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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a study of case-based instruction in early childhood teacher 

preparation. I sought to determine if case-based instruction could be used effectively to 

develop theoretical knowledge, cognitive processes, and decision-making skills in 

preservice early childhood teachers, and if case-based instruction provided any 

measurable benefit over more efficient traditional didactic instructional practices. Results 

indicate case-based instruction can enhance preservice early childhood teachers’ learning 

of theoretical knowledge when used in combination with standard textbook readings and 

conventional multiple-choice and essay examinations. Findings also indicate case-based 

instruction may differentially impact students with different levels of prior knowledge. 

Some data suggest traditional didactic instructional can positively impact preservice 

teachers’ cognitive processes and decision-making skills. Results also indicate case-based 

instruction may facilitate consolidation of misconceptions held by early childhood 

preservice teachers.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview and Statement of the Problem 

This dissertation is a study of case-based instruction (CBI) in early childhood 

(EC) teacher preparation. I sought to determine if CBI could be used effectively to 

develop theoretical knowledge, cognitive processes, and decision-making skills in 

preservice EC teachers, and if CBI provided any measurable benefit over more efficient 

traditional didactic instructional (TDI) practices.  

Policymakers, educators, and the general public are increasingly interested in 

improving the education of young children; and with good reason. Research findings link 

high quality early care and education with long-term benefits to individuals (Schweinhart 

& Weikart, 1997; Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2001) and society (Barnett, 1996; H. 

Levin, 2009). Children from low-socioeconomic backgrounds who receive high quality 

EC education are more likely to achieve commensurate with their middle-class peers 

(Karp, 2006). Much of the past decade’s EC research has focused on determining what 

factors are critical to providing high quality educational experiences for young children. 

Most researchers and teacher educators agree that EC teacher characteristics (e.g., the 

quality and level of their education and training, and the way they interact with children) 

are significantly related to the quality of children’s early educational experiences 

(Barnett, 2003; Layzer & Goodson, 2006; Saracho & Spodek, 2007).  Teaching quality 

teaching is often defined by specific desirable teaching behaviors and student outcomes. 

Gerber, Whitebook, and Weinstein (2007) found EC teachers with more training were 
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less likely to treat children harshly. Hamre and Pianta (2005) examined teacher-child 

relationships and found  first-grade children at-risk of school failure had better outcomes 

when student-teacher relationships were warm and supportive. In a review of large-scale 

survey research, Rowan, Correnti, and Miller (2002) documented substantial teacher 

effects on reading and math achievement in elementary grades. The Rand Corporation, in 

a study of five states implementing EC quality rating and improvements systems, 

identified staff training and education as the most important factor affecting EC quality 

(Zellman & Perlman, 2008).  These findings mirror what is known about teaching at all 

grade levels. According to Bransford, Darling-Hammond, and LaPage (2005), “growing 

evidence demonstrates that—among all educational resources—teachers’ abilities are 

especially crucial contributors to students’ learning” (p. 2). Similarly, Good, McCaslin, 

Tsang, Thang, Wiley, Bozack, and Hester (2006) claim, “There is strong research 

evidence and social consensus that teachers make a difference in student achievement. 

Research consistently suggests that among the educational variables that can influence 

student achievement, the quality of teaching is the most important” (p. 413).  

 Preparing teachers to enact high quality education, however, is not a simple task. 

Teaching is complex and demanding. Anderson, Blumenfeld, Pintrich, Clark, Marx, 

Peterson et al., (1995) identified three ways in which teaching is complex. First, teaching 

is multidimensional. Teachers must track and coordinate multiple simultaneous events, 

competing priorities, and overlapping agendas. As Anderson et al. aptly described, 

“teachers are frequently balancing what is good for an individual with what is good for 

the group, or trading off breadth of coverage and depth of understanding, or seeking to 
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establish classroom control to simultaneously maintain order while helping students 

become self-regulating” (p. 146).  Secondly, teaching is uncertain. It is not defined by 

easily implemented prescriptions. Anderson et al. (1995) noted teachers must take “action 

without certainty that they are making the best move for the circumstances” (p. 146) and 

that every time teachers apply a general principle of psychology or pedagogy in their 

classrooms, they test the generalizability of that principle to their specific situation. There 

is no guarantee that what worked in a previous situation, or in a carefully controlled 

study, will solve a new dilemma.  

Finally, teaching is complex because it is filled with ethical quandaries. 

According to Anderson et al. (1995), “When teachers make choices about seemingly 

routine matters, such as how to call on students, what kinds of assignments to make or 

whether to group students for instruction, they may disadvantage some students and even 

contribute unintentionally and unconsciously to the perpetuation of injustices against 

groups of people” (p. 146).  Bransford et al. (2005) agree that ethical quandaries are a 

complex part of teaching: “Above all, teachers need to keep what is best for the child at 

the center of their decision making. This sounds like a simple point, but it is a complex 

matter that has profound implications for what happens to and for many children in 

school” (p. 2).  

These complex demands apply to teaching at all grade levels. Educating young 

children is even more complex. Learning occurs more rapidly during the first few years 

of school than during any of the later grades. More brain development occurs in the 

primary grades than in all the other grades combined (National Research Council and 



21 

Institute of Medicine; 2000). Further, the majority of children with learning disabilities 

are diagnosed in the primary grades. Rapid development in the preschool and primary 

grades, and the need to catch and treat delays early, means EC teachers need to be child 

development experts (Bransford et al., 2005).  

These complex teaching demands are situated within changing societal demands. 

According to Bransford et al. (2005), “Standards for learning are now higher than they 

have ever been before, as citizens and workers need greater knowledge and skill to 

survive and succeed, education is increasingly important to the success of both 

individuals and nations. Not only do teachers need to be able to keep order and provide 

useful information to students, they also need to be increasingly effective in enabling a 

diverse group of students to learn ever more complex material and to develop a wider 

range of skills” (p. 2). Increasing educational demands are no longer only about 

acquiring knowledge. As Scardamalia and Bereiter (2006) note, “Ours is a knowledge-

creating civilization” (emphasis added; p. 97). It is no longer sufficient for teachers to 

transmit a corpus of knowledge: teachers must be prepared to help children acquire “deep 

conceptual understanding of complex concepts, and the ability to work with them 

creatively to generate new ideas, new theories, new products and new knowledge” 

(Sawyer, 2006, p. 2).  Therefore, EC educators must not only be able to teach children 

what to think, but how to think (Halpern, 2003; Kolodner, 2006; Nickerson, 1988).  

Furthermore, it is no longer sufficient to teach these higher-level thinking skills to 

only the brightest children. Teachers of young children are expected to promote high 

levels of achievement among all children (Bowman et al., 2001). This is a dramatic shift 
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from previous generations. As Resnick (1987) notes, “Mass education was, from its 

inception, concerned with inculcating routine abilities: simple computation, reading 

predictable texts, reciting religious or civic codes. It did not take as goals for its students 

the ability to interpret unfamiliar texts, create material others would want and need to 

read, construct convincing arguments, develop original solutions to technical or social 

problems” (p. 5). This shift from holding high expectations for a few to holding high 

expectations for all is endorsed by a wide range of educational scholars (Brooks-Gunn, 

2007; Delpit, 1988; Fuller, 2007; Karp, 2006; Lee & Burkham, 2002).  Teachers are 

expected to “respond sensitively and appropriately to a wide array of diverse student 

needs, implement complex pedagogy, have a deep understanding of subject-matter 

disciplines, engage in serious reflection about their practices, and work collaboratively 

with colleagues and families” (Bowman et al., 2001, p. 10). If teachers must not only 

attend to what children think, but how children think, it logically follows that teacher 

educators must not only attend to what preservice teachers think, but how preservice 

teachers think, and develop pedagogies that foster skills in both. 

Meeting the Challenges of Teacher Preparation with CBI 

Teacher educators and educational researchers recognize the need to reform 

current methods of teacher preparation to equip teachers to meet these challanges 

(Anderson et al., 1995; Bransford et al., 2005; Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2005; Early & 

Winton, 200; Merseth, 1996; Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, Bransford, Berliner, 

Cochran-Smith, McDonald, et al. 2005; Peterson, Clark, & Dickson, 1995; L. Shulman, 

1986). Relevant to this study, many researchers suggest strengthening the connections 
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between theoretical course content and practical application. Berliner (1992) suggested 

teacher educators give theoretical knowledge the “quality of a tool” (p. 194) so that it can 

be used in actual teaching practice. Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, & Shulman (2002) 

echo Berliner’s concern: “Preservice teachers often find it difficult to adapt the theories 

and concepts taught in their teacher education courses to the immediacy and vividness of 

their clinical work. Many find the theories and concepts they encounter too abstract to 

help address the specific problems they face in their teaching practice” (pp. 219-220).  

To accomplish this goal, many teacher educators advocate for CBI in preservice 

teacher education (Carter, 1993; Doyle, 1990; B. Levin, 1992; Merseth, 1986; Sudzina, 

1997; J. Shulman, 1992; L. Shulman, 1986; Wasserman, 1994; Williams, 1992). 

According to these advocates, CBI can strengthen beginning teachers’ self-efficacy 

(Yoon, Pderetti, Beneze, Hewitt, Perris & Oostveen, 2006), improve professional 

reasoning skills (Harrington, 1995; Levin, 1995, Sudzina, 1997), enhance moral 

reasoning (Sudzina, 1997), and increase theoretical knowledge (Sudzina, 1997).  

However, advocates of CBI also acknowledge a paucity of empirical support for CBI 

(Levin, 1995; Merseth, 19960. According to Grossman (2005) there is “still relatively 

little empirical research on the use of cases in teacher education” (p. 442). In her review 

of case-based methods for the American Educational Research Association Panel on 

Research and Teacher Education, Grossman noted that more information is needed about 

the different types of cases, the instruction surrounding the use of cases, and the 

“measureable impacts on students’ understandings, reasoning skills, beliefs, and 
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classroom practice” (p. 442). Grossman contends, “There is no evidence that the use of 

case-based pedagogy affects preservice teachers’ classroom practice” (p. 442).  

In addition to limited empirical support, CBI is a constructivist approach that 

employs minimal instructor guidance, and has been criticized as an ineffective 

instructional strategy.  Kirschner, Sweller, & Clark (2006) claim that constructivist 

methods like CBI overload learners’ working memory by requiring complex problem-

solving before they have developed a sufficient fund and fluency of content knowledge. 

Such cognitive overload, they claim, negatively affects learners’ acquisition of theoretical 

knowledge. Critics note it is more efficient (and effective) to just tell learners information 

rather than creating scenarios where they must independently find and apply new 

knowledge (Swartz & Branford, 1998). This concern for potential working memory 

overload has implications for educational equity. Some researchers have voiced concern 

that constructivist methods may favor more capable students, while students with weaker 

academic skills or less familiarity with the content struggle to solve complex problems 

without adequate prior knowledge (Kirschner, et al., 2006; B. Levin, 1992). I conducted 

this study to address these two concerns: to examine the impact of CBI on student as 

compared to TDI, and to examine the impacts of CBI and TDI on students of varying 

background knowledge. 

Overview of Dissertation 

In previous work, I developed a course in EC assessment (Florez, 2007) which 

combined TDI and CBI. Although I found students’ reasoning skills improved, I was 

concerned that CBI was not as effective as TDI in helping students gain theoretical 



25 

knowledge.  Specifically, students’ performance on a content knowledge test increased 

from the beginning to the middle of the course when instruction was primarily TDI, but 

decreased from the middle to the end of the semester after instruction changed to entirely 

CBI. However, because TDI and CBI were combined for nearly the entire semester, it 

was impossible to disentangle the relationship of TDI and CBI to students’ learning.  

To facilitate a direct comparison of the effects of TDI and CBI, I taught two 

courses of child development for preservice teachers. In one course I used TDI methods  

assignments I had developed and used on six previous occasions. In the other course I 

developed and used case-based instructional materials. Course content and examinations 

were the same for both courses. I varied classroom instruction, written assignments, and 

class meeting schedule consistent with the instructional model (TDI or CBI). Class 

activities in the TDI course consisted of lecture, recitation, and brief activities designed to 

illustrate child development concepts. In the CBI course, class activities consisted of 

small and large group discussion of three multi-episode cases designed to support critical 

thinking of course content (see Chapter 3 for the theoretical warrants and design of these 

cases). At the beginning and end of the semester students in both courses analyzed a brief 

case about a first grade child (Rueben) who was not making adequate academic progress. 

I also administered a multiple-choice pretest of child development concepts taught in the 

class. An alternate form of the pretest was administered as part of the final exam. 

To determine the effects of TDI and CBI on preservice teachers’ learning, I 

compared students’ performance on Within-term and final examinations and on the pre 

and post knowledge tests. To determine if CBI differentially affects students with varying 
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degrees of background knowledge, I analyzed learning patterns for whole class and also 

disaggregated and analyzed examination data by pretest quartiles. Finally, I examined 

students’ pre and post case analyses for changes in their cognitive processes and 

decision-making. I discuss the theoretical warrants for the cognitive processes I studied in 

my methods description in Chapter 4.  

The purpose of this study is to examine the relative effects of CBI on preservice 

EC teachers’ learning, cognitive processes, and decision-making skills. I employed a 

fully mixed-methods design. I primarily present quantitative analysis in this dissertation. 

This applied research is the second iteration of an ongoing design experiment (Confrey, 

2006) in which I am developing a sociocultural model of instruction for EC teacher 

preservice preparation. This study contributes to CBI research by comparing the effects 

of CBI and TDI on preservice teachers’ acquisition of theoretical knowledge, cognitive 

processes, and decision-making skills. My work also contributes to knowledge about how 

students of varying prior knowledge learn with CBI and TDI.  

Who’s Who?  

In a dissertation about teaching preservice teachers, designations such; as 

“teacher” and “student” can be confusing. For clarity, I use the following conventions: I 

refer to myself and other teacher educators as “instructor.” Students in teacher 

preparation courses are “preservice teachers” or “students.” I use “teacher” to refer to 

inservice teachers.  To refer to students in EC, intermediate, middle or secondary settings, 

I use “child” or “children.” Because all my students were female, I use the feminine 

pronoun when referring to students or preservice teachers.  



27 

Description of Chapters 

 Following this introduction, in Chapter 2 I review the case methods literature. I 

first provide a general overview of the case methods literature and then describe key 

studies of two decades: the 1990s and 2000s. In Chapter 3 I differentiate between brief 

vignettes and narrative cases, describe the theoretical framework for using narrative cases 

in teacher preparation, and describe the cases used in this study. In Chapter 4 I describe 

the students in both courses; course materials and instruction; data collection materials 

and procedures. In Chapter 5 I present results of students’ examinations and their pre and 

post case analyses. In Chapter 6 I discuss the results of the study and the implications for 

future research and practice.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Overview 

Lee Shulman’s 1985 presidential address to the annual meeting of the American 

Educational Research Association issued “a wake-up call to teacher educators to use 

cases and case methods in teacher education” (Merseth, 1996, p. 723). In the wake of L. 

Shulman’s promotion of cases, many teacher educators and educational researchers 

embraced case methods as key to improving teacher education (Hammerness, Darling-

Hammond, Bransford, Berliner, Cochran-Smith, McDonald, et al., 2005). Advocates of 

case methods in teacher preparation  have claimed that cases strengthen beginning 

teachers’ self-efficacy (Yoon, Pderetti, Beneze, Hewitt, Perris & Oostveen, 2006), 

improve professional reasoning skills (Harrington, 1995; Kleinfeld, 1992b; B. Levin, 

1995, Sudzina, 1997), enhance moral reasoning (Sudzina, 1997; Whitcomb, 2002), and 

increase the amount of content students learn (Kleinfeld, 1992a; Sudzina, 1997; 

Williams, 1992).  However, despite enthusiastic promotion of CBI (Doyle, 1990; 

Merseth, 1996; L. Shulman, 1986), cases still play a relatively minor role in teacher 

education.  

Several barriers prohibit expanding case methods in teacher preparation. As noted 

in Chapter 1, some critics believe constructivist methods such as CBI are not as effective 

as TDI (Kirschner, et al., 2006; Schwartz & Bransford, 1998). These critics also argue 

that learners with less prior knowledge or skills are disadvantaged by methods such as 

CBI that provide minimal instructor guidance. Another obstacle hindering the adoption of 
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CBI methods is difficulty with enactment. Selecting or developing cases takes 

considerable time, and preparing to teach with cases requires instructors to not only know 

the content well, but to be intimately familiar with the case. To be adopted by teacher 

educators, the majority of whom have heavy teaching loads, little administrative 

assistance, and little experience with CBI, there must be convincing empirical evidence 

for CBI’s efficacy (Richardson, 1990). Thus, useful case methods research must examine 

the potential benefits of CBI over more efficient, traditional methods.  

Unfortunately, the empirical support for CBI is weak (Kim & Hannifan, 2008; 

Levin, 1995; Merseth, 1996; Sykes & Bird, 1992). Over a decade ago in her chapter on 

cases and case methods in the Handbook of Research on Teacher Education: Second 

Edition, Merseth (1996) called for the development of empirical support for case 

methods:  

The myriad claims for the use of cases and case methods far exceed the 

volume and quality of research specific to cases and case methods in 

teacher education. In fact, the imbalance between promise and empirical 

data legitimately may allow one to question why a chapter on case use in 

teacher education is included in a handbook dedicated to the review of 

research (p. 738). 

Merseth (1996) outlined a three-pronged path to future case-based research: 

research on case materials, research on case methods, and research on learner 

characteristics. Over a decade later, Merseth’s agenda has yet to be realized. It was, 

perhaps, premature. To determine if a pedagogical method contributes substantively to 
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preservice teachers’ development, one would first need an adequate definition of the 

pedagogical strategy and a clear sense of the anticipated outcomes the strategy is believed 

to promote. Over the last two decades, teacher educators and educational researchers 

have struggled, with mixed results, to define both CBI and the goals of teacher 

preparation (Hammerness et al., 2005).  

Cases Defined 

Much of the CBI literature describes historical background (Doyle, 1990) or 

offers logical warrants (Marx, Blumenfeld, & Krajcik, 1998) without specific definitions 

of cases or case-methods. Some authors paint broad-stroke definitions, including 

anything from brief glimpses of classroom life to lengthy narratives. In his 1985 AERA 

presidential address L. Shulman defined cases as “reports of events or sequences of 

events…. The cases may be examples of specific instances of practice—detailed 

descriptions of how an instructional event occurred—complete with particulars of 

contexts, thoughts, and feelings. On the other hand, they may be exemplars of principles, 

exemplifying in their detail a more abstract proposition or theoretical claim” (1986, p. 

11). A recent broad-stroke definition was articulated by Barnett (2008): CBI “refers to a 

class of pedagogical methods in which learners acquire subject knowledge through the 

study and analysis of real-world situations” (p. 3).  

However, many proponents of CBI embrace a more precise definition. B. Levin 

(1995) defines cases in terms of context and narrative: “Cases are richly detailed, 

contextualized, narrative accounts of teaching and learning.” (B. Levin, 1995, p. 63).  

Brief instantiations of propositional knowledge (e.g., a description of a teacher using 
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activities as positive reinforcement) in vignettes do not share the definitive characteristics 

of narratives (e.g., complexity, plot, dilemmas); therefore, those who embrace a narrative 

perspective exclude brief vignettes from their definitions of cases. Seven years after his 

presidential address, L. Shulman (1992) also embraced a narrative definition, stipulating 

that a case must have, “a narrative, a story, a set of events that unfolds over time in a 

particular place. Cases therefore possess at least two features that may render them useful 

in learning: their status as narratives and their contextualization in time and place” (p. 

726).  

I agree with B. Levin’s (1995) and L. Shulman’s more recent (1992) definition. I 

believe pedagogically useful cases possess the characteristics of a story. In Chapter 3, I 

contrast brief vignettes and narrative cases and explicate the theoretical warrants for 

defining cases as narratives. In this conceptualization of cases, simple instantiations of 

propositional knowledge are categorized as a TDI strategy. For this reason this literature 

review is limited to studies which employed narrative cases, presented in text, video or a 

hybrid of both media. 

Organization of Literature Review 

I organized this review chronologically to provide a sense of the development of 

the case-methods research literature. I included empirical work published in peer-

reviewed journals or papers presented at national research conferences (e.g., American 

Educational Research Association) that were also available electronically. This review 

covers studies published or presented from 1990 to the present (August 2008). I first 

review articles from the 1990s and then the 2000s. Each section begins with an 
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introduction to the themes of the decade’s research. The review includes empirical work, 

regardless of methodology (descriptive, action research, qualitative, quasi-experimental, 

experimental) or quality. It does not include descriptions of practice without empirical 

analysis of data. Articles and papers were included if they reported findings from studies 

with preservice teachers (undergraduate, graduate or post-baccalaureate). One article 

reporting CBI research with undergraduate speech-language pathology students (Michael, 

1993) was included because the population (undergraduates) is relevant, and the type of 

professional practice closely mirrors that of classroom teachers.  

Case Methods Research in the 1990s: The Decade of the Case 

 The 1990s was the decade of the case in teacher education. A plethora of articles 

(Broudy, 1990; Doyle, 1990; Sykes & Bird, 1992; Griffith & Laframboise, 1998; 

Jarchow, 1992; Kowalski, 1992, Laframboise & Griffith, 1997; Lundeberg & Scheurman, 

1997; and Williams, 1992), handbook chapters (Merseth, 1996), and books (McNergney, 

Ducharme, Ducharme, Eds., 1999; J. Shulman, 1992; and Wasserman, 1994) were 

written about the benefits of CBI in teachers’ preservice education. Much of the 1990s 

literature are prescriptions for practice without empirical basis. The limited empirical 

work primarily consists of descriptions of practice without comparisons to other forms of 

instruction. One such study, Kleinfeld (1992a), was presented as a paper at the annual 

meeting of AERA, and is often cited in the case literature as an example of how CBI can 

increase teachers’ theoretical and practical knowledge. Kleinfeld used case analysis to 

improve content knowledge in English literature and pedagogical content knowledge 

about teaching Hamlet.  
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Students wrote essays about teaching Hamlet, Julius Caesar and a poem prior to 

the Hamlet case study. Following the case study, students revised their original essays. 

To assess changes in students’ thinking Kleinfeld (1992a) coded the initial and revised 

essays for the number of issues considered in choosing a literary work, the number of 

problems identified in helping students understand Hamlet, the number of methods used 

in teaching Hamlet, and the number of purposes in teaching Shakespeare. Kleinfeld 

(1992a) found that students’ revised essays were significantly higher on all indicators 

than the pre-case analysis essays (p < .01). She also found that initial essays written by 

English majors contained more pedagogical content knowledge than those written by 

non-English majors, and that English majors’ pedagogical content knowledge increased 

more following the case study. However, only one code indicated statistically greater 

growth for English majors over non-English majors. English majors also demonstrated 

higher transfer of skills than non-English majors’ essays about teaching Julius Caesar 

and non-English majors demonstrated higher transfer on essays about teaching a poem. 

Statistical analyses of differences for transfer skills were not reported. 

From her findings, Kleinfeld (1992a) was particularly concerned with the 

potential for CBI to differentially affect students with varying background knowledge, a 

concern noted later by Merseth (1996). Even though Kleinfeld was experienced in using 

case methods, she reported difficulties engaging non-English majors in case discussion: 

“The class discussion was much less animated than I had ever experienced in teaching a 

case. Some students, I began to suspect, had not read Hamlet at all. Many students 

seemed unable to talk about the issues and themes of the play and a few complained that 



34 

they found the play boring” (p. 8).  Kleinfeld concluded that even though many students 

did not enjoy the case study, they nevertheless learned from it. She also discussed her 

concern that CBI may facilitate a Matthew Effect – the rich getting richer and the poor 

getting poorer – represented by English majors’ greater engagement in class discussion 

and reflected in data showing English majors started with more knowledge and 

demonstrated a greater increase in knowledge and transfer to teaching another 

Shakespearean play.  

Kleinfeld’s (1992a) study demonstrated CBI can be used successfully to help 

secondary preservice teachers develop pedagogical content knowledge. However, 

because she did not compare CBI with other methods of instruction, there is no way to 

gage the benefit of case analysis over traditional approaches. Kleinfeld’s finding of a 

Matthew Effect may provide evidence supporting criticisms of minimal guidance 

methods (Kirschner, et al., 2006; Schwartz & Bransford, 1998). However there are 

plausible alternative explanations. Greater increases for English majors on the dependent 

measures may have been facilitated by English majors’ enjoyment of and engagement in 

the topic. Further, Kleinfeld coded her own essays. One must assume she was not blind to 

students’ major or whether the essays were initial or revised essays. Potential instructor 

bias may have influenced findings. This early CBI study raises the consideration of how 

CBI may interact with students’ prior knowledge. The study also raises concerns about 

rater bias when instructors study their own practice.  

The next study, Michael (1993), reports the findings of CBI research in a speech-

language pathology course.  As a graduate student teaching undergraduate courses in 
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speech-language pathology, Michael noticed that students who successfully demonstrated 

theoretical knowledge on course tests had difficulty applying that knowledge when 

working with children. Michael examined whether or not video cases improved students’ 

recall of theoretical knowledge and if they had more success interpreting the role of 

theoretical knowledge in clinical work with children.  

Michael (1993) administered a pretest to 22 undergraduate students. To control 

for prior knowledge, she rank-ordered students based on their test performance and then, 

beginning at the top of the list, alternately placed them in two instructional conditions: 

with and without video case analysis. Students received four 45-minute lessons in 

language development theory. All students were assigned the same required readings. 

Students in the control condition also attended four lectures. Students in the treatment 

condition analyzed videos of clinical work with children according to the three different 

theoretical perspectives discussed in the readings. After they analyzed the videos students 

viewed an expert’s analysis of the video. Following the expert’s analysis, students 

reexamined their initial analysis, and were asked to write about if and how their initial 

perceptions changed after viewing the expert’s analysis. 

Michael (1993) assessed students’ learning with three “reading mastery” tests, 

one on each of the three assigned readings; a multiple-choice posttest (administered after 

the conclusion of the four session unit); and two transfer tests. The transfer tests included 

the analysis of a written transcript of clinical work with children and an observation of 

videotaped clinical interactions with children. Michael found no significant differences 

between groups on the posttest or the reading mastery tests, but students in the CBI group 
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performed significantly better than the class that did not analyze cases on the transfer 

tests. Michael’s study provides evidence that CBI can be as effective in helping students 

develop theoretical knowledge as TDI and suggests CBI may improve students’ transfer 

of theoretical knowledge to practice-based applications. Using students’ test scores helps 

overcome potential bias in instructor coding of student work, but  without qualitative data 

it is difficult to know what cognitive processes may have contributed to stronger 

performance for the CBI group on the transfer tasks. 

In an oft cited study B. Levin (1995) examined the effects of case discussion on 

teachers’ thinking. Twenty-four paid volunteers (eight student teachers, eight beginning 

teachers, and eight experienced teachers) were divided into two groups with teachers of 

each experience level evenly assigned to each group. Both groups read a case and wrote a 

response to seven questions (e.g., What is going on in this case? What are some of the 

issues that come up for you in this case?). The treatment condition group discussed the 

case following their written analysis. A few days later, both groups re-wrote their case 

analysis, and also analyzed another case to assess transfer.  

Participants’ responses were coded holistically on a scale of 1 to 4 to represent 

“less to more adequate understanding of the content and the complexities of the case” (B. 

Levin, 1995, p. 67). Experienced teachers scored significantly higher (p < .01) than 

beginning and student teachers on their initial case analysis. Significant differences on 

the post case analysis were found between teachers who did and did not discuss the case, 

but not between teachers of different experience levels. However, post-hoc analysis did 

not reveal that those in the discussion group improved, rather scores on the dependent 
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measure decreased significantly for participants in the control condition. B. Levin 

believed participants who did not engage in the discussion were less motivated to 

complete the written analysis a second time. B. Levin compared the effects of different 

case methods (written analysis versus written analysis plus discussion) with learners of 

varying prior knowledge. However, using paid participants who analyzed cases 

unassociated with the rigor, comprehensiveness or accountability of an education course 

introduced motivational factors that limit generalizability of findings.  

B. Levin (1995) also conducted qualitative analyses of written case analyses and 

of case discussion transcripts. She found that teachers of all experience levels who 

participated in discussion (treatment group) frequently elaborated their original position 

or changed their “understanding of issues” (p. 72) from the pre to post analysis, whereas 

teachers who did not participate in discussion (control group) “tended to consolidate their 

ideas” in the post analysis and “failed to present any new ideas or insights” (p. 72). 

According to B. Levin, student and beginning teachers who participated in the discussion 

group had “clearer, more explicit, and better elaborated” thinking (p. 72). B. Levin 

acknowledged that case discussion did not completely change students’ thinking, but that 

she found “glimpses of more complex understanding” (p. 72) following case discussion.  

B. Levin’s (1995) work highlights several developing themes in the 1990’s CBI 

research. First, quantitative or qualitative data alone may not adequately capture CBI 

impacts on students’ learning. Changes found in qualitative analysis were not apparent in 

quantitative data. Conversely, it is difficult to determine if the changes described 

qualitatively are substantial enough to warrant using CBI. Further, Levin’s study 
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highlights the need to employ quality research practices; specifically, to develop reliable, 

valid dependent measures and to ensure inter-coder reliability for coding written case 

analyses. B. Levin did not report inter-coder reliability or coding procedures, but she 

noted that her quantitative findings may have been adversely affected by low inter-coder 

reliability. Even with these methodological weaknesses, B. Levin found some evidence 

that case discussion can positively affect teachers’ learning, including preservice 

teachers. Specifically, her findings appears to contradict Klienfeld’s (1992) Matthew 

Effect in that B. Levin found that those with less prior knowledge benefitted 

substantively from case discussion.  

Harrington (1995) also examined students’ written case analyses. Twenty-six 

students in an initial teacher preparation program at University of Michigan wrote four 

case analyses at the end of each major unit in the course Teaching in the Elementary 

School. Harrington used critical interpretive analysis of students’ first case analysis 

(written within the first month of the course) and last case analysis (written during the 

fifteenth week) to assess students’ growth in problem-solving. Students’ analyses were 

coded for problem framing, consideration of perspectives, warranting of solutions, 

consideration of consequences, and reflectiveness. Descriptive analysis (frequency and 

percentages) revealed improvements in all areas from the beginning of the semester to the 

end. Based on these results, Harrington concluded that CBI may have the potential to 

“prepare teachers to make reasoned decisions—decisions incorporating and balancing 

theoretical, normative, practical, and consequential reasoning” characteristic of “critically 

reflective practitioners” (p. 212). 
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Although Harrington (1995) is often cited as evidence of CBI’s potential benefits, 

it is unclear how (or if) cases were used to actually teach students. According to the 

article, cases were used as an end of unit assignment and nothing more. There was no 

group analysis, no case discussion, no feedback, and no opportunity to revise. Thus, 

Harrington’s work demonstrates that students’ written case analyses can be used to assess 

student knowledge but it does not demonstrate how case analysis contributes to student 

learning. 

Case Methods Research in the 2000s: Case-writing and New Technologies 

The number of published empirical studies of case methods in teacher preparation 

diminished significantly from the mid 1990s into the early 2000s. Other than one study 

about the acceptability of case methods to students (Reichelt, 2000) I did not find any 

studies after Harrington (1995) and before 2002. In 2002, the journal Teaching Education 

dedicated an entire issue to CBI. In a shift from the 1990s literature, CBI research of the 

early 2000’s examined classes in which preservice teachers wrote or developed cases, as 

opposed to analyzing cases that had been produced by someone else. The logic of having 

students produce cases is best explained by Hammerness et al. (2002): 

Writing a case about one’s own experiences is different from 

analyzing a case written by someone else. We believed that making sense 

out of one’s own experience, as opposed to a description of an experience 

one has never had (i.e., reading about someone else’s class), might allow 

students to develop a particularly deep understanding of the issues at play. 

We wanted students to be able to relate theory to their experiences, both to 

help them learn to walk the bridge between research and practice and to 

illustrate the point—represented in the course literature—regarding the 
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power of connecting learning to students’ own experiences. We also felt 

that asking students to examine their own experience might provide strong 

motivation; many students had already encountered challenges in their 

teaching that they were eager to examine more deeply (p. 222-223). 

The shift from analysis of cases written by others to student-written cases 

raised new questions for both pedagogy and research. When students analyze a 

case produced and provided by the instructor, it is possible to control content. 

