (April, 2001). "If I'm working with a signing student...you break the story dowa 

into really small sections. like even page by page— 'Ok. stop' 'What did it mean?'" 

(Lucy, February. 2001). Lucy asks questions during the story that focused on the 

characters and their feelings. 

As conclusions to their lessons all of the itinerant teachers have their students do 
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some kind of summarizing activity for the session. With younger children Beth finishes 

the whole book ia one sitting then believes in asking them to retell the story or draw their 

favorite part. Kelly uses Journal writing often as a closure for her lessons, providing a 

question for her literature groups to write about. Lucy frequently gives writing 

assignments at the end of session, especially for the student she is the teacher of record 

for in the area of language arts. Lucy beUeves this assignment should range from fill in 

the blank worksheets to summarization to art and science activities. 

[n each session the itinerant teachers believe they spend anywhere from half to the 

entire lesson on literacy related activities "Even if it'? math it's reading related in terms 

of they have to read the directions and know what to do. I mean there's some reading 

involved in every type of lesson. [ don't think you can get around that" (Beth. March. 

2001). 

Three of the teachers develop some kind of lesson plan to keep them on track in 

their sessions. Kelly and Mary find that making mental notes for themselves about areas 

they want to focus on with different students is helpful. Beth and Mary write lesson plans 

for students, though Mary's were more often notes to herself about materials to pull from 

her trunk or house. Beth develops lesson plans that are undated and that can easily stretch 

across several weeks but still give her some direction and focus. Lucy and Charlotte find 

that lesson plans are an additional chore that is generally a waste of time for them because 
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so many other events impact their time with students. 

Beliefs About the Actfvi'iies Used to Develop Literacy 

These itinerant teachers believe in using a variety of activities. Lucy believes she 

needs to use "'whatever I think will get them excited. I mean you try to be exciting as an 

itinerant but it's hard, so much harder than when you're in the regular classroom...Getting 

him excited about it because then he'll remember it....Reading, reading, reading, fine, 

they can understand that tTne. But if he remembers making this or if he remembers we 

acted out this or we videotaped this, whatever, he'll remember a heck of a lot more" 

(February, 2001). 

In terms of reading, "we read stories and ail the things that go along with reading 

the stories. Vocabulary development, comprehension questions...using books to help 

reinforce concepts [like] numbers, colors, shapes,... language concepts... Just being 

exposed to reading so that they know that you read left to right, top to bottom. 

Interpreting pictures..." (Beth, April, 2001). Charlotte makes and uses games with letters 

for letter recogm'tion, too. Kelly believes that games like musical chairs are helpfiil for 

one of her literature groups. "When somebody got deleted from the group they had to 

summarize, and then the next student had to summarize where that student left off...we 

changed it to...everybody that's in has to say one thing about the book and kind of in 

sequence so more people have aa opportunity to share" (April, 2001). 
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For writing, the itinerant teachers again believe in using a variety of activities 

including writing words, sentences, then putting sentences together to make a paragraph, 

putting paragraphs together to make a three paragraph essay about a topic, then writing 

reports on their own. Charlotte discussed journal writing at length. "Just about every 

class that you go in the kids have a joumal...And so I do a couple things. Til go back and 

I'll edit with them previous journal entries sometimes or together we*ll write a journal 

entry. Depending on what their needs are, guide them in like the syntax or help them 

with ideas or putting the ideas in order" (February, 2001). When Beth hears comments 

from her students like 'S'ou know that white thing you get a drink from?" or "you know 

that thing that the flag is on?" she makes language experience books with them that focus 

on the names and functions for common objects in their environment. Mary uses 

computer programs frequently with students on the laptop she carries with her. Kelly 

develops writing in her students by having them write letters to same aged peers rather 

than letters that complain about an item they purchased, a practice often found in regular 

education classrooms for meeting specific state standards as well as preparing for AIMS. 

"They'll be more motivated to get the most out of it" (Kelly, April, 2001). Additionally, 

Mar>' makes sure that she uses a variety of writing surfaces with her students including 

chalk boards, white boards, etch-a-sketches, and paper bags (May, 2001). 
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Beliefs About the Materials Used for Developing: Literacy 

In tenns of the materials, the itinerant teachers believe in using a wide variety 

with, their d/hh students that are carefully organized. Mary sums it up well. 

"Mam'pulatives galore.—I call them that instead of materials [ think because that's what 

they are. Kids usually touch, them and work with them....so everything....! think [ use all 

materials. It doesn't even matter what age. I use picture books for upper middle school 

kids and I use chapter novels for third graders. It Just depends on the goals.. J doa't think 

there's any limitation in materials for age. Use them all. Anything that you can get your 

hands on" (March. 2001). Sometimes though, the itinerant teachers find that the Rpe of 

material they use is limited by its portability. "[I'm always] carrying things in and out of 

the car. And it's [something large] very difficult to maneuver...You have to bring stuff 

with you in your portable classrooms" (Mary. March, 2001). Beth thinks that "visual 

materials are always good for our students to have" (February, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers think it is important to use a wide variety of materials to 

develop reading in their students. They find it's important to frequently use materials 

from the regular education classroom including the reading series being used by the 

student's class, content area texts and workbooks. However, finding the teacher manuals 

is often a challenge for these teachers. "I got really lucky and found a teacher's book that 

matched the book I wanted to use...l was like, 'Hallelujah!' But like when I was at the 
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high school I had students that...[came] in...and there was math, they needed help with. 

So» I went to the teacher and was like, 'Can I get some direction?'...'Do you have the 

teacher's manual that goes with, that? Because I'm. not really a great math person.*...So, 

no you don't always get that lucky. Because...they don't buy for you" (Lucy, February, 

2001). 

Other materials gathered by the teachers are also seen as valuable in developing 

literacy in their students, .^mong these are books; reference books and any tradebook 

such as picture books, chapter books, big books, home made books, and books with 

repeated patterns or language patterns. Magazines are also often used including science 

magazines (e.g.. Geographic World, Ranger Rick) and HIP which is "a publication 

specifically for deaf and hard of hearing students" (Mary, March, 2001). Beth uses poetry 

with her students especially to work on the use of descriptive words. Although two of the 

teachers talked about their beliefs in using recipes with their students, Charlotte had only 

used them a few times and Lucy finds it difficult to use them. "It's great to talk about it, 

but it just pret^' much makes you hungry. And good luck getting a hot plate or a place to 

plug it in or a place to even like make stuff' (Lucy, February, 2001). 

Games that are usefiil in developing literacy in d/hh students were Pictionary and 

Memory. Other games that are valuable were developed by the teachers and were geared 

specifically for the needs of the student. These include concentration. Go Fish, sight 
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word bingo, and alphabet bingo. Mary uses "a lot of cards with picture clues on them that 

relate to phonics charts and phonological awareness" (March, 2001). Charlotte and Lucy 

also use flash, cards for sight word development. 

Lucy discussed collecting materials and organizing them into different files &om 

which, she can pull ideas. "So, for example Tm working with a student on insects. I went 

and found my insect file...there's worksheets or [there are} the sheets that give you ideas 

for activities to do with them, things like that which you can easily modify" (February, 

2001). Beth finds that information firom the internet is sometimes useful when she works 

with students on reports and projects for their regular education classrooms. Kelly often 

uses prepackaged kits for vocabulary development Mary firmly believes in the use of 

manipulatives with her students. She often uses etch-a-sketches, cookie cutters, alphabet 

blocks^ plastic letters, and magnets, magnetic boards, magnetic words, and blank 

magnetic strips. 

Three of the teachers use newspapers with their students "making real life 

applications...looking for Jobs" (Kelly, February, 2001). Lucy uses newspapers to extract 

information from articles and summarizing articles. "^Then...more vocational stuff with 

the classified ads or the homes for rent page...ialking about the ads in the newspaper what 

they mean. Or when this person is selling this house for that much money. What does 

that mean? Or what are you going to have to do?" (Lucy, February, 2001). Lucy also 
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uses job applications with some of her students. "He dida't really seem to have any ideas 

of what he wanted to do vocationally at all. But [ was talking to him about, you know, 

•Well, what are your plans after you get out of school? What do you want to do with your 

life?' "Get a car.' 'Well that's great but you can't live out of your car and you caa't have a 

car if you don't have a Job.' So, we were talking about how do you get a job and so then 

we kind of segued into applications" (February, 2001). 

The teachers find that many of the above mentioned materials may also be used to 

develop writing in d/hh students. Additionally, Mary feels it is important for her students 

to write stories and to use transparencies on top of the pages in wordless picture books so 

her students can write their story on each page. Mary also has a variety of writing 

materials available for her students including \Miting tablets, chalk boards, white boards, 

etch-a-sketches, and her laptop computer. Kelly provides spiral notebooks for her 

students to use as journals. 

Beliefs about keeping materials organized. 

After hearing about all of the different materials and the wide variety of activities 

that these itinerant teachers do with, their students, I wondered what their beliefs were 

about staying orgam'zed. All five of the teachers believe in organizing materials by 

smdent using file folders and/or caavas bags to accomplish this. They think it is 

important to change materials frequently, but also believe in keeping work done by 
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students for assessment reasons. 

Beliefs About the rnstmctfonal Practices Used for Developing Literacy 

Instructional practices used for developing literacy are specific practices "that 

students can use to help themselves understand and address higher-order tasks in areas 

such as reading comprehension and writing" (Pressley & Woloshyn, 1995, p. iii). A wide 

variety of instructional practices are believed to be valuable by these itinerant teachers for 

developing literacy in their d/hh students. See Table 3.1 for the instructional practices 

discussed by the teachers. Instructional practices favored by the majority of the teachers 

in this study are separated into those for developing classroom work, reading, and writing. 

Two practices are common to all areas: homework and making use of teachable moments. 

Homework is a practice that does not work for these itinerant teachers. Although the 

itinerant teachers believe in homework they find that it is impossible from an itinerant 

perspective. "Most of the students get a pretty sufficient amount of homework to begin 

with and so I usually don't give them anything extra" (Beth, April, 2001). If Kelly and 

Beth assign homework they think it needs to coincide with class work. Making use of 

teachable moments is a practice that Kelly holds as imponant, "I like to take advantage of 

the teaching moment" (May, 2001). 

Practices used for developing literacy in work from the classroom involve 

adapting materials. Both. Kelly and Mary think adapting classroom materials to some 
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Table 3,1 
Beliefs about rnstruction Practices 
Key: /= use, 0 = specifically stated that do not use 

Beth Charlotte KeUy Lucy Mary 

Classroom Work 

adapting 
classroom 
materiab 

0 • 0 / 

homework 0 0 0 

making use of 
teachable 
moments 

/ 

Reading 

homework 0 0 0 

making use of 
teachable 
moments 

/ 

Reading Comprehension 

dramatization / 

read alouds / 0 / 

reading and 
talking about 
reading 

/ 

shared reading / 0 / 

sustained 
silent reading 

0 0 0 / / 
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Table 3.1 (Continued) 

Beth Charlotte KeUy Lucy IVIarj' 

teaching to 
question as 
read 

/ > 

Reading Decoding 

context clues / / 

letter 
recognition 

/ • • 

phonemic 
awareness 

/ / / 

Writing 

homework 0 0 0 

making use of 
teachable 
moments 

/ 

Before Writing 

mapping, 
webbing 

/ / / / 

semantic 
feature 
analysis 

/ 0 • 

During Writing 

writing circles • 

After Writing 

editing / • / / 
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extent for their students is important. Kelly believes in adapting by first reading the 

content her students need to include in classroom projects and then formulating questions 

for them (April, 2001). Maty holds that adaptation of materials involves taking the 

material the classroom teacher shares with her and "I'll take the time with the student to 

give them the language that's going to come up in the classroom. To clue them in" 

(March, 2001). Lucy has some firm beliefs about adapting classroom materials for her 

students. While she holds that explaining the materials and work to the student is 

important, she is "not a big person who likes to rewrite a lot of content... Jio one else is 

going to rewrite it for them in my opinion" (January, 2001). 

The teachers' beliefs about instructional practices for reading are separated into 

those used to develop comprehension and those for decoding. The teachers think that 

comprehension practices include dramatization, read alouds, reading and talking about 

reading, shared reading, sustained silent reading, and teaching students to question as they 

read. Beth holds that she needs to focus on formulating questions with her students as 

they read to increase their comprehension. Lucy concludes that dramatization works 

especially well for improving understanding of texts. In decoding the teachers believe in 

using instructional practices that focus on contextual clues, letter recognition, and 

phonemic a\\-areness. The teachers hold that decoding practices include letter recognition 

and phonemic awareness. Charlotte and Kelly think that using letter recognition with 
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their young d/hh students is valuable. For Beth and Mary, phonemic awareness is critical. 

The instructional practices thought to be helpful for developing writing are those 

used before writing, during writing, and after writing. Practices found to be useful before 

writing are mapping and webbing as well as semantic feature analyses. Lucy is 

convinced that mapping and webbing with her signing students helps her find out what 

"they know about a topic" (Febraaiy, 2001), Mary thinks that using writing circles with 

her students is an influential practice. The teachers believe that editing after writing with 

students is fundamental. 

Discussion of Findings 

The beliefs of the teachers about developing literacy in their students are: beliefs 

about the type of service delivery model used, beliefs about curriculum, and beliefs about 

activities, materials, and instructional practices. While the teachers in the study find that 

they need to follow the practices and beliefs of the classroom, they believe that a 

combination of pull-out settings and in-class work is the most beneficial for their 

students. This is similar to the findings of Marston and Eleistad (1994) and Marston 

(1996) who considered a combination of service delivery models as best practice. Being 

able to support the classroom means that itinerant teachers must have the opportuni^ to 

get to know the teachers and classrooms they are worfcmg with. Ideally, this would be 

done through observation and team teaching. For itinerant teachers to use a combination 
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of pull-out and in-class work means that they need to know each setting intimately. 

Itinerant teachers will need to know how to work effectively with students in order to 

meet EP goals in both of these service delivery models. 

Curriculum includes theoretical models followed and lesson format. The teachers 

believe that a variety of sources influenced the curriculum they followed which included 

the students' lEPs, district cuiriculums for regular education students and curriculums for 

students with special needs, and state standards. This is similar to the variety of 

curriculum sources used by the special education teachers surveyed by Sands et al. 

(1995). The authors voiced concern about using an IE? as the curriculum because it is 

narrow and does not provide "well-rounded and comprehensive educational 

opportunities'^ (p. 78). It would seem prudent then to view an IE? more as "a reference, 

based on educational needs, for placing a student within a standard curriculum" (p. 69) 

which would provide an overarching framework from which to work. Individualization is 

still necessary and possible within this larger framework. 

Although the itinerant teachers think that they follow a combination of theoretical 

models in their practice, combining meaning-centered (Goodman & Goodman, 1977; 

Smith, 1978) and skills-based models (Mitchell, 1982: Samuels & Kamil, 1984) 

depending on the needs of the individual student, for the most part it seemed that the 

teachers were truly discussing using a meaning-centered model and incorporating phonics 
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within tliis model. I think there might have been some confijsion about theoretical 

models and methodology used. While their focus might shift depending on student 

needs, the teachers seemed to always come ftom a meaning-centered stance when 

discussing literacy development. This might be an area that should be addressed more 

carefully within academic programs. 

The teachers also find other teachers' input and what their schools are doing with 

regular education children important for them. This suggests the need for itinerant 

teachers to spend time with regular education and with other itinerant teachers, sharing 

ideas and matenals. It would also seem that teachers, itinerant and regular classroom 

teachers alike, will need to attend workshops together learning and working 

collaboratively. Idnerant teachers will need to have time in their schedules on a 

consistent basis to spend in regular classrooms. 

The teachers used a variety of lesson formats for their sessions, depending on the 

needs of their students. They often used reviewing and summarizing as beginnings and 

conclusions for the^ sessions. Beginning and ending sessions in such an organized way 

helped the teachers to stay on task and to use their time wisely. This idea of using time 

wisely is very important as an itinerant teacher because time is so precious. 

The teachers spend at least half of each session focused on literacy development. 

Additionally, the teachers infuse literacy into all areas of their curriculum such as math 
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and science. From these beliefs it seems that itinerant teachers do need to have a broad 

knowledge of literacy development for all ages and how it fits into the overall curriculum. 

They also need to incorporate literacy into the majority of their sessions. 

The beliefs of the teachers about the types of activities, materials, and 

instructional practices they use to develop literacy are similar to those described for 

normally developing learners as in Goodman et al. (1987) and for dAih learners as 

described by Livingston (1997). When discussing activiries and materials the teachers 

think they use "anything and everything" to develop reading and writing in their students 

They consider their instructional practices to be widely varied and to focus on homework, 

classroom work, reading, and writing. 

The itinerant teachers think it is important to keep materials organized by student 

and by school in small containers (i.e., canvas bags and folders). It is in these small 

containers that the teachers store and 'magically pull-out* the literacy environment they 

create for their students. Organi2ation is an important quality for an itinerant teacher. It 

keeps them on task and assists them in using time wisely. 

The itinerant teachers believe in weighing a number of assessments for each 

student before writing an lEP. Itinerant teachers will need to be femiliar with and have 

available a variety of informal and formal assessment tools which are appropriate for d/hh 

learners. 
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While eclectic might be a term used to characterize the itinerant teachers' beliefs 

about literacy development, this doesn't appear to be problematic for them. As they each 

told me, they felt they were stronger teachers because of their eclecticism. 

Summary 

This chapter focuses on the beliefs about literacy development held by itinerant 

teachers of deaf and hard of hearing students. The itinerant teachers in this study believe 

that it is valuable for them to have an overall knowledge of literacy development for 

hearing children in order to be able to identify any gaps that d/hh children have in their 

development. The teachers find diat d/hh children will develop literacy b ways similar to 

hearing children if they have a strong language foundation, a multitude of experiences, 

and exposure to good literature. Further, the itinerant teachers find that wth early 

identification, early amplification, and early intervention the same techniques, methods, 

practices, and materials that work for hearing children will work for d/hh children. The 

teachers believe that d/hh children develop literacy in ways that are more similar to 
r 

hearing children developing literacy when they have a strong language base whether it is 

oral or visual. 

In terms of developing literacy in their students the itinerant teachers think that it 

is important to follow the practices and beliefs of the classroom and use a combination of 

pull-out and in-class work to accomplish this. The teachers believe that the curriculum 
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they follow is the lEP, though district curriculums for regular education and special 

education students also play a role in their cumculum." This presents a potential problem 

because EPs tend, to be fairly limited, documents that do not give an overview of the 

entire curriculum. Although the teachers believe they follow a combination of meaning-

centered and skills-based theoretical models, they seem to actually believe in a meaning-
I 

centered model with phomcs infused into their sessions. Other teachers' input also plays 

an important role for these itinerant teachers. A variety of lesson formats, materials, 

activities, and assessments are believed to be helpful. 
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CHAPTER 4 

The Literacy Learning Environments and 

Practices of Itinerant Teachers 

I did it again last week. Rushed to the emergency room with 
another concussion. It was Friday afternoon and E was cleaning out 
'my office' in the back of my car, sotting through the boxes of 
materials from the week and gathering new materials, reorganizing 
myself again. As I was cleaning [ knocked the pole down that 
holds up the hatchback and brought the whole thing crashing down 
on the back of my head. The third time since I started this job. 
The doctor Just shook his head. I need to get those shocks fixed 
that hold up the hatch and t need to stop carrying around so many 
materials. (Sue, April, 1980) 

I've been riding with the itinerant teachers tor the past few weeks 
spending an entire day with each one. Their cars and tracks are 
unbelievably neat. Materials are carefully organized m bags and 
crates where the teachers can immediately put their hands on what 
they need. Each actually had room for me in their carsl Amazing 
featl I would never have had room for anyone to ride with me as 
an itinerant. I need to ask them how they stay so organized, how 
they keep their cars so clean. (Sue, March, 2001) 

The environment created by teachers is crucial to the learning process, setting the 

stage for students and teachers alike, "...the classroom environment must include a wide 

varied of uses of literacy, a wide variety of forms of literacy, and oppottanities for choice 

in what to write and read... There will need to be all kinds of reading and writing 
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resources to help children and teachers to get through the day" (Goodman, 1996, p. 171). 

An integrated curriculum with literacy infiised throughout the day is considered a 

best practice in the professional literature. In such an environment the focus is on the 

learner who is involved in real life tasks in natural learning situations (Goodman, 1986; 

Goodman, 1996). In an integrated curriculum, content areas are used to promote oral and 

written language which, in turn support the content areas, setting up a circular support 

structure. Thus, content, reading, and writing develop concurrently and interrelatedly 

rather than sequentially. In this kind of environment, teachers tend to make long range 

plans that cover large tracts of time and which focus on individual leamers and their 

needs. 

One important aspect of an integrated curriculum is the social community that is 

created with learning supported and individualized (Short & Burke, 1991). Although 

learning begins with the learner constructing his/her own knowledge and taking 

ownership for one's learning, it is important that this learning take place within a 

community of peers rather than in isolation. Learning in such an environment takes place 

through talk and collaboration and is a very active process (Dewey, 1938; Fleck, 1979; 

Short. 1990). These communities, built on social interaction, are formed as "leamers 

come to know each other, value what each has to offer; focus on problem solving and 

inquiry; share responsibility and control, earn through action, reflection, and 
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demonstrations; and establish, a learning atmosphere that is predictable and yet Ml of real 

choices" (Short & Pierce, 1990, p. 35). 

In the literature on special education, inclusive environments are considered to be 

best practice. Such environments mean that most or all of a child's education takes place 

within the regular classroom (Elliott & McKenney, 1998; Stainback & Stainback, 1996; 

Stinson & Lang, 1994). The classroom teacher in an inclusive setting has the primary 

responsibility for educating all of the children with the classroom seen as the entity that 

must change in order to best serve the needs of the individual learners. Within an 

inclusive setting a variety' of service delivery approaches are effective for developing 

literacy including limited pull-out services (Marston & Heistad, 1994; Marston, 1996). 

In terms of d/hh students, inclusive environments create some challenges. One of 

these challenges is social interaction. Researchers have found that for d/hh learners in 

inclusive environments there is minimal to non-existent interaction with same age hearing 

learners. A feeling of isolation, loneliness and rejection by hearing peers has been 

reported by d/hh learners (Antfa, 1982, 1985; Stinson & Lang, 1994; Stinson & Whitmire, 

1992). A. second challenge for d/hh learners is accessing the language of the classroom. 

Language is learned through interaction. A d/hh learner using an interpreter in the 

classroom will have difficulty learning language through interactions with peers because 

of the language barrier, peers not being able to use sign language effectively. At the same 
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lime hard of hearing learners also have problems accessing the language of the classroom 

because they often cannot identify who is speaking and miss the specific content of the 

message because of interferences such as noise. In meeting these challenges, it is thought 

important that we provide a critical mass of same language-mode peers for d/hh children 

to interact with one-on-one in quiet environments (Hawkins, Harvey, & Cohen, 1994; 

Innes, 1994). 

Using authentic texts and tasks in literacy development are areas that have been 

addressed frequently in the professional literature and are considered to be best practices. 

Authentic texts include using real children's books in the language of the learner (Cerra. 

Watts-Taffe, & Rose, 1997; Goodman., 1986; Paley, 1997; Short «& Pierce, 1990) as well 

as texts written by learners (Harste, Woodward, & Burke. 1984; Taylor, 1993). Authentic 

tasks include assessment through means that match the curriculum and instruction 

(Goodman^ Goodman, & Hood, 1989; Harp, 1991; Teale, 1988; Tiemey, Carter, & Desai. 

1991), scaffolding (Berk & Winsler, 1995; Bodrova& Leong, 1996; Vjrgotsky, 1978), 

activating prior knowledge (Jackson, Paul, & Smith, 1997; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997), 

reader response (Routman, 1988, l99l),Joumaling(AtwelI, 1984: Fulwiler. 1987; Harste 

& Short, 1988). and writing authentic texts (Andrews & Gonzales, 1991; Conway, 1985; 

Ewoldt. 1985; Ruiz. 1995; Williams, 1993, 1994). 

Decoding practice as a part of reading instruction is also considered an important 
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practice in the professional literature. "Awareness of the relation between graphemes and 

phonemes encourages the child to be more discriminating in hi^er processing of printed 

words and facilitates the detection of letter-sound patterns which will make learning new-

words easier"^ (Pressley & Woloshyn, 1995, p. 20), Short quick practice of decoding to 

support meaning-making is recoitunended. 

Research with students having special learning needs has found that there is only 

one set of effective teaching practices for all learners rather than one set for normally 

developing learners and another set for special learners (Bunch, 1994; Jackson et al., 

1997), If this is indeed the case, then practices such as using personnel in the classroom 

(e.g.. interpreters), equipment (e.g., hearing aids, personal FM systems, sound fields), 

direct instruction to promote social interaction between d/hh learners and hearing peers 

(Antia, 1985; Anu'a & BCreimeyer, 1987, 1988, 1997; Antia, BCreimeyer, & Eldridge, 

1994), and exposure to a wide variety of experiences to build a base of pnor knowledge 

(Ciocci & Morrell-Schumaim, 1992; Livingston, 199Tj will be needed as a focus for all 

learners. 

For my second research question I examined the teaching practices that are used 

by itinerant teachers for developing literacy. In order to best answer this question, I felt 

the need to split the analysis of the data into two sections. In the first, a broad picture of 

the enviroiunent created by the teachers is examined through their overall organization 
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and lesson planning, their introductions and conclusions to sessions, the amount of time 

spent on literacy development, and the groups of learners with whom they work. The 

second section ofthe chapter looks in detail at the individual practices used by the 

teachers to develop reading and writing including materials and activities. 

LITERACY ENVIRONMENT 

The literacy environment created by the itinerant teachers is a rich and varied one. 

My final observation of Beth provides a good example of the richness of this environment 

(April, 2001). At her first school in the rooming she saw a group of hard of hearing 

preschool boys for 30 minutes followed immediately by a session with a fifth grade hard 

of hearing boy. For these sessions she had brought in 2 canvas bags and a brown paper 

bag. Prior to each group coming into the room B-ith set up the materials they would be 

using. She did this casually as she ended the first session before taking the preschool 

group back to their room. For the preschool group that morning, she pulled a container of 

milk, a pie pan. two picture books, and a personalized four page version of one of the 

picture books out of her bags. Additionally, she had brought some clothing to use as 

props for another activity that they did not complete. For the fifth grade boy Beth pulled 

out a spiral notebook, a literature book, a list of questions, a map of California, a 

calculator, and an electronic dictionary from a bag. At the second school, Beth took a 

small canvas bag into the school with, materials for her two hard of hearing boys who 
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were in second grade From, this bag she pulled out copies of the article they would be 

reading for each of the boys so no one would have to share. She had prepared a large 

graphic organizer and left it in her room at this school. When we arrived she hung it over 

a white board. Each of the groups that I observed moved smoothly from one activity to 

the next. 

In order to get a more complete picture of literacy environment created by the 

itinerant teachers, four broad areas are discussed in this first section: the overall 

organization of the teachers and their lesson planning, lesson introductions and 

conclusions, the amount of time spent on literacy related activities, and the types of 

groups they work with. 

Orgam'zation and Lesson Planning 

Each of the teachers talked about developing different kinds of lesson plans: 

actual written plans, notes about materials to gather, and mental plans. Beth, and Mary 

often wrote plans for their sessions with students or at least made notes to themselves 

about what was needed for different groups. Beth tended to make undated plans that 

were long range (see Figure 4.1). In these plans she made lists of objectives with, 

activities and materials that she wanted to do with her students. Leaving her plans 

undated gave her a sense of open-endedness. [f an activity that was planned for a 

Monday didn't get done, it could be done on Tuesday or Wednesday. Along with, her 
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plans she wrote lists of vocabulary words to preteach and sentences around the 

vocabulary words to provide contextual clues for her students (see Figure 4.2). As part 

of her plan, Beth also wrote out questions to ask as she read with students. These 

questions were accompanied by page numbers in the book, or article to remind her where 

the questions needed to be posed. Figure 4.3 contains questions she used during an April 

2001 observation with Nathan, With her plan for the last month of school with Estevan 

and Martin, Beth included two graphic organizers that she planned to use. 

Mary often used a lesson plan form to write plans with students at the beginning 

of their sessions. She had two versions of this form which she and her students filled in. 

One form had places to write goals of the session for the following areas: practice sight 

words, reading, spelling, writing, and mathematics. The second form was similar though 

without math and also included phonics, read known stories, and ASL practice (videos, 

vocabulary cards, etc.). To the left of each area was a box to check when completed. To 

the right of each area was a line for writing the goal. 

Charlotte, Kelly, Lucy, and Mary talked about making mental plans for their 

groups of students. Lucy wrote out lesson plans the first year she was an. itinerant teacher 

but no longer does so. Instead she looked at the lEP working files that she carried into 

schools with her and pulled materials and activities based on those goals. Charlotte kept 

a log for her own sake where she wrote a "little blurb" after most sessions (January, 
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Figure 4.1. Beth's Undated Lesson Plans. These plans were written for two second grade 
boys and lasted for 3-4 weeks. 

"Cool It" 

Picture walk: Discuss what photos show. Why are these animals doing these things? 

Qm'dgd Rgading: 
p. 19 How do animals cool ofE? 

Read to find 3 ways that animals cool off. 
Raise your hand when you have found some ways. 
Review again and find (an)other way(s) animals cool off. 

* Write on graphic organizer as students name ways. 
(Shade, roll in mud,, cool off in water) 

p. 20 (Stop at the words "you do" in the third paragraph) 
How does sweating cool you? 
(Sweat, evaporates, feel cooler) 

What are some other ammals that sweat? 
(Apes, horses, rats) 

(Continue reading) 
What is panting? (.Air through moist nose, out through moist mouth over drooling 
tongue, evaporates) 

What animals pant? 
(Dogs^ birds, mammals, alligators, crocodiles, snakes, and lizards) 

What is bad about panting and sweating? 
(Uses a lot of body water, too dry then die) 

p. 21 What ammals use shade to coot down? 
(Lions, birds, squirrels) 

How do osprey chicks and squirrels get shade? 
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Figure 4.1. Continued. 

p. 22 Find 3 other ways other animals stay cool. 
(Cool through body parts, avoid sun or hot things, shed) 

p. 25 What animals use mud to cool off? 
(Pigs, rhinos, hippos, water buffaloes) 

What animal uses sand? 
(Seal) 

What animals soak in water? 
(Elephants, hippos, dogs, birds, people) 

p. 26 What are two ways desert animals stay cooler? 
(Nocturnal- fennec fox: underground- tortoise, snakes, beeties, cockroaches) 

p. 27 What animals are discussed on this page and how do they stay cool? 
(Honey bees- fan wings, watered down honey evaporates) 
(Cicada- water through holes, like sweating) 
(Hippos- make own sunscreen) 
(Polar Bears- plop on ice or snow) 
(Tortoise drool on chin and neck and urinate on legs) 
(Wood storks- squirts droppings on legs) 
(Opossums, Red Kangaroos-saliva [spit] on fiir) 
(Sea Lions - fan flippers^ urinates on belly) 

Conclusion: 
What ways do people use to stay cool? 
Do many animals have only one way of staying cool? 
Are these the only animals that stay cool in these ways? 
Do you think there are probably other ways that animals use to stay cool? 

2001). This log provided her with a quick way to check on. what she had done with her 

students. Mar\' also made mental notes to herself or wrote notes to put in her car to 

remind her to pull certain materials for different students. 
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Figure 4.2. Beth's sentences for preteaching vocabulary in a story. 

Harbor 
Marketing 
Shawl 
Salt cellar 
Pepper mill 

Urgently 

Solemn 
Gave me such a start 
Stammered 

Jest 
ITproar 

Precious 

The ships anchored in the harbor. 
I usually do my marketing at Fry's. 
It's chilly in here; please go get my shawl. 
[ need some salt on my potato; please pass the salt cellar. 
Grind some pepper from the pepper mill on my potato, 
please. 
When I had my ruptured appendix, I urgently needed to go 
to the hospital. 
A funeral is a solemn event 
Ohl I didn't see you; you gave me such a start. 
I was nervous and a bit scared when I spoke to the principal 
about the fight, so I stammered, I'm sony. 
Please don't jest about it; it's not funny. 
There was an uproar in class when the teacher said that 
school was canceled for today. 
A diamond is a precious gem. 

Although the teachers had plans, these often had to be changed. Kelly told me. 

"We used to joke and say "You're plarming?' And I'd say, 'Well, speak for yourself. 

Yes, I plan in the car.' But it's true because it's.. sometimes a waste of time if you plan. 

'Oh, I have this great activity.'...But I don't have any time because there [are] so many 

other things that we have to work on" (April, 2001). Similarly Charlotte said, "I always 

go in with a plan but the teachers often ask me to do something else instead" (January, 

2001). 

Each of the itinerant teachers was extremely organized. Although the teachers 
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Figure 4.3, Beth's questions for reading with Nathan during an April, 2001 observation. 

P. 29 What was Phoebe's job to be? 
For whom was she to look? 

P. 30 Why did she go to the waterftont to do the day's marketing? 
What is the significance of the description of a man with hair powdered and 

pulled back? 
Who do think this man was? 

P.38 Why did Phoebe want Pompey to run and get her father? 

P. 40 What do you think it means "so freedom did come to some Americans, but not 
all"? 
When did the war end? 
Thomas Hickey was hung or hanged for trying to kill George Washington. Do 
you think that was just or fair punishment? If so, why? If not, what do you think 
would have been fair? 

had their individual s^les of orgamzing, there was never any down-time in any of the 

sessions I observed due to a lack of planning or absence of materials and activities. Their 

cars were well organized, both inside as well as in the trunks with materials divided for 

each student. Several talked about the importance of staying organized so they could 

better serve their students. As Charlotte said, "My car is my office and my classroom" 

(January, 2001). 

Materials and activities were generally organized in canvas bags and file folders. 

Beth and Mar>' used canvas bags, one for each student or school, depending on the 

amount of materials needed and the numbers of students seen at each site. Lucy used one 

big black canvas bag and switched folders and materials before going into her next 
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amount of materials needed and the numbers of students seen at each site. Lucy used one 

big black canvas bag and switched folders and materials before going into her next 

school, hi February 2001 when Jamie cut her finger on the table where they were 

working, Lucy actually had a band aid in her black bag, so no time was wasted going lo 

the nurse's office. Charlotte, Lucy, and Mary also used pocket folders to organize 

materials for students. On one side of Lucy's folders she kept completed work in 

chronological order so she could find finished work quickly and on the other side she kept 

work to do. Charlotte kept some work samples in her folders but mostly filled them with 

actual materials she would be using with the student, along with paper, pencils, and 

stickers. From time to time Charlotte removed the work samples from her folders and put 

them in a larger file she kept m her office. 

Lesson Introductions and Conclusions 

One of the areas I started focusing on as I observed the teachers was how they 

spent their time with students. As an itinerant teacher I knew how precious time was. I 

soon realized time was precious for these teachers as well and that one of the ways they 

made efficient use of their sessions with students was to introduce and conclude sessions 

with informal yet structured, routine activities. The ways in which the teachers 

introduced their lessons fell into four categories: reviewing, introductions to the lesson, 

discussing homeworic and fixing any problems, and general greetings. Reviewing 
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material from previous sessions was the most common way for teachers to begin their 

lessons. Mary reviewed at the beginning of most of the observed sessions. With Jeremy 

she reviewed letter sounds (March, 2001; April, 2001), with Kim and James she 

reviewed books they had read previously (April, 2001) as well as the book they were 

currently reading. 

Introductions to lessons were the second most commonly used method for 

begirming sessions. Charlotte gave two of her students an overview of the session as well 

as an introduction to the first activity in a session in May (2001). To Diana she said. 

"First we'll do the math test then...we'te going to summarize. Write a summary of our 

story". To Cyan she said, "First we'll do a warm up, then we'll read Charlotte's Web.'"' 

Beth introduced a session with Dominicic as they walked to their room; stopping to pick 

him up and talk about the sky and the clouds they could see over the mountains (April, 

2001). 

Discussing homework, fixing problems, and general greetings were other ways the 

teachers began their sessions with students. Homework was discussed by Lucy (March, 

2001) and Mary (April. 2001). Mary and Jeremy used the story he had written as 

homework, a take off on a book they had just completed, at the beginning of an 

observation in early March (2001). Mary discussed a potential problem with Victoria at 

the beginning of an observation in April (2001). Victoria was a member of the school 



161 

track; team yet her name didn't appear on the roster that Mary had recently gotten in her 

mailbox. At the begmning of the session they discussed this to be sure that Victoria was 

indeed on the team and that Mary didn't need to intervene. General greetings were a final 

way the teachers introduced their sessior« where the teachers and smdents talked about 

what the student did over the weekend or the night before. 

The teachers used a variety of lesson conclusions including assigning and 

explaining homework, organizing and fixing problems, planning, reinforcement, and 

reviewing. Planning was the most common way to end sessions and involved two types 

of plans: those that previewed the next session and those that set a plan for the student to 

follow independently in the classroom, fCelly often previewed her next sessions with her 

students. At the end of Fern's session in February of2001 Kelly said. "Next week we'll 

work on this. Don't feel rushed. You're going to be gone three days this week." Luc\' 

previewed her next session with Jamie at the end of their session in Februarv' of2001. 

