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Abstract 

Little is known in the literature about the practice of student teaching supervision. 

In this self-study, I explore my pedagogy as a student teaching supervisor through a lens 

of care theory (Noddings, 2003). In so doing, I acknowledge a moral decision to 

prioritize in my practice the aspirations of beginning teachers while helping them learn to 

do the same with their students. Overall, I sought to build caring relationships with 

student teachers while challenging them to think about their practices, their students, and 

the urban contexts in which they were placed in moral and analytic terms. The purpose of 

the research, then, is to illustrate how care theory can inform the work of student teaching 

supervision. 

The study offers narratives to illustrate my supervision practice with four student 

teachers. The context is a post-baccalaureate social studies 5
th

-12
th

 grade teacher 

preparation program at the University of Minnesota. Data consists of interactions and 

correspondence between the student teachers and me. Dimensions of caring (Noddings, 

2003) served as a heuristic during data collection and analysis stages.  

Findings suggest that learning about the student teachers and their goals for 

professional development became important first steps in my pedagogy of care. My care 

manifested itself in how I married my ideas about effective teaching to the goals student 

teachers identified for themselves. Furthermore, my pedagogy oriented our conversations 

toward learning about the middle and high school students in the urban classrooms of the 

student teaching placements. Overall, my pedagogy of care positioned me to receive the 

student teachers and their goals for student teaching and guided my practice to help the 

student teachers do the same with their students. 
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Findings also suggest that employing care pedagogy gave me a framework for 

wrestling with moral dilemmas that arose in my practice. Additionally, the research 

provides evidence of how I modeled care pedagogy for the student teachers and how they 

demonstrated caring teaching in their own pedagogical pursuits. Findings also suggest 

difficulties in employing care pedagogy and that self-study incurred in me a changed 

orientation toward my practice over the course of the research.  
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Chapter One 

Pedagogical Relationships, Supervisors vis-à-vis Student Teachers: 

What Do We Know? 

 

Student teaching supervisors are commonplace in teacher preparation programs 

across the United States and the world. Notwithstanding, little formal support exists for 

supervisors to learn about the unique responsibilities their positions engender (for 

examples see: Dinkelman, Margolis, & Sikkenga, 2006; Montecinos, et al., 2002; Slick, 

1998; Ritter, 2006; Schulte, 2001; Yusko, 2004; Zahorik, 1988; Zeichner, 2005). 

Moreover, scant attention has been devoted in the literature to understanding the 

pedagogies employed by student teaching supervisors. Even less is known about how 

effective student teaching supervisors enact their practices (Darling-Hammond & 

Hammerness, 2005). While the literature is not silent about relationships that develop 

between pre-service teachers and their teacher educators, the pedagogical avenues for 

establishing supportive relationships remains relatively unexplored (Grossman & 

McDonald, 2008). Conklin (2008) assesses the situation further: ―Although the role of 

caring and empathy has been elaborated in the context of the relationship between 

schoolteachers and their K-12 students, little attention has been paid to the relationship 

between the prospective teacher and teacher education‖ (p. 659). My dissertation research 

responds to this state of affairs. 

A Researcher‘s Reaction 

This dissertation brings a theoretical lens to the work of student teaching 

supervision. Care theory (Noddings, 2003) frames enactment of practice as well as 
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analysis and interpretation of data. I employ self-study methodology (Dinkelman, 2003; 

Hamilton & Pinnegar, 1998; LaBoskey, 2004) to explore my own practice as a supervisor 

of four social studies student teachers. The data includes our communications during one 

student teaching semester, as well as field notes of our interactions and my analytic 

journals about my practice. The findings come in the form of four narratives that describe 

each pedagogical relationship. The research chronicles my thoughts and decision-making 

processes while working with student teachers in a dual role of supervisor/researcher. In 

so doing, this dissertation contributes to the research base by providing specific examples 

of student teacher supervision pedagogy in the context of 5
th

 -12
th

 grade teacher 

preparation in the social studies. It also exemplifies how care theory (Noddings, 1986, 

2003) can inform supervisors when they wrestle with moral dilemmas arising from their 

educational endeavors.  

I decided to explore care theory (Noddings, 2003) during my third year of 

supervising social studies student teachers. Until that time, I had enjoyed many positive 

experiences with student teachers and thought that, for the most part, I was helping them 

learn about themselves, their teaching, and student learning. However, every semester 

there were certain student teachers with whom I struggled to make connections. Our 

conversations seemed devoid of any educational value. I wanted to tap into their prior 

knowledge but felt limited in my ability to get to know the student teachers and what they 

were thinking. In sum, I felt like my services to these student teachers were inadequate.  

At the University of Minnesota, student teaching supervision is a graduate 

assistantship for doctoral students. The bulk of the time commitment for supervisors in 

the social studies track comes in the form of reading and evaluating weekly lesson plans 
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for the ten week student teaching experience. Visiting student teachers at their 

placements, watching them teach, writing observation notes, and facilitating debriefing 

sessions constitutes other major facets of the work. Supervisors also complete checklists 

to assess student teacher performance on standards for effective teaching practice and 

write letters of recommendations for student teachers. Until the 2009-2010 school year, 

supervisors did not play a part in the required student teaching seminar class, except to 

provide grades for lesson plans and student teacher reflective journals. 

Like most of the other supervisors during spring 2009, I was a former teacher, 

with ten years of classroom experience. While supervision tends to carry lower status in 

the realm of graduate assistantships, I always enjoyed working as a supervisor because of 

the interactions I had with student teachers and the schools in which they were placed. 

Structural time constraints deeply impacted my work. Yet I still wanted to improve the 

types of relationships I had with student teachers so that I could more accurately 

understand their goals, assess their learning, and respond in ways that suited their 

interests and developmental needs as beginning teachers.  

Care theory offered a framework for me to learn about the student teachers and 

provide guidance that was ―responsive‖ (Noddings, 2005, p. xvi) to their needs. It also 

aligned with the context in which I found myself: in a ―reform oriented‖ (Kennedy, 1998) 

social studies teacher preparation program. Noddings (1986) writes:  

The object of teacher education from a caring perspective is not to produce people 

who will do their duty as it is prescribed or faithfully use the means deemed likely 

to achieve discrete learning goals but, rather, to produce people who will make 

autonomous decisions for the sake of their students. (p. 504)  
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Finally, care theory gave me a new angle from which to view my relationships with 

student teachers. According to the theory, relating to others comprises an arena for moral 

action. What, then, does care theory propose? 

In her seminal book originally published in 1984, Caring: A Feminine Approach 

to Ethics and Moral Education, Noddings (2003) writes: ―To receive and to be received, 

to care and be cared-for: these are the basic realities of human being and its basic aims‖ 

(p. 173). In essence, all human beings long to be in relation with at least one other person. 

This is the universal claim upon which Noddings rests her entire theory. Noddings‘ 

groundbreaking work came on the heels of Carol Gilligan‘s book, In a Different Voice 

(1982), which is given credit for beginning the philosophical movement that sees the 

connectedness and caring relations between people as terrain in which moral 

development occurs. Gilligan‘s revolutionary work, in the field of developmental 

psychology, documented the contributions of girls and women to conversations about 

moral problems and challenged the view that only universal principles of justice can steer 

moral life, the mainstays of the popular Kantian and Utilitarian ethics at the time (Held, 

2006). The realm of interpersonal relationships, one that supersedes the acts of 

individuals, according to Gilligan and Noddings, is an important dimension to living 

morally. In essence, we live morally through our relationships with others.  

My desire to ―meet the other morally‖ (Noddings, 2003, p. 5) influenced the 

ontological and pedagogical approaches I wanted to assume with student teachers. This 

research, then, sheds light on a particular approach to supervision pedagogy, one that 

stems directly from Noddings‘ concept of caring and its ethic.  Noddings (1986) writes: 

―While the ethic of caring cannot provide specific answers to ethical or educational 
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questions, it can provide steady, rational guidance in the form of questions to be asked 

and directions to be taken‖ (Noddings, 1986, p. 507). Such questions take the following 

forms: ―What effect will this have on the person I teach? What effect will it have on the 

caring community we are trying to build?‖ (Noddings, 1986, p. 499). In particular, this 

dissertation research highlights the process of caring by contending with such questions 

from the perspective of the person who is doing the internal deliberating - me, the student 

teaching supervisor. In sum, through self-study methodology I explore my relationships 

with four social studies student teachers, how caring influenced my pedagogical choices 

and how I struggled to act morally in the face of ethical challenges.  

Personal and Professional Perspectives 

I turn now to the underlying stances that inform this research study. Together, my 

understanding of social studies education and teacher learning shaped the goals that drove 

my practice as a student teaching supervisor. 

Social Studies Education: A Unique Locale for Relational Ethics
i
 

 When I was a social studies teacher and now, as a beginning social studies 

teacher educator, my belief has always been that teaching social studies in middle or high 

school classrooms provides a natural setting within which to learn about human 

interactions (Dewey, 1916; Parker, 1996). This belief positions me to participate in a 

long-standing academic conversation about the nature of social studies education (Adler, 

2008; Seixas, 2001; Watras, 2002). Some argue that discrete social sciences, most 

notably history (Gagnon, 1996; Ravitch & Finn, 1987), constitute what children should 

learn from the social studies curriculum in our nation‘s public schools. Other voices in 

the discussion argue that the social studies, as an interdisciplinary endeavor, should 
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provide a ―social education‖ that places skill development for living as competent and 

involved citizens at the center of the focus for the nation‘s social studies classrooms 

(Dewey, 1916; NCSS, 1994; Parker, 1996).  

Although disagreement over purpose has plagued the social studies since its 

inception (Hertzberg, 1981), there is one area in which scholars and policy makers tend to 

agree – the social studies curriculum assumes primary responsibility for citizenship 

education, in a way that differs from other academic subjects. This aim dates back to the 

beginnings of social studies education. In the 1916 Report of the Commission on the 

Reorganization of Secondary Education of the National Education Association, ―the 

social studies of the American high school should have for their conscious and constant 

purpose the cultivation of good citizenship‖ (Nelson, 1994, p. 17).   

In a content analysis of scholarly and curricular materials on citizenship and 

citizenship education from 1990-2003, Abowitz and Harnish (2006) expand the 

conversation about the social studies to include the perspectives of policy makers as well 

as academics. They identify a Republican Citizenship Discourse which identifies learning 

factual history and promoting a unifying love for one‘s country as the primary purpose of 

citizenship education. Abowitz and Harnish also describe a Liberal Citizenship Discourse 

in which the conversation focuses on a need for students to possess the skills that will 

allow them to participate in and protect the democratic political system in which they 

live. Beyond the dissention, however, others believe that the Republican and the Liberal 

discourses are not necessarily incompatible. For example, Barton and Levstik (2004) and 

Whelan (2001) argue that the purpose of studying history is for students to learn how to 
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think historically because possessing the skills to link the past with the present can inform 

their actions as productive citizens.  

Although the philosophical conversation about the purpose for the social studies 

is valuable for the field, I do not consider it further in this dissertation. Rather, I present 

the foundations of my values that led to an interest in care theory for working with 

student teachers in social studies classrooms. One of the central guiding forces in my 

professional and personal life has been to help children learn how to interact with each 

other in morally just ways. Thus, I align myself with the argument that the social studies 

curriculum, with its eye toward citizenship, whether in a history class or not, should help 

students learn how to ―engage in collaboration toward a common good‖ (Barton & 

Levstik, 2004, p. x).   

 I am not alone in my view that social studies education involves moral 

considerations. Dewey (1916) describes the value of studying history in terms of a 

societal moral need: 

The use of history for cultivating a socialized intelligence constitutes its moral 

significance…The assistance which may be given by history to a more intelligent 

sympathetic understanding of the social situations of the present in which 

individuals share is a permanent and constructive moral asset. (p. 176)  

 

More recently, Barton and Levstik (2004) argue that morality exists in the teaching and 

learning of history as it pertains to citizenship for the common good in a pluralist 

democracy.  In particular, they believe that taking and defending a ―moral stance‖ toward 

historical events are important skills students learn by studying history.  

The purpose I envision for the social studies implies certain things about the 

teachers in social studies classrooms. This perspective requires social studies teachers to 

be able to promote their students‘ moral development and capacities for participating in 
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intellectual discourse that involves social interactions. Following this line of reasoning, I 

want student teachers with whom I work to learn about how they might participate in the 

moral and social development of their students. One step removed, care theory gave me 

license, as a student teaching supervisor, to infuse moral considerations into my 

pedagogical decision making. Thus, caring for student teachers enabled me to model, 

whether implicitly or explicitly (Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 2007), the 

facilitation skills I believe are necessary for social studies teaching.  

Teacher Learning 

In addition to my understanding of care theory and the social studies subject 

matter, other conceptual stances influenced my approach as a student teaching supervisor. 

A constructivist theory of knowing, put forth by Jean Piaget over the course of his 

prolific career, has influenced my practice by orienting my attention to the knowledge 

students bring to learning situations. More recently, the teacher research movement has 

also influenced my actions as a supervisor. Leaders in the field like Cochran-Smith and 

Lytle (1993, 1999) champion the cause for valuing practitioner-created knowledge 

through action. Following the argument that teachers develop pedagogically impactful 

yet perhaps unacknowledged practical theories about teaching (Handal & Lauvas, 1987; 

Sanders & McCutcheon, 1986), I tried to help student teachers articulate the practical 

theories that guided them in the classroom. I also tried to engage them in analytic 

conversations about teaching, students and learning, and the content (Wilson & Berne, 

1999). I further borrowed the concepts of reflection in- and on-action from SchÖn (1987) 

and asked the student teachers to articulate their choices, their actions, and their 

rationales during our post-observation debriefing meetings. Constructivism, practitioner 
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research, and reflective practice supported my interest in care theory. Together they all 

share an epistemological stance in which context and one‘s actions shape what people 

learn. Similarly, all make learners, including teachers and their experiences, central 

players in the education process.  

This Dissertation Study 

According to Noddings (2003), a key criterion for assessing care, or one‘s 

participation in moral life, is to explore the motivations behind one‘s actions. Noddings 

writes: 

But the test of my caring is not wholly in how things turn out; the primary test lies 

in an examination of what I considered, how fully I received the other, and 

whether the free pursuit of his projects is partly a result of the completion of my 

caring in him. (Noddings, p. 81) 

 

When I read this quotation after my third year of supervising student teachers, I realized 

that exploring the ethic of care in the context of teacher preparation in many ways 

demands self-study. The very nature of the research methodology would allow me to 

explore my supervision practice while aspiring to live morally, according to care theory. 

Thus, self-study became the means for me to include my thoughts and motivations in the 

research in an attempt to illuminate care theory in the context of social studies student 

teaching supervision.  

Understanding how care theory intentionally and unintentionally operates in real 

situations is a crucial link between theory and practice. Likewise, the theory relies on 

knowing the specific circumstances of any relationship for considering the morality of a 

person‘s actions. Currently, no studies exist that provide narratives to exemplify the 

process of caring in the context of student teaching supervision, let alone from the 

perspective of the supervisor. Thus, this research offers a much needed concrete example 
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of incorporating care theory into one‘s supervision practice, and as such, it combines the 

practical with the theoretical.  

The questions I ask in this study are: 1. How do I engage in a pedagogy of care? 

2. How do I use pedagogical relationships to engage learning about a pedagogy of care? 

3. What images of ethical care do I see mirrored in my student teachers? 4. What are the 

implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student teachers?  

The next chapter establishes a purpose for this dissertation by reviewing the 

literature on student teaching supervision practices and care theory in educational 

contexts. Chapter Three describes the methodology and methods for conducting the 

research. Chapters Four through Seven present individual cases to exemplify my 

pedagogy of care in the context of student teaching supervision. I conclude each case by 

answering the research questions in terms of the individual cases. Finally, Chapter Eight 

provides a cross-case perspective to answer the research questions in more general terms. 

  

                                                 
i
  Portions of this section were adapted from Trout (2010) with kind permission of Springer Science and 

Business Media.  
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Chapter Two 

Review of Related Literature 

 

 In this chapter I review theoretical and empirical explorations of two areas in the 

literature that inform this dissertation study: (1) student teaching supervision practices 

and (2) Noddings‘ theory of caring in educational contexts.  

Supervisory Practices 

I begin this section by charting a fraternal history of supervision practices 

between two contexts: teacher preparation and K-12 school administration. An historical 

overview of their shared conceptualizations of supervision informs my interpretation of 

the current literature on student teaching supervision. Then I review literature about 

student teaching supervision practice. Due the international nature of the review, I note 

places of origin for references that do not occur in the United States. 

Conceptual Shifts in Supervisory Practices 

In the literature on supervision practices, distinctions between teacher educator 

supervisors working with preservice teachers and school administrator supervisors 

working with in-service teachers are not always explicit. For example, Sullivan and 

Glanz (2000) offer a definition of supervision, which applies equally well in both 

contexts today: ―Supervision is the process of engaging teachers in instructional dialogue 

for the purpose of improving teaching and increasing student achievement‖ (p. 24).  

Similarly, an essential tension permeates supervision practices in both pre- and in-service 

contexts. Sullivan and Glanz describe the situation for school administrators:  

Supervisors or people concerned with supervision, however, have faced a basic 

role conflict; namely, the unresolved dilemma between the necessity to evaluate 
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(a bureaucratic function) and the desire to genuinely assist teachers in the 

instructional process (a democratic and professional goal). (p. 22) 

 

Similarly, supervisors in teacher preparation programs (Ritter, Powell, & Hawley, 2007; 

Schulte, 2001; Trout, 2008) contemplate what Ritter (2007) describes as finding a 

balance, ―between my dual role as both an advocate for and evaluator of my student 

teachers‖ (p. 16). With uncommon transparency about the two contexts within which she 

worked, Fulwiler (1996) characterizes the supervisory responsibilities she had as an 

elementary school principal and then as a university student teacher supervisor. In both 

roles she observed, listened, and questioned as the means by which to engage in 

supervision, what she calls ―that unique relationship serving professionals‘ self-study and 

development‖ (Fulwiler, 1996, p. 21).  

Given the commonalities between supervision practices in teacher preparation and 

school administration, a look at their shared histories can illuminate the value of this 

dissertation research. Theoretical arguments, beginning in the 1920s, have envisioned 

supervisory practices that aid the professional development of beginning and experienced 

teachers through collaborative means. Yet a need still exists for research that explores the 

processes by which this occurs in the context of student teacher supervision. In the 

following sections I use Glanz‘s (2000) three categories: the pre-modern, the modern, and 

the post-modern, to chronicle a lineage of shared conceptual representations of 

supervision practices with pre- and in-service teachers.  

A Pre-Modern Regulatory Perspective 

 Glanz (2000) begins with what he calls the pre-modern paradigm which included 

supervision practices in which school administrators walked through classrooms for 

―inspection based on intuition rather than technical or scientific knowledge‖ (p. 72). 
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Bolin and Panaritis (1992) break down the classification further. Like Ganz (2000), they 

conceptualize supervision practices during the beginning years of this era, near the turn of 

the 19
th

 century, and call it supervision as inspection. They label the conception of 

supervision practices that followed: supervision as social efficacy. In sum, the purpose of 

supervision practice in the pre-modern paradigm did not include promoting teacher 

professional development. Rather, supervisors, who were school administrators, served 

more as watchdogs to determine whether or not teachers fulfilled expectations, 

underscoring hierarchical power structures between supervisors and teachers.  

It is difficult to encounter literature that addresses supervision practices with pre-

service teachers before the 1920s. Yet vestiges of a pre-modern paradigm for supervision 

practices in school administration do appear in the literature on supervision with student 

teachers. Guyton and McIntyre (1990), in their literature review of student teaching, 

describe the pre-modern experience after the mid 19
th

 century: ―At that time, student 

teaching consisted of imitation and repeated practice of a particular method taught by the 

normal-school professor and demonstrated in the classroom by the model teacher‖ (p. 

515). Students who wanted to become elementary teachers had to complete a student 

teaching segment to receive their certificates from the vocational normal schools. 

According to Guyton and McIntyre, teachers in secondary education, during this era, 

graduated from liberal arts colleges and did not receive any preparation to teach, meaning 

they did not participate in field experiences like student teaching.  

A Modern Educative Perspective  

Commencing the modern paradigm of supervision practices, theorists and 

teachers alike, in the 1920s, began to argue for an expanded role for administrative 
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supervisors that would do more than enforce rules and promote maximum efficiency 

(Glanz, 2000). Bolin and Panaritis (1992) use the metaphor supervision as democratic 

leadership to describe the first two decades of Glanz‘s (2000) modern era. Textbooks, 

written for superintendents in the 1920s, suggested that supervisors assume roles that 

would promote improvement of teacher practice (Bolin & Panaritis, 1992). In the 1930s 

the National Education Association‘s Department of Supervisors and Directors of 

Instruction incorporated ideas from the writings of John Dewey to promote a democratic 

and problem-based, or scientific, orientation to the practice of supervision (Waite, 1995). 

According to Glanz (2000), the modern paradigm continued until the 1980s. 

Holland (1989), in her literature review, uses a slightly different time line. She 

distinguishes a modern era beginning in the mid 1950s, when collaboration and 

systematic programs for supervision gained popularity. Whether a modern era began in 

the 1920s or 1950s, Holland‘s (1989) work highlights a foundational period for what 

would become a dominant conception for supervisory practices from the 1960s onward, 

that of clinical supervision (Cogan, 1973; Goldhammer, 1969). In this model surfaces an 

example of student teaching supervision methods that became influential in both pre- and 

in-service supervisory practices. 

Student teaching supervision makes its mark. Clinical Supervision, as described 

by Cogan (1973), developed somewhat organically in the Harvard Master of Arts in 

Teaching program in the 1950s and 1960s. Soon thereafter, the model moved into the 

context of school administrative supervision, aided by the work of Goldhammer (1969). 

The model stands as an example of the cross pollination in supervision practices between 

those working with student teachers and those working with practicing teachers. Focusing 
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on data collected during observation visits, the model consists of a five (Goldhammer, 

1969) or eight (Cogan, 1973) phase cycle in which supervisors and their supervisees 

intentionally build their working relationships, co-plan, and co-analyze the processes of 

teaching and learning. Through the cycle, ―a central objective of the entire clinical 

process is the development of the professionally responsible teacher who is analytical of 

this own performance, open to help from others, and withal self-directing‖ (Cogan, p. 

12). Clinical supervision practices, then, relied upon collaboration and data collection. 