When students create their own case, instructors cannot control the issues or 

topics which arise from the case. This makes planning instruction and enacting 

case discussion (if discussion is part of the method) more difficult. It also makes it 

difficult to analyze effects as students’ experiences and opportunities are 

contingent upon unpredictable classroom activities. Further, at times it is difficult 

to distinguish between case-writing as an instructional method, and case-writing 

as assessment or dependent variable. Two studies I originally planned to review 

(Siegel, 2002; Whitcomb, 2002) were not reviewed because, as with Harrington 

(1995) case-writing was used as a “summative statement” (Whitcomb, 2002, p. 

183) rather than an instructional strategy. Despite these concerns, the three studies 

of case-writing I review provide evidence that student case-writing can help 

preservice teachers develop theoretical knowledge and improve cognitive 

processes. 

After reviewing case-writing studies, I review studies conducted between 

2003 and 2006. These studies return to case analysis of existing cases, but differ 

from earlier work in one important way: all include some form of online 
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instructional mechanism. Technological innovation helps overcome some of the 

challenges of CBI, but also introduces new problems (i.e., varying levels of 

instructor and student technology skills; varying degrees of students’ access to 

technology resources; variability in reliability of technology; the role of 

technology in learning emotion). 

Reichelt (2000) analyzed student opinions of CBI in a masters-level teaching 

English as a second language degree program. Fourteen students worked in groups of two 

or three and prepared cases from their experiences working with English Language 

Learners. The students presented 12 cases for class discussions of approximately 40 

minutes each. Students led the discussions and the teacher purposefully played a minimal 

role. Students completed short- answer surveys asking about the usability of the case 

studies. The surveys were coded by the instructor in three areas: “responses to the 

specific topics addressed in the case studies, comments relating to class procedures, and 

comments related to the value of case studies” (Reichelt, 2000, p. 329). Twenty percent 

of surveys were coded by a second coder with 90% inter-coder reliability.  

Results indicated “overwhelmingly positive response” (Reichelt, 2000, p. 329) to 

the topics chosen by classmates. Participants also gave mostly favorable responses 

regarding classroom procedures and the usefulness of CBI. However they also suggested 

ways to improve the use of cases. The majority of recommendations suggested increasing 

instructor-imposed structure (e.g., that case writers be required to provide more 

background information, that discussions should be more focused, that students should be 

given clearer guidelines for writing cases, that the range of topics should be limited and 
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topics assigned to reduce redundancy in the presentations, and that case studies should be 

grounded in theory).  

Reichelt (2000) faced some of the challenges inherent to studying one’s own 

practice. Although participants completed the survey’s anonymously, they were collected 

as the course progressed, so there is the strong possibility that participants gave socially 

desired responses (especially if the surveys were hand-written, limiting the perception of 

anonymity by the participants). Also, the results do not provide evidence for the effects of 

CBI on student learning or potential differential effects depending on students’ prior 

knowledge. Even so, Reichelt’s (2000) findings do make an important contribution: 

participants believed instructor-provided structure would improve CBI.   

Hammerness et al. (2002) describe a more structured study of case writing in a 

foundations course (Principles of Learning and Teaching) in the Stanford Teacher 

Education Program (STEP). It is unclear if the participants were graduate or 

undergraduate students. Although it is not specifically noted, it appears students were 

secondary education majors as they were required to write cases “about instruction in 

their subject matter” (p. 221). The authors intentionally integrated theoretical readings 

with case writing. Students began by reading cases others had written, created outlines of 

cases, and went through two cycles of drafts and “extensive” (p. 223) instructor feedback. 

Students also received a rubric to guide their writing and were paired with other students 

who provided feedback. At the end of the quarter, students wrote reflective essays about 

their learning and experiences. According to analysis of reflective essays, “all students 

reported that the case writing had a significant impact on their understanding of teaching 
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and learning” (p. 224). Half also reported that case writing had helped them better 

understand children’s learning needs. Just under one third said case writing helped them 

make connections between theory and practice.  

In addition to positive student feedback, course instructors also believed students’ 

professional thinking had substantially increased from the first case to the last. To 

determine if students’ final cases did, in fact, contain evidence of thinking more like 

“expert pedagogues” (see Berliner 1986, 1991; Carter, Cushing, Saber, Stein & Berliner, 

1988), Hammerness et al. (2002) conducted content analysis on 21 of the 56 final case 

studies, randomly selected from across the five course sections. Coders rated the sub-

sample cases on six elements of professional thinking. Of the 21 cases six were identified 

as “very strong,” six as “strong,” six as “proficient,” two as “weaker,” and one as “weak.” 

Thus, by the end of the course 18 of 21 randomly selected students demonstrated 

proficient to very strong professional thinking skills.  

Recognizing the limitations of their analysis for making inferences about 

students’ learning associated with case writing, Hammerness et al. (2002) conducted in-

depth case analyses of two “very strong” final cases from outline to final draft. They 

hoped to learn “whether the process of case writing had in fact deepened students’ 

thinking, and if so, how” (p. 227). For the first student, the initial case’s outline contained 

vague generalities. The student’s instructor asked her to, “consider some of the theories 

that might help her analyze the case” (p. 227). Hammerness et al. documented how this 

student’s pedagogical goals became more clearly articulated over the first and second 

draft. By her final analysis she accurately used theory to critique a lesson. Hammerness et 
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al. report, “By the final version of her case, Sonya’s thinking had developed from a 

simple description of an unsuccessful moment as ‘lack of planning’ to a theoretically 

informed explanation showing her understanding that the kind of planning is important” 

(p. 233). The researchers’ second case study documented similar student growth from 

initial outline to final case analysis. 

Hammerness et al.’s (2002) descriptions of case writing by secondary education 

preservice teachers demonstrated how cases can be used to capture changes in 

prospective teachers’ theoretical and practical knowledge, and cognitive processes during 

a teacher education course. They provide clear descriptions of how cases were used to 

scaffold students’ learning. Still, like Harrington (1995), there are logical problems with 

making a causal inference between the presence of CBI in a course and changes in 

students’ thinking. It is unclear that it was students’ production of a case that was 

responsible for changes in their thinking. One particularly compelling alternative 

explanation is extensive instructor feedback. Hammerness et al. credibly demonstrate 

growth in preservice teachers’ knowledge and thinking skills, but without a comparison 

to more traditional instruction, one is left to wonder if such growth would have also 

occurred if students had received high-quality TDI along with extensive instructor 

feedback. The authors do not provide descriptions of what other types of learning 

activities students experienced in the course or if case writing was the only instructional 

method. Further, because this study included participants in Stanford University’s teacher 

preparation program, it is unclear if this type of CBI would work well in colleges of 
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education with fewer resources that educate students with a broader range of academic 

and cognitive skills.  

There are other methodological concerns as well. Generalizability to other 

preservice teacher populations and replication of findings is difficult because the report 

does not specifically identify the participant population, nor does it describe the coding 

process or safeguards against instructor/researcher bias in coding the dependent 

measures. It is also unclear who coded the cases, if inter-coder reliability was established, 

how levels for the content-analysis (i.e., very strong, strong) were defined and how 

assignment of the 21 content-analyzed cases to the various levels was determined.  

Another study of preservice teacher case-writing in an elite teacher preparation 

program (Teachers College, Columbia University) was reported by Goodwin (2002). This 

study examined shifts in 18 preservice teachers’ misconceptions from cases written at the 

beginning of the course through the end of the term. Goodwin’s work examined whether 

case analysis can help students “become aware of their own implicit theories and … 

avoid unconsciously using themselves as benchmarks for organizing instruction or for 

explaining and responding to the children with whom they work” (p. 141).  She examined 

essays students wrote for admission to Teachers College, and anonymous end-of-term 

surveys that prompted students to “contrast beliefs held at the start of the term with those 

held at the close of the semester” (p. 142). She found that students’ “entry beliefs” fell 

into two categories: beliefs about teaching or the teaching self, and beliefs about children. 

Goodwin noted that the participants, as students who successfully gained entry to an elite 

program, had already experienced academic success. She found that students interpreted 
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their positive educational experiences as evidence that they were “natural teachers as 

opposed to learners of teaching” (p. 146, emphasis in original). Beliefs about children 

included idealizing children (e.g., seeing them as “innocent”), perceiving them as 

miniature adults (e.g., “little adults”, “like adults”), or conceptualizing them as empty 

(e.g., “open, clean slates”, “sponges”). Goodwin concludes that these beginning teachers’ 

“lack of deep knowledge of children leads them to operate on the level of stereotype or 

caricature” (p. 146). 

Unlike studies previously reviewed, Goodwin (2002) articulated a specific, 

theoretically-based, pedagogical objective: to create cognitive disequilibrium in her 

students by forcing them to confront “new realities” (p. 147). In their reflective essays, 

students discussed how their initial conceptualizations of children were simplistic: 

bad/troubled, good/model, interesting or unremarkable. They also discussed how these 

conceptualizations were laden with assumptions of how children would learn and behave. 

Many students also noted that witnessing their case study child do something 

unexpected—something that violated their assumptions—forced them to not only think 

differently about the child, but also to realize how initial impressions of children can lead 

to misconceptions and faulty expectations.  

Goodwin’s (2002) study contained some of the same limitations found in other 

case-based research. Her analytic methods were not explicated and, as she acknowledged, 

it is unclear if her results would generalize to students of other teacher preparation 

programs. However, Goodwin demonstrated an essential link between case writing and 
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changes in teacher cognition: student-produced case study provided opportunities for 

challenging preservice teachers’ implicit theories and assumptions about children.  

Returning to studies of case methods that required students to analyze existing 

material, Schrader, Leu, Kinzer, Ataya, Teale, Labbo and Cammack (2003), studied the 

impact of the Case Technologies to Enhance Literacy Learning (CTELL) project on 

preservice teachers’ theoretical and factual knowledge of effective reading instruction. 

Students enrolled in three sections of an EC reading methods class participated in the 

study. Each section was taught by a different professor using the same syllabus, texts, 

readings, topics and schedule. Thirteen students participated in a traditional section, nine 

students participated in a traditional section augmented by a video series depicting 

classroom reading instruction, and 11 students participated in the experimental section 

which included TDI augmented by video case analysis.  

CTELL cases were delivered via the Internet to facilitate student access to a large 

amount of detailed, complex information about the featured EC classroom. According to 

the authors, “the scope of information is potentially daunting.” To help students manage 

complexity, they first watched an anchor video that summarized the case and oriented 

them to the contents of the remaining images, videos, and voice recordings. To assess the 

impact on participants’ knowledge of reading instruction, students completed concept 

maps of “effective reading instruction” at the beginning and end of the semester. 

Schrader et al. (2003) also collected data on participants’ self-efficacy. In addition to 

student data, the professor teaching the CBI class kept a reflective journal.  
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Following accepted procedures for analyzing concept maps, the authors calculated 

the number of “nodes”, the number of “distinct nodes” (e.g., nodes distinct from other 

nodes) and the number of “adequate nodes” (e.g., nodes supported by adequate detail). 

They found a significant increase in all three indicators from the beginning to the end of 

the class for all three conditions, and no significant differences between sections. 

Qualitative analysis of the CBI professor’s journals found themes of frustration with 

learning to use CBI. Given the CBI professor’s unfamiliarity with case-method 

instruction, Schrader et al. (2003) interpret the lack of differences between the sections as 

encouraging.  

Evaluating the results of the Schrader et al. (2003) is challenging. The sample size 

is small, limiting generalizability, and several potential confounds (such as instructor 

effect) were not controlled. The researchers also did not provide data comparing the 

sections academically, or on any other measure of learning, either at the beginning or end 

of the course. Lacking this information it is impossible to know how the course affected 

students’ learning. Further, the dependent measure may not have been sensitive to 

improvements in knowledge or cognitive processes. Finally, although the authors were 

encouraged by the lack of differences between groups, one could also logically conclude 

that the results indicate CBI did not add any pedagogical value to the TDI each group 

received.  

Edwards and Hammer (2006) describe another study of TDI augmented by 

students’ analysis of an existing case. The study is particularly relevant to this 

dissertation as it is the only study I found reporting of the use of CBI in an EC child 
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development course. The study examined how CBI could be used to help preservice EC 

teachers develop theoretical knowledge that would also transfer to practical application. 

In addition to traditional lecture and textbook readings, students read case narratives 

about a fictional child named Laura. Each week a “chapter” from Laura’s life was posted 

on the course web site. These chapters corresponded with the issues and topics presented 

in lecture and textbook readings. 

Students were placed in groups of five and assigned a stakeholder role such as 

parent, EC teacher, and caseworker (Laura had recently been removed from her mother’s 

home by a child protection agency). Students engaged in synchronous and asynchronous 

discussions within their stakeholder groups via the course’s web site. Each group 

prepared a case presentation from their stakeholder role’s perspective. During 

presentations, members of other stakeholder groups responded from their stakeholder 

role’s perspective. The final assignment included an essay in which students reflected on 

their interactions with other stakeholder groups. 

Unfortunately, the only dependent measures reported in this study were 

anonymous student responses to a questionnaire administered at the end of the term. 

Students were asked to rate, on a five-point Likert scale, the degree to which their 

participation in case analysis helped them understand issues of practice, to develop a 

sense of professional responsibilities to stakeholders, and to understand how theory can 

be used to inform practice. Students were also asked, “what knowledge or skills do you 

think you acquired by participating” (p. 472) in the case? Of the 85 students in the course 

62% responded to the Likert scale ratings, and 49% responded to the open-ended 
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question. Mean Likert scale responses ranged from 4.51 to 4.61 with standard deviations 

ranging from .59 to .76. Although these findings indicated students generally valued CBI, 

they provide no evidence for the CBI’s efficacy as a pedagogical strategy.  

In another study of CBI supported by Internet technology, Yoon et al. (2006) 

studied 12 preservice elementary teachers’ analysis of a case of teaching 7th grade 

science. The case was developed from a unit taught by a veteran science teacher with 

expertise in integrating technology in intermediate science instruction.  Yoon and her 

colleagues video-taped seven sessions of classroom instruction, and a teacher interview. 

The videos were consolidated into a 30-minute case presentation. Students were given 

questions related to each video segment. The entire case instruction totaled 3 hours. A 

variety of dependent measures were collected including a pre-case questionnaire; case 

methods activity sheets (records of students’ work during case analysis); audiotaped 

discussions of two student dyads during case analysis; post-case, small group reflections; 

audiotaped, post lesson interview of two participants; online discussion-board 

contributions; and researcher field notes. 

Members of the research team negotiated themes, codes, and categories for a 

content analysis. In the pre-case questionnaire, six students reported low self-efficacy for 

teaching physics directly related to insufficient content knowledge. Responses of five 

more students were mixed, “where the intonation was somewhat positive toward certain 

grade levels of subjects. They were, however, cognizant of the limitations or barriers to 

their overall confidence in teaching science. Again, all of their concerns were related to a 
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lack of content knowledge” (p. 23). Thus, 11 of 12 students reported ambivalent to low 

self-efficacy for teaching science related to inadequate content knowledge.  

According to Yoon et al. (2006) CBI helped students “apply previously learned 

teaching principles to the teaching scenario presented in the case” (p. 24). However, the 

authors also found no “evidence to suggest that content knowledge … improved as a 

result of interacting with the case” (p. 32) Surprisingly, even though low content 

knowledge was the primary concern related to low self-efficacy, Yoon et al. found 

positive “impacts … on participant self-efficacy beliefs” (Yoon et al. 2006, p. 32). These 

findings suggest that CBI may strengthen teacher self-efficacy, even in the absence of 

improved content knowledge. Given the importance of pedagogical content knowledge 

(Berry & van Driel, 2008; L. Shulman, 1986b; Shulman & Sparks, 1992) this finding 

raises questions about the potential for CBI to artificially increase teacher efficacy. Carol 

Weinstein termed such a phenomenon “unrealistic optimism” (Weinstein, 1988, 1989). 

Perhaps experiences that help preservice teachers “think like a teacher” contribute to 

novice teachers feeling more secure in knowing how to teacher, even if they do not know 

what to teach. 

Summary 

The findings of my review of the CBI literature is consistent with previous 

reviews: there is modest support for CBI as an effective pedagogical strategy. Empirical 

evidence is undermined by design and methodological weaknesses. Further, many CBI 

studies examined preservice teachers in elite teacher education  programs (Stanford, 

Hammerness et al. 2002; Teachers’ College, Columbia University Goodwin, 2002; 
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University of Michigan, Harrington, 1995; University of Pennsylvania, Yoon et al., 

2006). These are not the teacher preparation programs producing the majority of teachers. 

If case methods are to fulfill the promise of improved teaching in a substantial number of 

schools, they must be effective in the teacher preparation programs that prepare the 

majority of classroom teachers. The elite schools discussed in these studies have 

considerably more resources than the average college of education. The Hammerness et 

al. (2002) study average class size was slightly over 11 students; the class size in Yoon et 

al. (2006) was 12. With a small class size instructors can give extensive feedback. In 

these studies it is impossible to determine if any reported improvements were related to 

CBI or more access to instructor modeling of expert thinking.  

Also, the majority of CBI studies examined effects with secondary education 

preservice teachers. Only two studies (Edwards & Hammer, 2006; Schrader et al., 2003) 

examined CBI with EC preservice teachers. Results of studies with secondary education 

preservice teachers do not necessarily generalize to EC preservice teachers. CBI studies 

in secondary education focused on subject-specific content (Kleinfeld, 1992). EC 

preservice teachers are trained as generalists. CBI may be effective for developing 

subject-specific pedagogical content knowledge and at the same time be ineffective for 

developing the theoretical knowledge and cognitive processes EC teachers need (i.e., 

incremental beliefs about children’s abilities, critical thinking). Also, there may be group 

differences between EC preservice teachers and secondary education preservice teachers. 

The pre-career “ladder” for EC preservice teachers often includes two years at a 

community college, whereas many secondary education teacher preparation programs are 
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“post-baccalaureate” or five-year programs. Historically, EC preservice teachers follow 

less rigorous post-secondary educational pathways. If any group would be susceptible to 

a Matthew Effect it would be EC preservice teachers. Therefore, empirical support for 

CBI in EC teacher preparation programs must include studies of EC preservice teachers. 

Research design and methodology represent another area of concern. I did not 

find many studies that compared CBI to traditional forms of instruction. Several so-called 

case methods “studies” were descriptions of practice with little, if any, empirical data 

analysis or were not studies of case methods, but rather a study of case analysis as a 

summative measure of learning outcomes (e.g., Harrington, 1995; Siegel, 2002; 

Whitcomb, 2002). Of the few studies that employed a comparison design, which would 

allow an analysis of the relative benefits of CBI (Edwards & Hammer, 2006; B. Levin, 

1995; Schrader et al., 2003), none used dependent measures that indicated if CBI worked 

better than TDI. 

Finally, I did not find an articulated conceptual framework for CBI. What exactly 

are cases supposed to do? Although all studies attempted to capture changes in preservice 

teachers’ thinking, without an articulated theoretical framework it is difficult for 

researchers to identify or develop appropriate dependent measures. To build on the 

existing literature, future CBI researchers first need to articulate a conceptual framework 

for case methods. Then, building on this framework, design a study which compares 

similar students in similar courses with and without CBI. The research should also be 

designed to determine if CBI helps all students learn or if it disadvantages some students, 

and if so, who and how. The methodology should include controls for instructor and rater 
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bias such as blind coding of subjective dependent measures and establishing appropriate 

inter-rater reliability. Ideally both qualitative and quantitative data would be collected to 

provide opportunities to triangulate findings across various data sources.  

In the next chapter I articulate a theoretical framework for the use of CBI in 

teacher preparation programs. I also outline how I designed the cases for this study to 

align with my theoretical framework. Finally, I summarize each of the three cases and 

their alignment with course learning goals. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CASES AND CASE-BASED COURSE DESIGN 

Teacher Education, Complexity, and Case Methods 

As a profession matures, its associated core knowledge and skill set increases in 

volume and complexity. In the 21st Century, this evolution occurs within the context of 

unprecedented technological developments, access to information, and expanding 

scientific knowledge (Williams, 1992). Teacher educators, like educators of other 

professionals, have sought ways of passing on the profession’s increasingly complex 

knowledge and skills in ways that prepare new teachers to apply that knowledge within 

equally complex educational contexts (Darling-Hammond et al., 2005). Central to these 

efforts is a tension between ensuring a manageable level of complexity for novices, and 

simulating authentic complexity, content knowledge, and skill expectations (Williams, 

1992). Many teacher educators see the use of case analysis as a way to manage 

complexity while simulating authentic contexts and experiences (Shulman, 1986; 

Kilbane, 2008; Kim & Hannafin, 2008). 

As briefly discussed in Chapter 2, the term “case” is not well defined in the case 

methods literature. It is such an ambiguous construct that a classic review article by 

Sykes and Bird (1992) refers to case method instruction as “the case idea.” What counts 

as a case may be a brief paragraph describing a single event or situation; a 45-minute 

video capturing a language arts block or a parent-teacher conference; a child’s drawing, 

math worksheet or writing sample; an audio-tape of a teacher interview; or a lengthy, 
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multi-episode narrative. Cases are used in a variety of ways: as spring-boards for on-line 

discussion boards, focal points for in-class small group discussion or instructor-led 

whole-class discussion, or prompts for journal responses or written analysis.  

Augmenting lectures with brief vignettes is one of the most common ways teacher 

educators use “cases.” According to Doyle (1990), brief vignettes offer, “a clear instance 

of a single idea” that is designed “to make a principle or a practice concrete” (p. 9). Some 

educational theorists would agree that concretely representing a single idea helps learners 

efficiently manage complexity (Kirschner et al., 2006). An example of such a vignette 

can be found in a case anthology (Ormrod & McQuire, 2007) written to accompany a 

popular educational psychology text (Ormrod, 2006). The case, The Marble Jar, is 

approximately 700 words and can be read in two or three minutes. The case describes the 

28-student class of 2nd grade teacher Mr. Fenwick who “can already see behavior 

problems escalating” by October (p. 41). To address these behavior problems, he 

introduces a marble jar which he uses to deliver token, group contingency reinforcement 

(a marble that earns more recess time) for desirable replacement behaviors. By the final 

paragraph, target behaviors have improved so much that Mr. Fenwick fades 

reinforcement of initial replacement behaviors and begins to target new replacement 

behaviors. The case is followed by seven questions that elicit factual knowledge (e.g., 

“What basic principle of behaviorism is Mr. Fenwick using in this situation?” p. 42).  

Use of brief vignettes like The Marble Jar may make sense when the learning goal 

is to clearly explicate a concept or practice so it can be easily memorized (Mandler, 

1984). However, analyzing a brief vignette, does not require learners to recognize, 
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identify, or solve the presenting problem. In The Marble Jar, it is Mr. Fenwick who 

recognizes a problem exists, identifies it as behavioral and selects an operant 

conditioning solution. Preservice teachers analyzing this case are spectators. They do not 

participate in problem definition or solution, nor are they privy to Mr. Fenwick’s 

thinking. What did he observe that made him conclude that “behavior problems” were 

“escalating”? Why did he choose to use a group contingency? Why not develop a plan for 

individual children? Further, the case portrays the solution as unrealistically successful. 

Authentic classroom problems are not solved so neatly. The vignette may help learners 

understand a single concept, but it does so by truncating important aspects of the 

context’s authentic complexity rather than by helping students manage the context’s 

authentic complexity. Helping students manage authentic complexity requires narratives. 

Definition of Narrative Cases  

Cases represent authentic complexity when they depict actual school experiences 

(Merseth, 1992) in narratives consisting of characters, settings, and plots that unfold in 

temporal sequence (Schank, 1990), and involve child-focused dilemmas (Carter, 1993). 

Narrative cases are compelling instructional tools because they employ one of the most 

powerful and universal of all human knowledge structures: story. I use cognitive science 

theory to frame my discussion of how narrative cases can help preservice teachers 

acquire theoretical that can be accessed for use in real settings; cognitive processes; and 

decision-making skills.   
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Theoretical Framework and Assumptions 

Case narratives represent authentic activities and contexts and help learners 

manage authentic complexity by mirroring the knowledge structures used in everyday 

life. Unlike brief vignettes, rich case narratives include the contradictions, ambiguity, 

nuances, social interactions, emotions, and values of authentic school experiences. 

Because narrative cases can simulate both the complexity and the knowledge structures 

of classroom experience, they provide a venue for developing the cognitive tools 

preservice teachers need to teach effectively in complex educational environments 

(Peterson et al., 1990).  

Knowledge organization. Hammerness et al.’s (2005) assertion that teachers need 

to learn in ways that make knowledge accessible during actual teaching practice alludes 

to the cognitive science evidence that the way knowledge is organized can facilitate (or 

hinder) its retrieval and use (Schank, 1990). From this perspective, the degree to which a 

theoretical concept will be available to preservice teachers once they actually start 

teaching will depend not only on if students store the theoretical concept, but how they 

store it. There are many types of knowledge structures that might be logically considered 

when examining how preservice teachers develop theoretical knowledge and cognitive 

processes. In this discussion I examine two: scripts (and their representation in human 

discourse in the form of narratives) and taxonomical knowledge structures. I intentionally 

exclude a discussion of schemes and beliefs from this theoretical framework – not 

because I believe these frameworks or structures are irrelevant, but because I believe the 

characteristics of scripts hold particularly potent explanatory value for determining how 
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case narratives affect preservice teachers’ learning. As Bruner (1990) notes, 

“[Narrative’s] principal property is its inherent sequentiality: a narrative is composed of a 

unique sequence of events, mental states, happenings involving human beings as 

characters or actors. These are its constituents” (p. 43). I believe this “inherent 

sequentiality” is key to explaining how narratives affect students’ learning. It is beyond 

the scope of this dissertation to compare and contrast this characteristic with other 

schematic knowledge structures. 

Because I compare case narratives with TDI it is helpful, however, to contrast 

narratives with another common type of knowledge structure: a class inclusion system, or 

taxonomical hierarchy (Mandler, 1984). This is the knowledge structure most often 

developed through TDI. To be stored in taxonomical structures, knowledge about objects 

or ideas is encoded (i.e., cognitively tagged) with similarities of features (Mandler, 1984). 

Such encoding facilitates later recall of decontextualized factual information (Schank, 

1990). Taxonomical knowledge structures develop from a young age. Children encode 

objects into simple categories based on similarities of functional features (e.g., things to 

eat; things to wear), or physical features (e.g., spherical objects are balls; hollowed out 

object with handles are cups). Because taxonomic structures can be quite complex and 

flexible, objects can be categorized based on a variety of features: 

For an animal taxonomy we can use reproductive characteristics, 

the presence or absence of vertebrae, degree of domestication, and so 

forth. … The same animal moves from branch to branch of the various 

trees that result when we use different similarity criteria to make a 

classification system. When we wish to consider several independent 
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criteria at once, such as classifying animals in terms of size and ferocity, 

we move to a matrix structure, which is characterized by class-

intersection, rather than class-inclusion, relations. (Mandler, 1984, p. 5).  

At first glance, the flexible nature of taxonomies makes them appear ideal for 

storing the complex knowledge gained and used in daily experience. But, as Mandler 

(1984) notes, the conceptual “glue” that organizes taxonomies is feature similarity. 

Knowledge from daily experiences, such as those experienced by children and teachers in 

classrooms, however, are stored as temporal-spatial sequences: the arrangement of 

people, objects, actions and interactions in space and time. Thus the conceptual “glue” for 

knowledge gained and used in daily experience is temporal and spatial contiguity, not 

feature similarity.  

Temporal-spatial sequences used in day-to-day behavior and reasoning are called 

scripts (Kolodner, 2006), and are comprised of two knowledge structures: scenes and 

event sequences (Mandler, 1984). Unlike taxonomies, scenes organize object knowledge 

according to spatial relationship (Mandler, 1984) rather than feature similarity. For 

example, a dining room scene will likely consist of table and chairs positioned upright on 

a floor in close proximity to each other; plates, cups, bowls and utensils are positioned on 

top of the table with place settings of dinnerware and utensils grouped together. Event 

sequences organize actions and “changes in state” in both temporal and spatial 

relationships (Mandler, 1984, p. x). An “eating dinner” script would include a sequence 

of events (e.g., people usually sit down at the table before they eat, eat, and clear the table 

after they finish) that involves the spatial relationship of objects (e.g., people sit at a 
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table, the food is placed on the table, plates and utensils are used to eat, and vessels and 

utensils are removed from the table when the meal is over). Thus, scripts organize and 

store knowledge in the same knowledge structures (scenes and event sequences) people 

use to guide behavior and reasoning in daily life. 

Humans’ familiarity with scripts appears to be universal and, perhaps, genetically 

hardwired. Bruner (1990) notes a “certain human readiness” for remembering 

information in narratives (p. 45). “The child learns to play a part in everyday family 

‘drama’ before there is ever any telling or justifying or excusing required. What is 

permissible and what is not, what leads to what outcomes—these are first learned in 

action” (p. 85, emphasis in original). Further scripts appear to be universal because story 

conventions hold regardless of story content or cultural context (Bruner, 1990; Mandler, 

1984). The use of story conventions help learners worldwide anticipate event sequences, 

imagine scenes and “generate a mental model of the overall situation” (Williams, 1992, p. 

374).  

Scripts and application of knowledge to real life. According to Berliner (1992), to 

be useful for professional practice, theoretical knowledge must be organized in a way that 

mirrors its use in real life: “Everyday life is not filled with propositions of the type that 

educational psychology and the other sciences are good at deducing; rather is it filled 

with cases, episodes and emotional relationships” (p. 155). Scripts encode knowledge 

with the temporal-spatial information needed to know how and when to use that 

knowledge in actual experience (Mandler, 1984). Scripts help people not only know 

what, but know how and when and under what circumstances they should apply certain 
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knowledge or act in a certain way (Kolodnar, 2006). “We take for granted that people 

behave in a manner appropriate to the setting in which they find themselves. … when 

people go into the post office, they behave “Post-office” (Bruner, 1990, p. 48). Although 

there are innumerable variations on the scripts for “eating dinner” (and other familiar 

scripts), people rely on commonalities in scripts to know how to behave and what to 

expect in every day experience (Bruner, 1990; Kolodner, 2006; Mandler, 1984). The 

ability of people to function effectively would be significantly reduced if they had to re-

learn how to behave when they go to the post office to send a package, or order a meal in 

a restaurant, or go through security at an airport, every time they encountered such an 

event. 

Like post office, restaurant and airport security scripts, preservice teachers have 

school scripts: knowledge about school experience stored and accessed via temporal-

spatial knowledge structures. By mirroring the knowledge structures in which prior 

knowledge about school experience is stored, narratives reduce the cognitive demands on 

preservice teachers without stripping new knowledge of its authentic complexity 

(Berliner, 1992; Williams, 1992). Because stories “cannot be decomposed into a set of 

atomic propositions” (Bruner, 1990, p. 60), teaching with narrative cases forces teacher 

educators to reconfigure theoretical concepts into the scenes and event sequences found 

in schools and classrooms. Reconfiguring theoretical knowledge into scenes and event 

sequences gives knowledge the quality of a tool, “a means to achieve something, not an 

end in itself” (Berliner, 1992, p. 155). The theoretical concepts become tools for teaching, 

rather than inert knowledge to be recalled on the next exam.  



63 

Narratives help teachers use theoretical knowledge in actual settings by 

prompting them to store it in a structure that makes it easy to find. As previously 

discussed, Anderson et al. (1995) describe the complexity of daily classroom 

experience. Actions and interactions happen at lightning speed. New teachers are 

often overwhelmed by the practical demands of day-to-day teaching (Carter, 

1990; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005). They cannot afford to waste time looking 

for the materials they need for teaching. They must organize their classroom so 

instructional tools (e.g., paper, writing instruments, lesson plans, computers, 

textbooks) are easy to find and use. The same principle holds for the cognitive 

tools of teaching. The practical demands of teaching do not allow teachers the 

luxury of deep contemplation before responding to most teaching situations. For 

teachers to actually incorporate theoretical knowledge into their actual practice, 

theoretical concepts must be easy to find and use: 

We learn … by comparing what we are currently examining with 

what we have already examined. To do this effectively we have to have 

been very clever in how we labeled the data we originally perceived so we 

can find it again in circumstances that we could not have anticipated 

initially (Schank, 1990, p. 10). 