"We're going to talk more about this on Thursday. Setting, main characters, supporting 

characters. We'll practice with real stories." Charlotte and Mary planned with Diana and 

Kim and James respectively what to do once the students returned to the classroom. This 

planning involved talking through journal entries they would be writing independently. 

Reviewing \\-as the second most common way to end sessions and involved 

reviewing the session as well as reviewing previously learned vocabulary and concepts. 
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Usually the teachers asked the students to summarize the session either orally or by 

writing a summarizing paragraph or drawing a picture. Mary frequently asked her 

students to tell her one new piece of knowledge they had learned from the session or 

would ask broad questions such as 'what is symmetry' or 'what is multiplication' that 

encompassed the entire session (April, 2001). 

Assigning and explaining homework, organizing and fixing problems, and 

reinforcement were other ways the teachers concluded their sessions. Lucy and Mar>' 

frequently assigned homework. Lucy concluded several of her sessions with David by 

explaining his homework (February, 2001; March, 2001). Mary and Victoria discussed 

homework and what was expected for their next session at the end of observanons in 

March and April (2001). 

Reinforcement was also used to conclude the sessions and involved praise and 

stickers. Mary ended her sessions with Jeremy in March (2001) by praising his reading. 

At the end o f the session she gave him a pep talk about reading. "If you sit and relax then 

you caa do it...Have more patience with yourseU' You've proved you can do it...Be 

patient. Crack the code first and practice reading. Don't worry about second or third 

grade reading levels." 

Organization and fixing problems were final vrays the teachers ended their 

sessions. Beth helped a fifth grade student go through his desk organizing materials to 
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keep in hfs desk, organizing materials to take home, and turning in assignments 

(February, 2001). At the end of her session in April of2001 with Nathan, Beth discussed 

his upcoming lEP and the school he would be going to the following year which turned 

into a discussion that served to fix a potential problem as he thought he would be going to 

aa entirely different school. 

Time Spent in Literacy Related Activities 

The amount of time each teacher spent in literacy related activities with their 

students ranged from 83% to 100% of each session which was determined by the overall 

amount of time for each session divided by the amount of time spent in literacy related 

acti\ ities as noted in the observational fieldnotes. This was true across ail teachers, in 

spite of the fact that several students of Lucy's and Mary's needed to focus on other areas 

such as math and science during their sessions. Even in these situations the teachers 

infused literacy throughout. Mary's situation with her fifth grade group of boys was 

somewhat um'que. The special education teacher had left this particular school raid-way 

through the school year and Mary needed to focus on math goals for this group until a 

new teacher was hired. During an observation in early March, she was still focusing 

primarily on literacy but by the observation at the end of March she was focusing on 

math. During observations in April, Mary spent 100% of each session focused on literacy 

even though they were working on math. In a session at the end of April she also focused 
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on math and spent approximately 25% of the session on literacj' related activities. Mary 

accomplished this infusion of literacy through a variety of activities including having her 

students write math problems as text, writing problems on charts using words, and 

writing definitions of mathematical terminology. 

Groups of Learners 

Although the itinerant teachers worked with students individually and in small 

groups, they all talked about wanting to work with groups to take advantage of group 

dynamics. Group work, however, was not always possible because of the low incidence 

of hearing loss in the overall population. Many of the students were the only hard of 

hearing or deaf person in their particular school. When possible, the itinerant teachers 

would pull in same age hearing peers to work with the d/hh student in order to achieve 

some tv-pe of group dynamic. 

Group work was also not always possible because of interpretations of the state 

and federal laws pertaining to special education. Several of the teachers mentioned that it 

would be ideal to pull same age hearing peers in with their students but that they would 

need special permission from parents of the hearing learners to do so, a time consummg 

activity- of which their districts did not approve. This was not the case for Mary, Kelly, 

and Charlotte. Mar>' regularly pulled a hearing peer in with Kim whea they worked 

together (March. 2001; April, 2001). Mary originally had up to five students in this first 
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grade reading group, one d/hh student and four hearing peers. But the group had 

dwindled to two students as the reading comprehension of the other three had improved 

beyond the groups' level. Maty felt it was important to continue with these tvvo students, 

not only in terms of reading achievement but also to promote social interaction for her 

hard of hearing student. Kelly also involved same age hearing peers for her literature 

groups with Fern. This gave Fem other students to talk with and helped promote social 

interaction with her peers. Kelly and Charlotte often worked with their preschool and 

kindergarten students wthin their classrooms in order to promote social interaction and 

also support the classroom curriculum. 

Discussion of Findings 

Even though most of the itinerant teachers did not recognize nor verbalize the 

envirorunent they created, it was varied and exciting. Four areas of the environment were 

examined: the organization and lesson plaiming, lesson introductions and conclusions, the 

amount of time spent in literacy related activities, and the types of groups the teachers 

worked with. In terms of their organization and planmng, the itinerant teachers were 

extremely orgam'zed. Their materials and activities were thoughtfiilly planned out and 

were executed with minimal down-time for the students with each activity flowing into 

the next. Actual lesson plans, when written, seemed to work: best for the itinerant 

teachers when left undated. This gave the plans a sense of open-endedness so that the 
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individual needs of the students could be easily met much as Kenneth Goodman (1986) 

discusses with all learners and Heshusius (199 L) discusses with learners who have special 

challenges. Writing plans that work in aa itinerant setting require a different process than 

writing more traditional, content-based plans. Teachers who write undated plans must 

think through all of the pieces of each activity and how to best break them down into 

manageable chunks that can. be interrupted without losing too much flow. Given a 

useable lesson plan, format itinerant teachers will be better able to actually write plans 

that are helpfUl. 

The teachers also used a variety of lesson introductions and conclusions 

depending on the needs of their individual students. Introductions included reviewing the 

previous session, preview the upcoming session, and discussing homework and any 

problems that may have come up in the classroom. Conclusions to lessons involved 

assigning homework, helping students organize materials, planning for the next session or 

for independent work after the session, and reviewing the session. This individualization 

of lessons is seen in the professional literature as a best practice (Short & Burke, 1991). 

An implication of this finding is that itinerant teachers need to effectively make use of 

their time with students. One way to accomplish this is through concise introductions and 

conclusions to lessons. 

The third area examined in this study in terms of the environment created was the 
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amount of time spent in reading or in literacy related activities. For the itinerant teacliers, 

sessions with students infiised literacy related activities at least 83% of the time. This 

supports the professional literature which reports that iaorder to learn to read and write 

students must be actively engaged in reading and writing activities that are infused 

throughout their academic day (Goodman, 1986; Heshusius, 1991). While itinerant 

teachers will need to be experts in many areas of the curriculum, they will also need to 

learn how to infuse literacy into all that they do with students. This is an important skill 

to have whether a teacher is in an itinerant or a classroom position. Often after wting 

my lesson plans I would take an extra step and go back over my plans looking at the 

literacy opportunities for each activity and including reading and writing in wherever [ 

could. I often found a number of areas where literacy could be easily and naturally 

infused into the day. 

The groups of children with whom the itinerant teachers worked varied depending 

on the needs of their individual students as well as the districts' interpretations of the 

federal and state laws mandating special education. When possible the itinerant teachers 

preferred working with groups of children, either d/hh children or a mbc of d/hh students 

and hearing peers. By working with groups the teachers were able to set up authentic, 

collaborative environments for their students where talk was the vehicle for learning. 

This is supported in the professional literature that examines hearing learners (Dewey, 
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1938; Short, 1990; Short & Burke, 1991) as well as that which reports on d/hh learners 

(Antia, 1985; Antia& ECreimeyer, 1987,1988,1997; Antia, Kreimeyer, & Eldridge, 

1994; Stinson <8: Liu, 1999; Winter & Van Reusen, 1997). We know for a fact that it is 

important to leam beside peers. State and federal laws as well as school districts must 

support itinerant teachers in pulling peers to work with d/hh students in small group 

settings. Not only will this support the learning of the d/hh student but it will also 

support the learning of hearing students. 

PRACTICES FOR DEVELOPING LITERACY 

Each teacher was observed using a range of practices in conjunction with a variety 

of activities and materials to develop literacy in their students. Practices were the 

strategies and methods that were used. Activities were the experiences within which 

were embedded the materials and practices. Materials were the acttial objects that were 

used by the teachers and students. The primary areas in which practices were observed 

were: readmg, writing, spelling, vocabulary, assessment, and. other areas. The following 

sections describe the teacher's teaching practices in each category and the materials and 

activities used in these practices. 

Reading Practices 

The practices used by the itinerant teachers to develop reading in their d/hh are 

divided into two categories; those supporting comprehension and. those primarily 
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supporting decoding. Reading compreheiision practices will be presented first followed 

by decoding practices. Practices within each category will be discussed according to the 

frequency with which they were used by the teachers. 

Reading Comprehension 

To discuss reading comprehension practices, I first examine the goals that the 

teachers focused on in their sessions, then explore the materials and activities they used. 

Finally, 1 indicate the practices used by the teachers for developing comprehension. 

The teachers discussed their goals tor reading comprehension that included the 

improvement of comprehension, listening comprehension, reading fluency, and reading 

readiness. 

Material? and A<?tivit{gg 

Materials and activities played an important part in the literacy programs 

developed by the itinerant teachers. Those used for developing reading comprehension 

are shown in Table 4.1. 

Each of the teachers used a varieQ^ of materials across students as well as within 

each session. To show this variety Table 4.2 has an example of the materials from a 

single session that Beth used (April, 2001). 

Reading materials of all kinds were used by the teachers with books as the most 
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Table 4,1 
Materials and Activities Used bv the Itinerant Teachers for Developing Reading 
Comprehension 

Reading Comprehension 

Materials for Comprehension Activities for Comprehension 

Book Marks- monster book marks, 
overhead book marks 

Dramatization of siories 

Books- picture, chapter Extension of reading by making 
something 

Camera and Photographs Main Idea 

Ch'p Board Orally Summarizing Story 

Computer Programs- Reader Rabbit Post It Notes 

Diaioiiary nnd Electronic Dictionary Prereading 

Magazines and Magazine Articles Reading, questioning, and discussing 

Maps Retelling Stories 

Milk and Pie Pan. 

Newspaper 

Post It Notes 

Props- dress up clothes, socks for acting 
out molting, cardboard 

Questions To Ask As Read 

Reading Game 

Scripts for Plays . . *1.... Tl* • k int. --3^ - j^r .r 

Stories in anthologies 
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Table 4.2. 
Matenals used bv Beth during Observation 3 

Dominick 0 Experience- milk, pie pan, cup 
• Reading and Answering Questions- [t Looked Like Spilt Milk 
• Experience- making his own version of the book with cloud shapes 
• Reading and Answering Questions, Counting- Spiders! Spiders! 
Everywhere 

Nathan • Spiral notebook with math warm-up 
0 Reading- list of questions for pre-reading 
0 Reading- Vfap of California 
• Reading- Zillions of Stars in literature anthology 

Estevan and 
Martin 

• Hearing aid stethoscope 
• Writing- Graphic organizer hung on wall 
• Reading- Cool It! - article from Ranger Rick magazine 
0 Writing- graphic orgam'zers for rest of the year 
• Writing- sample paragraphs 

common material. Bookmarks, magazine articles, and maps were used by two teachers. 

Charlotte used bookmarks made from strips of transparency film that had a 

horizontal tine and four dots 

[•—#—#-#] 

drawn on that she had teamed to make from, the Cognitive Reading Strategies Program 

(Thompson. 1999). The transparency of this bookmark allowed the reader to see text 

above and below the line being read. The line and dots sen*ed to hold the readers place in 
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the text. These bookmarks differed from the monster bookmarks Mary used with Kim 

and James. In these bookmarks the monsters' mouth provided the place for the students 

to read the text. A computer program. Reader Rabbit, was briefly mentioned by Mary in 

her March, 2001 Journal entry as an activity she and Jeremy did together. 

Materials used for experiences to improve comprehension included a camera and 

photographs, milk, and props. Props were the most frequently used. Lucy described 

using spandex socks in her April 18* journal entry to act out a snake molting with Pia. 

Beth took pictures of Jerome dressed in various garments (e.g., orange shirt, green 

sweater, purple vest) so they could make a book entitled, "Jerome Wore His Orange 

Shirt" (February, 2001). Beth also talked about using burmy ears in her April (2001) 

Journal entry to have her preschool boys act out rabbits doing different actions. During an 

observation at the end of April she used milk and a pie pan to create the cloud shapes in ft 

Looked Like Spilt Milk (Shaw, 1947), a picture book they were going to read. 

Comprehension activities included: computer programs, dramatization of stories, 

extension of reading, looking for the main idea, noting questions about the text, 

prereading, reading, and retelling or summarizing stories. The most commonly used 

comprehension activities were reading books and stories and questioning and discussion. 

Most often these activities entailed students reading with the teacher questioning the 

students about concepts and vocabulary as they read. 
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Comprehension Practices 

A broad range of practices were used by the itinerant teachers to develop 

comprehension of literature in their students. Table 4.3 presents an overview of the 

comprehension practices that were observed during the study. I discuss the according to 

the frequency (determined through the number of instances found in the data) with which 

they were observed with the most frequently observed discussed first. Questioning will 

be discussed first, followed by connections made to personal experiences and prior 

knowledge, prereading and preteaching, expIanaUons, experiences, summarizing and 

retelling, story structure and sequencing, reading, dramatization, text conventions, 

reinforcement, metacognitive practices, and graphic organizers. 

Owstioningr 

Asidng questions of their students was by far the most often observed practice for 

developing comprehension. One hundred seventy nine instances of questioning were 

obser^'ed in the transcripts which included four main types of questions: I) those that 

probed the students' prior icnowledge about a topic, 2) those that probed the students' 

understanding, 3) those that asked for an opinion, those that requited a prediction, and 4) 

those that called for students to examine the emotional impact of events in the reading 

either on a character or on themselves. 

Questions that examined the students' prior knowledge about a subject were often 
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Table 4.3 
Reading Comprehension Practices Observed 

Reading Comprehension Practices 

A. Connections H. Reading 
L Before reading 
2. During reading I. Reinforcement and 
J. After reading Metacognition 

B. Dramatuation J. Story Structure and 
Sequencing 

C. E.xperiences 
K. Summarizing and Retelling 

D. Explanations 
L. Text Conventions 

E. Graphic Organizers 

F. Prcreading/Preteaching 

G. Questioning 
I. Probing prior knowledge 
2. Probing comprehension 
J. Probing tor an opinion 
4. Probing for a Prediction 
5. Probing for Emotional Impact 

observed before beginning to read. Lucy probed David's prior knowledge about 

dinosaurs before reading a story about them, "How do we know about dinosaurs?" 

(Lucy, Februar>v 2001). To which he replied, don't know." When David mentioned a 

dinosaur movie he had seen, Lucy used this to begin a discussion about dinosaurs being 

real or not reaL being alive or dead. "Can you go out and videotape dinosaurs?" This was 

a subject they would go on to expfore through several sessions. In a session with Jamie. 
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Lucy probed her knowledge about recent school shootings in California before beginning 

to read a newspaper article Jamie had chosen to summarize (March, 2001). 

Questions probing the students^ prior knowledge also took the form of 

summarizing what had been read or done in a previous sessioru Charlotte often 

questioned her students about the characters, setting, and events read about in previous 

sessions before beginning to read. "Mr, Zuckerman didn't allow Fern to take Wilbur 

out..„What was he afraid of? What might happen?" (Charlotte, April, 2001). Mary 

began her session with Kim and James during a session in March, 2001 by discussing a 

book they had previously read. Fish is Fish by Leo Lionm' (1970), and asking them to 

recall information that would be helpful when they began reading a book on sea otters. 

"We've read this before (holding up Fish is Fishy Why couldn't fish live on land?" 

Questions that probed the students' comprehension for a reading passage were the 

most frequent questions asked and often occurred during the reading. Mary liked to ask 

her students questions while they were reading "so they get used to having to respond to 

what they read" (May, 2001). After reading the introduction to a new story, Beth asked 

Nathan several questions. "What was Phoebe's job?...Whose house was she going to?" 

(ApriU 2001). Kelly checked Fern's comprehension of some material Fern's parents had 

printed from the internet to help Fern write a report on Mexico. "Is this easy for you to 

read and understand? (Read part of print out aloud, signing as she read) What does that 
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meaa?.„ Show me what you don't understand and we won't use it Does it help to have 

pictures?" (Kelly, February, 2001). Beth often wrote out questions as part of her lesson 

plan wth page numbers to remind her where to ask; each one. 

Often further probing was needed to be sure the student understood the underlying 

concepts in the passage. As they were reading in a session in April 2001, Beth asked 

Nathan, "Who was Pompeii?" When Nathan replied that the character was 

"Washington's son " Beth probed fiirther. "Was he Washington's son? It says he 

gathered eggs and helped Phoebe. Do you think Washington's son would do that?" 

When Nathan continued to say the character was Washmgton's son, Beth found an 

illustration in the book that showed a young, black Pompeii gathering eggs. During 

Lucy's session with Jamie in March of2001 there were many words and concepts in the 

newspaper article they were summarizing that needed to be explained. Lucy probed 

through questioning to find out how much Jamie understood. "What's assault?....Look at 

this part. They accused him. What's that mean?....What's that say?...Shattered his jaw. 

What's that mean?...Where's the Jaw?" Charlotte probed Cyan's understanding of why 

Wilbur was not able to follow his plans for his day in Charlotte's Web (White, 1952). 

After reading the first paragraph Charlotte asked, "What kind of day was it?....What'sthe 

day like?....Tell me about the weather. Ijust read a whole paragraph about it. Listen, 

[reread sentence] What was the day like?" (May, 2001). Later Charlotte asked, "Why 
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can't he go out m the sun?„ Think about the weather for the day." At the end of the 

session, Charlotte again asked about the weather. "So he had a big day planned but all his 

plans were ruined because of what? What ruined his plans? ...What's the weather like?" 

Questions that probed the student's understanding often followed the student's 

miscues while reading. During an observation in April 2001, Mary stopped Kim and 

James after they had both misread the word /nature/ several times. "I have a question. 

What is nature? [long pause] It says when you look at nature you can see how shapes and 

colors form, patterns. What is nature? [long pause] I kind of told you before....Do you 

remember? [long pause] Is namre inside?" During an observation with Beth, Nathan 

misread the word vineyards (April, 2001). After showing him the parts of the word, 

Nathan finished the paragraph. Before going on Beth asked him, "So, what about 

vineyards. Have you heard that word before?" When Nathan replied "wine" Beth 

responded. "Wine. Ok. It has to do with wine. What do you think they grow there that 

has to do with wine?" 

Questions that probed the student's understanding were often used to summarize a 

session or to give the smdent information to think about until the next session. Mary 

asked .Andrew to sxmimarize the steps that had taken place so far in Bad Day at Riverbend 

(VaiLAIlsburg, 1995). "What are the steps that are happening?...What happens 

first?... What's next?...Then what happens?" (March, 2001). At the end of their session at 
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the beginning of March 2001 Mary asked Kim to, "tell me one thing you learned about 

sea oners." Beth asked Martin which, character in a book they were reading would he 

prefer to be. When Martin said he wanted to be the invisible man. Beth said, ~That could 

be good or not so good. [ want you to think about that for next week" (February, 2001). 

Many of the questions asked during the sessions I observed required the students 

to share their opinion about some aspect of the story. When discussing a newly 

introduced character in Charlotte's JVeb (White, 1952) Charlotte asked Cyan, "So, we're 

meeting a new character....Will it be a good fnend for Wilbur?" (April, 2001). Beth read 

The April Rabbits (Cleveland, 1978) to a group of preschool boys and asked them 

questions such as. "What kinds of things do you think a hippo might do?... What animal 

might follow you home? What do you think it might do?" (April, 2001). 

The itinerant teachers asked a number of questions that required the students to 

make predictions about a story. Some questions occurred prior to beginning to read. 

Before beginning to read Cookie's free4^(Ward, 1988) with Annie, Kelly asked "What do 

you think this book is about?" (January, 2001). Other questions the teachers posed while 

reading asked the student to predict what might happen in the next few pages or in the 

next chapter. After looking at the first few pages otCookie "ir Week, Kelly asked Annie to 

predict what would happen nexL "What do you think happened?" Mary asked Kim and 

James. "What's he going to tell her? Look at that picture, [reread page for themj Look at 
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his finger-.^ead this sentence again. 'Now listen, Stanley/ What's he going to tell her? 

Think, about the story" (March, 2001). 

Finally, the itinerant teachers asked questions that examined how the students felt 

about an event in the story or how they thought a character felt. One of the questions 

Beth asked Estevan and Martin while they were reading Bunny Trouble (Wilhehn, 2001) 

was "How would you feel if someone ruined your birthday party?" (April, 2001). As 

Lucy and Jamie discussed the newspaper article Lucy asked, "If he hides his face how 

does he feel?" (March. 2001). Later Lucy asked. "This is talking about the same boy. 

How does he feel?" 

Connections to personal experiences and prior knowledge. 

The second most frequently observed practice used by the teachers to develop 

comprehension in their d/hh students were making connections to the students' personal 

experiences, activating their prior knowledge, and making connections to the teachers' 

experiences. The teachers were most likely to use this practice before reading a story, 

during the reading, and after the reading. 

The teachers often helped their students make connections to knowledge the 

student had about places, time periods, and objects in stories. Before reading a story 

about a young girl and her family who are living in Califotm'a in the 1920's Beth said to 

Nathan, "So. have you heard of Oakland? Do you have any idea where it is in California? 
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Northern California or southern California?" (April, 2001). A very long story ensued 

about Nathan's trips to California with his family. Together he and Beth found the places 

he had visited frequently and compared their location with that of the story. At the end of 

a session with Pia, Lucy pulled out the picture book they would be reading the next day. 

Why Mosquitos Buzz in People's Ears (Aardema, 1975). "This is a story from Afnca. 

Where is Afnca? [pulled out map] This takes place in central Africa. Where is that?" 

(April. 2001). Lucy also asked Pia a series of questions about mosquitos to activate her 

knowledge prior to reading the book, "Why do mosquitos buzz? What sound do they 

make? Do you like that noise?" The students were also often asked if they knew how to 

do an activity that was being done in the story. "Dribbling [a soccer ball]. Do you know 

how to do that?" (Beth, .April, 2001). 

Other connections were made to students' persoaal information and thoughts. 

Before reading the story about the young girl in California, Beth asked Nathan a series of 

personal questions that included, "What things do you like about yourself? What things 

do you not like? What makes you happy or sad or mad? What things do you like to do? 

Do you sometimes think you won't like something before you try it?" (April, 2001). 

The teachers also made connections with work being done in. the students' 

classrooms. In a sessioa in April with a preschool hard of hearing boy, Beth brought out 

a counting book full of spiders. "What are you talking about ia class? Butterflies and 
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lady bugs and caterpillars. You're talking about bugs. Here's another bug that you ve 

been talking about....Spiders" (Beth, April, 2001). 

Connections to materials previously read were also made by the teachers. Mary 

had previously read Fish is Fish (Lionni, 1970) with Kim and James. During an 

observation, she pulled out Fish is Fish and asked several questions to get the students 

thinking about animals that live oa land and those that live in water before beginning the 

new book about sea otters (March, 2001). 

At times during the study the teachers did some kind of experience with the 

students prior to reading. Then, while reading they would refer back to the experience to 

remind the students what they had Just done and to tie the experience and the reading 

together. During an observation in April (2001), Beth planned to read the picture book It 

Looked Like Spilt Milk (Shaw, 1947) with Dominick. As they walked to their room she 

stopped, picked him up. and they looked at the sky, spending a few minutes discussing 

the few clouds they could see (April, 2001). Once in the room but before reading the 

book, they poured milk into a pie pan and talked about the different shapes they were 

making as they moved the pan around. After reading the title of the book, Beth said. "We 

just spilled the milk didn't we?" Toward the end of the book she said. ""It was just a 

cloud in the sky. Just like we saw up in the sky when we were walking over here. We 

saw a cloud." 
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Connections with their own lives and experiences were made by the itinerant 

teachers. "On Thursday Cookie got stuck in a kitchea drawer. How will he get out? 

[discussed her own experience with her hamster who chewed through a drawer one time 

to get out] What room is the drawer in? Do you think in the bathroom? With pots and 

pans? Where do you keep the pots and pans? [then talked about where she kept her 

own}" (Kelly, January, 2001). Kelly told a story about her own duck to Annie as they 

were writing the word /duck/ (May, 2001). "Did you know that I used to have a duck? It 

had one green teather....He wasn't very nice. He tried to bite me." 

Beth also brought in her own experiences about likes and dislikes when reading 

with a student by telling a story about how she decided when she was young that she 

didn't like pizza or vegetables. "When [ was about 10.1 went to my cousins' house and 

they ordered pizza for dinner. That's all they wanted to eat. They kept saying try it, try it. 

So, I tried it and found out it wasn't so bad after all" (April, 2001). 

Prergading and pretgaghins yggabulary and gonggptSr 

The itinerant teachers used prereading and preteaching as their third most firequent 

literacy practice. Prereading practices involved using the illustrations, titles, and covers 

of books and magazines to initiate discussions about topics and often involved students 

making some kind of prediction about the reading. The purpose of prereading was to 

prepare the students for the vocabulary and concepts they would be encountering in their 
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reading (Beth, Nfay, 2001; Lucy, May, 2001). Preteaching practices focused on 

vocabulary and concepts from the text to be read. Vocabulary and concepts were 

previewed and developed through context, questioning, explaining, and experiences. 

Prereading practices for developing comprehension were often used in 

conjunction with books and stories. Before reading a piece ofliterature the teachers often 
1 

looked through the illustrations with their students, talking about each and sometimes 

making predictions about the story (Beth, April, 2001; Charlotte, January, 2001; Kelly, 

January. 2001: Lucy, February, 2001; Mary. April, 2001). During an observation in April 

(2001). Beth asked Nathan to look at a particular illustration, "When do you think this 

story took place?" This led to a discussion about colomal times and topics that had been 

discussed in Nathan's classroom. Lucy introduced a new story to David by previewing an 

article in Weekly Reader on dinosaurs (February, 2001). She followed that by looking 

through the actual story they were going to read and discussing those illustrations. This 

discussion led to other discussions about various words and concepts including real and 

not real. Before beginning to read Lucy stramied up their conversation, "Important things 

to know: Dinosaurs are all dead...they lived a long time ago when there were no people" 

(February, 2001). 

The teachers often looked at the title and cover of a book with the students before 

beginning to read. Beth and Nathan read the title of the new story, looked at several 
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illustrations at the beginning of the story, thea Beth returned to the title (April, 2001), 

'"Phoebe and the General* Who's Phoebe?" Lucy used the title of a newspaper article to 

explain the concepts and vocabulary Jamie would encounter. '"One pleads innocent; no 

plea by other'^ What's plea mean?... [explained] What's that mean [underlined 

plead]?,..[explained]" (March, 2001). 

Prereading practices fiequently included some kind of experience before reading. 

As mentioned earlier, before reading the picture book, ft Looked Like Spilt Milk (Shaw, 

1947). Beth and Dominick looked at the clouds in the sky and then went to their room 

where they poured milk into a pie pan and made different shapes with it by tilting the pan 

(April. 2001). Beth and Lucy used maps before reading with students. Beth used a map 

of California before beginning to read a story with Nathan (April, 2001). In April of2001 

Lucy and Pia looked at a map of Africa while getting ready to read Why Mosquitos Buzz 

in People's Ears (Aardema, 1975). 

Preteaching practices focused on vocabulary and concepts. They involved 

previewing and developing vocabulary and concepts through questioning and explaining, 

context, and experiences. As discussed earlier, the teachers often questioned their 

students in depth to find out what their knowledge base was about a subject These 

questions often focused on vocabulary. "Have you heard these before? [wept and 

weeping} The little girl wept when she fell and cut her knee How did she feel? What 
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would you do?" (Beth, April, 2001). This led to a discassion and explanations for 

clarification about the words "falling" and "weeping'^ After discussing the illustrations 

in a new book with Kim and James, Mary turned her focus to the word symmetrical. 

This word is symmetrical. Symmetry and symmetrical. These are 

very big adult words, you guys. And symmetr>' means that things 

are the same on both sides. That they are equal. Look at this 

racoon. They're using symmetry to teach you a lesson by looking 

at the racoon's face. Ifwe split him down the middle. See right 

here down his nose. He has the same markings on both sides: 

black, white, black: black, white, black. So, symmetry means 

things are the same on both sides (April, 2001). 

Vocabulary cards were used by several of the teachers to teach vocabulary prior to 

reading and were often used to accompany questioning and explaining (Beth and Nathan. 

February, 2001; Beth and Nathan, April, 2001; Lucy and David, April, 2001). After 

going through the cards, reading the word and discussing its meaning, the teachers asked 

the students to vmte sentences using the word (Charlotte, April, 2001; Lucy, February, 

2001). 

A final preteaching practice was observed in. sessions with Beth, who used 

contextual clues to preieach vocabulary. In a session with Nathan in April (2001), Beth 
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pretaught vocabulary they would be encountering. Individual words were presented, on 

cards. Nathan was asked what the word was and what it meant. If he did not know, Beth 

presented a sentence using the word and again asked him the meaning. "Shawl. Have 

you heard that word before?...It's chilly in here. Go get my shawl [solemn] Do you 

know the meaning of solenm?...See if you can get it from this sentence. A funeral is a 

solemn event" (April, 2001). 

Explanations of vocabularv and concepts 

The fouith most frequently used praciice by the itinerant teachers were 

explanations. These often followed questioning by the teachers that identified 'gaps' in 

the smdents' knowledge. When Fern asked the meaning of the word 'rude' during a 

literature group Kelly's response was. "Let me show you. [got up from table, shoved 

other student and scowled] It's the opposite of polite. Impolite. [Fern], what's mde? It 

could be an action tike the [classroom teacher] is doing something and you yell out a 

question. It's rude not to raise your hand" (April, 2001). 

Experiences to build vocabularv and concepts. 
t 

Setting up experiences to do with, students and making materials with, them, such 

as books was another practice used by the teachers to build concepts and vocabulary. 

Beth and Lucy used book making with a number of their students during the study. 

During an observation at the end of February 2001, .Beth first read the picture book Mcay 
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Wore Her Red Dress (Peek, 1985) with. Jerome. Then she showed Jerome the bound 

book she had started for him, Jerome Wore His Orange Shirt, Each page of the book had 

text at the bottom. After reading a page, Beth, and Jerome would search through the 

clothing in Beth's prop bag to find the clothes that were described, Jerome dressed up, 

and Beth took his picture. During their next session, Beth and Jerome matched the 

photos to the pages in the his book, glued them in, and then read the book together before 

he took it home (Journal. February, 2001). Beth also made books after reading It Looked 

[ike Spilt (Shaw, 1947) with three groups of students in April and May of2001. 

Again, after reading the book Beth shoNved her students the books she had made tor them. 

Each page in the books had a white cloud shape oa it and text at the bottom of each page 

vnth a blank to fill tn. Together Beth and her students filled in the blank with what the 

stuaent thought the shape looked like. This was a book they read together several times 

before sending it home. 

Setting up some type of experience for students was another practice the teachers 

used. Lucy used meal worms with Pia while doing a life science unit that lasted across a 

number of sessions. Together they studied and wote about meal worms while watching 

living meal worms. During an observation in February 2001, they began by discussing 
* » » 

the meal worms, what had changed, what would happen. Then, they went outside to took 
t 

for other living bugs. .Although Pia didn't think they had any bugs, they found several. 
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Lucy used the opportunitv- to discuss body parts and colors before going back, indoors to 

draw and write about them. 

S™marigine an'j retgllingr 

Two other practices used to develop comprehension were student summaries and 

retellings. Summarizing was defined as telling a few details about a story and was 

usually accomplished in three to five sentences though there was a form of it that resulted 

from questioning which required only one to two word responses. Retelling involved the 

students retelling a stor>- after reading a piece of literature and including many details 

from the story. Retellings tended to take some time and were much more involved than 

summarizations. 

Summarization occurred before and after reading. Sttident summaries that 

occurred before reading were usually the result of the teacher asking questions like, "So, 

you guys have already read some of this. What's this book about?" (Mary. April,. 2001). 

Charlotte often had her students summarize what they had previously read by questioning 

them. "What book are we reading...Who are tiie characters...What is the setting... How 

did Fern feed Wilbur... Who lived on the main floor of the Zuckerman's bam... Who lives 

above them on the main floor?" (May, 2001). 

At the end of an observation in April (2001), Mary asked Kim to summarize what 

they had read using a picture of a turtle to talk about the different concepts. Charlotte and 
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Mary often asked their students series of questions that resulted in summarization of 

books at the end of their sessions. After reading part of Bad Day at Riverbend 

(VanAlIsburg, 1995) with Andrew, Mary asked, 'Tell me what you think is happening to 

this poor town and [to] these poor people...Think about what these people and animals are 

being painted with and why.„What are the steps that are happening?" (March, 2001). 

Charlotte questioned Cyan after they finished reading part of a chapter in Charlotte's Web 

(White, 1952), "Tell me two things Wilbur planned to do that day...Where was he going 

to sleep? Tell me one place he planned to sleep...Whose house...Tell me one more 

place...So he had a big day planned but all his plans were ruined because of what? What 

ruined his day?...What's the weather like?" iMay, 2001). 

Teacher summaries also occurred before reading and after reading. Beth gave 

quick summaries for two different groups of students before they began reading (April. 

2001). "We're going to read a story about a girl named Rumi. R-u-m.-i» and her family 

who are Japanese-Americans living in California in probably the I920's. Rumi lives in 

Oakland. And her family is going to spend the weekend outside the city on a farm " 

Both Charlotte (April, 2001) and Lucy (February, 2001) gave quick sunmiaries of 

literature Jusi read at the end of their sessions. 

Retellings were another practice used by the teachers. They involved using many 

details from the piece of literature to 'tell the story' and could take anywhere from five to 
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tea minutes. In. a February of2001 observation, Beth asked Nathan to retell the chapter 

book Number the Stars (Lowty, 1989) for me. He did this in great detail and with great 

knowledge. During an observation in December 2000, Lucy asked David to retell the 

story they had been reading. He used the illustrations and some text to retell it. 

Story structure and sequencing. 

The teachers also used story structure and sequencing to develop comprehension 

of literature in their students. Practices which focused on story structure tended to 

concentrate on the setting, the main and supporting characters, cause and effect, 

foreshadowing, and the main idea (Beth. March, 2001; Charlotte, April, February, 2001; 

Lucy. Februar>'. March. April, 2001). Daring an observation in early February (2001), 

Lucy asked Jamie to define setting. Lucy then connected what Jamie had said to stories 

Jamie knew well. "Where's Goldilocks and the Three Bears taKe place? What's the 

setting? ..What about your favorite story. The True Story of the 3 Little Pigs1...lf we're 

talking about Goldilocks and the Three Bears, who's the character in that story?...Who 

are the characters? Who is the main character?... What are the three bears? Supporting or 

main? " Before beginning to read a new book, Charlotte asked Diana to define the terms 

author, illustrator, main character, setting, and the problem in a story (January, 2001). 

Sequencing was another practice the teachers often used to develop 

comprehension in their students. While working in the preschool classroom, two of 



191 

Kelly's three students used a computer game for sequencing (February, 2001). In her 

March (2001) journal she talked about sequencing as a prereading skill, an area she would 

need to note for next year. Mary's March 2001 journal entry talked about using the story 

Jeremy had written for a sequencing activity by mixing up the individual pages and 

having him reorder them, then tell the story. 

Egadiofi.. 

Reading with students was another practice the teachers used to develop 

comprehension. Reading was defined as simply reading together, rereading a piece, and 

providing a good reading example. Each of the teachers was observed reading and taking 

turns reading with their students in every session. Often they would read paragraphs 

together or full pages before stopping to discuss the meaning of what they had just read. 

Rereading passages was a frequent practice. Students were often asked to reread 

passages or the teachers reread the passage to them when the students were not able to 

answer comprehension questions. "What happened on page 12? Where is he?. .Who was 

crying?...What happened?..Maybe on this page it will tell you...Good [James]. You're 

reading it to remind yourself* (Mary, March, 2001). In an observation in May of2001, 

Charlotte asked Cyan to, "iell me about the weather. I just read a whole paragraph about 

it. Listen, [reread sentencel What was the day like?" Charlotte also asked hersmdents to 

reiead a story or parts of a story for comprehension when it had taken them many days to 
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read the piece (February, 2001). Maty asked Victoria to reread the final draft of a 

research report she had been working on to be sure Victoria understood what she had 

written (April, 23,2001). 

The teachers would often reread passages after discussing the meaning of 

individual words and phrases to put the discussion back into context. In a March 2001 

observation, Lucy and Jamie discussed the meaning of the word /fatal/ before Lucy reread 

the sentence and asked her the meaning of the whole sentence. Mary often stopped to 

discuss the meaning of words that Kim and James wete leading. Once they had settled on 

a meaning, Mary would reread the sentence or paragraph to them (March, 2001). 

