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Whose truth?     

      

    But what about Victoria? 

Yeah, that one hurts.     

    Did I do something wrong? 

I don't know.     

    Intimidation. 

Reticence.     

    Fear of reprisal. 

Personality?     

    Lack of Respect. 

Whose?     

    Everyone's. 

    Did I get too caught up in what I thought I 
knew?  With what I thought I was doing right?  
With being pleased that everyone was 
contributing to the conversation? 

But everyone was contributing.  That's worth 
being proud of.  Think of NAPDS. 

    

    Yeah, I really patted myself on the back for that 
one. 

Don't be so hard on yourself.     

    If not me, who?  I was the facilitator of all that.  
It was my responsibility to listen to her.  To 
make sure she was heard. 

You can't hear what she doesn't say.     

    Couldn't I have made her more comfortable in 
the saying? 

You can't make anyone do anything but pay 
taxes and die. 

    

    Fine, Mrs. Maddox4.  I hear you. 

    Did I inhibit her? 

                                                 
4 Mrs. Maddox was my 3rd grade teacher.  She said that a lot.  She wasn’t a nice lady. 
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I don't know.  She says it was the situation.     

    Yeah, but I'm part of the situation. 

    I've read the research.  I know how it goes all 
wrong. 

All knowing, eh?     

    Okay, no.  But I was looking so hard for the 
signs. 

Yeah, and if they were there, you missed 
them. 

    

But maybe they weren't there.     

    Some of them were, but others weren't obvious 
until I looked at the data. 

Breathe.  Keep looking.     

 

After writing this poem, I read it and reread it, both aloud and to myself, listening to my 

own frustrating and confusion tumble over me.  I shared it with the novice (Victoria) and asked 

her to respond to it.  What resulted was an additional interview in which Victoria revealed a little 

more about herself.  That data became invaluable to the story I told in the case report.  

I also used poetry in the presentation of Case 2 to better illustrate the experiences of 

Victoria and her mentors.  Those poems are found in Chapter 4. 

Creating diagrams. Because I was concerned with understanding the way individual 

experiences, needs, and expectations intersected in the collective experience, I found it very 

useful to represent inter-case relationships diagrammatically. As I wrote the story of each 

individual for each case report, I considered the way those individuals related to one another 

collaboratively. In creating these diagrams, I was able to more effectively tell our collective 

stories. 

Member checking. Throughout the analyses, I made use of a three-phase member 

checking system. In the first phase of member checking, I sent each participant the individual 



 

93 

story I had written to represent his/her personal experience. I asked participants to read their 

stories and consider the questions: Does it feel true? Does it represent you? Is there anything 

missing? Are there parts you would delete? Would you feel comfortable sharing this story with 

the other member(s) of our triad? I asked the participants to return these stories to me with their 

comments and edits. 

Once participants and I reached agreement about the individual stories, I began phase two 

of member checking. I compiled the individual stories (as allowed by the participants) and those 

stories that illustrated the connections between/among members into one document and shared 

these documents with the trios. I asked the participants to review their own and others’ stories for 

context and provide feedback about the collective stories.   

There were two exceptions to this phase of member checking.  In Case 2, one member of 

the triad asked that her story not be shared with the other members of the triad.  As the novice in 

our collaboration, she was uncomfortable telling a story that turned out to be very difficult for 

her with her mentors—even her former mentors.  In Case 3, one of the stories told was about a 

fourth member of our triad who was present in reputation only.  This fourth member was a 

school mentor, Susan, who was assigned by the university program to the triad, but ultimately 

did not participate. As such, Susan’s story was not collected from her directly, but because her 

presence in the program had such an impact on the other members of the triad, I included her 

story as “absent, but present”.  Because Susan was not a formal part of the data collection, I did 

not include her in the member checking process.  Instead, I shared her story with the other 

members of our triad, Fiona and Sophia, one of whom was the Subject Area Leader for the 

school and very protective of the mathematics teachers in her department.  Both Sophia and 
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Fiona agreed that the story was fair and could in no way harm Susan and that her story was 

represented with integrity as a part of our collective experience. 

In the final phase of member checking, I added the stories of phronesis and asked the 

participants to consider the opportunities the resident had to learn during our collaborations. I 

provided them a formal definition of the word phronesis and asked them to consider specifically 

those cases in which the resident was given opportunities to apply it.  Put plainly, I asked 

participants to identify those opportunities the residents had to apply generalized teacher 

knowledge to specific teaching situations both inside and outside the classroom.  

The participants were very responsive throughout this process and I received 100% 

participation through all phases. In fact, the process of member checking created additional data 

sources as participants provided frank and useful feedback. In the case of two of the participants, 

we conducted additional interviews during the member checking process 

During the member checking process, participants were also asked to suggest 

pseudonyms for themselves. In doing so, I followed the advice of researchers like Fine (1994), 

who advocated for the individuals’ rights to name themselves and Reason (1994) who advocated 

for the sharing of research. Those participants who chose not to name themselves were assigned 

pseudonyms that aligned with the gender and culture of the participant. Once individual case 

analyses were completed, case data were rejoined with the multi-case files with co-participants’ 

pseudonyms in place. 

Fictionalized narratives. As a final step in the analysis process and a first step in the 

reporting process, I made use of fictionalized narratives (Lieblich, 2006; Linghede, Larsson, & 

Redelius, 2016; Shann, 2015; Smith, Silver, & Stein, 2005) to write the conclusionary story of 

each case report. I refer to these narratives as fictionalized rather than fiction because they arose 
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from the data, so they are true, but they are drawn from multiple stories and enhanced to 

highlight specific relational details, so they are also not nonfiction. 

I constructed these fictionalized narratives in the style of scholars like Smith, Silver, and 

Stein (2005), who made use of fictionalized narratives in their book Improving Instruction in 

Rational Numbers and Proportionality. They explained their approach in the introduction. 

The cases are based on real teachers and events, drawing on detailed 

documentation (videotapes and write-ups) of classroom lessons and interviews 

with teachers about the documented lessons. At times, cases enhance certain 

aspects of a lesson in order to make a particular idea salient. However, every 

attempt has been made to stay true to the predispositions and general teaching 

habits of the teacher who inspired the case. (2005, p. xiii). 

It is in this spirit that I have written the fictionalized narratives that represent each case. The 

narratives were drawn from the data collected in this study and I made every attempt to stay true 

to the experiences and relationships of the triad in each case. 

Single-case reports. As noted above, single case reports were written to reflect the 

stories, experiences, inter-relationships, phronesis, and other details of each triad. By storing data 

related to each case in its own OneNote section (as above), I was able analyze data related to a 

specific case individually. As a result of single-case data collection and analysis, I generated case 

study reports that were summaries of “what has been done to try to get the answers, what 

assertions can be made with some confidence, and what more needs to be studied” (Stake, 2006, 

sec. 1.8). 