Preservice teachers depend on teacher educators to be clever enough to 

help them code the theoretical knowledge taught in teacher preparation programs 

so that they can later find and use it in classroom circumstances they could not 

anticipate as college students. Teaching with narrative cases provides a way for 

teacher educators to encode theoretical information for accessibility in real life. 
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Arguing that teaching with narrative cases helps students store information for 

later efficient recall contradicts Kirschner et al. (2006) who argue that constructivist 

methods (such as case analysis) overload learners’ limited working memory with too 

much complexity. However, Kirschner et al. (2006) do not address the problem of 

accessing knowledge for application in authentic situations. Following Schank’s (1990) 

and Mandler’s (1984) logic, disentangling theoretical knowledge from messy authentic 

contexts and transmitting it in isolated bits would prompt students to organize and store 

those concepts in taxonomical classification structures, making that knowledge less 

accessible for real life application. Before that knowledge could be used in the temporal-

spatial experiences of classroom life, students would need to recode it with contiguity 

information about how and when and under what circumstances that information should 

be used. Absent a pre-constructed narrative to situate the concepts, students must 

accomplish this recoding by either constructing new scripts, or relying on their existing 

scripts. Scripts constructed or retrieved by preservice professionals will be, at best, those 

of novices or, in the case of prospective teachers, as I will argue later, those of children. 

Such naïve scripts, I contend, are inadequate for helping beginning teachers apply theory 

to practice. 

Scripts, theoretical knowledge, cognitive processes, and decision-making. Unlike 

humans’ unlimited capacity to store information, human information processing capacity 

is very limited: we can process a relatively small amount of information at one time 

(Kirschner et al., 2006; Mandler, 1984; Schank, 1990). Findings from research in the 

development of expertise indicate that humans only develop deep knowledge in a domain 
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when procedural knowledge and skills become routine, freeing up cognitive resources for 

higher level thinking and learning (Berliner, 1991). Scripts help people consolidate and 

automatize complex knowledge and skills.  Learning through narrative cases prompts 

preservice teachers to form scripts that consolidate complex information into routines 

consistent with high-quality educational practices, freeing cognitive resources for the 

development of more sophisticated conceptual understanding (Peterson et al., 1990). This 

process is described by Kim and Hannafin (2008): 

 Conceptual case knowledge [are] knowledge structures interwoven 

into various situations that result from and are shaped by perceptions. 

Experts’ conceptual case knowledge is shared in narratives (i.e., stories) 

and stored as differentiated situations with plots. Conceptual case 

knowledge, therefore, both includes the narrative nature of knowing and 

reflects the conditional nature and situativity of that understanding. … 

Metaphorically speaking, a case library organizes and indexes conceptual 

case knowledge according to key concepts, values and practices of a 

community. As prospective teachers gain experience and refine individual 

case libraries, they gain increasingly contextualized and conditional 

understanding about teaching knowledge and practices. Accordingly, 

expert teachers’ conceptual case knowledge may be embodied with cases 

and made accessible to novice teachers (p. 1839). 

For example, a prospective EC teacher’s initial mental representations of 

“calendar time” may include scenes and event sequences recalled from her own 

school experience or classroom observations (e.g., objects should be hung on the 

wall and a sequence of activities followed – first count the days, then add one 

more day; then put art sticks in a pocket to represent the number of days). 
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However, with repeated exposure to a “calendar” narrative, the prospective 

teacher has opportunities to automatize the scenes and event sequences associated 

with calendar time and revise her scripts to include theoretical knowledge. 

Hopefully new scripts will become increasingly sophisticated, including, for 

example, monitoring the content and pace of instruction, assessing children’s 

responses, using pedagogical content knowledge to troubleshoot children’s 

misconceptions, and use of praise or corrective feedback.  

In addition to helping students automatize skills and knowledge, and freeing 

cognitive resources for more sophisticated thinking, scripts also help learners develop 

theoretical knowledge by providing numerous entry points for new information (Berliner, 

1992; Mandler, 1984): 

Thinking involves indexing. In order to assimilate [new 

knowledge] we must attach it someplace in memory. Information without 

access to that information is not information at all. Memory, in order to be 

effective, must contain both specific experiences, (memories) and labels 

(memory traces).The more indices we have for a story that is being told, 

the more places it can reside in memory. Consequently, we are more likely 

to remember a story and to relate it to experiences already in memory. In 

other words, the more indices, the greater the number of comparisons with 

prior experiences and hence the greater the learning (Schank, 1990, p. 11). 

Narrative cases can help preservice teachers revise their conceptions of teaching, 

teachers, learning and children. Unlike students of other professions, such as law or 

medicine, would-be teachers have substantial experience with the day-to-day settings, 

characters, events and problems of teachers. The vast majority of preservice teachers 
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spent the greater portion of at least 12 years of their lives in a public or private school. 

Through their school experiences, preservice teachers accumulated a substantial 

repertoire of scripts associated with “classroom,” “library,” “field trip,” “tests,” “bad 

kid,” “homework,” “story time,” “principal,” and many more. Most importantly, they 

have scripts for “good teacher” and “bad teacher.” As previously discussed, when 

processing new narratives, people retrieve existing scripts, incorporating new information 

with the old (Kolodner, 2006). Thus, preservice teachers automatically call up existing 

school scripts and use them as the foundation for organizing and storing new knowledge, 

profoundly affecting how new knowledge is encoded and used to form judgments and 

make decisions. A study by Matusov and Smith’s (2008) of preservice teachers’ 

judgments of children of differing cultural backgrounds provides a compelling example. 

One preservice teacher, a native of New York city who was very familiar with the 1980s 

song “I am Proud to be an America” believed a young Latina child was “unpatriotic” 

because the child did not know the song and could not sing it at a ceremony following the 

terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. The preservice teacher automatically applied her 

unrevised childhood “patriotic” script, without considering that a four-year-old child, 

regardless of ethnic or cultural background, would have limited opportunity to learn a 

song that was popular twenty years earlier.  

This phenomenon has important implications for prospective EC educators. The 

scripts developed from the subjective perspective of a young child are inadequate for 

adult reasoning and action. A first grader may form impressions of a teacher’s thinking, 

feeling and actions, but because she does not have the vocabulary or a sufficient 
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repertoire of adult experiences she cannot adequately represent or consider the teacher’s 

perspective and experience. As prospective teachers matured through adolescence and 

into adulthood, considered teaching as a career option, and chose it, they reconfigured 

their school scripts to include new information about how various school actors should 

behave. During the cognitive processes of considering and selecting a teaching career, 

preservice teachers repeatedly retrieved their existing “school” and “teacher” scripts.  As 

they considered the grades or type of teaching career (early childhood, elementary, 

special education, secondary education) they wished to pursue, they repeatedly revised 

their scripts as they envisioned “school” through teachers’ eyes.  

This rethinking and revising process helps solidify preconceptions. Incumbent 

scripts begin to “feel” complete as they incorporate adult vocabulary, semantic reasoning 

and images. Unfortunately, they remain mere revisions of scripts constructed during 

childhood and adolescence. Existing scripts, held together in narrative, are difficult to 

dislodge. The memory-solidifying characteristics of scripts provide solid arguments for 

using narratives in teacher education, however, they also highlight a substantial concern: 

narratives have the potential to solidify, rather than challenge, preservice teachers’ 

misconceptions.   

This concern holds true for didactic instruction as well. Information organized and 

stored in taxonomical knowledge structures is accessed as needed during the unfolding 

scripts of human experience. This interaction is similar to software accessing data in a 

“look up” table. Although the taxonomical knowledge interacts with the script, because 

of its inert nature, it cannot serve as a catalyst for restructuring exiting scripts especially 
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event sequences and scenes constructed from hundreds – and in the case of school scripts, 

thousands – of similar experiences.  Conveying theoretical knowledge to preservice 

teachers in taxonomical structures, without provoking the reconstruction of existing 

scripts, also runs the risk of further entrenching preservice teachers’ misconceptions. 

Misconceptions, furnished with theoretical jargon, are more impervious to revision 

(Ferrari & Elik, 2003). Thus, whether teacher educators use case narratives or didactic 

instruction, helping students revise existing school scripts will not happen by chance. It 

must be an intentional instructional goal.  

Intentionally promoting conceptual change with narrative cases. Revising 

misconceptions requires cognitive experimentation: an opportunity to play with new 

ideas and challenge old assumptions. Case narratives, as vicarious experiences, provide 

such opportunities. In the same way that dramatic play allows preschool children to “try 

on” adult roles (and in doing so internalize the cognitive tools associated with those roles; 

Bodrova & Leong, 2007), when analyzing case narratives, preservice teachers can “try 

on” the role of teacher, experiment with ways of being “teacher” and, in doing so, begin 

to re-envision “teacher.” When analyzing narratives, preservice teachers can also 

manipulate action and interactions based on their understanding of theoretical concepts 

and then anticipate outcomes and responses, helping them construct meaning about the 

practical application of alternative theoretical propositions. According to Bruner (1990), 

“Story invites reconstrual of what might have happened” facilitating “our ‘dazzling’ 

intellectual capacity to envision alternatives—to conceive of other ways of being, of 

acting, of striving” (emphasis in original; p. 53). Such opportunities are important 
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because they also provide a venue for vicarious experimentation with controversial, or 

potentially threatening, propositions (e.g., the existence of and potential educational 

consequences of white privilege; treating same-sex parents with equality and dignity; the 

idea that grade level retention might cause more harm than good).  

In addition to characters and settings, stories are about dilemmas or problems that 

must be solved. Why is it that stories center on problem-solving? According to Corbin 

and Strauss (2008), problem-solving is epistemological; people form knowledge during 

the course of “acting and interacting” in activities “precipitated by a problematic situation 

where one can’t just act automatically or habitually” (p. 3). Therefore, stories, as 

problem-solving narratives, are about how to use knowledge to overcome dilemmas. For 

Dewey (1929), “all reflective inquiry starts from a problematic situation, and no such 

situation can be settled in its own terms” (p. 189). In this epistemology, new knowledge 

is formed only when automaticity fails. If this is so, scripts are a mixed blessing. Since 

scripts automatize humans’ daily thoughts and actions, they “obviate the need to think. … 

The more scripts you know, the more situations will exist in which you feel comfortable 

and capable of playing your role effectively” (Schank, 1990, p. 8). On the upside, such 

automaticity reduces cognitive load, freeing cognitive resources for developing 

knowledge and increasingly sophisticated cognitive processes. But there is a caveat: “The 

more scripts you know, the more situations you will fail to wonder about, be confused by, 

and have to figure out on your own. Script-based understanding is a double edged sword” 

(Schank, 1990, p. 8). Since preservice teachers have a host of well-developed school 

scripts, it is likely they fail to wonder about or be confused by most school-related 
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situations. From this perspective, it is the job of the teacher educator to provoke wonder, 

curiosity, and even confusion, in students’ thinking about teachers, teaching, learning and 

children. 

According to Piaget (1952), automaticity-failure is necessary because it 

precipitates cognitive “disequilibrium” (p. x); a cognitive prerequisite to knowledge 

formation. Disequilibrium provokes awareness that incoming information does not fit 

existing understandings and beliefs, and is followed (hopefully) by reflection on these 

inadequacies, a search for new knowledge and, importantly, a reorganization of existing 

knowledge to accurately accommodate new information. If, as I posit here, preservice 

teachers’ school scripts are so automatic that new information is assimilated into their 

existing scripts, how can teacher educators prompt disequilibrium and its subsequent 

knowledge search? According to Bruner (1990) reasoning is activated by unexpected 

events: “When people behave in ways that are expected in a given situation, the behavior 

is taken for granted.” If you ask a person why she or he behaved in an expected way, “the 

response will be puzzlement and an explanation that one is supposed to act thusly. When 

you encounter an exception to the ordinary, and ask somebody what is happening, the 

person you ask will virtually always tell a story that contains reasons” (p. 49) in an 

attempt to make meaning out of the unexpected behavior. As reported by Goodwin 

(2002), student case writing effectively challenged students’ preconceptions when the 

child subject of the case study did something unexpected. To provoke disequilibrium, 

teacher educators can employ case narratives that include unexpected event sequences.  
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Another mechanism for intentionally promoting conceptual change is the 

consideration of contradictory perspectives (Halpern, 2003). Grappling with conflicting 

information is an authentic activity of teachers who routinely encounter differing 

opinions and data about children. Effective decision-making requires the consideration of 

alternative perspectives that may challenge one’s existing conceptualization of a problem. 

Engaging in such behavior requires a script: in what circumstances does one consider 

alternative perspectives? What are the event-sequences? Even if preservice teachers were 

fortunate enough to have been taught by teachers who regularly considered multiple 

perspectives, they would not have had access to adults’ problem-solving about child-

related issues in school settings. Thus preservice teachers enter their teacher education 

programs with an extensive, but substantively inadequate, set of school scripts. It is 

particularly concerning that such a broad repertoire of scripts may feel comprehensive, 

but in fact, key scripts, such as when and how to incorporate alternative perspectives in 

problem-solving, are not part of the repertoire. If preservice teachers are never made 

aware of the gaps in their school scripts, they may not be motivated to expand their 

repertoire even if the theoretical knowledge and cognitive processes are available for 

them to acquire in their teacher education program.  

By provoking disequilibrium, case narratives provide an opportunity to help 

beginning teachers develop new, more effective decision-making scripts that include 

delaying judgment and considering a variety of perspectives. Harrington (1995) 

advocates for cases that present dilemmas for which there are “competing, often equally 

valid solutions” (p. 204). Cases designed to elicit conflicting interpretations of data 
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promote critique and rebuttal. Such debate enhances critical thinking by pulling 

automatically processed assumptions and ambiguities into conscious awareness. B. Levin 

(1995) found increased reflection and metacognition in teachers and prospective teachers 

exposed to a case discussion that included conflicting views, even if participants did not 

actively engage in the discussion. According to Harrington (1995) case narratives with 

conflicting perspectives help prospective teachers “begin to understand and accept the 

tentativeness in knowing, with certainty, what action to take. [Case narratives] provide 

opportunities to marshal and evaluate evidence for judging alternative interpretations and 

actions” (p. 204). Such problem-solving reflection promotes the reconstruction of scripts. 

Bruner (1990) defines reflection as “our capacity to turn around on the past and alter the 

present in its light, or to alter the past in the light of the present. Neither the past nor the 

present stays fixed in the face of this reflexivity. The ‘immense repository’ of our past 

encounters may be rendered salient in different ways as we review them reflexively, or 

may be changed by reconceptualization” (p. 110). Thus, conceptual change is not merely 

a matter of acquiring new knowledge; it requires cognitive processes that help learners 

restructure their understandings to accurately incorporate new information (Sinatra & 

Pintrich, 2003). 

Case narratives, conceptual change and cognitive processes. I have thus argued 

that scripts can provoke disequilibrium, but provoking disequilibrium is only the first step 

in the conceptual change process. How might narratives help students finalize the 

reconfiguration of scripts? The conceptual changes teacher educators would like to see in 

their students are related to the cognitive processes described earlier. One would hope, 
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for example, that prospective teachers would come to view children not as caricatures (as 

described by Goodwin, 2002), but as multifaceted human beings who will change and 

grow in response to their environment. Seeing children this way requires preservice 

teachers to embrace an incremental view of children’s abilities, to attribute failure and 

success to a variety of controllable causes, and to see themselves as effective teachers 

who can help children learn. I contend that the primary functions of narrative cases in 

teacher education are twofold. First, as articulated in this section, narrative cases 

configure theoretical knowledge to fit the knowledge structures used in everyday life, 

making theoretical knowledge easier to learn and remember and easier to retrieve 

appropriately in future teaching scenarios. Secondly, I conceptualize implicit theories, 

attributions and self-efficacy as cognitive tools (John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996; Vygotsky, 

1978, 1986) – as cognitive processes people use to organize information. In this 

sociocultural perspective, implicit theories, attributions and self-efficacy are higher 

mental functions appropriated to learners by more competent others (mentors, instructors) 

via modeling, scaffolding, and other meditational processes. They do not develop 

haphazardly. Embedded in the scripts and stories of school life are implicit theories and 

attributions, children’s self-efficacy for learning and teacher’s self-efficacy for learning 

and teaching. When a “bad child” is sent to the principal – a very familiar school script – 

there are implications for all three cognitive processes. The child is bad and will never 

change, the teacher is ineffective in managing the child’s behavior, the child is ineffective 

in managing the child’s behavior and the child is the cause of the problem. I believe 

teaching with case narratives not only provides an effective strategy for teaching 
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theoretical knowledge, but for helping  preservice teachers develop such rich, complex 

representations of children and their development that preconceptions no  longer make 

sense; that new representations demand a new narrative, furnished with incremental 

theories of children’s abilities, complex attributions for success and failure, and realistic 

estimates of children’s and teachers’ efficacy for teaching and learning. 

Case Design 

Based on the preceding discussion, pedagogically useful cases for a child 

development teacher education course are narratives situated in authentic educational 

situations related to children’s development; that provide repeated opportunities to 

automatize procedural knowledge; challenge students’ existing scripts about teachers, 

teaching, learning and children by including unexpected events; and provide a venue for 

considering alternative perspectives, solving problems, and experimenting with new 

ideas. In this section I describe the three cases (which consist of 3 to 5 episodes each) I 

developed for use in the CBI class, and how the theoretical framework described in this 

chapter was used to construct each narrative. Table 1 summarizes the relationship 

between the design principles I used to guide case development and the theoretical 

warrants discussed above. Table 2 outlines the course topics and required readings. 

Following these tables I describe each case narrative and summarize, in Table 3 the 

learning goals and features for each case. In some cases, learning goals may align with a 

particular case episode. Because the cases are rich narratives, more often than not, 

learning goals align with several case episodes.  
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Table 1. 
Learning Goals, Design Principles, Theoretical Warrants, and Features of Cases 

Learning Goal      Design Principle Theoretical Warrant Case Features 

Acquire theoretical 
knowledge that can be 
used in actual teaching.  

Situate concepts in authentic 
educational contexts related 
to children’s development 

To be useful in teaching practice 
theoretical knowledge must be 
organized in the knowledge structures 
that mirror the way knowledge is used 
in real life. 

Cases simulate actual 
educational situations 
involving children.  

Practice knowledge and 
skill (to facilitate 
automization). 

Provide opportunities to 
automatize knowledge and 
skill 

Repeated exposure to scripts allows 
learners to automatize skills which 
frees up cognitive resources for 
continued development of knowledge 
and cognitive processes. 

Cases offer repeated 
exposure to (and practice 
with) educational 
knowledge and skills. 

Question existing scripts 
and experience 
disequilibrium. 

Challenge students’ existing 
educational scripts  

 

Entrenched scripts are difficult to 
dislodge and may interfere with the 
development of new, more 
sophisticated and better informed 
scripts.  

Cases include unexpected 
events. 

Reconfigure existing 
scripts to incorporate new 
theoretical knowledge. 

Provide a venue for 
considering alternative 
perspectives, solving 
problems, and experimenting 
with new ideas 

Learning requires reorganizing 
existing knowledge structures and 
incorporating new information. Such 
reorganization occurs when learners 
have opportunities to cognitively 
experiment with new ideas and 
alternative perspectives. 

Cases depict problem 
situations and dilemmas 
without easy answers, and 
include divergent 
perspectives and conflicting 
data. 

76 
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Table 2.  
Course Content: Required Readings and Topics 

Reading Title Topics  

Chapter 1 Making a Difference in the 
Lives of Children and 
Adolescents 

Introduction to field of child development, three 
basic child development issues; overview of child 
development theories and periods of development 

Chapter 2 Using Research to 
Understand Child and 
Adolescents  

Scientific method, ethical principles of research, 
designs, research in schools 

Chapter 3 Biological Beginnings Genetic foundations, prenatal development and 
birth 

Chapter 4 Physical Development Brain development, physical growth over time,  
Chapter 5 Family, Culture, and 

Community 
Family structures, parenting styles, family 
processes, life in community 

Chapter 6 Cognitive Development: 
Piaget and Vygotsky 

Piaget’s theory (key concepts and applications), 
stages; Vygotsky’s theory (key concepts and 
applications) 

Karpov, 
2005 

Vygotsky Relationship of sociocultural theory and 
information processing; scaffolding, zone of 
proximal development 

Chapter 7 Cognitive Development: 
Cognitive Processes 

Information processing, role of attention, 
metacognition. 

Chapter 8 Intelligence Theoretical perspectives (Spearman’s g, Cattell, 
Gardner, Sternberg, distributed intelligence); 
measuring intelligence 

Chapter 9 Language Development Theoretical perspectives (behavioral, Nativism, 
information processing, sociocultural, 
functionalism); developmental trends; second 
language acquisition 

Ormrod 
(2006) 
Chapter 9 

Behaviorism Reflexology, classical and operant conditioning, 
reinforcement, extinction,  

Chapter 11 Social and Emotional 
Development 

Erickson’s theory of psycho-social development; 
Attachment theory 

Chapter 12 Development of Self and 
Social Understanding 

Sense of self; social cognition 

Chapter 13 Development of Motivation 
and Self-Regulation  

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, attributions, 
implicit theories (entity and incremental views); 
Self regulation of emotions, behaviors, and 
attention. 
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Case 1: The Sangers’ New Family. For several reasons Case 1 takes place entirely 

outside a classroom setting, and with parents as main characters. First, the target topics 

(e.g., prenatal development, birth, early bonding) involve events that occur before 

children begin school. Secondly, casting parents as main characters allows students 

opportunities to think from a parent’s perspective: something many preservice teachers 

have not yet experienced. Finally, many events that affect children’s learning and 

behavior in school occur outside classroom settings and without teacher involvement. If 

students have not personally experienced these events, their school scripts many not even 

include an awareness that such situations, conversations and decisions occur. The case is 

designed to prompt awareness of the multi-layered factors that influence children’s lives. 

Case 1 includes three episodes. Episode 1(Meet the Sangers) describes a young, 

professional couple, Paulette and Jordan Sanger. After several years of failing to conceive 

children, the Sangers adopt a sibling group from Romania (a five-year-old girl, Danisa; 

and her 14-month-old twin sisters Ana and Catina). In Episode 2 (A New Home, A New 

School), Paulette and Jordan encounter an unexpected event (i.e., a school official 

assumes Danisa will repeat kindergarten) when enrolling Danisa in their neighborhood 

school. The Sangers meet with a school counselor and then a school psychologist, review 

Danisa’s school records and developmental history, discuss concerns with their parents, 

and attempt to use results of developmental research to inform their decisions about their 

daughter.  Episode 3 (Lots of Advice and Questions) opens with an avalanche of advice 

Paulette and Jordan have received from well-meaning family and friends. The episode 

proposes several naïve theories about children’s development (e.g., thumb-sucking can 
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cause an oral fixation which will scar a child for life; if young children experience an 

early trauma such as losing a parent they will never form secure attachments with other 

caregivers) and several controversies (e.g., adults should follow children’s lead; adults 

should establish structured routines for children). The dilemma’s faced by the Sangers 

replicate teachers’ authentic experiences of needing to weigh evidence and opposing 

arguments about children’s development. The episode is designed to prompt students’ 

search for accurate knowledge and to highlight the necessity of using evidence and 

critical thinking when making decisions about children.  

Case 2: First Grade at Cactus Run. The second case includes five episodes. 

Although the configuration of children and characters is fictional, I experienced or 

observed all of the events described in actual elementary classroom settings. In Episode 1 

(Family, Community, and Culture) students meet Tammy, a first grade teacher at Cactus 

Run Elementary, and six of the children in her class (Ethan, Jocelyn, Trevor, Tricia, and 

Danisa, [Paulette and Jordan Sanger’s daughter]). Danisa is included in this case to 

simulate children’s development from one year to the next, to allow students to consider 

first grade consequences of decisions made prior to and during kindergarten, and to 

reflect on their thinking about Danisa now that they know her future. The case includes 

information on more than one child to simulate the authentic difficulty of keeping 

information about several children straight. However, I limited the number of child 

characters to minimize cognitive demands. To support discussion of culture and 

community, the episode includes children of varying ethnicities: some with stereotyped 

profiles (the Asian-American girl is a very strong student) some with non-stereotyped 
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profiles (the African-American boy is also very strong student). Including child 

characters of varying stereotyped and non-stereotyped profiles sets the stage for 

discussions about stereotypes, how they are formed and how they impact teachers’ 

thinking and expectations about children. The episode also describes affective 

information (e.g., one boy’s father is embarrassed and even somewhat angry about his 

son’s speech delay; Tammy is reluctant to discuss a girl’s rude behavior with the child’s 

wealthy parents).  

Episode 2 (Cognitive Development: Piagetian Theory) describes a math lesson 

and five students’ responses. The Episode is designed to prompt discussion of Piagetian 

theory, but also serves as a venue for a host of other theories (e.g., information 

processing, sociocultural theory) and concepts (e.g., scripts, schemes, word forms, 

focused attention) as the case develops through the later episodes. Episode 3 (Cognitive 

Development: Vygotsky & Sociocultural Theory), set in the first week of school after 

winter break, describes a “big book” reading lesson. The episode begins with background 

information about Danisa’s language development and strategies Tammy developed to 

use in collaboration with Paulette and Jordan. If this episode had been constructed as a 

brief vignette, it would focus on Tammy’s interaction with Danisa. Instead, to simulate 

actual classroom experience, the lesson is side-tracked when two students (one from an 

affluent family and one from a family of modest means) say that they do not feel safe in 

their neighborhoods. The dialog between Tammy and her students is interspersed with 

her internal thought process (e.g., “Tammy was stumped. She hadn’t even considered the 

idea that children would not feel safe in their own neighborhoods. She decided to move 



81 

on with her lesson, but made a mental note to think about how to address her students’ 

concerns. Just then, Danisa raised her hand.”) Allowing naturally occurring interactions 

to interrupt the flow of the episode simulates the authentic circumstances in which 

teachers must enact appropriate instruction. Prior to the lesson Tammy reflected on 

Danisa’s needs and planned how to use appropriate strategies to strengthen her skills. But 

in order to enact those strategies she must continue to think about them even as she 

interacts with a scripted reading lesson and makes decisions about how to handle 

children’s concerns. The episode continues with two children becoming confused about 

Danisa calling a picture of a cathedral a “church” – allowing a venue for students to think 

about the interaction between cultural background and the internalization of cultural tools 

(a key concept in sociocultural theory). 

Episode 4 (Cognitive Development: Information Processing) describes a lengthy 

dialog between Tammy and Ethan that begins when she observes Ethan making serious 

conceptual errors on a double-digit addition problem. In this episode, Tammy interacts 

with only one child, and students are asked to speculate about what might have occurred 

with the remaining children in the class. This scenario allows students to experience how 

cognitive theory can help troubleshoot a child’s difficulty learning math, but also wrestle 

with issues of practical implementation in a classroom setting. The episode also describes 

Tammy’s attempts to involve parents by sending home flashcards; her “after lunch” 

routine (when children arrive back at the classroom); and off-task behavior by two 

children with strong math skills.  
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Case 2 ends with Episode 5 (Intelligence). Episode 5 describes Tammy’s referral 

of three children for gifted and talented testing; and the subsequent exclusion of all three 

students from the program because their test scores were too low. The episode also 

describes the results of testing for a child with a speech and language delay. To analyze 

the episode, students must wrestle with the implications of conceptualizing intelligence as 

a singular entity (e.g., Spearman’s g) or a multi-faceted concept (e.g., Gardner’s and 

Sternberg’s conceptualizations of intelligence). Ideas related to intelligence testing are 

also introduced (measurement concepts are developed further in the following semester’s 

course on EC assessment). The episode also highlights issues related to heterogeneous 

grouping of students, referring students for special education services, teachers’ 

responsibility to teach students with a wide range of abilities, and seeking assistance from 

other educational professionals. 

Case 3: Across the Hall at Cactus Run. In Case 3, students meet a colleague of 

Tammy’s, Melissa, who teaches first grade across the hall, and three children in her class: 

Allegra, William and Lucille. Case 3 includes another first grade teacher to highlight 

alternative beliefs about children and perspectives on how to respond to learning and 

behavior. In Episode 1 (Language Development) Melissa asks Tammy to accompany her 

on a visit to Lucille’s home. Lucy lives with her grandparents. Melissa is concerned about 

Lucy’s learning and development, but her grandparents do not have transportation to get 

to school. The episode depicts Melissa and Tammy visiting Lucy in their modest, but 

tidy, trailer. The narrative includes an extensive dialog between Melissa and Lucy’s 

grandmother about Lucy’s developmental history, especially as it relates to her language 
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development. The episode provides a model for how to conduct a home visit (including 

safety considerations such as going with a partner), how to conduct a parent interview, 

and how to interpret information about a child’s language development in light of 

language development theories. In addition, the episode challenges potential 

misconceptions about people who live in poverty (e.g.,, Lucy’s grandmother does not 

speak well and does not appear well-educated, but she cares deeply about her 

granddaughter’s education. Their home may be humble, but it is spotless and 

welcoming), and about caregivers other than biological parents.  

Episode 2 (Behaviorism) describes a common occurrence: after getting a hyped-

up-after-recess class of seven-year-olds settled enough to walk quietly back to class, one 

exuberant child shouts to a friend across the hall, trips, drops a ball, or tells an irresistibly 

funny joke.  In this case the child is William (aka Billy). Melissa has a “soft spot” for 

Billy; Tammy does not – and she does not hesitate to give Melissa advice about how to 

deal with Billy’s misbehavior. On their way back to class, Melissa and Tammy discuss a 

science fair they have planned for their two classes for the next day, modeling the very 

behavior they do not want from their children. Following their hallway discussion, 

Melissa harshly reprimands Billy for talking in line and promises the rest of the class a 

marble in the marble jar for appropriate behavior. The episode provides a venue to 

discuss key behavioral and social-cognitive concepts (such as modeling). In addition, the 

episode allows students to discuss tensions between colleagues (even colleagues who like 

each other) and how those tensions can affect teachers’ thinking about and interactions 

with children.  
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Case 3 closes with Episode 3 (Emotional and Social Development) which takes 

place during Tammy and Melissa’s science fair. The episode begins with an interaction 

between Monica, one of Tammy’s children (who is often rude to other children) and 

Billy, one of Melissa’s children (who is often impulsive and clumsy). Following an 

altercation in which Billy shoves Monica to the floor Tammy intervenes and leads them 

through a discussion of their behavior. The episode is designed to help students think 

about children’s emotional and social self-regulation. However, it also provides an 

opportunity to discuss the need for teachers to regulate their own emotions and behavior. 

Following the interaction with Tammy, the episode continues with a scene in Melissa’s 

class involving Lucy (from Melissa’s class) and Tricia (from Tammy’s class). In this 

scene Melissa scaffolds Tricia’s peer interactions with Lucy which allows Lucy to engage 

successfully in a water table activity. The scene is designed to prompt students’ thinking 

about how to scaffold children’s social interactions without dominating the action. The 

scene also prompts students to integrate sociocultural theory and information processing 

as well as behavioral and social-cognitive concepts. In addition to the theoretical 

concepts related to the case, the episode is designed to foster discussions about 

collaboration with colleagues, structuring activities to minimize disruptions and 

maximize all children’s access to materials and activities, and model effective EC science 

instruction. 
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Table 3 

Case Episode Learning Goals and Features  

Case 1 Learning Goals Episode Features  

Episode 
1 

Develop theoretical and factual knowledge about genetics, environment, 
prenatal development, birth and physical development, the three basic 
developmental issues, periods of development, and developmental theories. 
 
Develop scripts for considering children’s family and culture; and the 
multi-dimensional factors that influence children’s development. 
 
Question existing scripts about “normal” family structures and provide a 
venue for considering alternative perspectives on family structures.  
 
Reconfigure school scripts from role and perspective of a child or adolescent 
to the role and perspective of an adult. 
 

Presents information about children in the 
context of their family and culture.  
 
Includes information about the parents’ 
emotions. 
 
Describes a “non-traditional” family in 
which parents raise children who are not 
their biological offspring. 
 
Uses parents as main characters. 
 

Episode 
2 

Acquire theoretical and factual knowledge about genetics, environment, 
prenatal development, birth and physical development. 
 
Acquire theoretical and factual knowledge about how to use child 
development theories and research to solve problems and make decisions 
about children. 

 
Develop scripts for using research-based evidence and critical analysis of 
research in problem-solving about children. 
 
Develop scripts for listening to parents’ concerns; critically reviewing records 
and focusing attention on key aspects of a developmental history. 
 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts to include parents’ and children’s experiences 

Embeds discussion of developmental 
research in dialog between school personnel 
and parents. 
 