Providing a good reading example"<vas another practice used by the itinerant 

teachers. Beth followed the text with her finger as she read to her smdents, especially 

with her preschoolers showing them the left to right progression involved in reading and 

where the words begin and end (April, 2001). During a session with Dominick Beth said. 

"Tm going to read the words here and follow along with my finger. Can you follow with 

your eyes? Oh, you have your finger there too. GoodI" (April, 2001). Charlotte 

encouraged her students to hold books open with a clipboard as they read and to use a 

transparent bookmark made from an overhead transparency (Thompson, 1999). Mary 

encouraged her students to follow the text with their finger, a pencil, or a book mark as 

they took turns reading (March, 2001, April, 2001). When Mary read to her smdents she 
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would tell them, "Get your fingers ready. I'm going to read fast. Don't get ahead and 

don't get behind" (March, 2001). Or as she later said in the session, "I'm going to read 

now. You need to follow along. That's your job." 

Dramatization of text. 

Dramatization of text was another commonly used practice for developing 

comprehension. Dramatization involved both short, quick enactments of words and 

concepts as well as longer, more involved dramatizations. Props were often involved in 

the dramatizations. In her April 2001 Journal entry, Beth described having students act 

out how rabbits move and eat while wearing bunny ears after reading The April Rabbits 

(Cleveland. 1978). Using cardboard characters Beth and a second grade child acted out a 

story about t\vo mice, one who lives in the country and one who lives in the city (Journal, 

May. 2001). Lucy and P ia acted out snakes molting using spandex socks on their 

forearms. Wearing the socks they had to rub against objects without using thsir hands in 

order to 'molt' (Journal, April, 2001). 

Short, quick enactments of words and concepts included performing actions while 

reading. Beth did a series ofthese short enactments in an April 2001 observation. "His 

mother wept and wrung her hands (did action while reading of wringing her 

hands)...Dtibbling. Do you know how to do that? (demonstrated dribbling)...Liza worked 

for hours trying lo open the lock (picked at lock in picture as read this). Liza tned to pry 



it open (acted out as read)." Lucy also used these short enactments and role playing 

frequently, especially with David: 

Sometimes we'll act stuff out. Like the word 'lean' we had once. 

\V ell, how do you describe lean? Even if you're using the [ASL] 

classifier, like here's your one person, here's the wall, and here's 

the person leaning against the wall. So, we got up and leaned on 

things. We taught him the word 'stuck' that way. And then for 

two weeks everything was stuck....he'd be walking down the hall 

and he'd be tike [stopped]. And I'd say, "What?" "I'm stuck." 

'"Oh, come on." So, some role playing with him someames....We 

do that sometimes and also that comes In very handy when we go 

later into the story where we'll actually take on different 

characters' roles and discuss a situatton in the story that might be a 

little ambiguous. (May, 2001) 

The teachers also practiced longer, more involved dramatizations with their 

students to develop comprehension. In her April 2001 journal, Beth discussed the play 

that she had written for her students to act out based on the story they had read. "We had 

to choose parts by picking pieces of paper as neither student wanted to have a female part 

Each line had to be practiced several times to get appropriate tone, inflection, etc.'^ Her 
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goal was to have each student take several parts, using the correct tones, inflections, 

gestures, and facial expressions appropriate to the part. 

Focusing on text conventions. 

Text conventions for developing comprehension of reading material included 

focusing on punctuation marks while reading as well as a few instances of using 

glossaries, tables of content, and paragraphs to find information. Practices which 

involved the text convention of examim'ng punctuation meant reminders about 

punctuation as the student read, quick discussions about the puncmation. or rereading the 

passage. "Remember to follow your punctuation. If there's a period it's there for a 

reason'" (Kelly. February. 2001). Mary told Kim and James, "What happens when you 

see an exclamation mark? When you see 'Dangert'?...It means you have to watch out" 

(April. 2001). 
« * 

A brief discussion about punctuation marks occurred during Beth's session with 

Estevan and Martin when they encountered the word 'leak' in quotation marks in the 

phrase "others have ears that ieak'"(April, 2001). Beth took the opportunity to point out 

this special use ofthe quotation marks. "See that m quotes? Ir means they don't really 

mean leak like water dripping out of something..„They're using it in a special way. 

That's why they put quotes around it. They're using it to mean that some animals have 

ears that let the heat out" (May, 2001). She talked about this imtancft later, "This Is 
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something we^ve encountered before with having words in quotation marks„..And that 

they're using that word in a special way. Because they know quotation marks go around 

things that people say. We haven't gotten into using a lot of quotation marks but that has 

come up before. When they're talking, this is what they're saying when they're talking. 

And so to see a different use of quotation marks when they 'leak', ears 'leak'. I wanted to 

be sure to point that out" (May, 2001). 

At other times the teachers would ask students to reread passages and to think 

about the punctuation as they read. When Andrew read the line 'Where's the 

coachman?' in a very monotone voice, Mary said, "This maa's in pain or excited. How 

would you read that?" (March, 2001). Mary told Kim and James, "Now, I want you to 

pay attention to the periods and commas. Read it like you're telling a story" (March, 

2001). In an April 2001 session she told Kim and James, "Read it one more time. You 

got all the words right. Now, pay attention to the sentences." Beth stopped Nathan and 

asked him to reread the phrase 'Look outl' "I wanted you to say that as Momma would 

say it....What's at the end?...How would you say that?...Maybe even more. LOOK OUTI" 

(April, 2001). During a session with Cory, Charlotte said, "[text: I HIT THE BALL.) 

When the print's really big what do you do?" (Febniary, 2001). Cory practiced saying 

the sentence at the time, although when he encountered it later he again read it in a very 

quiet voice and Charlotte asked him to reread it. 
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Several of the teachers were observed using glossaries, tables of content, and 

paragraphs to find information with their students. Mary frequently talked about the 

glossar>' and the table of contents in the books she was reading with Kim and James. 

"We learned about this tool a long time ago. [opened the book to the table of contents] 

The table of contents. But in this book you guys learned about a new tool. Do you 

remember what was in it? What if I show you a little hint? [opened to the glossary]" 

(April. 2001). While Kelly was working with her literature group, Cynthia said she had 

some 'tough words' she wanted to share with the group (April, 2001). Kelly asked, 

"Which paragraph?" To which Cynthia replied, "Paragraph 6." Kelly then counted the 

paragraphs and said, "Paragraph 8." Kelly then turned to Fem and told her, "Fern, it's 

page 8, paragraph 8. How do you find the paragraphs?" A discussion ensued about 

paragraphs and how to find the same one. 

Engpyraggmgm swpon readgrsr 

Encouragement was used by the teachers to support the students and to build their 

self esteem as readers. During encouragement practices teachers supported the reader 

without providing specific information about what they were doing and included asking 

the students to articulate their own practices. Lucy and Pia were working on a worksheet 

based on a magazine article about snakes (April, 2001). In order to answer the questions, 

Pia often had to refer back to the texL Lucy asked her at the beginning, "If you get stuck 
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what should you do?" When Jeremy got stuck on a word while completing a worksheet 

from his classroom Mar>' asked him, "What are you stuck on?" to which he replied^ "I 

don't know if that's a /]/ or an /i/." Mary replied, "Good question. It^s bad print but 

that's a /]/.—See what happens when you ask?" (March, 2001). They went on to discuss 

what he should do if he got stuck while reading at home. Mary gave him several ideas 

about asking his brothers or even his mom when that happened. 

Mary used encouragement with Jeremy as well as wth K^m and James to build 

their confidence as readers. She and Jeremy often focused on relaxing and having more 

confidence in his writing and reading (March, 2001). :n Mary's March 2001 joumal entry 

she wTote tliat Jeremy was, "extremely fhistrated with reading and writing. Demonstrates 

excessive negative conversation, i.e. 'I can't do this', i don't know how to read'. "I don't 

know', [and that he] gives up quickly." In a later journal entry (March, 2001) she said, 

"ongoing discussions of how we read and why he struggles with reading and. that there are 

strategies he can leam and ALREADY knows to be a better reader." In an observation at 

the end of March, Jeremy again made the conmient that he couldn't read. Mary said to 

him, "We keep having this conversation. Who Just read these two? Not Mrs. Reed." At 

the end of the session they talked about learning to read and being able to read on your 

own. "If you sit and relax then you can do it...ilave more patience with yourself. 

You've proved you can do it" When Jeremy said that he was currently reading in a 
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second grade book and should be in a third grade book Mary replied, "Be patient. Crack 

the code first and practice reading. Don't worry about second or third grade reading 

levels." 

Kelly also often used encouragement with her students to build their confidence, 

la one session she and Armie were looking at picture cards as an assessment for Annie's 

upcoming EEP (April, 2001). Anme, who is a kindergartner, was reading some of the 

words on the cards rather than looking at the pictures. "I'm so proud of you. [ could tell 

you were reading the words on the cards." Later she said to Annie, "I'm so proud of you. 

You read that one. It's a hard one to know from the picture." 

Metacognitive reading practices. 

Metacognitive practices were used to reinforce what the students were doing as 

well as to articulate their own practices. Mary focused on metacognitive practices 

frequently with her students which for her meant, "just calling attention to asking 

themselves internally, 'Can that make sense?"' (May, 2001). With Kim and James, she 

often talked about reading and what they needed to do. During an observation late in 

April 2001 she said to them, "Part of reading is remembering what you read and 

understandmg. Memorize what you read. Ask each other questions. And write about it. 

You need to remember some of this stuff." Later in the session she said, "You're doing a 

tremendous job reading the words. Now, the reason for reading is fim and enjoyment 
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Yott need to remember what it means." 

Metacognitive practices also involved talking about what the student had actually 

done while reading a passage. In a session with Jeremy Mary said, "This is what you did. 

You tried different words until you got the word that made sense. You tried /gold/, 

/green/, then /glad/. Part of reading is guessing" (March, 2001). During an observation 

with Beth (February, 2001), Martin read 'mind your own business' for text that said 

"mind your own bees wax'. Beth stopped him and showed him what he had done. 

"Look. You used the definition instead of the idiomatic expression. What is the idiom?" 

Organizers. 

Organizers used with students included graphic organizers and post it notes which 

were used by Kelly and Beth to develop comprehension. During an observation at the 

end of April 2001, Beth hung a large graphic organizer she had prepared on the wall to go 

along with the article they were going to read (see Figure 4.4). Beth used the graphic 

organizer to introduce concepts and vocabulary Estevan and Martin would encounter in 

the reading. As they read the article the boys filled out the information on the chart. Post 

it notes were used by Kelly with her literature group to identify tough words, character 

traits, descriptions, figures of speech, parts in the story that they liked or didn't tike or 

thought were fimny, or figures of speech (April, 2001). The students used post it notes to 

mark the text so they could easily find information for their literature group. 
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Figure 4.4. Beth's graphic organTzer used as read story with second grade groups of d/hh 
boys. The students filled ui the boxes as they read. 
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Decoding Practices 

The itinerant teachers' decoding practices or ways of breaking words into parts are 

discussed next. Their practices are further divided into: goals, materials and activities, 

and the practices of correction and drill. 

Goafs 

For decoding of reading the teachers gave the following goals in their journal 

entries: to improve decoding,- to impro%'e letter-sound recognition, and to improve letter 
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recognition. 

Matgri^l? an4 AgnMtfg? 

Materials and activities used for developing reading decoding are shown in Table 

4.4. Materials consisted of games, magazine pictures, preprinted phoneme cards, teacher 

prepared letter pages, songs, and objects beginning with particular sounds. Activities 

included a variety of letter-sound activities and word practice with letter cards. Letter-

sound activities were the most commonly used activities for developing decoding. The 

range of materials and activities used for developing decoding was not as wide as the 

range the teachers used for developing comprehension. 

Practices 

A broad range of practices were used by the itinerant teachers to develop decoding 

in their students. Table 4 J presents an overview of the decoding practices that were 

observed during the study. Decoding practices fell into one of two categories: those 

practices that were corrections and those that were drill. In this section I discuss practices 

according to the frequency with which they were observed with the most frequently 

observed discussed first. Correction practices are discussed first ia the following order: 

phonological clues; chunking; immediate corrections; metacognitive practices: drawing 

attention to text: reinforcement; visual models; picture, text contextual and activating 

prior knowledge; and peer help. Drill is then discussed in the following order: 
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Table 4.4 
Materials and Activities Used forPevelopm^ Reading Decoding 

Reading Decoding 

Materials for Decoding Activities for Decoding 

Coin Toss Game Letter-Sound Activities 

Magazine Pictures and Paper Word practice with, letter cards and 
making word families 

Phoneme Cards 

YPage 

Yellow Song 

Yo-Yo 

phonological awareness, phonological, word study, and sight word. 

Correction through phonolooical clues 

The itinerant teachers most firequently used phonological clues for correction. 

These practices were defined as conrections during reading in which the teacher gave 

some kind of phonological clue to the student readers. These clues were as simple as 

asking the students to sound out the word or as complex as giving clues about letter 

sounds, word endings, and rules that had been previously discussed. Mary would 

sometimes sound out words for her students. Kim and James were stuck on the word 
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Table 4.5 
Reading Decoding Practices Observed 

Reading Decoding Practices Observed 

Corrections Drill 
a. Phonological Clues a. Phonological Awareness 
b. Chunking b. Phonological 
c. Immediate Corrections c. Word Study 
d. Metacognitive Practices d. Sight Word 
e. Drawing Attentioa to the Text 
f. Reinforcement 
g- Visual Models 
h. Picture. Text, and Contextual 

Clues 
i. Activating Prior Knowledge 

i- Peer Help 

/urchins/ in a Nfarch 2001 observation. Mary sounded out the word for them, then asked 

them to put it together. She often encouraged her students to at least try to sound out 

words before she gave them any clues. "I don't hear anyone trying to sound it out" 

(.April. 2001). 

Teachers often gave clues about vowel soionds when the students miscued while 

reading. During Beth's session with Nathan in April 2001, Nathan miscued on solemn 

using a long /o/ sound when he pronounced the word. "That's a short /o/. How does a 

short /o/ sound?" While Beth was working with Estevan and Martin during a session in 

.April (2001). Estevan had problems with the word moist "What sound does loll make?" 
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Later when he stumbled on the word again Beth s^d, "/oi/ says what?" Di Mary's session 

with Jeremy during April, he first read the word /flint/ as frilled. Then he paused and 

said, "fl". Mary reinforced the /fl/ and added, "Get the vowel in there." 

Clues about consonant sounds were very similar to the vowel clues. When Kim 

and James read /teddy/ as /tebby/, Mary said, "That's a /d/. Say it with a 161 sound" 

(March, 2001). In the next observatioa Kim and James kept pronouncing the word 

/bouncing/ as /bounking (March, 2001). Mary asked them to go back, "What's another 

sound that/c/ makes?" 

The teachers also gave students phonological clues about word endings. Beth 

corrected Estevan and Martin when they mispronounced the word /approached/. "The 

/ed/ sounds like Ixl in that word, approached" (February, 2001). When Kim and James 

got stuck on the word /section/ Mary said, "Do you know how /-tion/ sounds if you put 

the letters together?...tion. Section. Different parts or sections. Each section" (April, 

2001). 

The teachers corrected decoding errors by reminding the students about vowels 

and consonants rules that had been previously studied. Beth often mentioned words as 

being 'outlaw words\ words that doa't follow the rule for spelling. When she was 

reviewing the vocabulary and concepts that Estevan. and Martin, would be encountering in 

their reading, the boys stumbled on the word /urine/ (April, 2001). Beth covered the Id at 
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the end of the word and talked about /urine/ being an outlaw word. During this same 

session. Martin stumbled on the word/coping/. Beth asked him to look at the word ̂ ain. 

"What If I wrote it like this [wrote on paper o blank silent ej". When he replied that it 

would say/cope/ Beth continued, "So we take the Itl off and add -ing. So it's still?" to 

which he replied "coping". 

Correction through chunking. 

Correction through chunking was the second most observed practice for 

correcting decoding errors and was used by all of the teachers. Chunking always 

involved using hands, fingers, or some object such as a pencil to show parts of words. It 

entailed showing students the different syllables in a word as well as showing them 

familiar words within the larger word. Beth frequently used chunking with her students 

and was in fact the teacher who gave me the name for the practice. I first observed her 

using chunking in early February 2001 when she used her finger to split words into 

syllables while Martin was reading. During observations in February and April, she 

broke words into component parts with her hands, showing students the syllables in 

words such as /attractions/ and /nostrils/. 

Chunking also used by the teachers to show word patterns by pointing out 

familiar words within larger words. Lucy talked about often "splitting up the word for 

[David], either to say it or to recognize what it might mean or how it relates to a word that 
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he already knows" (May, 2001). During an observation in March (2001) when David 

encountered the word /emotionally/, Lucy showed him the words /motion/ and /emotion/ 

withitt the larger word, both words he knew. 

Correction through immediate corrections of words. 

Immediate corrections were frequently used by the teachers when students 

miscued. These were corrections that did not seem to fit into any other category and were 

characterized by the student misreading a word followed immediately by the teacher 

providing the correct word. During her literature group. Kelly immediately corrected 

Fern and a hearing peer on the words /sauntered/ and /staring/ (April, 2001). Charlotte 

immediately corrected Cyan who miscued the words /middlings/, /plarmed/ and 

/Templeton/ (May. 2001). In a March 2001 observation during Lucy and Jaime's session, 

they worked on reading and summarizing a difficult newspaper article about a school 

shooring in Caltfbrma. Lucy frequently provided immediate correction when Jaime 

miscued. 

Correction through metacotpiitive practices. 

Metacognitive practices that were used by the itinerant teachers for developing 

decoding in their students followed the student correctly decoding a difficult word. Mary 

frequently used metacognitive practices. When BCim correctly read the word breathe 

(March. 2001), Mary asked, "How did you know that?" In late March after Jeremy 
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correctly read the phrase "He jumped when' Mary said, "Good. You can help yourself by 

trying different sounds for words. For jumped you tried /]/ and that made sense." Later in 

Jeremy's session Mary said, "This is what you did. You tried different words for glad 

until you got the word that made sense. You tried /gold/, green/, then /glad/. Part of 

reading is guessing." 

Con-ecrion through drawing attention to text. 

Often the only correction needed when students misread a word was for the 

teacher to simply call attention to the text by pointing to the word misread. Mary and 

Beth often drew attention to the text to get their students to correct their reading. Mary 

often accompanied her points with facial expressions and comments. During a session in 

April 2001 she said to Kim, "Oops. That's not stripes [point to word]." In an 

observation in late April she asked Jeremy to fi.x a word and pointed to it with a pencil. 

Beth's points were often just that, pointing with no comments. During an observation in 

April when Nathan miscued when he read the word /scoffed/, Beth pointed to the word 

and he fixed it. Later with Estevan, Beth, pointed to the word 'leaks' which he had 

misread. 

Correction through reinforcement. 

Reinforcement was a practice used especially by Mary to support the developing 

decoding in her students without being specific about what they were doing. In May 
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2001 she talked about her use of reinforcement with Kim ui particular. 

She needs a lot of positives. I don't think she gets a lot of it 

anywhere....She.„w{ll get really lethargic and just terrible 

demeanor. Just isn't going io do it. But when she is getting that 

reassurance that she's on the right track and that she's doing it right 

and doing it well she's more into it...Calling attention to those 

endings is very important for her because of her hearing loss...So, 

whether it's call attention to them, "great you added that/s/' for 

reinforcement or just repeating it..there's an /s/'. 

Reintbrcement was used when students were at least trying ta decode difficult 

words. In March 2001 when Kim attemptea the word /shareil/ Mary replied, "You got 

that fshf. [ like that."^ Later when both Kim and Jaroes stopped cm the word ^path/, Mary 

reinforced Kim's attempts to sound it out. Mary also reinforced students when they had 

read a difficult word or phrase correctly. During an observation in late April 2001 she 

said to Jeremy, "I'm very impressed that you figured out /stoves/." 

Correction through visual models. 

Visual models used by the teachers for correcting decoding errors included the 

sets of cards that Mary used with her students which had individual letters and letter 

combinations on them. In a journal entry she talked about the importance for her in using 
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visuals to help her students "master cues from the teacher" (March, 2001). During her 

sessions with Jeremy and Kim and James, Maty always had the cards available. These 

were cards the students knew well from previous drill. They were able to find sounds on 

these cards that were in unknown words in the text,^ then sound out the unknown word. 

Sometimes the students would refer to the cards on their own and sometimes Mary would 

prompt them to look. "Look through those and find one that matches" (March, 2001). In 

an observation in late April 2001 she reminded Jeremy that he had "all kinds of tools you 

can use. But you're choosing not to." 

Correction through picnire. text conventions, context, and activating prior 

knowledge. 

The teachers used corrections that involved illustrations, text conventions, the 

content of the passage, and activating prior knowledge. In late April 200L Mary told 

Jeremy that a good clue to a word he was stuck on wai m the illustrdtion and pointed to a 

specific color. Later in the observation Kim read the word caterpillar as caliper. Mary 

said, "Close. What's this animal [points to illustration]?" 

Several examples of using text conventions for decoding correction occurred 

during Mary's sessions in March (2001). In both, die focus was on capitalization for 

proper names. She asked Jeremy about a word that was capitalized in the middle of a 

sentence when he misread it "This word in the middle. What's different about 
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it. ..What's that mean [capital /E/] in the middle ofa sentence?" Later she asked Kim and 

James to find the name of a little girl who was crying in the story. As Kim tried different 

words in the story Mary asked her three times during the interchange,-~Could that be a 

name''" before BCim found the capitalized word in the story. 

Several examples of corrections using the context were observed with Mary 

(March» 2001). When Kim read "blode" for "blood", Mary suggested they "skip it. 

We're not totally sure what that is." After finishing the sentence they went back and 

figured out the word from what they knew. 

Activating prior knowledge was another clue that Mary used. This was evident 

when both Kim and James stopped on 'teddy bears' (March. 2001). Mary had them 

fim'sh the sentence then go back and reread it. This lime they knew the word 'bears'. 

Marv asked» "What kind of bears do you know about?" When they nanied brown bears 

and black bears Mary probed deeper, "What's a bear you can sleep with? You sleep with 

it at night?" 

Correction through peer help. 

The teachers encouraged help from peers when students misread words. In 

several instances. Beth asked Martin to help Estevan with the word "through" (April. 

2001). Mary encouraged James to assist Kim as she attempted to read the word 

"seasheir (ApriU 2001). 
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Drill in phonological awareness. 

Practice with phonological awareness was used on a number of occasions by the 

teachers to develop decoding. Materials that focused on letter-sound relationships 

included cards^ objects beginning with a particular letter, pictures, and games. Mary 

frequently used laminated cards to develop phonemic awareness. These were cards that 

she had developed herself that had different letters and letter combinations on them (e.g., 

short and long vowels, blends, digraphs). Some of the cards had picture clues that Mary 

had found in a computer program for making language boards. An example was a pig in 

the upper comer of the short (vJ card. Marv's students knew what sound this pig made 

when they saw the card. 

Phonological awareness involved identifying letters by name as well as by sound. 

Kelly worked on phonological awareness with Aimie using magazine pictures in early 

May {2001). Although Kelly's original intent was to find pictures and words that began 

with, the letters /b/, /m/, /o/, and ItJ, she and Amue ended up looking for pictures that 

began with the sound and words that either began with the letter or had the letter in them. 

During observations in February and April (2001), Charlotte worked on letter 

sound recognition with Deanna. Charlotte presented the sounds (vowels as well as 

consonants) to Deanna aurally and Deanna had to identify the letter representing the 

sound Charlotte had given. Sometimes Dearma had to pick a card with the letter on it. At 



other times she had to name the letter without any visual models to choose from. 

Beth used a series of activities to develop Jerome's recognition of the letter F 

(February, 2001). To begin with they looked at a Tpage Beth had begun and glued yam 

and yellow paper next to the labels (see Figure 4.5). Then, they discussed other /y/ words 

and Beth wrote several on the T paper. Next, Beth pulled a yo-yo out of one of her bags, 

wrote the word on the T paper, and let Jerome play with it for a few nunutes before he put 

it in his pocket to take home to show his mom. Finally, Beth and Jerome sang a song 

about objects that are yellow following wiih their fingers the words which were written 

on a large piece of paper-

Mary wrote about a coin toss game she used with Jeremy in her March (2001) 

journal entries. For this game Jeremy threw a coin onto a paper that had letters and letter 

combinations on it. He was required to produce the sound that represented the letter on 

which his coin landed and then had to give three words that had that sound in them. 

Drill in phonoloyfcal skills. 

Three of the teachers regularly practiced phonological decoding in isolation with 

their students. Phonological practice entailed reviewing phonological rules before 

reading, practicing the sounds that letters and letter combinations make, and building 

word families. Charlotte and Cory reviewed phonological practices at the beginning of 

their session in February (2001). Cory named four practices to use while reading. To 
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probe more deeply Charlotte asked, "What's the first thing you look for? You search the 

word for all the vowels. What are vowels?" 

Mary regularly practiced sounds in isolation with her students. During an 

observation in March 2001, she and Jeremy went through two sets of sound cards that 

were on a large metal ring attached to his folder. One set of cards had a letter 

combination on one side (e.g., oy, aw, au, ur, ou, ow) along with a picture clue in the 

comer. On the other side was a list ofwords they had discussed that had that sound. The 

second set of cards included the sounds ur, ir, er, and oy. These were similar to the first 

set though they had no picture clue in the comer. Jeremy was expected to say the sound 

that the letters are represent then give a word that had that sound in it. In late March, 
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Mary and Jeremy did a similar exercise with a set of letter combination cards (no picture 

clues or words on the back) he had taken home over spring break to practice. In a session 

at the end of April 2001 they practiced saying the following combinations in isolation as 

well as in words: /at/, /it', and /ick/. 

Several of the teachers used word families of letter patterns and practicing reading 

them as a means to build decoding abilities in their students. During a session in early 

February 2001. Beth and. Martin built words around the vowels /u/, /i/, and /e/ using a set 

of letter cards. Beth would say a word and Martin would spell it. She would often say. 

"Now, change /us/ to /Is/.Jis/ to /in/". For Mary's session with Jeremy at the end of 

April 2001, she had written a series of words (e.g., /-et/ words; /bet/, /set/, /jet/) in a 

stenographer's notebook for him to read. Together they went through the words and 

discussed, the meaning of each. Mary then read through all of the words quickly, 

followed by Jeremy reading them quickly. 

Drill in word smdv. 

Word study practices for developing decoding included, focus on prefixes, 

suffixes, verb tense changes, and superlatives. Lucy worked on prefixes, suffixes, and 

verb tense changes often with David during their sessions (April, 2001). They discussed 

the changes in meaning and spelling and practiced using the new words in sentences. 

During one of Mary's session with Kim and James she quickly reviewed verb endings 
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with the word cwr^CApriL 2001). "Look at that word cwr/. You can change it with an/-

ed/, curled or with an f-s/, curIs...CurIs, curled, curling, and curl. Look at how you can 

change that word." In a session at the beginning of March. 2001, Mary quickly reviewed 

superlatives with Andrew after he left the ending off the word strangest. "We've looked 

at superlatives this year. If I'm strange and she's stranger, what are you?" 

Beth also used word studies to develop decoding in her students (February, 2001). 

For this activity she gave Martin a set of eight letters on pink index cards. As she orally 

presented the words, Martin spelled them using the letter cards. These words included 

/us/, /is/, /in/, /pin/, /pig/, /peg/, /pen/, /pens/, /spin/, /pine/, and/spine/. Next, Beth asked 

Martin to begin changing words such as /us/ to /is/ and /is/ to /in/. Then she asked him to 

change pin to pine, A discussion about vowel rules followed. The final secret word that 

all of the letter cards together spelled was penguin which Martin discovered after spelling 

all of the other words. Once they had discovered the secret word they discussed penguins 

at length, finding out what Martin knew about them. 

Drill in siyht words. 

Charlotte and Lucy practiced sight words with students during several of the 

observations. In a January 2001 session Charlotte and Diana practiced sight words from 

stories they had read previously. Diana read each word and defined it. During a session 

in May 2001, Charlotte began working on two sight words with Deanna, the and is. 
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Together they fingerspelled each word, wrote it, found it in a paragraph, and wrote it in a 

sentence. At the end of the session they reviewed the two words by reading, 

fingerspelling, and signing each. Lucy and David reviewed sight words from a story they 

had finished in a previous session at the beginning of an observation in December (2000). 

David was required to sign and say each word. 

Discussion of Findings 

The literacy practices that have been presented are those for developing reading 

comprehension and decoding. The itinerant teachers used a wide variety of materials, 

activities, and practices to develop comprehension in their students. The materials most 

often used were authentic texts; quali^ children's literature much as those suggested in 

the literature by Paley (1997), Routman (1988), and Short and Pierce (1990) and student 

generated stories such as those discussed by FTarste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) and 

Taylor (1993). The most common activities were reading, questioning and discussing 

texts. In order for teachers to use a varied of materials, activities, and practices they must 

be familiar with them and have them readily available. Preservice teachers and teachers 

alike must be exposed to the wide variety of materials and activities that may be used to 

develop reading. They should have an in-depth knowledge of quality children's literature 

and how to use it with learners of all ages. Teachers need to have access to quality 

literature as well as to other materials. Additionally, teachers need to have time in their 
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schedules to plan and to find and make materials for their students. School districts will 

need to support itinerant teachers in this as planning time is often deleted &om an 

itinerant's schedule when new students are identified. 

The itinerant teachers used a variety of practices for developing comprehension in 

their students. These included questiom'ng; making connections to experiences and prior 

knowledge. Jackson, Paul, and Smith (1997) and Mastropieri and Scruggs (1997) discuss 

similar practices used with d/hh learners. Prereading, preteaching, explaining, and setting 

up experiences to develop vocabulary and concepts are other practices the teachers in the 

present study used much as Berk and Winsler (1995) have discussed in the literature that 

focusei on hearing learners and Livingston (1997) has reported on for d/hh learners. 

Other practices used by the teachers in the present study were summarizing and retelling 

stories, reading: and dramatization. These are practices that Routman (1988, 1991) has 

discussed extensively for hearing learners. In terms of actual practice, itinerant teachers 

will need to work with peer mentors, observing each other and talking through practices, 

in order to effectively examine their beliefs and practices for developing literacy. 

Videotaping oneself teaching is a valuable lesson for examining teacher talk. Peer 

mentors will be valuable for this. Itinerant teachers also need to have good working 

relationships with their students and families. This will be especially valuable for 

building on the student's prior knowledge and past experiences. Collaboration with 
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classroom teachers will be valuable for itinerant teachers who must know what is 

happening in the classroom and what will happen in the future in order to preteach and 

preread material with their students. 

The decoding materials, activities, and practices that were used by the itinerant 

teachers were also varied though not as varied as those used for comprehension 

development. Practices to develop decoding did not come as easily to many of the 

teachers in the study as did practices for developing comprehension. Teaching decoding 

seemed almost as foreign to some of them as it had been to me during most of my time as 

an itinerant. This most likely stems from an assumption made by many teachers that d/hh 

students carmot access phonological information easily. While this is a true assumption 

for many students, whether they are d/hh or hearing, it is also an area in which many d/hh 

students have difRculty. D/hh students may not be able to access decoding in the regular 

classroom due to noise and other factors, but in a pull-out settings in quiet envirorunents 

they may be able to do so and may benefit &om limited amounts of phonics and analysis 

of letter-sound relationships much as those discussed by Pressely and Wbloshyn (1995). 

Paul (1998) has suggested similar practices for d/hh learners. Teachers must continue to 

increase their own knowledge through workshops and classes so they can continue to 

serve the individual needs of their students. 

Decoding practices used by the teachers included corrections and drill. 
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Corrections involved gi\'ing phonological clues, chunking text, immediate correction, 

metacognitive practices, drawing attention to text, reinforcement, and providing visual 

models. Drill involved phonological awareness, phonological, word studies, and sight 

word drill. These decoding practices are also found in Pressley and Woloshyn^s work 

(1995). The teachers in the study who used these decoding practices used them for very 

brief amounts of time, quickly focusing on decoding skills in their lessons then taking 

those skills and putting them into practice with text. "Chis also is similar to what Pressley 

and Woloshyn present for decoding practice. Teachers will need to have many practices 

to pull from in order to best serve the needs of their students. They will need to have a 

strong foundation in decoding practices to do this. 

Writing 

The practices used by the itinerant teachers to develop writing in their d/hh 

students were widely varied. Materials and activities played an important role in 

developing writing and are shown in Table 4.6. Practices will be classified as those used 

before writing, during writing, and after writing and will be discussed in this order 

according to the frequency with which they were observed (see Table 4.7). 

Goals 

The writing goals teachers focused on were: improving: creative writing, 

adjectives use. summary writing, organization, and editing. 
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Materials and Activities Used for Developing Writing 
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Writing 

Materials Used Before Activities Used Before 

Graphic Organizers / Color Coded 
Question Sheet 

Graphic Organizers- webs, charts 

Note Cards 

Materials Used During Writing Activities Used During Writing 

Books to make with students Games- punctuation, word games 
(Boggle) 

Computer Journals- summarizing day events, etc 

Crossword Puzzles Summarization- newspaper, news 
reporter 

Diagrams Word Study- use of Journals for idioms, 
tense, word begimungs and endings 

[diom Workbook Worksheets- grammatical punctuation 
editing, subject/predicate, cloze 
sentences, matching 

Journals and Calendars 

Language Arts Notebook 

Poetry Anthology 

Punctuation cards 

Workbook & Worksheets 

Materials Used After Writing Activities Used After Writing 

COPS editing strategy Editing 
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Table 4.7 
Writing Practices Observed 

Before Writing During Writing After Writing 

Cloze Being the Secretary Drawing 

Personal Connections and 
Experiences 

Clues Editing 

Planning Before Writing Questioning Metacognitive 

Questioning Visuals Personal Connections and 
Experiences 

Reminders 

Teaching Practices Before Writing 

Practices that occurred before the student wrote included: planning before writing, 

questioning, reminders, and personal connections and experiences. Materials included 

notebook size charts and large wall charts, note cards, and outlines. The most commonly 

seen practice that occurred before writing was planning which was defined as 

interchanges in which the student and the teacher planned either orally or in writing what 

the student would write. Oral planning included talking through what the students would 

write. Written planning involved the use ofvarious types of graphic organizers. Both 

served to help the students organize their \\Titing. 

Oral planning before writing was used by each of the teachers with their students. 

Charlotte used this practice frequently to develop writing fluency. During an observation 



223 

in April 2001, Charlotte and Diana spent 20 minutes of their session writing sentences for 

new words from a story they had read. Through a series of questions and coirunents 

Charlotte led Diana through the process of formulating each sentence before she started to 

write. 

Charlotte: Now a sentence with the word lava. Think of where lava comes 

&om [opened book to picture of lava]. Look here's all the lava 

coming dowtu What can you say about lava? What sentence can 

you write? 

Diana: Lava 

Charlotte: Where does it come from? 

Diana: A volcano 

Charlotte: Tell me the whole sentence. 

Diana: The lava came from the volcano. [Then she wrote the sentence] 

In March 2001, Mary also asked a series of questions during her session with Kim 

and James before they started writing independently ui their journals about a story they 

had just finished reading. "What are you going to write about? Let's get some ideas. 

How did the story start? Did you ever feel lonely at the beginning of school?" After Kim 

and James had plarmed what they would write, they returned to their ctassroom and wrote 

independently in their journals. 
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For Charlotte oral planning before writing also included using the kinesthetic 

sense with her younger students. She told me that she encouraged her younger students to 

"tick off [words in the sentence] on their fingers" before writing (May, 2001). In a 

Februarv- observation with Cory, Charlotte asked him to put his pencil down before she 

said the sentence she wanted him to write. As she said the sentence she counted the 

number of words on her fingers, ticking each off as she said it. Coty then repeated the 

sentence, ticking off each word on his fingers before beginmng to write. As he wrote, 

Cory continued ticking off the words on his fingers. 

Written planning before actual writing took place involved various types of 

graphic organizers which were used to organize thoughts before writing. Graphic 

organizers used before writing took a variety of forms including lists, K.WL strategy, 

webbing, outlines and note cards, and charts. Lists were used by Lucy, Kelly, and Beth 

with their students. In her journal, Lucy wrote about generating writing topics with 

Franklin through a discussion of his likes and dislikes. As they talked they wrote a list of 

possible topics, story lines, characters, and points of view. In. a later journal entry she 

talked about Franklin actually writing his story using the list of ideas they had previously 

developed. During an observation in April of2001, Beth shared a list organizer she 

planned to use in a future session with Estevan and Martin to help them organize their 

thoughts on how they would stay cool before writing (see Figure 4.6). 
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Figure 4.6, Beth's list organizer for prewriting. To be used with Cool It I article. 

Ways I will stay cool (5-6 lines of text here on original): 

L 

2. 

J. 