Yet for some, hopes for teacher empowerment fell short because clinical supervision 

defined teaching according to behavioral constructs and ―was easily co-opted by those 

who were interested in a technological approach to teaching‖ (Bolin and Panaritis, 1992, 

p. 40).  

Enter a moral concern. One response to the modern paradigm (Glanz, 2000) and 

its reliance on scientific means by which to work with teachers came from Sergiovanni 

and Starratt (1993). In their popular book for school administrators, first published in 

1971, they argued for a conception of supervision that underscores moral action 

embedded in relationships and includes ―intuitive, instantaneous responses to the other 

person in the ebb and flow of the interaction‖ (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993, p. 61). Thus, 

Servioganni and Starrett operate within the modern paradigm by embracing a 

collaborative and educative conception of supervision. In addition, however, they place 

moral considerations into the mix. Moreover, Sergiovanni (1992) looks at supervision as 

a form of moral leadership. He argues that leading requires thinking in more than solely 

logical terms. When leaders attend to only the rational side of behavior, they ―neglect 
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emotions, the importance of group membership, sense and meaning, morality, self-

sacrifice, duty, and obligation‖ (Sergiovanni, 1992, p.xiii).  

Foregrounding a moral realm in supervisory practices (Sergiovanni, 1992; 

Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993) has found little traction in the literature on student teaching 

supervision (for an exception, see Tate, Pyke, Kortecamp, & Muskin, 2005). Unlike 

clinical supervision (Cogan, 1973), which has straddled the two supervisory contexts of 

teacher preparation and school administration, the literature does not attend directly to the 

fact that working with student teachers as a supervisor involves both logic and love, both 

reasoning and receiving. In this dissertation I bring the ideas of Sergiovanni (1992) and 

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) to the context of teacher preparation to explore how care 

theory (Noddings, 2003) acknowledges the intuitive and emotional, as well as analytical 

aspects of working with student teachers.  

Other scholars, however, have focused their attentions on unsettling the 

hierarchical relationships characteristic of the supervisor/supervisee dyad. Clinical 

supervision provided rich fodder as theorists attempted to build upon the model to 

challenge even more the power differential between the two roles. 

A Post-Modern Differential and Egalitarian Perspective 

Further crossover between supervision in teacher preparation and supervision in 

school administration appears in the literature during what Glanz (2000) identifies as a 

post-modern paradigm, which began in the 1980s and continues today. The literature 

suggests a continued emphasis, by supervisors, on promoting teacher professional 

development, yet the means for doing so somewhat changed. The literature during this 

period illustrates two trends for educative supervision practices: (1) address individual 
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learning needs of pre- and in-service teachers and (2) disrupt the traditional roles of 

supervisor/supervisee to harbor more equality in their partnerships. I begin by describing 

various theoretical approaches to supervision practices which apply primarily to school 

administrators yet inform the literature devoted to student teaching supervision. Then, I 

leave the hybrid histories and narrow the remaining review to focus on the context of 

student teaching supervision. In this I explore conceptual shifts that have taken place on 

theoretical and practical levels. 

School administrators reach out and across. During the present era, momentum 

continues for collaboration between supervisors and teachers. The post-modern paradigm 

additionally proposes that supervisors learn about and address the learning needs of 

individual teachers. Writing for school administrative supervisors, Glatthorn (1984) 

proposed differentiated supervision, to suggest that supervisors adjust their practices 

according to the needs of every teacher, and give options for teachers on how they wish 

to be supervised. For example, Glatthorn writes that supervisors allow teachers to 

annually choose one of the following: engaging in clinical supervision; collaborating with 

a colleague in, or pursuing individually, their own professional development; or receiving 

informal monitoring by a supervisor. In the same milieu, Glickman (1990) defines 

developmental supervision, which prioritizes for supervisors the importance of tailoring 

their practices to the developmental needs of individual teachers and entire staffs.  

Acknowledging that Glatthorn (1984) and Glickman (1990) made advancements 

to the field of supervision, Waite (1995) draws on critical theory to argue that supervisors 

should take more direct actions to make pre- and in-service teachers equal members at the 

table with their supervisors. He proposes situationally contexted supervision and cites 
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research in both pre- and in-service situations to support his view, reinforcing the 

fraternal history between both contexts in the literature. Waite (1995) draws on ideas 

from sociology, anthropology, linguistics, and philosophy to argue that supervisors 

should move between macro and micro levels of analysis to take into account as many 

aspects of the school context as they can when working with teachers. Supervisors have 

unique responsibilities for Waite (1995):  

Self-knowledge on the supervisor‘s part is especially important in the situational 

perspective because the supervisor is considered to be part of the context, so the 

supervisor‘s effect upon the scene and its actors becomes relevant. Once the 

supervisor‘s tacit knowledge has been made explicit, the supervisor operating 

from a situational perspective would concentrate on aspects of the situation yet to 

be discovered. (p. 103) 

 

In his attempts to challenge the traditional roles of supervisors and supervisees further, 

Waite suggests that dialogic supervision practices can liberate the power differential that 

exists between the two parties. To do this supervisors engage in ―self-work‖ (p. 126) and 

create environments that nurture mutual respect. Furthermore, Waite suggests that 

supervisors serve as critical friends in pre- and in-service teacher action research projects.  

Supervisors of student teachers follow a parallel pattern. The literature on 

supervision practices in teacher preparation programs during a post-modern era follows a 

similar trajectory to the literature on school administration supervision. An early 

participant in the conversation, Stones (1987), who began writing in England in the 

1970s, argued for a vision of supervision that would take ―one more step away from 

supervision as surveillance into supervision for teacher intellectual independence and 

pedagogical exploration‖ (p. 75). Stones‘ words illustrate residual impacts of the pre-

modern paradigm of supervision about which Glanz (2000) writes. Stones (1987) 

suggested that student teaching supervisors use learning theory research to engage in, 
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what he called, a pedagogy for supervision. ―Supervision should be seen as a form of 

teaching with a specific focus on helping student teachers to learn to solve pedagogical 

problems‖ (p. 70). Echoing the voices that called for collaboration during Glanz‘s (2000) 

modern and post-modern conceptions of supervision, Stones (1987) writes about the 

system for supervision he envisions: ―I am advocating one in which students and 

supervisors jointly explore teaching analytically and experimentally‖ (p. 76).  

Boydell (1986) cites evidence, for such changes for which Stones (1987) calls, in 

his literature review of supervisory practices. Also writing from England, Boydell 

reviewed four approaches to student teaching supervision, within and without the United 

States, that emphasize a responsibility supervisors have to engage in the educational 

development of their student teachers. In other words, Boydell documents efforts made 

by teacher preparation programs to adjust the conception of supervision from one shaped 

by a pre-modern paradigm, that of inspection, to one shaped by modern and even post-

modern paradigms, that of educational value for and empowerment of student teachers. 

Not all achieve this aim equally, according to Boydell. Two approaches rely on what 

Boydell calls closed models of human learning and evaluator procedures: focusing on the 

technical concerns of student teachers and using hierarchically defined competencies to 

assess student teacher skill performance. Two different approaches rely on open models 

of human learning and evaluator procedures, according to Boydell: promoting inquiry 

stances in student teachers and employing the pedagogical model developed by Stones 

(1987). Thus, argues Boydell, student teaching supervisors that utilize the latter 

approaches do more to empower student teachers in the learning process.   
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An example of the continued cross-pollination in the literature between 

supervision in teacher preparation and school administration comes from Ralph (1994, 

2003). He builds upon clinical supervision (Cogan, 1973), and from the school 

administration literature, differentiated (Glatthorn, 1984) and developmental supervision 

(Glickman, 1985) models, to present what he calls contextual supervision of student 

teachers. Ralph (1994, 2003) argues that supervisors should assess the developmental 

stages of and contextual influences on student teachers and consequently adjust their 

practices to suit the learning needs of individual student teachers. He also tries to foster 

student teacher ownership in the learning process by having supervisors base their 

assessments on specific teaching skills that student teachers identify. Ralph (1994) 

presents a grid, framed by human values and situational variables, onto which supervisors 

rate student teachers, according to how they enact the self-identified teaching skill. The 

grid includes four boxes for each skill, with a horizontal axis denoting the confidence and 

competence of each student teacher and a vertical axis denoting high and low 

developmental performance. A matching grid exists for supervisors with one axis for the 

amount of support they provide and the other axis for the degree to which supervisors 

give directions to student teachers.  

The idea of matching supervisory practice to the developmental needs of and 

contextual variables on student teachers has merit, as Ralph (2003) suggests, and reflects 

influences from a post-modern paradigm. However, the way in which Ralph describes 

assessment of student teachers and enactment of supervisory method portrays a simplistic 

process by which supervisors rate the developmental levels of student teachers as high or 

low. Some student teachers perform adequately, yet the model, as explained, does not 
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account for more nuanced aspects of supervisory work when student teachers perform at 

neither ―high‖ nor ―low‖ levels. The research in this dissertation builds upon the work by 

Ralph (1994, 2003) because it provides insight into my attempts as a supervisor to 

respond individually to student teachers. Yet, unlike Ralph, this study applies the concept 

of caring (Noddings, 2003) which, I argue, allows for more open conceptions of student 

learning and assessment, like Boydell (1986) describes, in my attempts to engage with 

student teachers analytically, collaboratively, and affectively.  

Paris and Gespass (2001) present a more complex vision of student teaching 

supervision than that presented by Ralph (1994, 2003). The authors use self-study 

methodology to challenge the contradictory conceptions of teaching promoted in the 

teacher preparation program in which they worked. The course work promoted learner-

centered teaching, but the supervision of student teachers was ―bound by practices that 

assume teacher-centered instruction‖ (p. 398). In the study, Paris and Gespass developed 

a process for observing each other teach that supported a student-centered conception of 

teaching. Then they assessed their process and extrapolated it to the work of supervising 

student teachers. They recommend six features from their process, to make student 

teacher observations more amenable to learner-centered teaching: 1) planning and 

documenting the work, 2) setting personal goals, 3) establishing a focus for each site 

visit, 4) gathering documentation and agreeing with student teachers about what that will 

include, 5) writing reflectively on the work done during visits—student teachers write a 

reflection on what they learned from the observation visit, send it to their supervisors, 

who would add comments and questions to further the thinking, and 6) revisiting and 

revising personal goals.  
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The research in this dissertation illustrates a supervisory practice that supports a 

conception of teaching that is student-centered, as Paris and Gespass (2001) suggest. It 

also adds a theoretical element because it analyzes the appropriateness of using care 

theory to promote supervision practice that places the learner – the student teacher - in 

the center. This research provides an example of how student teaching supervisors can 

honor various avenues for learning by student teachers while empowering them in the 

process of their own professional development, similar to what Paris and Gespass (2001) 

recommend. As such, this dissertation explores student teaching supervision within, what 

Glanz (2000) would call, a post-modern paradigm of supervision practices.  

Additional examples of conceptual shifts. Corresponding to the presence of a post-

modern paradigm (Glanz, 2000) in supervision practices, some theorists as well as 

teacher preparation programs have begun to use new terms to describe the members in 

the student teaching triad to weaken the hierarchical status accompanying the terms 

supervisor and student teacher. For example, some refer to supervisors as field instructors 

(Cuenca, 2010; Ritter, et al., 2007), guides/facilitators (Cavallo & Tice, 1993), and 

advisors (Stones, 1987), while others refer to student teachers as interns (Oja, 2003; Tate, 

Pyke, Kortecamp, & Muskin, 2005; Yusko, 2004) and teacher candidates (Powell, 

Szlosek, Flaherty, & Ryan, 2007). In this dissertation research, I use the term 

―supervisor‖ because the University in which the study took place uses that title.   

A consequent movement to alter the structures which shape supervisory practices 

has accompanied the trend toward viewing supervision as more educative and egalitarian. 

Professional development schools have provided fodder for such structural modifications 

(for examples, see Power & Perry, 2002; Rogers & Keil, 2007; Zeichner, 2002) as well as 
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calls for improved preparation and on-going support for supervisors (see Snyder & 

D‘Emidio-Caston, 2001). Other ideas concern changing the role of cooperating teachers 

who host student teachers in their classrooms during field placements (Borko & 

Mayfield, 1995). Although the conversation about how to structure field experiences for 

student teachers is valuable for understanding future trends in supervision practices, it 

lies beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

For the remainder of this review, I include only theory and research that applies to 

standard structures in which graduate students, education professors, or retirees from the 

educational system serve as supervisors. In the next section I highlight the vagaries that 

surround the role of student teaching supervisor. Yet, some common structural elements 

do exist and serve as my criteria for including in the review that follows: all supervisors 

are housed within traditional teacher preparation programs; meet periodically with 

student teachers to observe them teach; lead conferences with student teachers, and often 

times cooperating teachers, to discuss student teacher performance; may or may not lead 

an accompanying seminar class during the student teaching experience; and evaluate 

student teacher performance. 

Unique Characteristics of Supervision in Teacher Preparation 

 Supervisors, in the context of student teaching, face specific challenges. The 

literature demonstrates a need for clearly defined job descriptions and intentionally 

designed preparation programs for supervisors. 

A Nebulous Nature 

 The literature paints rather vague boundaries around the role that student teaching 

supervisors play. In the first Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (Houston, 
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1990), Guyton and McIntyre (1990) review the literature on supervisory practices. One of 

their first recommendations was to clarify supervisor responsibilities as a way to improve 

practice. McIntyre, Byrd, and Foxx (1996), in the following handbook (Sikula, 1996), 

cite evidence of programs beginning to define the supervisory role as it relates to two 

other members in the common triad of student teaching: student teachers and cooperating 

teachers. McIntyre, Byrd, and Foxx (1996) still note, however, a general confusion that 

surrounds the specific roles, goals, and responsibilities of triad members, limiting the 

educational value of the student teaching experience for student teachers. Further 

research suggests that supervisors, student teachers, and cooperating teachers understand 

the main functions of supervisors differently (Enz, Freeman, & Wallin, 1996; Glickman 

& Bey, 1990). Consequently, supervisors themselves find ambiguity in their roles 

(Richardson-Koehler, 1988; Ritter, et al., 2007; Slick, 1998), impeding their abilities to 

help student teachers develop professionally (McIntyre, et al., 1996; Slick, 1997). 

 Adding complication, the literature demonstrates a multifaceted picture of what 

supervisors actually do. Koerner, Rust, and Baumgartner (2002) found that 21 post-

baccalaureate student teachers, 21 cooperating teachers and seven supervisors in 

elementary and secondary education programs describe exemplary supervisors as 

mentors, coaches, guides, role models, and liaisons between teacher preparation programs 

and field sites. Zimpher, deVoss, and Nott (1980) conducted a case study of three student 

teachers, three cooperating teachers and one supervisor. Without acknowledging the 

grade level of schooling in which the case occurs, they found that the supervisor served 

as a confidante to the other triad members and a facilitator of analytic conversations. One 

supervisor, in a case study by Snyder and D‘Emidio-Caston (2001), a former elementary 
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teacher who worked in an elementary licensure program, alludes to the complexity 

involved in her role. She refers to her interactions with student teachers, cooperating 

teachers, building principals, her own supervisor and the professors in the teacher 

preparation program:  

So there‘s tons of different people that a supervisor has to be the liaison 

between…and that‘s really…very exhausting because you have to go from one 

social situation where you have a particular role to another one where your role is 

entirely different.‖ (Snyder & D‘Emidio-Caston, 2001, p. 108) 

 

Student teaching supervisors themselves present data and insights which 

underscore the plea to add definition to expectations for supervisors. For example, Power 

and Perry (2002) describe supervisory work in a major research university as nebulous in 

nature. For them, the process of supervising student teachers in all grade levels is ―like 

falling through a rabbit hole‖ (p. 498) because, unlike teaching, their workloads 

continually expanded throughout the course of each semester. Ritter, Powell, and Hawley 

(2007), in their collaborative self-study as graduate students in a similar type university, 

found that they enacted different strategies as supervisors, due, in part, to a lack of clarity 

surrounding their roles in the field with social studies student teachers. In response, 

Ritter, Powell, and Hawley (2007) suggest more dialogue, that is, ―discussions that seek 

to more clearly delineate the role that field instructors should play in teacher education‖ 

(p. 353). Richardson-Koehler simply (1988) embraced her supervisory work with 

elementary student teachers as a process rather than one causing great impact in student 

teacher learning due to time limitations and unclear role expectations.  

Supervisor Learning 

Compounding matters is a lack of formal preparation that commonly awaits 

supervisors when they commence their practices (for examples see Dinkelman, Sikkenga, 
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& Margolis, 2006; Montecinos et al., 2002; Slick, 1997; Snyder & D‘Emidio-Caston, 

2001). Using self-study methodology, Cuenca (2010) offers an inside account of his 

pedagogy as a doctoral student university supervisor. He demonstrates the shortcomings 

of having little pedagogical guidance upon which to lean when he began working with 

student teachers. He describes his default method for working as a supervisor in which he 

used his former experiences as a ―stand and deliver‖ secondary school social studies 

teacher as the criteria by which he judged his student teachers. Cuenca calls this in loco 

paedagogus: ―My assumptions about the work of teaching and teaching teachers were 

laden with an understanding that teachers should teach like I taught‖ (p. 35). The critical 

moment for Cuenca arose when he began to realize that his approach to supervision 

conflicted conceptually with the teacher preparation program of which he was a part. 

Unfortunately this did not happen until he finished his work with certain student teachers. 

Cuenca‘s experience leads one to wonder how student teachers make sense of opposing 

conceptions of teaching and learning professed in their preparation programs.  It also 

suggests a need for more consistent preparation for supervisors so that they may 

participate in programming for student teachers that has conceptual coherence (Darling-

Hammond & Hammerness, 2005). 

Complications for Conferencing in a Post-Modern Age 

 If the goal for supervision practices within a post-modern paradigm is to 

collaborate with student teachers to mutually explore teaching and learning from multiple 

viewpoints and within multiple contexts, then the ability to think critically and honestly 

becomes essential for both parties in the relationship. The literature analyzes two factors 
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that illustrate difficulties in realizing such goals: the level of thinking that occurs during 

post-observation conferences and hindrances to open and honest dialogue. 

Analytic Thinking 

The literature shows interest in the type of thinking (Williams & Watson, 2004) 

that takes place during the ubiquitous post-observation conferences between supervisors 

and student teachers in the field. Zeichner and Liston (1985) studied the quality of 

thought that occurred during post-observation conferences that took place between seven 

supervisors and 14 of their student teachers in an elementary licensure program which 

followed the Clinical Supervision model, described earlier. The authors separated their 

findings into the logic and substance of the conversations. The logic of the conversations 

showed that supervisors and student teachers spent 63% of the time talking about factual 

ideas and 25% of the time about suggestions for future courses of action and evaluations 

of moving in such directions. The substance of the conversations showed that supervisors 

and student teachers spent 34% of the time talking about procedures, 27% of the time 

about students, 18% of the time about curriculum and materials, and only 4% of the time 

talking about goals. Zeichner and Liston (1985) point to the limited amount of time that 

supervisors and student teachers spent together as a plausible explanation for the fact that 

most of their conversations were spent on factual and procedural information. 

Supervisors often times did not know the school contexts within which student teachers 

worked, so student teachers devoted much of the conferencing time to providing basic 

information for their supervisors. Notwithstanding, the findings suggest that the 

conferences provided little time for student teachers to practice analytical logic about 

teaching and learning. 
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Tang and Chow (2007) offer hope for raising the level of thinking during post-

observation conferences. They focused on supervisor feedback and the ways student 

teachers became involved in the dyadic conversations between 16 supervisors and 21 

student teachers in four pre-elementary, elementary, and secondary licensure programs in 

Hong Kong. The supervisors used an assessment framework, one that is standards-

referenced and used for formative purposes, to guide the conferences. They found that 

nearly 86% of the feedback was devoted to teaching and learning processes, and breaking 

this ratio down further, nearly 47% of that time was devoted to offering judgments with 

evidential support. Tang and Chow argue that the framework for formative assessment 

prompted student teachers to participate in analytic thinking because they, along with 

their supervisors, made judgments about teaching practice and provided evidence to 

substantiate their views.  

Impediments to Quality Conversations 

Others have focused on challenges inherent in using conferences as educative 

platforms. In a case study of four student teachers, undergraduate students in an 

elementary licensure program, and three corresponding supervisors, Borko and Mayfield 

(1995) document the frustrations that both university supervisors and student teachers 

expressed about the types of relationships they developed with each other: 

One important pattern in the data, then, is that both sides tried to avoid 

confrontation and open disagreement. This situation led to superficial conferences 

in which university supervisors primarily praised student teachers and worked to 

build their self confidence; student teachers readily agreed (at least, while in the 

conference) with whatever suggestions the university supervisors made.‖  (p. 515) 

 

Additionally, Borko and Mayfield show that supervisors and student teachers noted the 

limited amount of time they spent together as one of the constricting factors in their 
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professional relationships. It seems that the lack of time impacted the types of 

conversations that supervisors engaged in with their student teachers: ―The supervisors 

acknowledged that they were disappointed that certain potentially risky topics were not 

addressed, and that other conversations and outcomes might have been more satisfying‖ 

(p. 512).  

Copland (2010) explored root causes for tensions during post-observation group 

conferences between student teachers and their supervisors in an intensive short-term 

certification program in England for teachers of the English language to non-native 

speakers. The data suggests that one reason for tension during the conferences arose out 

of the different expectations that the two groups had for the conferences. According to 

Copland, supervisors expected student teachers to participate actively in the post-

observation conferencing conversations, yet they did not provide enough scaffolding for 

them to understand how to become engaged. Supervisors can help matters, writes 

Copland, by developing induction processes for student teachers as well as alternative 

formats for engagement in the conferences. Copland‘s study suggests that a pre-modern 

paradigm for supervision practices, then, includes helping student teachers learn how to 

take part in the analytic assessments of their teaching. 