 
Includes detailed report from previous 
teacher and developmental history 
 
Describes parents’ interactions with 
neighborhood school and their emotions 
when presented with the idea of having their 
child repeat kindergarten.  
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with school personnel prior to children meeting a teacher or joining a class. 
 
Question potential misconceptions about children’s inability to form secure 
attachments following the loss of a parent. 
 
Develop critical thinking skills about how to use parent and third party reports 
when solving problems or making decisions about children. 
 

Episode 
3 

Acquire theoretical and factual knowledge about genetics, environment, 
prenatal development, birth, and physical development. 
 
Acquire theoretical knowledge about how to use child development theories 
and research to solve problems and make decisions about children. 
 
Develop scripts that include consideration of parents’ emotions. 
 
Question naïve theories and potential misconceptions regarding child 
development issues.  
 
Experience disequilibrium regarding acceptance of concepts or ideas about 
children without critical analysis.  
 
Reconfigure scripts for forming impressions of children to include 
developmental research. 
 

Describes naïve theories and controversies 
regarding child development. 
 
Portrays parents’ feelings of frustration and 
inadequacy. 
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Case 2 Episode Features Learning Goals 

Episode 
1 

Acquire theoretical information about family, community and culture while 
simultaneously thinking about several diverse children. 
 
Develop scripts for considering children’s family and culture; and the multi-
dimensional factors that influence children’s development. 
 
 
Question existing scripts and experience disequilibrium about teachers, 
teaching, children, and racial/cultural stereotypes. 
 
Use new information about family, community and culture to reorganize 
scripts teachers, teaching, children and racial/cultural stereotypes. 
 

Introduces students to a first grade 
teacher and six of the children in her 
class. 
 
Includes some profiles of children that 
align with stereotypes and others that do 
not. 
 
Includes candid descriptions of the 
teachers’ discomfort interacting with 
parents whom she perceives as powerful, 
her surprise at having a child from 
Romania in her class, and her difficulty 
understanding the speech of a student 
with a speech and language disorder. 
 

Episode 
2 

Acquire theoretical knowledge of Piagetian theory and use it to understand the 
cognitive processes related to children’s varying responses to a typical first 
grade math problem.  
 
Develop scripts for recognizing characteristics of cognitive development 
when assessing children’s responses. 
 
Question existing scripts and experience disequilibrium about children’s 
responses, especially inaccurate responses.  
 
Reconfigure scripts for conceptualizing children’s responses (especially 
errors) to include theoretical information about children’s cognitive 
development.  

Describes an item from a typical early-
in-the-year first grade math lesson and 
five children’s (very different) 
responses.  

87 
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Episode 
3 

Acquire theoretical knowledge of sociocultural theory and use it to describe a 
literacy lesson and understand children’s responses to it.  
 
Become familiar with script for a whole-class “big book” literacy lesson. 
 
Begin to consider children’s family and culture; and the multi-dimensional 
factors that influence children’s development. 
 
Question existing scripts and experience disequilibrium about interacting with 
children about their neighborhoods and homes. 
 
Question existing scripts and experience disequilibrium about literacy lessons. 
 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts about how children’s home experiences and 
cultural background affect learning to include sociocultural theoretical 
knowledge about cultural tools and internalization. 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts of literacy lessons and vocabulary development 
to include sociocultural theoretical knowledge about scaffolding, 
internalization, cognitive tools and the zone of proximal development. 
 

Describes a teacher’s thoughts following 
winter break and her strategies to 
strengthen one child’s language skills. 
 
Delineates dialog between a first grade 
teacher and her students during a “big 
book” literacy lesson. 
 
Describes unexpected children’s 
responses that indicate they do not feel 
comfortable in their neighborhoods.  
 
Portrays two children as confused about 
a commonly used vocabulary word 
(church). 
 
 
 

Episode 
4 

Develop theoretical knowledge of information processing theory, use 
knowledge to recognize and understand children’s diverse responses, trouble 
shoot errors and intervene to correct a child’s misunderstanding. 
 
Begin to develop routines for reflecting on children’s learning and 
development. 
 
Develop routines for managing classroom transitions; taking responsibility to 
respond to children’s misconception with effective intervention; and teaching 
rote aspects of primary math instruction. 
 

Portrays a teacher reflecting on 
children’s math skills. 
 
Describes children returning to class 
after lunch break and a typical first grade 
math lesson about double-digit addition. 
 
Depicts multiple children’s responses to 
the lesson including unexpected off-task 
behavior by two strong students. 
 88 
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Question and experience disequilibrium related to dichotomous 
conceptualizations of children (good child/bad child). 
 
Question and experience disequilibrium about existing scripts which portray 
teacher’s as passive in addressing children’s misunderstanding. 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts of math lessons that include teachers’ active 
response to children’s misunderstanding and incorporate information 
processing theoretical knowledge. 
 

Depicts one child’s serious 
misunderstanding and the teacher’s 
intervention to correct the 
misunderstanding. 
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Episode 
5 

Acquire theoretical knowledge about various theories of intelligence and 
measurement of intelligence and use that knowledge to think about children’s 
intelligence in classroom settings. 
 
Develop routines for critical analysis of assessment results.  
 
Question and experience disequilibrium about interpretation and use of test 
scores without critical analysis of validity concerns. 
 
Question and experience disequilibrium about referrals to special education. 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts for interpretation and use of intelligence test 
results to incorporate theoretical knowledge about intelligence and the 
measurement of intelligence. 
 
Reconfigure existing scripts for referral to special education to include 
theoretical knowledge of intelligence in relationship to the concept of 
disability.  
 
 
 

Portrays a first grade teachers’ decision 
to refer three children for gifted 
education evaluation and one child for 
special education evaluation. 
 
Describes standardized test results and a 
school psychologist’s interpretation of 
those results mean.  
 

Case 3 Learning Goals Episode Features 

Episode 
1 

Increase capacity to simultaneously consider several children’s learning and 
development; and the ideas and perspectives of colleagues. 
 
Learn scripts for conducting a home visit and parent interview. 
 
Develop theoretical knowledge about language development; learn to 
recognize language development concepts when reported by a parent; learn to 
discern typical and atypical language development patterns. 

Introduces Melissa, another 1st grade 
teacher, and three of her children. 
 
Melissa and Tammy conduct a home 
visit parent interview. 
 
Parent describes typical and atypical 
language development. 90 
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Challenge existing beliefs about children who live in poverty. 
 
Reconfigure scripts about teachers’ role to include learning from parents and 
listening to children’s talk for indicators of language development. 
 
 

 
Includes unexpected events (e.g., visiting 
a trailer home that is clean and homey; 
encountering a parent of humble means 
who cares about her child’s education) 
 

Episode 
2 

Develop theoretical knowledge about behavioral and social-cognitive 
principles and apply those principles in complex educational settings. 
 
Learn to recognize and describe subtle behavioral responses; learn to 
recognize negative reinforcement and the way positive and negative 
reinforcement work together. 
 
Challenge simplistic preconceptions about classroom rewards. Reconfigure 
classroom management scripts to include more complex conceptualizations 
and enactments of behavioral principles. 
 
Reconfigure scripts to include consideration of the behavioral effects of 
teacher behavior. 

Depicts a first grade teacher’s intentional 
and inadvertent use of behavioral and 
social-cognitive theoretical principles.  
 
Describes subtle behaviors (e.g., Lucy 
avoiding reading and engaging Melissa; 
Melissa reinforcing Lucy’s escape 
behavior without redirecting her back to 
the assigned learning activity). 
 
Includes a dilemma regarding rewards: 
children questioning the fairness of a 
group-contingent reward.  
 
Describes teachers modeling undesirable 
behavior. 
 

Episode 
3 

Develop routines for organizing classroom learning environments. 
 
Learn and apply theoretical knowledge about children’s self-regulation, social 
and emotional development, and sense of self. 
 
Learn scripts for practicing and modeling teacher self-regulation. 
 
Learn and apply theoretical knowledge about children’s social interactions 
and how teachers can scaffolding peer interactions without interfering. 
 

Describes how a special science activity 
relates to the science curriculum.  
 
Describes preparations including 
modeling activities so children can 
successfully engage activities, 
employing resources (e.g., materials, 
parent volunteers, collaborating with 
colleagues). 
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Challenge existing scripts for reacting to undesirable behavior. 
 
Reconfigure scripts for reacting to undesirable behavior to include teaching 
and modeling self-regulation. 
 
 
 

Describes altercation between two 
children with strong personalities and a 
dialog revealing children’s thoughts and 
feelings. 
 
Depicts peer interactions between 
children of varying capabilities and a 
teachers’ scaffolding interactions with 
both children. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
METHODS 

Participants 

The primary sample consisted of 46 undergraduate preservice teachers enrolled in 

two undergraduate child development courses. Students in the course taught with TDI 

were 21 elementary education majors who self-identified as having a strong interest in 

teaching in the primary grades. Students the course taught with CBI were 25 EC 

education majors, who were working on a birth through age 8 credential (which would 

also allow them to teach in the primary grades). One student enrolled in the CBI course 

did not take the pre and post assessments. All participants were female, were juniors or 

seniors, and had been admitted to the college of education.  

A secondary sample of students (N = 25) completed a demographic survey and 

gave consent to have the demographic data analyzed. Appendix B contains descriptive 

demographic data. Unfortunately, few TDI students completed the demographic survey. 

The secondary sample represents nearly all the CBI students and one TDI student. On age 

and ethnic variables, both classes appeared to be similar. Respondent’s average age was 

20.64 with 61% reporting age 20 and 23% age 21. Three students were 22 to 25 years 

old. Most students were Caucasian (73%). The next highest reported ethnicity was Latina 

(12%). Two students identified as African American and one as Asian. Fifteen percent 

identified as bilingual Spanish/English. One student reported fluency in sign language.  

Reported GPA ranged from 2.60 to 3.95. Mean reported GPA was 3.26. Most 

students selected kindergarten (65%) or 1st Grade (61%) as their first or second 
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preference for the grade they would like to teach. Fifteen percent reported teaching 

preschool as a first or second preference. Nearly all (85%) planned teaching careers of 10 

years or more. Sixty-five percent planned to have life-long careers. Most students (75%) 

planned to teach in Arizona, with approximately half of students planning to teach in 

Arizona hoping to remain in southern Arizona. Most students had professional fathers 

(72%) and half had professional mothers (52%). Eighty-five percent reported their fathers 

had college degrees; 61% of students reported their mothers had college degrees. 

 

Instructional Content and Materials 

The required textbook for both classes was Child Development and Education, 

Third Edition (McDevitt & Ormrod, 2007). Supplemental required readings included a 

chapter about sociocultural theory and information processing (Karpov, 2005) and a 

textbook chapter on behaviorism (Chapter 9; Ormrod, 2006). Table 2 (found in Chapter 

three) lists the required readings and the topics covered in the course (not all topics 

covered by the textbook were covered in the course). I also showed brief videos to both 

classes that described the four Piagetian developmental stages and illustrated each with 

video footage of children engaged in various Piagetian developmental tasks.  

 

Schedule, Instructional Activities, Materials, and Assignments 

TDI Class 

The TDI class met three days per week (Monday, Wednesday, and Friday) for 50 

minutes. TDI instruction was primarily lecture supplemented by PowerPoint slides and 
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brief classroom activities designed to highlight specific concepts. Materials included 

structured lecture notes, which contained the lecture outline from the PowerPoint slides 

with blank spaces for students to fill in key terms, ideas or examples (see Appendix C for 

an example).  

TDI students were required to complete four written assignments (Table 4). The 

four assignments culminated in a limited literature review of a child development topic 

selected by the student. Assignments were submitted, graded and returned to students via 

the university’s electronic instructional support platform (Desire to Learn). Students 

received extensive instructor feedback on content and concepts, style, and writing 

conventions.  
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Table 4.  

TDI Written Assignments 

Assignment Learning Goal 

Assignment #1. Students wrote a critical analysis of the three basic child 
development issues taught in the course (nature and nurture, diversity and 
universality, and qualitative and quantitative change). They were required to define 
each term and give examples of each.  

Acquire theoretical knowledge of the three basic 
child development issues.  

Assignment #2. Students selected one of the three topics (grade retention, reading 
development, or language and literacy development in English language learners), 
read assigned readings for that topic, and wrote a summary of the readings.  

Orient students to reading child development 
research and APA style. Acquire theoretical 
knowledge.  

Assignment #3. Students located a current (within the previous three months) news 
story about child development or education related to their literature review, wrote 
a brief (500 to 750 word) summary and discussed the current event in light of the 
required readings for their topic.   

Application of theoretical knowledge to actual 
practice.  

 

Assignment #4. Students developed three to five driving questions, based on 
required reading. Students searched for and located two to three peer-reviewed 
articles, one of which needed to be a review of research. Students wrote a summary 
of their articles, incorporating the 3 basic developmental issues, concepts from the 
course and examples from their own experiences or observations. 

Develop theoretical knowledge. Challenge naïve 
theories.  

Final Project. Students were graded on their accurate use and definitions of course 
concepts, application of course concepts to critically analyze the readings they 
reviewed, and their application of course concepts to describe authentic educational 
settings. 

Develop theoretical knowledge. Challenge naïve 
theories. Use research and theoretical concepts to 
understand children in real life. 

96
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CBI Class 

The CBI class met less frequently (Tuesdays and Thursdays) and for longer 

sessions (75 minutes) than the TDI class. Longer class meetings allowed for small and 

large group case discussion. In addition to the required readings, materials for the CBI 

class included case summaries as described in Chapter 3. To maintain equality of content 

across courses, on three occasions I provided students in the CBI class with diagrams or 

handouts that I gave the TDI students that were not in the textbook or required readings 

(see Appendix D for an example). I provided brief (3 to 5 minute) explanations of the 

handouts, offering them as additional thinking tools, but not providing comprehensive 

instruction about their content. Students were welcome to incorporate information from 

these handouts in class discussion or written discussion question responses, but were not 

required to do so.  

The standard procedure for most CBI class meetings was as follows: Prior to class 

students read a case episode and answered three to five discussion questions. Responses 

to discussion questions were graded for their accuracy in reflecting the content of the case 

episode and the incorporation of content from the required readings. Most classes began 

with small group student-led discussion of the discussion questions followed by whole 

class instructor-led discussion. On some occasions discussion of an episode was 

scheduled for more than one class meeting. On other occasions, whole class discussion 

continued into the next class meeting. In those cases, class began with whole class 

discussion of the previous episode followed by small group discussion of the next 

episode. Written assignments in the CBI class consisted of responses to 13 discussion 
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questions, two final case analyses and a signature assignment final case analysis. Students 

received extensive instructor feedback for each assignment. 

Fidelity of Instructional Method 

To ensure fidelity of instructional method I recorded CBI and TDI instructional 

class meetings with a digital voice recorder. I defined an instructional class meeting as 

class sessions not devoted to examinations, writing the pre and post case analysis, or 

taking the pre-knowledge test. Due to technical difficulties and scheduling conflicts I did 

not have recordings for approximately one third of instructional sessions. I secured 

complete recordings for two topics: cognitive processes, which was taught in the first 

third of the semester, and social development, which was taught in the last third of the 

semester. I analyzed the instructional class meetings for these two topics by summing the 

number of minutes devoted to each of five activities: 1) housekeeping (e.g., reminding 

students about dates or procedures, responding to student questions, passing out 

handouts, reviewing assignments); 2) didactic lecture (e.g., instructor-led explication of 

facts or theoretical concepts); 3) student activity designed to illustrate a concept; 4) 

student-led small group case analysis; 5) instructor-led whole-class case analysis. Table 5 

contains the total number of minutes for each activity in each class. I spent more time on 

housekeeping in the TDI class, with the majority of the time spent answering students’ 

questions regarding written assignments, how to find and review literature, and clarifying 

requirements for the final project. I also spent time in the CBI class reviewing the final 

project assignment, but because the assignment was similar to their weekly discussion 

question assignments, CBI students had fewer questions.  
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The majority of instructional time in the TDI class was spent in didactic lecture. 

In the CBI class, about 30 minutes were spent in activities and instruction similar to the 

TDI class. I gave TDI and CBI students a supplemental information processing diagram, 

and explained the model to them. In the TDI class I used several activities to illustrate 

cognitive processes. I used two of these activities with the CBI class to highlight major 

concepts (limitations of working memory capacity, and the influence of prior experience 

on perception and concept formation).  

The majority of CBI instructional time was spent in instructor-led large group 

case analyses, with more time spent in small-group case analysis for social development. 

This increase of time spent in small-group case analysis from the first third of the 

semester to the final third of the semester reflects students’ improved skill and 

engagement in student-led case analysis. At the beginning of the semester students did 

not sustain small group discussion longer than seven to ten minutes. The 25 minutes 

spent in small group discussion of cognitive processes represents one ten-minute session 

during one class meeting and two seven to eight-minute sessions during another class 

meeting. Towards the end of the semester, during case analyses of social development, 

students sustained productive small group discussion for 20 to 24 minutes.  

Instructor-led whole class case analysis differed from didactic lecture in several 

ways. These differences warrant detailed discourse analysis, which is beyond the scope of 

this study. Here I describe general differences between the two instructional methods.  

First, questions were used differently. Didactic lecture sometimes included recitation in 

which I asked students questions about the topic or course readings, but the majority of 
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questions were asked by students. In whole-class case analysis, a substantial portion of 

my discourse was Socratic questioning. I often asked questions that challenged students’ 

assumptions or highlighted information contrary to their position. I also asked students to 

clarify or extend their responses. A second difference was in the length of student 

discourse. During whole-class case analysis, there were often extended periods of student 

discourse (15 to 75 seconds) with relatively shorter student discourse in the TDI class. 

During student discourse in the CBI class, I often served as facilitator, repeating student 

comments to ensure everyone heard and understood; prompting other students to ask 

questions or comment; sometimes helping verbally fluent students regulate their 

discourse so others could join the discussion; and sometimes providing summarizing, 

interpretive feedback. Finally, the content of discourse was different. The content of 

didactic lecture and recitation focused on propositional knowledge. I often provide 

examples of how psychological concepts apply to classroom settings (e.g., how young 

children often assimilate the concept rectangle with the concept square) but examples are 

not embedded in an instructional narrative. During whole-class case analysis the majority 

of the dialogue focuses on the characters and actions in the case narrative. A brief 

transcription of whole-class case analysis follows to illustrate these characteristics. The 

transcript is from a social development case analysis towards the end of the semester. 

Students are analyzing Case 3 Episode 5. First graders Monica and Billy get into a scuffle 

during a science fair and Tammy, Monica’s teacher, intervenes. The transcript picks up 

with me helping students analyze Tammy’s response to the scuffle. 

Instructor: Let’s go back to what’s going on with Monica and Billy. 
Tammy has Monica and Billy talk about what happened. So which of 
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these things [social skills that had been previously discussed] did Tammy 
scaffold? 

Student responds [4 seconds] 

Instructor: Very good. Okay. She gave them the opportunity first to do it 
themselves – under those circumstances that probably wasn’t a good thing 
to do; she probably should have assumed they would not be able to take 
turns. They are both angry. They are both pretty impulsive. They both 
have strong personalities. 

Student question [2 seconds] 

Instructor: In that circumstance I would have just decided who was going 
to go first. So her response isn’t perfect, but she did recover very nicely. 

Student response [7 seconds] 

Instructor: But before that what she did was say, “Monica, are you okay? 
You come sit here, da, da, da…..” So she said to both of them, “Okay, 
what happened?” I would assume that simultaneously they said, “He did 
it! She did it!” [class laughter] So do you see this? In the moment you 
need to be thinking, “How do I scaffold turn-taking?” 

Student response [8 seconds] 

Instructor: If we think back to internalization, what, specifically is Tammy 
doing? Remember, sense of self – and now I’m saying social skills – can 
be internalized. What, specifically, is Tammy doing? 

Student response [15 seconds] 

Instructor: How? 

Student response [15 seconds] 

Instructor: Right. 

Student response [5 seconds] 

Instructor: Right. He didn’t read those cues and she [Tammy] provided a 
turn-taking, back and forth way for them to actually hear. 
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Table 5  

Total Minutes Spent in Each Instructional Activity by Class 

 TDI 
 

CBI 
 

 Cognitive 
Processes 

Social 
Development 

Cognitive 
Processes 

Social 
Development 

 
Housekeeping 
 

12 44 3 28 

Didactic Lecture 
 103 86 16 0 

Student Activity 
 29 0 15 0 

Student-led 
Small Group 
Case Analyses 
 

0 0 25 44 

Instructor-led 
Whole Class 
Case Analyses 
 

0 0 90 77 
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Instruments 

Demographics Survey 

Consenting students completed a demographics survey about their family, racial 

and academic background. The survey also contained questions about students’ future 

goals and career aspirations. Appendix E contains a copy of the survey. 

 

Examinations 

Examination Abbreviations  

To facilitate reporting and discussing results, the following abbreviations for the 

examinations are used. Within-term examinations are abbreviated as follows: when 

referring to the entire exam, within-term one (WT1), within-term two (WT2), within-term 

three (WT3). When referring to the multiple-choice portion the abbreviation is followed 

by MC (e.g., WT1 MC). When referring to the essay portion the abbreviation is followed 

by ES (e.g., WT1 ES). Because the multiple-choice portion of the final was the same 

examination as the pretest, I refer to it as the posttest.  Final essays are abbreviated as 

follows: final essay one, reflection (Fin ES 1 Ref) and final essay two, application (Fin 

ES 2 App).  

Description of Examinations 

Students in both classes took the following examinations: an ungraded pretest, 

three within-term exams, and a final exam. The pretest consisted of multiple choice 

questions only. The within-term examinations and final exam consisted of both multiple-

choice and essay questions. For the within-terms and final, the multiple-choice content 
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was identical for both classes; question and response orders were scrambled to form two 

alternate forms of the exam. The pretest and the final consisted of the same 60 multiple-

choice questions as the pretest. Each within-term consisted of 30 multiple-choice 

questions and one essay question. Multiple-choice questions for the pretest, final and 

within-term exams were taken verbatim from the textbook publisher’s test-bank. 

Questions for Ormrod (2006) Chapter 9 (Behaviorism) were also taken from the textbook 

publisher’s test bank.  

 The multiple-choice questions were selected based on two criteria. First, 

questions represented the content that was covered not only in the required readings, but 

also in class. Second, most questions selected for the tests were application questions, 

rather than recognition or definition questions and were identified as having a difficulty 

level of 2 (out of 2, with 2 being most difficult) by the textbook publisher. These 

questions were selected for instructional rather than research purposes as the intent of 

these child development courses is to prepare teachers to use child development 

knowledge to inform their teaching practice. Table 6 contains reliability data for all 

multiple-choice exams, by class. Reliability was low for the pretest in the TDI class, may 

reflect TDI students’ relative disinterest in an ungraded examination. Pretest Kuder-

Richardson 20 for the sample as a whole was .55. 

 

 

 

 



105 
 

Table 6 

Kuder-Richardson 20 Reliability Coefficients for Pretest, Within-term Multiple 
Choice Tests, and Final Multiple Choice  

Class 
n 

Pretest  

Items = 60 

MT1 

Items = 30 

MT2 

Items = 30 

MT3 

Items = 30 

Final  

Items = 60 

TDI 21 .25 .66 .42 .73 .80 

CBI 24 .68 .61 .44 .71 .80 
 

To ensure comparability across classes, all examinations were given within one 

day of each other with order of administration counterbalanced. Further, students in both 

classes were allotted 50 minutes for the pretest, 50 minutes for the within-term 

examinations, and two hours for the final exam. Each within-term exam consisted of the 

following protocol: students completed the multiple-choice portion of the exam, 

indicating their answers on computer-scored scantron sheets. When complete or at 30 

minutes (whichever came first) students submitted the multiple-choice portion and picked 

up the essay question. Essay questions were typed at the top of an 8 ½” x 11” page 

followed by a lined space for their written answer and the grading rubric (see Appendix F 

for an example). Students’ responses were limited to the lined space and they were told 

answers in excess of the lines would not be graded. The essay for each within-term exam 

asked students to analyze a vignette using one of the theories or topics covered in class 

and in the required readings. Students were allowed the remaining 20-minutes to 

complete their essays. The essay questions were designed to assess students’ recognition 

of theoretical concepts instantiated in a brief vignette.  
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Final examinations were administered during the period scheduled by the 

university following procedures similar to the within-term exams. Students were allowed 

up to 60 minutes to complete the multiple-choice portion of the exam. Upon submitting 

the multiple-choice portion, students received an application essay question (see 

Appendix G) on a page that was structured as described above. Upon completing and 

submitting the application essay, students received a folder that contained two case 

analyses, one they had completed at the beginning of the semester and one completed 

during their last class meeting (see below for a detailed description). The folder also 

contained the reflection essay question on a page that was structured as described above 

(See Appendix H). Each essay was worth 25 points.  

The two final essays differed from the within-term essays and were designed to 

assess students’ reflection on their learning (Fin Es 1, ref) and application of theoretical 

knowledge to problem-solve children’s learning (Fin Es 2, app). Fin Es 1 asked students 

to examine their pre and post case analyses and reflect on their development of 

theoretical knowledge. They were also asked to reflect on how their thinking about the 

child in the case changed from pre to post case analysis. In Fin Es 2, students were 

presented with a brief vignette which described children struggling to understand 

prepositions. Students were asked to identify why children may struggle with these words 

and describe how the teacher could use sociocultural concepts to teach prepositions.     

Examination Grading Procedures 

Responses to multiple-choice questions on the pretest, within-term, and final 

exams were scored by the university computer scoring service. The three WT ES were 
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graded for accurate use and definition of course concepts. Each essay was worth ten 

points. Final essays were each worth 25 points. Students were graded on accurate 

explication of the theory, logical application of theory to solve the problem, and critical 

thinking. I graded within-term and final essays blind to both student and class. Students 

wrote their names on the back of their essays. I created one pile from both classes by 

alternatively selecting essays from each class and then shuffling the pile. With the 

exception of one CBI student with distinctive penmanship, it was impossible for me to 

distinguish students by their handwriting.  

Pre and Post Case Analyses 

Within the first week of the semester and again during the last class meeting, 

students in both classes analyzed a case that described a first grade child Rueben (see 

Appendix I). Because problem situations prompt critical thinking and problem-solving, 

Rueben is described as making inadequate academic progress. Although Rueben was 

clearly portrayed as struggling (“Rueben has not met all the Arizona First Grade Learning 

Standards for reading, writing, or math, and he has remained in the lowest reading group 

all semester”), the case is also ambiguous: Rueben struggles with some skills (“He has 

trouble with decoding new words, even words with vowel-consonant patterns he has 

reviewed in class” and “Is inconsistent when he counts by 5s”) but doing well with other 

skills (“He draws elaborate pictures and tells stories with great detail from the pictures” 

and “He consistently counts by multiples of 2s and 10s”). The case states that Rueben’s 

teacher must make decisions about promotion and retention and possible referral for 
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special education. These decisions represent two common high-stakes decisions EC 

teachers make about children.  

CA Surveys and Essays were not graded; however, during both administrations 

students were told they would revisit the case later as part of their final exam. The case 

analysis consisted of two parts. Students were first given the case narrative and the case 

analysis essay (CA Essay) prompt and allowed 30 minutes to read the case and write their 

essay. When students submitted their essay they received the case analysis survey (CA 

Survey) and had the remaining 20 minutes of the class period to complete the CA Survey. 

The instruments were administered in this order to avoid the content of the CA Surveys 

influencing students’ essays. Below I describe the case analysis in detail. I first discuss 

the theoretical warrants for the constructs I included and the CA Survey items and CA 

Essay codes that represent each construct. I then describe the development of the coding 

system and procedures for the CA Essay.  

Warrants for Cognitive Processes Included in Pre/Post Case Analysis 

Teachers make a myriad of complex daily decisions and many high-stakes 

decisions that substantially affect the lives of children and their families. Good decisions 

are based on a sound theoretical understanding of developmental processes across 

cognitive, language, social-emotional and physical domains (Bransford et al., 2005). 

Previous research has established that teachers’ cognitive processes affect their feelings, 

their interactions with students, and their instructional decisions (Brophy & Good, 1970; 

R. Weinstein, 1976). To make good educational decisions in the future, preservice 

teachers not only need to learn theoretical knowledge, they must develop cognitive 
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processes that support effective decision-making. Many cognitive processes could be 

considered. This study examined four: students’ theories about children’s ability to 

change and grow (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Levy, Sheri, Stroessner, & Dweck, 

1999), their attributions for why children succeed or fail in school (Reyna & Wiener, 

2001; Weiner, 1986, 2005), their beliefs about their own abilities to teach effectively 

(Bandura, 1993, 1997; Fives & Buehl, 2008; Guskey, 1988; Hoy & Spero, 2005), and 

their critical thinking skills (Halpern, 2003, Nickerson, 1988, Schőn, 1987). In addition to 

cognitive processes I assessed students’ representation of affect in their essays. As 

discussed below, cognition and emotion simultaneously and iteratively interact. Often, 

emotions link cognition to action (Weiner, 1986, 2005). 

Implicit Theories. Implicit theories of ability are, “people’s beliefs about the 

fixedness or malleability” of personal abilities (Dweck & Molden, 2005, p. 123). People 

who believe abilities are stable are said to hold an entity theory of personal abilities, those 

who believe abilities are malleable hold an incremental theory (Dweck & Molden, 2005). 

Although there may be some situation and task-specific variability in a person’s 

incremental or entity beliefs, Dweck et al. (1995b) argue that implicit theories of ability 

operate in a trait-like fashion with people tending towards one view or the other. They 

further argue that these beliefs affect emotions, decisions, and judgments about others. 

For example, their research indicates that people who hold an entity theory are more 

likely to believe racial stereotypes.  

This theory has important implications for teacher effectiveness. For a teacher to 

adjust instruction to support a struggling student’s achievement the teacher must first 
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believe the child can improve and that instructional changes could make a difference. If a 

teacher believes that a child is destined for lower achievement (or poorer behavior) then 

the teacher has no logical reason to adjust instruction. A child’s failure would be less 

likely to trigger an instructional change for teachers who hold an entity theory of ability 

about children. Because implicit theories are theorized to operate at an implicit (or non-

conscious) level, I did not elicit explicit ratings of entity or incremental theories of 

ability, rather, two codes were developed for analyzing the CA Essays:  

1. Evidence of incremental theory of ability 

2. Evidence of entity theory of ability. 

Attributions. According to Weiner’s (1986) attribution theory, people make causal 

attributions to explain why events occur. These attributions lead to predictable emotions 

and behaviors. For example, if an observer attributes a negative event (an automobile 

accident) to external causes beyond a person’s control (mechanical failure of the vehicle), 

the observer is likely to feel pity and offer help. Conversely, if the event is attributed to 

internal, controllable causes (a person was driving drunk) then the observer is more likely 

to be angry or condemning, and prescribe punishment. In school, a teacher who attributes 

a child’s failure to low-ability (an internal, stable, uncontrollable attribution) is likely to 

feel sympathy and offer assistance, but unlikely to challenge the child to improve. 

Conversely, if a teacher attributes child failure to low-effort (an internal, unstable, 

controllable attribution) the teacher is more likely to feel resolve or anger and challenge 

the child to improve (Reyna & Weiner, 2001). Attributions are important cognitive 

processes because they affect teachers’ feelings, decisions, and behavior towards children 

(Reyna and Weiner, 2001). I collected attribution data in both the CA Survey and CA 



111 
Essay. The CA Survey contained eight possible attributions. The attributions were 

designed to represent common attributions teachers make about children’s school 

achievement: 

1. Rueben does not try hard enough in school. 

2. Rueben has probably had inadequate educational opportunities. 

3. Rueben is immature.  

4. Rueben is probably not as bright as his classmates.  

5. Rueben’s previous teachers probably did not provide adequate instruction. 

6. Rueben is being rushed, developmentally. He needs the gift of more time. 

7. Rueben plays too much and works too little.  

8. Rueben is genetically predisposed to struggle in school. 

Students were permitted to identify other attributions; however, no two students 

identified the same “other” attribution, so these miscellaneous attributions were not 

included in the analyses. Students were asked to “spend” a total of 10 points between the 

attributions.  Thus if one attribution was rated a 10, no other attributions could be 

selected. I used this force-choice methodology as opposed to Likert because it prompted 

students to consciously weigh their attributional choices. This method also allowed me to 

examine the complexity of students’ attributions (Fletcher et al., 1986) by analyzing the 

number of attributions students selected at the beginning and end of the semester.  