Cross-case analysis. With data stored as above, I was also able to easily follow Stake’s 

(2006) procedures for cross-case analysis. In Multiple Case Study Analysis, Stake provided a 
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series of worksheets5 researchers can use to identify themes and make assertions about what he 

refers to as the quintain once the analysis of each individual case is completed. Through four of 

these seven worksheets, the quintain is analyzed by identifying how the cases contribute to the 

larger research questions6. In particular, Worksheets 3, 4, 5, and 6 direct the researcher through a 

series of steps designed to identify themes, judge the impact of those themes in individual cases, 

identify cross-case themes and judge their impact, develop assertions based on the themes, and 

merge the cases to form a cohesive view of the quintain. (These worksheets are available for 

download at http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/circe/EDPSY490E/worksheets/worksheet.html.)  

Though Stake’s (2006) worksheets were certainly well thought out and described, I chose 

to stray from his pencil-and-paper methods for two reasons. First, Stake himself recommended 

that researchers alter the worksheets provided to adhere more smoothly to the natural thinking 

patterns of the analyst. The method I describe below certainly adhered more closely to the way 

that I think about data. Second, Stake’s pencil-and-paper method relied upon the willingness of 

the analyst to print and re-print a great deal of data (a quite literal, physical interpretation of 

“copy and paste”). I found this method both cumbersome and wasteful, so an electronic method 

better suited my need to be both efficient and ecologically responsible. In order to view and 

manipulate the data more fluidly, I chose to use Trello, a password-protected online 

organizational system, for cross-case analysis.  

Step 1. Reviewing the cases. Once single-case analyses were performed, I set up a Trello 

board to house the themes and excerpts from what Stake (2006) described in Worksheet 3 as the 

                                                 
5 I have used the first of these worksheets in Figure 7. The full set of seven worksheets can be downloaded at 

http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/circe/EDPSY490E/worksheets/worksheet.html. 
6 Stake (2006) referred to the overarching, pre-identified research interests as themes, but I find this term misleading 

in discussions of analysis—peering, as I do, from my doctoral coursework—so I will continue with the more 

common definition of themes as predominant ideas that emerge from the data and research questions as the primary 

interests of my endeavors. 

http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/circe/EDPSY490E/worksheets/worksheet.html
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“Analysist’s Notes while Reading a Case Report”. In this portion of the analysis, Stake instructed 

the analyst to read through each case and make note of the following features: synopsis, general 

case findings, uniqueness of case situation as related to the quintain, relevance of case themes, 

possible excerpts for reporting, and any other commentary. Several of these aspects were 

highlighted or summarized in the case reports themselves and in this single-researcher 

investigation, I did not see the need to repeat this information. The themes, findings, and 

excerpts, however, were copied and pasted into a Trello board organized by case, which is shown 

in Figure 7.  

 

As shown in the figure, Trello boards are organized by list (in this board, lists have been labeled 

by case) and populated with cards (in these lists, cards have been labeled by theme). Each card 

can be used further to note specific data excerpts, case report verbiage, and/or images pertinent 

to the finding for which it is labeled (see Figure 8, which depicts a card from Case 2).  

Figure 7. A Trello board was used to house case-specific findings and code them by research 

question. 
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The cards were then coded using Trello’s labeling feature. For this board, I chose to assign labels 

by research question and participant, as shown by the color panel displayed on the right side of 

Figure 7. Notice that I also included the dark blue label, Contextually Unique Finding. This label 

was recommended by Stake as a means of identifying those findings that emerged from cases 

due to unique contextual factors that are not replicated in the other cases.  

Step 2. Determining the prominence of each finding for answering research questions. 

Stake’s (2006) next step in cross-case analysis is to determine the prominence of each finding for 

answering the research questions posed about the quintain. For this purpose, a second Trello 

board was created from the first and reorganized by a second list type: Research question. Once 

the cards were created in the first step above, they could be manipulated easily using Trello’s 

drag/drop features and organized hierarchically in each new list by their relevance to the research 

questions. As needed, I was able to also identify new research questions that emerged from 

Figure 8. Each Trello card contained details about the 

finding for which it was named. 
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strong findings not oriented to any existing research question (e.g., the contextually unique 

findings labeled in Step 1).  For example, in Case 2, analyses revealed a hidden conflict that had 

run through the duration of the residency that was known only to one member of the triad. This 

contextually unique finding revealed a small portion of what we don’t know as a result of story 

sharing. 

Step 3. Making assertions. Once cards were reorganized in Step 2 to reflect those 

findings most relevant to the research questions, I began to make cross-case assertions. As I 

organized the themes from each case, I discovered a preponderance of particular themes and was 

able to use Trello to create new lists that focused on a specific aspect of each research question.  

For example, issues of power were present in each case, manifested uniquely in the connections 

and relationships formed in each triad. These clusters were identified across cases, and in some 

instances, across research questions and were used to make assertions about fieldwork 

collaborations (the quintain).  

To challenge the assertions I made, I reread the data and case reports, ranked the 

assertions by strength and relevance, and shared these assertions with my co-participants and 

colleagues. Through these challenges, I looked for false assumptions, missed opportunities, and 

alternate interpretations. 

Ethical Considerations 

Because this study delved into the lived experiences of real people, the data collection 

and analysis process had the potential to be a painful one for the participants and/or myself. At 

times, we revealed difficult or unflattering information about ourselves or others. Interviews and 

observations had the potential to make us uncomfortable or feel exposed. As a result, participants 

were given the option to edit or withdraw the stories that represent them or to withdraw from the 
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study completely, rendering their cases useless to the quintain. In several cases, participants 

made use of their right to do so, which affected the way the final stories were told. 

To protect the rights of my participants, I collected consent forms for participation in the 

study. This consent form included a full disclosure of the purpose of my study and the option to 

withdraw from the study at any time (see Appendix C). To improve the comfort of my 

participants, I established honest, open relationships very early. In an email exchange before the 

start of my study, I asked Dr. Bullough how he was able to gain the consent of their participants 

to tell such difficult stories in Bullough and Draper (2004) (see Chapter 2 for a synopsis of their 

study). In his reply, he advised me to “build relations early and . .. attend to them consistently, 

and . . . prove myself as trustworthy.” “Without trust,” he said, “game’s over” (Bullough email 

interview, 2015). I did my best to heed his advice. 

Beyond Dr. Bullough’s wise counsel, however, my study provided another layer of 

possible discomfort for the participants involved due to my own participation as the university 

mentor in each triad. To address the storytelling aspect of data collection, I shared information 

with the other participants to facilitate a more equitable power dynamic among us. I am not naïve 

enough to believe that I was able to remove power as a complication in this study. In an effort to 

balance the playing field, however, I made an effort to be as honest with my collaborators as I 

could be, including revealing uncomfortable or embarrassing information about myself. As the 

supervisor in these collaborations, I also needed to consider the ways that this degree of openness 

altered the supervisory decisions I made and the way the collaborative units evolved as a result.  

Those reflections were captured in the researcher journal.  