Lopez-Real, Stimpson, and Bunton (2001), in post-baccalaureate programs in two 

universities in Hong Kong, surveyed 28 supervisors and 200 student teachers and 

followed up with interviews with 27 supervisors and 27 student teachers in attempt to 

identify difficult topics for supervisors and student teachers to discuss. The researchers 

found that both groups identified personal topics as the most challenging. For example, 

the supervisors cited a ―lack of enthusiasm‖ and ―general attitude‖ on the part of student 



30 

 

teachers in the top seven most difficult topics while the student teachers found their own 

―lack of commitment‖ in the top seven.  Both groups identified student teacher ―lack of 

presence‖ as the fourth most challenging topic about which to converse. Lopez-Real et al. 

also inquired about how supervisors and student teachers thought such topics should be 

addressed during post-observation conversations. The supervisor and student teacher 

views ―were largely concerned with what may be described as the manner of discussion; 

that is, the way in which the issue was raised and talked about‖ (p. 170). Lopez-Real, et 

al. continue: 

Perhaps the most striking of these features was the need for sensitivity on the part 

of the supervisor in discussing a difficult topic. This was often coupled with the 

idea of raising the issue in a rather indirect manner or, as some student teachers 

and supervisors put it, being gentle. Both of these aspects may also be linked with 

the need for an open and trusting relationship between supervisor and student 

teacher, a point that was frequently commented on. (p. 170) 

 

Caring, as described by Noddings (2003), draws attention to the manner in which 

one approaches and receives another person. It also underscores the need for people to 

listen closely to the ideas of others. A post-modern paradigm of supervision practice 

(Glanz, 2000), with its ambition to lessen the hierarchical levels upon which supervisors 

and student teachers reside, requires a heightened focus on the interpersonal skills of 

supervisors to tread lightly between the twin responsibilities of fostering student teacher 

learning and assessing student teacher performance. Thus, this dissertation sheds light on 

how care theory can guide supervision pedagogy in a direction that pushes supervisors to 

attend carefully to the expectations of student teachers and the delivery of difficult 

information. It also responds to Copland‘s (2010) call for differentiated formats for 

conferencing sessions because supervisor caring means attending to the interests and 
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motivations of student teachers which may change over the course of time and from 

student teacher to student teacher. 

The Relational Qualities of Supervisory Work 

Another approach to understanding the work of student teaching supervision has 

focused on the relationships between student teachers and their supervisors. Richardson-

Koehler (1988) found that the limited amount of time she had to invest in relationships 

with her student teachers impacted the level of trust that developed between them. Yet, 

even within time constraints, research does suggest that personal traits of supervisors can 

influence the quality of supervisor-student teacher relationships.  

Caires and Almeida (2007) found, in their survey of 224 student teachers in an 

undergraduate secondary licensure program in Portugal, that supervisor attributes, such as 

―accessibility, good sense…attentiveness and flexibility‖ (p. 522) contributed to what 

student teachers identified as the most positive aspect of the supervision experience. For 

the student teachers, ―the most prized features are related to the way supervisors act and 

interact with their trainees in terms of involvement, proximity, respect and support 

ensured‖ (p. 524). Furthermore, supervisor/student teacher relationships can encourage 

student teacher learning. Talvitie, Peltokallio, and Mannisto (2000) found, in their 

analysis of 16 student teachers‘ journals in a teacher education program in Finland, that: 

―a good relationship with the [supervisors] gave [student teachers] the courage to 

experiment with new pedagogical solutions‖ (p. 83). The most important factor was ―the 

quality of the dialogue that was maintained during the practicum. The more open the 

dialogue and the more divergent the views allowed, the more satisfied the student 

teachers were with their practicum‖ (Talvitie, et al., 2000, p. 79).  
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The literature, then, suggests that the quality of relationships between student 

teachers and their supervisors can play a part in the kinds of learning experiences student 

teachers have. Research on how such relationships develop, however, is limited. In the 

case of one second year supervisor in an elementary education program, recognition of 

her responsibility to build relationships was an important moment in her development: 

―This job has been a lot easier this year once I accepted the idea that you have to work at 

these personal relationships‖ (Snyder & D‘Emidio-Caston, 2001, p.108).  

 Montecinos, et al.(2002), in a five member collaborative self-study of student 

teaching supervisory practices from early childhood to secondary licensure programs in 

Chile, offer six guidelines for what they call impactful ―social/pedagogical interactions‖ 

between university supervisors and student teachers. In other words, they suggest six 

methods for supervisors to intentionally build relationships with student teachers: (1) 

attend to the learning needs of the supervisor, (2) attend to the learning needs of the 

student teacher, (3) attend to the student teacher‘s biography, (4) give the student teacher 

reassurance, (5) help student teachers learn to distinguish good questions from bad 

questions, and (6) attend to the structure of group and individual supervisory meetings. 

One member of the research team describes her understanding of the complexity involved 

in such work: ―supervision of student teachers requires a much more negotiated 

teaching/learning contract‖ (p. 787). She continues: 

I learned that providing emotional support did not entail diminishing attention to 

student teachers‘ competencies for teaching. Rather, it could mean supporting 

their development by giving them greater space to express themselves and 

listening to them as they talked about their experiences. (p. 789)  

 

The research in this dissertation study builds on the guidelines by Montecinos et al. 

(2002) for developing relationships with student teachers and promoting their teaching 
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practices. Employing self-study methodology in this research enables me to address all of 

their guidelines in a public manner, allowing me to provide an example from my practice 

in which I interrogate care theory (Noddings, 2003) as a means for cultivating the kinds 

of ―social/pedagogical interactions‖ for which Montecinos et al. (2002) call. This 

dissertation also articulates the particular pedagogical strategies I employed to cultivate 

relationships with and challenge intellectually the student teachers. 

Noddings‘ Theory of Caring in Educational Contexts 

 This section reviews the literature on Noddings‘ theory of ethical caring within 

the context of education. First I present an explanation of care theory, taken from 

multiple works by Noddings (1986, 1995, 2002a, 2002b, 2003, 2005). Then I introduce a 

conundrum of difference in which care theory finds itself and review critiques of 

Noddings‘ theory. Finally, I move on to discuss the empirical research that focuses on 

teacher care for students and students learning to care.  

Explaining Noddings’ Theory of Ethical Care 

 This section looks at the foundational elements of Noddings‘ theory of caring and 

Noddings‘ framework which describes its two dimensions for promoting moral education 

through caring.   

Basic Precepts 

 In Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral Education (2003), 

Noddings presents her philosophical argument for how an ethic of caring functions 

between people, things, and ideas.
ii
 According to the theory, ethical care stems from 

natural care, ―a form of caring that does not require an ethical effort to motivate it 

(although it may require considerable physical and mental effort)‖ (Noddings, 2002b, p. 
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2). Natural care occurs when we enter into relations with others without hesitation. 

Naturally cultivating and nourishing relationships with others guides moral life because it 

serves as an ethical ideal of caring, according to Noddings. This ideal acts as a model for 

when we attempt to care for others for whom we do not know or with whom we do not 

feel an affinity. Noddings lays out a framework, an ethic of caring, to support the 

development of morally grounded caring relationships in the absence of natural care. 

―Ethical caring, when it must be summoned, is properly aimed at establishing or restoring 

natural caring‖ (Noddings, 2002b, p. 2).  

Care theory, as Noddings (2003) describes it, embraces one key presupposition: 

all humans want to be cared for or ―to be in positive relation with at least one other 

human being‖ (Noddings, 2002a, p. 21). The ways in which humans want to be cared for 

may look different to different people (Noddings, 1986, 2002a, 2003, 2005). Thus, even 

though a universal proposition lays the foundation for the entire theory, the ways in 

which people seek to live moral lives, according to Noddings, depends upon the context 

in which they find themselves. The particularities of every social situation govern how 

one may strive to engage in caring relationships and thus how one lives morally. 

Since Noddings first described the experience of cultivating caring relationships 

in 1984 when Caring was first published, many have written on the subject, theoretically 

and empirically. Noddings, however, made two significant contributions to the 

development of care theory that relate closely to this research study. She offers a 

framework to describe an ethic of caring (2003), from the perspective of one who cares 

for another, and situates it within educational contexts (1986, 1995, 2005). Within school 
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settings, Noddings focuses on moral education as it plays out in teacher/student 

relationships. According to Noddings (2003), to describe moral education implies:  

a dual meaning. It refers to education which is moral in the sense that those 

planning and conducting education will strive to meet all those involved morally; 

and it refers to an education that will enhance the ethical ideal of those being 

educated so that they will continue to meet others morally. (p. 171) 

 

Noddings (2003) identifies teachers as people who have a responsibility to care for 

students while they also teach them about caring. As such, teachers participate in a two-

tiered form of moral education envisioned by Noddings.  

Understanding the Framework
iii

 

Noddings (2003) uses specific words to explain her theory. In educational 

contexts Noddings calls a teacher ―one-caring,‖ because she is the person who carries 

special responsibility to care for students as a part of their moral education.
iv
 Noddings 

calls the student the ―cared-for‖ because he receives caring from the teacher. According 

to Noddings‘ theory, teachers, or ones-caring, act morally when they try to develop and 

maintain caring relationships with their students and others. In this dissertation I assume 

the role of a one-caring teacher and the student teachers with whom I worked are cared-

for students. 

Noddings (2003) uses the concepts of engrossment and motivational displacement 

to describe two states of being for a caring teacher. They represent a first tier of what 

Noddings explains to be moral education – when teachers try to build caring relationships 

with students. Engrossment occurs when a teacher remains present to the student in 

conversation. In Noddings‘ words, ―I set aside my temptation to analyze and to plan. I do 

not project; I receive the other into myself, and I see and feel with the other. I become a 

duality‖ (p. 30). For example, in this dissertation research I experienced engrossment by 
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listening closely to student teachers when they verbalized their thoughts during our 

conversations. In addition, motivational displacement describes how a teacher may 

respond when caring. Noddings described how she, a one-caring teacher, acts through 

motivational displacement:  

My motive energy flows toward the other and perhaps, although not necessarily, 

toward his ends. I do not relinquish myself; I cannot excuse myself for what I do. 

But I allow my motive energy to be shared; I put it at the service of the other. (p. 

33)  

 

Together, through engrossment and motivational displacement, writes Noddings, teachers 

can cultivate caring relationships by receiving their students.  

Additionally, one-caring teachers demonstrate commitment when they show 

dedication to promoting their students‘ well-being. An important aspect to Noddings‘ 

(2003) interpretation of commitment is that it is defined by context. In mentoring 

situations, like was the case for me, commitment toward another can display itself in 

various ways. As a supervisor I tried to offer timely, critical guidance while assisting the 

growth of the student teachers and their development as professionals. Noddings also 

argues that reciprocity between parties in relation is essential for care to truly exist. This 

occurs when students reciprocate the caring, by acting in some way that demonstrates an 

understanding that the teacher does indeed care. Again, like much of Noddings‘ 

conceptualization of ethical care, reciprocity may take countless forms. For example, 

when student teachers asked me clarification questions about a suggestion I made, I felt 

reciprocity because the student teachers showed an interest in understanding my ideas.   

Noddings (2005) also articulates dimensions of caring along a second tier of 

moral education – when teachers help students learn about and practice caring for others. 

To carry out this second tier, teachers model caring for students, engage in open dialogue 
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with students to learn about their lives and aspirations, provide opportunities for students 

to practice caring, and confirm students‘ goals for ethical growth. Noddings describes 

confirmation as ―attributing the best possible motive consonant with reality‖ (Noddings, 

2002a, p. 21) to the actions of the cared-for. Dialogue becomes a crucial element of the 

theory at this juncture: ―Dialogue is open-ended; that is, in a genuine dialogue, neither 

party knows at the outset what the outcome or decision will be‖ (Noddings, 2005, p. 23). 

In Noddings‘ version of moral education, teachers use dialogue to learn about what 

students think and want in life to more appropriately confirm them in their continued 

education.  

Critiques of Care Theory 

 In this section I discuss one common theme in the literature on care theory 

(Noddings, 2003), a conundrum of difference, and other critiques about its application in 

practice. 

A Conundrum of Difference  

One of the challenging aspects of care theory in practice is that it encourages 

teachers to build relationships with students according to the specific needs of each and 

every learner. Indeed, the caring approach for teachers is bound by context. Caring for 

individual students by receiving them (Noddings, 2003, 2005) suggests that teachers can 

accurately asses what students are thinking and feeling. Yet, the literature is replete with 

examples demonstrating that because caring attends to the differences in individuals in 

relation to one another, the ways in which various groups of people experience, define, 

and enact caring can differ dramatically (for examples, see Hayes, Ryan, & Zseller, 1994; 

Van Galen, 1993; Ward, 1995; Webb et al., 1993; Webb-Dempsey et al., 1996). The 
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conundrum for care theory in practice is learning how to avoid pitfalls associated with 

differences that stem from historic, systematic, and structural inequities according to race, 

class, and gender. Van Galen (1993) points to the issue that many raise about how 

teachers learn what the needs are of their students: ―what Noddings did not say is that 

such "caring" involves making judgments about what is in the best interests of others‖ (p. 

7-8). The literature includes multiple examples of what happens when these judgments 

are incorrect or inappropriate.  

 One example comes from Valenzuela (1999). She conducted a three-year 

ethnographic study of one high school in Houston, Texas. She collected data through 

participant observation, from a survey of 2,281 students, from 25 group interviews with a 

total of 95 students, and through document analysis. Valenzuela found that cultural 

differences between the teachers and their students hindered the development of caring 

relationships. Specifically, Valenzuela found that the teachers and the students defined 

caring differently. The teachers described what Valenzeula calls aesthetic care, which 

places procedures and rules above building relationships with students. On the other 

hand, the students in Valenzuela‘s study defined care as a relational concept, what 

Noddings (2003) and Valenzuela (1999) call authentic care. In effect, the discrepancy left 

students feeling as though their teachers did not care for them while the teachers claimed 

to care. 

 Antrop-Gonzalez and Jesus (2006), from their research on two small Latino 

community-based high schools, articulate that for Latino students, caring involves 

something particular, a form of critical care, due to the historic inequities between Latino 

and majority students. For Antrop-Gonzalez and Jesus, caring must also include high 
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academic expectations. They conceptualize care on a continuum between implementing 

care softly and hardly. Soft care aligns with what Goldstein (2002) refers to as ‗smiles 

and hugs‘ and what Gay (2000) describes as acts of mere kindness. Hard care, according 

to Antrop-Gonzalez and Jesus (2006), represents relationships in which teachers and 

students work to fulfill high academic expectations. Antrop-Gonzales and Jesus (2006) 

argue that students of color suffer from low expectations, or soft care, from their teachers 

due to cultural differences between students and their teachers as well as between 

students and school structures. They argue that ―the most relevant forms of 

caring…recognize that students of color will not benefit from forms of caring that are not 

tied to the expectation of academic excellence‖ (Antrop-Gonzales & Jesus, 2006, p. 424).  

Following a similar line of reasoning, Beauboeuf-Lafontant (2002) argues that a 

pedagogy of care looks different when embraced by Black feminists, or womanists. She 

describes the purpose to which caring womanists strive: ―Womanist teachers see 

themselves as dynamic agents for social justice precisely because they define themselves 

as having a sense of connection with and responsibility to the human struggle for freedom 

and justice‖ (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, p. 84). 

 Rolon-Dow (2005) also addresses the relationship between race/ethnicity and 

teacher caring in her two year ethnography that focuses on the experiences of Puerto 

Rican middle school girls. She found that the narratives surrounding care differed 

dramatically between the teachers and students in the school. For example, the teachers, 

who were mostly White, talked about caring in terms that portrayed racist perspectives. 

When teachers spoke of the care that existed in the school, issues related to race/ethnicity 

and class were central to what they described as diminishing expressions of care. On the 
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other hand, students mentioned a lack of care they perceived from the tattered physical 

state of the school, the fact that their teachers did not live in the community the school 

served, and that the teachers saw them only as students, not as individuals with lives 

outside of school. Rolon-Dow (2005) contends that Noddings‘ (2003) framework is 

insufficient for helping teachers acknowledge their beliefs about and their positions 

within a racialized society.  

Further complications to Noddings‘ (2003) theoretical proposition come from 

Kissen (1996) and Thompson (1998). Kissen (1996) interviewed 22 gay, lesbian, or 

bisexual teachers, and counselors or librarians who worked in K-12 settings. She found 

that engaging in modeling and dialogue, aspects of Noddings‘ (2003) theory regarding 

teaching students how to care, were especially difficult for this group of educators 

because they had to, at all times, guard what they said and part of who they were as 

human beings. Kissen (1996) writes ethical care ―could exist only in a world without 

homophobia‖ (p. 81). Thompson (1998) criticizes the heart of Noddings‘ (2003) theory 

by arguing that Noddings‘ ethical ideal of natural care, which stems from the familial 

relationships one remembers from childhood, is inappropriate for women of color. She 

uses the work of Black feminist authors to illustrate how Noddings‘ ideal is colorblind 

and therefore does not substantiate a suitable ethic of care for those who are not members 

of the White middle class. 

I, as the researcher in this dissertation study, fall into the category to which 

Thompson (1998) aims her criticism. I am White, grew up in an upper, middle class 

Chicago suburb, and identify with Noddings‘ (2003) theory precisely because it speaks to 

the memories I have of my mother‘s care when I was a child and her care for me today. 
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The scholars who have explored care theory in schools serving student bodies that differ 

ethnically, culturally, and socioeconomically from my own, illuminate for me difficulties 

inherent in presupposing an idea of difference upon which to base a theory of morality. 

Catering to individual differences through caring does not necessarily focus one‘s 

attention on vital social and cultural differences between members in caring relationships, 

as Antrop-Gonzalez and Jesus (2006), Kissen (1996), Rolon-Dow (2005), Thompson 

(1998), and Valenzuela (1999) illustrate. This point relates to my research because the 

student teacher participants in my study are all White and presumably middle class, yet 

they taught in urban middle and secondary schools with ethnically, culturally, and 

socioeconomically diverse student bodies.  

A conundrum of difference permeates this study. I explore how I tried to tailor my 

practice to the needs of student teachers and remain cognizant of the fact that these 

students and the students in their classes may interpret attempts of caring substantively 

different that I do. I do not shed care theory, however, because it speaks to my 

experiences as a daughter and life-long educator, and a teacher in ethnically and racially 

diverse communities in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area, in a slowing farm 

community in rural Wisconsin, and in urban and suburban communities in Minneapolis 

and St. Paul. The social critiques of care theory, however, reinforce for me the need to 

receive others. And with the help of Rolon-Dow (2005), I acknowledge that caring, as a 

theory, does not explicitly advocate teacher self-awareness about the genesis of one‘s 

beliefs and consequent actions within the context of a society that struggles with racism 

and other inequities.   
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Other Critiques 

Nash (2002), an educational ethicist, criticizes Noddings‘ (2003) theory because 

he says it relies too heavily on the nurturance of relationships, and discounts the value of 

using moral principles to determine ethical action through reason. What Nash does not 

acknowledge, however, is the belief that Noddings (1984), with co-author Shores, 

presents in the book, Awakening the Inner Eye: Intuition in Education. Noddings and 

Shores (1984) argue that intuitive and rational thinking complement each other when 

making decisions and that intuition proffers intellectual and relational insight to which a 

strict adherence to logical thinking does not. In addition, however, Noddings and Shores 

(1984), like Sergiovanni (1992), who has written for school administrators, calls for a 

combined approach in which intuitive and logical forms of thinking equally enter the 

discourse about moral life. Nash (2000) paints Noddings‘ (2003) theory as an either-or 

option in which she defends only situationally determined prerogatives that cannot strive 

for such things as truth and honesty because she negates the idea that only universal 

principles of morality can inform behavior. Yet, Nash (2002) does not attend to 

Noddings‘ position that motivations behind one‘s actions become the main object of 

judgment, not the particular decision one makes. Care theory, then, in my interpretation, 

allows for a caring person to desire and strive for such things as truth and honesty in their 

relationships with others, but recognizes the fact that these do not manifest themselves 

the same across all interpersonal relationships.  

Another critique regarding Noddings‘ (2002b) theory comes from Katz (2007), 

who describes his experiences teaching pre-service teachers about ethical situations and 

different forms of caring. Katz (2007) calls Noddings‘ (2002b) caring personal, as 
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opposed to professional, and argues that it does not maintain a focus on learning, but 

merely on building relationships. Katz (2007) and, seemingly his students, pose a 

stipulation for caring that Noddings does not: teacher care for students should depend on 

student willingness to care about learning. Thus, Katz (2007) excuses teachers from 

caring for students who do not express a dedication to learn.  

Perhaps the distinction Katz (2007) makes is a necessary qualifier for teachers 

who face large groups of students, often times in large schools, making it difficult for 

teachers to build caring relationships with their students. I would argue, however, that 

this speaks more to the structural constraints of schools than it does to Noddings‘ (2003) 

theory. Indeed, Noddings (2005) devotes an entire book to suggest ways for schools to 

structurally support the development of caring relational communities for the edification 

of students. For Noddings (1986), a professional nature of caring, to borrow from Katz 

(2007), means that teachers assume responsibility for encouraging high educational goals 

and indirectly guiding students to reach for them: ―When we act as models of caring, for 

example, we may also model a host of other desirable qualities: meticulous preparation, 

lively presentation, critical thinking, appreciative listening, constructive evaluation, 

genuine curiosity‖ (Noddings, 1986, p. 503). Caring teachers, then, maintain a 

responsibility to extend care toward their students while demonstrating a commitment to 

upholding high academic expectations. 

Criticisms notwithstanding, many have dedicated thought and effort to 

understanding care theory (Noddings, 2003) in real life situations. As the two following 

sections illustrate, the research has emphasized understanding care and caring teaching, at 

the expense of learning about how teachers help their students learn to care. 
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An Exploration of Teacher Care 

There is an empirical base in the literature that uses and offers support for 

Noddings‘ (2003) theoretical description of a caring approach to teaching. Tarlow (1996) 

conducted 84 participant interviews with students, family members, teachers, and 

volunteers from two high schools to learn about the unique and universal characteristics 

of caring. She found eight concepts or overlapping phases of the caring process. First are 

the preliminary phases: people must be present and ready to care, there must be time, and 

there must be a vehicle to nurture the relationship - talking. Next, the work of caring 

requires: sensitivity to others‘ needs, action in the best interest of the other, emotional 

investment, and willingness to do helpful things for the other. Finally, the cared-for must 

show reciprocity to nourish the caring relationship. While Tarlow (1996) offers support 

for Noddings‘ theory and sheds light on the conditions which foster caring relationships, 

her research does not directly explore the ways in which teachers help their students learn 

how to care for others - the second tier of what Noddings (2003) refers to as a moral 

education espoused by care theory.  

McBee (2007), on the other hand, identifies actions of caring teachers in her 

survey of 144 teacher candidates, classroom teachers, and college faculty members 

associated with one university‘s elementary education teacher preparation program. She 

wanted to learn about the ways in which preservice, in-service and teacher educators 

thought about and acted with care. The most frequently cited interpretations of caring 

across all three groups were: offering help to students, showing compassion toward 

students, showing interest in students, caring about the individual, giving their time, 

listening, and getting to know students. Offering help was cited most frequently by 
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teacher candidates in their first two years of the program as well as by teacher educators. 