I also analyzed students’ CA Essays for their attributional content. After reading 

the CA Essays, I developed the following eight attribution codes to capture attributions 

present in the CA Essays: 

1. Rueben is young 

2. Rueben moved mid-year 

3. Rueben learns slowly/slower learner 
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4. Rueben may have a disability  

5. Rueben is lazy  

6. Rueben’s previous learning opportunities were inadequate 

7. Rueben does not speak English well 

8. Rueben does not learn because he brings toys to school 

 

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy (i.e., teachers’ beliefs about their ability to teach) is 

another important cognitive process that affects teachers’ decisions. According to 

Bandura (1993), “Teachers’ beliefs in their personal efficacy to motivate and promote 

learning affect the types of learning environments they create and the level of academic 

progress their students achieve” (p. 117). High teacher self-efficacy is related to a variety 

of desirable teaching behaviors such as openness to instructional innovations to meet 

students’ needs (Guskey, 1988), increased planning (Allinder, 1994), and more 

constructive interactions with struggling students (Hoy & Spero, 2005). Teachers’ 

efficacy beliefs (for better or worse) are established during the preservice years (Hoy & 

Spero) and are related to their personal theories of ability. According to Fives and Buehl 

(2008) teachers who see teaching as an innate characteristic that is not amenable to 

improvement are less likely to participate in professional development and more likely to 

attribute failures to internal, stable traits, diminishing self-efficacy. Some researchers, 

however, are concerned about inflated self-efficacy. C. Weinstein (1988, 1989) 

demonstrated that preservice teachers are susceptible to unrealistic optimism; they tend to 

overestimate their teaching skills and preparedness to teach.  

Several scales have been developed to measure teaching self-efficacy in inservice 

teachers (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Previous instrument development 
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indicates self-efficacy for teaching is multi-dimensional. Hoy and Spero (2005) found 

consistent evidence for a two dimension model of teacher self-efficacy: general teaching 

efficacy (GTE) and personal teaching efficacy (PTE). GTE is more related to the efficacy 

of teaching in general to effect positive outcomes for children, and PTE represents what 

Hoy and Spero call a “more accurate indicator of the teacher’s personal sense of efficacy” 

(p. 347).  

In previous research, self-efficacy dependent measures were related to specific 

teaching tasks (e.g., “If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous 

lesson, I would know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson” [Hoy & Spero, 

2005, p. 349]). I was interested in assessing more general self-efficacy constructs related 

to preservice teachers efficacy for teaching challenging students, for learning how to 

teach (Goodwin, 2002), and for teaching during the first year teaching. To examine 

changes in students’ self-report of self-efficacy from the beginning to the end of the 

semester, and differences between classes, I asked students to rate themselves in the CA 

Survey on three self-efficacy questions: 

1. During your first year of teaching, do you believe you will be able to meet the 
needs of students like Rueben? 

2. How confident are you that you are developing adequate skills during your 
teacher preparation program? 

3.  How confident are you that during your first year of teaching you will be able 
to teach effectively? 

Critical thinking. Critical thinking is a broad, ill-defined construct that 

encompasses a range of thinking skills including concept recognition, problem-framing, 

problem-defining, knowledge search, warranting of assertions and inferences, critique of 
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sources, collaboration, goal definition, planning, reflection, decision-making processes, 

analysis, and synthesis, to name a few. Instruction can affect critical thinking (Facione, 

1990; Glaser, 1984; Glaser & Bassok, 1989; Halpern, 2003; Nickerson, 1988; Schőn, 

1987). Changes in students’ critical thinking were assessed in CA Essays and in final 

examination essays (see description, above). CA Essays were first analyzed for overall 

critical thinking. Coders were not given a precise definition of critical thinking and were 

asked to rate essays holistically (see procedures, below).  

CA Essays were also analyzed for five categories of critical thinking: accuracy 

and reiteration, goals for the parent conference, decision-making (unilateral or 

collaborative), problem-framing, and reflection. Critical thinking codes are listed below. 

All codes were coded as present or absent, with the exception of the reflection code. To 

assess reflection, I used a protocol developed by Kember, McKay, Sinclair, and Wong 

(2008). The protocol is designed to evaluate levels of reflection in college students’ 

written work. Essays are categorized as non-reflection (habitual action, such as 

reiteration, following a procedure or writing a definition, without reflective thought), 

understanding (of theoretical concepts, without reflection), reflection (taking a theoretical 

concept and considering it “in relation to personal experiences” [Kember et al., 2008, p. 

373]), and critical reflection. Critical reflection is indicative of a change in perspective or 

belief that is explicitly acknowledged or described by the student.  

Critical Thinking Accuracy/Reiteration  

1. Contains one or more statements that are factual errors  

2. Contains one or more assumptions about the child and/or parents/family that 

is/are treated as true (rather than a possible consideration)  
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3. Substantial portion (roughly 50% or more) of essay is reiteration of case 

 
Critical Thinking Goals 
1. Collaborate with parents 

2. Learn from parents 

3. Persuade parents 

4. Inform parents  

5. Be organized 

6. Improve instruction/teaching 

 
Critical Thinking Decisions  
1. Final decision to be made by teacher 

2. Final decision to be made by parents 

3. Final decision to be made by other professionals 

4. Final decision to be made in collaboration with parents 

5. Final decision to be made in collaboration with other professionals 

6. Final decision to be made in collaboration with parents and other 

professionals 

 
 
Critical Thinking Problem Frame 
1. Problem frame (not solution) is multifaceted 

2. Problem frame considers contradictory information or interpretations. 

 
Critical Thinking Reflection 
1. Level of reflection (1 = non-reflection; 2 = understanding; 3 = reflection; 4 = 

critical reflection) 

Affect. Cognitive processes and emotions are interrelated. According to Weiner 

(1986), attributions affect emotions which then affect decisions and behavior. Weiner’s 

(2005) interpersonal attributional theory of motivation includes both cognitive/affective 

components and outcome dependent affect. Self-efficacy manifests in feelings of 



116 
confidence or inadequacy (Bandura, 1997). According to Dweck and Molden (2005), 

people who hold entity theories do not enjoy tasks that they cannot master quickly. To 

attempt to capture students’ emotional response to the pre and post case analysis, students 

were asked to describe in their CA Essays how they were feeling as they prepared for the 

parent-teacher conference. Five affective codes were developed to capture the emotions 

represented in the CA Essays:  

1. Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for the child 

2. Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for the parent(s) 

3. Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for self (as teacher) 

If code three was used, then also: 

4. Description or expression of positive affect about self (as teacher) 

5. Description or expression of negative affect about self (as teacher).  

I did not elicit explicit ratings of affect in the CA Survey as explicit ratings would 

be highly susceptible to social desirability bias. 

Summary of cognitive processes. The cognitive processes described above do not 

operate in isolation. They overlap and affect each other. For example, if one holds an 

entity theory, one is more likely to make stable, internal attributions (Graham, 1995). 

Devine (1989) demonstrated that those who were more confident in their attributions 

(i.e., had high self-efficacy for making an accurate attribution) were less likely to change 

them. These cognitive processes also have a common characteristic: desirable outcomes 

are related to flexible, dynamic (as opposed to static or rigid) cognitive processes.  For 

example, people who view human ability (their own and others) as dynamic are more 

likely to engage in activities that might improve performance and outcomes and are more 

likely to believe such activities would benefit others (Dweck et al., 1995).  
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Individuals who tend to make more complex attributions tend to formulate more 

complex explanations for events and behavior, and demonstrate a greater appreciation for 

the contribution of environmental factors (Fletcher, Danilovics, Fernandez, Perterson & 

Reeder, 1986); and are less likely to overestimate internal causes (Devine, 1989). Tam, 

Au & Leung (2008) demonstrated that preference for attributional complexity is related 

to decreased racism and punitive decisions. Teachers who see their own growth as 

malleable and dynamic are more likely to engage in activities that strengthen their 

teaching skills and are more likely to persist in the teaching profession even when their 

work is challenging (Fives & Buehl, 2008). Because these cognitive processes are inter-

related and affect each other, an exploratory study of how instruction affects the 

development of cognitive processes in preservice teachers should attempt to examine all 

of these processes. 

Warrants for Decisions Included in Pre and Post Case Analyses 

Teachers regularly make myriad low and high-stakes decisions about children 

(Anderson et al., 1995). The four decisions explicitly elicited on the CA Survey were 

selected because they represent common educational decisions. Two decisions, Refer for 

Special Education and Retain in Grade are common high-stakes decisions that shift the 

responsibility for helping the child learn to someone else. The other two decisions Modify 

Instruction and Tutor are two low-stakes decisions that require teachers to take 

responsibility for the child’s learning. These decisions were also selected because 

previous research has demonstrated links between cognitive processes (e.g., attributions 

and self-efficacy) and teachers’ assumption of responsibility for children’s learning 
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(Guskey 1981, 1988); and decisions about retention (Willson & Hughes, 2006; Willson & 

Hughes, 2009; Witmer et al., 2004), and referral for special education services (Brady & 

Woolfson, 2008; Trent & Artiles, 1998).  

CA Essays were also coded for the four decisions elicited in the CA Survey. 

Content analysis of CA Essays (described below) revealed four additional decision 

themes that were also coded. CA Essays were analyzed for who was ultimately 

responsible for addressing the child’s learning needs. All decision ratings and codes are 

listed below. 

Decision variables in rated in CA Surveys and coded in CA Essays: 

1. Refer for special education 

2. Retain in grade 

3. Modify instruction 

4. Tutor (by teacher) 

 

Additional CA Essay codes: 

5. Refer for other special program/service  

6. Parent help child 

7. Summer school/after school 

8. Tutor (by someone other than teacher) 

 

Responsibility CA Essay codes: 

1. Unable to Code Responsibility 

2. Teacher Responsible 

3. Parents Responsible 

4. Child Responsible 

5. Other Educator Responsible.  
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Miscellaneous Codes 

Verbal fluency and writing quality. Essays were holistically coded for Writing 

Quality. I estimated the number of words in each essay by averaging the number of words 

on the first line and a line approximately half-way through the essay. I multiplied this 

average by the number of lines containing more than four words. Exact word counts were 

obtained for 25% of essays. Word count estimates and exact word counts were 

significantly correlated (r = .979; p < .001). Coders also counted grammatical, spelling, 

and punctuation errors.  

Conjunctions. The number of conjunctions that signal a consideration of multiple 

perspectives (e.g., but, although, however) were also counted.  

Age. Previous research indicates attention to a child’s age affects teachers’ 

decisions about children who are struggling (Witmer et al. 2004). To assess this 

relationship, essays were coded for the presence or absence of references to the Rueben’s 

age. 

CA Essay Coding System and Procedures 

CA Essay coding system. To develop the CA Essays coding scheme, I read all pre 

and post CA Essays in random order twice, noting recurring themes and phrases. 

Although I looked for unexpected themes or patterns, I also specifically read the essays 

for themes related to students’ cognitive processes and decisions. I used the themes from 

my reading of the essays to identify likely sub-codes.  

CA Essay coding procedures. CA Essays were coded by two educational 

psychology graduate students; one with extensive experience coding written essays and 
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live classroom observations, one with extensive experience coding videos of EC 

classrooms. Coders received written codebooks (Appendix J & K) containing 

explanations of codes and code sheets listing CA Essay codes (Appendix L & M). 

Training included three sessions to review definitions of the constructs being coded and 

to clarify procedures.  

CA Essays were coded in two rounds: coders first analyzed essays using coding 

system 1 and then, after coding the reflective final exam essays (see below), coded the 

essays with coding system 2.To establish inter-coder reliability, coders analyzed a hap-

hazard selection of twenty essays. Adequate inter-coded reliability was established (.80 

or above for all codes) and coders proceeded to analyze the remaining essays. The same 

procedure for establishing initial inter-coder reliability was followed for the second round 

of coding. Appendix N contains inter-coder reliability data for all CA Essay codes.  

Coders worked independently and then compared results. All disagreements were 

discussed and resolved to establish the consensus score which was used for all analyses. 

On two occasions the coders were unable to resolve a disagreement and asked me to 

determine the appropriate code.  
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS  

In this chapter I describe the results of my study. Findings are organized by 

research questions. Tables and figures follow the narrative report for each question and 

are presented in the order first mentioned. I used SPSS 16 for all quantitative statistical 

analyses with p ≤ .05 as the criterion for significance. On a few occasions I highlight 

results that do not meet the significance criteria because they are consistent with 

important trends. All data were screened for normality. Unless otherwise noted, all data 

analyzed with parametric analyses fell within a -1 to +1 range of skewness (Field, 2005; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  

RQ 1: Did Preservice Teachers Taught with CBI and TDI Learn Different or Similar 

Amounts of Theoretical Knowledge? 

To answer RQ1, I analyzed examination results. Normality was met for all 

examination data with the exception of the pretest (skewness = -1.31). Data screening 

revealed an outlying CBI data point. Without the outlier the lowest CBI pretest score was 

20; the outlying score was 6. Based on the marginal degree of skewness, the potential 

interpretation problems if data are transformed (Field, 2005), and the fact that ANOVA 

and other GLM analyses are robust to moderate violations of normality (Glass, Peckham 

& Sanders, 1972), analyses were conducted without adjusting the outlier. However, I was 

concerned that analyses might overestimate growth in the CBI class so I also ran the 

analyses after substituting the mean of the lowest CBI quartile for the outlying score. 

This adjustment rectified the violation of normality (skewness = .06). Analyses with this 
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correction did not change the results in any substantive way, so I retained results of the 

unaltered dataset.  

Overall Examination Performance  

Across classes, students performed similarly on all examinations (see Table 7 for 

descriptive statistics). There were no significant differences for any examination on 

comparisons of classes as a whole.  

Pretest to Posttest Gains by Class 

Pretest performance significantly predicted posttest performance for the TDI class 

(r = .47, p = .033) but not for the CBI class (r = .27, p = .202). On average students 

demonstrated substantial increases in knowledge during the semester, gaining an average 

of 19.13 points (nearly one third of the 60 points possible) from the pretest to posttest. 

The CBI class gained an average of 20.20 points; the TDI class gained an average of 

18.05. Pretest and posttest scores were subjected to a two-way repeated measures 

ANOVA (with pretest and posttest scores as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the 

between subjects factor). There was a main effect of Time, indicating classes performed 

significantly better on the posttest then on the pretest (F = 366.887, p < .000). There was 

no significant interaction between Class and Time, indicating no significant differences 

between classes in growth (F = 1.72, p = .197).  

Within-Term Examinations by Class 

In both classes mean scores for within-term multiple choice (WT MC) and essay 

(WT ES) scores increased from MT1 to MT2, and then decreased again on WT 3 

(Figures 1 & 2). A repeated measures ANOVA (with WT exams as the repeated variable 
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[Time] and Class as the between subjects variable) was conducted on the WT MC and 

WT ES data to examine differences in performance between classes. The Greenhouse-

Geisser correction was used for both WT MC and WT ES analyses as the assumption of 

sphericity was violated (Greenhouse-Geisser = .993 for WT MC; and .933 for WT ES). 

Both analyses revealed a main effect of Time (WT MC F = 6.757, p = .002; WT ES F = 

10.745, p = .001). Within subjects polynomial contrasts revealed significant quadratic 

trends across the three within-term examinations for both WT MC and WT ES (WT MC 

F = 12.935, p = 001; WT ES F = 13.567, p = .001). For the WT ES, results also revealed 

a linear trend for Time (F=8.943, p = 005). An examination of means revealed an 

increasing linear trend for both classes across the three WT ES.  No significant 

differences were found between classes in overall performance for either WT MC or WT 

ES, for the quadratic trend in WT MC and WT ES, or for the linear trend in WT ES. 

Thus, magnitude of performance and trends in performance were similar across both 

classes for all within-term examinations.  

RQ 1a: Did Preservice Teachers with Differing Levels of Prior Knowledge Learn 

Different or Similar Amounts of Theoretical Knowledge? 

Pretest to Posttest Gains by Pretest Quartile 

To analyze the degree to which students’ prior knowledge of child development 

affected learning of theoretical knowledge, I created the categorical variable Pretest 

Quartile based on students’ pretest performance. Quartiles are abbreviated as follows: 

Highest Quartile = Q1; High Average Quartile = Q2; Low Average Quartile = Q3; 

Lowest Quartile = Q4. I conducted a repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with Pretest 
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and Posttest as the repeated variable [Time] and Pretest Quartile as the between subjects 

variable). The analysis revealed an interaction of Time and Pretest Quartile (F = 3.56, p 

= .023). Post hoc multiple comparisons (using the Bonferroni method to control for type 

1 error), revealed Q1 had significantly higher scores than all other quartiles for both the 

pretest and posttest.  

Pretest to posttest gain scores were also analyzed by pretest quartile and are 

reported in Table 8. Students in the lowest two quartiles (Q3 and Q4) made the greatest 

gains. Students in Q2 had the lowest gains. An ANOVA revealed significant differences 

in gain scores between the four quartiles (F = 3.893, p = .016). Post hoc comparisons 

(using the Bonferroni method to control for type 1 error) revealed that students in the 

lowest quartile had significantly higher gain scores than students in the high average 

quartile.  

RQ 1b: Did Preservice Teachers with Differing Levels of Prior Knowledge in Each Class 

Learn Different or Similar Amounts of Theoretical Knowledge? 

Pretest to Posttest Gains by Pretest Quartile and Class 

Table 9 contains means and standard deviations for pretest, posttest, and gain 

scores by quartile and class. Gain scores by quartile and class are depicted in Figure 3. 

Mean gain scores were higher for the CBI class than the TDI class for all quartiles except 

Q2. CBI Q4 had the greatest gain (M = 27.00). A 27-point gain represents 45% of the 60- 

point pre /posttest. Data were subjected to a two-way repeated measures ANOVA (with 

pre and posttests as the repeated variable [Time] and Class and Pretest Quartile as the 
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between subjects variables). There were no significant interactions (F = .560, p = .645) 

between the classes for students of different levels of prior knowledge. 

Within-term Multiple Choice Exam by Pretest Quartile and Class 

Table 10 contains descriptive data for within-term multiple choice exam scores 

disaggregated by pretest quartile and class. Scores for students in all quartiles followed 

the overall quadratic trend for the WT MC tests (Figure 4 & 5). In both classes Q1 

remained the most stable across the three examinations.  A two-way repeated measures 

mixed ANOVA (with WT MC as the repeated variable [Time] and Pretest Quartile and 

Class as the between subjects variables) did not reveal any significant interactions 

between Time, Pretest Quartile and Class (F = 1.130, p = .353) indicating no statistically 

significant differences on WT MC performance between classes for students with 

different levels of prior knowledge.  

Within-term Essay Exam by Pretest Quartile and Class 

Table 11 contains descriptive data for within-term essay exam scores 

disaggregated by pretest quartile and class.  Like the WT MC exams, WT ES scores 

followed a quadratic trend, with the exception of TDI Q2 and CBI Q4 which increased 

across all three MC ES (Figures 6 & 7). A two-way repeated measures mixed ANOVA 

(with WT ES as the repeated variable [Time] and Pretest quartile and Class as the 

between subjects variables and Greenhouse-Geisser correction for sphericity) did not 

reveal any significant interactions (F = 1.443, p = .217), indicating no significant 

differences on WT ES performance between classes for students of varying prior 

knowledge. 
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Table 7. 

Descriptive Statistics for Pretest, Within-term, and Final Exams by Class  

     Class 

     TDI 

n = 21 

   CBI 

n = 24 

Exam Total 
Possible 

    Mean     SD     SEM     Mean     SD     SEM 

Pretest MC 60 27.62 4.12 0.90 27.80 4.58 0.92

Within Term 1 MC 30 21.29 3.68 0.80 22.04 3.34 0.68

Within Term 2 MC 30 23.19 2.66 0.58 23.33 2.61 0.53

Within Term 3 MC 30 20.81 4.16 0.91 22.33 3.10 0.63

Within Term 1 Essay 10 4.81 2.42 0.53 4.58 1.82 0.37

Within Term 2 Essay 10 6.52 2.27 0.50 6.83 2.65 0.54

Within Term 3 Essay 10 5.86 3.17 0.69 6.58 2.92 0.60

Posttest MC 60 45.67 6.55 1.43 48.00 6.07 1.24
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Figure 1. Mean scores on Within-term multiple choice (WT MC) by 
class. 

Figure 2. Mean scores on Within-term essays (WT ES) by class. 

WT1                        WT2                      WT3 

WT1                            WT2                           WT3 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics Gain Scores by Pretest 
Quartile  

  Pre Test 

Pretest 
Quartile N      Mean       SD

Highest Quartile (Q1) 10 18.20 8.47

High Average Quartile (Q2) 10 14.90 6.40

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 14 20.00 4.79

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 11 24.09 4.05



129 
 

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics for Pretest, Posttest, and Gain Scores by Pretest Quartile and 
Class  

   Pre Test Post Test Gain  

Class Pretest Quartile      N      Mean        SD      Mean      SD      Mean       SD

TDI Highest Quartile (Q1) 3 34.00 2.00 50.33 6.11 16.33 4.16 

High Average Quartile (Q2) 6 29.83 0.98 45.67 5.99 15.83 5.08 

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 27.00 1.16 45.86 7.24 18.86 6.67 

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 5 22.00 1.23 42.60 6.66 20.60 6.88 

CBI Highest Quartile (Q1) 7 33.43 1.72 52.43 4.39 19.00 4.04 

High Average Quartile (Q2) 4 29.75 .96 43.25 4.57 13.50 4.65 

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 26.71 .76 47.86 6.34 21.14 6.14 

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 6 21.83 1.17 46.17 5.96 27.00 9.12 
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Figure 3. Gain scores pre to post test by pretest quartiles and class. 
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Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics for Within-Term Multiple Choice Scores by Pretest  

Quartile and Class  
 

   MT1 MC MT2 MC MT3 MC 

Class Pretest Quartile N      Mean       SD      Mean       SD      Mean       SD

TDI Highest Quartile (Q1) 3 23.67 2.52 25.00 2.65 24.67 2.52 

 High Average Quartile (Q2) 6 22.50 4.23 23.17 2.04 20.00 4.73 

 Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 19.57 3.51 23.29 3.50 21.57 3.87 

 Lowest Quartile (Q4) 5 20.80 3.42 22.00 2.00 18.40 3.51 

CBI Highest Quartile (Q1) 7 24.57 1.72 25.00 1.41 24.71 2.56 

High Average Quartile (Q2) 4 21.50 2.65 24.50 1.29 19.50 3.42 

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 22.71 2.22 22.86 2.91 22.29 2.12 

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 6 18.43 3.51 21.17 2.41 19.71 5.12 
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics for Within-Term Essay Scores by Pretest Quartile and Class  

    

   MT1 ES MT2 ES MT3 ES 

Class Pretest Quartile         N      Mean       SD      Mean       SD      Mean       SD

TDI Highest Quartile (Q1) 3 6.00 2.52 8.33 2.65 7.67 2.52 

 High Average Quartile (Q2) 6 5.50 2.74 6.00 2.01 7.00 3.23 

 Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 4.29 2.14 6.57 2.51 5.71 3.30 

 Lowest Quartile (Q4) 5 4.00 2.55 6.00 1.87 3.60 2.97 

CBI Highest Quartile (Q1) 7 5.71 1.11 8.71 1.11 8.43 2.07 

High Average Quartile (Q2) 4 3.75 2.63 8.00 0.82 5.25 4.11 

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 7 5.00 1.83 6.71 1.80 6.14 3.01 

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 6 3.86 1.68 4.43 3.21 5.29 2.56 

 



133 

 

 

Figure 4. Mean Within-term multiple choice (WT MC) scores by 
pretest quartile for the TDI class. 

Figure 5. Mean Within-term multiple choice (WT MC) scores by 
pretest quartile for the CBI class. 

WT1                 WT2                    WT3 

 WT1                   WT2                    WT3 
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Figure 7. Mean Within-term essay (WT ES) scores by pretest 
quartile for the CBI class. 

Figure 6. Mean Within-term essay (WT ES) scores by pretest 
quartile for the TDI class. 

 WT1                   WT2                    WT3 

 WT1                    WT2                     WT3 
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RQ 2: Did Preservice Teachers Taught with CBI and TDI Differ in Development of 

Cognitive Processes?  

RQ 2a: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’  

Self-efficacy? 

Pre and post CA Surveys and Essays, skill ratings on the demographics survey, 

and final exam essays (Fin Es 1, reflection; Fin Es 2 application) were analyzed to answer 

RQ2. Analysis of self-efficacy results also included comparisons of students’ CA Survey 

self-efficacy ratings with examination scores. Abbreviations for individual survey items 

and essay codes are provided in the section where they first appear. Refer to CA Survey 

(Appendix I) and CA Essay codebooks (Appendix J & K) for complete wording of 

survey items and essay codes.  

CA Survey Self-efficacy Ratings  

For the whole sample, pre and post CA Survey self-efficacy ratings fell above 

average (7-point Likert scale; M = 5.25 to 5.81; Table 12). CA Survey self-efficacy 

ratings were tested for and met assumptions of normality and sphericity. The ratings were 

subjected to a repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with pre and post CA Survey self-

efficacy ratings as the repeated variable [Time], and Class as the between subjects factor). 

Results yielded a main effect for Time (F = 4.160; p = .012) and a significant interaction 

for Time by Class (F = 4.070; p = .013). Follow-up univariate tests yielded a main effect 

of Time for Develop Skills (F = 12.529; p = .001) and a significant interaction of Class by 

Time for Develop Skills (F = 6.627; p = .014). An examination of mean ratings found 

Develop Skills increased more for the CBI class. Thus, self-efficacy ratings, for both 
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classes, started out above average and significantly increased from the beginning of the 

semester to the end. Develop Skills significantly increased for both classes, but especially 

for the CBI class.  

I also analyzed percentage of students who rated their self-efficacy the highest 

rating (7 out of 7). On the post CA Survey more students in the CBI class than the TDI 

class rated themselves a 7 out of 7 on each of the three ratings (Table 13). Notably, 60% 

of students in the CBI condition self-reported the top rating (7 out of 7) on Develop 

Skills, compared to 19% in the TDI class.  

To determine if all three self-efficacy items could be collapsed into one general 

self-efficacy rating, I conducted correlational analyses of pre and post CA Survey self-

efficacy ratings (see Table 14). For the TDI class, self-efficacy ratings were uncorrelated 

at the beginning of the semester, but all three were significantly correlated at the end. I 

found the opposite pattern for the CBI class: all self-efficacy ratings were significantly 

correlated at the beginning of the semester, but only two (Develop Skills and Teach 1st 

Year) were correlated at the end. I also found that TDI pre CA Survey Meet Needs ratings 

significantly predicted Meet Needs at the end of the semester, but neither pre CA Survey 

ratings Develop Skills or Teach First Year predicted end of semester ratings. For the CBI 

class, only pre CA Survey Develop Skills ratings predicted end of semester ratings. From 

these findings I concluded that the CA Survey self-efficacy ratings could not be collapsed 

into and analyzed as a single variable. 

Unrealistic optimism. To examine the potential development of unrealistic 

optimism (Weinstein, 1989), I correlated students’ pretest scores with pre CA Survey 
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self-efficacy ratings and posttest scores with post CA Survey self-efficacy ratings. I 

found no relationship between pretest scores and pre CA Survey self-efficacy ratings, nor 

did I find a relationship between posttest scores and post CA Survey self-efficacy ratings. 

Thus, demonstration of theoretical knowledge on a multiple-choice test did not predict 

students’ self-reported self-efficacy.  

CA Essay Self-efficacy Codes  

Pre and post CA Essays were coded for the presence of self-efficacy. Students 

rarely represented self-efficacy in CA Essays. On the pre CA Essay, in the TDI class, one 

essay was coded for high self-efficacy and two for moderate self-efficacy. On the pre CA 

Essay for the CBI class, one essay was coded for conflicted or ambiguous self-efficacy 

and one for concern for the child’s self-efficacy.  

On the post CA Essay, one TDI essay was coded for conflicted or ambiguous self-

efficacy and one for low self-efficacy. The essay coded for low self-efficacy is the only 

case in which both pre and post CA Essays were coded for self-efficacy. In the CBI class, 

two post CA Essays were coded for consideration of the child’s self-efficacy. No 

moderate or high self-efficacy for either class was coded on the post CA Essays. 
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Table 12  

Mean of Pre and Post CA Survey Self Efficacy Codes  

  Pre CA Survey Post CA Survey 

Class n 
Meet  
Needs 

   Develop 
   Skills 

Teach 
Effectively 

Meet  
Needs 

   Develop 
   Skills 

Teach 
Effectively 

TDI 21 5.25 5.65 5.66 5.76 5.86 5.81 

CBI 24 5.72 5.40 5.52 5.79 6.42 5.69 

Total 45 5.51 5.51 5.58 5.78 6.16 5.74 

 

 

Table 13  

Percentage of Students who Rated Themselves 7 out of 7 on Pre and Post CA Survey Self 
Efficacy Ratings  

   Pre CA Survey  Post CA Survey 

Class n 
Meet  
Needs 

   Develop 
   Skills 

Teach 
Effectively 

Meet  
Needs 

   Develop 
   Skills 

Teach 
Effectively 

TDI 21 0.00 9.50 19.00 14.30 19.00 4.80 

CBI 24 20.60 20.00 20.00 24.00 60.00 16.00 
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Table 14 

Intercorrelations Between Pre CA Survey Self-Efficacy Ratings and Post CA Survey Self-
Efficacy Ratings   

  Pre Post  

  TDI  n = 21 

  Meet 
Needs 

Develop 
Skills 

Teach 1st 
Year 

Meet 
Needs 

Develop 
Skills 

Teach 1st 
Year 

Pre Meet 
Needs − .07 .12 .45*   

 Develop 
Skills  − .26  -.13  

 Teach 1st 
Year   −   .38 

Post Meet 
Needs    − .52* .77** 

 Develop 
Skills     − .55* 

 Teach 1st 
Year      − 

  
CBI n = 24 

Pre Meet 
Needs − .53** .51** .36   

 Develop 
Skills  − .63**  .67**  

 Teach 1st 
Year   −   .36 

Post Meet 
Needs          − .27 .25 

 Develop 
Skills      − .46* 

 Teach 1st 
Year      − 
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RQ 2b: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’ 

Implicit Theories of Ability? 

Implicit theories of ability were coded in the pre and post CA Essay. Table 15 

displays the Percentage of essays coded for incremental and entity theory and for the 

presence of implicit theories for each class. From the beginning of the semester to the 

end, the presence of implicit theories of ability in students’ essays doubled. CA Essays 

written by students in the TDI class were coded for incremental theory more frequently 

than the CBI class at both the beginning and end of the semester. CBI students’ were 

coded for incremental theory five times more at the end of the semester than at the 

beginning. Data were screened and seriously violated the assumption of normality, 

therefore they were not subjected to parametric quantitative analysis.  
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Table 15  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Implicit Theories of 
Ability  

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class n Incremental    Entity Either Incremental    Entity    Either

TDI 21 19.00 19.00 33.00 38.10 23.80 61.90

CBI 24 4.00 12.00 16.00 20.00 24.00 36.00

Total 45 10.90 15.20 23.90 28.30 23.90 47.80

Note: Percentages do not total in the either column as some essays were coded 
for both entity and incremental implicit theories of ability. 
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RQ 2c: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’ Causal 

Attributions? 

CA Survey Attribution Ratings  

 Students’ attributions for Rueben’s inadequate academic progress were assessed 

via their ratings of eight attributions on the pre and post CA Surveys (Table 16). On the 

pre CA Survey, the four highest rated attributions were: the child is being rushed 

(Rushed); the child has had inadequate previous educational opportunity (Educational 

Opportunity); the child has had inadequate previous instruction (Inadequate Previous 

Instruction); and the child is immature (Immaturity). Several pre and post CA Survey 

attribution ratings did not meet the assumption of normality. Table 17 displays skeweness 

statistics for CA Survey attribution ratings. Because skewness was not seriously violated 

for the four highest rated attributions, parametric analyses were conducted on these 

ratings. 

 A repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with pre and post CA Survey attribution 

ratings as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the between subjects variable) 

revealed a significant increase from pre to post CA Survey for both Educational 

Opportunity (F = 6.851, p = .012) and Inadequate Previous Instruction (F = 5.554, p = 

.023). Thus at the beginning and end of the semester, students in both classes most often 

attributed the cause of Rueben’s struggle to his maturity (Immaturity and Rushed) or 

quality of his educational experiences (Inadequate Previous Instruction and Educational 

Opportunity), and were significantly more likely to make causal attributions related to 
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education at the end of the semester (Inadequate Previous Instruction and Educational 

Opportunity). 