KWL strategies were used by Kelly and Beth to show students what they knew 

about a topic, what they wanted to leam about it, and finally what they learned. Kelly 

used this practice to focus on what Fern actually knew about Mexico and what she 

wanted to leam before beginning her class project (February, 2001). Beth used a 

modified KWL practice in which she and Nathan identified what he knew about bridges 

before beginning to write a book report on one type of bridge (February, 2001). She used 
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a series of questions she had prepared before the session to get him started thinking about 

the reporL As they talked, Beth wrote the information on a paper labeled 'What I Know 

About Bridges'- Beth also used a chart to help Estevan and Martin organize their 

thoughts before beginning to write several paragraphs about staying cool in the summer 

(see Figure 4.4). This chart then led to the web they would use to write about three 

animals as sho^Mi in Figure 4J. 

Webs were used by Kelly and Beth for organizing thoughts before writing with 

their students. Kelly and Naomi made a web of the most important ideas to "give a plan 

of ideas'* for Naomi^s story about friends (January, 2001). In an observation in early May 

2001, Fern started a web on her own as she and Kelly talked about what to include in a 

letter Fern was planning to write to another one of Kelly's smdents who was having 

problems accepting his hearing loss. Together they generated ideas and webbed before 

Fern actually started to write (See Figure 4.8). 

Outlines and note cards were another form of graphic organizer used by Mary 

during observations in March and April (2001). Victoria had been writing a research 

paper on Aids and Hemophilia. Before writing she had written an outline and had made 

note cards. During the March observation she and Mary went over her report. Mary 

suggested that Victoria go back to her outline and note cards and fill in gaps in the report 

from those- For a report on lady bugs, Mary again encouraged Victoria to finish her note 
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Ffgure 4.7. Beth's prewriting web. 

Ways Stays Cool 
Ways Stays Cool 

Animal 

Ammal 

How Animals 
Slay Coot 

Animal 

Ways Stays Coot 
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Figure 4.8. Fern's prewriting web for letter she planned to write to another student about 
accepting her hearing loss. 

Tucsoa 
When 
got 
hearing aid 

When I lose it 
when [ 

Fever 

cards and outline before beginning to write. 

Questioning was the second most Sequent practice the teachers used before 

writing with their students. Many times the questions went hand in hand with planning to 
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write as the teachers queried their students about the topic and what to include in their 

writing, Kelly used a series of questions with a third grade student before beginning to 

write during a January 2001 observation. Questions that the student answered as she tried 

on different hats included: what kind of person are you, what is your name, where are you 

going, where do you live, what do you like. Mary used a color coded question sheet 

during a session in early March 2001 with her fifth grade group of boys to organize their 

thoughts as reporters (see Figure 4.9). Together they read pieces of a newspaper article 

and highlighted it according to the question each section answered. They used the 

highlighted areas to write answers to the questions who, what, where, when, how, and 

why. 

Reminders were the next most frequently used practice before writing. These 

included reminders by the teachers before the students actually started to write about 

where to start writing, asking for help, text conventions, sentence structure, tense, and 

word choice. Where to start writing on the page were reminders used by Charlotte for 

Deanna, a kindergartner who was beginning to write short sentences independently. 

'•"Now. you're ready to write. Lefs start over here Opoint to left comer of paper]" (May, 

2001). Later Charlotte reminded her again, "Start writing here [point]". Lucy also used 

reminders with Pia about what to do if she needed help with writing short answers on a 

worksheet. "If you get srack what should you do?" (April, 2001). Text convention 
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;  Who? •  Red 

i  W h a t ?  I  O r a n j c  

j Where  ?  H Green 

j Whea '  •  Blac 

I How '  ^  Pink 

:  Why " I Pnrplc  

reminders were for capitalization and punctuation (Charlotte, February, 2001). 

Reminders about sentence structure included writing complete sentences using a 

predicate, noun, and verb (Mary, April, 2001). Tense reminders focused on regular and 

irregular past tense verbs (Charlotte, February, 2001; Lucy, December, 2000, April, 

2001). A reminder about word choice occurred during an observation with Charlotte in 

January (2001). "What is the question word? Circle it If it's a why question you'll 

probably have because in the answer." 

Connecting the lesson to the students' personal experiences was another practice 

the teachers used before beginning to write. For this school year one of the goals Lucy 

had set for Jamie was identifying the structure of a story. During an observation in 

February 2001, she introduced the concept of story structure to Jamie and connected it to 



Jamie's life by discussing the setting of Jamie's life. Together they started making a list 

of the main and supporting characters in her life. 

Teaching Practices During Writing 

Materials that were used during writing were varied and included books to make, 

computers, crossword puzzles, diagrams. Journals and calendars, a teacher developed 

language arts notebook, poetry anthologies, punctuation cards, and workbook and 

worksheets. Activities that were used during writing focused on writing summarizations 

and word studies. Summarization was frequently used by the teachers after reading a 

story or book. Students were asked to write summaries using the text and illustrations 

and talking through what they planned to write before actually writing. Word study 

activities were the next most frequently used activities for developing writing. These 

included practice writing root words, words with prefixes and suffixes, regular and 

irregular past tense verbs, and idioms. 

Teaching practices that were used during writing included questioning, being the 

secretary, using visuals, and using clues. Questioning was the most commonly used 

practice during writing and included queries to gather more information from the students 

and to help them elaborate on their topic. Mary, Lucy, and Beth asked a variety of 

questions as their students wrote. As Jeremy tried to summarize the story and. what he 

had learned before beginning to write Mary asked. "Here. What is this? What'^s it used 
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snakes Lucy asked a series of questions, "What are those?... What are those big 

ones?...Can they spit poison?.. Js that all? So, they can't spit?" (April, 2001). 

Being the secretar>' was the second most commonly used practice during writing 

with students. Lucy and Beth would often take over the mechanical aspect of writing for 

their students. In a February of2001 observation Lucy was the secretary as Pia described 

how the meal worms had changed over the weekend. Later in the observation she was the 

secretary for Franklin as he completed two worksheets from his classroom. During an 

observation in February 2001, Beth and Nathan planned his bridge report. As they looked 

at what he already knew about bridges, Beth, was the secretary. 

The teachers used a variety of visuals with their students during writing including 

worksheets, lists, and games. Worksheets were the most frequently used. Some of the 

worksheets came from commercial workbooks while others were teacher-made for the 

specific child. Worksheets covered a broad range of topics and skills and were primarily 

used to practice writing. These included completing cloze sentences, drawing, editing, 

labeling, matching, outlining, and writing short pieces. Worksheets were often 

introduced, through discussion and examples, then, together the teacher and students 

would complete them. During an April 2001 observation with Pia, Lucy introduced the 

concepts of subjects and predicates by first asking what Pia knew about them. Once she 
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had deteraiined that Pia was unfamiUar with both words she went on to explain that they 

were 'two parts of a sentence". Then she asked Pia to give her a sentence which she 

wrote on a piece of paper. 'I have a dog'. When Lucy asked what the subject was Pia 

responded,"[ have". Lucy said, "Not I have" to which Pia responded, "1". Lucy 

responded, "EUght. You are talking. Have a dog is the predicate." Lucy asked Pia to 

give her several other sentences in which they identified the subject and predicate before 

moving on to a worksheet which Pia did independendy. 

Word lists were another visual that were used. Maty had compiled what she 

called her 'Language Arts notebook' for Victoria the previous year that was a three ring 

binder filled with lists of words, different ways to use words, adverbs, adjectives, rules 

for spelling, writing rubrics such as the six trails, ideas for topics, and other materials. In 

March 2001 she used it with her sixth grade group of hard of hearing boys who were 

writing a radio script to look at different word choices that would make their script more 

interesting. 

A final visual that the teachers used were games which included a punctuatioa 

game and the spelling game. Boggle. For the punctuation game Lucy played with. Pia, 

Lucy first asked what the punctuation marks (period, exclamation mark, and questioa 

mark) were on the pink cards she had prepared ahead of time (March, 2001). After Pia 

named each. Lucy asked her to orally give a sentence that would use each one. Only after 
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they had reviewed each punctuation mark and used it appropriately did Lucy introduce 

the game. "Stan here, [pointing to a tile in the hallway] I'm going to sign and say the 

sentences. You hold up the right one [card]." Then, as Lucy read each, sentence (21 in 

ail), Pia held up the correct punctuation mark. 

Clues used during writing included signed clues and written clues given by the 

teachers. Charlotte used signs as clues several times during the observations to give her 

students hints about the correct verb tense to use. In April 2001 when Diana wrote 'The 

farmer plow', Charlotte signed 'past' and Diana changed the verb to 'plowed'. As Armie 

attempted to spell the word /duck/ on a phonics worksheet from her classroom, Kelly 

used another sheet of paper to provide a clue (May, 2001). "Let me give you a hint, 

[wrote /duck/ on a separate sheet of paper] It has Id before /k/. It's trying to trick you." 

Kelly told me later, "I like using that as a visual so she can see the difference. I think 

sometimes when you see it separate from what you're doing you can kind of differentiate 

what's appropriate or what's the right one" (May, 2001). 

Teaching Practices after Writing 

Practices that were used after the students had written a piece included: editing, 

drawing, and making personal connections. Editing was a common practice used by ail 

of the teachers and included questioning, rereading, correcting grammatical conflicts, text 

conventions, metacognitive practices, letter formation, and word choice. Questioning 
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was an integral part of the editing process with the teachers asking the students specific 

questions to begin the process, asking the students to orally read what they had written, or 

the teacher orally read what they had written. Kelly used a number of specific questions 

to begin the editing process with her students. In their January 2001 session after a third 

grade student had written '^Be Friend' in the middle of her web, Kelly looked at her and 

said, "One friend or more than one? What do you want?" At other times the teachers 

would ask the students to read what they had written out loud in order to begin the editing 

process. After Nathan had written a summary for a chapter in Number the Stars (Lovvxy. 

1989) Beth said. "Let's took this over and think of punctuation, capitalization, spelling, 

and organization" (February, 2001). The teachers also orally read back to the students 

what they had just written. When Fern wrote the sentence "Mexico have a lot of rocks" 

in a February 2001 obser\'ation, Kelly read the sentence back to her and asked, "Does 

that sound right?" 

Editing also included rereading and correcting grammatical conflicts, text 

conventions, letter formation, and word choice. One of the practices that Charlotte 

discussed as being important for her was having her students reread what they hadjust 

written (May. 2001). "Going back and having [Diana] reread her sentence... so we could 

edit." After Charlotte and Mary's students read what they had written, Charlotte and 

Mar>' would often restate it for them. Charlotte talked to me about this in May. 



236 

"....restating what she says so she can hear that it's wrong because a lot of times she's 

able to hear it when somebody else says it." 

Correcting grammatical conflicts involved making changes in Noun-Verb 

agreement, verb tense, and word endings. Practices of correcting text conventions 

included editing for punctuation, capitalization, and paragraph formation. Lucy had 

developed a worksheet for Jaime to complete during an observation in early May 2001 to 

focus on editing for grammar and text conventions. For this worksheet Lucy had taken a 

passage from a picture book they had Just completed and typed it without any 

punctuation. As Jaime edited the piece for punctuation, Lucy asked her questions such 

as, "Is that a complete sentence?" "Why do you need to capitalize that?" "How would 

you read it?" 

Metacognitive practices were often used by the teachers when correcting errors 

with their students. These were most often comprised of the teacher asking the student if 

the written text made sense (Beth, February, 2001; Kelly, February, 2001; Lucy, March, 

2001). Other metacognitive practices included teacher comments about the students' 

writing. These comments were specifically focused on punctuation (Charlotte, April, 

2001; Marj% April, 2001). After a first grade student had written "i can see tv", Charlotte 

asked "What do you need to do now?" To which he replied, "No capitals. Periods at the 

end." 
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Beth explained an editing practice she used during an observation in April (2001). 

On her bulletin board at one of her schools Beth had a chart similar to the one in Figure 

4.10. The letter /C/ stands for capitalization, 10! for organi2ation, /P/ for punctuation, and 

/S/ for spelling. She also had this on paper for her students to use as they read their 

writing line by line and decided if any editing needed to be done. 

Correcting letter formation and word choice were final editing practices that were 

observed. Correcting letter formation was observed with Kelly's kindergartner, Annie. 

who wTOte a /q/ that looked like a /g/. Kelly encouraged Annie to change the tail on her 

/g/-

Correcting word choice was observed during Mary's session with, her fifth grade 

boys in .A.pril (2001). After working on multiplication with manipulatives, Mar>- asked 

the two boys to write the meaning of multiplication. As they shared dieir definitions 

Mary helped them rethink some of the words and phrases they had chosen with 

'backwards of division' becoming the 'reverse process from division' and 'double__ 

addition' becoming 'repeated addition'. Drawing was another practice used by the 

teachers after students had finished writing to check their understanding of the piece 

written and to reinforce what they had been discussing. Pia drew bugs she and Lucy had 

found outside on a worksheet that they completed (February, 2001). In a March 2001 

observation. Lucy asked Pia to draw one of her senses as they completed a worksheet 



238 

Beth's editing chart for writing. COPS: Capitalization, Organization, 
Punctuation, Spelhng) is used for editing. Sentence one of the student's work is marked 
off in line one, sentence two in line two, etc. 

i C • O 1 P s ' 
I t • ' 

! i I ' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

about sharks and senses that Lucy had developed for her. Further down on the same 

worksheet, Pta was asked to draw a picture of a hammerhead shark. After Deanna 

finished \Miting two sentences that Charlotte dictated during an observation in early May 

2001. Charlone asked Deanna to draw a picture of a man and a fat pig. 

Making personal connections was a final practice that the teachers used after 

writing with their students. In a conversation before her literature group met, Kelly 

shared with me that when she responds to her students' literature response journal entries. 
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she focuses on asking questions that are aimed at helping them bring their own personal 

experiences to the reading (February, 2001). 

Spelling 

Each of the teachers infused spelling practices into writing with their students so 

completely that the students often weren't aware that they had focused on spelling. At the 

end of her session with Jeremy in a March 2001 observation Mary said, "Good reading 

and spelling today." Jeremy replied, "But we didn't do any spelling today." In February 

of2001 Beth talked to me about the hierarchy she follows for developing spelling. At 

first she doesn't worry about spelling except for words she knows they can sound out. 

She will often sound out the words for her students as they try to write. Gradually the 

students begin to take the responsibility for sounding out words though Beth gives them 

hints along the way to help them sort out the spelling for themselves. Later she expects 

them to say the word to themselves before writing and to eventually internalize this 

practice. The teachers stated that their goals for sessions or portions of sessions that 

focused on spelling were simply to improve spelling. 

Spelling practices observed during the study were either related to the writing 

pieces the smdents were doing in their sessions with the itinerant teachers or were related 

to classroom work such as weekly spelling lists. Only those spelling practices that refer 

to writing with the itinerant teachers will be discussed in this section. Spelling practices 
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that relate to classroom spelling assignments will be discussed in the section on 

classroom assigrunents. Three areas in which spelling practices were used by the itinerant 

teachers are discussed; practices used before writing, practices used during writing, and 

practices used after writing (see Table 4.8). 

Spelling Practices Used Before Writing 

Practices that occurred before writing included making personal connections and 

using some kind of reference material. Personal connections that were made before 

writing for spelling purposes often began with the students asking the teacher how to 

spell a word. The teachers often then replied with questions such as. "Have you heard 

this word before?" (Beth. February, 2001). In March of2001 when Jeremy asked Mar>' 

how to spell /open/, she replied, "Think about store signs. Open." Teachers would then 

often give a word within the larger word that the student knew. In a January 2001 

obsen/ation Diana asked Charlotte how to spell /training/. Charlotte responded, "Train 

plus -ing." Using reference materials for spelling was another practice the teachers used 

before writing with their students. Mary often suggested that her students refer to the 

laminated phonics cards she always had available before they started writing. She 

encouraged Jeremy to use books to spell words correctly as well as lists of word families 

she had available in an observation in late March of2001. 
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Table 4.8. 
Spelh'ng Practices Observed 

Spelling Practices Observed 

Before Writing During Writing After Writing (editing) 

Personal Cormectfons Cloze Personal Connections 

References Metacognitive Strategies Phonics 

Ebonics References 

'>• ' "Tr> i~irrni-JH 11 rn^Ti i^lrllTB^rTTiMM 
Using Reference Materials 

Spell on Own 

SpelUng Practices Used During Writing 

Spelling practices that occurred during v^riting included phonics, using reference 

materials, ctoze examples, spelling on own, and metacognitive practices. Phonics was the 

most commonly obser\-ed practice used by the itinerant teachers for spelling while their 

students were writing. Phonics practices were used as a support for the students in this 

lime frame, not as a correction, and were focused on sounding out words. In a February 

2001 session when Cory asked how to spell the word strike. Charlotte replied, "It's a 

sound-out word. It starts with a blend. .A. blend has three sounds in it." Later %vhen he 

asked how to spell the word /them/ she said, "Thars a digraph. Which two letters make 

that sound?" During an observation in early May 2001 as Kelly and Annie completed a 
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phonics worksheet from the classroom, Kelly used phonics practices a number of times. 

"What letter do you need? You know it's not/u/. You know it's not/o/. You only have 

three letters left. Which one is it? This one /a/ says a. This one says 6. This one says L 

Which one is bag?" 

Using reference materials was another spelling practice used by the teachers while 

writing. Again, Maty and. her students often referred to the lammated phonics cards while 

writing together (March. 2001; April, 2001). Beth, Charlotte, and Mary encouraged their 

students to use books while they were writing in order to get the correct spelling (Beth, 

April. 2001; Charlotte, May, 2001; Maty, April, 2001). Memory aids were used by Beth 

and Charlotte during writing. Beth used the memory aids that had been adopted by one of 

her schools with many of her young writers. These aids included chants or rhymes for 

each consonant such as 'cracking nut, cracking nut, k-k-lc' and 'Mghtened cat, lightened 

cat, f-P-f (Februarv-, 2001). 

Mary used two other practices for spelling with her students while writing; word 

families and the automatic spell check on her computer. Word families were used in an 

observation in late March of2001 with Jeremy. Mary had written a list of word families 

in a notebook before their session for practice reading at the beginning of the session. 

Later as Jeremy was writing the word /train/ she suggested that he look at /rain/ and /pain/ 

on his list to help him. During a session with Jeremy at the beginnmg of March they used 
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the automatic spell check: on her laptop which made a red line under words that were 

misspelled. 

Cloze examples were also used by the teachers during writing. As Annie 

attempted to write the word zebra, Kelly provided a cloze example to assist her (May, 

2001). "Do you want to write the word zebra? [wrote z bra oa another paper] What 

letter goes there?" Mary also created a cloze example for Jeremy as he tried to spell the 

word •train" by writing 'tr (March, 2001). 

Encouraging students to spell words on their own and metacognitive practices 

were two final practices that were used by the teachers during writmg. Mary in particular 

encouraged Jeremy to tr>' writing words on his own (March, 2001). While he was typing 

a story he had written about chocolate, she took his handwritten story away and dictated it 

to him. expecting him to be able to spell or at least attempt to spell the words on his own. 

Metacognitive practices for spelling during writing were observed during Beth's session 

with Martin in February (2001). As he wrote the word /twine/ Beth asked, "How did you 

know how to spell it then? What did you do?" Martin replied, "Hearing". Beth replied, 

"Listening right. And you compared it to these [pointed to stack of cards with /spine/ and 

/pile/ in. it]" (February, 2001). 

Spelling Practices Used After Wriring 

Practices that occurred after writing involved editing and correction. The 
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practices used included: phonics, using reference matenals, and making personal 

connections. Phonics was the most commonly observed practice used after students had 

written and generally involved the itinerant teacher asking what the rules were regarding 

different spellings, such as the rule for adding the word ending /-ing/ or adding a silent Id 

to words. Other phonics practices that were used after writing involved the teacher 

saying the misspelled word for the students and asking them to correct firom an auditory 

clue or the teacher sounding out the word for the students. Using reference materials after 

writing involved the teacher suggesting that the students use a book, article, or sight word 

cards to check their spelling. Making personal connections for the students after \Miting 

was a practice that Marv' frequently used to correct spelling errors. During an observation 

in early March 200 L she gave Jeremy three ways to spell the word /chocolate/; 

/chokolate/. /chockolate-. and /chocolate/. "Have you seen it spelled like this? Think 

about Hershey's Chocolate. Which looks familiar?" Later in her session with Kim and 

James, Kim wrote the word /&om/ as /frum/. Mary's response was, "How do you spell 

thaL...You've never seen it spelled like that. All those Valentine's are not frum. Think 

how you've seen it \vritten." 

Vocabulary Building 

The teachers used a variety of vocabulary building practices. These have been 

divided into goals, materials and activities, and practices. 
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Goals 

When asked what their goals were for sessions that focused on vocabulary, the 

teachers gave goals such as improving vocabulary and the ability to define words in 

context and improving idiomatic use and comprehension. 

Materials and Activities 

The teachers used a wide variety of materials and activities for developing 

vocabulary in their students. Materials consisted of word cards, lists, and sentences. 

Word cards were the most common and were generally hand written on index cards. As 

Lucy said, "I put them on cards because there's so much paper-and-pencil work that 

it's some way to make them stand out. And it's a thing for him to take home and he 

likes to practice with them because they're...cards. So, he always takes them with him" 

(May, 2001}. Often the word cards had the target word on one side and a definition and 

drawing on the other side. 

Practfge? 

Practices for developing vocabulary included previewing and reviewing 

vocabulary, word study, and bilingual presentations. Previewing and reviewing 

vocabulary was the most common practice used by the teachers for building vocabular\- in 

their d/hh students. Lucy used word cards with David before reading a new story and at 

the beginning of their sessions to review. David would read through the cards and put 



246 

them in one of two piles, words he knew and words he did not know. Lucy asked David 

to use the words he already knew in sentences. For words he did not know, Lucy and 

David discussed the meaning of each and used them in sentences. When possible Lucy 

would connect the words to experiences from David's life. 

Beth also used vocabulary word cards or orally presented words &om lists to 

preview vocabulary in new stories or to review vocabulary. She prepared sentences ahead 

of time for each word. Nathan, Estevan, and Martin went through the word cards and told 

her the meaning of each. If they did not know what the word meant, Beth gave them a 

sentence with the word and asked them to figure out the meaning from context. "Do you 

know the meam'ng of solemn? See if you can get it from this sentence. A funeral is a 

solemn event'* (April, 2001). 

Other vocabulary practices involved word studies. Word studies involved looking 

at word uses, word beginnings and endings, and discussing changes in meaning. During 

an observation in February 2001 and in a February Journal entry, Beth talked about 

begirming a word study unit with Estevan and Martin in which they would look at 

descriptive words. To begin with, she plarmed to use the picture book Many Luscious 

Lollipops (Heller. 1989), going through it four or five times and doing different various 

activities with the text. The final time they read the book, Beth planned to have them 

close their eyes and picture in their minds what was happening. With each reading she 



planned to practice writing sentences and adding adjectives with the boys to make their 
* -

writing more interesting. Together they would use a thesaurus to find other descriptive 

words. Poetry was another source of material that Beth plaimed to bring into these 

sessions, using it to focus on description. She planned to read other materials as well 

with Estevan and Martin,^ picking out the descriptive words with them as they read. 

The teachers ^quently focused on another type of word study, idiomatic use 

(Kelly, January, 2001; Charlotte, February, 2001; Lucy, March, 2001). The teachers 

presented the idiomatic phrases, discussed and explained their meanings to the students, 

and asked the students to write sentences with the expression. 

A final vocabulary building practice used by the teachers involved bilingual 

presentations of words and phrases. Bilingual presentations involved using sign language 

and/or Spanish to clarify vocabulary. Each of the teachers used signs at various times 

with their non-signing students as they introduced new vocabulary. These bilingual 

presentations were generally no more than two word signed utterances. In each of the 

observations, Lucy frequently used Spanish with David. Her Spanish utterances were 

usually one to three word phrases. She often gave him new vocabulary in sign, English, 

and Spanish. Later in the sessions she would ask him to give the new word in Spam'sh 

(April, 2001). 
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A?sgs?mgnt 

Assessment of literacy occurred on a number of occasions during the study for 

EPs as well as for documentation of day to day events. Assessments used for lEP 

development included reading inventories and writing samples. The reading inventories 

used by Charlotte were passages taken from books and stories on a variety of reading 

levels (February^ 2001). Day to day documentation included miscues jotted down as 

students read (Mary^ April, 2001). 

Practices for Completing Classroom Assignments 

Classroom work that was completed during the observations included language 

arts, math, science, geography, and going over homework. Usually as the itinerant 

teachers went into the classroom to pick up their students they were given the 

assignments by the teacher which included tests, worksheets, projects, and book reports. 

The goals for sessions that focused on classroom assignments included, improving 

knowledge about subject matter being covered in-class and improving reading through 

content areas. 

Language arts assigmnents included spelling, writing assigrunents, books reports, 

poetrv' anthologies, and reading and writing packets. Spelling involved, reviewing words 

from the classroom that would be on weekly spelling tests. In her April 30.2001 j'oumal 

Beth talked about helping her students find similar characteristics in. their spelling words 
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such as all of them changing the /y/ to /i/ and adding /-es/. She also worked with students 

to find ways to help them, remember how to spell the words such as finding all the words 

that sound like they are spelled or helping her students invent memory devices that would 

aid them in remembering how to spell their words. Additionally she helped her students 

pace themselves, together choosing the number of words to study each day. When one of 

her fifth grade students had problems with spelling tests and asked to shorten the number 

of words he needed to study each week. Beth spoke with his teacher who shortened his 

list to ten words each week. The student went firom "firequently earning 'Fs' or 'Ds'" to 

"getting 'As' and *Bs'" (April, 2001). 

Other language arts assignments included completing book reports, projects, and 

worksheets. Book reports and projects were the most firequent focus for these sessions, 

^"hen working on these the teachers and students would typically first examine the 

materials from the classroom teacher and then probe the student's knowledge of the topic. 

Kelly and Fern examined materials firom Fern's classroom which included a graphic 

organizer and a brief outline for a proj'ect on Mexico (February, 2001). Once they had 

looked at the handouts. Kelly began a KWL chart with Fern to find out what she knew 

about Mexico and its people and what she wanted to learn. Beth did a similar activity 

with Nathan to determine what he knew about bridges before they began working on his 

report (Februarv*. 2001). Worksheets from the classroom included geography, health. 
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phonemic awareness, and reading and answering comprehension questions. The teachers 

read the worksheets with the students and explained and questioned them as they 

completed them together. 

The teachers assisted their students with other language arts areas involving 

helping the students decide what they wanted to do for an assignment, how they were 

going to complete it, and helping them find materials that were suitable for them to use 

(Beth, February, 2001; Kelly, March, 2001, May, 2001). The teachers also worked with 

their students on editing language arts assignments for the classroom such as Fern's 

report and brochure on Me.xico that she and Kelly edited during observations in April and 

May (2001). 

Math and geography work from the classroom involved completing worksheets 

and tests. These were primarily tutorial sessions. Beth often went over homework from 

the classroom with her students, making sure they knew what needed to be done. Mary 

and her fifth grade boys kept agendas in which they kept a rurming record of all classroom 

assignments. 

Practices Used for Other Areas 

The itinerant teachers also focused on math, science, assigning homework, 

language, study skills. listening, and using teachable moments during their sessions. The 

goals for these sessions were varied and included improving: math concepts, language. 
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completion of and accuracy with classroom, assignments, and listening. 

Math activities focused on a range of concepts from developing number concepts 

to de%'eloping fractions. Mary often worked on fractions with a fifth grade group of hard 

of hearing boys infusing literacy by writing word problems to represent what they had 

done with manipulatives. At the end of one session in May 2001, Mary asked them to 

answer the question, "What is multiplication? You can tell me anything. The process to 

solve, what you use it for. Think about the stories we've read like the Grandma and the 

cookies and the cookie box I brought. All of that should help with what is multiplication 

and what do you use it for?" 

Science was a focus for Lucy and Pia during their sessions together because of 

lEP goals. Together they set up an environment for each mealworm in bottles with food 

and moisture. At the beginning of an observation in February 2001 they looked at the 

mealworms, changed their food and discussed, what they saw. Together they wrote a 

journal entry on a calendar about what they observed. They then went outside to look for 

other bugs, came back inside and drew the bugs they had found, comparing them to the 

mealworms they were studying. 

Homework was assigned by three of the itinerant teachers during the observations. 

These were all language arts assignments and involved writing word definitions and 

sentences with new vocabulary, writing outf ines and note cards, writing reports. 
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practicing vocabulary word cards, writing stories, thinking about questions raised about a 

stor>' for the next session, and finding an object at home that was related to vocabulary 

words. When the homework was completed and brought in to the itinerant teacher, the 

teacher and student edited the piece together. 

Language development was also a focus for the teachers during their sessions, 

especially with their younger students or students for whom English was a second 

language. Eliciting utterances from the students and scaffolding and modeling more 

difficult language structures were the focus for Kelly. Beth, and Charlotte with their 

preschool and kindergarten students. 

Study skills were a particular focus for Beth who helped her students split 

assignments from the classroom so they could pace themselves. Beth and John split 

spelling lists into sections to study, making him responsible for a specific number of 

words each night (February. 2001). She also helped two fifth grade boys split books they 

needed to read for class into pages with a specific number of pages to read each night. 

The itinerant teachers also developed listening with, younger students by giving 

them a story based on a set of pictures and having the students answer questions or retell 

the story (Beth. May, 2001). Charlotte worked on listening with some of her older 

students by reading series of sentences and asking them questions (Charlotte, April, 

2001). 
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Each of the teachers took advantage of teachable moments on a regular basis. 

These teachable moments focused on all areas of academics but especially on language 

arts: for example by discussing word meanings and concepts that came up in 

conversation. During an observation in January 2001, BCelly and Fern worked outside at a 

picnic table. While they worked a number of students, teachers, and other staff walked 

by, many of whom spoke personally to Fern. Kelly commented on Fern's popularity. 

When Fern said she didn't know what that meant. Kelly took the opportunity to discuss 

its meaning. 

Discussion of Findings 

This second section of the chapter has focused on a number of areas in literacy 

development: writing, spelling, vocabulary building, assessment, practices for completing 

classroom assignments, and practices used for other areas. To develop writing the 

itinerant teachers used a wide variety of materials and activities including drawing, 

joumaling, and writing their own te.xts. These are practices that are discussed in the 

hearing literature (Atwell, 1984; Fulwiler, 1987; Harste & Short, 1988: Short & Pierce, 

1990) and the literature that focuses on d/hh learners (Andrews 8l Gonzales, 1991; Cerra 

et al.. 1997: Conway. 1985; Ewoldt, 1985; Ruiz, 1995; Williams, 1993,1994). The 

practices the teachers in the present study used also varied and were used before writing, 

during writing, and after writing. Practices used before writing involved oral or written 
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planning, questioning, reminders, and making helping the students make connections to 

personal experiences and prior knowledge. Practices that occurred during writing 

involved questioning, being the secretary for the students, using visuals, and providing 

some kind of clue for the student. Practices that transpired after writing involved editing, 

drawing, and making personal connections. Clearly as an itinerant teacher, not only must 

one have a wide knowledge base of writing development but one must also have a 

knowledge of the activities and materials used for writing. Additionally, itinerant 

teachers need to have access to materials within their schools. One of the most useM 

tools for developing writing will be a computer. For itinerant teachers a laptop computer 

is easily portable and always available, unlike computer labs in schools that are rarely 

accessible to itinerant teachers and their students. 

The itinerant teachers used spelling practices before writing, during writing, and 

after writing with students. Before writing the teachers used reference materials and 

helped students make personal connections with the spelling of words. During writing 

the teachers focused on phonics, using reference materials, cloze activities, and 

metacognitive practices. Spelling was infiised throughout each session to the degree that 

the students were often unaware that they had Just spent 30 minutes ver>' focused on 

.spelling. This infusion is discussed in the literature as best practice for all learners 

(Goodman. 1986; Heshusius, 1991). Teachers must have access to reference materials 
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and must know their students well in order to help them make personal connections when 

spelling. 

Other areas that the itinerant teachers focused oa during their sessions with 

students included vocabulary building ana practices for developing other areas such as 

math and science. The materials and activities the itinerant teachers used for each of 

these areas were varied and depended on the needs of their students. Vocabulary was 

integrated into the sessions in very natural ways. While the focus of particular sessions 

may have been on math or science literacy goals were always built in much as Kenneth 

Goodman (1986), Heshusius (1991), and Watson (1989) have discussea with all learners. 

This infusion of literacy into each session is an area that itinerant teachers will need to 

learn through their preservice programs and on-the-job. Videotaping and working with 

peer mentors will be helpful for accomplishing this. 

Assessment and practices for completing classroom assignments were final areas 

of focus for the itinerant teachers. Although assessment was not observed frequently 

during the study, those that were done to meet EP goals and that were specifically chosen 

by the teachers to assess particular areas of the child's development were typically 

authentic and holistic tasks including reading inventories and writing samples. Authentic 

tasks such as these are discussed frequently in tlie professional literature as being 

effective practices for all learners (Goodman, Goodman, & Hood, 1989; Graves & 
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Sunstein, 1992; Harp, 1991; Jervis, 1996; Tiemey, Carter. & Desai, 1991). Itinerant 

teachers will need to be familiar with a variety of assessment tools and will need to have a 

variety available for use with their students. 

Practices for completing classroom assignments included focus on language arts, 

math, science, geography, and homework. The teachers helped students work carefiilly 

through assignments, with the goals of increasing student's accuracy and independence in. 

completing assignments. They also helped student's organize projscts through graphic 

organizers and breaking assignments into sections. Being able to assist students with 

classroom assignments points to the need for collaboration between classroom teachers 

and itinerant teachers, relationships that must be supponed and encouraged by building 

principals. Assisting with classroom work also points to the need for itinerant teachers to 

have a wide range of knowledge about content areas. 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has examined the practices that were used by the itinerant teachers 
t 

during the study to develop literacy in their d/hh students. Included in practices was the 

environment that was created by each of the teachers. Although they were limited by the 

amount of materials they could carry into a school, the environments they created were 

rich in language and literacy with more than three fourths of each session spent in literacy 

related activities. Their environments were due to their organization as well as to their 
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planning. The itinerant teachers introduced and concluded their lessons in a variety of 

ways depending on the needs of their students. Although they preferred working with 

small groups in order to build communities of learners, they often worked one-on-one 

with, their students. This often depended on the needs of the students as well as the way 

each district interpreted state and federal laws. 

The itinerant teachers used a wide variety of materials, activities, and practices to 

develop literacy in their students. Materials and activities depended on the individual 

<Jtudents' needs as well as on the area of academic focus for the session. Practices were 

divided into those that were used to develop reading, writing, spelling, vocabulary, 

completing ciaiaroom assignments, other areas such as science and math, and for 

assessment purposes. Practices for developing reading were by far the most frequent with 

comprehension practices outnumbering decoding practices. Practices for developing 

writing were the next most frequently observed. When sessions needed to focus on 

classroom assignments or other areas of the curriculum, the teachers integrated literacy 

throughout. 
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Chapter 5 

The Match Between The Itinerant Teachers' Beliefs and 

Their Practices for Developing Literaqr 

This has been a frustrating school year. Fm finding myself 
spending a lot more time supporting classroom work and less and 
less doing what I think best to develop literacy. My elementary 
students are all hard of hearing and for some reason each one of 
them needs tutorial this year. It seems like 1 carry the same 
materials around for six weeks before we have time to do the 
activities Tve planned. Some years there's more of a balance 
between the time we're able to spend on the goals I've developed 
for the child and the lime we need to spend on classroom 
assignments. Other years aren't like that. I wonder what the 
difference is? (Sue, January, 1988) 

My last few years as an itinerant teacher were very frustrating. I 
was spending more time complering classroom assignments than I 
thought I should be and felt [ was doing a real disservice to my 
students in the long run. I couldn't get the students and teachers 
out of that ^catch-up' mode, always scrambling to keep up with the 
class. It's very tiring and not very productive. I wonder what these 
itinerants Til be working with think about this. Are they able to 
support their beliefs in. their practices? Do they find a mismatch 
themselves? I wonder if the amount of turnover in itinerant 
teachers is because of this mismatch? (Sue, November, 2000) 

As educators we hold many beliefs about learning and teaching. Our beliefs are 

highly individualized and are based on our personal experiences as ieamers and as 

educators. Beliefs are not constructed in isolation. Rather they are learned in social 
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situations with our thought collectives through schooling and classroom experiences, in 

the context of the family as well as in the teachers' lounge (Dewey, 1938; Fleck, 1979; 

Richardson, 1994; Vygotsky, 1978). 

Practices on the other hand are what teachers actually do in the classroom. 

Practices are also highly individualized and are learned in social situations through our 

encounters as learners and as teachers. Practices tend to vary depending on the learners 

we are working with as teachers as well as the academic area of focus. 

Although as Richardson (1994, p. 94) reports, "some researchers [have 

concluded] that teachers' beliefs in reading do not match their practices". Richardson has 

found that there is in fact a close match between beliefs and actual practice. According to 

Richardson, our beliefs become the foundation tor our classrooms and serve to drive our 

practices. Thus, beliefs and practices are interactive, each supporting and supplementing 

the other. Beliefs and practices are not stagnant and are never considered complete. 

Instead, they are always expanding as individuals have new experiences (Emert, 1996). 