Showing compassion was cited most frequently by teacher candidates in their third month 

of full-time student teaching and showing interest in students was cited most frequently 

by experienced teachers. McBee also found that the experienced teachers and the teacher 

educators intentionally chose to learn about their students and that they included topics of 

study in their interactions with students as a means to further student academic growth. 

Thus, for these teachers, caring involved affective as well as academic domains.  

Although McBee (2007), like Tarlow (1996), substantiates some of the elements 

of care theory, according to Noddings (2003), she does not attend to the entire theory. 

McBee (2007) depicts caring in terms of teachers who care for their students. Yet 

Noddings (2003) continues the logic further. Caring also involves teaching students how 

to enter into caring relationships themselves as part of their moral education. This 

absence is noteworthy in other studies as well. Rogers and Webb (1991), in their 

ethnographic study of one elementary school, lightly touch upon the idea of caring as 

moral activity: ―in the classrooms that we observed, caring is the basis for thoughtful 

educational and moral decision making, and it requires action‖ p. 174. Unfortunately, the 

study does not exemplify how caring supported the moral decision making processes of 

the teachers. Overall, Rogers and Webb (1991) found that the caring teachers in their 

study encouraged dialogue with students, were sensitive to students‘ needs and interests, 

and made learning interesting for students. The findings do not clarify the degree to 

which, if any, teachers provided explicit opportunities for students to learn about and 

practice caring for others.  
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Another example in the literature on caring illustrates a focus on teacher 

characteristics of caring for their students. Bosworth (1995) and Ferreira and Bosworth 

(2001) report on their interviews with more than 100 middle school students from two 

schools to learn about how adolescents define caring and what attitudes they have toward 

it. One of the schools was in an urban, industrial neighborhood and the other was located 

10 miles from the same city center and served students from rural, poor, urban, and 

suburban areas. They also observed more than 300 classrooms during the course of the 

study. The students in the study identified caring from their teachers as related to 

teaching of the content, and to a lesser extent, as related to building relationships with 

students. This duality, one of caring as an academic and affective endeavor, mirrors 

McBee‘s (2007) findings. However, Ferreira and Bosworth (2001) also note that 

according to the students in their study, ―all caring acts were unidirectional, from the 

teacher to the student.‖ (p. 24). Ferreira and Bosworth (2001) suggest that one reason for 

this interpretation of caring may be the fact that students lack the vocabulary to describe 

caring in other forms.  What this implies, I argue, is that caring was not a means for 

experiencing a second tier of moral education. Or it may be that the research base has 

fallen short in learning about how teachers make it a priority to teach students about 

caring for others through modeling, dialogue, practice, and confirmation.   

Moral Work of Caring Teaching 

Larson and Silverman (2005) provide a different focus in their study of the caring 

interactions between teachers and students. In their search for understanding what 

motivates teachers to employ caring behaviors, they conducted a case study of four 

physical education teachers who were identified as caring according to criteria developed 



47 

 

from the literature on caring teacher behaviors. The teachers taught in a variety of 

settings: one in a single-sex private K-12 school, one in a high school, one in elementary 

and middle schools, and one in early elementary grades who coached at the varsity level. 

Larson and Silverman found similarities across the teachers‘ reasons for why they care 

for their students. In addition to a focus on teacher motivations, this study differs from 

other research because it offers examples of how teachers considered the moral 

implications of their care for students. The teachers‘ pedagogy included extensive use of 

dialogue with students and confirmation and ―ascribed their conduct to a strong desire to 

develop and maintain relationships with their students such that growth and/or well-being 

was fostered‖ (Larson & Silverman, 2005, p.188). 

Isenbarger and Zembylas (2006) also demonstrate interest in understanding 

teacher practice as it pertains to the moral education of students. In their two year 

collaborative action research study, Isenbarger was an elementary teacher and Zembylas 

a teacher educator. Aware that caring for students places great demands on teachers, the 

researchers demonstrate and articulate the notion that caring requires positive and 

negative emotional labor on the part of teachers. For example, the emotional joys of 

developing relationships with students signify positive emotional labor, while 

suppressing certain emotional responses like anger or sadness require negative emotional 

labor. The study adds further to the understanding of caring as a form of moral education:  

The relationship between caring and emotional labour reveals that rooted in 

Lynn‘s teaching are various kinds of caring: for example, pedagogical caring—

caring about children‘s academic expectations; moral caring—caring about the 

values communicated in learning; and cultural caring—caring that communicates 

the norms of the culture in which the school/classroom is part of. (Isenbarger & 

Zembylas, 2006, p.132) 
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This quotation also illustrates an expanded interpretation of caring that moves beyond the 

affective and academic realms found in Ferreira and Bosworth (2001) and McBee (2007). 

According to Isenbarger and Zembylas (2006), caring teaching also implies attending to 

the moral and socio-cultural development of students.  

Care Theory in Teacher Preparation 

 In this section I highlight the aspect of Noddings‘ theory of morality in which 

caring teaching means helping education students learn how to care.  

A Moral Orientation in Teacher Preparation 

Noddings (1986) articulates her thoughts about a vision for ethical care in teacher 

preparation in the Harvard Educational Review. Rather than identifying an ethic of 

caring as a guidepost, ―by setting an objective and heading straight toward it (p. 502),‖ 

Noddings suggests that teacher educators focus on ―living with those whom we teach in a 

caring community, through modeling, dialogue, practice, and confirmation‖ (p. 502). 

Through these practices, argues Noddings, teacher educators demonstrate fidelity to their 

students while helping them learn to become caring teachers. Formally helping preservice 

teachers learn about and practice ethical care suggests that there is moral work in teacher 

preparation.  

In contrast to the literature discussed thus far on caring teaching, the research on 

teacher preparation programs does more than explore what care is and what caring 

teachers do. In fact, many have accepted the idea that caring, as it is enacted in teacher 

preparation programs, presents a means for helping preservice teachers learn how to 

become caring teachers themselves. Thus, while the literature on general education 

settings suggests an interest in the attributes of caring teaching, the literature on teacher 
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preparation programs also addresses the ways in which caring teachers (the teacher 

educators) help their students learn to care.  

 Modeling, as a means for teaching others to care, has garnered the most attention 

in the literature. Thayer-Bacon and Bacon (1996) and Thayer-Bacon, Arnold, and Stoots 

(1998) explore modeling by caring professors in teacher preparation programs. The first 

piece, Thayer-Bacon and Bacon (1996), gives descriptions of what caring professors do 

when they work with education students, based on interviews with six caring faculty 

members that the authors knew personally. Admitting the limited scope of such a study, 

Thayer-Bacon, et al. (1998) tested a method for identifying caring professors to aid future 

studies on care in education classes. They found that soliciting student nominations was 

the easiest way to identify caring professors. Although these studies explore the issue of 

modeling by education professors, I would argue that they embrace a limited conception 

of modeling as it pertains to care theory. They focus on specific behaviors of caring 

professors and do not present modeling as a means for promoting their students‘ 

capacities to care.  

Yusko (2004) also cites modeling in teacher preparation. In a study of one 

exemplary graduate student seminar instructor and student teaching supervisor who 

demonstrated attributes of caring teaching, Yusko found that the supervisor‘s primary 

goal was to model fidelity and care for the four student teachers with whom she worked. 

She did this by following closely the development of the student teachers‘ thinking over 

time, talking openly and thoughtfully with student teachers about their development, and 

designing seminars that addressed student teacher interests.  
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 Other studies illustrate impacts on preservice teachers when teacher educators 

model caring teaching. McBee (2007) found that in one elementary teacher preparation 

program professors manifested caring teaching even if it did not exist as a formal 

component in the curriculum of the program. McBee observed that as students advanced 

through the program, they became more aware of the care they saw modeled by their 

professors and cooperating teachers and began to demonstrate more caring teaching 

behaviors while student teaching. Thus, argues McBee, teacher preparation programs 

should be cognizant of the impact that modeling has on preservice teachers and 

consequently should make it an intentional, instead of informal, part of the curriculum. 

Lee and Ravizza (2008) found that, for four elementary through secondary physical 

education students, having a caring role model during the student teaching component of 

the teacher preparation program aided student teachers‘ understandings of caring in the 

classroom.  

Finally, Goldstein and Freedman (2003), in a study of Goldstein‘s practice as a 

professor in a course on classroom management for elementary education students, found 

that Goldstein modeled caring teaching sporadically even though she designed the course 

around the concept of ethical care in education contexts. One unintended outcome of the 

course was that the preservice teachers demonstrated, through electronic journaling, 

negative attitudes toward the parents of the students in their field placements. Goldstein 

and Freedman do not purport a causal link between Goldstein‘s modeling of caring 

teaching and her students‘ negative affects. However, the research does demonstrate the 

challenges teacher educators may face when trying to model care consistently for their 

students.  
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The most detailed examples of teacher educators modeling caring for preservice 

teachers come from Goldstein and Freedman (2003) and Yusko (2004). This dissertation 

research will add further data on the process of modeling care for students in teacher 

preparation programs, and in a context that has not yet been explored. Unlike Goldstein 

and Freedman (2003) and Yusko (2004), who studied teacher educators who served as 

course instructors, my research explores a situation in which I had access to the student 

teachers only through my work as their field supervisor, a more common situation, 

according to Clift and Brady (2005). Thus, rather than meeting student teachers on a 

regular basis, I met them face-to-face on four or five occasions, greatly limiting the 

amount of time we had to build relationships with one another. 

 To my knowledge, other aspects of moral work championed by care theory, 

dialogue and confirmation, have garnered little attention in the literature on care and 

teacher preparation. Three articles, however, address ways that teacher preparation 

programs can provide opportunities for preservice teachers to practice caring. Arnstine 

(1990) argued that the structures and expectations in traditional teacher preparation 

programs impede the development of a caring approach to teaching because they promote 

individual rather than interpersonal modes for learning. She suggests that teacher 

preparation programs design cooperative learning communities by which preservice 

teachers can learn together while they practice caring for each other. Yusko (2004) 

describes an approach by Rose, a student teaching supervisor who led a weekly seminar 

for her student teachers: ―Rose believed that the guided practice seminar could be a 

‗community of practice‘ in which individual interns entered into caring, supervisory 

relationships with one another (p. 62). Basically, Rose structured the seminar so that 
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student teachers shared responsibilities for improving each other‘s practices. Finally, 

Swick (1999) argued for preservice teachers to participate in service-learning experiences 

to expand their understandings of care, implying that they would grant opportunities to 

practice caring for others.  

How Student Teachers Learn to Care 

In a study of how 17 preservice elementary teachers conceptualized caring 

teaching throughout a 10 week course on classroom management, Goldstein and Lake 

(2000; 2003) document simplified versions of caring teaching held by the preservice 

teachers. As instructor of the course, Goldstein made care a centerpiece of the 

curriculum. The findings suggest that student conceptualizations of caring did change, 

but not to the degree to which Goldstein and Lake had anticipated. In particular, the 

authors found that the incremental changes they observed in their students illustrate a 

common theme in the literature about how preservice teachers conceptualize care. There 

exists in preservice teachers a ―tendency toward oversimplification and stark either/or 

dualisms‖ (Goldstein & Lake, 2003, p. 123). Over the course of their study, however, the 

participants ―wrestled with a more sophisticated and nuanced understanding of the 

tension between authority and caring‖ (p. 123). 

The literature sheds more light on how many preservice teachers‘ 

conceptualizations of caring teaching may pit affective and academic pursuits of caring 

against one another. For example, Weinstein (1998) found, in a survey of 141 student 

teachers in early childhood/elementary and secondary programs, that they understood 

caring in terms of building relationships with students, rather than as a means for 

pedagogical purposes such as motivating students or engaging them in intellectual 
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pursuits. Contrary to Weinstein‘s study, however, Lee and Ravizza (2008), serving as 

both researchers and student teaching supervisors, found that the four elementary through 

secondary physical education student teachers under their supervision identified forms of 

pedagogical caring as more prominent in their practices than building interpersonal 

relationships with students. In the study, student teachers demonstrated pedagogical 

caring by changing lessons to suit the need of students, taking responsibility for learners‘ 

learning, providing feedback, and teaching about caring behaviors.  

McLaughlin (1994) offers more insight on how preservice teachers conceptualize 

caring teaching. He studied the practices of three student teachers in the middle grades. 

Through his analysis he found that the student teachers indeed faced conflicts between 

caring for students and controlling their classes, but still ―they held fast to their notions 

that they could be both person and teacher‖ (McLaughlin, p. 148-149). In other words, 

argues McLaughlin, the student teachers learned that care for students and control of 

classes did not have to be at odds with one another.  

Methods and Programming in Teacher Preparation 

Thus far, the literature on the development of caring teaching in preservice 

teachers suggests that some teacher preparation programs, to some degree, address caring 

as part of a moral orientation to learning to teach. At best, the literature suggests that 

preservice teachers grapple with reconciling what Goldstein (2002) calls a ―gentle smiles 

and warm hugs view of caring‖ (p. 139) with a more complex understanding of caring 

teaching. Additional literature recommends methods for bringing caring more fully into 

the curriculum of teacher preparation. Strategies, such as narratives (Marlowe, 2006; 

Rosiek, 1994; Witherell & Noddings, 1991) case study analysis (McBee, 2007; Rosiek, 
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1994), service learning (Swick, 1999), and children‘s stories (McBee, 2007) afford 

preservice teachers opportunities to explore caring as pedagogy.  

Yusko (2004) describes pedagogy particular to student teaching supervision and 

found that according to one exemplary caring supervisor, she documented and shared 

how student teachers‘ thoughts changed over time in an attempt to model, use dialogue, 

and confirm her student teachers. This dissertation builds on Yusko‘s research because it 

provides more in depth data on the process of attending to student teacher growth over 

time by consciously modeling for, talking openly with, and confirming the student 

teachers with whom I worked. In other words, the research I present in this dissertation 

provides more thorough examples of how care theory can guide supervision pedagogy on 

two levels – by building caring relationships with student teachers and helping them learn 

about caring teaching in their own practices.   

  In addition to a pedagogical means for incorporating care theory into teacher 

preparation, others argue more generally for including care theory into teacher 

preparation programming. For example, Dempsey (1994), reporting on his ethnography 

of a 5
th

 grade classroom, argues that caring is part of a knowledge base for teaching. He 

interviewed 10 teachers in the school and found that all defined good teaching in terms of 

caring and developing relationships with students. Owens and Ennis (2005) declare that 

learning about an ethic of care should be considered pedagogical content knowledge for 

all teachers, although they provide little support for such a stance. Goldstein (2002) 

criticizes Noddings‘ conceptualization of care theory in teacher preparation because she 

perceives it to provide too little attention to how caring, intellectual stimulation, and the 

power of learning in a community of others relate to one another. Although Goldstein 
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(2002) offers an adjusted framework from that offered by Noddings (2003)), what she 

calls the Three Cornerstones of Caring, one of her key motives is to highlight the moral 

aspects of caring in teacher preparation programming to help preservice teachers 

understand caring as more than being kind to students. In other words, while Goldstein 

does not wholeheartedly embrace Noddings‘ explication of caring teaching, she does 

much to support Noddings‘ (1986) view that ―practice in teaching should be practice in 

caring (p. 504)‖ so that preservice teachers will be able to participate in the moral work 

of educating students.   

Purpose of this Study 

As this review has shown, many have called for clearer articulation of student 

teaching supervision practices. A beginning step is to understand supervision work on a 

day-to-day basis. This dissertation responds to the call by offering four cases that 

illustrate pedagogical choices I made while enacting my practice. In particular, I 

embraced both emotional and rational aspects of practice. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) 

openly embrace a moral realm in school administrative supervision practices, one that 

accepts the idea that emotions and logic work together in people‘s lives. This dissertation 

brings that view to the context of student teaching supervision in a novel way. Through 

self-study methodology I am able to capture the motivations that prompted my 

pedagogical moves as a student teaching supervisor and my efforts to live morally 

through care.   

My research also addresses a specific need that has arisen from a post-modern 

(Glanz, 2000) conception of supervision: helping student teachers learn to think 

analytically through open and honest dialogue with their supervisors about teaching and 
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learning. Paris and Gespass (2001) extrapolated from data they collected to suggest ways 

that supervisors can make their practices more student-centered. This dissertation does 

more than offer suggestions; it provides specific examples of my pedagogy and how care 

theory prompted me to place the student teachers in the center of my practice. In the spirit 

of Lee and Ravizza (2008) and Yusko (2004), this research offers insights into how care 

theory can inform pedagogy. It builds on their research, however, by attending more 

directly to the moral work of a caring supervision practice.   

To better understand the moral work of student teaching supervision, I explore 

care theory in my practice. I ask these research questions: (1) How do I engage in a 

pedagogy of care with social studies student teachers? (2) How do I use pedagogical 

relationships to engage the student teachers in learning about a pedagogy of care?         

(3) What images of ethical care do I see mirrored in my student teachers? (4) What are 

the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student teachers?  

  

                                                 
ii
  See Carol Gilligan (1982) for the first empirical support for an ethic of care. Gilligan argues that an ethic 

of care, as opposed to an ethic of justice, shapes moral behavior, especially in the lives of women. 

 
iii

 Portions of this section were adapted from Trout (2008) with permission from The City College of New 

York.  

 
iv
 For clarification purposes, Noddings uses gendered descriptors, she and he, to identify particular 

members in relation. For her explanation, see Noddings (2003), p. 4. 
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Chapter Three 

Studying Pedagogical Relationships: Why and How Self-Study? 

How good can I be is partly a function of how you—the other—receive and respond to 

me. (Noddings, 2003, p. 6) 

 

 

Background to the Study 

How do I help social studies student teachers develop professionally? I have 

struggled with this question for the past few years while working as a supervisor and 

instructor of pre-service teachers. In particular, the short-term nature of working with 

student teachers as a university supervisor has challenged me in specific ways. This 

dissertation research arose out of my desire to focus on the relationships I entered into 

with the student teachers because of what seemed to me to be missed opportunities for 

growth for them as well as for me. Some responded to me as though I were only an 

evaluator of their capabilities, although I also wanted to serve as a resource for them 

during their field experiences. Wanting to improve my practice and communicate my role 

more effectively with student teachers, I began reading Caring: A Feminist Approach to 

Ethics and Education (Noddings, 2003). Instantly, the theory held resonance for me with 

its emphasis on how people can strive to live morally in their relationships with others.  

The more I read (Noddings, 1986, 1996, 2002a, 2003, 2005; Noddings & Shore, 

1984) the more I began to see my supervision practice as involved in moral work. 

Relationships that developed between each student teacher and me had the potential to 

impact the kinds of learning experiences they would have in the teacher preparation 

program, and rippling further, that impact could affect current and future students in their 

classes. Noddings‘ work made me ponder: How did I go about building relationships with 
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student teachers? How might ethical care guide my practice? Moving out another level, 

how might I help student teachers learn to build relationships with their students?  Thus, I 

embarked on self-study to better understand my pedagogy, the role I assumed in the 

relationship building process as part of that pedagogy, and the situations that would arise 

while I practiced.  

In particular I ask the following research questions: (1) How do I engage in a 

pedagogy of care with social studies student teachers? (2) How do I use pedagogical 

relationships to engage the student teachers in learning about a pedagogy of care?         

(3) What images of ethical care do I see mirrored in my student teachers?  (4) What are 

the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student teachers?  

Research Orientation and Design 

The purpose of the study is to gain insight into my supervision practice. Thoughts 

and feelings motivated my pedagogical decision-making, shaping the choices I made and 

the interactions that occurred between the student teachers and me. Together, these, with 

the student teacher responses, constitute elements of my practice to which this research 

attends. Learning about my pedagogy of care, according to Noddings (2003), relies on 

close examination of trying, on a daily basis, to ―meet others morally‖ (p. 171) while 

striving to actualize my ideal self. Self-study methodology enabled me to partake in such 

an exploration for the benefit of my own practice. Additionally, however, the 

methodology positions me to offer insights, based on rigorous methods of documentation, 

analysis, and interpretation, into the application of care theory in student teaching 

supervision practice. 
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Why Self-Study? 

Self-study privileges the ―self in the research design, recognizing that addressing 

the self can contribute to our understanding of teaching and teacher education‖ 

(Hamilton, Smith, & Worthington, 2008, p. 17). LaBoskey (2004) describes parallel 

pursuits of the methodology:  

Self-study researchers are concerned with both enhanced understanding of teacher 

education in general and the immediate improvement of our practice. We are 

focused on the nexus between public and private, theory and practice, research 

and pedagogy, self and other. Also relevant to self-study methodology, then, are 

theories about learning and the nature of teaching. (p. 818)  

 

This research places emphasis on understanding how care theory may inform supervision 

practice for me and for teacher educators in general.  

Exploring how caring informs my pedagogy adds to the literature on care theory 

because it provides concrete situations in which I struggled with moral dilemmas in the 

context of my practice. Indeed, it is only through exemplification that care theory gains 

value because it does not adhere to abstract principles for guidance. The study also adds 

to the literature on supervision practices because it details the pedagogical choices I made 

and the interactions between the student teachers and me as a result of those choices. 

Concomitantly, the research seeks to improve my own practice by helping me understand 

how prioritizing my efforts to build relationships with student teachers shaped the 

learning environment for them and me.  

My interest in care theory corresponds to a commitment I have to living a moral 

life and self-study methodology underscores that interest. To use the words of Feldman 

(2003), ―The self-study of teacher education practices is also moral work because it has a 

normative, teleological component—we don‘t want to just study our practice, we want to 
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improve it in a particular direction that will affect what happens in our colleges, 

universities, and schools‖ (p. 27). Bullough and Pinneagar (2001) highlight another 

purpose to which self-study methodology helps me serve: ―The core belief and ethical 

commitment that if researchers in colleges of education are to study the development of 

teachers they should publicly declare their own role in that development‖ (p. 14). Finally, 

self-study lends itself to a vision, put forth by Palmer (1998), in which our professional 

and personal lives intertwine and mutually interact. I prescribe to his view that my 

development as a teacher educator plays into my development as a person and vice versa.    

Johnston (2006), in her review of research methods in social studies education, 

admits that relatively few self-studies have explored phenomena in the discipline. 