 

101 

Credibility and Trustworthiness 

In judging the credibility and trustworthiness of a multicase study, one must consider the 

relationship of the researcher to the quintain (Stake, 2006). In this study of the final fieldwork 

experience, I was a graduate assistant assigned to a grant-funded program as the university 

supervisor for seven undergraduate pre-service teachers. As such, I certainly had a vested interest 

in the outcome of this study. I believed in the work we were doing and the research I had done 

during the preceding school year to improve my supervision. Even as I finalize this report in 

hopes of earning my PhD, I am proud of the work I did with those seven novices and their 

mentors and feel that I established healthy and productive relationships with each.  

Though a portion of each case pertained to my experiences as supervisor, however, this 

study was not about my supervision. Instead, it was meant to provide insights about experiences 

of all the educators involved in this fieldwork placement. The credibility and trustworthiness of 

the findings, then, can be judged upon how well I have been able to produce a research report 

that honors the uniqueness of each participant and inform the quintain. To that end, I have used 

member checking and data triangulation to promote the steadfastness of the study focus and the 

trustworthiness of the findings. 

Generalizability Transferability 

Qualitative multicase studies are not meant to be generalizable in the way of quantitative 

experiments (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013; Lichtman, 2011; Stake, 2006, etc.). The cases that were 

selected for this study were not meant to represent all possible fieldwork collaborations. 

Likewise, the cases in this study were not compared during cross-case analysis—at least not in 

the traditional evaluative sense. Instead, “the cases studied are a selected group of instances 

chosen for better understanding of the quintain” (Stake, 2006, sec. 4.2). In the analysis of each 
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case and their collective cross-case analysis, the goal of this study was to better understand the 

final fieldwork experience, not to evaluate or make programmatic decisions. Indeed, in Stake’s 

words, 

[generalizations] are problematic because they lead to expectations that they will 

optimally facilitate professional practice, which they will not. It is true that useful 

limits of practice may be established and that help may be given, but the essential 

determination of professional action will regularly come from custom and 

advocacy, not from science (Stake, 2006, sec. 4.4).  

Regardless, Stake encouraged researchers to disclose generalizations tentatively. Not doing so 

could deprive readers of potentially useful applications to their own practice. Even tentative 

generalizations should be accompanied by a depth of context, however, to enrich the reader’s 

understanding of its usefulness. In essence, though, “[b]ecause the reader knows the situations to 

which the assertions might apply, the responsibility of making generalizations should be more 

the reader’s than the writer’s” (Stake, 2006, sec. 4.4). 

Rather than generalizations, this research is meant to be potentially transferrable to other 

mathematics educators, teacher educators, and novices engaged in fieldwork collaborations.  The 

stories that are told in Chapter 4 and the assertions outlined in Chapter 5 are meant to resonate 

with educators in the field experiencing similar dilemmas and successes, frustrations and joys.  

Because the purpose of this research is meant to illuminate the experiences of educators 

collaborating during fieldwork, it is my hope that the stories my collaborators and I have shared 

will help our colleagues to empathize with one other and enter into honest and productive 

dialogue about their experiences, expectations, and perceptions to enhance their fieldwork 

collaborations. 
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Presentation of the Findings 

Together with the single-case analyses, the cross-case analyses are presented in a manner 

that best tells the stories of the cases and how those cases inform the quintain. The entirety of all 

three case reports are presented in Chapter 4: Telling Our Stories.  The format of each case report 

is generally consistent with the others, but deviates to allow for the unique aspects of the 

collaborators involved (Stake, 2006). Each case report begins with the individual stories of the 

novice and mentors and, at times, stories of dyadic relationships within the triad.  These 

experiential stories are followed by stories that discuss opportunities for novice phronesis.  The 

third section of each case report attends to the effects of our story sharing—specific stories that 

can be attributed to the way story sharing changed our collaboration.  The final section of each 

report is a fictionalized narrative.  These stories are constructed from the data collected in each 

case and are meant to provide a snapshot view of the fieldwork experience. 

The case reports will be followed by Chapter 5: Assertions.  In this chapter, I will discuss 

the results of the cross-case analysis.  I have chosen to separate this chapter from the stories told 

in Chapter 4 because its purpose is different:  Chapter 4 is meant to offer up stories with as little 

judgement as possible, but Chapter 5 has been written as an admittedly subjective analysis of 

those stories. The separation of the stories from their analysis also provides the reader with a 

distinctive break between the enjoyment of story and the business of assertion.  In most books 

(fiction or nonfiction), the end of a chapter is a reasonable time to put the book down and process 

what has been read so far.  I invite the reader to process his/her own reactions to the stories.  As 

Coulter and Smith (2009) noted, “Narratives have the effect of evoking dissonance in the reader, 

enabling the reader to look at educational phenomena with renewed interest and a more 

questioning stance” (p. 577-578). By separating these chapters, I hope to provide the reader the 
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opportunity to draw his/her own conclusions independent of my own before delving into the 

assertions I have made through cross-case analysis.  

In the final chapter (Chapter 6: Implications and Discussion), I will discuss the 

connections the assertions made in Chapter 5 have to the existing literature about fieldwork 

collaborations.  I will also provide insight into the implications these cases and the assertions I 

have made have for healthy and productive teacher education fieldwork collaborations.  Added 

to the lessons we can learn from these particular cases, I will address the implications the 

research methods I have use have for future research on teacher education fieldwork 

collaborations. 
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 Chapter 4: Telling Our Stories 

 

Where to start is a problem, because nothing begins when it begins and nothing's 

over when it's over, and everything needs a preface: a preface, a postscript, a chart 

of simultaneous events. –Margaret Atwood, The Robber Bride 

 

We create narratives for people, because they are simpler than the complexities of 

real lives. Everyone wants a good story, with a prince and a princess and a villain. 

When narratives change, it’s unsettling, because whether or not they’re our own, 

they help to define us, and we don’t want to let go of them. . . Ultimately what 

remains is a story. In the end, it’s the only thing any of us really owns. . . But this 

is a story of my life, not the story. Who could ever begin to tell it all? –Carole 

Radziwill, What Remains 

The Quintain: The Story of Fieldwork 

The "quintain" in this multi-case study is the story of teacher education fieldwork--in 

particular the final fieldwork of a teacher preparation program. Teacher preparation programs 

generate graduation requirements for final fieldwork for teacher candidates, but these 

requirements vary from school to school. They ask supervisors to file reports on the success of 

candidates in meeting those requirements, but these supervisors are given varying degrees of 

preparation to support candidates—sometimes none at all. They ask collaborating teachers to 
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open their classrooms to teacher candidates and guide them in their early classroom experiences, 

but they rarely support them as teacher educators. 

So how do we tell the story of fieldwork experience? Indeed, can we? That story is not 

one that can be told simply or concisely. It is complex and multifaceted. It originates from 

multiple players and the interactions between those players. It is unique for every individual and 

every collective. Can we tell such a complex story? 