With my third research question. [ questioned the match between beliefs and 

practices for developing literacy in d/hh students for these five itinerant teachers. 

Specifically, what are their major beliefs and what evidence of practice is there to support 

those beliefs? Do they in fact "walk their talk"? To answer this question, I compared the 

findings from my first two questions where the beliefs of the teachers ̂ ^-ere primarily 
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obtained from interviews and their practices from my observations. The beliefs that are 

discussed in this chapter were discussed by the majority of the itinerant teachers and are 

presented with the most frequently mentioned belief first 

The data regarding beliefs fell into two main categories: beliefs about literacy 

development and beliefs about practices for developing literacy. The itinerant teachers 

held more beliefs about practices for developing literacy than they did about literacy 

development. They had a total of 46 major beliefs about literacy development and 

practices for developing literacy. To qualify as a major belief the majority of the teachers 

discussed it at some point during the study. Twenty of these were beliefs about literacy 

development and twent}-six were about practices for developing literacy in d/hh smdents. 

Overall, seventv" percent of the teachers' beliefs were matched in their practice (n=32), 

nine percent were mismatched to practice (n=4), and for twenty-two percent of the beliefs 

no evidence of practice was found (n=lO). When I examined only the beliefs about 

literacy development I found that seventy percent ot their beliefs were matched in their 

practices (tt=l4). Ten percent of their beliefs about literacy development were 

mismatched with their practices (n=2) and 20% of the beliefs about literacy development 

(n=4) were not directly observed- In terras of developing literacy, 69% of their beliefs 

about practices were observed (n=18), 8% of the their beliefs were mismatched with 

practice (tt=2). and 23% of their beliefs Cn=6) were not directly observed. 
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Within the two categories, literacy development and developing literacy, I first 

examine the major beliefs for which [ have evidence of in actual practice. Next, [ 

examine those beliefs for which there is a mismatch with practice. Then, [ discuss those 

beliefs for which I found no evidence of practice. Finally, I address practices for which 

there were no stated beliefs. 

Literacy Development 

The itinerant teachers in the study hold, a variety of beliefs about literacy 

development. These beliefs have been divided into those about literacy development for 

all children and those about literacy development for d/hh children. 

Literacv Development in All Children 

The teachers held a variety of beliefs about literacy development in all children, 

whether hearing or deaf. Their five major beliefs about children's literacy development 

include: 

• The development of literacy is a long process that begins with 

language. 

• In order to develop literacy skills, children need to be exposed to 

book language and environmental print 

• Development of literacy is influenced by repetition and practice. 

• Incidental learning is important in developing literacy. 
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• As a special teacher you need to have an overall knowledge of 

literacy development in all children. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

Evidence of all five beliefs were frequently observed during the study. The belief 

that literacy development is a long process that begins with language was clearly seen 

throughout the sessions of every teacher. While the belief that literacy development is a 

long process may not have been evident in individual sessions with students, it was 

clearly obser%'ed across students. Each of the itinerant teachers had students ranging from 

preschool to at least upper elementary. With younger students, especially preschool and 

kindergarten children, the teachers often focused on language development through 

literacy, using books and other reading material to expand language skills. The teachers 

shifted their focus to developing reading and writing as students got older. Language 

development often became secondary for older students though it continued to be an 

integral part of each session. 

The belief that children need to be exposed to book language was frequendy 

observed during the study with each of the teachers. They used books and a variety of 

other reading materials with their students in ahnost every session. 

The belief that children need repetition and practice for developing literacy was 

also seen frequently during the study. The teachers often had students repeat work such 
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as having them go through vocabulary words and read sentences again. They used parts 

of their sessions to practice a variety of skills with their students including vocabulary 

review and phonics drills. 

Making use of incidental learning and having an overall knowledge of literacy 

development were other beliefs that were observed often during the study. During her 

sessions with Fern, Kelly often branched out to other topics in order to talk about 

vocabulary and concepts Fern did not know. BCnowledge of literacy development was 

also observed within sessions and across sessions. The teachers had a firm grasp on 

literacy and were able to serve students of all ages with different types of needs. Kelly 

provided good examples of this. During each of my observations with her, she moved 

easily and smoothly between preschool and kindergarten learners to older students in 

third, fifth and sixth grade. 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

No beliefs and practices were mismatched for these itinerant teachers. Beliefs 

were either matched or there was no evidence of the belief in the practices of the teachers. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

Only part of the second belief of the itinerant teachers, exposure to environmental 

print for literacy development, was not observed during the study. 
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Literacy Development in D/HH Children 

The teachers held a variety of beliefs that specifically addressed literacy 

development ia d/hh students. Their major beliefs were: 

• Literacy development in d/hh children is smiilar to literacy 

development in hearing children. 

• D/hh children need to have a strong language base for literacy to 

de%elop. 

• D/hh learners have gaps in their knowledge base. 

• D/hh learners need to be specifically taught concepts, sight 

vocabulary, repetition, and more exposure to a variety of 

experiences. They need to use reading materials with controlled 

vocabulary and syntactical sttuctures. 

• D/hh learners are unable to access phonetic cues. 

• Deaf and hard of hearing learners are different populations and 

cannot be grouped together whea examim'ng literacy development. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

The first four beliefs that were held by the itinerant teachers were clearly seen in 

their practices. The first, that literacy development in d/hh children is similar to literacy 

development ia hearing children, was frequently observed. The students who were 
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observed were all developing literacy in ways similar to hearing children. The teachers 

were using practices, materials, and activities that were readily seen in the regular 

education classrooms which their students attended. 

While the second belief held by the teachers that d/hh children need to have a 

strong language base for literacy to develop was not easily observable, it was clear in the 

observations that the teachers all focused oa language throughout their sessions, infusing 

language naturally and effortlessly into all that they did. The teachers made use of 

incidental learning events to focus on and to develop language. 

The third belief, that d/hh learners have gaps in their knowledge base was also 

clearly evident during the observations. This was especially true for students whose first 

language was not English or sign language. Kelly and Lucy who served such students 

often went ''off on tangents" during their sessions in order to help fill in some of the gaps 

for their students. For other students who were hard of hearing and for whom English 

was the first language, knowledge gaps were also observed during the study. Beth often 

checked vocabulary and concepts that were going to be encountered in her student's 

reading before actually reading in order to fill in these gaps. 

The itinerant teachers' fourth belief about literacy development for d/hh students 

was the need to specifically teach concepts and sight vocabulary through a variety of 

experiences, repetition, practice, and reading materials with controlled vocabulary and 
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syntactical structures. This beliefwas also frequently observed during the study. Each of 

the teachers was observed teaching specific concepts to their students, often 

accomplishing this through questiomng and discussion. Teaching sight vocabulary was 

another frequently observed practice. Words from previous stories became part of word 

lists and vocabulary cards that were used for quick drills and discussions about meaning. 

The teachers engaged their students in different experiences in. order to introduce 

concepts in the material they would be reading or to extend the material they had just 

read. Making shapes with milk in a pie pan before reading the picture book It Looked 

Like Spilt Milk (Shaw, 1947) was one example. Repetition and practice were other ways 

the teachers developed reading comprehension and decoding as well as writing, 

vocabulary, and spelling skills in their students. Repetition and practice were especially 

evident at the beginmng and conclusions of lessons when the teachers often asked their 

students to review, to summarize, or to do a quick drill. 

Finally, the teachers' use of reading materials with controlled vocabulary and 

syntax matched their belief that such material was needed. As David's literature teacher, 

Lucy used basal readers because of this control. She felt that they provided support for 

his developing literacy skills. Charlotte also used reading matetial with controlled 

vocabulary and syntactical structures with some of her students. However, using reading 

material with controlled vocabulary and syntax was not the norm for the teachers. More 
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often, the teachers used trade books (picture books and chapter books), magazines, and 

newspaper articles with their students. 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

Only one possible mismatch was found between the itinerant teachers' beliefs 

about literacy development of d/hh students and their practices; the belief that d/hh 

learners are unable to access phonetic cues. The teachers frequently used phonetic clues 

and phonemic awareness activities with their students who had mild, moderate, and 

severe to profound hearing losses. Charlotte even used phonemic awareness activities 

and some phonics work with a child who had a progressive hearing loss that was in the 

profound range at the time of the study. The teachers did not use phonetic cues with 

other students who had profound hearing losses. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The itinerant teachers held one belief that was not clearly observed in their 

practices during the study, the belief that d/hh leamers are different populations and 

carmot be grouped together when examining literacy development. One instance of using 

phonics and phonemic awareness practices with a profoundly dsaf student was observed. 

This instance is not conclusive enough to support this belief. 
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Theoretical Framework 

The teachers held a number of beliefs about their theoretical fiaraeworks: what 

their framework was for developing literacy, where they obtained their framework, and 

how their framework had changed over time. 

Framework Followed bv the Teachers 

The teachers held a variety of beliefs about the theoretical frameworks they 

followed for developing literacy in their students. Their major beliefs included: 

• The importance of a combination of meaning-centered and skills-

based theories for developing literacy. 

• The importance of practicing reading and writing. 

• Deaf learners need to match ASL and English and use glossing. 

Matching beliefs and practices. 

The first two beliefs were observed during the study. Each teacher used a 

combination of meaning-centered and skills-based theories in their sessions with d/hh 

students, often doing phonics drills before reading and discussing a story. They also 

frequently practiced reading and writing with their students. The teachers read a wide 

assortment of materials and used writing for a variety of reasons with their students. 

Mismatches between beliefs and practices. 

There were no mismatches between the beliefs of the itinerant teachers about their 

i 
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theoretical frameworks and their practices. 

Beliefs without supporting evidence of practice. 

The final belief that deaf students need to match ASL and English and need to use 

glossing was not supported by practice in the observations, I did not observe any 

instances of ASL being matched to English nor did I see any glossing occur. 

Where Theoretical Framework was Learned 

The beliefs held by the teachers about where they had learned their literacy 

framework included: 

• Learned through classes, workshops, and inservices. 

• Learned on-the-job working with a variety of students and teachers. 

• Leamed from workshops focusing on learners with special learning 

needs rather than on 'normally developing' learners. 

Matching beliefs and practices. 

The first two beliefs were observed during the study. The first belief that their 

ftamework was leamed in classes, workshops, and inservices was witnessed in practice. 

Although observation of the impact of course work on the teachers' practices was not 

clearly evident, classes did seem to be the underpinning for what they each did. 

Workshops and inservices were other ways the teachers believed they leamed their 

theories of literacy development. Charlotte had clearly received much of her framework 
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about literacy development through an insetvice training on Cognitive Reading Strategies 

(Thompson, 1999). She mentioned this program often and used materials and activities 

from it frequently. Mar\''s framework for writing clearly came from inservices she 

attended that focused on the Six Traits of Writing. She also had obtained much of her 

framework: for developing decoding in her students through inservices and. workshops 

that focused on phonemic awareness and phonics. 

The second beliefl that their framework was learned on-the-job while working 

with a variety of students and teachers, was also evident during the study. It was clear 

that the teachers' frameworks had come at least in part from working with a variety of 

students. Though this may not have been directly observed during the study, the fact that 

each teacher had a wde variety of students with a wide variety of learning challenges and 

academic strengths leads me to believe that their frameworks developed through working 

with such a variety. While the belief that the teachers obtained their theoretical 

frameworks from other teachers was not directly observed during the study, the teachers* 

frameworks were clearly "in sync" with the regular education teachers at their schools. 

One of Beth's schools was a "back-to-basics" school which focused on phonics. While 

working with students at this school she often used phonics and used the language of the 

school to discuss the vowel and consonant rules. These were practices that had been 

incorporated into her framework over the years and that she now used with students at 
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many of her other schools as well. 

Mismatches between beliefs and practices. 

The itinerant teachers held the belief that their theoretical frameworks were 

leamed through workshops that focused on children with special learning needs rather 

than &om workshops that focused on students in the mainstream of regular education. 

With the majority of the teachers this belief was a mismatch. Three of the teachers 

reported attending workshops and inservices that were geared toward regular education 

such as the Tucson Area Reading Council's workshops. Mary reported going to several 

phonemic awareness and writing workshops which were not geared specifically for 

teachers of students with special learning needs. Practices from these workshops were 

clearly evident in many of her sessions with d/hh students. While two of the teachers 

reported attending workshops and inservices that were geared primarily for teachers of 

students with special learning needs, practices from general education regularly crept into 

their sessions with students. Lucy's activities with Pia showed teaching practices that 

were tied in with her whole language background; reading authentic literature, writing 

from experiences about real events and real problems. Charlotte also used practices that 

were tied into a holistic framework. She and Cyari regularly read together from chapter 

books. They discussed vocabulary and language concepts before as well as during and 

after reading. 
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Beliefs vvithout supporting evidence of practice. 

The teachers did not hold any beliefs about their theoretical frameworks that were 

not supported by evidence from the observations. 

Changes in Theoretical Framework Over Time 

The teachers held three main beliefs about their theoretical frameworks changing 

overtime. These were: 

• Their frameworks changed with teaching experience. 

• Their frameworks changed by being added to. 

• Their frameworks changed with changes in student population 

(e.g., from mostly deaf to mostly hard of hearing students) and 

changes in jobs. 

Matching beliefs and practices. 

Evidence in the teachers' practice was found for the first two beliefs; frameworks 

changing with teaching experience and being added to over time. Although evidence of 

practice was not directly observed within each teacher, it was seen across teachers. Beth 

who had taught d/hh children for twenty four years and who had been an itinerant teacher 

for sixteen years had a broad framework that was well articulated and seemingly quite 

complete- The teachers who had taught the least amount of time were less articulate 

about their theoretical frameworks and seemed to have fewer practices overall to draw 
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ftom when working with students. 

Mismatches between beliefs and practices. 

There were no mismatches between the beliefs of the itinerant teachers and their 

practices in terms of changes to their theoretical frameworks over time. 

Behefs without supporting evidence of practice. 

The third belief held by the teachers about changes in their theoretical framework 

due to changes in student populations and job changes was not directly observed during 

the study Mary had reported that she added a phonics and phonemic awareness strand to 

her theoretical framework once her student population changed from being primarily deaf 

to being primarily hard of hearing. Although this change in population did not occur 

during the study. Mary did use phonics and phonemic awareness activities with many of 

her students during the study. No job changes occuned during the study. 

Discussion of Findings 

The itinerant teachers held more beliefs about practices for developing literacy 

than they did about literacy development. The data clearly show that the majority of the 

teachers' beliefs were matched in actual practice during the study which supports 

Richardson's findings (1994) that the beliefs of teachers are closely tied to their practices. 

Each of the teachers in the study at one point told me how difficult yet valuable it was for 

them to voice their beliefs for the first time. By doing so, each teacher felt that she had 
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gained a stronger grasp of what she actually believed which in turn led to stronger 

practice in the field. This clearly shows the need for teachers to voice their beliefs. 

For the teachers in this study, beliefs and practices went hand in hand. In terras of 

literacy development the teachers' beliefs and practices matched in a number of areas 

including the developmental process of literacy is a long and multi-faceted one. This is 

similar to what Taylor (1983) and Taylor & Dorsey-Gaines (1988) have reported with 

hearing learners and (Maxwell (1985) has found with d/hh learners. Another match was 

that special educators need to have a broad knowledge of literacy development in ail 

children. This closely follows the findings of Yarger and Luckner (1999) who found one 

of the main competencies of itinerant teaches is to have a broad knowledge base. An 

additional match was that children who are deaf or hard of hearing develop literacy in 

similar ways to hearing children. Andrews & Gonzales (1991), Ewoldt (1978, 1985), 

Maxwell (1984), Ruiz (1995), and Williams (1993,1994) also report on similar 

development for literacy between d/hh learners and hearing learners. The teachers also 

adhered to a combination of skills-based and meaning-centered theoretical models for 

developing literacy. These findings imply that itinerant teachers in the field need to have 

knowledge of overall literacy development as well as knowledge of literacy development 

for d/hh learners. 

The teachers' beliefs matched thenr practices for where they developed and 
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expanded on their ftameworks: classes, workshops, inservices, and on-the-job. Sands et 

al. (1995) similarly found that itinerant teachers learn while on-the-job. For me, this was 

certainly true. Moving from preschool aged children to high school students helped me 

fill in "gaps" in my theoretical framework that I might not otherwise have filled in if I had 

not had such a wide variety of students. The very social nature of these places for 

obtaining ones' theoretical fiamework suggests Vygotsky's (1978) and Dewey's (1938) 

theories of learning as a social process. For these itinerant teachers, learm'ng and adding 

to their theoretical frameworks was very much asocial process pointing to the need for 

peer mentoring and study groups throughout a teacher's career. 

Practices for Developing Literacy 

The itinerant teachers' practices for developing literacy were divided into the 

following areas: the service delivery model used; their comfort level for developing 

literacy: their curriculum; their orgam'zation and literacy environment; their lesson plans 

and lesson format; their activities and materials; their assessments; and their practices for 

developing reading and writing. 

Service Deliverv Model 

The itinerant teachers held two beliefs about the type of service delivery model 

that was best suited for developing literacy in d/hh children: 

• Keed for a combination of pull-out and in-class work. 
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• Pull-out provides the optimal auditory eavironment for d/hh 

students. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

The teachers' belief that a combination of pull-out and in-class work, with d/hh 

students was the best means for developing literacy was followed during the study. In 

January 2001, Beth worked with a preschool boy one-oa-one for 30 minutes then went 

into his classroom and worked with him in the block area before following him to snack. 

Although I didn't obser\'e this, Kelly frequently worked with students in a combination of 

in-class and pull-out. During my observation in April 2001, she worked in the preschool 

classroom with three of her d/hh students. Normally, she would stay in the classroom for 

circle time and centers, then pull one of her students to work one-on-one during library 

time. After the one-on-one session she would return to the classroom for snack. This 

didn't happen during the observation because she was needed to interpret during library 

time, so she stayed with the class from circle time through snack at the end of the 

morm'ng. 

Mismatches Between Behefs and Practices 

The teachers' belief that pull-out services provide the optimal auditory 

environment for d/hh students was mismatched with actual practice in this study. While 

the itinerants all firmly believed in using quiet environments with their students. 
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unfortunately this frequently was not what happened in practice through no fault of the 

itinerants. The teachers were often relegated to the library or the hallway or even outside 

to work with students because there were no other unoccupied spaces in their schools. 

While these areas could be fairly quiet they could also be quite noisy. The worst setting I 

observed was tn January when one of the teachers had to work with her hard of hearing 

fifth grade student in the copy room, with two copiers going at all times and people 

talking and walking in and out. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers did not hold any beliefs about service delivery models that were not 

seen in their practice. 

Comfort Level for the Teachers in Developing Literacy for Their D/HH Sttidents 

The itinerant teachers held the belief that they were each comfortable developing 

literacy in their d/hh students. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

The belief that the teachers were comfortable developing literacy in their students 

was clearly evident in their practices during the study. Each teacher moved with ease 

from activity to activity' using a wide variety^ of materials and practices for developing 

literacy. Each session focused on literacy development or at least wove literacy into the 

fabric of the lesson whether it was science, math, or geography. The teachers were able 
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to think quickly when problems arose, fixing them and smoothly moving on. 

Mismatches Between Beh'efs and Practices 

There were no mismatches between the teachers' beliefs about their comfort level 

in developing literacy and their practices. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers did not hold any beUefs about their comfort level for developing 

literacy that were not shown in their practices. 

Curriculum Followed bvthe Teachers 

The teachers had several beliefs about the curriculum they followed: 

• The individual lEP was the curriculum. 

• The school district or special education curriculum developed in 

the district was the curriculum. 

• The curriculum needed to be consulted frequently. 

Vfatching Beliefs and Practices 

One of the beliefs held by the teachers about their curriculum was matched in 

their practices. The belief, that the curriculum needed to be consulted frequently, was 

also observed with the lEPs- Mary consulted her lEPs regularly. In an observation in 

early March 2001 she pulled the lEP pages out while working with leremy to check the 

goals she would focus on for the day. 
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Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

One mismatch between beliefs and practices was noted, that the lEP was the 

curricnlimi. While consultation of the IE? was noted frequently during my observations 

and in joumal entries from the teachers, the majority of the teachers discussed the lEP as 

being an entry for their students into the regular education curriculum their district 

followed. The DEP was used to support the regular curriculum and to assist the child in 

being able to function within the classroom curriculum. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers held one belief that was not observed in practice during the smdy, 

that the school district's regular education and special education curriculums were the 

curriculum. Kone of the teachers were observed referring to these curriculums. 

The Organization of the Teachers 

The itinerant teachers held one belief about actual organization of materials: to 

stay orgamzed for each smdent and each school. Additionally, they had one primary 

belief about lesson planning: to make either undated written or mental plans. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

The teachers' belief in staying orgamzed for each student and each school was 

seen during every observation with every teacher. They were amazingly organized with 

their own individual styles. The teachers' belief in making undated written lesson plans 
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or mental lesson plans was also observed during the study. Beth shared several undated 

lesson plans with me throughout the semester. Beth, Kelly, and Lucy were also observed 

making mental notes and plans by verbally reminding themselves and their students that 

they would focus on a particular concept during the next session. 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

No mismatches were found between the beliefs of the teachers about organization 

and their practices. Additionally, no mismatches were found between the beliefs about 

lesson planning and the teachers' practices. 

Beliefs Without Supponing Evidence of Practice 

The itinerant teachers did not express any beliefs about organization or lesson 

planning that were not observed during the study. 

The Literacv Environment Created bv the Teachers 

Tlie teachers had three primary beliefs about the actual literacy environment they 

created for their students: 

• To use a variety of materials and activities for developing reading 

and writing. 

• Materials and activities must be portable. 

• To use the environment of the school as their literacy environment 

(e.g., materials hung on the walls in the hall ftom the regular 
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education classrooms as materials to read and discuss). 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

Two of the teachers' beliefs about materials and activities were observed- using a 

variety of materials and activities and the need for portability. The teachers' first belief 

about using a variety^ of materials and activities to develop reading and writing was noted 

during each session with each teacher. The teachers all used a wide assortment of 

materials and activities with their students. This was wimessed within sessions as well as 

across sessions. The teachers' belief that their materials and activities needed to be 

portable was also observed in every session with each of the teachers. The teachers used 

materials and activities in their sessions that could easily be carried in and out of schools 

all in one trip. 

Mismatches Between Beliefsand Practices 

No mismatches were found between the teachers' beliefs about using a variety of 

portable materials and acti%'ities and their practices. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers held one belief about the literacy environments they created that was 

not observed^ using the environment of the school. None of the teachers were observed 

reading and discussing materials that hung on the walls in the schools. 
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Lesson Format 

The teachers had four primary beliefs about lesson formats which included: 

• To introduce lessons by chatting, fixing problems, organizing, and 

re\'iewing, 

• To conclude lessons by reviewing or summarizing. 

• Lesson length from 30-60 minutes with at least half of the session 

devoted to literacy related activities. 

• To use different formats used depending on the needs of the 

students. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

All four of the teachers' beliefs about lesson formats were observed during the 

study. In the first belief about lesson introductions, chatting, fixing problems, organizing, 

and reviewing were observed during the study. To introduce their lessons the teachers 

often chatted with their students to find out about their weekend or evening, fixed 

problems the students might be having, helped the students organize their desks or 

assignments from the classroom, or reviewed material read or worked on in a previous 

session. The second belief, concluding lessons by reviewing or summarizing, was also 

observed. The teachers frequently asked their students to review or summarize materials 

just discussed before returning to their classrooms. The third belief, lesson length, of 30-
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60 minutes wiiK at least half of each session focused on literacy related activities, was 

also seen during the study. Each, of the teachers' sessions with students was anywhere 

from 30-60 minutes long. 83% of each session was spent on literacy related activities. 

The fourth belief, the need to use different formats for different students, was also 

observed in each session with every teacher. The teachers ail individualized their 

sessions depending on the students they were working with which led to them using a 

variety of lesson formats, including guided reading and phonics formats (Beth, March, 

2001). 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

There were no mismatches between the teachers' beliefs about lesson formats and 

their practices. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers did not hold any beliefs about lesson formats that were not observed 

in their practice. 

Assessment 

The teachers held one primary belief about assessment for their d/hh students: the 

need to use a combination of formal and informal measures. 

Matching Beliefs and Practices 

The teachers held no beliefs about assessment that were directly observed in their 
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practices. 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

There were no mismatches between the teachers' beliefs about assessment of 

literacvand their practices. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The belief held by the teachers about assessment, the need to use a combination of 

measures, was not observed during the study. Although [ saw the teachers use individual 

assessments with, many of their students, I never saw them give a variety of assessments 

to one student. The teachers reported that assessment was ongoing across a number of 

sessions but [ was unable to observe this. Evidence of using a variety of assessment 

measures may have been indicated on lEPs, but I did not examine them for this. 

Pragtfggs for PgvgiQpins Rgadine 

The teachers' beliefs about practices for developing literacy in their d/hh students 

fell into three categories: reading,^ writing, and other areas. 

Practices for Reading Comprehension 

The teachers's beliefs about practices for developing reading comprehensioa 

included: 

• The importance of using read aluuds, shared reading, and 

discussion as read. 
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• The importance of providing time for siistained sileni reading. 

• The importance of teaching students to ask questions about 

reading. 

• The importance of using dramatization to extend reading. 

Matching beliefs and practices. 

The teachers beliefs' that were observed in practice were using read alouds. 

shared reading, and discussion and using dramatization to <}Xtend reading. Kelly and 

Mary both used read alouds during my observations. Each of the teachers used shared 

reading aloag with discussion with their students on a regular basis. Although I didn't 

directly observe dramatization during the study, I did observe Beth preparing her second 

grade group of hard of hearing boys to do a play during their next session Beth and Lucy 

talked about using dramatizations with specific students in their journal entries as well. 

.Vlismatches between beliefs and practices. 

The teachers did not hold any beliefs about practices for developing reading 

comprehension that were not observed in their practices. 

Beliefs without supoortiny evidence of practice. 

The teachers held wo beliefs about practices for comprehension that were not 

observed. I did not wimess any of the teachers using sustained silent reading with any of 

their students. [ also did not see any of the teachers specifically teaching their students to 
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aslc questions about their reading. Beth, praised a student in an observation in April for 

asking a question but I didn't see any of the teachers actually developing questioning in 

their students. 

Pracnces for Reading Decoding 

The teachers had two primary beliefs about developing reading decoding which 

seemed to apply to both hearing students, hard of hearing students, and deaf students: 

• The need to develop letter recognition. 

• The need to develop letter-sound recognition and production. 

Matching beh'efs and practices. 

The two beliefs about reading decoding were both observed during the study. 

Charlotte^ Kelh. and Mar\' regularly engaged students in activities that required decoding 

especially with their younger d/hh students. 

Mismatches between beliefs and practices. 

There were no mismatches between the teachets' beliefs about practices for 

developing decoding and their actual practices. All of the teachers used decoding 

activities wth their students. 

Beliefs without supporting evidence of practice?. 

There were also no beliefs about decoding practices chat were not observed. 
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Practices for Writing 

ITie.teachers held one belief about developing writing in their d/hh students: the 

need to plan with their students before beginning to write. -

Matghfng Bgligfeand Pragticgs 

The teachers' belief that they needed to plan with students before writing was seen 

throughout the study with, each of the teachers. They used a variety of ways for planning 

with their students that included making both oral and wntten plans. 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

No beliefs about practices for developing writing were mismatched with actual 

practices observed. 

Beliefs without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers did not have any beliefs about writing practices that weren't 

supported by observation. 

Pragtigg? fpr Pgvgltf pfng Litgragy m Qthgr 

The teachers held four beliefs about developing other areas in the curriculum. 

These included: 

• To make use of teachable moments. 

• To adapt classroom matenal.s by rewriting. 

• To not give homework as an itinerant teacher because it doesa*t get 
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• To read content of classroom assignments and develop focus 

questions for students. 

M^tghins Bglfgf? and Pragticgs 

The teachers had two beliefs about developing literacy in other areas of the 

curriculum that were matched in the^ practices: making use of teachable moments and 

developing focus questions for classroora assignraenb\ The teachers, especially Kelly, 

made good use of teachable moments throughout their sessions, often b\ focusing on 

unknown vocabulary and concepts as they naturally came up in conversation. Both Beth 

and Kelly developed focus questions for their students' class assignments. Beth asked a 

fifth grade hard of hearing student a series of questions about linking verbs in January 

2001 after reading the directions on a worksheet he was to complete. Kelly read through 

an outline and graphic organizer Fem's classroom teacher had supplied for a project on 

Mexico before beginning to ask Fern a series of questions to determine what Fern knew 

about the projecL 

Mismatches Between Beliefs and Practices 

The itinerant teachers had one belief, not giving homework, that was mismatched 

with their practices. Each of the teachers asked at tea.st one of their students at some 

point in the study to do some type of homework. This mlglit have been as sunple as 
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thinking about a character in a story for the next session or as complex as writing a report. 

Even though they continued to ask: their students to complete assignments outside their 

sessions^ these assignments were often not completed in a timely manner by the students, 

thus adding to the frustration level of the teachers. 

Beliefs Without Supporting Evidence of Practice 

The teachers held one belief that was not observed, adapting classroom materials. 

No materials from the classroom were used that had been rewritten nor were any 

rewritten in my presence during the study 

The majority of the itinerant teachers' beliefs about practices for developing 

literacy were directly observed during the study. The teachers practiced the conviction 

that a combination of pull-out and in-class services best suited the needs of d/hh students 

for literacy development. Marston (1996) reported similar findings with learning 

disabled students. It is important for teachers to have knowledge about and experience 

with different service delivery models so they are comfortable in each. Classroom and 

itinerant teachers need to work collaboratively especially for in-class service to be 

successful. 

fhe teachers followed the belief that they needed a variety of materials and 

activities that wen; portable. In order for this to occur itinerant teachers need to have 
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access within their districts to materials, whether these are materials that are purchased 

specifically for the d/hh program or for regular education teachers. 

Additionally the teachers practiced their beliefs that lessons varied depending on 

the needs of the child with, at least half the session spent on literacy related acdvities. 

This points to the need for itinerant teachers to know their students well. They must work 

to develop good working relationships with students and families. Itinerant teachers must 

also be vigilant about using time with students wisely, beginning and ending each session 

in an organized way to make the best use of their short time together. 

The teachers' matching beliefs and practices for developing reading 

comprehension included using read alouds, shared reading, and dramatization much as 

Routman (I'JSS. 1991) discusses for hearing leamers. For developing decoding the 

teachers thought and found that phonemic awareness and phonics practices such as those 

reported by Pressley and Woloshyn (1995) were helpful. For developing writing, the 

teachers practiced the belief of planning with students before asking them to \Mite. For 

developing literacy in other areas the teachers beliefs and practices matched for using 

teachable moments and focus questions. The matches between beliefs and practices 

suggest the need for teachers to have a wide knowledge base of practices for developing 

comprehension and decoding in their students v/hich may come firom their preservice 

programs as well as continuing education. 
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The mismatches for literacy development included: lEPs as the curriculum, d/hh 

learners are unable to access the phonetic code and workshops focxised on normally 

developing hearing learners do not play a role in an itinerant teachers' theoretical 

framework. 

One mismatch between beliefs and practice was using the DEP as the curriculum 

for each student. Although the lEP was consulted frequently, the majority of the teachers 

discussed it being the doorway into the classroom curriculum. This differs from a smdy 

by Sands et al. (1995) who found that lEPs were one of the primary sources for 

curriculum tor special educators in general. A word of caution about depending on lEPs 

as the curriculum comes from the Sands et al. article which suggests that this may lead to 

incomplete curricula for our students with special needs. Perhaps, as the authors suggest 

it would be best to view the lEP as a resource which helps place a student in the regular 

educatioa curriculum. This is the stance taken by the teachers in the present study. 

The mismatch between beliefs and practices about d/hh learners and the phonetic 

code is only a possible mismatch. Although the teachers used a variety of phonetic clues 

and phonemic awareness activities with their students, they typically used them with 

students who had mild to severe hearing losses. Only one teacher used phonemic 

awareness and phonics with a child with a ptofound hearing loss. The possible mismatch 

could be explained by several factors. One is the age of the students and the low 
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incidence of young deaf students obsei-ved in this study. Only four students in the study 

had profound hearing losses and used sign language. Of those four only one was in the 

early elemeniary grades where teachers commonly use phonemic awareness and.phomcs. 

rhi«f was the student whose teacher used decoding practices on a regular basis even 

though she had a profound hearing loss. Another possible factor is the students' degree 

of hearing loss. The teachers tended to use phonemic awareness and phonics with 

students who had lesser degrees of hearing loss and intelligible speech. For those who 

had greater hearing losses and less intelligible speech, the teachers did not seem to find 

phonics related activities important much as Livingston (1997) and Paul (1998) have 

found with other d/hh learners. This suggests that teachers need to have a knowledge of 

phonics and phonemic awareness that they can use wfih suidents as needed. Teachers 

must be able to decide which students would benefit from phomcs and which would not. 

In order to do this, teachers will need to know their students well. Teachers will also 

need to take some risks and try different practices with students. One of the major 

implications of this mismatch is the need for further research which examines phonics 

and phonemic awareness with learners having a variety of hearing losses. Although, this 

may be dependent on the individual learner, fiirther research in this area may assist 

teachers in making more appropriate decisions. 

The second mismatch for literacy development was that workshops focusing on 
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normally developing hearing learners were not important for an itinerant teachers' 

theoretical framework. This was mismatched in the teachers' practices as well as in my 

own. It was obvious that alt of the teachers had accimiulated pieces of their theories for 

developing literacy through workshops and inservices geared toward teachers of hearing 

children in the mainstream. This was also a mismatch with my own practices as an 

itinerant. I, in fact, preferred a combinatioa of workshops and inservices focused on d/hh 

students as well as hearing students. With my knowledge of d/hh learners I found that I 

was able to easily take information and ideas from workshops that were geared toward 

hearing children and adapt them for the d/hh. learners on my caseload. Itinerant teachers 

will need to be encouraged and supported in attending all kinds of workshops and classes 

because they encounter such a varieQr of students. By attending a variety of workshops 

and classes itinerant teachers will learn the practices that they need to serve their students. 

The mismatches between the teachers' beliefs about developing literacy and their 

practices included: having an. optimal auditory environment in a pull-out setting and 

assigning homework. The first mismatch about the auditory environment was not an area 

the teachers had much control over but instead was due to space shortages at individual 

schools. Even though students' EPs required quiet environments, the teachers often 

worked in places that were neither quiet nor inviting and rela.\ing learning spaces. 

Schools tend to be filled to their limits serving the needs of all students, so that adding a 



294-

specialist with students who need one-on-one instruction in quiet spaces often is not 

accommodated. As an itinerant teacher, I also experienced this mismatch on a regular 

basis and worked in a variety of horrendous spots including a Janitor's closet filled with 

mops and cleaning smells. Schools must work with itinerant teachers in finding 

appropriate places to work with d/hh students. This will be beneficial to the student and 

will also serve to keep the district ia compliance with lEP goals. Itinerant teachers, 

parents, and administrators must become strong advocates for their d/hh leamers by-

supporting quiet environments for itinerant teachers to work with students. 

The second mismatch for developing literacy was assigning homework. Most of 

the time the teachers asked students to complete homework assignments that were fairly 

minimal. When they did assign more complex homework, the teachers were often 

frustrated because their students did not complete it in a timely manner. Itinerant teachers 

will need to rethink assigning homework. It seems that an itinerant's job is fhistrating 

enough without adding this aggravation. When possible the itinerant teacher will need to 

complete goals such as students writing research reports in conjunction with classroom 

work. Strong collaboration between classroom and itinerant teachers will be needed. 

Building principals will need to support and encourage this collaboration by providing 

time for teachers to meet and discuss student needs. Classroom teachers will also need to 

be more invested in the student's EEP, taking the responsibility for meeting some of the 
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yearly goals. 

A number of beliefs were not observed in practice during the study including: 

exposing children to environmental print, treating deaf and hard of hearing learners as 

di^erent populations, matching ASL and English and using glossing, and changes in 

student population and jobs as changing theoretical firameworks. Exposing children to 

environmental print may have in fact happened when I was not observing. One possible 

explanation for its absence in the study was the portability issue of materials. Perhaps 

bringing materials like milk cartons and cereal boxes were prohibitive because of their 

bulkiness. These findings suggest the need for further research into the world of itinerant 

teaching through longitudinal studies as well as more in-depth, short term studies which 

will be able to examine in greater detail the actual practices used fay itinerant teachers. 

While the belief of treating deaf and hard of hearing learners as different 

populations, much as Padden and Ramsey (1993) have discussed in the literature, was not 

directly obser\'ed, the phonics issue discussed earlier may point to possible differences in 

working with the two populations. One reason this was not clearly observed was because 

of the small numbers of deaf learners of all ages who were observed during the study. 

The differences between populations might be more obvious if more deaf learners from 

preschool to junior high were included in the study. This again iniplies the need for 

fiirther research through longitudinal studies of d/hh students in the itinerant setting. 
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Matching English to ASL as Livingston (1997) and Paul (1987) suggest doing and 

glossing as Suppala, Wix. and McKee (1999) report using with d/hh learners were other 

beliefs the teachers held that were not observed. This again may have been due to the 

small numbers of deaf students included ia the study. 