Overall, then, I place my study in a quest for ―developing a deeper understanding of the 

practices of teacher education by making the tacit theories of teacher education 

practitioners public and explicit and by subjecting those beliefs and practices to careful 

study, data collection, and reflection‖ (Adler, 2008, pp. 332-333). In sum, self-study 

enabled me to explore facets of my practice that are integral to care theory – the 

motivations that drove my daily decision-making efforts while cultivating caring 

relationships with student teachers for their benefit as beginning professionals. 

How Self-Study? 

I used systematic documentation and analysis, as established by Dinkelman 

(2003), Hamilton and Pinnegar (1998), and LaBoskey (2004), combined with narrative 

strategies (Hamilton et al, 2008), to expose my pedagogy of care as a supervisor of social 

studies student teachers. The research presents four cases of distinct relationships 

between individual student teachers and me. Using a variety of data sources, I study my 
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decision making as well as my intellectual and emotional involvement over the course of 

the project. I document changes that occurred in me and ways I interacted with student 

teachers to shed light on challenges one may face while in relation with others. The 

research also explores changes I note in the student teachers over the course of our work 

together. Finally, I offer recommendations for how student teaching supervision might be 

structured and practiced. The detailed cases tell stories of relationships to illustrate the 

repercussions of care theory in the context of student teaching supervision. Similarly, 

through the extensive attention I give to the data set and its inclusion in the four 

narratives, I seek to establish trustworthiness as a criteria for validity.  

Purpose has driven the choice of self-study for this dissertation research. Methods 

for carrying out the research stem directly from writings in the seminal resource book, 

International Handbook for Self-Study Practice (Loughran, Hamilton, LaBoskey, & 

Russell, 2004). A contributing author and editor to the book, LaBoskey (2004) describes 

five characteristics in the design of self-study research. Self-study: (1) stems from one‘s 

own desire to investigate his or her practice, (2) aims at improvement, (3) involves 

interaction between participants or researchers, (4) includes multiple methods that are 

primarily qualitative, and (5) uses trustworthiness to address validity concerns. 

Additionally, Lighthall (2004) analyzed 125 representative self-studies studies to 

understand the common elements between them. He found six features that were most 

frequently used in the research studies: (1) employ self-study of practice, (2) have an 

explicit method for carrying out the research, (3) use narrative references, (4) propose 

reform (of teacher education), (5) follow a conceptual frame, and (6) include 

collaboration (with the student teachers). I used the features from both LaBoskey (2004) 
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and Lighthall (2004) to design my research study. In the sections that follow, I elaborate 

how I used them. 

Contextual Features 

The epistemological stance in self-study methodology underscores the idea that 

knowledge creation can occur at a local or private level and be bound by specific contexts 

(Anderson & Herr, 1999). Thus, my task for carrying out a study with conclusions that 

are trustworthy, plausible, and credible relies on providing sufficient details about the 

context in which the research took place. I do not suggest generalized findings; rather, I 

describe the context so readers can draw appropriate conclusions from the research. 

This self-study took place within the programmatic structures of a teacher 

preparation program at the University of Minnesota, at its flagship campus in the Twin 

Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. This teacher preparation program is housed in the 

Department of Curriculum and Instruction, one of eight departments in the College of 

Education and Human Development. Most of the students who graduate with an initial 

teaching license in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction do so at the Master‘s 

level. Thus, students come to the teacher preparation programs with bachelor degrees in a 

subject matter field of study. I worked in the Social Studies Education program which, 

like the others, uses the Minnesota Standards of Effective Practice for Teachers 

(MSEPT), established in 1998 by the Minnesota Board of Teaching (MBOT), as a 

requirement for candidate performance. The MBOT used the nationally recognized 

standards developed by the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 

(INTASC) upon which to base the MSEPT. 
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Applicants to the social studies program must provide evidence of 100 hours of 

classroom observations, demonstrate experience with cultural and other forms of 

diversity, submit a two-page reflective essay that describes how the classroom 

observations impacted the applicant‘s plan to become a teacher, two letters of reference, 

and official transcripts of all post-secondary schooling. The minimum GPA for 

acceptance into the program is 2.80 while the average GPA for the students in the 2008-

2009 cohort was 3.42. Before enrolling, students must take the Praxis I Pre-Professional 

Skills Test for reading, writing and mathematics.  

Within the Social Studies track, the University holds certain goals for its 

graduates, which include becoming: 

an inquiring, analytical, and reflective professional educator prepared to teach in 

grades 5-12 classrooms and lead in the schools. The program seeks to develop 

educators who are advocates for young people and the social studies, and can help 

youth to become thoughtful and active citizens in a culturally diverse, democratic 

society. (Social Studies Education Master of Education-Initial Licensure, 2009)  

 

A predominant framework for pursuing such goals in the Social Studies Licensure 

program comes from authentic instruction and assessment practices as defined by 

Newmann, Secada, and Wehlage (1995). Graduates of the program learn to facilitate 

student thinking in support of individual construction of knowledge, help students 

―explore connections and relationships and to produce relatively complex 

understandings‖ (Newmann et al., p. 31), and encourage students to connect their 

learning to the world beyond classroom walls. Graduates also learn to assess learning 

through performance tasks that require analytic thinking, consideration of alternatives, 

understanding disciplinary concepts, and written articulation of ideas. Owing to the 

prominence of authentic pedagogy in the social studies track, Kennedy (1998) would 
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classify the program as having a ―reform orientation‖ to teacher preparation rather than a 

―management orientation‖ because it serves to address complexities inherent in learning, 

teaching and the subject matter.    

Students proceed through the social studies program in a cohort of roughly 30 

fellow students over a 13-month period of time. The program begins in the summer with 

foundational coursework for education from the perspectives of psychology, sociology, 

and philosophy and an introductory social studies methods course. The post-

baccalaureate students complete two field experiences in 5-12
th

 grade social studies 

classrooms. During fall semester, students participate in a practicum in which they spend 

six weeks in middle or high school classrooms during the mornings and teach at least one 

class for four of those weeks. The capstone requirement is the student teaching 

assignment which occurs during the spring semester. Students spend 10 weeks, full time, 

in a school of a different age group and setting from the practicum experience and plan 

and teach for at least six of those weeks. Students also complete an action research 

project based on their experiences in the field, a practice identified by Wilson, Floden, 

and Ferrini-Mundy (2001) as holding potential for effective student teacher learning. It 

was during spring semester, 2009, when I collected the data for this study while I was a 

student teaching supervisor. 

Specific programmatic features dictated my supervisory role and responsibilities.  

Three female doctoral students, of which I was one, served as student teaching 

supervisors for the social studies cohort. One male social studies professor in the 

curriculum and instruction department supervised the doctoral students. The 

responsibilities for supervising student teachers involved: reading, commenting on, and 
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evaluating student teacher lesson plans weekly and student teaching journals bi-weekly; 

observing student teachers teach at least three times; meeting with student teachers once 

in the beginning of the semester and thereafter following each observation to discuss their 

progress; and communicating program expectations to both the student teachers and 

cooperating teachers. Final assessments included checklists of student teacher 

dispositions, their demonstration of fulfilling the MSEPT, and letters of 

recommendations.  

Participants 

Four participants, other than me, provided data for this study. In this section, I 

describe how I selected the participants, out of total number of ten. I also give an 

overview of the common circumstances surrounding all of our relationships. 

Choosing Four Student Teachers 

On a day in the fall 2008, my supervisor and I perused a list of the cohort of social 

studies licensure students. Together, we looked at the placements and found ten that were 

in public urban schools. Brian,
v
  my supervisor, using his prerogative and his knowledge 

of the cohort, noted a few students in this initial short list of ten who might benefit from 

working with me as their supervisor. At this time I knew none of the students. Through 

this informal decision-making process and a simple request to work with student teachers 

who were all placed in urban schools, my roll of student teachers became real. Thus, in 

spring 2009, I worked with ten student teachers, all of whom were White.  

In this dissertation research, however, I do not create narratives of the 

relationships I had with all ten student teachers. Instead, I chose four through which to 

explore my care pedagogy. Each relationship unfolds in narrative form (Polkinghorne, 
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1995), interwoven with analytic interpretation, creating four individual cases. The 

narratives introduce the student teachers and relay the development of our relationships. 

Consequently, I do not provide background information about the student teachers in this 

chapter. More important at this juncture, is the criteria by which I chose the four cases for 

the dissertation. 

By June 2009, I had collected the data. At this point I began thinking about all ten 

cases and what they represented. The process of choosing which ones to include in this 

research came from a series of questions that I asked. What were the particular challenges 

I faced in working with each student teacher? What poignant moments had occurred? 

What issues had arisen that were commonplace in my own and the supervision practices 

of others?  I also framed my questions in terms of care theory. In what ways had I 

struggled to care? In what ways had I experienced the benefits of caring? Finally, I 

thought of the readers of this dissertation and which stories would include elements of 

heightened interest. Four cases rose to the top after all these considerations.  

Two in particular, Caty and Derrick, represent instances in which the student 

teachers reciprocated my care often and outwardly. I specifically chose Caty and Derrick 

to include because something striking occurred in both stories. The situations would test 

my pedagogy of care even though we had established strong relationships. In Caty‘s case, 

the issue of possibly racist tendencies by her came to the fore. With Derrick, the issue of 

race reared its head as well, this time in the physical layout of the classroom. Both cases 

illustrate a natural connection between the social studies subject matter and care 

pedagogy in my supervision practice as well as in their student teaching practices. 



67 

 

In my work with five other student teachers, Jennifer, Miriam, Bob, Daphne, and 

Sally, my pedagogy did not feel especially challenged. In these relationships, I 

experienced reciprocity often, like when I worked with Caty and Derrick. All told me that 

they appreciated the suggestions I made and the manner in which I approached them as 

beginning teachers. Because of this, I think these five cases may have provided helpful 

insight into my pedagogy of care. When I worked with them, however, I did not find 

myself wrestling with how to approach difficult topics such as race in the classroom. No 

poignant moments occurred during our work together. Thus, in the spirit of self-study 

methodology, I did not select any of these five cases because I thought they would not 

serve as strong examples of how I grew professionally. Moreover, I judged that these five 

cases did not shed light on the cross section between social studies curriculum and care 

theory in as helpful a manner as did the cases of Caty and Derrick. 

Sam and Lance, however, the two other cases this dissertation does present, 

demonstrate specific challenges I faced in the process of building relationships based on 

care. Sam‘s situation offers insight into structural impediments to the development of our 

relationship. The limited amount of contact we had, and in what form, hindered his trust 

in me and his willingness to use me as a resource. Lance‘s case illustrates how he 

interpreted my caring pedagogy differently than what I intended to relay. Both suggest 

that the combination of self-study and care pedagogy enabled me to adjust my practice in 

attempt to help them develop professionally.  

At one time I had planned on including an additional case, Lucy, in combination 

with Lance‘s case. However, I changed my mind as the analytic process continued. In the 

beginning stages I interpreted a main lesson from Lance‘s case to be about knowing when 
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to be directive and when to be receptive. I was wrestling with finding a line between 

acceptable and inacceptable actions in my practice. My relationship with Lucy seemed to 

demonstrate a similar question in my pedagogy. As I continued to review and interpret 

the data, however, Lance‘s case began to highlight a more nuanced question: What role 

did my pedagogy of care play in his behavior?  This new interpretation did not cancel out 

my original view, but it enabled me to move beyond questioning what pedagogical choice 

I made to looking more broadly at care theory and the implications of it in my 

relationship with Lance and for my supervision practice. I chose Lance‘s case, over 

Lucy‘s, because I judged the data set to include more descriptive accounts of my 

supervision practice and Lance‘s responses. In the end, I chose Lance‘s story because I 

thought it provided better fodder for shedding light on care theory and supervision 

practice.  

Me, the Supervisor 

Influencing Experiences 

Part of the journey of carrying out a self-study has been to explore the life events 

that have led to this research. One of them came when I was 22 years old and a student 

pursuing a teaching license and Master‘s degree in California. Nel Noddings directed the 

program in which I was enrolled, yet I vaguely remember her presence. One memory 

does stand out, however. Dr. Noddings stood in the front of a small classroom; a crisp 

clean blackboard provided her backdrop. Seated near her, I was awestruck by the fact that 

she had been a mathematics school teacher, was a mother of many children, and now a 

professor at Stanford University. In my desk I marveled: how could one do so much? She 

spoke about the responsibility teachers have for cultivating learning environments in 
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which all members are able to build positive relationships with one another. I was not 

aware that she had written her philosophical treatise, Caring: A Feminine Approach to 

Ethics and Moral Education, just three years prior to our introduction. When I graduated 

from the teacher education program, I embarked on a decade-long tenure in rural 

Wisconsin of teaching high school social studies. Creating a socially interactive and 

academically challenging classroom environment became my trademark. Only through 

my doctoral studies did I recognize that Dr. Noddings had been the director of my teacher 

preparation program. Similarly, only then did I realize the fact that her theory of caring 

had had a profound impact on my practice as a social studies teacher, and eventually, as a 

social studies student teaching supervisor. 

Like the student teachers with whom I worked in this research, I am White. This 

fact is relevant to the study because in all the student teacher placements, the student 

bodies were racially, economically, and culturally diverse. My background matters 

because many of the experiences upon which I draw differ from those of the students in 

the student teachers‘ classes. I grew up in a Chicago suburb, with little racial, economic, 

or cultural diversity. During my privileged childhood, I travelled internationally 

beginning when I was ten. I do remember, as a young girl in a foreign land, having 

feelings of being an outsider. It was a new sentiment for me, owing to the fact that I am a 

member of the dominant ethnic, racial and economic class in the United States. Later, I 

attended a private liberal arts college in Los Angeles where I began to learn about 

structural, cultural, and economic impediments to equality in American society. 

Harboring these new insights, I moved to the San Francisco Bay Area to pursue my 

teaching license.  
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While I student taught, I worked with a teacher who had been quarantined in a 

Japanese Internment Camp for four of his late teen years during World War II. Our 

relationship developed into a lasting friendship that exists today. He commended my 

efforts to truly learn about students as individuals, a complement which I received with 

humility. In no way do I feel completely confident in my capabilities to understand the 

lives of students who differ racially, economically, and culturally from my own. For 

support I lean on care theory as a means through which to remain present to others in 

attempt to receive them as human beings.  

Actions I Took 

Although other experiences may have influenced who I am as a supervisor, I 

move now to the beginning stages of this research study. I wanted to avoid creating a top-

down positioning between me and the student teachers so I asked them to identify their 

own goals for student teaching to steer my practice as their supervisor. Using their goals 

trumped even my interest in learning about how I engaged the student teachers in 

conversations about care theory, the third research question in this study. Noddings‘ 

(2005) work reflects my thoughts:  

I preferred, even then, a mode of supervision that would help all teachers to do 

their best work according to their own legitimate philosophy. I emphasize 

legitimate philosophy to acknowledge the fact that reasonable people can differ in 

important elements of educational philosophy but that any legitimate philosophy 

is well-considered, guided by a justifiable conception of the good, educationally 

defensible, and compatible with the principles of liberal democracy. (p. xviii)  

 

While I worked with the student teachers, I was only prepared to model care pedagogy in 

my practice. I decided to wait for opportune moments in our communications that lent 

themselves to dialogue about caring teaching. In other words, I was not willing to 
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explicitly teach for caring because that seemed too dogmatic to me. As the research will 

suggest, the self-study process has challenged this belief.  

To contact the student teachers initially, I sent them a letter via email in the 

middle of January. I introduced myself, listed five items that described the services I 

would provide as their supervisor, and listed four responsibilities I would expect them to 

fulfill. The second sentence of the letter introduced a foundational piece for me: ―I look 

forward to helping you reach your goals‖ (Introductory letter, January 15). In the list of 

my expectations for them, the first item was a directive about identifying their 

professional goals for the student teaching assignment.  

Your responsibilities: 

 

1. Formulate your goals for the student teaching experience. Consider what 

you want to learn from the experience and how that will help you develop as 

an educator.  (When we meet, I will ask you about the particular goals you 

are working toward, so that I can adjust my work to suit your needs). 

(Introductory letter, January 15) 

 

The rest of my expectations for them pertained to logistical matters such as site 

observations, writing and turning in lessons plans, and a reminder to present themselves 

as professionals at all times. I closed the note with ―Once again, I look forward to 

working with you this semester‖ (Introductory letter, January, 15). One week later I met 

the student teachers in person. It was the only occasion when I joined the student teaching 

seminar class, and it was the only time I met all of my supervisees in one group. We had 

20 minutes to meet for brief introductions and to share our goals. I shared an important 

goal of mine. I told them that I saw myself as a mentor who wanted to help them work 

toward their goals for their student teaching experience.  
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Data 

Noddings (2003) describes actions that one takes to establish a caring relationship 

with another and the actions one can take to teach another how to care (see Figure 1).  

Caring actions in educational contexts include: engrossment with student ideas, 

displacing one’s motivations with those of students, and commitment to the development 

of student well-being. Teaching students about care involves:  modeling care, using open-

ended dialogue with students, giving students opportunities to practice care, and 

confirming student actions. Finally, reciprocity is the action by which students define 

caring relationships. Noddings‘ terms became a heuristic for me to both collect and 

analyze data.  

 

 

Figure 1.  Nodding‘s (2003) concepts of caring, which served as a heuristic for data 

collection and analysis. 

 Engrossment – listening attentively to student teachers 

 Motivational Displacement – following their motivations 

 Commitment – attending to their development 

 Reciprocity – experiencing their reception of my care 

 Modeling – demonstrating care 

 Dialogue – engaging in open and honest conversation 

 Practice – creating opportunities for them to care 

 Confirmation – using their dreams to understand their actions 
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Data Sources 

 To document systematically my relationship with the student teachers and how I 

demonstrate a pedagogy of care, I collected data over the course of one 15 week semester 

that would enable me to answer my research questions. I digitally recorded the 

conversations between the student teachers, their cooperating teachers, and me after I 

observed them practice teach; I wrote observation notes (see Appendices A and B) 

documenting the lessons that I saw enacted; I wrote field notes (see Appendix C) 

detailing my site visits; and I collected all email correspondence between the student 

teachers, their cooperating teachers, and me. I also collected my digital comments on 

student teacher lesson plans and reflective journal entries, which were written 

submissions for the student teaching seminar class. On a regular basis, I wrote analytic 

journal entries (see Appendix D) to begin and extend my analyses over the course of the 

15 weeks. I focused the journal entries on my research questions in general and the 

qualities of the care experience as defined by Noddings (2003). To gather further data, I 

conducted exit interviews with student teachers (see Appendix E) about the following 

topics: the student teaching experience overall, adjustments they made to their practices, 

my methods for and approach to supervision, my methods for teaching about ethical care, 

and their descriptions of themselves as teachers. I transcribed the recorded debriefing 

sessions and exit interviews. Finally, I took dated analytic notes during the later stages to 

document my evolving interpretations of the relationships.     

During the process of transcribing digitally recorded data, I changed words only 

for the purpose of clarify meaning for the reader. For example, I deleted ―ums,‖ and "like 

you know" to avoid detracting from the substantive message. With data that came from 
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digital correspondence, I edited typos to, again, aid comprehension for the reader. For 

example, I added the letter "t" at the end of this sentence: ―The night we me." in a 

comment I offered to Sam, a student teacher, in one of his reflective journal entries.    

Analysis 

My strategy for analysis arose from a theoretical proposition (Yin, 2003), that of 

ethical care (Noddings 1986, 2002a, 2003). I commenced writing in my analytic journals, 

described in the Data Sources section, before meeting the student teachers, to create a 

starting place for my thoughts and intentions. I continued this aspect of the analytic 

process to document changes in my thinking and beliefs over the course of the study. In 

the journals I drew a distinction between my pedagogy through and for ethical care to 

bring analytic clarity to my actions and to focus on the two tiers of moral education about 

which Noddings (2003) theorizes. In the following subsections I describe more fully the 

entire process of analysis.   

Writing Analytic Journal Entries 

Throughout the study I used analytic journal writing to ponder my experience in 

terms of Noddings‘ (2003) description of living and teaching the care ethic. I responded 

to pre-designed question prompts about Noddings‘ constructs of ethical care and to my 

research questions. For example, journal prompts about my motivational displacement 

asked me to (1) contemplate the ways in which I tried to displace my motivations with 

the student teacher‘s; (2) describe what the experience of motivational displacement was 

like for me; (3) consider the difficulties/rewards of motivational displacement; and (4) 

identify the impacts, if any, motivational displacement had on my pedagogical choices as 

a supervisor (see Appendix F for excerpts from one analytic journal). 
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Creating Charts 

The next level of analysis began once I collected the data in its entirety. I created 

charts (see Appendix G), which had separate boxes for each of Noddings‘ (2003) eight 

concepts, the four journal prompts accompanying each one, and my four research 

questions. I used broad-brush (Bazeley, 2007) coding strategies, to initially place text 

into the predetermined charts. Following Bazeley (2007), I cut data according to 

Noddings‘ concepts, or broad topic areas so that I could analyze them for patterns. I also 

used a version of meaning categorization (Kvale, 1996) to classify data into the charts. 

Kvale (1996) defines meaning categorization as an approach to analysis of meaning in 

which data is coded to produce quantitative figures about how much data exists in each 

category. I also took dated notes (see Appendix H) to document when I completed 

analysis of each data source, how I decided what to choose from the sources, where to 

place data in the charts, and what to omit (Feldman, 2003). As I progressed through the 

stages of writing the separate cases, I began to include my rationale for what I selected as 

data in the charts themselves (see Appendix I), instead of creating a separate form like I 

did for the case with Sam.  

Mapping the Narratives 

In the spirit of Polkinghorne (1995), I used two avenues for analysis to create the 

story lines for each case. I used care theory to guide the analytic procedures while also 

mapping narratives to tell the stories of relationship between student teachers and me. 

Polkinghorne writes, ―analysis of narrative moves from stories to common elements, and 

narrative analysis moves from elements to stories‖ (p. 12). I used care theory as a 

heuristic to organize the data into predetermined elements, what Polkinghorne calls 
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analysis of narrative. However, I also searched for ―actions, events, and happenings‖ (p. 

6) in the data and organized them into plots to encapsulate the progression of each 

relationship through stories, what Polkinghorne calls narrative analysis. Furthermore, I 

looked for conflicts in the stories, whether they arose from my pedagogical choices or my 

relationships with the student teachers. I also looked for moments of crisis, toward which 

the plots progressed. Sometimes, as in the case with Caty, the crisis was obvious. Other 

times, as in the case with Derrick, the crisis was not so clear.  