Can I tell the story that represents all fieldwork experiences? No, of course not. Instead, 

this dissertation tells the stories of three specific fieldwork experiences bound by the same 

program and the same supervisor (me). I have cobbled these stories together from my colleagues 

and told the best story I can to represent our experiences. It is my intention that these stories 

provoke dialogue among other supervisors, collaborating teachers, and teacher candidates to 

speak to the greater quintain I cannot access from my single perspective. In doing so, let us begin 

to reexamine what it means to place teacher candidates in the classrooms of K-12 teachers and 

liaise with them through university supervisors. 

Caring for those who told the stories 

The writing of others’ stories is a difficult task, one that is fraught with power imbalances 

that can all too easily oppress the voices of the participants’ whose stories are told (Reason, 

1994). As noted in Chapter 3, I made a concerted effort to honor participants’ willingness to 

share their stories and respect their continued ownership of them.  Making these decisions meant 

that I did not engage with all participants in all cases in the same way and that there were 

variances in participants’ involvement and their decisions about data collection, analysis, and the 

stories that were written.   
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As such, the reader may notice some differences in the seeming authenticity of various 

voices.  For example, during member checking Billy and Danny provided little feedback about 

their stories other than “That sounds great!”  In fact, when I pressed Billy for further input, I 

received this message: “It was and [sic] awesome read, I read it a couple of times, but I don't 

really know what edits are needed from my perspective, maybe [Danny] will have some better 

insight” (Billy, personal correspondence, 2016).   

In other cases, however, I received a great deal of feedback and even additional 

interviews as a result of member checking.  Ann and Victoria in Case 2 and Sophia in Case 3 all 

provided detailed feedback about their stories by editing the language, deleting portions, or 

adding additional stories.  Fiona (Case 3) reported that she asked her husband to read the stories 

to her aloud so that she could consider the stories as a whole.  She then provided feedback about 

the portions that did/did not seem representative of her experiences or parts she felt needed 

clarification. These differences in participant feedback made my own voice either more or less 

prominent in the telling of the stories.  The reader may notice that while my own voice is quite 

prominent in Case 1, the stories in Cases 2 and 3 have a different linguistic feel as the stories of 

each participant is told. 

The reader also might notice what could be perceived as dissonant language. This 

decision was particularly difficult for me to make.  As a scholar, I pride myself one writing in a 

fluent, “readable” style.  I decided, however, that though readers might have been advantaged by 

a smooth telling of events, the participant was often better represented through their own manner 

of speech.  As such, the reader may find that some passages are more linguistically dissonant 

than others.  These dissonances are intentional. That is, in some passages, I have purposely used 

the colloquial language of the participants to more authentically tell the stories they have shared, 
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revealing their ways of speaking, their emotional responses, or their frames of mind.  Sometimes, 

these dissonant passages will be made obvious by quotation marks surrounding direct quotations 

from the data.  Other times, however, the dissonant language is used in a paraphrase of the 

participant’s speech or in the telling of an account in which the participant was involved.  For 

example, in Sophia’s story in Case 3, I paraphrased from an interview with Sophia that “Sophia 

has been teaching all her life”.  Though she has not literally been teaching all her life—and it is 

certainly not scholarly to use hyperbole—this statement is the way she herself would 

characterize her teaching experience.  Each story told is meant to authentically represent the 

participants in them. 

Organization of the Stories 

Though each case was written to best represent the participants involved, I have 

organized the stories in each case into a loose structure that is consistent across the cases.  After 

a brief contextual introduction to the participants and their school, each case has four 

predominant subsections of stories: individual and collective stories, opportunities for phronesis, 

effects of story sharing, and a fictionalized narrative.  The first three of these sections were used 

during analysis to consider the research questions. Individual and collective stories provide 

context about the lives, motivations, experiences, expectations, frustrations, and joys of the 

individual collaborators.  This subsection also includes stories about the dyadic relationships 

among the participants (e.g., school mentor and novice, novice and university mentor) and a 

description of the triad relationship.  The Opportunities for phronesis subsection tell the stories 

of novice learning.  They focus on opportunities provided to novices to apply generalized teacher 

knowledge to specific situations (phronesis).  In Effects of story sharing, I focus on those aspects 
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of our collective stories that were impacted by our knowledge of one another—knowledge that 

was gained through story sharing during the residency program or during this study.   

I close each case with a fictionalized narrative in much the same way that I asked 

participants to provide a “final story” at the end of our formal collaborations.  These narratives 

are meant to further illuminate the experiences of one or more of the collaborators in each triad.  

I refer to these narratives as fictionalized rather than fiction because they arose from the data, so 

they are true, but they are drawn from multiple stories and enhanced to highlight specific 

relational details, so they are also not nonfiction.  I have placed them at the end of each case 

because they were written last and served (for me) as the lasting impression of each case.  It is 

my hope that they will serve to sum up each case for the reader as well. 

 

The stories we tell, and the forms our stories take, matter for the way we see, 

evaluate, and interact with the world; and this is especially important in 

teaching. . . Thus, storytelling should be of interest to all teacher educators 

seeking to develop robust pre-service teacher experiences. (Selland, 2016, p. 5). 

I begin the telling of these stories with a story of my own background and intentions in order to 

provide a clearer picture of the storyteller. 

Story Context 

Though I have made an effort to tell the stories of these collaborations from the 

perspective of the participants, it would be naïve for me to assume my own voice has been 

silenced in the process.  The year represented by these stories was meaningful to me and the 

professional and personal relationships I formed have an impact on the way I present these 
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stories.  As such, it seems fair and right to begin by contextualizing my approach to this 

fieldwork, both professionally and personally. 

The year of this study was my third year as a fieldwork supervisor and my second year 

supervising residents.  During my first year of supervision, I worked with students in paired 

practicum placements.  I visited each of their schools twice during the semester to observe 

one/both students teaching all/part of a lesson.  I worked directly with the novices and interacted 

little with their school mentors. Along with fieldwork, I was also responsible for collecting 

qualitative data during the program's university methods courses, so I was well aware of the 

program guidelines for lesson planning and instructional strategies.  I felt a lot of tension that 

year between the university requirements and the school mentors' expectations for instruction.  I 

watched the preservice teachers transition from "middle school mode" to "university mode" as 

they tried to please both their methods instructors and their collaborating teachers.  I was not part 

of the building the tension, nor was I part of easing it.  

During my second year as a supervisor, I worked with novices in their year-long 

residency placements.  In our program, residents were placed individually in classrooms where 

they were meant to co-teach with their collaborating teachers over the course of an entire school 

year.  Along with our supervision coordinator, I co-supervised five residents that year.   I 

received no training for this type of supervision and approached it as I had the practicum 

supervision the year before.  I worked one-on-one with the residents and interacted little with the 

collaborating teachers. I saw the same conflict between the university recommendations for 

planning and teaching and the way school mentors generally implemented instruction, only now 

I was the university supervisor responsible for upholding programmatic expectations. To that 

end, I worked around those school mentors to give the residents opportunities to teach in what I 
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considered to be the "right" way by encouraging them to plan on their own and teach in ways 

counter to the school mentors' established norms, at least during observations. To be blunt, it was 

a terrible way to start the year.  Without any understanding of the dynamics of fieldwork 

collaboration, I helped to create destructive dyadic relationships that undermined the school 

mentors' impact and stunted the professional growth of the residents.  Neither the school mentors 

nor myself were effectively supporting the residents.  