Revisions of theoretical framework due to changes in student population and job 

positions were final beliefs that were not observed. The short amount of time covered by 

this study did not allow for observation of changes in student populations nor for Job 

changes. It would be interesting to revisit how job change affects theoretical frameworks 

next year with Lucy, who will be leaving her itinerant position for a self-contained 

classroom in her district. 

Beliefs about developing literacy that were not observed included using the school 

district's regular education or special education curriculums, using the environment of the 

school as the teachers' literacy environment, using a combination of formal and informal 

assessments, using sustained silent reading, teaching students to ask questions as they 

read, and adapting classroom materials. These may not have been observed for a variety 

of reasons. The amount of time I observed was minimal compared to the teachers' total 

time with their students that I was only able to get a broad overview of what they actually 

did. 1 did not observe the teachers reading materials hanging on the walls of their schools 

with students but that doesn't mean that it did not in fact happen. 



297 

Using sustained silent reading and teaching students to ask questions as they read 

were other beliefs that were not observed. Again, this may have been due to the amount 

of time 1 observed each student. Sustained silent reading may not have been observed 

because the teachers wanted me to observe them actively engaged with students. 

The use of school district curriculums for regular education and for special 

education were also not observed. This may be due to the time factor as well as to the 

portability of materials factor. These were often bulky notebooks that were probably too 

much to carry around as an itinerant. Perhaps districts should consider writing curricula 

in such a way that it can be carried easily. One way to accomplish this would be through 

brochures for each grade level. This would be usefiil for itinerant teachers as well as 

classroom teachers and parents. 

The belief in using a combination of assessments for each child was another area 

that may not have been observed due to the amount of time that this study actually 

covered. The teachers only saw students for small parts of their total academic day and 

had areas to cover other than assessment during their sessions. When they did do some 

assessment, the teachers typically did several other activities during the same session. 

Thus, assessment was spread across a number of sessions which I missed out on in my 

observations. This implies the need for longitudinal studies of itinerant teachers to see 

how they use the assessment data they collect. 
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A final belief of the teachers' about developing literacy, adapting classroom 

materials, was not observed in practice. This may have been because rewriting materials 

was an activity the teachers dealt with during office time or planning time; times when I 

did not observ'e them. Again, this suggests the need for more short-term as well as long-

term studies which focus on itinerant teachers. 

Summary 

The itinerant teachers' beliefs about literacy were matched in their practices. The 

majority of the itinerant teachers' beliefs about literacy development for all children as 

well as those who are deaf and hard of hearing were matched in their practices. 

Additionally, the majority of their beliefs about developing literacy in their d/hh students 

were found in their practices. Mismatches between beliefs and practices about literacy 

development were most likely due to the low incidence of profoundly deaf students on the 

caseloads of the teachers as well as to the minimal amount of time that this study actually 

covered in their overall academic day. Two mismatches between beliefs and practices for 

developing literacy seemed to cause quite a bit of tension and firustration for the teachers; 

assigning homework and having a quiet environment in which to work with their 

students. Although homework was assigned, it was frequently not completed by the 

students, which caused some friction between teachers and students. A quiet working 

envirormient was another mismatch that was entirely out of the teachers* control and was 
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a function of space availability in individual schools. That certain beliefs were not 

observed during the study may have been due to several factors: time constraints of the 

study itself and the low incidence of deaf students in these teachers' caseloads. 
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The Efiects of the Work Context on the Beliefs of Itinerant Teachers 

It rained a lot last night. I headed out to Payson early this morning 
through the mist and the fog. Made It across Roosevelt Dam and 
over most of the one-lane dirt road before I had problems. When I 
got to Ashe Creek, a mile from pavement, I came to a stop. The 
water was runmng fast and looked deep from the car. Got out and 
looked. It didn't look too awful so I got back In the car and gunned 
It. knowing I had to get a running start to make It across all that 
water. When I hit the water the car dropped about a foot and 
stalled. There was nothing to do but get out, wade to shore, and 
wait for someone to come, t watched water creep past the half-way 
mark on my tires and begin to flood the Interior of the car. After 
about an hour a big flat bed truck came along, also heading north to 
Payson and offered to pull me through to the north side of the 
creek. He drove his truck about hal^ay Into the creek, got out and 
hooked onto my front bumper. When he tried to pull me through 
though, he also got stuck. So, there we were. Two vehicles now 
blocking the creek. No phones within miles. After about 30 
minutes a dump tnick came along. He pulled me out on the south 
side of the creek. 1 returned to the ofKce about noon, switched my 
schedule around and saw most of Thursday's kids this afternoon. 
I'll see today's kids on Thursday. Hopefully the road will be dried 
out by then. (Sue, February, 1978). 

[handwritten at the mechanic's] I was on the road by 6:00 am 
today. It was a beautiful morning, all mlsQr and cloudy. Watched 
boat-tailed ravens singing in the tops of the cottonwoods along the 
Interstate. I was going to be early to meet Charlotte, but around 
7:30,1 noticed smoke coming out the back of my car. Then smoke 
started coming out the right side of the hood. The temperature 
gauge went sky high. [ pulled over as soon as it was safe and 
opened the hood but there was too much smoke to see anything. 
Thank goodness I brought my cell phone. While I talked with a 
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very irritating woman at my emergency roadside service, a 
highway patrol man pulled up. He called for a tow truck, told me 
to get in my car and wait. He would be back in 30 minutes to 
check on me. A highway angel. Thirty minutes later he pulled up 
behind me, just as the tow truck came onto the interstate. 
Although I had to cancel the morning session with Charlotte, [ was 
back on the road by 11:00 and made it to Tucson for an interview 
with another teacher. An itinerant researcher...that's a good name 
for this. (Sue, March, 2001) 

Itinerant models of service delivery for special education are just one of the many 

possibilities available for providing instruction to children with special learning needs. 

Itinerant services are often used in rural settings especially with low incidence handicaps 

such as hearing loss because they are convenient and cost effective (Flener, 1993). An 

itinerant teacher's job is twofold: providing direct services to students and providing 

indirect services to classroom teachers, support personnel, and families (American 

Foundation for the Blind, 1957; Luckner, Rude, & Sileo, 1989; Reynolds & Mann, 1987). 

Following this model, the classroom teacher is responsible for the majority of the 

curriculum with the itinerant teacher providing the special education modifications 

needed by each student (Flener). 

Although a number of studies have examined the itinerant model of service 

delivery (Marston & Heistad, 1994; Marston, 1996; Sands etal., 1995), only two studies 

have examined the effects of service delivery on the reading achievement of children with 

special teaming needs. Marston and Heistad (1994) studied the gains made in pull-out 
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programs versus those made in collaborative inclusion programs for children with special 

learning needs and found that both models were equally effective in contributing to 

reading improvement, Marston (1996) examined the effectiveness of inclusion only, 

combined services, and pull-out only services in the area of reading. This study found 

that the reading progress for students in a combined service model was significantly 

higher than the reading progress for students in either an inclusion only model or for 

students in a pull-out only model. 

A. number of studies have examined the various aspects of the itinerant model 

with d/hh students. Four studies exammed teacher perceptions about itinerant teaching 

(Luckner, 199 la; Lucicner. 199 lb; Luckner & Miller, 1994; Yarger& Luckner, 1999). 

No research has been done that has examined the beliefs and practices of itinerant 

teachers of d/hh students. 

The itinerant experience is like no other. [ have been a center-based classroom 

teacher and an itinerant teacher. Though there are many adventures in the classroom, 

many more await the itinerant teacher. Travel and collaboration with the many different 

teachers, specialists, and administrations is a challenge. Aspects such as these greatly 

impact teachers' beliefs and practices. I found this to be true as an itinerant researcher as 

well. Driving over 3700 miles to collect the data for this study challenged me as well in 

terms of collaborating with these five teachers and their school districts, observing and 
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interviewing at their convenience not mine. It reminded me again of the importance of 

looking at how the itinerant setting affects beliefs and practices. 

My final research question for this study was: What is the effect of the work 

context on itinerant teachers of d/hh children in terms of literacy development? To begin, 

I address the underlying principle for the work of the teachers in the study. This is 

followed by a discussion about pull-out services versus in-class service. Finally, [ address 

the specific effects of the itinerant setting on teaching. 

Core Beliefs and Practices 

The underlving principle that the itinerant teachers seemed to work by and which 

greatly affected their beliefs was that "an itinerant... is more of a secondary or supportive 

role, the e.xtra pracuce done, the extra help with the tilings that they're struggling with" 

(Beth, February, 2001). Due to a variety of factors the teachers often spoke about their 

need to be flexible and to take this supporting role, balancing work toward lEPs goals 

with supplementing classroom work. Lucy explained it well, "You kind of have to go to 

the school and like plug in. It's ahnost like you're a laptop. You just go to one school 

and you plug into their electric circuit and you figure out what the voltage is" (February, 

2001). On the rare occasions when the itinerant teachers were able to take the role of 

primary literacy teacher, they reported enjoying the experience. 
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Pull-out V^ersus In-Class Work 

The teachers put the needs of their students first in terms of either pulling them 

out of their classrooms or working with, them in the class. As Charlotte said, "It depends 

on what the needs of the kids are whether I pull them out or whether we go in the class" 

(January, 2001). Several of the teachers worked with, their younger children within the 

classroom. "Generally with my preschoolers...and with my kindergartoers I spend more 

time in the classroom" (Charlotte, January-, 2001). "I really like a combination of [pull-

out and in-class]...if it's a student in the elementary grades I can [go in the classroom]. 

Junior high, it's a little bit harder but I am in one of the classes with my junior high 

student. And then two other times I pull her out" (Kelly, February, 2001). 

Pros and cons for pulling smdents and for working with them within the larger 

class were discussed by all of the teachers. The pros of in-class work and pull-out were 

discussed with the same amount of frequency by the teachers. The teachers gave a variety 

of reasons for working in the classroom with, their students. Kelly felt working in the 

classroom gave her students "a feeling of belonging" (April, 2001). She also talked about 

working in the classroom and how it impacted her (February, 2001). "t like the inclusion 

model. [ like to be a part of the classroom." For Charlotte it was important to sometimes 

work with students in their classrooms "to see what's going on so [ can trouble shoot any 

issues that I see that are happening" (January, 2001). It was also important to Charlotte to 
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work ia the classroom if there were any behavior issues with her students. "If there are 

behavior issues, [ tend to spend more time in the classroom because that's where those 

issues are going to occur, not one-on-one with me" (January, 2001). 

Negatives for working in the classroom with students were also discussed by the 

teachers. Disadvantages given by Kelly and Lucy for working in the classroom included 

not having their students* full attention. "And when [ do go into the classroom it's 

really hard to get them to pay attention" (Lucy, January, 2001). Kelly also found it 

difficult to work in the classroom because her students were so focused on the classroom 

activit\' that she wasn't able to reinforce language and other lEP goals (March, 2001). 

Other disadvantages for Kelly when working in the classroom were that it was "hard to 

pull things to work on from class work" (January, 2001) and '*[ don't have a lot of time to 

do one-on-one kinds of activities" in the classroom setting (June. 2001). 

The reasons that were given by the teachers for pulling students out of the 

classroom included knowing what the students were doing in their classrooms and 

knowing what they each needed to work on. The teachers felt that a pull-out environment 

was best for working on "specific skilIs....pull-out gives you that quiet environment that 

you can really focus... with less distraction and more focus on...your goal" (Kelly, 

February, 2001). Charlotte and Lucy talked about having their students' undivided 

attention in pull-out situations. As Lucy said while pounding the table with her fist, "I'm 
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right in front of them and we're going to get this work done" ( January, 2001). One of 

Mary's reasons for preferring pull-out was that it was more fim for her. Another reason 

she cited, for puUing students was that their teachers were not easy to work, with and were 

"...not the greatest teachers" (February, 2001). Time was the final reason given by the 

teachers for preferring pull-out, especially for junior high and high school students. "It's 

like crunch time and so time is kind of precious" (Mary, February, 2001). Being able to 

pull students gave the teachers more control over the kmds of work the students were 

doing with them and they were able to target more specific kinds of skills that their 

students needed to work on. 

Two negatives were discussed by the teachers for working in pull-out situations, 

the student to teacher ratio and space to work. Both of these areas will be discussed in 

greater depth in the following sections because of their enormous impact on the teachers. 

Effects of The Itinerant Setting on Teaching 

When questioned about the effects of the itinerant setting on their beliefs and. 

practices, the teachers talked about various aspects that could be looked at from a positive 

or a negative perspective. These aspects included team support including the 

administration and. regular education teachers, the availability of space, consistency, 

isolation, the availability of resources,, time, the student-teacher ratio, flexibility, and 

ownership of the student and the program. These will be discussed in their order of 
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importance to the teachers with those discussed most often examined first. 

Team Support 

The support or lack of support ftom team members was the most frequently 

discussed aspect of the itinerant setting that impacted the teachers' beliefs and practices 

with negatives oumumbering positives. As Lucy said, "When you have uncooperative 

team members...you can't get your job done" (January, 2001). Negatives that were 

discussed included issues with other personnel such as the regular education teacher, 

secretaries, administrators, and specialists working with the student. Issues with 

classroom teachers were by far the most frequently discussed problem in this area for the 

teachers in the study. The most frequent problem noted with classroom teachers was well 

described by Lucy. "You walk into a classroom and they're like. 'Hi'. And they just go 

on about their business. You can take the kid and you come back with the kid and it's 

like you were ne%'er there" (February, 2001). Later she described these teachers as those 

who. "really just don't want to deal with you. They don't like having the kid in their 

class. They don't want to make the modifications. They don't really want to talk to you. 

They just kind of want you to come in and out and leave them alone" (February, 2001). 

Lucy talked at length in January 2001 about David's particular situation. "In December it 

was decided I would start being the reading teacher because [ realized she wasn't teaching 

Mm reading. So he missed half a year of reading instruction because she didn't feel like 
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making the materials for him." Kelly also discussed classroom teachers who gave her 

little or no support with materials for class projects. "Even if I had background 

knowledge [about the project], I would still have needed resources on [the student's] level 

that she didn't have^ and the classroom teacher didn't provide that" (April. 2001). In 

situations like this the teachers often pulled their d/hh students out of the classroom to 

work with them. Although working with, classroom teachers is a challenge faced by many 

special education teachers, it seems to be more of an issue for the itinerant teacher who is 

only in the building a few days a week. A possible explanation for issues \.vith classroom 

teachers was provided by Mary in May, 2001. 'You're just kind of visiting. There is a 

certain am'mosity that teachers will build up. I don't think they do it on purpose...But it 

does happen...They see you for two minutes one day a week and then you're expecting 

them to give you class notes and a study guide outline tor the final exams. And he's got 

35 students to get ready for." 

Problems that were noted with secretarial staff and administrators included a lack 

of support and lack of understanding about the needs of the itinerant teacher. Lucy talked 

about the lack of support she faced in some of her schools from the office staff. "A lot of 

schools you go to for whatever reason either the staff is insensitive to what you require to 

do your job or...they don't know how to deal with this kid. You try to go in and smooth it 

all out and just no one listens to you" (January, 2001). Mary talked at length about the 
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lack of support from administrators in some of her schools (February, 2001). "Overall 

support from administration seems to be pretty tough, out here, at least where I am. I can 

only speak to where [ am. You talk to friends that are working in town and it doesn't 

seem to be as [big] a challenge for them to work with their teachers and tiieir principals 

and have their principals really embrace what they're doing. 1 seem to kind of always 

have to fight and make a case for what I'm doing....That's a challenge." The itinerant 

teachers were not seen as part of the school because they were not there on a daily basis. 

This lack of support from classroom teachers, office staff, and administration had 

quite an impact on the teachers. For Mary it left her not particularly wanung to attend the 

weekly staffings in her schools. She saw her students and did what she needed to do but 

didn't put out that extra effort to attend early morning meetings. "1 kind of just gave 

up....and said forget it. I'm here to do a job. And I'mjust going to pull my kid. In and 

out. It wasjust like hitting your head against the wall. I went to all the team meetings. 1 

had to get up early to get there. To say things over and over again...It's not easy..it's not 

easy to have the motivation to do when you meet a lot of this kind of behavior" (May, 

2001). As the year ended though Mary was feeling that she had made a mistake. "Not 

wanting to deal with these teachers. It's not a great feelmg....lt's been a battle. But Tm 

seeing even though if s a struggle to deal with a lot of teachers you have to make the 

effort. You won't get accomplished what you need to get done if you don't have some 
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kind of rapport with the teachers" (May, 2001). 

Issues with other specialists who were working with d/hh students was a final area 

of concern about team members for the teachers. Other specialists were a topic of 

conversation for Lucy: 

I have a student who^s supposed to be receiving related services 

[ESL services, speech therapy] and the related service people are 

just ignoring him and they're not coming to see him. And so I've 

spoken to the related service people and nothing's happened. I've 

spoken to my program specialist who is kind of in charge of special 

ed for that school, all special cd. I've put in a couple calls to her. 

Nothing's gotten done....l feel like he's the one getting cheated out 

of all of iL..If people would Just do what they're supposed to do 

everything would be fine. (January. 2001) 

This lack of support firom specialists impacted Lucy, as she had to spend a part of 

her day dealing with issues that the specialists should have taken care of. She also 

focused more on ESL and speech with this student during her own sessions than she 

might otherwise have, had the specialists been working with the student. 

There were a number of aspects concerning the support team that positively 

affected the teachers' beliefe. These included a variety of personnel with whom the 



311 

itinerant teachers worked including the classrooro teacher, supervisors, and the students. 

Support from the regular education teacher was the most frequently discussed positive in 

terras of team support. Teachers who were supportive were descrioed as open and willing 

to share. "Someone who takes the time to talk to you^and discuss vvhat you're doing with 

the student" (Lucy, February, 2001). For Charlotte a supportive teacher was one who 

kept her informed about what was happening-in the classroom including the needs of the 

classroom teacher and the needs of the student (February, 2001). 

Program supervisors as well as the students themselves were final positive aspects 

of team membership for the teachers. Bedi discussed the support she received from her 

supervisors who respected her and placed their faith in her to be where she was supposed 
» 

I 

to be, when she was supposed to be there, doing what she was supposed to be doing 

(Febriiaiy, 2001) Mary also spoke highly of her supervisor who 'trusts that what Tm 

doing is correct and gives me the room to do what I need to do" (February, 2001). Mary 

also spoke about her students supporting her beliefs. "^They actually are taking the risks 

and using language and reading and writing. They're the biggest support" (March, 2001). 

AvailabtlitypfSppcg 

The lack of quiet spaces to work with, students as well as space to store materials 

had a major impact on the practices of each of the itinerant teachers. Finding space to 

work with students was as Mary said, "tough all the time. [ haie that. I hate having to 
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teel like rtti begging to work in their district and help their students and be a team 

member" (February, 2001). "Normally [ try to get into the library' there but it's been 

really bus>' this year so there's a lot of times we work in closets or we work outside or we 

work in the copy room" (Lucy, February, 2001). When space was available it often was 

not an appropriately quiet environment for a d/hh student. "With hearing impaired kids 

it's a quiet environment. It's written into the lEP that they need this instruction in small 

groups in a quiet environment. But no one seems to really pay attention to that 

sometimes" (Lucy. February, 2001). fn February 2001 Mary said. "And inevitably the 

spaces are riever very good. They're either shared with other special ed personnel where 

kids are ver>- involved and there's a lot of .screaming and bangirg...no real good working 

conditions there. Or you're sharing otf the music rciom. It's never a good thing." 
» k 

During the obsen'ations, I witnessed each of the trachen> deahng with verj-

inadequate spaces in which to work with their students. A prime example of this was at 

one of Kelly's schools where there were no rooms to work in other than a time out room. 

Kelly chose not co work there because of the negative cotmotation it held. Instead she 

and Fern worked daily at a picnic table outside whetlier the weather was cool or hot. I 

watched them work together outside during all three observation?. Altliougli it was cool 

for the first observation it was quite tolerable at the piciiic table (February, 2001). During 

the second observation the weather was beautifiil bat there were a number of students 
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painting at an adjoining table without much supervision, so the noise level was quite high 

(April, 2001). The real problem with the space did not show itself until the sprinkler 

system came on. leaving us all damp and cutting the session short. The final observation 

was done Just days before the end of the school year and the noise level outside was 

horrible (May, 2001). Kelly even remarked on how noisy it was when she watched the 

videotape of the session (May, 2001). Kelly's practice was severely affected by this 

environment. She cut her session short in April 2001 because of the sprinkler system and 

stopped the session early in an observation at the beginrJng of May 2001 because of the 

noise factor. 

Another example of how inappropriate space affected the teachers' practice was 

seen particularK during Lucy's February' 2001 observation. At one school she worked 

with a fifth grade student in a stiflingly hot room that had a glass case full of candy. The 

student who happened to have a dollar bill in his pocket spent the entire session looking 

at the candy and rolling his dollar between his fingers. At another school with her next 

student. Jamie, she had to work in the copy room. Two copy machines were constantly in 

use during the session and people continually walked in and out, talking as they went. In 

each of these situations Lucy spent a great deal of the session redirecting the student's 

attention to the task at hand. 

Space for storing materials was another concern for some of the teachers and 
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greatly impacted the literacy environment they created. "I know as an itinerant you move 

around but if they could give me like a drawer somewhere I could leave more stuff 

there...realistically, you've got this box of stuff and you've got stuff in your bag, but you 

don't take in what you don't have to take in. So, I think I've been in situations where, 

'Oh, I wish I had brought that in.' I didn't want to carry it... 'I don't have it Ok, well 

we'll do without it'" (Lucy, February, 2001). Four of the itinerant teachers had a central 

office or classroom in their district but these spaces were also limited. Beth had materials 

spread about in six different locations and was often left wondering, "where are all those 

things on..." (February. 2001). 

CpHsistgncy ofTim? with Students 

The third most frequently discussed aspect of the itinerant setting that impacted 

the practices of the teachers was the consistency or inconsistency with which the teachers 

were able to work with, their students. Negative aspects, the inconsistency of actually 

seeing students, were discussed far more often by the teachers than were positive aspects 

and affected their practices by prolonging lessons and causing them to sometimes 

abandon plans altogether. Negative effects on practice included the interruption of 

services due to special events, testing, schedule changes, and needing to incorporate other 

specialists' lEP goals into each session. Special events that caused problems for the 

teachers included assemblies, fieldtrips, fire drills, meetings, and special activities in the 
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classroom. 'Tou really never know what's going to happen when you show up at a 

schooI..;You can get there and anything can be" happening. I went to see a kid on Friday 

and I couldn't find his cIass...And so I asked them today and they were making tiles 

somewhere in some room and the teacher didn't tell me, which happens a loL They just 

kind of forget that I'm coming" (Charlotte, January, 2001). 

Group testing and schedule changes in the regular education classroom were other 

frequent problems the teachers ran up against. Group testing was especially evident 

during the study because spring time is "nesting season" (Charlotte, February, 2001). 

During this time districts were giving their own math, reading and writing tests to certain 

grade levels; the Stanford 9; and AIMS, the state test, '['he teachers were either forced to 

cancel sessions with students, administer the test/subtest during their sessions, or review 

with their students for the test. Schedule changes in the regular education classroom also 

affected the teachers as special classes (e.g., computer lab) changed times causing the 

teachers to miss sessions until they could reschedule their students or to cut sessions 

short. Some of the teachers ran up against classroom teachers who had no set schedule 

for certain activities such as recess. Thi?; also impacted the teachers' practices by not 

being able to see the student during their regularly scheduled time. The teachers often 

had to wait once they arrived at a school before the student came in from recess. 

Mary discussed the need to incorporate other specialists' goals from her student's 
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lEPs into her own sessions (May, 2001): 

In rural districts sometimes there is only one speech pathologist 

and 92 kids on her caseload and you Just might have to incorporate 

some of those goals in your lesson. I'm not saying that takes over 

your entire lesson and you become a speech path but there are 

realistic times you need to incorporate those things and 1 think that 

it kind of is our obligation. If I'm going to be out in the trenches [I 

need] to know how to teach those areas...And I don't really have a 

choice. You know you can't sav, ''Oh I'm not really qualified to 

work with this kid." 

Mary's need to incorporate other areas from lEPs was clearly evident during 

observations in March (2001) and April (2001) in her sessions with her fifth grade group 

of boys when fractions became the main focus. Mary had been informed by the special 

education director of the district that she needed to incorporate math goals into her 

sessions shortly before the March 2001 observation because the special education teacher 

had left the district in mid-year. 

The teachers all think that they can be successml with their students if they are 

able to work with them on a consistent basis. Although consistency was discussed in a 

positive light by Kelly, she framed her comments with a number of'ifs' (April, 2001). "I 
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think it [the itinerant modell can be [effective for literacy development] if it's consistent-

If I get to see a student on a consistent basis and am able to focus on things that they're 

doing in the class or something that I can follow through." 

r?Qlati9n 

The teachers often expressed feelings of isolation from other teachers, from their 

supervisors,^ as well as from other itinerant teachers. This isolatioD affected their beliefs 

and practices by limiting the outside resources they had available to them as well as by 

limiting the numbers of people they had available who understood their jobs enough to be 

able to "throw ideas around'. In February (2001). Mary talked about the isolation she 

encountered in a rural setting. For her the*e v^as uo one to 'S'ent fci a lot of the times. 

There is no collaboration unless you really go our and seek it ana send an email. We have 

our meetings which don't happen that often." She also talked about Uie meetings with 

other itinerant teachers through her agency (February, 2001). During the school year the 

group had met three times. "A lot goes through email now whicti is nice tor everyone but 

it's a loss of personal contact." Mary also felt isolated from many of the families of her 

students because she needed a Spam'sh interpreter to communicate with them. Although 

Kelly did not specifically mention being isolated, she remarked a. number of tinies that it 

was nice to have me around to bounce ideas off because she had no one else with whom 

to do this. At the end of each of the interviews and observations she asked me about 
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appropriate assessment tools and service delivery dilemmas with her students. 

Being able to work with or meet with other itinerant teachers was an important 

support for the teachers in the study, ofteh helping to alleviate some of their feelings of 

isolation. Both Charlotte and Kelly were involved in a group of itinerant teachers called 

the Arizona Professionals for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (APDHH, Inc) which met at 

least four times during the school year. Both reported that this organization provided 

them with a much needed support system. During the study the itinerant teachers in Beth 

and Lucy's school district were alt housed together in a portable building. This closeness 

led to "brainstorming and sharing ideas" (Lucy, December, 2000). "Now. when l...wallc 

into the portable and say. "Does anyone have....' or leave a note on the board saying, 

'does anyone have stuff on amphibians'" (Lucy, May, 2001) a number of teachers are 

there to help out. However, this closeness was about to change. At the time of Lucy's 

last interview the district was considering closing the service center where the itinerant 

teachers were housed and placing them out in individual schools (May, 2001). Lucy felt 

this would be detrimental. "If we're all out at schools we're gomg to be very isolated. 

There's going to be no collaboration between us." 

Just being in close proximity with other itinerant teachers did not completely 

alleviate the isolation factor experienced by some of the teachers. They also seemed to 

need supervisors who were williog and able to smooth the way for them in their 
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individual schools, administrators who would deal with problems such as specialists who 

were not following through oa EP goals. 

Availability of Resources 

In terms of the availability of resources, the teachers discussed materials such as 

books and paper as well as being able to go on fieldtrfps with students. The limited 

availability of materials was an important topic of discussion for the teachers and greatly 

impacted several of them in putting their beliefs into practice. Beth and Lucy each talked 

about being frustrated with, their district in terms of the availability of resources. "^As an 

itinerant you tend to lack funds to get materials. Classrooms get supplemental materials 

to go with reading series, science, social studies books, but itinerants just this year got 

$ 100 each for the year" (Beth, January. 2001). Later Beth added, "I often have to make 

my own materials or buy them myself to get to the goals of the classroom." When Lucy 

discussed the availability of materials she described herself as a ''homeless person, 

begging for construction paper** (February, 2001). She went on to say. 

Kids are so visual. The regular ed teachers...can go down to the 

library and use the opaque projector and blow something up and 

get it laminated...but this service center [where the itinerant 

teachers are housed in her district] does not have a laminator. We 

have construction paper in colors black and brown. I mean 
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literally I've been switching over to working with younger 

kids there is so much I could do if I had a freaking laminator. I 

could make games.... but they're going to get destroyed after the 

second time you use them—So that's a real beef that [ have this 

year. Having access to tag board and Just all the stuff you need to 

make stuff for kids.,..I think the operating premise is that you get it 

from your regular ed school, but your regular ed school isn't 

always helpful. Some of them are....Sorae...you just get this 

attitude back..I always feel like I'm stealing supplies...! go into the 

workroom and I'm hunting through stuff and everyone's kind of 

looking at me like. 'Who is she?' I'm like, 'No, I really work here. 

I really do'. I'm taking paper going, 'Please don't call the 

principal'....! could do a lot more if I could get hold of a laminator 

and some pretty construction paper. 

Resources in Mar%''s rural setting were also problematic especially when it came 

to &ldtrips. She found this affecting her practice in that she herself needed to bring in 

experiences for her students in order to provide more background knowledge for them. 

Only one teacher, Qiarlotte, had positives to say about her district when it came to 

materials and resources. "We have a lot of matertals...and we have an instructional media 



321 

center at district office. We can go there and check out.„tons of trade books and 

textbooks andjust all kinds of materials too that we can—use" (February, 2001). 

lUM 

Time was the next aspect of the itinerant setting that impacted the teachers^-

practices. Negative comments about this "dreaded time factor" (Mary, March, 2001) far 

outnumbered positive comments. Negative issues with time included the lack: of 

continuity possible because of classroom activities, not enough time in the itinerants' 

schedule to serve students as they felt they needed to be served, and little or no time to 

prepare and find materials. Time issues with continuity of services have been previously 

discussed in this chapter. Having to stop what they had planned to work on in order to 

focus on classroom work did not "completely prevent [the teachers from putting their 

beliefs into action] but it kind of interrupts the flow of putting your beliefs into what you 

do" (Beth, March, 2001). Another issue with time and the classroom was brought up by 

Beth who talked about not being able to focus on reading and writing "as thoroughly as I 
» I 

want to because of the pace [of the classroom]" (January, 2001). Later in the interview 

Beth added that she could not, "control the pace in the classroom. For most the pace is 

very fast. If we want to do all we want to do with a story such as preread, develop the 

vocabulary before the student reads in class, and add to the reading afterwards through 

drawing and dramatization...by the time we do all that the class has moved way beyond." 
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Not having enough time ia their schedules to serve their students was a second 

time issue for each of the teachers. 'Tm there for 45 minutes and then I have to go....I 

could probably stay there for another hour and talk about what the next assignment is. 

That's frustrating when this child really needs me but what about the next one that I'm 

going to? That'sfrustrating"(KelIy, April, 2001). Or as Charlotte said, "There are some 

kids right now that I would like to see more than [ do but [just don't have time in my 

schedule" (January, 2001). Lucy also talked about this frustration in January (2001). 

'•It's really hard to be effective with someone you only see once a week for 40 minutes 

because you're not a real big influence in their life." Mary made the comment, "I know 

in my heart these kids need more time to rehearse and need to put things into action and 

there just isn't enough time" (March, 2001). 

Little or no time to prepare for students had a definite impact on Kelly. "Things 

that I think prevent you from [putting your beliefs into action] is the lack of time for prep 

for specific assignments. For instance, I go to see my junior high student and I don't have 

the resources at the tip of my fingers for her, and so then the next time I see her it may be 

already due" (April, 2001). Kelly reported having very little time during her week to 

actually plan and pull together materials for her students. 

Time also positively impacted the teachers' practices when they had several 

sessions a week with a child. '1 feel I'm more effective when I see a kid more hours or 
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more minutes per week...When you see a kid every day or every other day or even three 

days a week you can make aa impact" (Lucy, January, 2001). This was also true for 

Charlotte who said, "I give my kids a good chunk of time one-on-one which is nice. It's 

something that other kids in the classroom don't get" (Charlotte, January, 2001). Later in 

the interview she talked about giving her students "'a good chunk of quality time." Mary 

echoed this when she said was able to give her students "a good intense half hour" 

(February, 2001). 

Ratio of Students to Teachers 

The student to teacher ratio was another factor that influenced the teachers' 

beliefs. Both positives and negatives about the ratio were shared with positives 

outnumbering the negatives. The positive aspects of the student to teacher ratio faced by 

the teachers included being able to work in small groups or one-on-one. Having the 

"luxury of...one or two" (Mary, May, 2001) students gave the teachers the ability to 

"know where the missing links are so to speak and you can attack them better" (Mary, 

February, 2001). Small groups also gave Mary, "the time to take everything apart and to 

really call attention to it" (May, 2001). 

Comments about the negative aspects of this small student to teacher ratio were 

made by several of the teachers. "If s one-on-one versus teaching a group...Sometimes it 

actually makes it harder* (Lucy, May, 2001) because "that..one-on-one situation kind of 
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limits you in what you can do. If you play a game, you're the other opponent So, it's not 

really going to be a fair game anyway. I mean we play games sometimes, like memory 

games or matching games or things like that, but you can't play oCf each other." 

The small group size also had a negative affect oa Mary's beliefs in that there 

were "not enough models" (February, 2001) of the same age for her students. To combat 

this Mary often pulled in hearing children who needed to work in the same areas as her 

students. Increasing her group size in this way allowed her to be more creative and she 

was able to establish better group dynamics in her sessions. 

Flexibility 

The flexibility or freedom of being an itinerant teacher was often mentioned by 

the teachers in terms of curriculum planning for their students. Only positive aspects of 

flexibility were discussed. The teachers saw themselves as not having the same 

constraints that regular education teachers faced. "We are responsible for developing the 

child's individual educational plan. We as itinerants don't have a building principal 

saying this is how we're going to teach reading this year. This is the program we're going 

to use or...we're going to have literacy blocks and you're going to have groups instead of 

whole group instruction or whatever their direction is. We have a lot more freedom to do 

what we want" (Beth, March, 2001). "Most of the time I'm not tied to a curriculum, a 

principal's curriculum or a teacher's even for that matter" (Mary, February, 2001). The 
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teachers felt that they had creative control and could faring in a "myriad of materials" 

(Maty, February, 2001) to their sessions. 

The flexibility of the itinerant setting affected Charlotte and Lucy's beliefs in 

another way. Each discussed being able to go in and out of regular education classrooms, 

observing different beliefs in practice. The two teachers felt that through this constant 

exposure they were better able to 'pick and choose' what they personally believed in, 

adapting their own beliefs as they encountered new ideas. 

Ownership of the Student and the Curriculum 

Ownership of the students and of the curriculum were final factors in the itinerant 

setting that affected the teachers' beliefs. Only a few comments were made in this area 

and were equally distributed between positives and negatives. For Charlotte and Mary, 

ownership was not a problem and they in fact felt more ownership because of being 

itinerant teachers. "I know the curriculum and what they're doing in the classroom. I 

know the kids well because I work with them more than one year" (Charlotte, Jamoary, 

2001). "It's such a concentrated amount of time....there's Just more of a connection made 

and you Just can't help but not sit across from someone for half an hour to an hour every 

day or three times a week...it's incredible. You get to know those students so, so well and 

the trust factor and Just the respect that I have for them...fs pretty incredible for me. I love 

ir~ (Maty, February, 2001). 
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Kelly and Lucy voiced Just the opposite opinion about ownership of students and 

curriculum, Lucy expressed her feeling that the itinerant setting was "detrimental much 

of the time because it takes away your control over tlie environment and what you will 

teach" (December, 2000). At times this lack of control prevented these two teachers from 

putting their beliefs into action with their students. 

Discussion 

The underlying principle that the itinerant teachers in tlus study followed was 

taking a secondary role in the literacy development of their d/hh students. This supports 

Flener's (1993) idea that the classroom teachcr is the on? responsible for the majority of 

the curriculum. The itinerant teacher, according to Flener, serves to provide the 

modifications needed fay each student thus, taking a secondary role for academic 

achievement. This seems to be an ideal way of looking at the itinerant model. Teachers 

who become itinerants seem much less frustrated by the secondary nature of their position 

if they accept from the beginning that the amount of time they are able to spend with each 

child prohibits them from taking the primary role in developing literacy. 

Although the teachers viewed pull-out versus in-class work as being dependent on 

the individual needs of the student, they found that a combination of the two was actually 

the most beneficial for literacy development. This is supported by Marston (1996) who 

also found that a combination of in-class and pull-out service were equally effective in 
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reading improvement. However, the low student teacher ratio and problems finding 

space in crowded schools were potential deterrents for pull-out services to be effective. 

Graduate students and teachers of d/hh students will need to be acquainted with the 

itinerant model and with pull-out and in-class services. They will need to experiment 

with both types of service for their students to find the most appropriate setting or 

combination of settings for each learner. Collaboration between classroom and itinerant 

teachers will be needed to make these service delivery models effective for d/hh learners. 