I added another layer of structure in the narratives by using a type of time-series 

analysis to create chronologies of events (Yin, 2003). According to Yin, this technique is 

appropriate for case studies when a proposition is identified in the beginning of a study 

and is followed throughout the course of the research according to specific time periods. 

This study rests upon a theoretical proposition that is documented and explored 

throughout the research. At the onset I assumed that care theory would impact my 

pedagogy and help me build relationships with student teachers. Additionally I assumed 

that the relationships between student teachers and me would develop over the course of 

the semester and student teachers might employ care pedagogy in their practices. Specific 

time intervals framed the study. Basically, the chronologies of the cases follow a pattern 

of four or five face-to-face meetings interspersed by email communications leading up to 

each meeting. To finalize this stage of analysis, I created maps for each case (see 

Appendix J for example), repeatedly referring to the data charts and raw data to confirm 

my evolving interpretations.    
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Writing the Narratives 

The process of data analysis began while I collected data and continued 

throughout the writing period for the entire dissertation. I continually returned to the data 

while I wrote the narratives. I borrowed from Kvale (1996), and his work on using 

interviews for data, to incorporate ―meaning interpretation‖ (p. 201) as a method for 

analysis during the writing stages. Care theory was the lens through which I viewed the 

data to pose interpretations of how the cases respond to my research questions. Finally, I 

use cross-case synthesis (Yin, 2003) to aggregate the findings across the separate cases. 

To do this I reviewed the data charts, reread the narratives, noted examples in which the 

cases supported care theory, and identified situations in which the cases illustrated 

different hues of the theory in my practice.   

Adjusting Interpretations 

Enhanced familiarity with care theory and the data caused me to explore, in a 

manner captured by Polkinghorne (2007), different meaning interpretations of the events 

that constituted the relationships between Derrick, Sam, Lance, and me. During the 

analytic process for these cases, my growing understanding of care theory caused me to 

return to the data set a second time after my initial representations were solidified in 

narrative form. In this second round of data immersion, my improved fluency with care 

theory caused me to employ a slightly different perspective through which to view the 

data. I posed different questions and thus arrived at modified interpretations for the final 

narratives. Kvale, (1996) uses the term ―perspectival subjectivity‖ (p. 212) to describe 

this process. According to Feldman (2003), such ―multiple representations that support 

and challenge one another can add to our reasons to believe and trust self-study‖ (p. 28).     
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Originally in the case with Derrick, I focused on the fact that I had modeled, in 

my practice, skills that are part of the social studies curriculum, collaboration and 

perspective taking (Trout, 2010). However, studying the data more, I began to identify 

additional issues that the case illustrates. None of the newly articulated issues countered 

my first interpretation, but all of them included nuances to better articulate care theory in 

student teaching supervision. For example, when I studied the data a second time I began 

to understand that wrestling with a moral issue regarding a seating chart in Derrick‘s 

classroom constituted a large part of my pedagogical decision making. I also recognized 

more clearly the care that existed between Derrick and me through his reciprocity and the 

natural care that propelled me to action. Additionally, I began to see a pattern of 

Derrick‘s concern regarding his relationship with his cooperating teacher. Finally, I saw 

that collaborating with Derrick to write open-ended questions positioned him to practice 

care pedagogy because he was able to use them to engage in dialogue with his students.  

My initial interpretation of Sam‘s case, as in the case with Derrick, began from 

questions that were narrower in scope (Trout, 2009). With Sam I inquired about whether 

or not our relationship exhibited attributes of care: Did he trust me? Did I care for him? 

Did he accept my care? Delving further into the data, however, I began to see examples 

of his reciprocity that I had not seen originally. Thus, my first interpretation became 

moot. My questions, then, turned to the process of my care and the implications for care 

theory: What moral dilemmas did I wrestle with in my work with Sam? Should I adhere 

to program expectations or those of the cooperating teacher? How did my pedagogy 

change from the beginning stages of digital to face-to-face care? What enabled me to 

engage Sam in learning about care pedagogy in his practice?      
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I alluded to Lance‘s case earlier in this chapter. In the beginning stages of analysis 

I represented the data as revolving around my struggles of knowing when to lead and 

when to follow (Trout, 2008). Again, better fluency with the data caused me to look 

further into the narrative and explore aspects of my pedagogy that more broadly assessed 

care theory in practice. Thus, my analysis moved from a single aspect of enacting care 

pedagogy to repercussions of the pedagogy on one student teacher, on me, and our 

consequent relationship. The change in interpretation did not negate my original 

emphasis; rather it deepened the exploration of the research questions.  

Trustworthiness of the Study 

Feldman (2003) identifies four strategies to strengthen self-study findings that I 

have attended to in this chapter. First, I detailed the steps I took throughout the study and 

my reasons for doing so. Second, I documented what I consider to be data and why, as 

well as the specific methods I used to gather it. Third, I described with specificity my 

thoughts and actions of how I abstracted meaning during the analysis and meaning-

making stages of the research. Feldman‘s last strategy is to give evidence of how my 

practice changes as a result of the study. The final chapter of this dissertation addresses 

that issue directly. 

Exit interviews provided a valuable source of data because the student teachers 

spoke about my pedagogy from their experiences. After I met with Lance and Caty I 

began to consider my impact on their responses. They mentioned positive attributes of 

my pedagogy and had relatively few suggestions for how I could improve my practice. At 

this point in the data collection stage, I changed the way I phrased one question. Initially I 

asked them, ―What about my pedagogy did you find challenging?‖ For the remaining 
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interviews with Sam and Derrick, I changed this to read, ―What could I have done to 

support you more?‖ to imply that there were additional things I could have done. Part of 

reason for the positive responses from the student teachers may have been because they 

wanted to maintain our relationships. Aspects of my care pedagogy, in which I focused 

on working to cultivate and nourish our relationships, may have influenced the data from 

the exit interviews if student teachers held back information that they thought may have 

negatively impacted our relationships.  

A final note is important to add. This dissertation includes my perceptions of how 

our relationships and our practices developed over time, and does not try to speak to the 

perceptions of the student teachers. In the exit interview I do gather data from their 

viewpoints. I use it, however, to triangulate the interpretations I make and the 

representations I create in the narrative cases.   

Researcher‘s Role 

The level of subjectivity in this dissertation is great, adding benefit to the 

research. According to Noddings (2003), understanding my moral actions requires 

looking at what motivated me and whether or not I was motivated to build and maintain 

the relationships with the student teachers. Playing both researcher and participant 

granted me unlimited access to my thoughts and feelings about the student teachers and 

our relationships as they occurred over the course of the study. Often times I would 

discover new insights into my practice while I was doing something completely unrelated 

to the research study. I jotted down those ideas, building further the data set. Self-study 

enabled me to explore my supervision pedagogy through the lens of caring. And in the 
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words of Hansen (2001),  it does more: ―That unpredictable ongoing experience [of 

teaching] includes pondering who one is in relation to students‖ (p. 11). 

  

                                                 
v
 All names used in the narratives, except my own, are pseudonyms. 
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Chapter Four 

Relating to Caty: Needing to Care 

―You cared about me and were listening to me. 

It made me conscious about caring about other people…. 

building relationships with students and helping them explore themselves 

while learning content….I feel like it‘s important for helping them grow as individuals.‖ 

(Caty, Exit interview, May 14) 

 

 

A Caring Relationship with Caty Begins 

Caty and I met briefly on January 22, 2009. I introduced myself in the back of a 

crowded room where Caty attended the first session of her weekly student teaching 

seminar, along with 30 members of her cohort. Time felt tight. The two other doctoral 

student supervisors and I had a half hour to meet with our groups of student teachers. 

After we made our introductions, we read our lists of supervisees, and led our groups to 

different classrooms along the hallway. 

Caty and nine other post-baccalaureate students joined me in the new room and 

followed my directive to form a circle with our desks. We sat down. I proceeded to give 

my agenda for the remaining 20 minutes we had together: introductions, goals, logistics, 

questions, and an overview of my research study. I referred to an email memorandum I 

had sent the prior week, in which I asked them to think about their professional goals for 

the student teaching experience and that we would share them during this first and only 

group meeting together.  

I began the sharing round robin. I mentioned geographic and education-related 

highlights from my background, that I had grown up near Chicago, attended a liberal arts 

college in Los Angeles, earned a teaching credential and Master‘s degree at Stanford 
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University, taught for 10 years in rural Wisconsin, and was now pursuing a Ph.D. in 

social studies education and teacher preparation. I mentioned the fact that this was my 

fifth year of working with student teachers and summarized the assumptions I held about 

teaching and learning that would impact my practice as their student teaching supervisor. 

Primarily I told them that I believed their interests and situations would influence their 

learning so I would try to connect to those as much as possible. After that, I shared my 

goals for the semester:  

I told them … that I feel strongly about building relationships as a way to enhance 

learning, so I wanted us to tell a bit about ourselves and our goals for the time 

together. I also commented on my preference for the word "mentor" as opposed to 

"supervisor" and that the University categorizes me as a supervisor, but I prefer to 

place the emphasis on serving as a resource for them.  I do have to evaluate them 

and their performances, but I also want to serve as a resource and someone who 

gives them opportunities to engage in conversations about their knowledge as 

professionals. I also want to help them in the transition from thinking like students 

to thinking like teachers. I want them to have practice talking about learning and 

students, about teaching, and about subject matter. (Field notes, January 22) 

 

Moving around the circle, we came to Caty, a young woman, apparently from the 

White middle class. She listed three goals for herself: (1) manage the classroom 

environment and herself, because she enjoys getting off task and did not want to do that; 

(2) push herself to take student teaching more seriously; and (3) gain confidence when 

teaching. Caty‘s desire to approach student teaching with more vigor surprised me. I had 

never seen a student teacher be anything but completely overwhelmed by the amount of 

energy and work it required. Yet Caty said that during her six week practicum placement 

in the fall, she had not worked that hard. Her honesty surprised me and made me wonder 

about her dedication to the profession. In addition, that night Caty struck me as a social 

person. When we sat in the circle, Caty talked and laughed with the students on her right 

and left during lulls in the conversation. After our meeting, she continued to talk with 
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others. Perhaps that was because she, like many in the group, had commenced their field 

work. In fact, by the time we met, Caty had spent her first three days in the 7
th

 grade 

world geography class in the urban middle school site for her student teaching. 

Programmatic Parameters 

My relationship with Caty began in January, but it was not until I had a chance to 

read her reflective journals and lesson plans a week or so later, and to speak with her 

individually, that I began to feel like I was getting to know her a bit more. Indeed, we did 

not have much upon which to base our professional relationship, other than what the 

situation prescribed. For 10 weeks we would, at bare minimum, contact each other 

weekly via email and see each other on occasion at her school. Specifically, Caty would 

send me her lesson plans every week and, on alternating weeks, her reflective journals. I 

would follow up by sending her my comments electronically on both sets of written 

requirements. Four times I would see her teach and talk with her afterwards for at least an 

hour.  I was a White, middle class, 44-year-old wife, mother, doctoral candidate, and 

researcher of care theory in my supervisory practice. All that I knew about Caty was that 

she was White, held an undergraduate degree, and wanted to become a social studies 

teacher. I would eventually learn that she was a 26-year-old single, marketing degree 

graduate, from a small, ethnically homogenous city in a neighboring state. I would also 

learn of an important change that would take place in the structure of Caty‘s student 

teaching placement.  

A Pedagogy of Care: Combining Caty’s Goals with My Own 

Based on my assumptions about learning and my aim to ―meet others morally‖ 

(Noddings, 2003, p. 171) through ethical care, I set out to learn as much as I could about 
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Caty and her aims to develop professionally. According to care theory, it is essential for 

teachers to learn about their students and their dreams because that enables teachers to 

confirm students‘ actions by assigning the ―best possible motive consonant with reality‖ 

(Noddings, 2002, p. 21) when in doubt about how to continue nurturing a relationship. 

Learning about ones‘ students also shifts the focus for teachers so that they receive 

students by becoming engrossed in their ideas and enabling student motivations to guide 

the learning process. Approaching Caty from a stance of ethical care, however, did not 

mean that I released my professional knowledge and insights through the process. I felt a 

sense of responsibility to my position and Caty‘s professional learning. The University 

had hired me because I could draw upon my experiences as both a classroom teacher and 

a doctoral student to help beginning teachers like Caty develop their practices. In 

Noddings‘ (2003) words: 

My motive energy flows toward the other and perhaps, although not necessarily, 

toward his ends. I do not relinquish myself; I cannot excuse myself for what I do. 

But I allow my motive energy to be shared; I put it at the service of the other. (p. 

33) 

 

My pedagogy of care would manifest itself in how I bridged Caty‘s goals with my own to 

support her development as a beginning teacher.  

Moral Education on a First Tier: Caring for Caty 

Focusing on Caty‘s goals through motivational displacement enabled me to 

support a first tier of moral education (Noddings, 2003) by caring for her. I tried to 

understand what Caty wanted to improve, reframed her issues of concern, and offered 

suggestions that stemmed from my care for her and for the students.  

Caty’s goal: Stay on message. The first way I tried to learn about Caty was to ask 

her to share her goals during the group meeting with the other student teachers. I also 
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suggested that she and the other student teachers help narrow the focus of my feedback 

on their lesson plans. I asked them to identify specific areas in the plans that they would 

like me to address. I saw this as a way to begin a conversation with the student teachers 

and reinforce the role that I saw for myself as a person with whom they could exchange 

ideas and think about their practices in analytic terms. Caty‘s first set of lessons 

illustrated her original goal of learning to manage herself better so that she would not 

distract students from understanding her main message each day. In the email that 

accompanied her first set of lessons, she typed, ―Right now, I feel that I want to focus on 

‗hitting the point home,‘ on making sure the students understand the point of the activity‖ 

(Email correspondence, January 29).  

My reframing: Clear message plus analytic thinking. In response to Caty‘s desire 

to reinforce the main point of her lessons, I looked for moments which clouded her 

message. In addition, however, I also focused on what I thought was a lack of analytic 

thinking some of the lessons required of students. For example, in one lesson plan, Caty 

put students into pairs and asked them to write down differences and similarities between 

themselves. Because the activity was part of a unit on cultural universals, I suggested in 

my electronic comments that Caty consider how the lesson could relate more closely to 

the unit topic: 

Will students be able to distinguish if their similarities and differences are due to 

cultural influences or simply due to personal preferences? Should they? Based on 

your primary question, you don‘t really need to. I only add the thought here 

because it seems like a great opportunity to raise the level of thinking during this 

class period. (Lesson plan comments, January 30) 
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In my suggestion, I tried to help Caty clarify the meaning of the activity (Caty‘s goal) by 

helping her think about ways to provide a stronger conceptual link for students between 

the day‘s lesson and the unit of which it was a part (my goal).  

Regarding the closure activity for the same lesson, I added a comment that tried to 

help Caty see the inconsistent logical progression of ideas she presented for students. In 

the lesson summary Caty mentioned culture, yet the concept had not been introduced in 

the lesson as written. Rather than suggesting she omit the reference to culture, however, I 

confirmed her choice to incorporate it at this stage in the lesson. In my electronic 

comments on her lesson plan I tried to build upon what Caty had planned for the day, but 

also wanted to help her see a probable cause for student confusion. I typed: 

Based on my comment above, I‘m not sure their interviews with each other give 

insight into cultural issues. What do you think?  Perhaps it‘s more a matter of 

helping the students think about how cultural influences shape the items that 

appear from their interviews with each other. Maybe adding a question here 

during the closing would help raise the idea of culture more directly. Something 

like: ―which answers do you think would be very different if we interviewed a 

student from ____?  What might make them different? Might these be cultural 

influences?‖ (Lesson plan comments, January 30) 

 

In another lesson during a week devoted to understanding cultural landscapes, students 

completed a mapping activity in which they located only physical land features. My 

feedback attempted to address Caty‘s desire to clarify her message by helping her 

challenge students to draw connections between the map exercise and the topic of study 

for the week. Again, I typed: 

All of the questions have to do with physical geography. I wonder if this exercise 

would be richer for students if you included a question or two that pushed them to 

think of the relationship between the physical and cultural? Something like: What 

might you predict about the way people live in the Himalayas? About the way 

people live in near the Rocky Mountains? What similarities/differences would 

you predict? Questions such as these would reflect back to what students have 

learned about cultural landscapes. (Lesson plan comments, February 5)  
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In these two instances of responding to Caty‘s lesson plans, caring involved 

becoming engrossed with Caty‘s ideas while also trying to introduce new ones to her, 

through the texts that she created. Closely reading the lessons and her reflective journals 

helped me note discontinuities in her thinking and address her aim of presenting a clear 

message for students. I intentionally posed questions to Caty, to encourage her to think 

about her pedagogical choices. The questions also suggest an effort on my part to engage 

Caty in dialogue about her practice. In my commitment to her professional development 

as a teacher, as well as to the students in her classes, I wanted Caty to think about 

strategies for helping students make conceptual links between their daily activities and 

larger unit themes.  

I continued to note places in Caty‘s lessons in which she could help students do 

such things as make inferences and predictions, and consider interrelationships between 

geography and culture to reinforce each day‘s message. For example, in the four pages of 

notes that I took for Caty during my first site visit, I located five places when Caty could 

have challenged students more by asking an additional question or two to help them 

clarify their ideas and relate them to other concepts in the unit. This was not the only 

pedagogical approach I used to help Caty achieve her goals, however. Another strategy 

stems from a second tier of moral education in care theory—that of learning about 

students‘ dreams to help them in the moral work of pursuing their ideal visions of 

themselves.  

Moral Education on a Second Tier: Helping Caty Care by Promoting Student Dreams 

Caty‘s discomfort with the students in her classes began to raise concerns for me. 

It also helped explain why classroom management was another major goal for her. In my 
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efforts to meet Caty morally by confirming her and her desire to teach, I tried to help her 

think about ways to build caring relationships with students as a means for managing 

classes. Again, my pedagogy of care attended to Caty‘s goal by joining it with my own, 

which supported a second tier of moral education (Noddings, 2003) by helping Caty learn 

to care for her students. What I did not acknowledge, however, was the impending 

absence of Caty‘s cooperating teacher, and the impact this would have on Caty‘s 

performance. 

A caring nudge, not a caring confrontation. The first goal Caty ever mentioned 

concerned classroom management. In her first reflective journal entry, I learned more 

about what this meant to her: 

In general, I just don‘t think that I will be very good at the discipline side of 

teaching, but with these kids, I have to lay down the law from the get-go. I am 

nervous that they will not take me seriously. I am going to keep up the general 

classroom expectations that my teacher has set-up, i.e. the reward party, 

homework on Tuesdays and Thursdays etc.… I am just not used to this sort of 

inner city atmosphere and I understand that I am not even in the roughest area. I 

feel like I cannot even possibly begin to relate to many of the lives my students 

have outside the classroom and that I will let my emotions get in the way of 

disciplining properly. I am much more scared to be up in front of the class for this 

placement than the last. I am not that comfortable around middle schoolers to 

begin with and this population is a whole different world than where I grew up. 

But, at the end of the day, I recognize this as a very excellent opportunity to 

expand my experience horizons and learn A LOT about classroom management 

skills. (Reflective journal, February 1) 

 

Reading Caty‘s use of the term ―these kids‖ and ―this population‖ made me 

uncomfortable. Her honesty about the situation helped me understand her discomfort. It 

also provided a real life example of the ―demographic imperative‖ facing teacher 

preparation programs and my responsibility to help Caty become more at ease with 

students who had cultural, economic, and ethnic backgrounds that differed from hers.  
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Given the constraints on our time together, I chose not to mention my hesitations 

about Caty‘s attitude toward the students in her classes and the school in general. When I 

typed my comment at this juncture in her journal, I did not openly acknowledge the racial 

and class-based undertones that seemed to pervade her message. Nor did I talk to what I 

believe are systemic causes that perpetuate much of the economic and social inequities in 

the United States. I did not want to damage our budding relationship by creating a 

situation in which she felt judged by me. Nor did I feel like my hesitations about her 

response to the students were grounded in sufficient evidence. Instead, I drew upon care 

theory and indirectly addressed her concern with classroom management by working to 

cultivate our interpersonal connections and offering suggestions for how she could do the 

same with her students. In the margin of her reflective journal I noted: 

Again, it makes me think of an approach to classroom management - developing 

relationships with the students. The more you get to know the students, the more 

you can learn about their backgrounds, since you stated that they differ from your 

own. (Journal comments, February 7) 

 

I tried to allay Caty‘s fears while encouraging her to make connections with her students. 

I hoped I could cultivate a curiosity in her to know them, as individuals, to move beyond 

her discomfort in the setting that differed greatly from what she had experienced in life so 

far.  

A moral difference between soft and hard care. We talked about Caty‘s concern 

with classroom management during my first site visit. I mentioned the idea that clarifying 

behavioral expectations for students would facilitate their success. This point supported 

the cooperating teacher‘s approach in which she had posted lists of behaviors in the 

room, those that were ―above the line‖ and appropriate for class, and those that were 

―below the line‖ and inappropriate for class. Caty spoke about how difficult it was for her 
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to consistently enforce the ―above‖ and ―below‖ split for classroom expectations because 

of what she saw as unsupportive home environments from which students came: 

Caty:   But I just have this almost sympathy, like ―I would probably be acting 

like that if I was you as well.‖   

Muffet: So, be careful with the assumptions you are making, right? Some 

students are coming through school with very little structure in their 

lives, but not all. You have to be careful with that. And, then you want 

to think, maybe try to remove that. If you do not hold up these 

standards of academic excellence, you are doing a much greater 

disservice.   

Caty: A disservice.   

Muffet: A disservice to the students. So, if you can keep your goal and make 

that goal clear to the kids, ―this is where we are going to be when 

we‘re done. This is what you‘re going to be able to do. And, I want to 

bring you along with me. And, if you are acting below the line, we are 

not going to get to our goal. And, don‘t you want to be a ninth 

grader?‖  Or, ―don‘t you want to be a ___,‖ and the more you can talk 

about their dreams. What do they want?  

Caty: Yeah, yeah. 

Muffet: Do they want to be somebody important? 

Caty: Yeah.  Yeah.  That activity we did yesterday was really cool because I 

could get to know them kind of. And they just filled out, they had 

partners, and part of them filled out their names, their ages, their 

hobbies and their goals and it was so fun to listen to them, you know, 

―I want to be a pediatrician,‖ and ―I want to, I want to graduate from 

college,‖ and, you know.  

Muffet: No!  Caty, you can use that, right?  ―You are below the line right now, 

and remember all of those goals you talked about?‖  And, if you could 

remember them, that would be great.   