By October of that school year, I realized how bad things were getting and started to do 

research into the best way to support preservice teachers in the field.  I read books on supervision 

and evaluation, I spoke to my own supervisors, and I sought out mentors with more experience 

than I to talk about my experiences in the schools.  I began to see how my own actions had 

contributed to a culture of distrust and animosity in many of the placements and urgently wanted 

to try to heal some of these wounds.  By the beginning of the second semester, I felt like I had a 

good understanding of what should have happened at the beginning of the school year to 

facilitate trusting and productive relationships, but I knew there was no way to start over.  

Instead, I sat down with each resident and his/her collaborating teacher and I apologized.  I told 

each of them that I felt like I had started off the year wrong and I wanted to make things work 

better in our collaborations.  I invited their input and listened to what they had to say.  I shared 

observational data with the residents and their school mentors in an effort to allow the three of us 

to analyze the resident's progress collaboratively.  These efforts were met with mixed results.  In 

one case, things went well.  I saw relief on the collaborating teacher's face and the three of us 

began to work together more equitably.  In another case, though, the collaborating teacher was 

uncomfortable being asked to contribute in this way and became more reserved.  Another 

resident had a similar reaction.  She was unable to view the data as a learning opportunity and 
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was visibly upset when presented with a qualitative representation of her lesson she saw as 

judgmental.  In general, there was no way to turn back time and create better working 

relationships.  

Despite these belated efforts, that second year was not a successful one and it plagued me 

to know that those residents left their fieldwork without the benefits that should have 

accompanied a year-long experience. Though all five of them were able to graduate and secure 

teaching positions for the following year, three left the teaching profession before the end of their 

first year. I felt those losses personally--feel them still--and I entered my third year of 

supervision determined to foster collaborations that would support the residents in growing 

professionally.  

At the beginning of my third year of supervision, the one I would use for this study, I was 

prepared.  I had read the research; I had talked with the experts; I had studied my own 

supervisory practice deeply; and I knew how things should begin.  I was confident that I knew 

what was needed for successful collaboration: to contribute equitably, to maintain a shared 

vision, and to see the resident as the goal setter. To facilitate equitable management of our 

fieldwork data, I used Microsoft OneNote to create two online notebooks that would house the 

data collected by each of us during the year during conferences, observations, and reflections 

(the Raw Data Tool) and data that supported the progress of the novice towards the goals of the 

program (the Coaching Tool). These notebooks were shared electronically with all members of 

the triad so that any collaborator could access and/or edit the data at any time across multiple 

devices. In doing so, I wanted to facilitate equitable participation throughout the cycle of goal 

setting, data collection, data analysis, reflection, and goal revision. 
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The second item on my list was to establish a shared vision.  To facilitate this vision, I 

actively sought out the expectations, concerns, and hopes of each member of the triads. During 

the first few weeks of the school year, I visited each placement to begin to establish goals for 

each resident.  I asked residents to jot down their goals for the year and facilitated conversations 

that focused on three aspects of fieldwork:  (1) What are your expectations for this year?  What 

would be an ideal residency experience?  (2) What is the most important thing you can get out of 

this year? And (3) What is the most frightening thing about this year?  I also used the initial visit 

to introduce the OneNote files I had designed and collected their responses in the Raw Notes 

files, showing them that they would have access to all the data I collected during the year.  

Throughout the school year, we revisited and revised these initial goals collaboratively, making 

note of our changes in the OneNote files as the resident progressed.  

Last, I wanted to remove myself as the "assessor" during observations in order to 

facilitate residents' self-direction for professional growth and to establish a clear division 

between mentoring and assessment.  In order for residents to become self-directed professionals, 

they would need to learn how to set goals, collect data to assess the progress of those goals, and 

implement changes in their practice.  I felt that if I continuously assessed them, I would remove 

their power to assess themselves and lessen their power in the eyes of their collaborating 

teachers.  If I could position the resident as his/her own assessor, perhaps the novice and school 

mentor would be able to see them in this way was well.  

To remove myself as the assessor, I established clearer expectations for the observational 

cycle. During pre-conferences, I asked the resident to establish the goals of the observation.  

What did they want to improve?  What aspect of their teaching did they want to study?  How did 

they want to collect data to investigate that particular aspect of their teaching? Once the specified 
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data was collected through observation, the resident was asked once again to study the data, 

reflect on their teaching, and revise their goals for subsequent observational cycles.  By asking 

the resident to make these decisions, I hoped to remove myself as the authority.  Of course, as a 

representative of the university, I couldn't fully erase the power that came with that association, 

but I hoped to equalize our roles by more evenly distributing the decision making.  

These expectations--to contribute equitably, to maintain a shared vision, and to see the 

resident as the goal setter--were established at the beginning of the school year in each 

placement.  In general, the residents and collaborating teachers embraced these expectations.  

Certainly they did so to varying degrees, as you will see in their stories, but my perception of the 

year is that we all shared in these assumptions.   

I ended this school year with a greater sense of accomplishment than in the previous years.  

Though the stories I have written have been vetted by the participants, my attitude about this 

school year certainly has bearing on the way I told those stories.  I have experienced discomfort 

in some of my storytelling and have tried to fully experience that discomfort to tell an honest 

story.  In general, though, I have enjoyed writing these stories.  I feel accomplished in my efforts 

for this year.  I feel as if we have been successful.  Each of the seven residents I supervised was 

hired by the district for the following year.  I am very proud of that fact.  I parted company with 

all eight of the collaborating teachers with mutual respect and understanding.  We appreciated 

the work the other did and moved on to the next year without regrets.  These contented feelings 

have certainly colored the stories I have to tell.  

Case 1: Billy, Danny, and Melody 

Billy Beasley was placed at Jackson Middle School in Danny Abbate’s mathematics 

classroom for his residency. Billy had already participated in two practicum placements with his 
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peers at other middle schools in the district, but his experience at Jackson would be his first solo 

venture. Danny Abbate was Billy’s collaborating teacher (CT).  Danny had been teaching 6th, 7th, 

and 8th grade mathematics classes at Jackson for several years and served as a school-based 

mentor in the past. He laughingly talked about how the principal was always parading people 

through his room—perspective students and their parents, pre-service teachers, first year 

teachers, etc.  

Jackson Middle School had a focused STEM (Science Technology Engineering and 

Mathematics) program that encouraged all students to succeed in math and science.  Jackson also 

had a prominent AVID program that helped struggling students to succeed by teaching study 

skills and other lifelong learning skills.  Danny was involved in both of these programs and also 

served as the school’s subject area leader (SAL) for mathematics.  As such, Danny’s school day 

was very full.  He had four academic preps (classes to prepare) and was the sponsor for one of 

the school’s student organizations.  There were students in Danny’s classroom before school, 

after school, and throughout the day—including his planning and lunch periods. 