To further explore differences between the classes on Rushed, I correlated 

students’ pre CA Survey attribution ratings for Rushed with the CA Essay miscellaneous 

code Age (this variable was coded “present” if the essay mentioned Rueben’s age). For 

the TDI class, I found no relationship between CA Essays (pre or post) that mentioned 

Rueben’s age and CA Survey attribution ratings (pre or post) for Rushed. However, for 

the CBI class I found significant positive correlations between CA Essays that mentioned 

Rueben’s age and CA Survey attribution ratings of Rushed at both the beginning (r = 

.457; p = .025) and end of the semester (r = .444; p = .030). 

 Attributional complexity. To examine changes in students’ attributional 

complexity I analyzed the number of attributions in pre and post CA Surveys. Data were 

coded categorically for endorsing 3 or fewer (Less), or four or more (More) attributions. 

Table 18 contains percentages of CA Surveys that contained Less and More attributions. I 

conducted a repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with pre and post CA Survey 

attributional complexity [Less or More] as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the 

between subjects variable). Results revealed a significant interaction for Time by Class (F 

= 5.97; p = .019). Follow-up repeated measures ANOVA on each class separately (with 

pre and post CA Survey attributional complexity [Less or More] as the repeated variable 

[Time]) revealed a significant increase in attributional complexity for the TDI class (F = 

6.250, p = .021). The decrease in attributional complexity for the CBI class was not 

statistically significant (F = .145, p = .750). 
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CA Essay Attribution Codes  

 Table 19 reports Percentage of essays coded for each of eight attributions. CA 

Essay attribution codes were subjected to a repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with pre 

and post CA Essay attribution codes as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the 

between subjects variable). There were no main effects for Time or Class for any of the 

attributions and no significant interactions were detected, however, the interaction for 

Class and Time, was nearly significant for the attribution young (F = 3.853; p = .056). 

Even though this interaction is not statistically significant, it is consistent with data 

patterns that suggest CBI students consolidated their attributions around Rueben’s age 

and maturity.  
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Table 16  
Mean Attribution Ratings in Pre and Post Case Analyses Surveys 

  Pre CA Survey Post CA Survey 

Class 
n Immature Genetically 

Predisposed
Plays too 

Much 
Educational 
Opportunity

 
Immature Genetically 

Predisposed
Plays too 

Much 
Educational 
Opportunity

TDI 21 1.19 .10 .48 1.52 .67 .48 .19 2.95 

CBI 24 1.00 .21 1.29 1.33 .92 .12 .54 1.71 

Total 45 1.09 .16 .91 1.42 .80 .29 .38 2.29 

  
Rushed 

Not  
Bright 

Poor  
Effort 

Inadequate 
Previous 

Instruction 

 
Rushed 

Not  
Bright 

Poor  
Effort 

Inadequate 
Previous 

Instruction 

TDI 21 2.90 .10 .57 1.33 2.48 .10 .24 2.29 

CBI 24 3.08 .17 .67 1.38 3.33 .00 .25 2.25 

Total 45 3.00 .13 .62 1.36 2.93 .04 .24 2.27 
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Table 17  

Skewness Statistics for Pre and Post CA Survey Attribution Ratings 

 Attribution Rating Skewness 

Statistic 
Pre  CA Survey Does not Try 2.52 

 Inadequate Ed Opportunity *  1.58 

Immature *  1.22 

Not Bright   3.24 

 Inadequate Previous Instruction *  0.48 

 Rushed/Needs Gift of Time*   0.31 

 Plays Too Much/Works Too Little   1.24 

  Genetically Predisposed to Struggle   4.06 

   
Post CA Survey Does not Try   2.99 

 Inadequate Ed Opportunity *  1.23 

Immature *  1.66 

Not Bright   4.58 

 Inadequate Previous Instruction *  1.78 

 Rushed/Needs Gift of Time *  0.86 

 Plays Too Much/Works Too Little   2.86 

 Genetically Predisposed to Struggle   4.17 

 

*Indicates highest rated attributions that were included in parametric analyses
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Table 18  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Surveys with Multiple Attributions 
Endorsed 

  Pre CA Survey Post CA Survey 

Class n Less More Less More 

TDI 21 57.00 43.00 33.00 67.00 

CBI 24 38.00 63.00 54.00 46.00 
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Table 19.  

 Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for 
Attributions  

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class n Young Disabled Moved Educational 
Opportunity  Young Disabled Moved Educational 

Opportunity

TDI 21 19.00 28.60 23.80 0.00 14.30 38.10 33.30 4.80 

CBI 24 12.00 24.00 8.00 0.00 36.00 40.00 20.00 8.00 

Total 45 15.20 26.10 15.20 0.00 26.10 39.10 26.10 6.00 
          

  
English 
Skills 

Slow 
Learner 

Poor Effort Toys 
 English 

Skills 
Slow 

Learner 
Poor  
Effort 

Plays with 
Toys 

TDI 21 0.00 14.30 0.00 4.80 0.00 4.80 0.00 9.50 

CBI 24 0.00 8.00 0.00 16.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 16.00 

Total 45 0.00 10.90 0.00 10.90 0.00 6.50 0.00 13.00 
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RQ 2d: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’  

Critical Thinking? 

Changes in students’ critical thinking were assessed via three measures: the CA 

Essay holistic critical thinking code, CA Essay critical thinking codes, and students’ final 

exam essays (Fin Es 1 reflection, and Fin Es 2 application). 

CA Essay Holistic Critical Thinking Code  

Descriptive statistics for CA Essay holistic Critical Thinking and Writing Quality 

codes are reported in Table 20. Descriptive statistics for Errors and Word Count Estimate 

are reported in Table 21. CA Essay holistic Critical Thinking codes were subjected to a 

repeated measures mixed ANOVA (with pre and post CA Essay holistic critical thinking 

as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the between subjects variable). Analysis 

revealed a significant main effect for Time (F = 16.257; p < .000) and no significant 

interaction between Time and Class. I conducted a two-way ANOVA on post CA Essay 

holistic Critical Thinking codes, with Class as the between subjects variable and 

controlled for pre and post Writing Quality, Errors, and Word Count Estimates. I found a 

significant effect for Class. When verbal fluency (operationalized as Writing Quality, 

Errors, and Word Count Estimates) and pre CA Critical Thinking were held constant, the 

TDI class demonstrated significantly greater growth on holistic Critical Thinking.   

CA Essay Critical Thinking Codes 

The typical CA Essay for both classes contained no factual errors or 

unsubstantiated assumptions. Students’ primary goal was to inform parents. They 

typically portrayed the teacher as sole decision-maker, and considered multiple sources of 
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information. They did not typically consider contradictory information. None of the 

essays were coded for critical reflection. Tables containing descriptive data for the whole 

sample and disaggregated by class follow narrative reports of results. Most CA Essay 

critical thinking codes seriously violated assumptions of normality and therefore were not 

subjected to quantitative analysis. 

Critical thinking: factual errors, unsubstantiated assumptions, and reiteration. 

For the whole sample, students accurately recalled factual case information and did not 

merely restate the case. (Table 22). When analyzed by class (Table 23), similar patterns 

were revealed. I found a substantial increase for unsubstantiated assumptions for the TDI 

class (e.g., assuming Rueben’s first language was Spanish). In the TDI class reiteration 

decreased to zero; reiteration remained the same pre to post in the CBI class. 

Critical thinking: goals. For the whole sample, students’ most frequent goal, in 

both pre and post CA Essays, was to Inform Parents (pre and post CA Essay = 91.30%; 

Table 24). Analysis by class revealed an increase for the TDI class, pre to post for Inform 

Parents, but a decrease for the CBI class (Table 25). Collaborate with Parents, was also 

coded frequently in the pre CA Essays, but this goal decreased substantially in the post 

CA Essay for both classes. Improve Instruction increased for both classes, nearly 

doubling for the TDI class and increasing 25% for the CBI class.  

Critical thinking: decision-makers. CA Essays were analyzed for who made the 

final decision about Rueben: did teachers make the final decision? Were decisions left up 

to parents? Did teachers and parents decide together? Were other educators involved? 

Most frequently students wrote CA Essays in which decisions were made by the teacher 
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alone (By Teacher; Table 26). The number of CA Essays in which decisions were made 

By Teacher increased by 50% in the post CA Essay. Analysis by class (Table 27) 

revealed that both classes increased substantially pre to post CA Essay for By Teacher. 

The second most frequent pre CA Essay decision-maker code, Collaboration with 

Parents, started at fewer than 10% of CA Essays and decreased to zero in the post CA 

Essay for both classes. None of the CA Essays (pre or post) were coded for Collaboration 

with Other Professionals or Collaboration with Parents & Other Professionals. For the 

CBI class, 8% of students in both pre and post CA Essays described decisions made By 

Parents. None of the TDI CA Essays were coded for decisions made By Parents. Thus, in 

the post CA Essays, for the TDI class all decision-makers were teachers; for the CBI 

class most decision-makers were teachers, a few were parents.  

Critical thinking: considering multiple sources and contradictory information. 

For the whole sample (Table 28), the overwhelming majority of students considered 

Multiple Sources of information in both pre and post CA Essays (pre and post CA Essays 

= 91.30%). Approximately one third of pre CA Essays were coded for considering 

Contradictory Information, which increased to over 40% in the post CA Essay. Analysis 

by class (Table 29) revealed that Multiple Sources increased for the TDI class, but 

decreased for the CBI class. Both classes increased pre to post CA Essay for 

Contradictory Information; the TDI class increased substantially more than the CBI class.   

Critical thinking: reflection. None of the pre or post CA Essays were coded for 

critical reflection. For the whole sample (Table 30), non-reflection decreased from 83% 
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to 37%, pre to post CA Essay. Reflection increased substantially from nearly 7% to nearly 

46%.  Analysis by class (Table 31) revealed similar patterns across both classes.   

Final Essays: Reflection and Application 

Overall, students in both classes performed similarly on final exam essays (see 

Table 32 for descriptive statistics). I conducted correlational analysis to determine the 

most logical way to compare classes by quartile. Pretest scores significantly predicted 

within-term essay averages for both classes (TDI r = .494, p = .023; CBI r = .621, p = 

.001); were weakly correlated with TDI final exam essays (Fin Es 1 r = .278, p = .222; 

Fin Es 2 r = .193, p = .402), and uncorrelated for CBI final exam essays (Fin Es 1 r = 

.039, p = .857; Fin Es 2 r = .086, p = .689). To capture differences between classes on 

final exam essays based on WT ES performance, I analyzed final exam essay scores by 

WT ES average quartiles (Table 33). Analysis revealed an unexpected finding: on Fin Es 

1(reflection) the lowest CBI quartile out-performed all other CBI quartiles, and all but the 

top TDI quartile.   
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Table 20 

Mean and Standard Deviations of Pre and Post CA Essay Holistic Critical 
Thinking and Writing Quality Codes 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

  Critical  
Thinking 

Writing  
Quality 

Critical  
Thinking 

Writing  
Quality 

Class N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

TDI 21 3.10 .63 2.95 .50 3.81 .75 2.86 .73 

CBI 24 2.96 .69 2.92 .50 3.50 .78 3.25 .68 

Note: Rated on a 1 to 5 scale. 
 

 

Table 21 

Mean and Standard Deviations of Pre and Post CA Essay Error and Estimated 
Word Count Codes 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

  Errors 
Estimated  

Word Count 
Errors 

Estimated  
Word Count 

Class N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

TDI 21 5.52 4.00 164.86 34.00 8.14 6.10 266.38 47.79 

CBI 24 3.71 2.69 190.83 45.39 4.58 3.65 246.08 71.56 
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Table 22 

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Errors, Unsubstantiated Assumptions, and 
Reiteration for Whole Sample. 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

 n Factual 
Errors 

 Unsubstantiated 
Assumptions 

More than Half 
Reiteration 

Factual 
Errors 

Unsubstantiated 
Assumptions 

More than Half 
Reiteration 

 45 0.00 8.70 6.50 0.00 17.40 4.30 
 

 

Table 23 

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Errors, Unsubstantiated Assumptions, and 
Reiteration by Class.  

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class n Factual 
Errors 

 Unsubstantiated 
Assumptions 

More than Half 
Reiteration 

Factual 
Errors 

Unsubstantiated 
Assumptions 

More than Half 
Reiteration 

TDI 21 0.00 4.80 4.80 0.00 19.00 0.00 

CBI 24 0.00 12.00 8.00 0.00 16.00 8.00 
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Table 24  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Critical Thinking Goal Codes for Whole Sample.

 Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay   

 n Collaborate  
w/ Parents 

 Learn From 
Parents 

Persuade  
Parents 

Collaborate 
w/ Parents 

 Learn From 
Parents 

Persuade  
Parents 

 45 30.40 13.00 17.40 15.20 10.90 15.20 

        

 
45 

Inform  
Parents 

 Be Organized Improve 
Instruction 

Inform  
Parents 

 Be Organized Improve 
Instruction 

  91.30 13.00 8.70 91.30 10.90 15.20 
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Table 25  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Critical Thinking Goal Codes by Class. 

 Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

 n Collaborate  
w/ Parents 

 Learn From 
Parents 

Persuade  
Parents 

Collaborate  
w/ Parents 

 Learn From 
Parents 

Persuade  
Parents 

TDI 21 33.33 14.30 19.00 19.00 14.30 14.30 

CBI 24 28.00 12.00 16.00 12.00 8.00 16.00 

        

 
 

Inform  
Parents 

 Be Organized Improve 
Instruction 

Inform  
Parents 

 Be Organized Improve 
Instruction 

TDI 21 90.50 9.50 9.50 95.20 19.00 19.00 

CBI 24 92.00 16.00 8.00 88.00 4.00 12.00 
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Table 26 

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Critical Thinking Who Makes Decision Codes for Whole 
Sample. 

Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

n By Teacher  By Parents By Other 
Professional By Teacher  By Parents By Other 

Professional 

45 21.70 4.30 0.00 34.80 4.30 0.00 

       

45 Collaboration w/ 
Parents 

 Collaboration w/ 
Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parent &  

Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parents 

 Collaboration w/ 
Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parent &  

Other Prof 

 8.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Table 27  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Critical Thinking Who Makes Decision Codes by 
Class. 

 Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

 n By Teacher  By Parents By Other 
Professional By Teacher  By Parents By Other 

Professional 

TDI 21 28.60 0.00 0.00 42.00 0.00 0.00 

CBI 24 16.00 8.00 0.00 28.00 8.00 0.00 

        

 
 Collaboration w/ 

Parents 
 Collaboration w/ 

Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parent &  

Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parents 

 Collaboration w/ 
Other Prof 

Collaboration w/ 
Parent &  

Other Prof 

TDI  9.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

CBI  8.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Table 28  

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Considering Multiple Sources 
of Data, Contradictory Information for the Whole Sample 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

 n Multiple  
Sources 

 Contradictory 
Information 

Multiple  
Sources 

 Contradictory 
Information 

 45 91.30 34.80 91.30 43.50 
 

Table 29   

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Considering Multiple Sources 
of Data, Contradictory Information by Class 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class n Multiple  
Sources 

 Contradictory 
Information 

Multiple  
Sources 

 Contradictory 
Information 

TDI 21 90.50 33.00 95.20 47.60 

CBI 24 92.00 36.00 88.00 40.00 
 159 
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Table 30. 

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Non-Reflection, Understanding and Reflection for 
the Whole Sample. 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

 n Non-
Reflection  Understanding Reflection Non-

Reflection  Understanding Reflection 

 45 82.60 6.50 6.50 37.00 13.00 45.70 
 

 

Table 31. 

Percentage of Pre and Post Case Analyses Essays Coded for Non-Reflection, Understanding and Reflection by 
Class. 

 Pre CA Essay 

 

Post CA Essay 

Class n Non-Reflection  Understanding Reflection Non-Reflection  Understanding Reflection 

TDI 21 76.20 4.80 14.30 23.80 19.00 52.40 

CBI 24 88.00 8.00 0.00 48.00 8.00 40.00 
 

160 
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Table 32. 

Descriptive Statistics for Final Exams Essays by Class  

     Class 

     TDI 

n = 21 

   CBI 

n = 24 

Exam 
Total 

Possible Mean SD SEM Mean SD SEM 

Final Essay 1 
(Reflection) 25 17.38 3.93 0.86 17.71 5.31 1.08 

Final Essay 2 
(Application) 

25 19.43 4.06 0.89 19.29 3.97 0.81 
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Table 33. 

Descriptive Statistics for Final Essay Scores by Class and Within-Term 
Essay Average Quartile  

 FIN ES 1 

(Reflection) 

FIN ES 2 

(Application) 

Class Quartile N Mean SD Mean SD 

TDI Highest Quartile (Q1) 6 21.33 3.62 19.33 1.75 

 High Average Quartile (Q2) 4 15.75 3.59 22.00 2.45 

 Low Average Quartile (Q3) 5 14.80 2.59 21.00 2.65 

 Lowest Quartile (Q4) 6 16.67 2.73 16.50 5.96 

CBI Highest Quartile (Q1) 6 18.17 2.93 17.83 5.49 

High Average Quartile (Q2) 7 16.14 7.40 20.29 3.55 

Low Average Quartile (Q3) 5 16.20 5.12 20.20 3.49 

Lowest Quartile (Q4) 6 20.33 4.50 18.83 3.55 



163 

RQ 3: Did Preservice Teachers Taught with CBI and TDI Differ in Their Decisions? 

RQ 3a: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’ 

Decisions for a Student Making Inadequate Academic Progress? 

The four CA Survey decision questions (Refer for Special Ed, Retain in Grade, 

Modify Instruction, Tutor; Table 34) were also coded in the CA Essays. Content 

analysis of the CA Essays revealed four additional decision themes (Parents Help, 

Refer for Other Program, Summer/After School, Recommend Other Tutor) which were 

also coded (Table 35).  

CA Survey Decision Ratings  

Of the four CA Survey decisions both classes rated Tutor highest at the 

beginning of the semester. The lowest rated decision for the TDI class at the beginning 

of the semester was Refer for Special Education and the lowest rated for the CBI class 

was Modify Instruction. Post CA Survey decision ratings remained highest for Tutor 

for both classes. Retain in Grade became the lowest rated recommendation for the TDI 

class, Modify Instruction remained the lowest rated for the CBI class. Repeated 

measures mixed ANOVAs (with each of the four pre and post CA Survey decisions 

codes as the repeated measures [Time] and Class as the between subjects variable) 

revealed a main effect of Time for Modify Instruction (F = 10.975, p = .002), 

indicating that in both classes decision ratings for Modify Instruction increased 

significantly. Analyses also revealed a nearly significant interaction for Class and 

Time for the Retain in Grade decision rating (F = 3.096, p = .086). The pre and post 

CA Survey decision ratings for Retain in Grade were subjected to an independent 
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samples t tests which revealed a significant decrease from the beginning to the end of 

the semester for the TDI class (t (20) = 3.52, p = .002, two-tailed), but no significant 

change for the CBI class (t (23) = .167, p = .864, two-tailed).  

CA Essay Decision Codes  

Nearly 50% of the TDI pre CA Essays and 40% of the CBI pre CA Essays 

discussed attempts to secure parents’ help. On post CA Essays, Parent Help remained 

the most frequently coded decision for the TDI class. For the CBI class, Parent Help 

decreased slightly and Retain in Grade, which doubled in frequency over pre CA 

Essay codes, became the most frequently coded decision (56%).  

Quantitative analysis of the pre to post CA Essay decision codes revealed 

trends similar to the CA Survey decision ratings. Repeated measures mixed ANOVAs 

(with pre and post CA Essay codes for each of the decisions as the repeated variable 

[Time] and Class as the between subjects variable) revealed a significant Class by 

Time interaction for CA Essay Retain in Grade (F = 5.132, p = .029) and a nearly 

significant Class by Time interaction for Modify Instruction (F = 3.943, p = .054). Post 

TDI CA Essays were significantly less likely to be coded for Retain in Grade and 

significantly more likely to be coded for Modify Instruction than post CBI CA Essays.  

Summary of Decision Ratings and Codes 

Students in both classes, on average, increased ratings of Modify Instruction. 

However, only the TDI class increased in the frequency of describing a decision to 

Modify Instruction in the CA Essay. In regards to the decision Retain in Class, mean 

ratings on the CA Survey and Percentage of codes on the CA Essay decreased from 
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the beginning to the end of the semester for the TDI class, with CA Survey mean 

ratings decreasing significantly. For the CBI class, CA Survey mean ratings for Retain 

in Class did not change from the beginning to the end of the semester, and percentage 

of CA Essays coded for Retain in Class significantly increased. There were no 

significant differences pre to post or between classes for any other decision codes. 
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Table 34.  

Pre and Post CA Surveys Mean Decision Ratings 

  Pre CA Survey Post CA Survey 

Class 
n 

Refer 
Special 

Education 

Retain in 
Grade 

Modify 
Instruction Tutor  

 Refer 
Special 

Education

Retain in 
Grade 

Modify 
Instruction Tutor  

TDI 21 3.95 4.45 4.30 6.25 3.65 3.30 5.15 6.35 

CBI 24 4.25 4.38 3.46 5.54 4.38 4.29 4.25 5.92 

Total 45 4.11 4.41 3.84 5.93 4.05 3.84 4.66 6.11 

 

Table 35. 

Pre and Post CA Essays Percentage Coded for Decisions 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class 
n 

Refer 
Special 

Education 

Retain in 
Grade 

Modify 
Instruction Tutor  

Refer 
Special 

Education

Retain in 
Grade 

Modify 
Instruction Tutor 

TDI 21 28.16 38.10 9.6 0.00 33.30 37.10 23.90 4.80

CBI 24 28.00 36.00 12.00 4.00 48.00 56.00 4.20 20.00

Total 45         
          

  

Parent 
Help 

Summer/
After 

School 

Refer 
Other 

Programs

Other 
Tutor 

Parent 
Help 

Summer/
After 

School 

Refer 
Other 

Programs 

Other 
Tutor 

TDI 21 47.60 4.80 4.80 14.30 47.60 23.80 14.30 19.00

CBI 24 40.00 4.00 4.00 12.00 32.00 20.00 4.00 4.00

Total 45         
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RQ 3b: What were the Differences or Similarities between Classes in Students’ 

Acceptance of Responsibility for Addressing the Needs of a Child Making Inadequate 

Academic Progress? 

CA Essay Responsibility Codes  

In both classes, students rarely described solutions in which the teacher 

accepted responsibility for addressing Rueben’s inadequate academic progress. Table 

36 contains descriptive data for CA Essay responsibility codes. CA Essays that 

described the teacher taking responsibility for Rueben’s learning decreased for both 

classes from the beginning of the semester to the end. Conversely, CA Essay coders 

found over 76% of post TDI CA Essays and 80% of post CBI CA Essays described 

solutions in which other educators were responsible for Rueben’s learning. After other 

educators, students most often described solutions in which parents were responsible 

for addressing Rueben’s learning. Repeated measures mixed ANOVAs (with pre and 

post CA Essay responsibility codes as the repeated variable [Time] and Class as the 

between subjects variable) yielded a main effect of Time (F = 3.589; p = .009). Post 

hoc analysis revealed a significant linear trend for Other Educator Responsible (F = 

4.793; p = .034). Thus, at the beginning of the semester, students in both classes 

frequently made decisions that required another educator take responsibility for 

Rueben’s learning and the frequency of making such a decision significantly increased 

at semester’s end.  

 



168 

 

Table 36. 

Percentage of Pre and Post CA Essays Coded for Responsibility for Addressing 
Child’s Learning Needs.  

 

  Pre CA Essay Post CA Essay 

Class n NoOne Teacher Parent Child Other  No One Teacher Parent Child Other 

TDI 21 9.50 9.50 47.60 0.00 61.90  0.00 5.00 47.60 4.80 76.20 

CBI 24 16.00 12.00 44.00 0.00 64.00  8.00 5.00 28.00 8.00 80.00 
            

 

168 
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RQ 3c: What Cognitive Process Predicted Student Decisions? Did Class Significantly 

Contribute to the Predictive Model? 

 Forward stepwise conditional logistic regression was used to examine which 

cognitive processing variables, if any, best predicted students’ endorsement of the four 

CA Survey decisions (Refer for Special Education, Retain in Grade, Modify 

Instruction, and Tutor).  Logistical regression was used because it is robust to 

violations of normality and many predictor variables had non-normal distributions. 

Logistic regression requires a categorical dependent variable. I converted post CA 

Survey decision ratings to dichotomous variables to accommodate this requirement. 

Ratings of 5, 6, and 7 were considered an endorsement and ratings of 4 (neutral) and 

below were coded as non-endorsement. All logistic regression analyses included the 

variable Class to determine if class membership significantly contributed to the 

predictive model. To determine if the model improved prediction above pre CA 

Survey ratings, analyses also included the pre CA Survey rating on the corresponding 

Likert scale variable for each of the four decisions. All initial analyses also included 

post CA Survey ratings for attributions and self-efficacy; and post CA Essay codes for 

affective, implicit theory, critical thinking goal and reflection.  

Stepwise probability was set at .05 for entry and .10 for removal. Classification 

cut off was set at .50 and maximum iterations set at 30. Percentage of variance 

accounted for was estimated with Nagelkerke R Square. I decided a priori to accept 

models that explained the most variance while retaining only significant variables. 

Tabchnick and Fidell (2007) recommend raising the significance criteria for retaining 
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variables in logistic regression. Consistent with their recommendation, models were 

retained if all variables were significant at p < .10. Although some argue for retaining 

non-significant variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), because this is an exploratory 

analysis, I was interested in retaining models with robust variables. Also, with a small 

sample size and many variables, analyses may fail to converge, stopping short of a 

complete solution. If initial analysis fails to converge, Tabachnick & Fidell (2007) 

recommend removing variables. Consistent with their recommendation, if initial 

analysis failed to converge I removed all variables with significance ratings above .40 

(except Class and the corresponding pre CA Survey decision rating which were 

always retained) and ran the analysis again. I accepted models that converged after this 

adjustment, and rejected models that did not. Tables for accepted models follow the 

narrative text for each decision analysis. 

 Refer for Special Education. The analysis of Refer for Special Education failed 

to converge. The following variables had significance levels above .40 in the initial 

analysis and were removed from the model: 

 PostCA_A1 Post CA Essay Affect: Child’s Affect 

 PostCA_A3 Post CA Essay Affect: Teacher’s Affect 

 PostCA_A5 Post CA Essay Affect: Negative Teacher Affect 

 PostCA_I1 Post CA Essay Implicit Theories: Incremental  

 PostCA_CTG1 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Collaborate with Parents 

 PostCA_CTG3 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Persuade Parents 

 PostCA_CTG4 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Inform Parents 

 PostCA_CTG5 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Be Organized 

 Post_P2_2ATb Post CA Survey attribution: Inadequate Educational Opportunity 

 Post_P2_2ATd Post CA Survey attribution: Not Bright 
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 Post_P2_2ATf Post CA Survey attribution: Rushed 

 Post_P2_2SE1 Post CA Survey self-efficacy: Meet Needs (of students like Rueben) 

 The significance rating for pre CA Survey decision rating Refer for Special 

Education was also above .40 (p = .768) but was retained in the model to maintain 

logical consistency of the analyses (i.e., to determine if variables added prediction 

above pre CA Survey decision ratings). The analysis was conducted again, and again 

failed to converge, indicating that there were no reliable patterns of variables that 

predicted students’ end of the semester endorsement of Refer for Special Education. 

 Retain in Grade. The analysis for Retain in Grade converged after 4 iterations 

and returned a solution with one step. The only variable included in the model was the 

post CA Survey attribution rating Rushed (Table 37). Neither class membership nor 

pre CA Survey Retain in Grade decision ratings contributed significant prediction. 

This model accounted for 26% of the variance in post CA Survey Retain in Grade 

endorsements and correctly predicted 66% of decisions (Table 38).  
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Table 37. 

Logistic Regression Statistics for Variables in the Equation for Post CA Survey 
Decision Retain in Grade. 

Step Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
 
Step 1 

 
Post_P2_2ATf 
Post CA Survey 
Attribution – 
Rushed  
 

0.393 0.147 7.098 1 0.008 1.481 

Constant -1.437 0.546 6.92 1 0.009 0.238 
 

 

Table 38. 

Logistic Regression Statistics for Classification Table for Post CA Survey Decision 
Retain in Grade.  
   Predicted 
   Post CA Survey 

Retain in Grade 
Endorsed 

Percentage 
Correct Step Observed 

 Not 
Endorsed Endorsed 

Step 1 Post CA Survey 
Retain in Grade 
Endorsed 

Not 
Endorsed 19 6 76.0 

Endorsed 9 10 52.6 

 Overall 
Percentage 

   65.9 
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 Modify Instruction. The initial analysis for Modify Instruction failed to 

converge. The following variables obtained significance levels above .40 in the initial 

analysis and were removed from the model: 

 PostCA_A3 Post CA Essay Affect: Teacher’s Affect 

 PostCA_A4 Post CA Essay Affect: Positive Teacher Affect 

 PostCA_I1 Post CA Essay Implicit Theories: Entity  

 PostCA_CTG1 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Collaborate with Parents 

 PostCA_CTG2 Post CA Critical Thinking Goals: Learn from Parents 

 Post_P2_2ATb Post CA Survey Attribution: Immature 

The analysis was conducted again and converged after 9 iterations. A three-

step solution was obtained (Table 39). Step 3 explained 86% of the variance in post 

CA Survey decision Modify Instruction and correctly classified 89% of cases (Table 

40). In addition to the pre CA Survey ratings for modifying instruction (which was the 

only variable significant in all three steps and accounted for 54% of the variance when 

considered alone), Step 3 included the post CA Essay critical thinking goal code 

Persuade Parents and the post CA Survey self-efficacy rating Teach First Year.  All 

three variables in Step 3 were significant. Results indicate that the strongest predictor 

of Modify Instruction at the end of the semester was Modify Instruction ratings at the 

beginning of the semester and that end of semester ratings of self-efficacy for first year 

teaching and representations of attempting to persuade parents in the post CA Essay 

contributed additional significant prediction. 
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Table 39.  

Logistic Regression Statistics for Variables in the Equation for Post CA Survey 
Decision Modify Instruction. 

Step Variables B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1 

 

Pre CA Survey 
Decision – 
Modify 
Instruction  

0.982 0.271 13.156 1 0.000 2.671

Constant -3.396 1.028 10.919 1 0.001 0.033

Step 2 Post CA Survey 
Self-Efficacy – 
Teach 1st Year 
 

2.256 0.879 6.586 1 0.010 9.547

Pre CA Survey 
Decision – 
Modify 
Instruction 

1.339 0.437 9.390 1 0.002 3.814

Constant -17.32 5.903 8.610 1 0.003 0.000

Step 3 Post CA Survey 
Self-Efficacy – 
Teach 1st Year 
 

4.532 1.917 5.586 1 0.018 92.919

Post CA Survey 
Critical 
Thinking Goal 
– Persuade 
Parents 

7.456 3.832 3.785 1 0.052 1.730

Pre CA Survey 
Decision – 
Modify 
Instruction 

2.542 1.087 5.473 1 0.019 12.709

Constant 40.282 16.47 5.982 1 0.014 0.000
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Table 40. 

Logistic Regression Statistics for Classification Table for Post CA Survey Decision 
Modify Instruction.  
   Predicted 

   Post CA Survey 
Modify Instruction 

Endorsed 
Percen-

tage 
Correct Step Observed 

 Not  
Endorsed Endorsed 

 
Step 1 

 
Post CA Survey 
Modify Instruction 
Endorsed 

 
Not 

Endorsed 
15 65 75.0 

Endorsed 2 21 84.0 
  

Overall Percentage 
    

80.0 
 

 
Step 2 

 
Post CA Survey 
Modify Instruction 
Endorsed 

Not 
Endorsed 18 2 90.0 

  Endorsed 3 22 88.0 
  

Overall Percentage 
 

  
 

88.9 
 

 
Step 3 

 
Post CA Survey 
Modify Instruction 
Endorsed 

Not 
Endorsed 19 1 90.0 

  Endorsed 1 24 88.0 
  

Overall Percentage 
   88.9 
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 Tutor. The analysis for Tutor converged after 9 iterations and produced a three step 

solution (Table 41). Step 3 explained 73% of the variance in post CA Survey decisions 

to Tutor and correctly classified 93.3% of cases (Table 42). In addition to the pre CA 

Survey ratings for Tutor (which was the only variable significant in all three steps and 

accounted for 21% of the variance when considered alone), Step 3 included post CA 

Survey critical self-efficacy ratings Meet Needs and Develop Skills. All three variables 

in Step 3 were significant. Results indicate that the strongest predictor of Tutor at the 

end of the semester was Tutor ratings at the beginning of the semester and that end of 

semester ratings of self-efficacy for meeting the needs of children making inadequate 

academic progress was inversely related to a decision to Tutor; developing teaching 

skills during teacher preparation contributed additional significant prediction. 
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Table 41. 