Caty: Yeah.  

Muffet: ―You‘ve gotta come with, and I am going to help you get there, but 

you‘ve gotta come with me.‖  (Observation Debriefing, February, 7) 

 

As I continued to apply care theory to the issue of classroom management, I mentioned 

the concepts of soft and hard care (Antrop-Gonzales & Jesus, 2006) and Caty‘s moral 
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obligation to get to know the students so she could speak to their dreams as a way to 

motivate them to learn. I returned to Caty‘s feelings toward the students:  

Muffet: So, then, sympathy. You know, some people would call that, they call 

it soft care. ―Well, I really care about you, so I‘m just going to be 

really nice to you.‖  And, then other people would say that is not 

ethical. 

Caty: Yeah.  

Muffet: Hard care: ―I care so much about you that I am not going to let you 

leave without learning it.‖ 

Caty: Yeah. 

Muffet: ―You matter to me too much.‖   

Caty: Yeah.  I need to feel like that. It is just hard. It is more the kids that I 

do know their stories, where I‘m like, ―oh, my gosh.‖ And, that is so 

not my life, or where I came from and you just think, ―oh, my 

goodness.‖ But, I know that it is not going to get any better by saying, 

―you can behave like that,‖ because then you‘re going to have thirty 

kids behaving like that, regardless of what their home life is like.  I 

know it, and … 

Muffet: Then they aren‘t going to learn from you, and they are going to be a 

year behind.   

Caty: Yep, I know. 

Muffet: Can you, for those individual cases where you know some sad stories, 

do you have an opportunity to get to know those kids, and what their 

dreams are, even?  

Caty: Yeah. 

Muffet: More so? 

Caty: Ya, I should. I could, probably. 

Muffet: Because then, and then that really gives you more, like, ―hey, 

remember where we‘re going?‖ 

Caty: Yeah. 

Muffet: ―Come on, get on the bus. We‘re going.‖   

Caty: I know. I just gotta start doing it. 

Muffet: It is easier to say. 

Caty: Yeah.  (Observation Debriefing, February, 7) 
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My suggestion that Caty learn about her students‘ dreams illustrates two concepts 

from care theory in which I prompted Caty to care for her students. I suggested that Caty 

consider ways that she could practice caring for the students by intentionally building 

relationships with them, which would include learning about their dreams. Encouraging 

Caty to engage in dialogue with students to understand their aspirations also represents 

an aspect of caring. Thus, my pedagogy of care meant that I offered a strategy for 

classroom management that asked Caty to use her power as teacher, in what Noblit 

(1993) calls, ―the moral service of others‖ p. 35. It also meant that I supported a second 

tier of moral education (Noddings, 2003) by helping Caty learn about how to engage in 

caring relationships with her students.  

Moral Education on a Second Tier: Helping Caty Care by Promoting Student Voice 

Another strategy in my pedagogy supports a second tier of moral education 

(Noddings, 2003) because I offered ideas that could help Caty lay a foundation for the 

establishment of caring relationships among her students. Motivational displacement 

prompted me to receive Caty and respond to her stated goal regarding classroom 

management. During my first site visit, I noted something that I thought impeded Caty‘s 

progress toward this goal. At various times in the class, students responded to questions 

Caty asked, but without the expectation that they share their ideas for all to hear.  

On three occasions in my notes, I wrote that it was difficult to hear student 

responses. On the first page I wrote, ―I couldn‘t hear the second one – does this matter? If 

so, what to do about it?‖ (Observation notes, February 5). On the second page I 

commented, ―Difficult to hear them – their explanations are lost to the rest of the class.‖ 

Similarly, when one student asked during class, ―What did she say?‖ I labeled this for 



94 

 

Caty, ―This is feedback for you on the impact of students‘ quiet speaking voices.‖ In my 

overall comments for the observation, after suggesting that Caty practice asking questions 

that would prompt inferential thinking, I added another suggestion: ―Give students 

practice for speaking in voices that will carry to all parts of the room.‖   

During our debriefing conversation, I summarized my comments for Caty. She 

followed up with a question on how to promote student participation that was loud 

enough for all to hear: 

Caty: So, how would you suggest, just telling them to repeat louder, or?  

Muffet: Oh, okay. Well, no I would make a big deal out of it....Because you 

want to do a lot of sharing, if that is an important thing to you, then 

you want to make it valuable for everyone in the class. So, it might 

mean taking chances. And, to talk about that with the students, you 

know, [so they think,] ―one of my jobs is to make sure I can speak 

loudly enough for everyone to listen….‖  

Caty: Yeah, Yeah. 

Muffet: You are expressing your idea that everybody can learn from 

everybody.  

Caty: Yeah. 

Muffet: And, so then you talk about it a little bit. And, I used to pretend, okay, 

we‘re playing pool, ―I‘ve got a bank shot, I‘m going to bounce it off 

that bank [the wall]….‖   

Caty: Right. 

Muffet: ―So, bounce it off the other wall so that it comes back and gets to other 

people in the room.‖  So, you make a big deal out of it, and then you 

have them practice. And, then instead of you repeating what they say, 

because you were the one who did the repeating, you don‘t have to do 

that. Lessen your load and say, ―Lavonne, come on, I know you‘ve got 

it in you, let‘s do a bank shot,‖ or whatever you want to call it….What 

you‘re doing is you are teaching them, ―since I am going to share an 

idea with the class, it is my responsibility as a student to make sure 

everybody else can hear me.‖ 

Caty: Okay, yeah, I like that. 

Muffet: Because otherwise, they move it all to you. 
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Caty: Yeah.  And, sometimes I don‘t know what they say and I am like, 

―what?‖   

Muffet: And, why is that?  Why don‘t you hear what they say? 

Caty: Because you can‘t. 

Muffet: And, some of them are going to be really nervous about it, and that is 

okay, too. 

Caty: Yeah.   

Muffet: And, if they are super, super nervous, you want to give them an out. 

Like if you‘ve got someone who is super shy, then maybe say, ―Tell 

your neighbor so your neighbor can share your idea,‖ because one of 

their jobs as students in your class is to learn how to be valuable 

people who have power.  And, if you have a voice, then you have a 

skill. 

Caty: Right. (Observation debriefing, February 5) 

 

Following the caring heuristic (Noddings, 2003), I would argue that my suggestion to 

raise student volume provided an opportunity for Caty, at least briefly, to think about 

ways to provide opportunities for students to practice caring by speaking for the benefit 

of all in the class. I also think that my suggestion provided an opportunity for Caty, at 

least briefly again, to consider helping students gain confidence in their abilities to 

communicate their ideas in a classroom setting. Improving their oral communication 

skills can set the stage for greater participation in open dialogue in the future. Together 

these represent a second tier of moral education in which I encouraged Caty to practice 

caring teaching. 

 In the first debriefing I again combined one of Caty‘s goals with my own. I 

thought she could simultaneously mitigate classroom management issues, challenge 

students to draw inferences from primary documents, and uphold an expectation that 

students speak for the benefit of all in the room. At one point during the lesson, Caty 

projected two photographs on the LCD monitor, one showing a group of people on a 
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beach, and the other showing a group of people cross-country skiing in the mountains. 

Caty first asked students to share the details they could apprehend from the pictures. 

Then she asked the students to give examples of cultural universals they could see. As 

our debriefing continued, I pointed to my notes to affirm Caty‘s follow up question to 

challenge one student‘s thinking: 

Muffet: Here‘s another one. Oh, the family structure one. She was a great one. 

She said, ―I see family structure.‖ Do you remember that? 

Caty: Yep. 

Muffet: And, then you said something about, ―how do you see that?‖  It is a 

wonderful technique. You‘re coming back to her. But then I have no 

idea what she said, and I am right next to her, so if I didn‘t hear, did 

anybody else hear her?  And, I don‘t even know if she knows what she 

said…but stay with her. 

Caty: Okay.  

Muffet: If you think that those pictures really did illustrate something about 

family structure, um, that‘s where scaffolding comes in. You know, 

what questions could you ask to help her verbalize…  

Caty: What she was saying? 

Muffet: Yeah. (Observation debriefing, February 5)  

  

 We continued to review more specific moments in the lesson which lent 

themselves to both analytic thinking and improved verbal skills to help Caty‘s strategy 

for classroom management. Eventually I wanted to know if Caty understood the 

conceptual connection I was trying to make. I referred to my overall suggestions after 

observing her teach for the first time: 

Muffet:  The higher level of thinking and this one [pointing to a place in the 

observation notes], students practice speaking in voices that will carry 

to all parts of the room.  That will help with the [classroom] 

management.  

Caty: Yeah. 

Muffet: How do you think so? 
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Caty: Well, because I think a student was talking over there, and then the 

kids over here can‘t hear her, so then they stop listening. 

Muffet: Yeah. 

Caty: But, if they are talking very loudly, it probably gets their attention and 

he might focus on her. 

Muffet: It basically, yeah, it doesn‘t give them permission to (inaudible). 

Caty: Right, Yeah.   

Muffet: Because today, the kids who volunteered, they volunteered for their 

own benefit.   

Caty: Right. 

Muffet: So, what you are promoting is that ―you are volunteering for your 

benefit, but also…you have a lot to teach your classmates.‖ So, that is 

another way I think it helps classroom management is you are really 

valuing the children as people. So, the more they feel that respect from 

you, the more they will respect you and others. And, then they learn to 

listen to each other. (Observation debriefing, February 5) 

 

Together, the strategies I suggested to help Caty strive toward her goals of 

managing herself and her classes portray a conception of teaching that involves, among 

other things: including more analytic thinking in class activities, learning about students 

and their dreams, and promoting student participation in daily conversations. My 

pedagogy, however, omitted a response to another issue that became extremely important 

to Caty.  

A Neglected Concern 

 During my first site visit, Caty told me that her cooperating teacher would be 

gone for ten school days. I did nothing more than clarify the length of time during our 

conversation: 

Caty: Actually, she is leaving for surgery for ten days next week, so, that 

makes me a little nervous. So part of me is like, it will be good, I‘ll 

have been working with them for, you know, I‘ll have been here three 

and a half weeks, and they will kind of know me by then and be a little 

more used to me standing up there. So it will be kind of nice to see 
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how well I do without her presence there, but it‘s kind of long and 

nerve racking.  

Muffet: That‘s two solid weeks, right? Five working days? 

Caty: Yep.  Ten. 

Muffet: Or, ten working days. Will she be here at all next week? 

Caty: Yes. She‘s going to be here Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday next week 

and then she‘ll leave on Thursday and she comes back just in time for 

a guest speaker. I‘m very glad about that. I don‘t think I want to be by 

myself for the first time, but, um, I‘m a little nervous about that but I 

mean, that kind of stuff happens in life. 

Muffet: A huh. Well, I think it is good that it is not the first week.  

(Observation debriefing, February 5) 

 

After this exchange, the conversation moved to Caty‘s comparison of the school setting 

with others that she had experienced and to her thoughts on the day‘s lesson. Thus, 

during my first site visit, I had cared for Caty and her interest in managing her message 

and the class by suggesting caring pedagogical strategies. Yet, as the above quotation 

illustrates, I lacked engrossment with Caty‘s nervousness about the fact that her 

cooperating teacher would be gone for two weeks. As a result, I did not anticipate the 

serious implications the cooperating teachers‘ absence would have on Caty‘s overall 

student teaching experience. 

The Crisis: Second Site Visit 

On the day of my next site visit, I drove home asking myself, ―Did I make Caty 

cry? Did I care too much?‖ It had been a tumultuous observation, one that drew upon my 

emotions and intuitions and led me directly back to the University to speak with my 

supervisor. Two forces had spiraled out of control in the context of Caty‘s student 

teaching placement: her discomfort in the school and her cooperating teachers‘ absence. 

In my field notes I described what happened, ―Gosh, today Caty ended up walking out of 
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a class because she started crying. I'm glad I was there, to direct the substitute to take 

over the class so Caty and I could leave the room‖ (Field notes, February 18). When we 

left, we found a vacant space with a round table, and talked for an additional hour.  

Shock on Two Levels 

This was not how Caty began crying, however. Earlier in the day I arrived to 

watch her teach. She greeted me at the door and told me a bit about the upcoming lesson. 

Seated in the back, I watched Caty lead the class and took my usual notes. A substitute 

teacher, who introduced herself four minutes into the hour, was also in the room. I took 

notice of the different delivery styles between Caty and the substitute. The students 

responded to Caty‘s greeting, but then proceeded to talk over Caty‘s words until the 

substitute introduced herself. When Caty and I sat down for our post-observation 

debriefing, Caty wanted to hear my feedback. I recounted for her the thoughts in my 

mind as I observed the beginning moments of class: 

You said, ―good morning second hour,‖ and many students responded. So, wow, 

that‘s great. You started positive. And…think about how to maintain that. So, 

something happened right after that [and students began talking]. And, that was at 

about 10:25 and here it‘s about 10:29, the substitute teacher in the middle of the 

room introduces herself and tells the class to be quiet and, I agree with you, her 

voice was very quiet. So, I asked myself, ―Why was this the first time students 

stopped talking?‖ Because, they were talking this whole time, right? Um, what 

did she do?  So, I was trying to think, ―What was it that she did?‖  She stood in 

the middle of the room and she didn‘t move, which was something. You are 

moving around, which is great. But, it dawned on me that maybe when you are 

giving a directive, or saying ―good morning everyone,‖ instead of moving around, 

maybe you don‘t want to, I mean, did you see her? (Observation debriefing, 

February 18)  

  

I analyzed the substitute‘s delivery a bit further and mentioned the substitute‘s low tone 

of voice. Then I commented on how I thought Caty‘s voice was higher today than during 
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my first visit, and ―at that point, Caty's eyes welled up and tears began to fall‖ (Field 

notes, February 18). 

Before long in the debriefing session I would hear Caty recount the stressors that 

had become unbearable for her. Her anger hit me forcefully, but so too did the realization 

that I had not foreseen the implications of her cooperating teachers‘ extended absence on 

Caty‘s education of learning to teach. I mentioned the stress that Caty described in her 

second reflective journal about a fight that had taken place in her room the prior week. I 

had just read her journal entry that morning. The conversation continued:  

Caty:  I hate these kids right now and I don‘t want to be in this place, but I 

have no support, I mean, nobody is helping me out, the other teachers 

kind of talk to me sometimes, but it was more of like ah, not in a 

problem solving type of way. So I‘m having a really hard time asking 

for help anyways, so they think I am doing fine, but I feel like, it is just 

insanity and I can‘t get it to stop. And, I actually contemplated not 

ever coming back. Like, I hate it right now. And, it was just like, I 

don‘t think it was fair that I was thrown into this with only eight days 

of teaching, but like, I need to get over that, but like, I can‘t not get 

offended when seventh graders tell me how much I suck and I know I 

shouldn‘t take it personally. It‘s just like, I just lost it.    

Muffet: Here, here you go. [I give tissue paper to Caty] 

Caty: I wasn‘t ready for this at all. I‘m not used to this kind of environment. 

I don‘t like all of the discipline that I have to do and I just feel like I 

lost their respect and I don‘t know how to get it back. And, all they 

ever ask me is ―when is Ms. G. coming back?‖ ―This is the most 

boring blah, blah, blah.‖ I‘m like, ―I can‘t even believe people talk to 

their teachers like that!‖  (Observation debriefing, February 18) 

 

Caty‘s anger toward the students, the school, and the situation prompted me to focus on 

what I thought were the most immediate issues: Caty‘s emotional state, the lack of 

support for Caty in the school and from the University, and the impact on the students in 

her classes. In my analytic journal, I describe the trajectory of the remainder of our time 

together that day: ―Our conversation never returned to my notes or observations once 
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Caty began to cry. The rest of the conversation stemmed from how she was feeling and 

coping with the situation‖ (Analytic journal, February 18). 

My Pedagogic Response 

When Caty cried and emitted her frustrations, my attention was two-fold. Did she 

really hate ―these kids?‖ Or was she releasing emotional steam that had been pent up 

because of the failing structural support our program was providing? To address my first 

concern with what Caty said about the children in her classes, I suggested that Caty take 

some time away from the field placement. I did this at various times during our 

conversation, and with various manifestations of what that could look like. I recounted 

my thoughts at the time in my analytic journal later that day: 

I was concerned for Caty finishing out the week or even finishing out the time in 

the cooperating teacher‘s absence. I told her that she could remove herself from 

teaching until the cooperating teacher returned. I told her that if she woke up 

tomorrow with a sick feeling she could take a mental health day. Caty was 

hesitant to do those things because she said she would feel like a quitter. I found 

myself repeating the suggestion, in an attempt to help her accept the idea that it 

might be ok, and even good for her and for the kids. (Analytic journal, February 

18)  

 

I also assessed her physical and emotional states by asking if she was eating and sleeping 

normally, which she said she was.  

To address my second concern about the lack of support for Caty due to the 

cooperating teachers‘ absence, I tried to reframe the situation for her as one that was 

structural and not personal. In other words, I talked about what our program had 

promised her as a pre-service teacher, and the fact that she was working without physical 

access to her cooperating teacher meant that the system was not working as originally 

designed. I apologized for the fact that I had not foreseen the implications when she had 

mentioned the cooperating teacher‘s absence during our first debriefing session. When 
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Caty made it clear that she did not want to take time away during her cooperating 

teacher‘s absence, I suggested she lean on others more, like teaming with the substitute 

teachers, and contacting me as often as she wanted. We talked about how she could share 

responsibilities with the substitute and even broke down the day‘s lesson into eight 

distinct parts for the substitute and Caty to distribute the lead responsibilities more 

equally.  

All that we talked about during the debriefing did not quell Caty‘s nerves, 

however. When the bell rang to begin the next class, I remained, against my usual 

protocol. My instincts caused me to stay there, to see if Caty could continue teaching. She 

stood at the front of the class, then turned toward the front board and began to cry. I 

quickly gave the substitute the lesson plan and asked her to take over the class. Caty and I 

walked out the door.  

An hour of conversation with Caty later, I left the school, with great concern for 

her well-being. I drove to the University and told my supervisor what had happened. He 

asked if I had contacted the cooperating teacher. I had not. In my concern for Caty, I had 

not thought to communicate with her. In my analytic journal I contemplated this 

oversight: 

I‘m wondering if my commitment to Caty and to the kids blinded me. I never 

thought to call the cooperating teacher. It wasn‘t until I spoke with Brian [my 

supervisor] that he suggested I do that. I‘m also wondering if I was part of the 

reason that Caty broke down during the second class. If I had closed the 

debriefing conversation sooner to give her some time to decompress, perhaps she 

would have been able to face the last two periods of the day. I just don‘t know. 

When I think back to the things Caty said about those last two periods, however, 

my instincts were telling me that she was not in the state of mind to help the kids 

be successful. I think my commitment toward the students and toward Caty‘s 

well-being dictated my desire to help her consider letting the substitute teach. 

(Analytic journal, February 18) 
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Following the advice of my supervisor, I sent an email to the cooperating teacher later 

that day. Although she was on sick-leave, my supervisor knew the cooperating personally 

and thought she would want to know about the situation. Then, in my commitment to 

Caty, I sent her an email letting her know I had communicated with her cooperating 

teacher. 

 Two weeks later I received Caty‘s third set of reflective journal entries in which 

she described the day‘s events from her perspective. Her summary spoke to my caring 

approach. It also showed reciprocity in our relationship. Caty had understood my 

attempts to reframe the problem as one that arose out of insufficient structural support for 

her as a beginning teacher: 

Today was a pretty crazy day. I had asked Muffet to come in and observe me 

because I felt that I was really losing control of the classroom without having 

anyone to give me real feedback on what is going on. I pretty much just lost it the 

second I started talking to her. I hadn‘t even realized how upset I was until I 

actually had someone to talk to about everything that was going on. It was crazy 

that I had not even realized how horrible I was feeling. It was really great to 

finally have someone to talk to and have that someone be so supportive and 

encouraging. I was getting so hard on myself for not being this perfect teacher 

when in reality it was a pretty ridiculous situation I walked into. I am not a 

certified teacher and I think I needed to be reminded that I am still learning and I 

am not going to be a perfect teacher from day one! (Reflective journal, February 

18) 

 

Up to this point, I had tried to build a caring relationship with Caty which helped 

me become engrossed with her ideas and follow her motivations. However, my 

engrossment and motivational displacement was not without limitations. Clearly I had not 

thought through what may happen during the cooperating teacher‘s two week absence, 

something that fell within the purview of my responsibilities. Likewise, I had neglected 

to talk about the issue with the cooperating teacher and my supervisor before the 

scheduled surgery. Was the damage too great? Would Caty leave the placement feeling 



104 

 

hatred toward the students and the school? Or, would my caring pedagogy, one that 

indirectly approached the demographic imperative facing teacher preparation programs 

across the United States, help Caty care for her students and her ability to meet their 

individual learning needs?  

Caty‘s Response 

The following weeks for Caty suggest a shift in her orientation toward the 

students and her teaching. 

Returning to the Classroom 

Later that day of my first observation visit, through an email from Caty, I learned 

how she had finished the day at school. She had returned to class and, later, created a plan 

for the rest of the week: 

I calmed down by the end of fourth hour and we did do some team teaching for 

the last two hours. Not feeling so beaten down, I felt much more natural and in 

control of the classroom than I had the last couple of days! 

What I have decided to do is to give it another go tomorrow, but I did ask 

the substitute to help play a more dominant role in the class, which she said she is 

happy to do. I also decided that one of the major problems is that there is a major 

disconnect between the students and me. I have decided to move back my lesson 

for tomorrow for the sake of a relationship building day. After I give the students 

a new seating chart, I am going to have a class discussion about who I am, what I 

am doing there, where Ms. G. is. All those things that were sort of discussed, but 

not really. I will tell them a little about myself and then I am going to ask them 

about what it is like to be in the 7th grade, what they like about it, what they hate 

about it? I have a whole list of questions for them to answer before our 

conversation and I will only listen to people who have raised their hands. 

This whole idea might completely flop, but I feel like I need to do 

something in order to connect with these kids, bring us all onto the same page and 

show them that I really do care about them. Plus, I am going to give no leeway in 

behavior tomorrow!!!! 

So hopefully that goes well, and if not it might be a mental health day on 

Friday! I want to give it one good shot at connecting with these kids instead of 

just trying to do business as usual, which is not working! (Email correspondence, 

February 18) 
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Her decision to scrap the lesson for the following day impressed me. The idea had not 

directly surfaced during our two hour debriefing conversation. Yet, her plan resembled a 

caring approach to her students because it emphasized her reception of students rather 

than dictation to them. I applauded her efforts.   