Individual stories. 

Billy’s story. In order for Billy to have the best experience, he needed balance between 

himself and his mentors. In achieving this balance, Billy sought to be a peacemaker--to “get 

along”. When talking about his relationship with Danny, he noted “I just decided not to get into 

arguments . . . I'm going to be with this person every day for like 40 hours/week and if it's going 

to be super awkward, what's the point? . . . I would rather me take the rough end of the stick and 

not get what I want because in the end it's his classroom. It's his classroom, it's his kids, it's his 

pay” (2016, interview).  He knew he needed to acquiesce to Danny's position as the classroom 
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teacher, but more than that, he empathized with the Danny’s position as the paid teacher in the 

classroom. For these reasons, Danny had the power in this relationship.  

Billy did not see this dynamic as a roadblock to his own success, however. Instead, he set 

clear expectations with Danny and was able to renegotiate those expectations when his 

circumstances changed. For example, when Billy’s university coursework requirements during 

the second semester prevented him from living up to some of Danny’s teaching expectations, the 

two were able to renegotiate Billy’s responsibilities at Jackson. He was grateful for the balance 

struck between Danny and himself in managing planning and instruction and relied on Danny to 

guide him when he went astray.  

Billy was also very dependent upon the open communications that were established 

between Danny and himself for facilitating all of the above. It was as if Billy trusted Danny to 

hold the greatest portion of power in the classroom as long as Billy was able to have a voice in 

renegotiating the bounds of that power when necessary. In other words, it was not so much a 

giving up of power, but a bestowing of power upon Danny. 

Billy saw his relationship with Danny as separate from his relationship with me, as 

evidenced by his "final story", when he spoke of sharing meals with Danny as the representative 

story of his experience. Though he valued the structures I put into place, it was Danny he relied 

on for day-to-day support and guidance. He expressed frustration that I did not provide him with 

the level of feedback he would have liked during the year and recommended that I provide 

feedback more fully to residents in the future. He noted that during the cycle in which we co-

taught while Danny observed, he liked having the opportunity to hear what I was thinking about 

a particular lesson and considered "how can I adjust my thinking to get to that level". He was 

thankful, however, for the focus on his own reflections and his freedom to guide his own 
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learning. When I asked if he felt he had some control over his residency goals, Billy replied, "I 

think that's all 100% me. You never really said 'Oh, yeah, that's cute, that you want to do that, 

but what we should really be looking at is--'" He elaborated by saying, "You said it multiple 

times. You didn't want your thinking to be my thinking. You wanted me to think for myself."  

For Billy, the collaborations of the triad were focused on him. He felt that both Danny 

and I were fully focused on his growth and both provided support in helping him achieve his 

goals. Though he didn't note any particular interactions between Danny and me, he saw us as 

united in our care of him. 

Billy's residency had an added aspect as well: the context of the school. Though not all 

novices are embraced by the faculty of their fieldwork school, Billy developed a number of 

relationships within the faculty. When talking about these relationships, he mentioned 

specifically the STEM team (of which Danny is the leader), and the AVID teacher. He referred 

to these teachers as "my team". In fact, when Billy presented at a state teaching conference, 

several members of the faculty attended his session and subsequently used the strategies he 

presented. As further evidence of his connections at Jackson, I witnessed the principal joking 

around with Billy during one of my visits to the school, an act that showed that the principal both 

knew who Billy was and had developed a strong rapport with him.  

Danny’s story. Throughout the year, Danny was concerned with what is right--right for 

his students, right for Billy, right for the school, right for me, and right for himself. For example, 

at several points during this study I collected data using audio or video recordings. During 

recorded conferences, Danny denied students their usual access to his classroom to protect their 

privacy. Likewise, when we used a video recording to collect data during one of Billy's 

observations, Danny requested that the videos be shared privately through a means other than 
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YouTube (which I had used to privately share other residents’ videos). Another example of his 

sense of right was revealed when he was asked for his impetus for taking on an intern during the 

initial interview. Danny talked about giving back to the next generation and providing Billy with 

opportunities to grow. He reflected back on his own first year in the classroom by saying that he 

didn't have a formal internship and he wanted to be able to provide Billy and students like him 

with the kind of experience Danny himself didn't have.  

As a result of his sense of right, Danny was very aware of the need to give up control in 

his classroom. This necessity seemed to make him a little nervous, but his sense of what is right 

overrode his discomfort. In his own words,  

Sometimes I get a little nervous about the teaching and having an intern, but [he 

pauses and shrugs] how else? How else? And you know, it all works out. Kids 

will fix things. They'll understand things and you just move on, you know? 

(Danny, 2016, interview). 

Another example of this internal conflict can be seen in our video-recorded post conference. As 

noted above, Danny denied students access to the classroom to protect their privacy. Throughout 

the video, though, Danny's eyes return to the classroom door where he could see students' heads 

through the small window and hear their voices as they congregate along the sidewalk. Because 

school policy did not permit students to loiter in the passageways, Danny redirected them to 

other classrooms and hung a sign for subsequent students. In the video I jokingly called him a 

big softie for being uncomfortable denying the students access, but it is evident from the video 

that Danny was struggling to balance these two "rights"—students’ privacy and the school rules. 

Like Billy, Danny saw his relationship with Billy as the most important factor in 

successful fieldwork. As a collaborating teacher, Danny commented often that he had to let go of 
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his classroom, separate his teaching from Billy's, and allow Billy to fully explore teaching 

(failures, successes, and all) without creating a "mini me". Though he sometimes worried about 

the teaching and students' learning, he saw his role as a mentor as the right thing to do in helping 

to develop the next generation of teachers. Throughout this year, he developed a close 

relationship with Billy and trusted him with his students. He noted in more than one interview 

that he didn’t leave sub plans after the first couple of months when he was called to SAL (subject 

area leader) meetings. His plans simply said “Mr. Beasley will teach”. "I know with confidence 

that [learning] will move forward." He noted with pride that Billy was willing to take on more 

and more of this planning as the year progressed. He had to balance this knowledge of what Billy 

needs with the ability to let go of control in his classroom, which was admittedly hard. 

In his relationship with me, Danny valued open and timely communication above all. He 

expressed his appreciation for my frequent communications and commented that he was often 

frustrated by a lack of communication in other professional relationships. Though he didn’t say 

so explicitly, he also expressed appreciation for my support of Billy by relating stories about 

previous fieldwork. In those experiences, Danny felt protective of an intern when his/her 

university supervisor was present due to the detached, purely evaluative, and overly critical way 

observations and conferences were conducted. In our relationship, however, Danny expressed no 

need to protect Billy from my feedback. In this way, it seemed that Danny valued me as someone 

who is also highly invested in Billy's growth. Danny was also able to embrace new tools that I 

supplied. For example, I developed a data collection tool to use during observations that allowed 

me to track what was happening throughout the classroom both by time and location. Danny 

asked for a copy of the tool and described the ways he could see himself using it for future 

semesters as a teacher education tool. 
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In reflecting on the triad relationship, Danny talked about my role as the third leg of the 

stool—necessary for stability. When talking about the year in general, however, Danny's talk 

(like Billy's) focused on the close relationship between CT and resident. Though I was not an 

interloper in the classroom, my contribution was one of structure and support as opposed to the 

ongoing relationship that was nurtured daily between Danny and Billy. 