Logistic Regression Statistics for Variables in the Equation for Post CA Survey 
Decision Tutor. 

Step Variables B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1 
 Pre CA Survey 

Decision – Tutor  
0.90 0.41 4.81 1 0.03 2.45 

Constant -3.03 2.15 1.98 1 0.16 0.05 

Step 2 Post CA Survey 
Self-Efficacy – 
Meet Needs 
 

-2.15 1.04 4.29 1 0.04 0.12 

Pre CA Survey 
Decision – Tutor 1.46 0.58 6.36 1 0.01 4.29 

Constant 6.88 5.35 1.65 1 0.20 969.54 

Step 3 Post CA Survey 
Self-Efficacy – 
Meet Needs 
 

-6.42 2.93 4.80 1 0.03 0.00 

Post CA Survey 
Self-Efficacy – 
Develop Skill 
 

3.29 1.65 3.96 1 0.05 26.92 

Pre CA Survey 
Decision – Tutor 2.75 1.18 5.42 1 0.02 15.56 

Constant 6.65 7.24 0.84 1 0.36 768.76 
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Table 42.  

Logistic Regression Statistics for Classification Table for Post CA Survey Decision 
Tutor  
   Predicted 
   Post CA Survey 

Modify Instruction 
Endorsed Percent-

age 
Correct 

Step 
Observed 

 Not  
Endorsed Endorsed 

 
Step 1 

 
Post CA Survey 
Tutor Endorsed 

 
Not 

Endorsed 
0 6 0.0 

Endorsed 2 37 94.9 
  

Overall Percentage 
 

  
 

82.2 
 

 
Step 2 

 
Post CA Survey 
Tutor Endorsed 

Not 
Endorsed 3 3 50.0 

  Endorsed 1 38 97.4 
  

Overall Percentage 
 

 
  91.1 

 
Step 3 

 
Post CA Survey 
Tutor Endorsed 

Not 
Endorsed 4 2 66.7 

  Endorsed 1 38 97.4 
 

 Overall Percentage    93.3 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISSCUSION 

The results of this study suggest CBI can enhance preservice EC teachers’ 

learning of theoretical knowledge when used in combination with standard textbook 

readings and conventional examinations. Findings also indicate CBI may differentially 

impact students with different levels of prior knowledge. I did not find evidence that 

CBI improved students’ cognitive processes or decision-making skills over TDI. Some 

data suggest TDI influenced cognitive processes and decisions in more desirable ways. 

In this chapter I discuss students’ learning of theoretical knowledge, students’ 

cognitive processes and decisions, and directions for future research.  

Student’s Learning of Theoretical Knowledge 

CBI as an Effective Instructional Strategy 

Undergraduate preservice EC teachers taught with CBI and TDI learned 

similar amounts of theoretical knowledge. I found no evidence to support the 

contention that, as a minimal guidance approach, CBI interfered with students’ 

retention of information in long term memory.  However, the CBI used in this study 

included substantial instructor facilitation and elements of traditional instruction such 

as required textbook readings and examinations. Findings do not provide support for 

CBI in which case analyses are written and presented by students without active 

instructor engagement, assigned textbook readings, or traditional examinations (for 

example, see Chapter 2 discussion of Reichelt, 2000). Results do demonstrate that 

preservice teachers do not need textbook contents reiterated in classroom lecture. 
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Class time can be devoted to CBI (or other activities) without diminishing students’ 

theoretical learning. This finding is consistent with research by Michael (1993) and 

Schrader (2003) who found positive effects for CBI when combined with regularly 

assigned readings or provided in addition to TDI.  

No Case for a Matthew Effect 

 My results do not support Kleinfeld’s (1992) finding of a Matthew Effect. 

Students with greater prior knowledge did not benefit more from CBI than students 

with less prior knowledge. Students in the lowest quartile of both classes demonstrated 

the greatest pretest to posttest gains; the lowest CBI quartile had the greatest gains of 

all quartiles in both classes. Although differences were not statistically significant, 

they were practically significant. Students in the lowest CBI quartile gained an average 

of nearly seven points more than students in the lowest TDI quartile; a large enough 

gain to affect their final course grade. Further, a difference of over 10% (the 

pre/posttest consisted of 60 questions) is substantial. Several data trends suggest CBI 

benefitted students with less prior knowledge. Although Q4 for both classes had nearly 

identical mean pretest scores, CBI Q4 students had higher scores than TDI Q4 students 

on exam 3 essay and multiple choice questions, on both final essays, and on the 

posttest.  

 The difference between Kleinfeld’s (1992) findings and my results may reflect 

our relatively different comparisons. Kleinfeld compared students with substantial 

prior knowledge with students who had no prior knowledge. My students did not have 

such disparate differences in prior knowledge. Perhaps students with substantially 
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greater prior knowledge do benefit substantially more from CBI. However, that may 

be the case with many forms of instruction. Kleinfeld did not compare relative gains in 

students’ learning when instructed with CBI versus TDI. The Matthew Effect is of 

little concern if students of all levels learn as much or more than with TDI.  

Limited Generalizability 

 Results of this study regarding gains in theoretical knowledge can inform EC 

teacher preparation in child development, but they might not generalize to other 

populations or content domains. As discussed in Chapter 1, the issues and concerns 

supporting EC teacher preparation overlap those of teacher preparation in general (e.g., 

helping students learn theoretical knowledge for application in a complex field of 

practice). However, group differences between EC preservice teachers and other 

preservice teacher populations limit generalizability of findings.  First, many EC 

preservice teachers have experience working as teachers or assistants in EC settings. 

CBI may have helped students with low prior theoretical knowledge but strong 

practical knowledge bridge between the two.  

Second, EC preservice teachers often start post-secondary education at 

community colleges and transfer to universities (as was the case with approximately 

one fourth of the CBI class). Several CBI transfer students privately acknowledged 

feeling overwhelmed and out-of-place in the university setting. None of the 

community college transfer students lived on campus, whereas many traditional 4-year 

students did. At the beginning of the semester traditional 4-year students already knew 

each other (several lived in the same sorority). Some transfer students had previous 
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community college classes together, but they did not know each other well. CBI may 

have helped these students in ways specific to their population. Small-group case 

discussion provided a comfortable venue for transfer students to intellectually engage 

course content, and become socially connected with other students.  

 Generalizability is also limited by content. Because child development is 

highly theoretical the courses I taught were ideal for examining CBI’s efficacy for 

teaching theoretical knowledge. However, if a primary benefit of CBI is development 

of scripts that bridge theoretical knowledge and practical application, greater effects 

for CBI might be found in methods or application courses.  

Students’ Cognitive Processes and Decisions 

 Findings related to students’ cognitive processes and decisions are not as 

straightforward as findings related to students’ learning of theoretical knowledge. I did 

not find evidence that CBI was superior to TDI for development of critical thinking. 

Trends were evident in each class, but there was no evidence of causal links between 

these trends instructional and method. I organized this discussion around four themes: 

Critical and Flexible Thinking; Teacher Efficacy, Learning to Teach, and the Myth of 

the Natural Teacher; Going it Alone; Attributions and Decisions. 

Critical and Flexible Thinking

 Students in both classes read and accurately responded to the pre/post case 

analysis, demonstrating basic critical thinking skills and establishing that the case was 

accessible to undergraduates. Nearly all students included multiple sources of 

information in their CA Essays at both the beginning and end of the semester. At the 
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beginning of the semester approximately one third of students considered 

contradictory information with increases for both classes at semester’s end. Thus most 

students used multiple sources of information to support their position, without 

considering opposing perspectives.

 Although students demonstrated basic critical thinking skills and overall gains 

in considering multiple and contradictory perspectives, they did not describe increased 

collaboration either in their goals for the parent conference or the decision-making 

process. The little collaboration with parents described at the beginning of the 

semester disappeared entirely for TDI students and diminished substantially for CBI 

students. Students never wrote about collaborating with other professionals. Many pre 

CA Essays portrayed the teacher as an expert whose job it was to inform parents about 

their child’s learning, and tell them what to do to fix it. Students conceptualized 

teachers as lone educational decision-makers who, as discussed below, made decisions 

for others to help Rueben. This theme was more common at the end of the semester, 

especially in the TDI class. Thus, increased cognitive flexibility was not related to 

increased descriptions of collaborating with others. To describe (much less enact) 

collaborative behavior, teachers need more than cognitive flexibility. They need a 

well-developed skill-set for teaching tasks and collaboration. Students’ failure to 

describe collaboration may reflect their novice status: they do not yet have scripts for 

collaborating with other adults in educational settings. High self-efficacy and 

misconceptions of teachers’ roles may also contribute to a scarcity of collaboration. If 
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students conceptualize teachers as lone decision-makers, then increased teacher-

efficacy may lead to less collaboration.  

Teacher Efficacy, Learning to Teach, and the Myth of the Natural Teacher 

 Previous studies found at least two dimensions of teacher self-efficacy (Hoy & 

Spero, 2005), but have not yet examined self-efficacy for learning to teach 

(Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). I asked students to rate self-efficacy for 

learning to teach because I posit that this dimension of self-efficacy is important in 

preservice teachers’ development and conceptually different from existing 

conceptualizations of teacher efficacy. Unlike other dimensions of self-efficacy, 

efficacy for developing skills conceptually overlaps incremental theories of ability. 

Fives and Buehl (2008) found that teachers who saw teaching as a skill amenable to 

improvement were more likely to report high teaching self-efficacy. These teachers 

were more likely to participate in professional development and were more likely to 

attribute difficulties with teaching to unstable factors. Dweck et al. (1995b) argue that 

entity and incremental beliefs are global, trait-like beliefs that require cognitive 

flexibility and affect cognitions across situations. If self-efficacy for developing 

teaching skills is affected by incremental beliefs, and if Dweck’s contention is right, 

increases in Develop Skills should be accompanied by increases in incremental 

thinking about Rueben in CA Essays. That is what I found: significant increases for 

Develop Skills, a doubling of incremental content in the TDI CA Essays, and a five-

fold increase in incremental content in CBI CA Essays.  
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 Research is needed to further investigate if efficacy for learning to teach is a 

conceptually distinct dimension  and to examine how it affects study habits, learning 

of theoretical knowledge, engagement in optional learning opportunities, and 

persistence. Further study is also needed to examine how instructional strategies might 

positively impact self-efficacy for learning to teach. My results suggest CBI positively 

impacted students’ self-efficacy for learning to teach. Future research should examine 

if that relationship holds for other courses, especially courses for which preservice 

teachers historically report low self-efficacy (i.e., assessment, math and science 

methods).  

 Increased self-efficacy is related to a variety of desirable outcomes, but it is not 

without caveats. Consistent with C. Weinstein’s findings of unrealistic optimism in 

preservice teachers and Goodwin’s  (2002) concern about preservice teachers’ 

perceptions of themselves as natural teachers, students in both classes reported above 

average self-efficacy at the beginning of the semester and increased self-efficacy at 

semester’s end, even though many performed poorly on examinations or assignments. 

I found no relationship between summative measures of theoretical knowledge (pre/ 

posttest) and reported self-efficacy, nor did I find a relationship between gains in 

theoretical knowledge and end-of-semester self-efficacy. Findings of significant 

increases in self-efficacy for both classes with significantly stronger increases for the 

CBI class for self-efficacy for learning to teach, without relationship to knowledge 

learned, are consistent with Yoon et al.’s (2006) findings of increased self-efficacy for 

preservice teachers taught with CBI, without concomitant increase in content 
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knowledge. The Yoon et al. (2006) finding is particularly troubling because the source 

of students’ low self-efficacy before engaging in CBI was lack of content knowledge. 

CBI allowed Yoon et al’s students’ to vicariously participate as expert teachers 

without possessing expert knowledge. Because narratives can potentially furnish naïve 

scripts with professional jargon without associated conceptual understanding, it is 

incumbent upon teacher educators and CBI researchers to measure growth in 

preservice teachers’ knowledge when using or studying CBI.  

 Several factors must be considered when weighing the apparent lack of 

relationship between students’ competence and self-efficacy. I found clear differences 

between students’ explicit ratings of self-efficacy and implicit use of self-efficacy 

concepts. Unlike the strength of explicitly elicited CA Survey self-efficacy ratings, 

students rarely represented self-efficacy in CA Essays. Taken together these findings 

suggest explicit ratings of self-efficacy may elicit biased responses. Goodwin (2002) 

claims that high self-efficacy in preservice teachers is likely an artifact of the 

application process. She argues that students’ typically high self-efficacy reports may 

be artificially inflated by social presentation bias. She notes students who apply for 

and gained admission to a teacher education program, were expected to present 

themselves as capable of success. 

 Although it is certainly plausible that social presentation bias affected students’ 

self-reported self-efficacy, the same argument could be made for the lack of self-

efficacy in their essays: female students may see writing about their self-confidence as 

boastful, but were candid when given permission to express confidence via Likert 
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scale ratings. My anecdotal observations of the students in this study indicate high CA 

Survey ratings are a more accurate reflection of their self-efficacy than their CA 

Essays. Students usually reported confidence in their teaching skills and rarely made 

accurate appraisals of their skills relative to teaching tasks.  

 I agree with C. Weinstein (1987, 1989) that attention to the development of 

unrealistic optimism in preservice teachers is important. The positive relationship 

between increased self-efficacy and desirable teaching behaviors found by previous 

teacher-efficacy studies might not hold for all stages of teacher development. Perhaps 

the positive relationship applies only to experienced teachers who have a more 

accurate understanding of teaching tasks (see Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, 

for a discussion of teacher self-efficacy and understanding of teaching tasks). 

Students’ estimates of their writing and test-taking skills were not related to their 

actual examination performance, suggesting that undergraduate students may not have 

the metacognitive maturity to accurately assess their skill relative to specific tasks. If 

so, it is critical for CBI to help preservice teachers reflect on their skill development in 

relationship to authentic teaching tasks. CBI may be an ideal pedagogical strategy to 

prompt reflection, but I am particularly concerned that case analyses guided by experts 

may facilitate unrealistic optimism by creating experiences in which students feel like 

experts before they are.  

 To help students develop realistic self-efficacy, it is important to embed CBI 

with mechanisms to counteract unrealistic optimism. One strategy I used in my 

CBI/TDI hybrid educational assessment course (Florez, 2007) was analysis of a case 
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in which a mistake made by a skilled teacher leads her (and students analyzing the 

case) to false assumptions. The case allows students to vicariously (and personally) 

experience failure without grave consequences; and prompts discussion about the 

complex demands of teaching. Cases could also be designed to intentionally debunk 

the myth of the natural teacher. A case in which a preservice teacher who identifies as 

a natural teacher encounters difficult practicum experiences would challenge and 

potentially debunk students’ natural teacher scripts. 

Going it Alone 

Unrealistically high self-efficacy may also be related to students’ tendency to 

make unilateral decisions (as discussed above) and to make recommendations for 

individual help for Rueben, rather than modify instruction. High ratings for Tutor and 

frequent CA Essay references to soliciting Parent Help (to provide individual 

assistance, either personally or hiring a tutor) are consistent with themes in students’ 

written assignments (for both classes). Students often wrote about working with 

children “one on one” or providing individual assistance.  

This problem has important implications for preparing EC teachers: to teach 

effectively, teachers need to know how to effectively plan, manage, and enact 

instruction for classrooms of children. In addition to their own childhood memories of 

individual instruction, preservice teachers’ experiences with children prior to entering 

a teacher preparation program and in beginning practicum experiences are more likely 

to be with individual children (Goodwin, 2002). Teachers do provide individual 

instruction, but classroom teaching also requires teaching scripts for small group and 
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whole class instruction, and for effectively modifying that instruction to meet 

individual children’s needs. Using CBI in child development courses, which often 

focus on individual children (see, for example, Edwards & Hammer, 2006), may 

solidify students’ tendency to frame help in terms of individual instruction. To address 

this concern, two of the three cases used in the CBI class included several children. 

Still, CBI students were similar to their TDI counterparts in high ratings for tutoring 

and for soliciting parents’ help. These findings indicate scripts for individual help 

persisted through one semester of teacher preparation, regardless of instructional 

strategy.  

The tendency to recommend individual instruction may reflect students’ novice 

status. Students seemed eager to do something for Rueben, but having not yet 

developed expertise in modifying classroom instruction, they recommended individual 

help. Even as novices they may have recognized they cannot simultaneously teach an 

entire class and provide enough individual assistance. So, in an overwhelming number 

of CA Essays students recommended that someone else do something. Because 

assuming responsibility for student learning leads to desirable teaching behaviors 

(Guskey, 1981), it is troublesome that one quarter of the way through their teacher 

preparation program, the majority of preservice teachers in both classes did not 

communicate, in any substantial way, their acceptance of responsibility for helping 

Rueben learn. These findings suggest preservice teachers not only need high self-

efficacy, they need strong pedagogical skills and the conviction that it is their 

responsibility to enact effective instruction.  
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Attributions and Decisions 

 Teachers’ cognitive processes also affect their perception of and behavior 

toward children. Teachers who see children’s learning as a function of environmental 

experiences are more likely to adapt instruction to meet children’s individual learning 

needs (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In both classes, at semester’s end, students 

were more likely to attribute Rueben’s academic struggle to educational causes. These 

findings suggest students in both classes positively modified their conceptions of how 

instruction can impact children’s learning. However, there were differences in patterns 

of attributions and decisions between TDI and CBI classes.  

 CBI students increased attributions for Rueben’s struggle to educational 

experience, but unlike their TDI counterparts, they did not increase attributional 

complexity. The potential for narratives to solidify, rather than challenge, preservice 

teachers’ misconceptions may have affected CBI students’ attributions. At semester’s 

end CBI students focused more on Rueben’s age and that he was being rushed. There 

was nothing in either course that supported attributions for children’s learning to age 

or maturity, rather course content focused heavily on the Vygotskian notion that 

educational opportunity and learning promotes development (Vygotsky, 1986). I 

routinely challenged the idea that retention or delayed school entry was beneficial for 

children, and intentionally engaged students in discussions of how high-quality 

instruction benefits children more than merely waiting for maturational processes to 

unfold. Even so, several students seemed intractably wedded to the idea that children 

needed the “gift of time.” It is possible these students may have already formed scripts 
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about readiness as several had significant experience in EC settings where, 

historically, many practitioners focus on children’s age and maturity. These findings 

are consistent with research demonstrating EC educators, more than teachers of older 

children, consider age when making grade retention decisions (Willson & Hughes, 

2006; Witmer et al., 2004). 

 According to Weiner (1986, 2005), causal attributions heavily influence 

decisions and actions. Reyna and Weiner (2001) demonstrated this relationship holds 

for teachers’ attributions, decisions, and actions. Consistent with these assertions, 

logistical regression analysis found the only significant predictor of end-of-semester 

decisions to retain were attributions that Rueben was being rushed. It appears several 

CBI students may have integrated educational attributions with attributions for 

Rueben’s age and maturity into a multi-dimensional attribution: Rueben is young and 

needs high quality educational opportunity and instruction. Retaining him in first 

grade logically followed this attribution. CBI students increased recommendations for 

retention. More than half of CBI students wrote post CA Essays in which they decided 

to retain Rueben, an increase of greater than 50% pre to post and 50% greater than the 

TDI class. Considering the exploratory nature of this study, the pilot status of the 

instruments, and lack of other relationships between attributions and retention, finding 

that attributions for a child being rushed significantly predicted a decision to retain is 

particularly noteworthy.  

Unlike their CBI counterparts, TDI students decreased recommendations for 

retention. Importantly, more than one-third of TDI students chose retention as the 



192 

topic for their final project literature review. Similar to students who researched 

retention in previous semesters, students who studied retention demonstrated signs of 

cognitive disequilibrium. They often engaged me in discussions of their readings 

before, during and after class, arguing both sides of the issue. Despite exposure to 

contradictory theoretical information, using CBI to teach child development with EC 

educators, without exposing them to the research on delayed entry or grade retention 

may have solidified beliefs about maturity and decisions for retention. In view of the 

substantial body of literature documenting the risks of grade retention, especially for 

boys (Jimerson, 2001; Hong & Raudenbush, 2005; Meisels & Liaw, 1993) this finding 

is particularly troublesome.  

Beyond the implications for preservice teacher development, the finding also 

indicates, as discussed previously, that EC preservice teachers represent a unique 

preservice teacher population. Both TDI and CBI classes were similar at the beginning 

of the semester on the attribution Rushed and the decision Retain in Grade, suggesting 

end-of-semester differences may be related primarily to instructional method. It is also 

plausible, however, that end-of-semester differences in the classes reflect an 

interaction between instructional method and group characteristics. Future study is 

needed to determine the degree to which EC preservice teachers begin their teacher 

preparation programs with preconceptions of how children’s age and maturity should 

affect retention decisions, and how (or if) these attributions and decisions differ from 

elementary preservice teachers. 
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Future Directions for CBI Research 

Research Methods and Designs 

 Developing theoretical models. Much of the CBI research alludes to narrative 

theory or the need to situate theoretical knowledge in true-to-life situations, but CBI 

researchers have yet to articulate, much less agree upon, a plausible logic model. I 

have proposed a theoretical framework for CBI (i.e., the relationship of narrative case 

analysis to preservice teachers’ development and refinement of school and 

instructional scripts). However, I did not test this theoretical framework. I do not know 

if or how analysis of narrative cases impact students’ scripts relative to other forms of 

cases or types of instruction.  

 My findings indicate narrative case analysis alone is not enough to help 

preservice teachers develop incremental personal theories of ability, desirable 

attributions, and high but realistic teaching self-effiacy. As argued in Chapter 1, 

teacher preparation programs need to not only transmit theoretical knowledge, but help 

teachers develop cognitive skills that support knowledge creation (Bransford et al., 

2005; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 2006). To become knowledge creators, learners must 

metacognitively regulate their own learning (Zimmerman, 1990, 2000). Metacognitive 

self-regulation does not emerge spontaneously. It is learned. A new study by 

Kramarski and Michalsky (2009) found that preservice teachers who received 

instruction in self-regulated learning designed more complex lesson plans and were 

more likely to see education as a knowledge-creating function. If, as argued in this 

dissertation, narrative case analysis helps preservice teachers develop scripts for 
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teaching, CBI is an ideal pedagogy for helping them develop self-regulatory skills and 

understand how self-regulation can be implemented in actual classrooms. In a similar 

direction, researchers have begun to examine how CBI can foster specific cognitive 

skills in preservice teachers (Choi & Lee, 2009;  Kilbane, 2008; Lee and Choi, 2008). 

 Further study is also needed to examine how variations in cases (i.e. content, 

learning goals, and method) impact students’ learning (Merseth, 1996). For example, 

would a case in which a teacher repeatedly and explicitly refused to modify instruction 

for a struggling child, challenge preservice teachers’ existing scripts? Would end-of-

semester decisions to modify instruction improve if, over several cases, students 

repeatedly analyzed cases where teachers did modify instruction or where they, as 

students, were required to figure out how to modify instruction? A study in which case 

features and learning goals are manipulated may help determine how the type, content 

and method of CBI influences preservice teachers’ cognitive processes and decisions. 

 Measuring learning. If advocates wish to establish CBI as a mainstay teacher 

preparation pedagogy, they must answer detractors who argue that minimal guidance 

methods interfere with students’ acquisition of theoretical knowledge. Unfortunately 

much CBI research fails to examine effects on student learning. Instead researchers 

measure student satisfaction or self-efficacy, variables often unrelated to student 

learning. Kleinfeld (1992) found increased content knowledge and low student 

satisfaction. Conversely, Yoon et al. (2006) found high student satisfaction and 

improved self-efficacy, but no concomitant increase in content knowledge. Arguably 
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student satisfaction is important: but student satisfaction absent adequate learning 

leads to teachers who feel prepared even when they are not.   

 Timing. My findings suggest that the timing of studies during the semester may 

impact results. The quadratic trend I found in both classes’ within-term examination 

scores was similar to results I found in a previously developed EC educational 

assessment class (Florez, 2007). I originally believed students lost theoretical 

knowledge during CBI. Given the quadratic trend on the within-term-term multiple-

choice and essay questions for both classes, I now hypothesize initial performance 

increase followed by performance decrease may be a function of cyclical student 

motivation or engagement related to semester demands (i.e. large end-of-the-semester 

projects) than instructional strategy.  

The possibility that student motivational trends fluctuate during a semester has 

important implications for CBI research. Many CBI studies are conducted over a 

portion of a semester (i.e. Harrington, 1995; Michael, 1993). If researchers use a pre-

post design during the first half of the semester, positive results may be an artifact of 

cyclical trends rather than an instructional impact. Conversely, studies conducted in 

the second half may be affected by a decline in motivation or engagement. Future CBI 

studies should be designed to control for these potential confounds  (i.e. include 

comparison groups; staggered roll-out; reversal designs).  

 Study setting. An important aspect of this study is the setting in which it took 

place. Many previous CBI studies took place either in elite programs (Stanford; 

Teachers’ College, Columbia), or as part of a technology-heavy, online or hybrid 
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program (Yoon et al., 2006). This study took place at a land-grant university, within a 

traditional teacher preparation program in traditional face-to-face classes. Although the 

university’s online instructional support program was used to deliver, collect and 

grade written assignments, all instruction was delivered in person. Thus, unlike the 

majority of recent case methods research, this study demonstrates CBI can be used 

effectively in a traditional EC teacher preparation program.  

The Next Generation of CBI Research 

In the year this study was in progress, the CBI literature grew dramatically. 

New CBI studies often articulate a theoretical model (Choi & Lee, 2009; Kilbane, 

2008; Kim & Hannefin, 2008) and employ rigorous research methods. Many compare 

CBI with TDI (Choi & Lee, 2009; Kim & Hannafin, 2008); train to and report 

adequate inter-rater/coder reliability and ensure raters/coders are blind to condition 

(Choi & Lee, 2009; Kilbane, 2008); and support assertions with rigorous quantitative 

statistical analysis as well as qualitative descriptions (Choi & Lee, 2009; Kilbane, 

2008; Kim & Hannefin, 2008). The new studies empirically demonstrate that CBI can 

help preservice teachers use knowledge in authentic simulations of classroom contexts 

(Kim & Hannafin, 2008); accelerate development of problem-solving skills (Choi & 

Lee, 2009;  Kilbane, 2008; Lee and Choi, 2008); and acquire more theoretical 

knowledge (Kilbane, 2008).  
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Conclusions 

The findings of this study support Anderson et al.’s (1995) assertion that 

teaching is complex: it is complex for early childhood, elementary, and secondary 

teachers, and it is complex for teacher educators. Conceptions of teaching that either 

categorically reject or whole-heartedly embrace CBI are too simple to inform the 

preparation of 21st Century EC teachers. My results contradict both the major 

criticisms (Kirschner et al., 2006) and commendations of CBI. I found that students in 

CBI learned as much theoretical knowledge as students taught with TDI, but did not 

necessarily develop more desirable cognitive processes or make better decisions. 

Findings suggest students with the least prior knowledge may have benefitted most 

from CBI. Data also suggest that without exposure to research evidence, EC students 

may solidify preconceptions about maturity, age and grade retention: a finding that is 

particularly troubling.  

Findings also did not consistently support a relationship between flexible 

thinking and desirable decisions, or rigid thinking and undesirable decisions. 

Arguably, small sample size, untested dependent measures, and exploratory data 

analyses contribute to inconsistent findings. Those limitations notwithstanding, the 

data suggest preservice teacher development is neither simple nor linear. As with 

children’s development, it appears that preservice teacher development is marked by 

starts and stops, expansion and regrouping. Assumptions of linear, unidirectional 

models of teachers’ development may mask important changes in preservice teachers’ 

thinking. CBI students’ solidification of preconceptions about children’s maturity and 
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readiness to learn may be part of a recursive developmental process in which 

preservice teachers accept and reject and, perhaps, accept again or modify, new or 

existing ideas and narratives.  

Thus CBI can be an effective pedagogy; it is not a panacea. Fulfilling 

Merseth’s (1986) call for empirical study of CBI requires further critical analysis of 

the theoretical basis for CBI, evaluation of the practical implementation of case 

methods, and consideration of how CBI can best be integrated into teacher preparation 

curricula as one of many appropriate instructional strategies. 
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX B 
 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR SECONDARY SAMPLE 

Degree Program Percentage 
Early Childhood  89 
Elementary Education 4 
Early Childhood Pre Ed (declared, not yet admitted to 
program) 

4 

 
Preferred Grade to Teach: 1st Choice 

 

PreK 8 
Kindergarten 54 
1st 19 
2nd 12 
3rd  4 
 
Preferred Grade to Teach: 2nd Choice

 

PreK 8 
Kindergarten 12 
1st 42 
2nd 23 
3rd 
  

8 

Anticipated Career Length  
4 to 10 years 4 
10 to 20 years 19 
20+ years 65 
  
Plan to Teach in AZ  
Yes 76 
No 24 
 
Where in AZ? 

 

Southern AZ 31 
Maricopa County 35 
Not in AZ 31 
Unclear/Undecided/Ambiguous 4 

If not AZ, where?  
California 15 
Other western state 4 
South 4 
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APPENDIX B  - continued 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR SECONDARY SAMPLE 

Father’s Highest Educational Level  Percentage 
High school diploma/GED 8 
2-year associates/trade school degree 0 
4-year bachelor’s degree 31 
Graduate or professional school degree 50 

Mother’s Highest Educational Level  
High school diploma/GED 19 
2-year associates/trade school degree 8 
4-year bachelor’s degree 39 
Graduate or professional school degree 23 

Father’s Occupation  
Educator 15 
Other professional 58 
Homemaker 0 
Business owner 4 
Tradesman 4 
Clerical/labor/blue collar 8 

Mother’s Occupation  
Educator 27 
Other professional 31 
Homemaker 19 
Business owner 0 
Tradeswoman 12 
Clerical/labor/blue collar 4 

Financial Aid   
Receive merit-based aid 42 
Receive need-based aid 39 

Plan to Attend Graduate School  
Yes 42 
No 54 

Race/Ethnicity   
African American 8 
Asian 4 
Caucasian 73 
Latina/Latino 

 

12 
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APPENDIX B  - continued 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR SECONDARY SAMPLE 
 

Language Fluency   
English Only 77 
Bilingual: English/Spanish 15 
Bilingual: English/Other  4 

Age and GPA  Mean 
Age 20.64 
Reported GPA 3.26 
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APPENDIX C 
 

EXAMPLE OF TRADITIONAL DIDACTIC INSTRUCTION  
STRUCTURED LECTURE NOTES 

 
Brain Development 
Brain Plasticity (How malleable is the brain?) 

 Learning involves changes in neurons and synapses 
 

_________________ 
 Strengthening and addition of neurons/synapses 

 
_________________ 

 Elimination of synapses 
 

_________________  
 Axons of neurons sheathed – become more efficient 

 
 In infants and young children 

A large number of neurons/synapses are produced and pruned 
 
Parts of brain are not yet ______________ 

 
 

The Cerebral Cortex: Four Lobes of the Brain 
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APPENDIX D 

EXAMPLE OF TRADITIONAL DIDACTIC INSTRUCTION DIAGRAM 

Equilibration 

 

 

 

 

New 
experience/ 

Stimuli 

Equilibrium 

Compared 
with 

Existing 
Scheme 

Fits Existing Scheme: 

 ________________ 

Equilibrium Maintained 

Does NOT fit  

Existing Scheme: 

 _______________ 

__________________ 

•____ existing 
scheme 

•_____new scheme 

Equilibrium Restored  
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APPENDIX E 

DEMOGRAPHICS SURVEY 
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APPENDIX E - continued 
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APPENDIX F 
 

EXAMPLE OF WITHIN-TERM ESSAY QUESTION 
  
Exam 1 Fall 2008 

Case Analysis/Essay Question 
 
Maritza started teaching preschool several months ago. Compared with all the other children, 
one child, Alexis (3-years-old), has Maritza concerned. Alexis has not been developing as 
quickly as Maritza thought she should and she was certainly behind the other children. For 
example, when using the bathroom Alexis still cannot pull up her pants by herself when she is 
done. She has difficulty buttoning her sweater, picking up pretzels and opening and closing 
scissors. There has been some progress, but it has been slow. At the beginning of the school 
year Alexis did not even hold a crayon. She now (February) holds a crayon with her fist and a 
few weeks ago started scribbling for a few seconds before walking away. This week she 
scribbled several circles on a piece of paper, working at it for about 3 minutes. At first Alexis 
would only sit on a chair during outdoor play time. With encouragement, she would sit on a 
tricycle. A few weeks ago she actually pedaled forward a few feet. Yesterday Alexis pedaled 
all the way around the yard. However, Alexis still needs several tries before she is able to kick 
a large rubber kickball. Alexis walks with a normal gait, heel to toe, with opposite arm swing. 
She sometimes runs, but does not skip or gallop. Sometimes getting her to do more outside 
than just sit takes lots of encouragement. 
 