Specific effects of the itinerant setting on teaching included the lack of team 

support firom classroom teachers, district persoimel, and other specialists. This lack of 

connection to people was also found in Yarger and Luckner's study (1999). Often when 

dealing with challenging adults, the itinerant teachers chose to "just do their Jobs" and no 

more. However, there were positive aspects of the teams these teachers worked with, 

including teachers who shared ideas and kept the itinerants informed about student 

progress, supervisors who gave them creative control, and the students themselves who 

supported the teachers' practices. All teacher preparation programs will need to address 

the role of classroom and itinerant teachers and provide experiences for their students to 

work together. Role playing and encouraging peer mentoring are possible ways to reach 

these ends. As teachers we must push ourselves to continue these practices, supporting 

one another through mentoring and discussion. Itinerant teachers must also advocate for 
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themselves by providing insetvices for staff and faculty for explaining their role in the 

school. They must become active members of the team. 

Another specific effect of the itinerant setting was the availability of space to 

work in with students. Often the spaces available to work in within the individual 

schools were less than optimal auditory envirorunents and prohibited the teachers from 

putting their practices into action. The teachers also had little space in which to store 

materials which made finding materials difficult as they were often spread out over 

several locations. Teachers need to be strong advocates for their students and for 

themselves. Advocacy should be a major part of teachers' professional careers whether 

they are in selt-contained classrooms or in itinerant positiotjs. Itinerant teachers need to 

be especially strong voices for their students, advocating for quiet spaces to anyone who 

will listen, fhey also need to advocate for themselves even though it can be difficult to 

be "the squeakj' wheel." Districts must also take a pro-active role in finding consistent, 

quiet space for itinerants as well as office and storage space for materials. Although this 

is difficult in our crowded schools, it will in the end make a difference for our students 

and will keep the district in compliance with the law. 

The itinerant setting also affected the consistency with which the teachers were 

able to work with students. Schools and itinerant teachers must work in collaboration, 

keeping each informed about schedule changes. Time is precious and it seems a waste 
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for an itinerant teacher to spend half the session "hunting" for her student. 

Isolation was another effect of the itinerant setting. The teachers frequently spoke 

of their isolation from other teachers and supervisors which prohibited them from sharing 

ideas and bouncing thoughts off other people in similar teaching positions. The isolation 

of an itinerant position was a challenge that was also found by Yarger and Luckner 

(1999). In the current study those itinerants who were housed with other itinerant 

teachers reported feeling much less isolated even though they might only see the other 

teachers for short amounts of time during the week. School districts and supervisors will 

need to take an active role in making sure that their itinerant teachers are not isolated 

from each other and will need to encourage teachers to make time for collaboration into 

their schedules. Districts and supervisors will need to be strong advocates for their 

itinerants, helping them solve problems in their schools and with other personnel. 

The availability of resources such as materials and supplies were common 

deterrents for the teachers' practices. The teachers frequently received little funding from 

their districts for materials and supplies and often had to either "beg" for them from their 

individual schools or buy them out of their own money. This lack of a connection to 

individual school sites was also found as a challenge by Yarger and Luckner (1999). 

When districts had a central place for materials and supplies including text books and 

supplemental materials, the teachers were much less limited in their practice. Itinerant 
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teachers will need to be advocates for themselves to be sure they have appropriate 

materials and supplies with which to make materials. School districts will need to make 

itinerant teachers feel welcome and make resources readily available to them. Ideally 

districts should also provide itinerant teachers with means for taking their students on 

excursions outside the school environment. Kelly's district gathered all the d/hh students 

once or twice a year for an educational fieldtrip together. This not only gave the students 

an opportunity^ to meet other d/hh children, it also gave them another experience to add to 

their knowledge base. 

Time was another specific effect of the itinerant setting. The teachers often did 

not have enough time to adequately serve their students nor did they have enough time to 

find materials and prepare their lessons. Although these are common complaints of all 

teachers, for itinerant teachers the impact of time is much greater because they are so 

infrequently at their individual schools and often spend what little planning time they 

have traveling or squeezing another student into their schedule. These time constraints 

were found by Yarger and Luckner (1999) as well. This has particular implications for 

school districts who must set a reasonable limit of direct and indirect hours spent each 

week with students for their itinerant teachers and hold them to it. Districts must also 

ensure that their teachers have planning time in their schedules. Teachers must be 

advocates for themselves, recognizing their own limitations and asking for assistance 
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whea it is needed. They must be strong voices, making their needs known. 

The student-teacher ratio also effected the teachers practices because one-on-one 

or small group work had much less potential for them in terms of group dynamics and 

there were many fewer same age peer models. Ways must be found for itinerant teachers 

to pull groups of same age peers into sessions with d/hh students. 

Another effect of die itinerant setting was flexibility in planning which was a plus 

for these itinerant teachers. They rarely had to follow any set curriculum and could 

instead do what they thought best with their students. This gave each of the teachers a 

great deal of freedom. Yarger and Luckner (1999) also found that this flexibility and the 

autonomy of an itinerant position was a positive for their itinerant teachers. Preservice 

programs will need to assist their students in determining what curriculum is and how to 

articulate their own. Teachers will need to continue thinking about their curriculum and 

follovving it in addition to following their students lEPs. This will ensure that teachers 

are providing a well-rounded education for their students. 

Ownership of students and programs was a final effect of the itinerant setting. 

The positive side was that the teachers knew what was happening in the classroom as 

well as what their students needed. They were able to spend a concentrated amount of 

time focused on the needs of their students. The negative side for the teachers was that 

the itinerant setting took away their control of the literacy environment they wanted to 
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create, thus limiting their practices. Teachers must find ways to work with peers. 

Forming strong collaborative communities will ease these feelings of no ownership for 

smdents and programs that some itinerant teachers hold. 

Summary 

The underlying principle for the itinerant teachers in this study was that they 

played a secondary role in developing literacy in their d/hh students by the very nature of 

their positions. A number of specific effects of the itinerant setting were found in the 

study including: lack of support from each student's team of teachers, lack of space, 

inconsistency with which the teachers were able to work with their students, isolation 

from other teachers and supervisors, availability of resources and time, student-teacher 

ratio, ownership of students and curriculum, and flexibility. 

Implications of these findings point to needs for experience with a variety of 

service models including itinerant teaching. Graduate smdents and teachers will need to 

be trained in curriculum matters as well. Itinerant teachers will need to make time in their 

busy schedules for collaboration with other teachers. Additionally they will need to be 

strong advocates for themselves and their students, making known, their needs and why. 

Supervisors will need to advocate for the itinerants they work with. Many of the 

problems itinerants have with schools and other specialists might be best solved through 

effective intervention from supervisors-
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Chapter 7 

Final Thoughts and Implications About Itinerant Teaching 
and Literacy Development 

I've beea teaching in a center-based preschool program for three 
years now. I miss a few things about those itinerant days like being 
able to pick up and go to another school, go outside to see what the 
day is like, go see a different kid. I do love it here, but we get too 
stuck in our ways in this little school and start annoying each other 
easily. As an itinerant! could get away &om all that Mind you, I 
wasn't sorry to have left itinerant teaching. Support was always 
one of my biggest complaints. I would be out there doing myjob. 
but I wouldn't get the support for my students and program that I 
needed because no one understood what I did. [ tried to educate 
people by giving inservices and meeting informally with them. 
Sometimes they listened and sometimes they didn t. When 1 left 
each of my itinerant positions it was because [ was so ovenvorked 
that I couldn't continue. There was never anyone to support me in 
saying that the district needed to hire another teacher. It was easier 
to move on than to stay and fight the battle. (Sue, Journal, March, 
1991) 

As a teacher Tve never felt that my own education was complete, 
but have wanted to know more while all the time keeping in mind 
the smdents' needs. Long ago I had a little boy with, a severe 
hearing loss who had a large home sign and gestural system but 
very little formal language that anyone outside the home could 
understand. He was the student who started me on a quest to learn 
some sign so [ could start teaching him. Later, E had a student who 
turned out to have a bi-polar disorder and who desperately needed 
a counselor to talk with. Unfortunately we had to use an interpreter 
for communication, something the student wasn't comfortable 
with. A counseling class helped me understand more about the 
counseling process and helped me find some help for this girl. 
Later stilt as a preschool teacher, I felt that T needed to know more 
about literacy development and how to go about it. So I started 
taking classes. It has never ended for me and that's a good thing. 
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The purpose of this qualitative, phenomenological case study was to examine the 

beliefs and practices about literacy development held by itinerant teachers of d/hh. 

students. Literacy development encompasses cultural, social, developmental, and 

knowledge base areas such as math and science. This approach was taken to gather the 

itinerant teachers' stories to frame their teaching contexts (Merriam, 1998) and to 

understand their experiences (Rossman & Rallis, 1998). Multiple case studies were 

completed in order to develop contextual relevance and contribute to the larger unit of 

study (Guba& Lincoln. 1982; Yin, 1989). 

In this chapter, I first address a review of the study including the research 

questions and methodology. This is followed fay a discussion of the major findings of the 

study and their importance and implications for our field. 

Reviewing the Study 

Five itinerant teachers and fifteen of their d/hh students were followed in this case 

study. The criteria used to select the teachers included: 

• spending 70% or more of their time providing itinerant services 

and serving two or more elementary schools 

• providing itinerant services to elementary age d/hh. students in 

public school programs on either a pull-out or in-class basis 
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• having at least five years of teaching experience with two or more 

years spent as an itinerant teacher 

• being located within a 150 mile radius of Tucson, AZ 

Observations of the itinerant teachers occurred during sessions with students 

whose primary focus was literacy development The setting of the study was in five 

school districts, three in large metropolitan areas and two in rural areas. The study began 

in October, 2000 and ended in Jime, 2001. It was guided by the following four research 

questions: 

• What beliefs about literacy development are held by itinerant 

teachers of d/hh students'? 

• What are the teaching practices used by itinerant teachers of d/hh 

students for literacy development? 

• What is the match between teaching practices and beliefs about 

literacy development for itinerant teachers? 

• How does the work context of itinerant teachers afiect their beliefs 

and practices about literacy development? 

The professional literature that helped Same this study included the following five 

areas: literacy development for all children, effects of hearing loss on literacy 

development, practices used for developing literacy, beliefs about teaching and literacy 
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development, and the iiinerant setting. 

The data collected for the study included: four interviews with each teacher (a 

brief telephone interview as well as three in-depth, face-to-face interviews) based on 

Seidman'^s (1998) interview series, four observations of each teacher including fieldnotes 

and artifacts, teaching journals from each of the itinerant teachers, simunaries that I 

completed after the interviews and observations, and my own research Journal. A "think 

aloud" strategy in which the teachers walked me through a videotaped session, discussing 

what they had done with the student(s) and why was used during the third interview. 

To examine the research questions, trie data was analyzed for similar phrases, 

patterns, ideas, and themes about beliefs and practices. The data was continuously 

reduced through careful selection that served to "sharpen, focus, discard, and organize 

[it]'^ (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 11). Data was read through at least four times, once 

for each question (Mason, 1996). Conclusions were drawn as the study proceeded and 

were verified by revisiting the data or pursuing meaning through further interviews with 

the teachers. Trustworthiness was established through gathering evidence through a 

variety of sources, triangulation of data sources, member checks with the participating 

teachers to verify understandings, interweaving my own position as an investigator, and 

mentoring from my dissertation co-directors and a peer who was also collecting, 

analyzing, and writing her own dissertation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998). 
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Major Results and Implications 

Although, the results of the study may be viewed according to my four research 

questions, the more interesting way to approach them is through seven areas of 

importance: the practices used to develop literacy, the secondary support role of itinerant 

teachers^ the match between beliefs and practices, ongoing education, the affects of the 

itinerant setting, strengths and weaknesses of the methodology, and areas for fiirther 

research. These areas were developed through a rereading of the findings. The findings 

that addressed more than one research question and that were discussed or observed in the 

majority of the teachers became these final seven areas of importance. 

Pragngg? Pgvglop Litgragy 

A variety of findings about practices used by the itinerant teachers for developing 

literacy were made in this study and include: the environment created^ theoretical model 

followed, and the practices used for developing literacy. Following a discussion of each 

area 1 examine the importance of the findings and their implications. 

One of the most important findings of this study is the wide variety of practices 

these five itinerant teachers use to develop literacy in their students. Each of the teachers 

has a wide repertoire of practices to pull from and is able to smoothly and quickly move 

between these practices depending on student needs. This variety of practices is evident 

whether they work with one student or with a small group of students. It is also evident 
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across groups as they chose practices that are appropriate for diEferent age students, 

whether working with a preschool child or a senior in high school. 

Each itinerant teacher in the study created an inviting environment for her 

students. Although they were limited by the amount and size of materials they could 

carry into a school, the environments the teachers created were rich in language and 

literacy. More than three fourths of each observed session was spent in literacy related 

activities. The itinerant teachers infiise literacy in natural ways throughout the activities 

they planned and the classroom assigrunents they were given. This infusion is much like 

that discussed by Ketmeth Goodman (1986), Yetta Goodman (1996), Heshusius (1991), 

and Watson (1989) who have found that smdents must be actively engaged in reading and 

writing activities infiised throughout their academic day to develop literacy. Although the 

itinerant teacher s time with students in the present study was limited and accounted for a 

very small portion of each student's day, it seems that the teachers adhered to the beliefs 

in the professional literature and immersed their students in literacy on a regular basis. 

The itinerant teachers preferred and often did work with small groups of students 

in order to build communities of d/hh and hearing leamers much as Dewey (1938), Short 

(1990), and Shortand Burke (1991) suggest creating with hearing leamers. Antiaand 

Kreimeyer(t987,1988,1997) andStinsonand Liu (1999) suggest building similar 

commum'ties of learners with, d/hh students. The teachers'^ ability to work with groups 
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during the present study often depended on the needs of the students as well as the way 

each district interpreted state and federal laws. 

The teachers in the present study followed a combination of models for 

developing literacy including meaning-centered as reported by Goodman and Goodman 

(1977) and Smith (1978) and skills-based as repotted by Mitchell (1982) and Samuels & 

BCamil (1984) depending on the needs of their students. 

The materials used by the itinerant teachers for developing reading varied widely 

and include quality children's literature as Short and Pierce (1990) and Paley (1997) 

recommend and student-generated stories as Harste et al. (1984) suggest for hearing 

learners. Instructional practices used to develop reading include making connections to 

experiences and prior knowledge much as Berk and Winsler (1995), Bodrova and Leong 

(1996) and Vygotsky (1978) suggest forbearing learners. Jackson et al. (1997) and 

Livingston (1997) also found activating prior knowledge to be an effective practice with 

d/hh learners. Another practice used by the itinerant teachers for developing reading was 

using reader response. Cerraetal. (1997) studied reader response with d/hh learners and 

also found it to be appropriate for this population. Prereading, preteaching, explaining, 

summarizing, and using graphic organizers are other practices used by the itinerant 

teachers in the present study. Mastropieri and Scruggs (1997) found that these are 

effective practices for students with learning disabiliues, while Livingston reported that 
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these are effective practices for d/hh learners. Decoding practices included corrections 

and drill much like those found in Pressley and Woloshyn's work (1995). 

The itinerant teachers in the study use a variety of practices for developing 

writing. To develop writing the itinerant teachers use drawing much as the teachers of 

d/hh smdents did in the studies by Andrews and Gonzales (1991) and Williams (1993, 

1994). The itinerant teachers in the present study also use joumaling to develop writing 

in their d/hh students. Fulwiler (1987) has written extensively about developing wriang 

through joumaling writing witli hearing students. 

Assessment practices observed during the current study were holistic and 

authentic tasks which included reading inventories much as Goodman et al. (1989) 

suggest using and gathering writing samples as reported by Graves & Sunstein (1992). 

Harp (1991), Teale (1988), and Tieraey et al. (1991). 

Importance and imph'cations. 

There are several reasons why these findings are important. The practices that the 

teachers use are found in the professional literature that focuses on both hearing and d/hh 

learners. Practices for developing reading were by far the most frequently used by the 

itinerant teachers and included comprehension and decoding practices. The materials 

used for developing reading included quality children's literature such as those 

recommended by Short & Pierce. 1990. Reader response was used by the itinerant 
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teachers as a practice to build comprehension. Paley (1997) and Routman (1988, 1991) 

discuss using reader response with hearing learners while Cerra et al. (1997) focus on 

using reader response with d/hh readers. Helping students make connections to their 

experiences and prior knowledge are practices frequently observed in the present study. 

Berk and Winsler (1995) and Bodrova and Leong (1996) have focused on the need to 

activate prior knowledge with hearing learners as Jackson et al. (1997) have focused on 

d/hh learners. Decoding practices used by the teachers in this study included corrections 

and drill much like those found in Pressley and Woloshyn's work (1995). 

Although the pracdces the itinerant teachers use are discussed extensively ia the 

literature, they are not discussed in terms of itinerant teaching. Instead the practices in 

the literature focus on classrooms. There is nothing in the professional literature that 

reports on the practices used by itinerant teachers for either students in general special 

education programs or d/hh students. 

The fact that the practices used for developing literacy by the teachers are found in 

the professional literature supports Bunch's (1994) findings that there is one set of 

effective teaching practice for all learners. Based on the present study there does not 

appear to be one set of practices for hearing learners and another set for d/hh learners. 

Instead, practices for developing literacy may be used for both hearing and d/hh learners. 

The itinerant teachers who participated in the study were highly reconmiended by 
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their supervisors because of their expertise in developing literacy and were in effect "the 

cream of the crop" in central and southern Arizona. This is important in light of the 

finding that they use a wide variety of practices for developing literacy in their students. 

Perhaps to be truly effective, a teacher needs to have a large 'stockpile' of practices from 

which to pull. However, it must be stressed that tliis eclecticism applies to the itinerant 

teachers' practices for developing literacy and not to their theoretical framework. Each of 

the teachers consistently worked from a meaning-centered theoretical framework that was 

based on consistent beliefs about literacy development. In order to put this framework 

and set of beliefs into action the teachers used a variety of practices. Developing such a 

range of practices comes from having a background in literacy development. Whether 

this knowledge comes through formal classes, workshops, or experience with different 

learners is unimportant- It is Just important that it exists for the teacher. 

The wide variety of practices that the teachers use have further implications 

because of the diversity of learners the teachers come in contact with in an itinerant 

setting. Students who are hearing impaired versus deaf may require that instruction be 

focused on different aspects of literacy. For example a hearing impaired student may 

need to focus on phonological skills in order to break '^e code" while a deaf student may 

need to focus on visualizing the meaning of the text. Other diversity faced by the 

itinerant teacher comes from working with preschool through twelfth grade students. 
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This is a wide age spread that itinerant teachers need to be prepared to work with. 

Having a larger repertoire of practices for developing literacy seems to be needed to be 

truly effective with these varied learners. A final area of student diversity encountered by 

itinerant teachers is working with students who are multihandicapped (e.g., d/hh and 

learning disabled. Cerebral Palsy, Down Syndrome). Again, a variety of practices to 

choose from provides an itinerant teacher with many to pull from in order to best meet the 

needs of the individual student. 

Another implication of teachers having a number of practices for developing 

literacy is the necessity to have this variety of practices to pull from in order to infiise 

student goals into all areas of the curriculum. Although the teachers in the study often 

had lessons prepared that addressed particular lEP goals, they were frequendy asked to 

complete other activities by the classroom teacher, 'fhe itinerant teachers were able to 

smoothly and effectively infiise the individual goals tor their students into activities and 

lessons that had been handed to them moments before. In order to be able to infiise goals 

in such a manner, itinerant teachers had to have a broad vision about literacy development 

and had to have a variety* of practices to pull from. 

An implication of the variety of practices used by the itinerant teachers in the 

study is that while undergraduate and graduate preservice teachers need to learn the basic 

practices for developing literacy in students, to have the breadth, of knowledge that the 
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itinerant teachers in the study demonstrated teachers must continue their education. To 

teach is to make a commitment to continue your own education. The teachers in the 

study clearly showed that they are life-long learners. 

There are several implications of this finding that refer directly to teachers new to 

the itinerant setting. Being able to infuse literacy into all areas of the curriculum and 

using the lEP to guide instruction and place students within the general education 

curriculum is important for teachers to focus on when they begin delivering itinerant 

services to students. Infusion of literacy into all areas of the curriculum is important for 

itinerant teachers as they often must work with students on areas where literacy might not 

be the sole focus such as math or geography. Using lEPs as guides for instruction and 

following a curriculum, either one the teacher has articulated or one supplied by the 

district, assists teachers new to the itinerant model in providing a well-rounded education 

for their students. 

The need for itinerant teachers to have a wide repertoire of practices leads to 

implications that directly impact preservice programs and preservice teachers. Preservice 

programs include those for regular educators and those for d/hh educators. Programs 

intended for regular classroom teachers need to include theoretical information about 

different handicapping conditions that they might encounter in their classrooms and the 

specialists who may be working with their students. Students in regular and d/hh 
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educational preservice programs need to work, collaboratively with other professionals 

while they are still completing their teacher education programs. By beginning such 

collaboration early in a future teachers^ education, they will be bettW prepared whea out 

ia the field and will continue working in collaboration with members of each child's 

team. 

Preservice programs for d/hh educators need to provide a variety of course work 

focusing on literacy development in heanng and d/hh learners that give preservice 

teachers a firm theoretical framework from which to work as a teacher. Discussing 

theones of literacy development was not a strength for the itinerant teachers in the present 

study. While they had a basic understanding of theoretical models, they weren't always 

able to articulate their understandings well. This will be an important addition to 

programs for educators of d/hh learners; talking through teaching beliefs and practices 

with peers. 

A variety of other areas also need to be covered by undergraduate and graduate 

d/hh preservice programs. Literacies of the deaf need to be covered in course work and 

would include TTYs. closed captioning, real time interpreting, and glossing. 

Additionally, courses need to provide knowledge of different service delivety models 

including itinerant pull-out and in-class work. Curriculum is another area that must be 

focused OIL Students need assistance in determining appropriate curricula to follow and 
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where the lEP fits into the general curriculum. Course work in the content areas is also 

important, especially for future itinerant teachers as they need to know the content in 

order to know how to infuse individual goals into each area. D/hh. programs need to 

provide a variety of experiences with, learners who have a range of hearing losses and 

ages. Preservice programs need to utilize peer mentoring and peer study groups in order 

to support the developing beliefs and practices of their students. If future teachers 

become used to working in such groups they will continue to seek them out once they are 

in the field. 

Several implications of the study point directly to preservice teachers in presenace 

d/hh. programs. Prese^^^ce teachers need to take c[a.vses which give them a sound 

foundation in literacy development and need to seek out experiences through internships 

and practica in a variet\- of service delivery models including the itinerant setting. Too 

often preservice teachers only focus on residential programs for d/hh. students and do not 

get experience during their undergraduate and graduate studies with a variety of 

situations. This is especially important as the majority of the jobs in our field are itinerant 

because so many d/hh students are being served in their home schools (1999 Annual 

Survey ot Deaf and Hard of Hearing Chfldren and Youth, 2000). Future teachers need to 

adopt the stance that they are life-long learners and must continue to seek out courses, 

workshops, and peers throughout their careers. Ttus is especially true for itinerant 



347 

teachers who encounter such varied situations and students. Future teachers need to 

continue working with peers once they are out in the field, observing one another and 

working together in team teaching situations and study groups. Leanung is a very social 

process that continues throughout one's career as a teacher. 

The Supportiny Role of Itinerant Teachers 

Although at times the itinerant teachers in the current study took: the primacy role 

for literacy development, the basic underlying principle for them the majority of the time 

is that they play a secondary role in developing literacy in their d/hh students. This 

supports Flener's (1993) idea that the classroom teacher is the one primarily responsible 

for the curriculum. Luckner (1991) and Luckner and Miller (1994) studied the itinerant 

model for d/hh learners and also found that teachers in itinerant positions served their 

students in supporting roles. 

There are three important findings of the current study that relate to and expand 

on the findings reported in the current professional literature. These findings include 

focus on: curriculum, preference for a combination of pull-out and in-class work, and 

lesson planning that has been adapted to suit itinerant needs. 

That there was no predetermined curriculum for the itinerant teachers in the study 

seemed to be closely related to the secondary role they took in literacy development for 

their students. In terms of materials, activities, and instructional practices the itinerant 
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teachers believe that they should use "anything that works" focusing on those that are 

based in the real world. Similar findings have been reported in the professional literature 

that focuses on hearing learners (Goodman et al., 1987); Harste et al., 1984; Routman, 

1988; Short & Pierce, L990). Although the majority of the itinerant teachers in the 

cunent study rely on district curricula to develop the EPs for their students, they have 

flexibility in determining how they achieve the goals and the curriculum they follow. 

This flexibility leads to being able to individualize and tailor the curriculum to the needs 

of each student. 

The teachers in this study, much like the special educators studied by Sands et al. 

(1995), followed a variety of curricula to meet the needs of their students including the 

student's EP, the school district's regular education and special education curricula, and 

the state standards. The lEPs for the teachers in the present study also seemed in my 

observations and discussions to intbrm the teachers about the goals they want students to 

achieve and help them situate students witliin the district curriculum. The majority of the 

teachers discussed their district curriculum in terms of student literacy goals. Because the 

itinerant teachers follow no set curriculum, they are able to effectively infiise the goals 

they planned to focus on into classroom work when necessary. 

The itinerant teachers in the study prefer using a combination of pull-out and in-

class service for their students much as the special educators in Marston's study (1996) 
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reported. The teachers in the present study stated that this combination best supports 

their d/hh learners. While the amount of time varied by teacher and student for pull-out 

versus in-class work, all of the teachers were observed working with students using this 

combination. 

The majority of the teachers had adapted lesson plarming to meet their own 

individual needs as well as the needs of the itinerant setting. One Qrpe of lesson plan that 

seemed effective included activities that were well delineated with all details clearly 

e.xplained in writing. These plans were undated and were expected to last several weeks. 

Interruptions, such as fire drills, might slow down the eventual end-result but because of 

the delineation would not halt all progress toward it. 

Importance and implications. 

The finding from the current study that itinerant teachers of d/hh students take 
' » 

supporting roles for developing literacy is important because it not only supports reports 

in the professional literature in terms of special educators and itinerant teachers for d/hh 

students but it also expands the current knowledge in the field about curriculum, pull-out 

versus in-class work, and lesson planning for itinerant teachers of d/hh. students. 

Several important implications are indicated by the finding that teachers who 

work- with students for short amounts of tiiue during the overall academic day need to 

take a supporting role in literacy development. Those itinerant teachers who adopted 
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such a role during the study seem to be much less fhistrated than those who did not take 

this stance. 

Another implication of"the secondary role taken by itinerant teachers fs that a wide 

repertoire of knowledge about literacy development is needed as a support teacher. 

Itinerant teachers need to have a complete knowledge of the curriculum being followed 

by the classroom and school district as well as a broad knowledge base about literacy 

development in order to individualize and mfuse goals across the curriculum. 

A final implication concerning the secondary role itinerant teachers take for 

developing literacy in their students is that for DEPs to serve as the curriculum and the 

doorway into the regular education curriculum they must be written in a manner that 

guides instruction rather than to only meet state and federal mandates. 

The Match Between Beliefs and Practices 

The majority (70%) of the itinerant teachers' beliefs about literacy development 

were matched in their practices. A number of beliefs about literacy development for 

hearing and d/hh learners were matched in the practices of the itinerant teachers. The 

belief that d/hh children develop literacy in very similar ways to the development of 

literacy in hearing children as reported by Clay (1975), DeFord (1980), Heath (1993), and 

Taylor (1983) was matched many times in the teachers* practices. The itinerant teachers 

in the study found that d'lih learners who have a strong language base whether it is oral or 
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visual, a multitude of experiences, and exposure to good literature to develop literacy 

much as hearing learners do. The professional literature reports similar findings with 

other d/hh learners (Ewoldt, 1978. 1985; Maxwell, 1984; Ruiz, 1995; Williams, 1993, 

1994). The itinerant teachers in the present study believe that with early identification, 

amplification, and intervention the same techniques, methods, strategies, and materials 

that work for hearing children will work for d/hh children was also evidenced in their 

practices. Yoshinaga-Itanc (1998, 1999) reports similar findings with d/hh learners. 

The itinerant teachers' belief that the developmental process of literacy ts long and 

multi-faceted is matched in their practices, which is similar to the findings of Taylor 

(1983) and Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines (1988) who studied hearing learners and their 

families and to the findings of Maxwell (19880. 1984) who studied ad/hh learner and her 
« 

hearing family. All four of these studies found that literacy development is a long process 

involving many different aspects. 

The beliefs and practices of the itinerant teachers in the present study about 

learmng and adding to their theoretical framework for developing literacy in d/hh. students 

through classes, workshops, inservices. and on-the-job were also matched. Evidence of 

each of these was seen in the teachers' practices and points to the social nature of learning 

as discussed by Dewey (1938) and Vygotsky (1978). This finding also supports the work 

of Richardson (1994) who found that the tegular education teachers she followed 
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obtained their theoretical frameworks for literacy development through a variety of 

classes, workshops and on-the-job training. 

The belief that special educators need to have a broad knowledge of literacy 

development for ail children is also matched in the practices of the itinerant teachers in 

the present study. This was also a reported in the 1999 study by Yarger and Luckner who 

followed a group of itinerant teachers for d/hh students. Additionally, the itinerant 

teachers in the present study believe that having a broad knowledge of literacy 

development for all children serves to assist them in identifying any developmental gaps 

that d/hh children might experience. 

The majority of the itinerant teachers' beliefs about developing literacy in d/hh 

students are also found in their practices. Their belief that a combination of pull-out and 

tn-class work best met the needs of their students was matched in their practices and is 

much like Marston's study (1996) who found that a combination of pull-out and in-class 

service was best for developing literacy ia students with learning disabilities. The belief 

that lEPs were important for making curricular decisions was frequently observed in the 

itinerant teachers' practices through their periodic referral to the documents. ITiis finding 

is similar to Sands et al. (1995) who found that the lEP was a primary source of 

curriculum for the special educators in their study. Beliefs that matched practices used 

for developing reading comprehension and decoding in the current study included using 
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read alouds, shared reading, and dramatization. These are practices that are discussed in 

the professional literature that focuses on hearing learners (Presslejr& Woloshyn, 1995; 

Routman, 1988, 1991). 

Three mismatches are noted between teacher beliefs and practices about literacy 

development: the belief that workshops which focused on normally developing, hearing 

learners were not beneficial to teachers of d/hh students; pull-out settings provide an 

optimal auditor}' environment; and assigm'ng homework. Workshops that focused on 

normally developing students were in fact important influences on the teacher's 

theoretical framework. Evidence of theoretical models and practices reported on for 

hearing learners in the professional literature (Goodman & Goodman, 1977; Goodman et 

al., 1987) were regularly observed during the present study. Two mismatches between 

beliefs and practices for developing literacy seemed to cause quite a bit of tension and 

frustration for the teachers: having a quiet environment in which to work with their 

students and assigning homework. A„ quiet working environment was a mismatch but 
* 

was, for the most part, out of the teachers' control and was more a function of space 

availability in individual schools. Although homework was assigned by the teachers in 

the present study, it was frequently not completed by the students causing some fnction 

between teachers and students. 

A possible mismatch, found in the present study is that d/hh learners are unable to 
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access the phonetic code. Although the teachers use a variety of phonetic clues and 

phonemic awareness activities with their students, they typically use them with students 

who have mild to severe hearing losses. One explanation for this particular finding is that 

there was a low incidence of profoundly deaf students on the caseloads of the teachers 

during the study. 

Beliefs about literacy development that were not observed during the study 

included exposing children to environmental prints treating deaf and hard of hearing 

populations differently, matching ASL and English, glossing, theoretical framework 

changes with changes in student population and. jobs, using the school district's curricula, 

using the environment of the school as the literacy environment, using a combination of 

formal and infonnal assessments, using sustained silent reading, teaching students to ask 

questions as they read, and adapting classroom materials. That these beliefs were not 

observed during the study may have been due to several factors. The time constraints of 

the study itself is one factor. Because I spent such a short amount of time observing the 

teachers, t was not able to observe all of their beliefs actually being put into practice. 

Another factor may have been the low incidence of deaf students in these teachers' 

caseloads. 

Importance and implications. 

The importance of this finding that beliefs and practices are a close match for 
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itinerant teachers of d/hh students is that the match between the beliefs and practices of 

itinerant teachers has not been reported in the professional literature on students in 

general special education or d/hh learners. 

There are several implications rise of this finding. Since the itinerant teachers in 

the cunent study do not have a predetermined curriculum they must foUow, they are 

better able to use their professional judgement to match their beliefs to their practices. 

This in lums leads to individualization of the curriculum and instruction to suit the needs 

of the learner. The high number of matches between beliefs and practices was an 

unexpected finding, as I thought the mismatch would be quite high tor the itinerant 

teachers. Perhaps this is a factor that is directly connected with Job satisfaction; those 

teachers who experience the least amount ofjob sacsfaction also experience the greatest 

mismatch between their beliefs and practices. Ihe teachers in the current study expressed 

feelings of overall job satisfaction. 

Ongoing Education 

The major finding firom the present study about ongoing education is that each of 

the itinerant teachers continues her education through a variety of means and is a life-long 

ieamer. One way for continuing education includes taking classes and workshops. 

Another way they continue their education is through transactions with a variety of 

students and professionals who serve them. Serving students with a variety of learning 
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challenges in addition to hearing loss adds to an itinerant teacher's icnowledge base. The 

teachers in the present study report that they frequently seek to continue their own 

education based on needs they see in particular students. Learning from other 

professionals who serve the same students is an additional way the itinerant teachers 

continue their education. These contacts often lead to new knowledge for the itinerant 

teacher about physical and learning challenges their students are facing. This new 

knowledge is added to their existing base and can be accessed for any student 

encountered in the future. A final means the itinerant teachers use for continuing their 

education is through observation of other teachers on a regular basis. Several of the 

teachers in the study told me that they knew which teachers they wanted to leam from and 

it was in these classrooms that the itinerant teachers tended to spend the majority of their 

observation time- soaking in the environment and the practices. 

Tmportance and implications. 

The importance of this finding is that there is nothing reported in the professional 

literature about the ongoing education of itinerant teachers. The major implication of this 

finding is that teachers who are in the itinerant setting may only gain a basic knowledge 

about literacy development and practice during their undergraduate and graduate work. 

In order to be truly effective in the itinerant setting, one must continue one's education. 

Taking the responsibili^' for continuing one's education and improving one*s teaching is 
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an important implication for educators. In order to best serve the students encountered, 

itinerant teachers need to continue their education especially in areas where they feel less 

than comfortable, supplementing the knowledge that they already have. Itinerant teachers 

also need to examine their teaching practices on a regular basis through video and audio 

taping sessions and peer mentonng. Taping oneself while teaching is helpful for 

assessing one's teaching and acting on any areas that need change. Teachers may find 

that taking classes or by seeking peers with whom to collaborate enhances their practices 

for developing literacy. While each of the itinerant teachers in this study was a strong 

educator, sometimes their methods weren't particularly innovative or exciting. Pushing 

oneself to attend classes and workshops on an ongoing basis with peers assists teachers in 

staying abreast of the current findings and irmovative practices being used in their field. 

Tne Affects of the Itinerant Setting 

The itinerant setting itself affects teachers practices in many ways. The affects 

found in the present smdy include: teacher organization, team support, isolation, 

availability of resources and time, student teacher ratio, ownership of students and 

curriculum, flexibility, and environmental factors. 

The teachers in the study are highly organized in terms of materials and activities 

using bags and folders for each student, group, and/or school. Each teacher could quickly 

and easily gather materials for their sessions. The itinerant teachers are also organized in 
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their use of time with students by begimiing their sessions the moment they picked the 

student up &om the classroom and ending when they said goodbye. There was no down 

time in their sessions because they stayed on task through-out. 

Support from each student's team of educators greatly affected the itinerant 

teachers' ability in putting their beliefs into action. At times the lack of support from 

teachers and office personnel who did not understand the needs of the d/hh child and the 

itinerant teacher was a deterrent for the itinerant teachers much as Yarger and Luckner 

found in their study (1999). At other times, the variety of personnel the itinerant teacher 

came into contact with was a positive experience especially if these individuals shared 

ideas with the itinerant teacher and kept them informed about student progress. 

Isolation was another challenge for the itinerant teachers in the present study 

much as it was for those teachers who participated in Yarger and Luckner's study (1999). 

In the present study those itinerant teachers who felt removed from other teachers and 

supervisors often felt alone and misunderstood. The itinerant teachers who were housed 

together often felt less isolated because they had colleagues with whom to share ideas. 

However, being in close proximity with other itinerant teachers did not solve all of their 

isolation challenges. They also needed supervisors who would take care of admim'strative 

problems in their individual school sites, smoothing the way for them to do theirjobs. 

The availability of resources impacted the itinerant teachers' practices. Frequently 
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they had few district fiinds with which to purchase supplies and had to "beg" them from 

their individual schools which was often not comfortable to do. Itinerant teachers in 

Yarger and Luckner's study (1999) reported, similar disconnections with their schools. 