Melody’s story. Like Billy and Danny, I craved communication. I wanted to know what 

was happening in the classroom, but since it was not possible (or useful) for me to be there every 

day, I had to rely on both of them to provide that information. Early in our collaboration, though, 

I often felt out of the loop.  Both Billy and Danny participated during our meetings, but I felt a 

sense of disconnection.  The bond between them was so strong and I sometimes felt that our 

conferences barely skimmed the surface of Billy’s residency in the first few cycles.  Part of the 

disconnection—for me, anyway—was the fact that Billy and Danny were the only male 

collaborators I had that year.  Though I had worked with a male novice before, I had never 

worked with a male CT, and certainly never the two together.  There was something so different 

about the way these men related to each other that I knew I could not match.   

I knew Billy from my work in the program prior to the residency semester.  I had 

observed his methods courses at the university and had spoken with him in that context.  I saw 

him as a sharp thinker and a compassionate teacher and I was happy to be assigned as his 

supervisor for his residency.  Danny was an unknown entity, though, and one who seemed utterly 

in control of his environment.  In the beginning, he was a little intimidating. It wasn’t until well 

into the second semester of the year-long program that I felt a real sense of connection to Danny.  

As the university supervisor, I was sure about my purpose in the triad.  I was there to 

promote equitable communication and support Billy in setting and reaching his professional 
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goals. Based on my previous experiences, I wanted very much to avoid relationships in which I 

held all the data or provided all the thinking. As an educator who believed strongly in social 

constructivism, I wanted to see Billy build his own professional knowledge. Because of my 

experiences and beliefs, I often held back my own pedagogical thinking during our conferences.  

I often revealed alternate thinking by relating an idea from another resident or CT, but not 

thinking that originated from me. This kind of sharing held true with my own training as a 

teacher and teacher educator, but it relied heavily upon the premise that equitable discourse 

builds knowledge—both mathematical and professional.  

As the year progressed, I was grateful to Billy for being so highly reflective. Though 

Billy didn't always complete his pre/post-conference questions on time, his ability to study his 

own practice and make planning and instructional decisions based on that inquiry made him an 

exemplary resident in my mind. It meant that I didn't need to micromanage his work and I could 

feel confident in his ability to set and reach his professional learning goals. As it turned out, 

though, Billy was often frustrated by my reticence for revealing my own thinking. 

I also needed to be able to trust Danny with the day-to-day-ness of being a mathematics 

teacher. I needed to be able to respect his teaching abilities and his mathematics knowledge. 

Though I planned one lesson with Billy, I did not generally talk with him about specific teaching 

strategies or mathematics concepts. Instead, I saw myself as the manager of his professional 

growth, emphasizing practical inquiry and goal setting. In order to be that person, I had to be 

able to trust Danny to guide Billy in exploring instructional strategies, sticky mathematics 

concepts, and day-to-day school structures.  

Furthermore, I had to consider the effects of my interactions on Billy's ability to form a 

healthy, productive relationship with Danny. For Billy's sake, I couldn't undermine anything 
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Danny was doing by suggesting alternate instructional or behavior management strategies. I 

needed to be able to come to the classroom trusting that they would meet the goals set by the 

program with proportionally little input from me. That's one of the reasons I set up the Coaching 

Tool. Though it didn't work the way I wanted it to because the CTs and novices did not tend to 

use it themselves, it helped me to set expectations in my mind for the collection of data and share 

those expectations with Danny and Billy to show my trust in their ability to meet those program 

goals. 

As the year progressed—especially after I began formal data collection for this study—I 

felt more connected to both Billy and Danny.  As I learned about who they were as men and as 

teachers, I began to better understand how I could support both of them as educators.  Though I 

already trusted them in their roles, I learned to work more effectively with them.  In particular, I 

was able to see how their stories connected to my own.  During our first group interview, Danny 

empathized with the frustrations I expressed for the year prior to our collaboration, which was 

my first year as a supervisor.  He told stories about his first year as the SAL for Jackson and how 

ill prepared he felt for that role as well.  Billy and I shared stories during another interview that 

helped me understand his frustrations with my unwillingness to share my thinking and helped 

him understand why I was wary of sharing too much. 

Our Triad. Graphically, our triad could have been depicted by the circles in figure 9. 
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Figure 9. The triad relationship among Billy, Danny, and me involved a closer 

relationship between Billy & Danny. 

The purple, yellow, and red circles represent Danny, Billy, and me, respectively. The 

overlap between Billy’s and Danny’s circles illustrates their strong bond, formed from their 

constant day-to-day interactions.  As Billy noted, Danny was there for the “small things every 

day”.  When asked to tell a story that represented their experiences at the end of the school year, 

both Billy and Danny talked about their daily lunches.  According to Billy, eating together is “the 

most primal way to get to know someone”.  For Billy and Danny, lunch came right after 3rd 

period, which was Billy’s most challenging class of the day.  They used this time to talk about 

the morning’s classes and improvements they wanted to make for the afternoon classes, but they 

also used it to share other aspects of their lives.  “We talk about the plans, but then the next 

moment we're making a fart joke,” Danny laughingly comments.  “And so then it all comes 

down to the relationship. And the relevance.  And then the rigor.  Because it builds in that order.  

And that's what we've developed here.” (Danny, 2016, interview).   

Though I formed useful and productive bonds with both Billy and Danny, my interactions 

with them were not as deep as those connections they made with one another. The intersections 
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of our circles above illustrate the stronger connection I had with Billy than I had with Danny.  

Using area as a metaphor for connection, the figure shows that my connection to Billy, while 

strong, was not as deep or meaningful as Billy’s relationship with Danny.  It also shows that 

nearly all the connections Danny and I developed were mediated by our relationships with Billy. 

Though the connections we formed with one another were not all equal, by the end of the 

school year, the three of us were able to approach one another equitably.  As we began to share 

stories with one another intentionally during individual and group interviews, our contributions 

during conferences and casual exchanges between conferences and observations evolved.  In 

contrast to the disconnectedness I felt at the beginning of the school year, the conferences in the 

second semester included more stories from Billy and Danny’s day-to-day work.  They related to 

me some of the classroom interactions that Billy had found especially meaningful and showed 

greater appreciation for the resources I provided.  Likewise, I spoke less during these meetings 

than I had during the beginning of the school year.  I did not feel the need to keep the 

conversation going because Billy and Danny both contributed more freely. 