Identify the developmental domain described in this scenario. Discuss Alexis’s development 
in this domain in terms of quantitative and qualitative change, and the effects of canalization 
and niche-picking.  
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APPENDIX G 

FINAL EXAM ESSAY 2, APPLICATION 

EDP 301 

Essay Questions (20 points): 

Write your answer in the space provided. Only that which is written on the lines will be 
graded. Write legibly! I can only grade what I can read. 
 
1. Amanda teaches 2nd grade. She has noticed that several of her students have difficulty 

comprehending prepositions (i.e. on, under, over, beside, in). First, identify why students 
may have difficulty with these words. Next, use sociocultural theory to describe how 
Amanda could teach these words to her students. Be sure to use the key concepts 
associated with this theory.  

 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
 _________________________________________________________________________________  

Demonstration of an accurate and thorough understanding of sociocultural 
theory (10). 

 

Accurate identification and use of key sociocultural concepts (5).  
Evidence of critical thinking and logical problem-solving (5)  
Bonus (excellent critical thinking; up to 5)   
Total Points  
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APPENDIX H 

FINAL EXAM ESSAY 1, REFLECTION 

 
EDP 301/c Final Exam Essay Question #1 
This folder contains the case analysis you wrote at the beginning of the semester and the case analysis 
you wrote last week. In the space below, compare and contrast your understanding and use of 
developmental concepts between your first analysis and your second. Use this essay to demonstrate 1) 
your understanding of important child development concepts and 2) reflect on the development of your 
own thinking. If your second analysis reflects minimal growth, discuss what you still need to learn and 
how you will go about learning it. Use the grading rubric, below, to guide your answer. 

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________________________________  

 

At least 5 key child development concepts accurately discussed (2 pts ea.)   

At least 5 specific examples of growth from 1st to 2nd analysis (or identification of specific 
gaps in learning and anticipated, specific ways to fill those gaps; 2pts ea).  

 

Total   
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APPENDIX I 

PRE/POST CASE ANALYSIS 

EDP 301 Case Study: Meet Rueben  
Rueben is a six-year-old boy who is near the end of first grade. He is one of the 
youngest children in his class and will turn seven in July. Rueben transferred into his 
current school mid-year after his family relocated from another state. His teacher 
describes him as a happy child who tries to please and usually wants to learn. He 
shows up for school on time, usually with a big smile. For the most part he does what 
his teacher tells him to do. He often raises his hand to answer questions in class, but 
his responses are often inaccurate. Sometimes, Rueben does not follow directions. At 
times he plays with toys he’s brought from home, distracts classmates, and does not 
complete his work on time.  
 
As of the beginning of May in his first grade year, Rueben has not met all of the 
Arizona First Grade Learning Standards for reading, writing, or math and he has 
remained in the lowest reading group all semester. Rueben’s teacher must make 
decisions about promoting him to 2nd grade and referring him for evaluation for special 
education services. Below is a summary of his skills, compared to the Arizona First 
Grade Learning Standards, followed by his standardized test results in reading and 
math. 
 
Rueben can read one-syllable words out of context (in a word list) if he has practiced 
them many times before, but he has trouble with decoding (sounding out) new words 
even words with vowel-consonant patterns he has reviewed in class. He accurately 
answers questions about stories that are read to him and he can tell a story from a 
picture book. He reads haltingly, not fluently, about 20 words per/minute in a first-
grade level text. His reading fluency, as measured by the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; used by Reading First) falls in the at-risk range.  
 
Rueben accurately writes his full name and can form all the letters of the alphabet. He 
draws elaborate pictures and tells stories with great detail from the pictures. He writes 
simple three to four word sentences about his pictures. Most of the words in his 
sentences are misspelled. He capitalizes the letter I when used as a pronoun. He does 
not consistently capitalize the beginning of sentences and rarely uses end punctuation. 
His stories have some sense of beginning and end, but often they do not follow a 
logical progression. He uses a variety of colorful, unique words that are usually 
incorrectly spelled. He accurately uses nouns and action verbs and verb tense is 
usually correct (although irregular past-tense verbs are usually misspelled).  
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APPENDIX I - continued 

 
Rueben uses manipulatives to represent whole numbers through 100. He writes and 
identifies whole numbers through 100, presented out of order, and can order three 
numbers (under 100) in the correct order from least to greatest. He misidentifies coins  
 
(penny, nickel, dime, quarter) by name and value. He does not use ordinal numbers 
(first, second, third). He is inconsistent in his use of symbols +, - and consistent in his 
use of =. He has not demonstrated an understanding that addition and subtraction are 
inverse operations. He consistently counts by multiples of 2s and 10s, but is 
inconsistent when he counts by 5s. He does not group families of equations for 
addition and subtraction through 18 (3+4=7, 4+3 = 7, 7-3=4, 7-4=3) nor does he select 
the grade-level appropriate operation to solve word problems.  
 
Rueben completed standardized testing in April. Results for reading and math are as 
follows: 
 
   National  Local  Grade 
   Percentile Percentile Equivalent 
   Rank  Rank   
 
Reading  24  32  K.8 
Math   21  39  1.2   
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APPENDIX I - continued 

 
Part I. 
Pretend you are Rueben’s teacher. You are preparing for spring parent-teacher conferences. 
Identify the key issues and decisions you will discuss with Rueben’s parents. What will you do 
to prepare for the conference? As you prepare, what will you be thinking and feeling?  
 
When you have finished responding to Part I, please turn it in and pick up Part II. 
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
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Part II.  
1. Rate Rueben’s academic progress: 
Failing            Adequate 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
2. What is your best guess about why Rueben is not meeting the AZ 1st grade standards? Please read all 
explanations before you begin ranking the explanations. Using 10 points total, rate each of the following 
explanations for why Rueben is struggling in school. You may allocate all 10 points for one 
explanation, or divide the points among two or more explanations. You may use as many explanations 
as you wish. Your total points must sum to 10. 
 ____  a. Rueben does not try hard enough in school. 
 ____  b. Rueben has probably had inadequate educational opportunities. 
 ____  c. Rueben is immature.  
 ____  d. Rueben is probably not as bright as his classmates.  
 ____  e. Rueben’s previous teachers probably did not provide adequate instruction. 
 ____  f. Rueben is being rushed, developmentally. He needs the gift of more time. 
 ____  g. Rueben plays too much and works too little.  
 ____  h. Rueben is genetically predisposed to struggle in school. 
 ____  i. Other reason not listed: ________________________________________________________  
 
3. Given Rueben’s progress, what should his teacher do? Rate your agreement/disagreement with each 
option. 
 
Recommend that Rueben repeat 1st grade. 
Completely     Neither Agree    Completely  
   Disagree       Nor Disagree        Agree 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  
 
Tutor Rueben after school for the remainder of the school year. 
Completely       Neither Agree  Completely  
   Disagree     Nor Disagree        Agree 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
Refer Rueben for special education testing. 
Completely   Neither Agree  Completely  
   Disagree   Nor Disagree         Agree 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
 
Modify classroom instruction for Rueben. 
Completely    Neither Agree   Completely  
   Disagree  Nor Disagree          Agree 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
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4. What developmental issues or concepts did you consider when answering questions 1, 2 & 3? 
 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 
5. What information from the case study was the most important or helpful when answering questions 1, 
2 & 3? 
 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 
6. During your first year of teaching, do you believe you will be able to meet the needs of students like 
Rueben? 
 
No            Not Sure                                  Yes 
 1  2 3  4  5  6  7
  
 
 
7. How confident are you that you are developing adequate skills during your teacher preparation 
program? 
  
Not at all confident               Reasonably Confident                       Completely 
Confident 
 1 2 3  4  5  6  7 
 
 
8. How confident are you that during your first year of teaching you will be able to teach effectively? 
  
Not at all confident               Reasonably Confident                       Completely 
Confident 
 1 2 3  4  5  6  7
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CODEBOOK ROUND 1 

 
 
Holistic Codes 
These codes should capture the overall quality of the thinking and writing represented in the 
essay. Think of it as a fuzzy mixture of quality and quantity. The default code is 3 (average for 
a college sophomore or junior). 
 
H1: Holistic Score: Quality of critical thinking 
H1 specifically captures the critical thinking that is present aside from errors in grammar, sentence 
structure, sequencing of thoughts (unless it interferes with logic), or writing mechanics (i.e. punctuation, 
spelling). This code should not just represent the quantity of critical thought. An essay may contain only 
one instance of critical thinking but the quality of that one instance may be so eloquent it represents a 4 
or 5 (strong to excellent) on this code.  
 
H2: Holistic Score: Quality of writing 
Quality of writing should capture the quality of the grammar, sentence structure, sequencing of 
thoughts, and writing mechanics (i.e. punctuation, spelling). An essay that is otherwise well-written, but 
has serious or repeated errors that interfere with meaning it should receive a 1 or 2. A 4 or 5 code = 
strong to excellent writing, even if minor errors that do not interfere with meaning are present. 
 
Specific Codes 
This coding scheme applies to A, IT, SE and AT codes. These codes are coded not present or 
present: 

0 = Not present   1 = Present  
 
Affective Codes (A) 
A1: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for child 
The author explicitly comments on the child’s affect or emotion. 
 
Examples:   
I wonder if Rueben feels uncomfortable in a new class. 

Perhaps he is sad about leaving his friend. 

If he is retained, he may stop liking school. 
 
A2: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for parent 
The author explicitly comments on the parent’s affect or emotion. 
  
Examples:  
I want to be sensitive about telling the parents about how he is struggling because they may get angry” 
or “I wonder if the parents feel comfortable talking with teachers. 
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I will be sure to point out areas Rueben excels in as well as areas where he struggles because I want the 
parents to feel good about what he can do. 
 
Non-Examples 
Do NOT use this code if the author merely says she will talk about good things as well as Rueben’s 
challenges without explicitly referring to the parent’s feelings. 
I will make sure to talk about Rueben’s strengths as well as his weaknesses. 
 
A3: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for self (as teacher) 
Any description of the author’s subjective affective/emotional experience. 
 
Examples: 
I am nervous, of course. 

I think I would feel guilty because one of my students is not doing well. 

I would feel responsible for helping Rueben 
 
If A3 is coded A4 or A5 should be coded also, unless the affective content is neutral or ambiguous. 
 
A4: Description or expression of positive affect about self (as teacher) 
Any descriptions of the author’s subjective positive affective/emotional experience. 
 
Examples: 
I feel good about interacting with parents. 

I enjoy helping children learn. 
  
Non-Examples: 
I hope I feel okay talking with parents. (This statement would be coded under A3 only).  
 
A5: Description or expression of negative affect about self (as teacher)  
Any descriptions of the author’s subjective positive affective/emotional experience. 
 
Examples: 
I feel nervous. 

I know I would feel uncomfortable having to tell a parent that their child is not doing well.  
 
Implicit Theory Codes (IT) 
These codes should be used to capture evidence of implicit theories of personal ability 
(Dweck, 1999). According to Dweck et al. (1999) people hold implicit theories about whether 
or not a person’s ability is malleable or not. Believing a person’s ability is unchangeable is 
referred to as an entity theory of personal abilities. Believing a person’s ability is changeable is 
referred to as an incremental theory. These personal theories are always person and situation 
specific. In this analysis, these codes refer to the author’s theory regarding the child’s ability. 
Although the theory itself is assumed to be implicit (the author isn’t explicitly thinking about 
whether or not she is using an entity or incremental theory about the child) the evidence may 
be explicit or implied. See the specific codes for examples. 



217 

 
APPENDIX J - continued 

IT1: Evidence of incremental theory of ability 
The essay indicates evidence of improvement already present Rueben’s learning or school performance. 
Saying that Rueben needs lots of extra time or extra help would be evidence of an entity theory, not 
incremental. There may be some overlap with external attributions. IT1 should be coded as present if 
the essay represents Rueben’s difficulty in school as caused by a(n) external, unstable event(s) and also 
indicates Rueben has the ability to improve. (See examples below, following entity theory.) 
 
IT2: Evidence of entity theory of ability 
The essay refers to the child’s ability as unlikely to change or unchangeable such as “Rueben has been 
in the lowest reading group all year” or “Some children just need more time or more help.” 
 
Examples of Incremental Theory: 
I would hesitate to think Rueben can’t improve his learning. After all, he just moved. We don’t know 
what his schooling was like in his previous school.  

Rueben is weak in some areas, but doing just fine in others. With appropriate instruction I think he’ll be 
able to learn adequately. 
 
Examples of Entity Theory: 
If Rueben is going to make progress, he will need lots of help from everyone. 

I would tell parents if they work with Rueben after school and maybe if he goes to summer schools, with 
lots of extra help, he might be able to go on to 2nd grade. 

Rueben has been in the lowest reading group all year. If he was going to catch up, we would already 
see signs of him doing so. 
 
Self-efficacy Codes (SE) 
Self-efficacy refers to one’s self-constructed judgment about one’s ability to accomplish a 
task, exhibit a behavior, or reach a goal. For codes SE1 to SE4, code the author’s description 
of her own self-efficacy for teaching (either in general or for teaching Rueben or children with 
similar difficulties). In the examples self-efficacy language is in italics. 

 
SE1: for teaching, high 
Examples: 
I know it will be challenging, but I am confident I can help students like Rueben. 

I have no doubt I will be able to help children like Rueben. 
 
SE2: for teaching, moderate or neutral 
Examples: 
I will go into the parent conference hoping I can help Rueben learn. 

I am glad my classes are preparing me to handle these kinds of situations. 
 
SE3 : for teaching, conflicted/unsure 
Example: 
I feel somewhat confident in my abilities to handle this type of parent conference, but part of me is 

afraid I won’t know what to say or do. 
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SE4: for teaching, low 
Examples: 
I am very nervous about being able to talk with parents about their children.  

I would send Rueben to special education because I don’t know how to help children with disabilities. 
 
SE5: Child’s self-efficacy considered 
Code any of the author’s references to Rueben’s self-efficacy (remember, not the author’s judgment of 
his ability [i.e. “I know Rueben can do this”] but rather Rueben’s judgment of his ability [i.e. “It is 
important for Rueben to know he can be successful in school”]). Do not code concern for Rueben’s 
feelings unless it is a clear concern about his self-efficacy. 
Examples: 
I wonder if Rueben thinks he can learn. 

I think he should probably repeat 1st grade, but I am concerned that retaining him might make him feel 
like he can’t learn. 

As his teacher, I want to help Rueben believe he can learn. 
 
Non-Examples: 
I know Rueben can learn. 
 
Attribution Theory Codes (AT) 
Attribution theory holds that people make causal attributions (attempts to figure out the reason 
why something occurred) in response to events or situations. Attributions can be described on 
three dichotomous dimensions: locus (internal versus external), stability (stable versus 
unstable), and controllability (controllable versus uncontrollable). Attributions can either be 
about oneself (intrapersonal attributions) or about another (interpersonal attributions) and are 
situation or event specific. In this analysis the attributions of interest are those made by the 
author of the essay, about Rueben’s academic progress (intrapersonal attributions about the 
child’s progress).  

To be coded, an attribution must be an explicitly stated reason or explanation for Rueben’s 
struggle or school performance, or clearly implied (“Rueben is not doing well in school. It 
may be that he has a disability.”). Do NOT code attributions for other characteristics or 
behaviors (i.e. “Rueben is distracted by his toys because he brings them from home” or 
“Rueben’s family may have moved because they are poor.”). Only code attributions for 
struggle or poor school performance. The context that indicates the statement is an explanation 
or reason does not need to be in the same sentence (i.e. “Rueben is not doing well in school. It 
may be that he has a disability.”) However, the causal attribution must be clear.  

Some common attributions are listed on the coding sheet along with their locus, stability and 
controllability already coded. There are five lines to list multiple attribution codes for 
attributions that are not already listed. Code the three dimensions for “other” attributions. 
Also, if the context of one of the attributions listed would indicate different dimensions than 
the ones listed, record that attribution under “other” and code the dimensions accordingly. 
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AT1: Rueben is young 
Example: 
Since Rueben is the youngest in the class he may need extra practice with reading and writing in order 
to catch up. 

Because Rueben is so young, he may just need the gift of time. 
AT2: Rueben moved mid-year 
Examples: 
Rueben may not have had enough time to adjust to his new school. 

Moving mid-year is traumatic for all children. 
 
AT3: Rueben learns slowly/slow learner 
Examples: 
Rueben does not do well in school because he learns more slowly than others. 

Rueben just needs more time and help to learn. 
 
AT4: Rueben has/may have a disability 
Examples: 
I would want him tested to see if there is something really wrong. 

Maybe he has adhd or a learning disability. 
 
AT5: Rueben is lazy (needs to try harder) 
Examples: 
Rueben doesn’t try as hard as he could. 

If Rueben worked harder at home, maybe he would learn better and catch up. 
 
AT6: Rueben’s previous learning opportunities were inadequate. 
Examples: 
I don’t know if what Rueben learned in his previous school. Maybe it was not as rigorous.  

I think Rueben learned the basic skills in his old school. 
 
AT7: Rueben does not speak English well. 
Examples: 
Rueben is a recent immigrant and probably doesn’t have a lot of experience with English. 

Maybe his parents do not speak English to him at home. 
 
AT8: Rueben does not learn because he brings toys to school. 
Examples: 
I will tell his parents that he is distracted by toys because I think that is a major reason he isn’t 
learning. 

If he left his toys at home, he would probably be closer to meeting the standards. 
 
AT9: Other 
See explanation in introduction to AT codes. 
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D3: Child repeats grade 
Examples:  
I will be talking with his parents about retaining him (Code 1) 
 
I will need to discuss why I have decided to have him repeat 1st grade (Code 2) 
 
D4: Ask/tell parent to work with child (to Code 2 on D4, the author must indicate that the parents 

are asked to do something specific.) 
Examples:  
I will talk to the parents to see if they can help him more at home (Code 1) 
 
I hope I can encourage the parents to provide more support (Code 1) 
 
I will give the parents activities to help him at home (Code 2) 
 
D5: Change/improve teaching strategy 
Examples:  
It might be a good idea to see if different ways of teaching work better for Rueben. (Code 1) 
 
I will be wondering what I can do differently, as Rueben’s teacher, to help him learn (Code 1) 
 
I will ask other teachers for ideas so I can help Rueben learn better in my class. (Code 2) 
 
D6: Summer school/after school 
Examples:  
If there is some kind of summer school or after school program I would tell his parents about it. (Code 
1) 
 
I would refer Rueben for summer school or any afterschool programs that could help him make 
progress. (Code 2) 
 
D7: Tutor (other than teacher) 
Examples:  
I would suggest that the parents consider getting a tutor. (Code 1) 
  
I would make arrangements to have an older student tutor Rueben. (Code 2) 
 
D8: Tutoring/extra help by teacher 
Examples:  
I would offer to tutor Rueben before or after school. (Code 1) 
  
I would give Rueben extra one on one help during recess and lunch or make arrangements to see him 
after school. (Code 2) 
 
D9: Other (specify and code 1 or 2) 
 
D10: Other (specify and code 1 or 2) 
Code any decision that does not fall in the pre-specified categories and code 1 or 2. 
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D11: Responsibility  
The action recommended in the essay requires action by whom? Here the strength of the 
recommendation does not matter. This code is intended to capture the author’s perception of who has 
the responsibility for improving Rueben’s learning. “Other” in this code refers to someone or thing 
(program) other than the teacher, parent or child, that the author recommends has agency in improving 
Rueben’s learning (i.e. special education, a specialist, a tutor, or an after school program). 

Do not confuse responsibility with attribution. For example, if the essay indicates parents’ lack of 
support as a reason Rueben is not doing well, only Code 2 for responsibility if the essay also contains 
recommendations that include parent responsibility as part of the solution. Also, do not code for teacher 
responsibility anything the teacher does to prepare for the conference or to help others help Rueben. So 
“giving work” to the parents is coded a 2. Referring for special education is coded a 4. Gathering work 
samples for the conference is not coded here. 

Examples Teacher Responsibility (Code 1) 
I would consider giving Rueben extra one-on-one help during recess and lunch.  

Maybe I would try using more manipulatives in math.  

I would consider changing my reading groups.  

His parents would really need to work with him after school if he is going to catch up.  

I would consult with the reading specialist so I can change my lesson plans to meet Rueben’s needs.  

Examples Parent Responsibility (Code 2) 
I would suggest that the parents consider getting a tutor.  

I hope I can encourage the parents to provide more support  

I will give the parents activities to help him at home  

I would give Rueben extra one on one help during recess and lunch.  

Examples Child Responsibility (Code 3) 
I will need Rueben to work harder at school and at home. 

Rueben must improve his reading if he is to go on to the 2nd grade. 

I need Rueben to leave his toys at home. 

Examples Other Educator Responsibility (Code 4) 
I would refer Rueben for summer school or any afterschool programs that could help him improve. 

I would get the school psychologist involved. 

I would do my best to present every option: there may be free tutoring available after school. 

MISC Codes 
WC: Count total words. Count hyphenated words as one word. Count words that should be hyphenated, 

but are not, as if the word were not hyphenated. Do not count crossed-out words. 
B: Count conjunctives that signal consideration of opposing perspectives or arguments (i.e. but, though, 

although, however, on the other hand). 
RW: Count re-writes, cross-outs, write-overs. 
AG:  Count number of sentences in which Rueben’s age is mentioned. 
ERR: Count spelling, grammar, punctuation errors. Watch possessive plurals especially (i.e.parents’) 

and homophones (i.e. their, they’re, there; your, you’re; and to, two, too).  
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CODEBOOK ROUND 2 

 
Critical Thinking 
These codes should capture five areas of critical thinking: accuracy/reiteration 
(CTAR), goals (CTG), collaboration in decision-making (CTD); framing problems 
from multiple sources and contradictory information (CTPF); reflecting on one’s 
thinking (CTR). 
 
CTAR, CTG, CTD and CTPF all coded on the following scale: 
 
0 = Not present 1 = Present  
 
Accuracy/Reiteration (CTAR) 
CTAR codes should capture any blatant factual errors, assumptions that expand 
beyond the facts of the case, and also reiterating the facts of the case without analysis. 
 
CTAR1: Contains one or more statements that are factual errors. 
The essay contains one or more statements about the case that is wrong. 
 
Examples:   
Since Rueben is one of the oldest children in the class… 
Rueben has missed a lot of school. 
 
CTAR2: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for parent 
The essay contains one or more assumptions about the child and/or parents/family that 
is/are treated as true (rather than a possible consideration)  
Examples:  
Perhaps Rueben doesn’t speak English well. In that case I would….. 
 
CTAR3: Substantial portion of essay is reiteration of case  
The majority of the essay (roughly 50% or more) restates the case. 
 
Critical Thinking: Goals (CTG) 
CTG codes attempt to capture the author’s goal for the parent conference. Does the 
author want to learn from the parents? Improve instruction? What does the author of 
the essay hope to accomplish via the parent conference? You may select multiple 
codes. 
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CTG1: Collaborate with parents  
The essay contains statements that indicate the author wants to collaborate with 
parents. 
Examples: 
I will ask the parents as well how they feel about their son’s progress and what they 
think would be most beneficial for him. 

I will discuss the options of summer school, grade retention, and special education 
services with the parent in order to get their input. 
 
CTG2: Learn from parents  
The essay contains statements that indicate the author realizes the parents have 
information that would be valuable to know and can contribute to improving Rueben’s 
academic progress. 
 
I would ask [Rueben’s parents] if he practices at home. 

I would…ask questions about his at-home lifestyle…..was the mid-year move to a new 
state difficult for the family? 

 
CTG3: Persuade parents  
The goal of the parent-teacher conference is to persuade the parents to do something 
the teacher has decided would be helpful. 
 
Examples: 
I will prepare for teacher conferences by compiling Rueben’s work (also CTG5). I will 
use this work as evidence for my arguments. 

I would need to provide specific examples to support my recommendation. 
  
CTG4: Inform parents  
The goal of the parent-teacher conference is for the teacher (author) to give the parents 
information about their son or about services and programs. 
 
Examples: 
I would have his test scores to show and explain to his parents so they understand 
where their son stands. 

I would offer some information to Rueben’s parents in relation to the academic skills 
and tools he should have. 
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CTG5: Be organized 
The author is concerned about being organized for the meeting. This may also be 
stated as being prepared. 
 
Examples: 
Preparing for the conference would mostly deal with my organization. I would need to 

have several examples of his work. 

As I prepare for the conference I will gather my notes and be organized and ready to 
talk with the parents. 

 
CTG6: Improve instruction/teaching 
The goal of the parent-teacher conference is to emerge with ideas about how to 
improve instruction for Rueben. 
 
Examples: 
I would want to find out from his parents (CTG2) how he learns best so I can use that 
information to teach him better in my classroom (CTG6). 

If his parents and I can work together (CTG1), maybe we can figure out some ways of 
teaching him that work (CTG6) 
 
Critical Thinking: Decisions (CTD) 
CTD codes attempt to capture who made the decision about the child. Did the teacher 
make the decision? The parents? Did the teacher collaborate with parents or other 
professionals? Only one code is permitted. 
 
CTD1: Final Decision made by teacher  
Others may be involved in discussing or considering options, but the teacher had the 
final say. 
Examples: 
It may be hard for the parents to accept my decision to have Rueben repeat first grade. 

I will tutor Rueben after school every day. 
 
CTD2: Final decision made by parents  
Others may be involved in discussing or considering options, but the parents had the 
final say. 
Examples: 

I would want Rueben’s parents to have good information so they can make an 
informed decision about their son. 

I would hope the parents would consider my opinion, but final decision is theirs of 
course. 
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CTD3: Final decision to be made by other professionals  
Another professional (principal, school psychologist, physician) to decide. 
 
Examples: 
The specialists who test him would determine if he should receive special education. 

I want to present all the information I have, but ultimately I have to do what the 
principal decides. 
 
CTD4: Final decision to be made in collaboration with parents  
The decision will be made by the teacher and parents together. 
 
Examples: 
With the parents input we would  

I would show the parents his test scores. (If this statement is followed by, “so they 
could see he is not ready for 2nd grade, you would code both CTG3 and CTG4.) 
 
 
CTD5: Final decision to be made in collaboration with parents  
The decision will be made by the teacher and other professionals. 
 
Examples: 
I would meet with the special education teacher and decide if Rueben belongs in 

special education. 

The principal and I would meet with his parents and explain why we decided it would 
be best for Rueben to repeat 1st grade.    

 
CTD6: Final decision to be made in collaboration with parents and other 
professionals 
The decision will be made by the teacher, parents, and other professionals working 
together. 
 
Examples: 
I would invite a specialist to the parent conference so we could all decide the best 
route to go with Rueben. 

This is a big decisions, so I would want to have my principal meet with me and the 
parents so we can all agree on what to do. 
 
Critical Thinking: Problem Frame (CTPF) 
CTPF codes attempt to capture if students frame the problem from multiple sources of 
information and if they consider contradictory information. 
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CTPF1: Problem frame is multifaceted  
Student considers several sources of information such as parents’ report, description of 
Rueben’s learning, test scores. 
Examples: 

I looked at Rueben’s test scores and the fact that he is young and moved. I also want to 
hear what his parents have to say. 

Before the parent conference I would look through all the work I’d collected on 
Rueben and read my notes and his previous test scores. 
 
CTPF2: Problem frame considers contradictory information or interpretations  
Student considers contradictory information or contradictory interpretation of the same 
information. 
Examples: 

Looking at his test scores I am concerned, and he has been in the lowest reading 
group for the whole semester. But maybe being in that reading group didn’t give him 
the opportunity to hear stronger readers. 

I know what I think should happen, but his parents might have a different idea. I need 
to listen and consider what they want. 
 
Critical Thinking: Reflection (CTR) 
Use Kemper et al. (2007) coding scheme. [Note: This coding scheme is copyright 
protected and permission to reproduce was not obtained, so it is not included here.] 
 
1 = Non-reflection 
2 = Understanding 
3 = Reflection 
4 = Critical Reflection 
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 APPENDIX N  

INTER-CODER RELIABILITY DATA 

Holistic Codes*  
H1: Holistic Score: Quality of critical thinking .92 
H2: Holistic Score: Quality of writing .96 
  
Affective Codes (A)  
A1: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for child .87 
A2: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for parent .90 
A3: Consideration of affective/emotional concerns for self  .91 
A4: Description or expression of positive affect about self. .91 
A5: Description or expression of negative affect about self. .92 
  
Implicit Theory Codes (IT)  
IT1: Evidence of incremental theory of ability .76 
IT3: Evidence of entity theory of ability .78 
  
Self-efficacy Codes (SE)  
SE1: for teaching, high .93 
SE2: for teaching, moderate .93 
SE3: for teaching, conflicted/ambiguous  .97 
SE4: for teaching, low .95 
SE5: Child’s self-efficacy considered  .93 
  
Attribution Theory Codes (AT)  
AT1: Reuben is young .92 
AT2: Reuben moved mid-year .88 
AT3: Reuben learns slowly/slower learner .91 
AT4: Reuben may have a disability  .86 
AT5: Reuben is lazy  .97 
AT6: Reuben’s previous learning opportunities were inadequate .96 
AT7: Reuben does not speak English well .98 
AT8: Reuben does not learn because he brings toys to school .93 
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Decisions Codes (D)  
D1: Referral for special education/disability evaluation  .92 
D2: Refer for other special program/service .89 
D3: Child repeats grade .87 
D4: Parent help child .87 
D5: Change/improve teaching strategy .90 
D6: Summer school/after school .89 
D7: Tutor (other than teacher) .88 
D8: Tutoring/extra help by teacher 
 

.92 

Responsibility (R)  
R0: No responsibility coded/decision not made .88 
R1: Teacher responsible .89 
R2: Parent responsible .90 
R3: Child responsible .96 
R4: Other educator responsible 
  

.87 

Miscellaneous Codes**  
B: But, however, although, on the other hand .83 
RW: Cross-outs, re-writes/write-overs .91 
AG: Refers to Rueben’s age .91 
ERR: Spelling, grammar, punctuation errors 
 

.84 

Critical Thinking Accuracy/Reiteration (CTAR)  
CTAR1: Contains one or more statements that are factual errors  .78 
CTAR2: Contains one or more assumptions  .89 
CTAR4: Substantial portion reiteration of case 
 

.93 

Critical Thinking Goals (CTG)  
CTG1: Collaborate with parents .79 
CTG2: Learn from parents .95 
CTG3: Persuade parents .86 
CTG4: Inform parents  .88 
CTG5: Be organized .88 
CTB6: Improve instruction/teaching 
 
 
 
 

.90 
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APPENDIX N - continued 

 

Critical Thinking Decisions (CTD)   
CTD1: Final decision by teacher .70 
CTD2: Final decision by parents .92 
CTD3: Final decision by other professionals .98 
CTD4: Final decision collaboration w/ parents .93 
CTD5: Final decision collaboration w/ other professionals .97 
CTD6: Final decision collaboration w/ parents & other 
professionals 

.98 

Critical Thinking Problem Frame (CTPF)  
CTPF1: Problem frame (not solution) is multifaceted .85 
CTPF2: Problem frame considers contradictory information or 
interpretations. 

.61 

Critical Thinking Reflection (CTR)  
CTR1: Level of reflection .75 

 
Notes: Unless otherwise noted below, all reliability analyses were calculated as 
agreements divided by agreements + disagreements.  
*Holistic codes reliability was calculated for agreement within 1 point. 
**Miscellaneous codes B, RW and ERR were ratio-level data, therefore 
reliability was analyzed with Pearson r. 
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