Time was a major issue for the teachers in. the present study, preventing them 

from serving students as well as they wanted to and resulting in them having less time to 

work with students. Challenges with time were often discussed by the teachers in 

reference to the consistency with which they were able to work with their students. This 

had a major impact on putting practices into action because the teachers often missed 

sessions with their students due to special events and schedule changes. Time also 

became an issue when the itinerant d/hh teachers in the present study were expected to 

incorporate goals from other specialists who had either left the district or who were 

unable to work with students for other reasons. This forced the itinerant teachers to put 

the goals they had developed in the background and to instead focus on other goals. A 

lack of time was also prohibitive in that the teachers often were not able to prepare 

lessons and find the materials needed. Yarger and Luckner (1999) reported similar time 

constraints for their itinerant teachers. The teachers in the present study also found that 

lack of time impacted their activities by actually changing the activi^ and changing the 

length of the activity. 

The smdent teacher ratio, ownership of students and curriculum, and flexibility 
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were other factors of the itinerant setting that impacted the teachers' practices. Although 

the teachers found it beneficial to work, one-on-one or ia small groups to attack the gaps 

of knowledge they found in their d/hh students, they also found the lack of group 

dynamics and same age peer models to be detrimental to their practices. Ownership of 

students and programs was seen as a positive in that the teachers knew the curriculum 

being followed in the regular classroom and they knew the gaps of knowledge their 

students had. The negative side of ownership was that the teachers often felt that they 

had no control over the literacy environment. Flexibility had a positive effect on the 

teachers' practices because they felt that they could create their own curriculum for the 

most part, rarely having to follow any one particular curriculum tbr their students. Yarger 

and Luckner (1999) also reported the flexibility and autonomy of an itinerant position. 

Two environmental factors that are unique to the itinerant setting are found in the 

present study: space to work in individual schools and the portability of materials. Space 

to work with students has always been a challenge in the itinerant setting and when 

available for the teachers in the study, was often very noisy and congested, exactly the 

opposite of the quiet emironment that d/hh learners optimally need. Although each of the 

teachers in the study was observed using inappropriate work spaces, they had little control 

over the space they used. Materials and activities used by the itinerant teachers in the 

present study had to be portable, needing to be carried into and out of each school in one 
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trip. The teachers tended not to use large or heavy materials with their students. 

Tmportance and imph'cations. 

The importance of these finding is^that the affects of the itinerant setting on 

beliefs and practices have not been reported previously in the professional literature on 

itinerant teaching and students ia general special education or d/hh programs. 

There are four major implications that result &om these findings: those that affect 

itinerant teachers in the field and those new to the model, those that affect supervisors and 

school districts, those that affect regular education teachers, and the efficacy of the 

itinerant model for developing literacy in d/hh students. 

Implications for itinerant teachers in the field and those new to this model include: 

the need to advocate for themselves and their students and the need to seek out 

collaborative relationships with peers. Itinerant teachers need to advocate for themselves 

in terms of work space, hours worked, and getting assistance. Office, storage, and student 

work spaces are necessary for any itinerant teacher and often need to be "fought for" by 

the itinerant teacher. Hours worked are also often a challenge for itmerant teachers. Too 

often time for planning and lunch are taken out of an itinerant's schedule when new 

students are placed ia the program. Planning and lunch are important times to which all 

teachers are entitled. 

Itinerant teachers need to be advocates for their students. Often in the public 
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schools there are few people who understand the impact of hearing loss. It is the 

responsibility of the itinerant teacher to educate the classroom teachers and building 

personnel with whom they will be working. This education need to include the 

importance of quiet places in which to work with students. Itinerant teachers also need 

stay informed about what is taking place ia the classrooms of their students. This often 

requires extra effort on the part of the itinerant teacher, who must make time to meet with 

teachers and to copy materials from the classroom. 

Collaboration wth other teachers, other itinerant teachers, and classroom teachers 

is an important part of any itinerant teachers* professional life and needs to become part 

of the itinerant teacher'^s self advocacy. Collaboration will assist special educator's in 

becoming part of the fabric of the school. Without this collaboration, often itinerant 

teachers become isolated and bum out quickly. One way to resolve this is to make time 

for collaboration in the itinerant teacher's schedule. Although this may be difficult, it is 

worthwhile in the long run. Time must be written into the itinerant teachers schedule for 

observation of other itinerant teachers, observation of classroom teachers, and small 

group meetings for discussion of teaching beliefs and practices. Peer mentoring with 

other teachers and study groups is valuable for itinerant teachers. 

Supervisors and school districts need to advocate for the itinerant teachers with 

whom they work. They also need to support itinerant teachers in having time in their 
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schedules for collaboration with other teachers as well as for planning and lunch. 

Appropriate limits need to be set for the number of service hours with students that each 

itinerant teacher follows. In adhering to service hour limitations, itinerant teachers are 

assured that they have a reasonable caseload. By not setting limits or setting 

inappropriately high limits, the service given by itinerant teachers drops in quantity and 

possibly in quality. Itinerant teachers must also be supported in only working with 

students during regular school hours. Too often they are encouraged to see students 

before or after school. This cannot continue as it is an inequitable practice. It is during 

these times that other teachers are able to plan and collaborate with one another. If an 

itinerant teacher is working with students instead, he or she carmot become full members 

of the team. 

There are several specific implications from the study for supervisors of d/hh. 

itinerant teachers. Many of the problems itfnerant teachers have with schools and other 

specialists might best be solved through effective intervention from supervisors. 

Supervisors must also bring itinerant teachers together on a regular basis to share ideas 

about materials and activities as well as any problems. Itinerant teachers need to work 

with itinerant and classroom teachers frequently. Observing each other and working in 

study groups builds collaborative teams. Peer mentoring is an important aspect of this 

collaboration. 
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There are several specific implications from the study for schools and school 

districts. Schools need to find appropriate space for itinerant teachers to work one-on-one 

and in small groups with their assigned students. They also need to provide office space 

for the teachers. Itinerant teachers feel much less isolation If they are housed with other 

itinerant teachers as well as with regular education teachers. Additionally, schools can 

support teachers in continuing their learning through disseminating information about 

workshops and classes, providing workshops and classes taught by local experts. It is 

helpful for schools to compensate teachers for this extra training through financial means 

as well as in giving them time to do so. Another implication for school districts is the 

need to make supplies and materials readily available to itinerant teachers. Too often 

itinerant teachers feel like "bag ladies" who have to beg tor resources to use with their 

students. This is unconscionable. They too are employees and are important team 

members. They need to feel "at home" in their schools. A final implication for school 

districts is the need to rethink the presentation of their curricula. Often these are in large 

notebooks which are not portable. A more easily carried form such as a tri-fold brochure 

might be considered. This will also be helpful for parents who could then receive the 

curricula which are applicable for their children. 

Classroom teachers are an important part of an itinerant teacher's day. Regular 

educators need to work collaboratively with all of the specialists who come in and out of 
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their classrooms. We are all here working to provide a good education for our children. 

Classroom teachers need to invite and welcome itinerant teachers into their classrooms. 

This helps build trust and collaboration. Classroom teachers also need to keep the 

itinerant teachers informed about what is being done in the classroom and what will be 

done in the future. Schedule changes and content need to be shared. 

One possible implication of all these challenges in the itinerant setting is that the 

itinerant model is not appropriate for serving students. If appropriate space to work with 

students and store materials as well as accessibility to materials cannot be met by school 

districts and supervisors, perhaps this is not a model for service delivery that should be 

used with our d/Tih students. However as inappropriate as the environment may be, we 

also need to keep in mind the Job these teachers do. The itinerant teachers who 

participated in the current study do a tremendous job with their students as evidenced by 

the progress their students are making. These are d/hh learners who are making great 

strides in regular education settings and who are keeping up with their hearing peers. 

Because the itinerant teachers play an important part in this achievement we must find 

ways to lessen the effects of the itinerant setting. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Research Design 

There were a number of successfiil methodologies used in this study. Having 

been an itinerant teacher myself was very helpfiil in completing this study. One reason 
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the teachers welcomed me into their lives was because [ knew the itinerant experience. 

Tm. not sure they would have had the time to spend with someone new to this model. 

Using multi-case studies was an appropriate approach for examining the beliefs and 

practices of these teachers. While following five teachers kept me very busy, it was 

extremely beneficial because it gave me a much more well-rounded view of itinerant 

teaching than I would have gotten following fewer teachers. The combination of 

interviewing and observing was another positive because the two supported and enhanced 

one another. The first full day observation was especially beneficial in that it gave me a 

good overview of each teacher's itinerant setting. The two observations completed before 

the final interview helped me focus the third interview so that we covered a great deal of 

information in a short amount of time. 

Four potential problems with the study were found: problems with tape recorders, 

previous relationships with three of the itinerant teachers who participated in the study, 

limited time to observe overall, and data sources. Broken tape recorders were a problem 

throughout the study. Although this was an insignificant problem overall, with quality 

recordings I might have been able to find new nuances in the data. 

Another potential problem with the methodology for the study was that [ had 

known three of the teachers prior to the study. Two of the teachers had been interns or 

student teachers in my own classroom and seemed to continue to view me as their 
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"teacher". I was very honored fay this, but I wondered if it might have influenced their 

responses at times. With, the third teacher I had known previously, I had been a graduate 

student in her classroom. While this was at first intimidating forme, we quickly 

established a comfortable peer to peer relationship. 

Limited time overall to observe was another potential problem with, the study. I 

observed teachers four times over a four to six month period. This was enoi^ time to 

gather a preliminary view into their itinerant worlds but not enough time to gather an in-

depth knowledge of itinerant teaching. Short and long term studies of the itinerant setting 

need to be completed to round out our knowledge base about this setting. 

Data sources were a final area with potential problems. Collecting teaching 

journals was challenging. The itinerant teachers in the study were busy, busy women who 

had little time to journal with me about their teaching beliets and practices. While my 

dissertation committee warned me that this would be a potential problem, I continued 

with my plan to collect journals. Although 1 received many fewer journals than [ had 

planned to gather, the journals I did receive were rich in information and insights. The 

teaching journals opened windows for me into the itinerant experience that [ was not able 

to capture through any other data source. Had I received more journal entries, 1 believe 

my data would have been richer still. 

Initially. 1 thought the artifacts I was collecting (e.g., photographs, copies of 
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worksheets) would take a primary role ia informing the study. Instead, they took a 

secondary role. As a result I have many more artifacts than I've actually incorporated into 

this document. Those artifacts that were the most usefiil and that were in the end more 

interesting were the lesson plans and graphic organizers developed by the teachers. The 

photographs were a nice addition,' but because of quality I decided to include computer 

generated versions of activities in this document. 

Areas of Further Research 

.A varietv' of areas that need additional research in the itinerant setting are 

indicated by this study and include: further research of literacy development and fiirther 

research of other areas of the curriculum. The present study is only one study that focuses 

on literacy development. Other studies need to be completed to expand our 

understanding of literacy development in the itinerant setting. Further study of beliefs 

and practices about developing reading comprehension (e.g., the use of environmental 

print and adapting materials for use by d/hh learners) and decoding, writing, and 

assessment of literacy need to be completed across time. A final area needing more 

research is the service delivery models themselves. Does the combination of in-class and 

pull-out service best meet the needs of d/hh learners who are developing literacy? Is 

there a difference according to age or hearing loss? Each of these areas needing further 

investigation will need to focus on a wide age range of students who have varying degrees 
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of hearing loss. Can the findings in this study be generalized to all d/hh students in public 

school settings or only to the students in this study? Short and long term studies of 

literacy development in the itinerant setting need to be completed. 

The itinerant model is a form of service delivery that is becoming more common. 

Thus, it is important as a field to examine what is being done and what is working with 

our d/hh students in all areas of the curriculum. Studies that focus on the beliefs and 

practices for developing student knowledge in the content areas, social interaction, and 

language development need to be completed. These studies need to follow a wide variety 

of students who are different ages and who have a range of hearing losses. Both short-

term and long-term studies of teachers in itinerant settings must be completed to provide 

a well-rounded picture of this service delivery model. In knowing more about what 

works in the itinerant setting for d/hh students we can ensure that itinerant teachers are 

providing at least adequate services and hopefiilly innovative and creative services. 

Summary 

Di conclusion, six major areas concerning itinerant teaching have been 

emphasized- Itinerant teachers do so much more than mere tutorial work with their 

students. Instead, they do a variety of activities using a wide range of materials and 

activities to develop literacy. This was a surprising finding for me. I didn't realize so 

many materials and activities could be adapted so effectively for the itinerant setting. 
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Itinerant teachers serve in a supporting role for literacy development. They are 

able to efTectively take this stance because they follow no predetermined, curriculum and 

are truly able to individualize curriculum based on their students^ needs and their own 

professional judgement. Being able to take this stance as an itinerant teacher and to see 

the positive side to the supporting role plays an important role in lessening fmstration for 

itinerant teachers. 

The majority of the beliefs of the itinerant teachers about literacy development 

were matched in their practices. They were able to put their beliefs into practice even in 

an itinerant setting. This too was an important finding for me. It gave me a renewed 

sense of hope for the itinerant model of service delivery. Continuing their education was 

important for the itinerant teachers in the study because it added to their knowledge base. 

Ways in which the teachers continued their educations were through workshops, classes, 

the variety of students and professionals encountered, and observing other teachers on a 

regular basis. This was one of the most recent findings I've had in this study. I had not 

thought beyond traditional ways to continue one's education such as taking classes and 

workshops. I understand now how much more contributes to an education. 

The itinerant sening is a challenging one that can best be countered through self-

advocacy and a strong support system in. the schools and agencies that employ itinerant 

teachers. In retrospect I see that the times I was the most unsatisfied with my itinerant 
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positions were the times I had little support. Though. I self-advocated during those times, 

it was the support system or lack of it that made the most difference. The same is true for 

the teachers in this study. 

My eyes have been opened wide by these itinerant teachers. I see through them 

that all things are possible as an itinerant teacher. 
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Qualitative Research Study 
"The Beliefs and Practices of Itinerant Teachers of D/HH Students About Literacy 
Development" 
Susanne Reed 
LRC Doctoral Student 
University of Arizona 

Participant's Consent Form 
I am being asked to read this material to make sure that I am informed about the 

purpose and intent of this research and my participant's role in it, if I agree to participate. 
Signing this form will mean that I have been informed about the purpose and intent of the 
research and that I agree to participate in it Federal laws require written informed 
consent before participation in research so that I understand the responsibilities and risks 
of my participation role and can decide whether or not I agree to participate in an 
informed way. 
Purpose 

I am being asked to voluntarily participate in this research. The purpose of this 
study is to gain a better understanding of the literacy development beliefe of itinerant 
teachers of d/hh children and how they put their beliefs into practice. 
Procedure 

If I agree to participate, I will be asked to participate in at least three mterviews 
and will be asked to allow the researcher to tape record, videotape, and/or photograph our 
discussions. I will also allow the researcher to observe me several times through-out 
the data collection period [gn^e time frame]. My participation is voluntary and I may 
end it at any time. I will be able to review a draft of the finished report and make 
suggestions for changes if I choose to do so. 
Confidentiality 

All records will be kept strictly confidential. Excerpts firom some of the 
transcripts may be used in the final document which will be a dissertation. This research 
may further be used for publication at some point in the future in a professional Journal. 
A copy of the final report will be available to me for my personal use. I understand that 
my personal name will not be used and the researcher and I will agree upon either an 
initial or a pseudonj-m to be substituted for my personal name. 

[ have read and understood the above information; my signature indicates I agree to 
participate in this research study. 

Name (please print) Date 

Signature 
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-id the audio and. videotapes I have been collecting of you five itinerant 
raazingl You are each using a wide variety of strategies for developing 

Because my observations have been so informative and exciting, I 
jle to share portions of the audio and videotapes with other teachers 
-hers. I really think your expertise will have an impact on the 
itegies used by other teachers of deaf and hard of hearing children in 
ur name and identity will be kept strictly confidential. 

^stions about this permission, please don't hesitate to contact me. 1 can 
i-322-5762 (Tucson), by email: sreed@u.arizona.edu, or at the address 
i for sharing your child and his/her teacher with me. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Reed 

Permission Form 

Yes, I give permission for Sue Reed to use portions of the audio 
and/or videotapes collected during her research with other teachers 
and preservice teachers. 

No, I do not give permission for Sue Reed to use portions of the 
audio and/or videotapes collected during her research with other 
teachers and preservice teachers. 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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PMB 285,3400 E. Speedway, #l 18 
Tucson, Az 85716 
February 5,2001 

Hello, 

My name is Sue Reed. I have taught deaf and hard of heating children in Arizona for 18 
years in a variety of situations - as an itinerant teacher, as a resource room teacher, as a 
preschool teacher, and as a parent advisor through the state outreach program. 

r am currently working on my doctorate degree at the University of Arizona and am 
collecting information for my dissertation. I will be working with and observing your 
child's itinerant teacher, , studying her beliefs about the development of reading 
and writing for children who are deaf and hard of hearing in our public schools. I think 
the information I gather will be very helpful to itinerant teachers of deaf and hard of 
hearing learners. I am hopeful that my study will have a positive affect on the curriculum 
and strategies that are used by itinerant teachers to teach reading and writing to deaf and 
hard of hearing children in public schools. 

Although I will be observing in your child's class with his/her itinerant teacher, I will not 
be directly observing your child. While [ am observing though, [ will be photographing, 
audiotaping, and/or videotaping your child's itinerant teacher. Your child may 
inadvertently be a part of these pictures and/or recordings and I need your permission to 
use these sources. Your child's name and identity will be kept strictly confidential. 
These videotapes will not be used for any presentations to the public, unless I specifically 
ask for your permission at a later date. 

If you have any questions about this permission, about my study, or about me, please 
don't hesitate to contact me. I can be contacted at 520-322-5762 (Tucson), by email: 
sreed@u.arizona.edu, or at the address above. I look forward to observing your child's 
teacher and sharing the wonderful things he/she is doing in the classroom. Thank you for 
your time and careful consideration of my request 

Sincerely, 

Sue Reed 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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Please Return to 
Thank you! 

Permission to Participate 

Child's Name: 

School: 

Yes, I give permission for my child to be photographed, 

audiotaped, and/or videotaped as part of Sue Reed's study of 

his/her itinerant teacher. 

No, I do not give permission for my child to be photographed, 

audiotaped, and/or videotaped as part of Sue Reed's study of 

his/her itinerant teacher. 

Parent Signature: 
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PMB 285,3400 E. Speedway, #l 18 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
5 defebrerodelOOl 

Buenos dias. 
Ml nombrc es Sue Reed. He ensei!ado a [os estudfantes sordos en Arizona por 18 aiios en una 
variedad de si'tuacfones—como maestra en muchas escuelas, en una ciase especial, en una clase 
de prekindery como consejera con el programa del estado para ayudar a los padres. 

Ahora, estoy trabajando en mi doctorado en la Universidad de Arizona. Por eso, necesito mucha 
mformacidn para escribir mi dissertacion. Trabajare con y observare a la maestra de su hijo/a, 

, paraestudiar sus conocimientos sobre el desarollo de lectura e 
escritura para los estudiantes sordos en nuestras escuelas publicas. Pienso que esta infbrmacion 
ayudari mucho a los otros maestros de los sordos y, a la vez, ayudara mucho a los estudiantes. 
Creo que mi trabajo affectara positivamente las materias y las estrategias que los maestros usan 
para ensefTar la lectura e escritura a los estudiantes sordos. 

A pesarde que estare observando en la clase de su hijo/a con la maestra, no observare 
directamenta a su hiJo/a. Voy a tomar fotos, y usar una grabadora y una videocasetera. Su hijo/a 
partictpartaen los fbtos o videos y necesito su permiso para usar la intbrmacion. No voy a usar 
el nombre ni los factores que identifican estudiantes en particular y los guardare en conHdencia. 
No usare los videos para las presentaciones publicas. Si necesito usarlos, primero pedire su 
permiso. 

Si tienen preguntas sobre este permiso, sobre mi estudio, o acerca de mi, por favor llameme por 
telefono a520-322-5762(Tucson), pore-mail: sreed@u.arizona.edu, o en la direccionarriba. 
Estoy ansiosa de participar en la clase de su hijo/a y compartir las actividades maravillosas que 
ellos estan haciendo en la clase. Gracias por su tiempo y su consideracion. 

Sinceramente, 
Sue Reed 

Por favor, devuelva la forma a la maestra, . [Graciasl 

Permiso para participar 

Nombre de su hiJo/a: 
Escuela: 

Si, le doy mi permiso a Sue Reed para tomar fotos, grabaciones, o videos como 
una part&del estudio doctorado de Sue Reed. 
No, no doy mi permiso a Sue Reed para incluir mi hiJo/a en su estudio de los 
maestros. 

Firmade los padres Fecha 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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PMB 285,3400 E. Speedway. #l 18 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
April 23, 2001 

Hello, 

I have been working with and observing your child's itinerant teacher, , studying 
her beliefs about the development of reading and writing for children who are deaf and hard of 
hearing in our public schools. My observations and the audio and videotapes I have been 
collecting are amazing. The teachers I'm following are using a variety of strategies for 
developing reading and writing. Because my observations have been so informative and 
exciting, I would like to be able to share portions of the audio and videotapes with other teachers 
and preservice teachers. The expertise of your child's teacher which is clearly evident in the 
tapes will have an impact on the curriculum and strategies that are used by other teachers of deaf 
and hard of hearing children in public schools. Your child's name and identity will be kept 
strictly confidential. 

If you have any questions about this permission, about my study, or about me, please don't 
hesitate to contact me. I can be contacted at 520-322-5762 (Tucson), by email: 
sreed@u.arizona.edu, or at the address above. Thank yuu for sharing your child and his/her 
teacher with me. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Reed 

Permission Form 

[Please Return to Thank youtl 

Child's Name: 

School: 

Yes, [ give permission for Sue Reed to use portions of the audio and/or 
videotapes collected during her research with other teachers and 
preservice teachers. 

No, I do not give permission for Sue Reed to use portions of the audio 
and/or videotapes collected during her research with other teachers and 
preservice teachers. 

Parent Signature: 

Date Signed: 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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PMB 285,3400 E. Speedway, #118 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
7 de mayo de 2001 

Buenos dfas, 

Los observaciones y la audlo&ecuencia y videotapes que he estado reuniendo de 
ye su nifio que trabaja es Junto maravillosos. Apreciaria que su permiso 

sea capaz de compartir las porciones de la audiofiiecuencia y videotapes con otros 
maestros de maestros y preservice. Su nomber del nifio y la identidad se mantendran 
estrictamente confldenciales. 

Si usted tiene culaquiera pregunta por favor me avisa en 520-322-5762 (Tucson), por 
email: sreed@u.arizona.edu, o en la direccion atriba. Gracias. 

Sinceramente, 

Sue Reed 

La Forma del Penniso 
[For favor regreso ea el sobre encerrado. (Gracias'.] 

El Nombre del nifio: 

Escuela: 

Si, doy el permiso para Demanda que Cafia use las porciones de la 
audiofrecuenciay/o videotapes completos durante su investigacion 
con otros maestros de maestroy y preservice. 

No, yo no doy el permiso para Demanda que Cafia use las 
porciones de la audiofirecuencia y/o videotapes compretos durante 
su investigacion con otros maestros de maestros y preservice. 

Firma de los padres: 

LaFechaFirmo: 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEWS 

Initial Telephone Interviews with Itinerant Teachers 

1. In what ways do children develop literacy? 

2. Do d/hh children develop literacy within the same time fiame as hearing children? 

3. Why do you think so? 

4. Do d/hh children develop literacy in the same ways as hearing children? How? 

5. Do d/hh children develop literacy in different ways than hearing children? In 
what ways? 

6. How do you develop literacy in the students you teach? 

7. How do you match curriculum and materials to your beliefs about literacy 
development? 

8. How does the itinerant setting affect your beliefs? 

9. What supports you in putting your beliefs into action in an itinerant setting? 

10. What prevents you from putting your beliefs into action in an itinerant setting? 
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Interview #1 

General Demographic Information: 
What is your date of birth? 

What is your hearing status? 

What is your ethnicity? 

Certification and Education: 
Tell me about your educational background. (Undergrad/major^ear, 
grad/major/year, where, when) 

What teaching certificates do you hold at the national level/at the state level? 

What is the highest educational degree you have obtained? 

How did you get interested in teaching d/hh students? 

Employment: 
What is your current teaching position? 

How long have you worked as a teacher of the d/hh? 

How long have you worked as an itinerant teacher of d/hh students? 

In what setting do you work? Program; Service Delivery; Rural/Urban Area? 

Tell me about the people in your district who work with D/HH students. How many 
itinerants in district/self contained/interpreters? 

What are your job duties? (Who supervises interpreters, etc.?) 

How does your job vary from year to year? 

How much siga do you use on the job? What is your level of competence? 

What do you like and dislike about your position? 
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Do you feel part of any one school in your district? Have you in the past? Why 

did/do you feel more connected there? 

Characteristics of Your Students: 
How many students are on your caseload? 

How many are female? 

How many are male? 

Who is typically on the support team for your students? 

How many of your student; fall into the following unaided categories? 
Normal Hearing (0-20 dB) Other (e.g, 

mbced) 
Mild (26-45 dB) Other 
Moderate (46-65 dB) Cochlear 

Implants 
Severe (66-85 dB) 
Profound (85+dB) 

What auditory equipment do you use with your students/do they use in the 
classroom and with you? 

How did you learn your expertise with the auditory equipment you use? 

What support do you have with auditory equipment? Who checks it? 

What is the ethnicity of your students? 
White Non-Hispanic 
Black American 
Hispanic American 
Asian American 
Native American 
Other (e.g., multiethnic) 

Parents of students: how many are deaf, how many are hearing? 
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Other Disabilities 

How many of your students have disabilities in addition to their hearing loss? 
What other disabilities do they have? 

Communication . 
How many of your students are oral? 
How many of your students use sign as their primary mode of communication? 

How many of your students use interpreters in the classroom? 

How many of your students use note takers? 

How do your students get these services? What is the process your district goes 
through? 

You've probably had some interesting students as an itinerant Are there 1 or 2 
who stand out in your mind? Tell me about them. 

Characteristks of Itinerant Teaching: 
Direct Services 

What kinds of thinp do you do as direct service? 

How often do you observe students you work with directly in their regular 
education classrooms? 

In a typical week: 
How many students do you work with directly? 

How many students do you work with on a pull-out basis? 

How many students do you work with in a regular class setting? 

How many students do you work with in a combination of in the regular classroom 
and pull-out? 

How many total minutes do you spend in pull-out settings? 

How many minutes do you spend in the regular classroom working with D/HH 
students? 
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How many minutes do you spend team teaching? 

How much time do spend planning with classroom teachers? 

Which do you prefer pullout or in class? Why? 

Do you teach any sign classes? sign clubs? Are there sign classes for students in the 
district? 

Indirect Services 
What lands of things do you do in your consultant role? Who do you consult with? 
About what? 

How often do you observe students you work with directly in their regular 
education classrooms? 

How many total students do you serve on a consultation only basis? 

How many inservices and workshops do you provide each year to regular classroom 
teachers? Who initiates the inservices you do? 

In a typical week: 
How much time do you spend consulting with teachers, staff, and administrators 
about students? 

How much time do you spend consulting with parents and families about students? 

How much time do you spend driving between schools? 

How many miles do you drive to serve students? 

How many schools are in your district? How many are you in? Does that change 
from year to year? 

In General: 
How many students do you consider to be a manageable caseload? 

Is the itinerant model effective for literacy development for d/hh children? How? 
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In what way are the itinerant services you provide effective? Direct and indirect 
services. 

Teil me about placing a ciiiid in your program. Given a newly identified student 
what do you do next? Given a new child to district who has been identified before • 
how do you handle that? 

How would you rank the importance of the following job activities: (Unimportant, 
probably unimportant, probably important, definitely important, no opinion/don't know) 

[categories ewe taken from the literature] scale of 1-4 with I being unimportant 
and 4 being def. bnportant or no opinion/don't know 

Adapting classroom matenals 
Attending staffings for students 
Conducting inservice programs 
Conducting student assessment 
Consulting with other professionals and parents 
Monitonng students in general education classes 
Providing direct service to students 

What classroom adaptations are necessary for the students on your caseload? [ask 
I" and circle then ask about things she has not identified] 

Acoustically sound environment Rewriting content material 

Behavior management Small group teaching 

Cooperative learning Use of an interpreter 

Extended time limits for tests Use of manipulatives 

Individualized instruction Use of a notetaker 

Other (e.g., FM system) Use of a teacher assistant 

Peer tutoring Use of visual materials 

Preferential seating Use of volunteers 

Preteaching vocabulary 

Tell me about the classroom teachers you work with this year. 

What makes a good working relationship with a regular ed teacher? What makes a 
poor relationship? 



What makes a good support team for a student? 

Can you think of anything else? 
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Interview #2 

What is a typical work day for you? Times? 

Tell me about setting up your schedule? How do you go about this? How do you go 
about making subsequent changes in it? 

Theoretical Framework of Literacy Development 
How do children leam to read and write? What is your philosophy about literacy 
development? 

How did you leam about your theoretical framework? 
Undergraduate School Graduate School On-the-Job 
Inservices and/or Workshops 

Has your philosophy changed over time? Why do you think? 

Explore the similarities and differences between deaf and hard of hearing children 
developing literacy? 

Do d/hh children leam literacy in the same time frame as hearing children? 

How do you think schools can best support literacy development? 

Your Literacy Development Framework as an Itinerant Teacher 
As an itinerant teacher how do you put your beliefs about literacy development into 
action? 

What supports you in putting your beliefs into action? 

What prevents you from putting your beliefs into action? 

Do you face external pressures to use a literacy development philosophy that is different 
than your own? 

What aspects of your academic preparation helped you teach literacy in an itinerant 
setting? 

What would you add to a graduate program to better prepare teachers for itinerant 
settings? 
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Cumculum, Methodology, and Materials for Literacy Development 

Curriculum 
What are the 3 primary sources for your literacy curriculum? 

District special education curriculum Student's lEP 
General education curriculunr) Textbooks 
Special educator's professional Supplemental kits and 

judgement materials 
Student and teacher needs as Other - please explain. 

determined on daily ' 
basis 

How have you received training in curricular development? 

How have you received training in curricular modification and adaptation? 

What role do your lEPs play in your curriculum? In your planning? 

Where do the state standards fit into your curriculum? 

Methodology 
Which methods of teaching literacy do you like the most? 

Which methods of teaching literacy do you like the least? 

Have your methods changed over time? How? 

What most influences your methods of reading instructions? 
literature and research on reading 
other teacher's input 
literature and research on educating D/HH students 
what local schools are doing with normally hearing students 
coordinators' or program directors' input 
standardized tests 
other 

What materials do you use to develop literacy? 

What are the strengths and limitations of the sources you use for D/HH students? [ for 
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example: appropriate vocabulary, repetition of vocabulary, appropriate syntax, 
appropriate idiomatic use, interest level, phonics emphasis appropriate, conceptual use 
appropriate, supplementary materials helpful, diagnostic tests usefiil, need to modify] 

Think about d/hh. students of different ages, what kinds of reading materials do you use 
with them? To what extent and why do you use each? [basals, big books, picture books, 
trade books, comic books, magazines (Cricket, Highlights, Ranger Rick, etc.), 
newspapers, reference materials, functional materials (recipes, manuals, schedules, labels, 
applications, forms, ads)] 

How much time do you spend each week finding materials for your students? Where do 
find your materials? 

Do you adapt materials for your students? If so, how much time each week do you spend 
adapting materials? 

Literacy Lessons 
Tell me about the literacy environment you create in the itinerant setting? What is the 
typical literacy environment encountered by your students In their regular classroom? 

What Is die format of your reading lessons? How do you start the lesson, what are the 
typical tasks, the typical follow-up activities, etc. 

In a typical session what is the amount of time your students are engaged in reading or in 
reading related activities with, you? In their regular classrooms? 

Tell me about how you organize your materials for each child/each session 

Activities & Stratepes 

Tell me about the instructional strategies you use. [phonemic awareness activities, letter 
recognition, shared reading, guided reading, process writing. Journals (e.g., dialogue, 
literature, learning), literature circles, semantic mapping/webbing, semantic feature 
analysis, read alouds, parallel reading, peer tutoring, sustained silent reading. Interactive 
writing with, computers] 

What strategies work for you as an itinerant? What ones don't work for you? 

What kinds of activities do yo use to develop literacy? What works and what doesn't 
work for you? 
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What assessments do you do for literacy? 

How do the assessments you use help you develop your lEPs? Where do your literacy 
goals come from? 

Do you calculate the reading levels of your students? Of the materials you use? How do 
you calculate the levels? (Fry, Spache, Dale and Chall, Other) Why do you calculate the 
levels? 

In your opinion what is the most effective and accurate measureCs) of reading levels for 
your students? What is the least effective and accurate measure(s)? Think about 
measiures such as standardized reading tests (e.g.. Test of Syntactic Abilities, Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test), placement tests that accompany basal readers, intuitive 
judgement, cloze tests, portfolios, informal reading inventories (which do you use?), 
achievement tests (e.g., Stanford 9, AIMS). 

Teacher Preparation; 
How much training have you had in teaching reading? When? Where? What? 

Rate your knowledge in the following areas as up-to-date, satisfactory, or minimal. 
• Instructional strategies to develop reading ability 
• Alternative reading materials 
• Record keeping, reporting skills 
• Structure of writing 
• Strategies to develop writing J 
• Acquisition of writing 
• Variables influencing development of reading process 
• Reading theory 
• Assessment strategies in writing 
• Assessment strategies in reading 
• Literacy portfolios 
• Multicultural/multilingual issues in reading and writing instruction 

Does your district/agency support you in upgrading your teaching knowledge? 
• Allowing time to attend conferences 
• Provide school based inservice training by school based personnel 
• Have professional journals available foruse 
• Pay conference or inservice fee 
• Provide school based inservice training by university persormel 
• provide other inservice . 



• Provide pay incentives for taking classes to enhance teaching skills 
• Provide incentives for teachers to publish research 

How comfortable are you teaching reading? 

Other 

Do you have anything to add about literacy development? About your teaching? 
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Interview #3 and Think Aloud 

I'm planning on this last interview taking 2 hours. I will bring a timer to keep us 
on trackl There wiU be two parts to the interview. For the first hour, we will watch the 
videotape I did of you working with student(s); watching for 10 minutes and disciissing 
for 10 minutes. We will be able to watch a 30 minute sessioa sticking to this schedule. 
In Part I below, I've given some questions to think about as we watch. The second hour 
of the interview will consist of the questions in Part II below as well as any individual 
questions I may have for you or questions/clarifications that you want to make. If I have 
any questions for individual teachers, I will email or send those to you before your 
scheduled interview. Any questions? 520-322-5762 or sreed@u.arizona.edu. See you 
soon! 

L Videotape Think Aloud 

The purpose of this portion of the interview/study is for you to walk me through 
what you did and why you did it during the lesson. This will help me hear more of your 
individual voices and stay 'truer' to your thoughts as I analyze and write. 

Questions to think about as we watch and discuss: 
• What are the goals of the lesSon? 
• Why did you chose to do what you did? 
• What strategies did you use as you worked with your student(s)? 
• Did you meet your goafs?, 

D. Other Questions: 

12. Think about your beliefs about literacy development and the videotaped session 
we've Just watched. How did you match the curriculum you followed to your 
beliefs? How did you match the materials to your beliefe? Was there anything 
you did in this session because you're an itinerant teacher and if was in an 
itinerantsetting? 

13. What aspects of your academic preparation help you develop literacy in an 
itinerant setting? Do you feel like you have the knowledge and philosophical base 
fi:om your academic work to 'pick up' what teachers are doing and why they are 
doing it to fiirther your own. knowledge? 

14. Is there anything from the interview transcripts or observational fieldnotes that 
you want to discuss finther? Anything that needs to be clarified? 

mailto:sreed@u.arizona.edu
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15. Any additional thoughts on itinerant teaching? Any words of wisdom to other 
itinerant teachers or to regular education teachers/administrators? 

16. May I look at your EP literacy goals and audiograms for the kids I observed? 

17. Do you have a summer mailing address, phone, email where 1 can contact you? 
I'd like to have you each read the results firom my analysis to check whether jfou 
agree or not. It's important to me that [ give as accurate a view as possible of 
itinerant teachers and literacy development 1 want this to come from you and not 
be my own opinion. 

18. E need a pseudonym for each of you. ^^^t if we chose a name that begins with 
the same letter as your first name? That way maybe I'll remember who is who 10 
years from now! 

19. What do you think of participating so far in this study? Would you do this again? 

20. Odds and Ends: 
• defense date 
• lap top and data analysts 

Ct-as 
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APPENDIX C 

OBSERVATION FORM 

Date: 

rtmerant Teachen 

School/Location: 

Observer: 

Group Structure/Age: 

Adults Present: 

Room Design: 

Acoustic and Visual Environment (noise, amplification, seating arrangement, lighting): 

Curriculum: 

Goals for Lesson: 

Activities/Materials Used: 

Teacher Behavior (feedback, monitoring of performance): 

Teacher Student Interactions: 

Discussion After Observation (belief, goals, activities, curriculum used): 
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