Opportunities for phronesis. 

A shared vision. The bedrock of our collaboration was a shared vision for Billy's success. 

Billy summed this theme up nicely during his interview with me: "what I see there in terms of us 

three together would be just working together for my improvement." Danny, too, echoed this 

sentiment when he talked about communication and relationship building, referring to the three 

of us as three legs of a stool—the most stable kind of stool. Though we may have gone about it 

in different ways—Danny through day-to-day mentoring, me from a structural perspective, and 

Billy himself through critical self-study and goal setting—all of our actions were focused on 

helping Billy to grow professionally.  
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This shared vision was evident in the conference observations as Billy took center stage 

to describe the observation, what he learned from the data, how it changed his instruction, and 

his reflections about the process. Danny and I provided structure to the meetings by asking 

probing questions and providing alternate scenarios. 

Productive Struggle. A second theme of our collective story was the productive struggle 

Billy experienced during his fieldwork. Each member of our triad spoke about struggle as an 

essential part of learning. Several times during interviews and conferences, Billy noted that his 

frustration this year was necessary preparation for next year. While speaking about his 

relationships with Danny and other teachers in the school, Billy acknowledged that knowing you 

won't always get your way, having personal conflicts with others, and being questioned about 

your thinking are all facets of teaching and will be part of his experience as a novice teacher next 

year.  

Danny expressed this sentiment as well when he talked about an intern's work in the 

classroom. When asked to talk about previous experiences with interns, Danny commented that 

all interns can be expected to make the same mistakes. He chuckled as he talked about his 

approach to helping interns navigate classroom management issues. "You make the fire. We'll 

put it out. We'll put it out. This is how I would put it out, okay? You try to put it out. Oooh, 

explosion. It's okay. Let me step in. Let's help with that." For Danny, making mistakes and 

struggling through them was an essential part of the experience. 

I, too, shared this perspective. My reticence in sharing my thinking with Billy was 

evidence of my belief in productive struggle. Because I recognized the possibility that Billy may 

see me as a source of authority, I was hesitant to provide too much guidance. Having observed 

Billy in his university coursework, I felt confident that he could and would make the most of his 



 

126 

resources and develop his own pedagogical thinking. To do so, I knew he would have to struggle 

to figure out which resources were most useful in doing so. 

You Can Go Your Own Way. A result of the productive struggle was the opportunity 

Billy had to figure out his own pedagogical approach. In his individual interview, Danny 

commented that one of his biggest concerns about taking on an intern was the possibility of 

creating a "mini-me". Instead, he wanted to help Billy grow into his own way of doing things in 

the classroom. He viewed mentoring to be successful when Billy was able to separate himself 

pedagogically from Danny: "He's starting to feel comfortable in his own skin . . . I've seen him 

pick up his own personality and do his own thing and his own motivations and that's where I 

know it's like, okay, I've done enough. You're ready." 

Echoing the theme of a shared vision, I also wanted to see Billy build his own 

pedagogical understanding and Billy recognized that I shared this vision for his fieldwork. He 

noted that I always insisted he was always in control of setting and meeting his professional 

goals. He also noted that I often refused to provide direct feedback or my own pedagogical 

thinking about a topic. Though I know he was often frustrated by my reticence, I expected him to 

think for himself and develop his own pedagogical thinking. Billy noted, "You said it multiple 

times. You didn't want your thinking to be my thinking. You wanted me to think for myself." 

An example of this theme occurred during the last observational cycle of the year. In this 

cycle, Billy had chosen to focus on classroom management, specifically students' off-task or 

disengaged behavior. He asked that Danny and I both take observational notes and that I capture 

notes both by position and time. During data collection, both Danny and I captured a number of 

behaviors that did not align with the tasks Billy had assigned the class—students playing with 

their pencils, attending to work from other classes, fiddling with yarn, working a Rubik's cube, 
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talking with their neighbors, etc. Billy's analysis of the data revealed to him three trends—

students who were distracted by objects/others, students who were disengaged from class 

completely, and students who were using a manipulative to keep their hands busy while 

remaining engaged. Though Danny or I may have redirected some/all of these students, Billy 

found that he was not at all concerned by the students who used manipulatives to keep their 

hands busy as long as they were engaged in the lesson. During the post-conference, Billy talked 

about two specific students who wanted to play with a manipulative on Danny's desk. For one 

student, the manipulative was a way for him to "fidget" (Billy's word) while he was thinking or 

contributing to discussion. For the other student (who sat next to him), the manipulative was a 

distractor, keeping him from engaging fully in class. Billy talked about distinguishing between 

these two uses and differentiating the rules for these two students based on their needs and about 

how he handled removing the manipulative from the distracted student and the challenges that 

interaction presented.  

A Missed Opportunity. Of course, no experience is without regrets. One of my regrets 

was not trusting Billy with my perspective. In my experience and from my research, I knew that 

many novices see the university representative as an expert. Their coursework exposes them to 

pedagogical reasoning that they often do not fully understand and as a result, they crave direct 

guidance from their university professors. As a "supervising professor" (the term used by the 

district), I was in danger of falling into the category of university professor. Because it was my 

goal to facilitate students' ability to build their own pedagogical understanding, I offered very 

little direct pedagogical guidance. Instead, I offered resources, I ask questions, and I encourage 

students to do research. 
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In retrospect, however, I believe my assumptions about novices were false in Billy's case. 

When talking about our co-planning/co-teaching experience, Billy said, "It was kind of cool to 

plan with you and see what goes on in your mind when you plan a lesson". He went on to say 

that when planning lessons with a mentor he wondered "When they're planning, what are the 

things that they're thinking about and how can I adjust my thinking to get to that level?" In 

Billy's case, I think his words revealed his ability to separate my thinking from his own and 

consider the quality rather than the content of that thinking. In other words, Billy did not seek to 

answer the question "How do I teach this topic?" Instead, he sought to answer the question 

"What kind of thinking should I do to develop a strong lesson about this topic?" Unfortunately, I 

didn't know that about him then. If I had, perhaps I would not have been so reticent in revealing 

my pedagogical reasoning to him and would have provided him greater opportunities for 

phronesis. In this way, working with Billy taught me a great lesson. My assumptions are not 

always productive in facilitating the professional growth of a novice. 

In contrast, Danny did reveal his thinking on a regular basis, but Billy was able to 

separate his teaching from his mentor’s. He was able to consider Danny's reasoning as one piece 

of a bigger puzzle as opposed to the "right" way to teach. Perhaps this separation is possible due 

to the intense day-to-day interactions between the two. Perhaps it is due to Danny's ability to 

vary his expectations between direct instruction and complete autonomy. Or perhaps it is some 

other aspect of their relationship I do not fully understand. 

Effects of story sharing. 

Separated by Opportunity. During his interview, Billy reflected on two aspects of his 

relationship with me. First, he noted that he didn't always get the feedback from me that he 

wanted. He would have liked to have heard what I was thinking about a particular strategy or 