Four days later I learned about how she enacted her plan during an extra visit we 

scheduled before the return of the cooperating teacher. We celebrated her success in the 

beginning of our debriefing. Caty told me that one of the first things she had done was to 

explain to the students why the cooperating teacher was gone and why Caty was there. I 

was surprised to learn that Caty and the cooperating teacher had not explicitly explained 

the planned absence. After that, Caty asked the students questions about themselves and 

about the class. She balanced the conversation between open sharing and private written 

responses, to institute parameters around the conversation and the logistics of including 

all students. Caty learned some sobering things about the students: one was suicidal; 

others had lost parents. Caty became engrossed in their lives: 

Caty: And, it helped for me to hear some of the things that have been going 

on. You know, it makes a lot of sense why someone is acting up when 

their dad died last semester, or, you know.   

Muffet: Yeah. 

Caty: It did for me to know as well.  But, when you hear that, then it‘s just 

like, ―oh my gosh,‖ you know. 

Muffet: Yeah. 

Caty: ―Now I see why maybe you don‘t care that much about…‖ 

Muffet: Yeah.  ―Why does this really matter?‖ 

Caty: Ya, and so, that day, I think made a big difference. They kind of know 

I‘m here to stay, first of all. A lot of them kept thinking that if she 

came back, I was leaving, even though I said, ―I‘m not leaving,‖ like 

eighteen times. I think now, that we actually talked about it, they 
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understand, like, I‘m here. So, I‘m a lot better. (Observation 

debriefing, February 23) 

 

Learning about students‘ lives, however, carries heavy responsibilities. As Caty had 

mentioned during my first site visit, it was difficult for her to navigate the line between 

sympathizing with the students and upholding high academic expectations. 

Defining Hard Care 

Caty began to see a difference between soft and hard care (Antrop-Gonzales & 

Jesus, 2006), however, when dealing with a student in her class who usually performed 

well. The girl had shared with Caty that her mother had died of a drug overdose in her 

written notes during the sharing activity. The next day she acted uncharacteristically 

disrespectful to Caty: 

Caty: And, so she was being really feisty today and totally disrespectful, and 

I was like, ―you don‘t talk to a teacher like that, get out of my class.‖ 

And, I was like, ―that‘s what I have to do,‖ because I just let those 

comments go and they keep thinking they can say them to me. 

(Observation debriefing, February 23) 

 

Later in the conversation I returned to the scenario:  

 

Muffet: And, you know, the young woman who acted out today, that very 

easily could be because of what she wrote to you. 

Caty: Oh, right, exactly.   

Muffet: She‘s feeling weird about it, ―now she knows that about me, and blah, 

blah.‖ 

Caty: Yeah.  And, maybe, ah,  

Muffet: You know what I mean?  And, so, in a fury she wrote it down, and 

maybe she felt like she shouldn‘t have, and maybe. 

Caty: Yeah, Yeah. 

Muffet: So, you could always do one of these, ―hey, how are you doing 

today?‖ 

Caty: Yeah, for sure. 

Muffet: And, you don‘t have to mention her mother. 
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Caty: Right. 

Muffet: But, just the fact that you send the message, ―wow, she cares.‖  

Because, when a student writes something like that, it usually means 

that they are reaching out. She might have been being raised by a drug 

addict.  

Caty: Right, yeah. 

Muffet: I don‘t know. That‘s pretty tough stuff. So, um, I did my student 

teaching outside of San Francisco, and most of my teaching was in a 

rural school district.  But, you know, it was in an area with poverty. 

So, the issues of poverty I find are very similar to the urban issues that 

many of you [student teachers] are facing. And, I found that with those 

kids, like with this young woman, who you had to ask to leave, I 

would have followed up with that, meaning, ―It‘s not over.‖ Before 

you see her tomorrow, you find some time to talk with her. I mean, 

ideally, that would be. I mean, that was always in my plan of action 

and I would present that to students the first day of class….And, once 

they get removed from the room, before they could come back to my 

room, we had to have a one-on-one conversation. So, it meant that I 

couldn‘t avoid them, and they couldn‘t avoid me. And, it also meant 

that we would have at least ten minutes of getting to know each other, 

building relationships. And, I‘m telling you, those are the students that 

became my biggest allies, you know. It was interesting how that 

worked.   

Caty: And, they are probably the ones who need someone to talk to them for 

ten minutes sometimes… 

Muffet: But, the way I always started those conversations was, ―what‘s going 

on?‖   

Caty: Right. 

Muffet: Like, that young woman, ―What‘s going on today?‖  (Observation 

debriefing, February 23) 

 

Two months later, Caty described the impact of her scrapped lesson in our exit interview: 

―I went in there and was like, ―this is going to change,‖ and it changed, and then it was 

great. Everything was one hundred times different (Exit interview, May 14).‖   

Continuity of Ideas: Following Caty‘s Goals and My Own to the End 

The structures within which Caty and I met defined the means by which we would 

work together. Noddings (2005) and Newberg (1995) write about the fact that caring 
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teaching requires continuity between teacher and learner, ideally established over the 

course of years. I found continuity in the relationship between Caty and me in terms of 

the goals for which we focused our efforts. In this section I follow Caty‘s student 

teaching experience, her goals, and my corresponding pedagogy of care to illustrate a 

continuity of ideas in the context of a student teaching supervision program that 

prescribes a short-term relationship between student teachers and their supervisors.  

A Clear Message 

 Caty and I continued to study how she could present a consistent and coherent 

message for students, one of her original goals, for the rest of her student teaching 

experience. For example, during my third site visit I provided further documentation for 

Caty in which I identified moments when she could underscore the day‘s message. Caty 

had asked one student to write, on a white board, student responses to the prompt, ―What 

are your favorite movies and why do you like them?‖ The students participated with 

much exuberance. The reasons they gave for choosing certain movies covered a range 

from violent conflict to simple humor. Then Caty moved to the topic of history as a 

discipline and asked for the students‘ thoughts on it. With little surprise, their responses 

included many negative ideas, not the least of which included ―it‘s boring.‖ In a creative 

move, Caty, refocused the students on their reasons for enjoying movies and proceeded to 

explain that many of the same reasons they loved movies also held for the study of 

history. History was full of human conflict and comedy.  

The lesson served to introduce part of their long-term unit projects in which 

students would create scrapbooks for different Latin American nations. Students would 

dedicate some pages in their scrapbooks to historical aspects of their assigned countries. 
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Thus, Caty wanted to help students think about how they could present the historical 

information as though it were in story form, instead of stagnant dates on a time line. In 

the self-designed lesson, Caty tapped into student experiences, incited their enthusiasm, 

and helped them transfer their reasoning from one context to another for the purpose of 

staging her expectations for the unit project. To further illustrate the connection, Caty 

showed the students a short excerpt from a blockbuster film on the Revolutionary War.  

 My comments on this lesson noted moments when she could continue to clarify 

the main message for students. For example, when Caty said to the students, ―The 

reasons you like movies can be the same reasons for liking history.‖ I wrote, ―Wonderful 

message. Here is a moment that you could ask for students to repeat the message – or to 

have some questions prepared to check for understanding‖ (Lesson notes, February 23). 

Near the end of the lesson Caty asked the students, ―So how about you guys? Do you 

have a history?‖ In the comments column of my notes I added: ―Here is an important 

moment. Stress this more. Where do you want to go from this question?‖ (Lesson notes). 

In these remarks, I tried to confirm Caty‘s creativity in the lesson, but also wanted to help 

her think analytically about it so that she could reinforce for students her expectations 

that they apply what they know from their favorite films to their projects. 

The following day I received an email that accompanied Caty‘s next set of 

lessons. She asked for further feedback on where to stress her main messages:  

Here are my lesson plans for week 5. I really think that at this point I am just 

trying to locate those areas where I insert those "point of the lesson" questions so 

that I can remember to use them. I tried to find a few places in these lessons, but I 

think I would like to have more. (Email, February 24) 

 



110 

 

My comments continued to provide feedback about the moments in her lessons that were 

ripe for underscoring the major concepts. I also, however, aspired to augment her goal for 

clarity by maintaining our focus on the kinds of thinking Caty expected of students. 

Analytic Thinking 

 Over the course of our relationship, I began to note more examples of analytic 

thinking that Caty required of students. I highlighted, in her lesson plans, when she 

prompted students to make connections between class activities and greater unit goals. 

For example, in her fourth set of lessons, students charted histories of the United States, 

Central American, and South America in small groups. They began by placing major 

events in chronological order for each geographic area, and then, with Caty‘s prompting, 

considered reasons for the similar trajectories of the time lines. Caty asked, ―Why do you 

think they are so similar in both regions?‖ (Lesson plan, February 21). The following 

comment I added in the margin of her plan shows my attention to helping her identify 

critical places in the lesson while also placing value on the analytic thinking she expected 

from the students: 

Great to write this question out. Since this is an important moment in the lesson, I 

would write out the other questions you would like to ask. Here is where you are 

helping students analyze the similarities. Since this is a more challenging task, I 

would take some time to think about what questions you can ask to help them do 

this. (Lesson plan comment, February 21)  

 

 A similar scenario occurred on her sixth set of lessons, when she asked students 

two summary questions for a class in which students had conducted research for their unit 

projects: ―What are some of the facts you learned about your country today?  What does 

this information tell you about the culture of your country?‖ (Lesson plan, March 7).  My 

comment affirmed her decision to challenge students to frame their research in the 



111 

 

context of culture. I also suggested she consider the amount of time it takes for students 

to develop thoughtful responses: 

Great. I think these are important things for students to think about. I wonder if 

you want to give more time for this?  The reason I suggest that is to allow you and 

the students more time to think deeply about what they are learning. Perhaps they 

could spend some time writing responses to these questions? (Lesson plan 

comment, March 7)  

 

In her last set of lessons, Caty returned to the challenge of designing activities that 

pushed students to draw connections between the content. Referring to the culminating 

activity for the unit, Caty asked me about the gallery walk students would take to view all 

their scrapbooks: 

Could you take a look at the worksheet that I have the students fill out during their 

gallery walk and let me know if you have any suggestions? I am not sure if it is 

drawing enough higher order thinking from them. (Email, March 22)  

 

Thus, as our relationship drew to an end, Caty and I continued to focus on how she 

presented coherent daily goals and included analytic thinking skills in her lessons. Her 

interest in my continued feedback demonstrates reciprocity and thus the existence of our 

caring relationship.  

Classroom Management 

As an issue, Caty‘s concern with classroom management never disappeared. After 

her crisis in the classroom, she wrote in her reflective journals that she looked forward to 

learning from her cooperating teacher when she returned from her two week absence. 

Then, upon her return, Caty marveled at how well the cooperating teacher was able to 

preempt possible disciplinary situations. Caty also celebrated successes in this regard, 

however. She described to me specific days in which her students had met her academic 

expectations and perhaps more telling was the day when her cooperating teacher was 
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absent again. Caty happily recounted how the classes had gone well, without the 

cooperating teacher‘s presence. Overall, it seemed that one of the important lessons Caty 

took from her breakdown in February was that she had worried so much about school that 

she became emotionally run down. In her reflective journal she wrote: ―I learned a lot 

about both teaching and myself over the past few weeks and most of all I learned that I 

can not let teaching take over my life‖ (February 29).  

When I saw Caty teach for the fourth time, classroom management did not strike 

me as an issue of concern. However, I still sensed a need for Caty to provide more 

scaffolding for students concerning how the daily activity related to unit themes. In my 

notes for Caty, I returned to one of my original suggestions. I wrote, ―Think of how to tie 

the conversation of celebrations to the bigger picture of the unit‖ (Observation notes, 

March 17). 

Learning about Students and the School 

Caty‘s fear of teaching in the school that she wrote about during her cooperating 

teacher‘s extended absence changed dramatically. Her confidence in the classroom grew 

after her crisis, as did her knowledge about some of the influencing factors for her 

discomfort in the school. In one reflective journal she wrote about a staff development 

day she attended, at a different school site, with teachers from across the district. She 

noted her amazement at how positive she felt that day. Caty also described her growing 

awareness of the negativity that pervaded her particular school site. In fact, she wrote that 

until the staff development day she had sworn off looking for a job in the district, but 

now she had changed her mind because she could see that morale varied markedly across 

schools within the district. 
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Three weeks before Caty ended her student teaching experience, she wrote in her 

reflective journal. The entry offers some insight into what she learned about the students. 

She wrote: 

I am surprisingly already getting a little sad to leave. I knew it was going to 

happen, but there were times during this experience I didn‘t think I could face 

them again. Now that I know them and their funny little 7
th

 grade personalities, 

even though they often drive me nuts, it is such an interesting stage in a person‘s 

life and so fun to see it happening from the outside. It is funny how they grow on 

you like that! (Reflective journal, March 14) 

 

Learning to Listen 

In the exit interview with Caty, I asked her what adjustments she had made to her 

practice as a result of our working together. Her response signifies growth in her 

intentions to listen more to the words of her students. Caty said:  

I think the hugest one would be after the first time you came, and [you helped me 

think about] responding back to students‘ answers. Before that I would just have 

them say their answers, and then we‘d move on…One of your biggest suggestions 

was to respond to what they are saying, like, ―when you don‘t know what they‘re 

saying, ask them to explain it more‖….And it was just to constantly be aware, 

like, to know that they are probably trying to say something very important and 

didn‘t say it right, and to try and figure out what they were trying to say, you 

know. Like actually responding to their answers in some sort of way, and maybe 

having a further discussion on it and saying, like, ―oh, that was a good idea,‖ you 

know. I think that really improved the amount of students who were participating 

because I felt like they actually felt like people were listening, even if that person 

was just me. I just feel like it kind of opened up…like there was a lot more 

sharing of ideas and I would try and encourage them to really try and say what 

they were trying to say. (Exit interview, May 14) 

  

Caty acknowledged the fact that when she asked students to explain their ideas more 

thoroughly, they may not have understood their enhanced vocalization in terms of 

educating their classmates. Yet, Caty felt that the classroom dynamic had changed and 

perhaps it was due to new ways she was trying to involve students in class-wide 

conversations. From Caty‘s perspective, students began speaking more clearly and acting 
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as though she wanted to hear their ideas. In terms of care theory (Noddings, 2003), Caty 

cared for her students by modeling for them that she was willing to become engrossed in 

their ideas. Receiving them in such a way, sets the stage for Caty to care more in the 

future and create opportunities for her students to care for each other.  

During my final site visit I also noted a change in how students spoke in class. I 

commented on the fact that I was able to learn from a student in the class specifically 

because he spoke in such a way as to include all class members as listeners. In our 

debriefing we discussed the incident: 

Muffet: You know, here‘s a good example for me about pushing the kids for 

more ideas. Just in the beginning when they were talking about the 

celebration and the one young man, it was in Spanish. 

Caty: Yep. 

Muffet: And, he explained it so well so that as a visitor in the room, I was like, 

―oh, okay, I totally get that.‖  So, that was an opportunity for a young 

man to teach everyone else in this room. 

Caty: Right.  (Observation debriefing, March 17) 

 

Caty and I had both noticed improved student participation in her classes.   

In the exit interview, Caty described my pedagogy, which also included listening. 

She explained that she did not feel judged by me, and that this led to her taking 

ownership for her learning process. Caty explained: 

And, I just think I needed someone to listen, and you are very easy to talk to and I 

didn‘t feel like I had to censor what I was saying…it was just very much like I felt 

like you were giving me ideas and thoughts. And kind of like you were just 

talking to me more like I was a person, I think, than someone who was my 

supervisor….It was like I was taking those suggestions, but then I could make 

them my own so I was using those ideas authentically, not like just somebody 

telling me how to do something and then I‘m just doing it because I feel like I 

should do it. (Exit interview, May 17) 
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Caring for Caty prompted a willingness in me to receive her. Her words represent a 

possible cyclical quality of caring specific to the context of teacher preparation, in which 

I modeled caring teaching while I also helped Caty learn how to model caring teaching 

herself. 

Research Questions 

How Do I Engage in a Pedagogy of Care? 

The pedagogy of care I employed with Caty promoted both tiers of moral 

education about which Noddings (2003) theorizes. In a first tier, I cared for Caty by 

attending to her and her goals in the beginning of our relationship. As I learned about 

Caty and her discomfort in her urban school setting, I tried to receive her rather than 

jump to judgment about her disposition for teaching. Learning about Caty‘s goals also 

enabled me to frame them with the goals that I had for her development. In other words, 

our distinct goals melded together. On a second tier of moral education, I helped Caty 

consider ways to care for her students by suggesting that she learn about their personal 

aspirations and cultivate a learning environment in which students spoke to and for each 

other.  

How do I use pedagogical relationships to engage learning about a pedagogy of care? 

Although I never explained care theory to Caty, I did talk to her about the 

concepts of hard and soft care (Antrop-Gonzales & Jesus, 2006) and the fact that soft care 

can be considered an unethical approach to teaching. Less directly, I reframed the issue of 

classroom management through a lens of care. I encouraged Caty to learn about her 

students‘ dreams and think about creating an environment in which students would feel 

safe and valued to share their perspectives. Additionally, when Caty told me about one 



116 

 

student who acted out in class, I suggested that she talk individually to the girl outside of 

class time so they could have an opportunity to get to know each other more.  

Overall, my pedagogy of care included modeling the three pedagogical 

approaches I suggested for Caty. When I asked Caty to think of ways to challenge student 

analytic thinking, I also helped her think analytically about her teaching by identifying 

moments in which she could interject things like inferential and speculative thinking, 

summaries of main messages, and connections to the unit concepts. Similarly, when I 

suggested that Caty learn about her students‘ dreams as a way to motivate them 

academically, I used Caty‘s goals to guide my pedagogical moves. Finally, when I 

recommended that Caty focus on encouraging students to literally strengthen their vocal 

participation in class, I tried to empower Caty to use and follow her voice in our learning 

experience together. Thus, through our pedagogical relationship I modeled care pedagogy 

for Caty as a way to help her learn about care. 

What Images of Ethical Care Do I See Mirrored in Caty? 

This case suggests two images of ethical care that Caty portrayed. The first arose 

out of Caty‘s break down in class during my second site visit. She returned to school the 

next day with a new focus. Caty had scrapped her lesson plans and dedicated the day to 

building relationships with the students. She put herself in a position to receive students, 

in which she could learn about and from the students, elements of caring teaching. Caty 

spoke about a second image during our exit interview. She explained that one of the 

biggest changes she made to her practice was listening to and acknowledging student 

input more. Owing to coincidence or Caty‘s improved cultivation of the expectation that 

students speak for the benefit of all, my notes documented a change, from my three 
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previous site visits, that during the final observation a student had spoken loudly enough 

to edify at least one other in the room - me.  

What are the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student 

teachers? 

This case offers an example of how care pedagogy may have made my goals for 

Caty‘s professional development more palatable to her because I merged them with 

Caty‘s goals. Unfortunately, teacher educators, in programs that have missions of social 

justice or similarly moral orientations, may find themselves at odds with some of their 

students who may not embrace the same priorities. This case suggests that care pedagogy 

has potential to establish inroads to begin and continue conversations between teacher 

educators and student teachers about the purpose of teaching social studies. 

My care for Caty was not without limitations, as my lack of attention to her 

cooperating teacher‘s impending absence shows. I wonder about the multifaceted role of 

student teaching supervisor and how that may have impacted my negligence. Did I accept 

the situation as a given and take a path of least resistance by communicating with neither 

my supervisor nor the cooperating teacher before she left school for the surgery? Did my 

role as researcher blind me from my role as supervisor by focusing my attentions on my 

pedagogy and not Caty‘s situation? In the end, I know that I did not always attend closely 

to Caty‘s needs, demonstrating the practical challenges of maintaining focus and caring 

for another.   
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Chapter V 

Relating to Derrick: Ready to Care 

―You care about me being the best that I can be and, in turn, giving                                            

my students the best opportunity that they can have.‖  

(Derrick, Exit interview, May 26) 

 

 

An Introduction 

Derrick participated in our group meeting, at the beginning of the semester, with a 

wool cap pulled down to his eyes. He slumped in his chair as group members shared their 

goals for student teaching. When it was Derrick‘s turn, from his position of repose, he 

explained, ―I tend to get comfortable and go with the same thing every day. I want to 

challenge myself and take more risks‖ (Field notes, January 22). I appreciated his honesty 

and the fact that he did not talk specifically in terms pedagogical strategies; rather he 

spoke about himself as a learner. Beyond that, I knew little.  

Initial Concerns 

Derrick and I had no contact for nearly three weeks after that evening, even 

though I had received at least two sets of weekly lesson plans from the other student 

teachers. Eventually I sent him an email: ―Hi Derrick, How are you? I just wanted to find 

out how your student teaching schedule is shaping up. Are you in the school yet? If so, 

when do you expect to begin teaching?‖ (Email correspondence, February 9). He 

responded the next day to tell me that he would begin teaching the following week and I 

could expect to see his lesson plans in two days, by the scheduled due date. 

Unfortunately, they arrived in my electronic mailbox nine days later.  

Little did I know that during our limited communication in the first half of 

February, Derrick was gaining access into an unsettling classroom environment. Derrick, 
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a White young man in his twenties, described the situation in the urban high school in his 

first set of journal entries. He wrote: 

The culture of this school is something I have never experienced or thought I 

would experience in my time as a teacher. Students swearing in class, text 

messaging, answering phone calls, playing on the computers while the teacher is 

presenting a lesson. And all of this went on with none of it being addressed by the 

classroom teacher. At the end of the day I asked why he allows all of that to 

happen and he just said that it doesn‘t bother him. This is definitely going to be 

much more challenging and frustrating than my fall placement. (Reflective 

journal, February 2) 

 

Based on what Derrick saw happening in the social studies classes, Derrick noted his 

change in focus in his next journal entry: 

After three days I am starting to truly question how I will be successful this spring 

and what I will consider ‗success.‘ I‘ve come to notice that attendance is 

something that is not a priority for a lot of students. I don‘t know what else they 

have going on but many students have already been absent a day or two and I 

have only been here for three days. I‘m starting to realize that a priority for this 

semester may be focused more on building trusting relationships with students 

rather than worrying about my pedagogy and content. (Reflective journal, 

February 4)   

 

Derrick ruminated further on his situation and the conundrum of student teaching for a 

short-term period in someone else‘s classroom. He wrote: 

Although the classroom is run in a way that I don‘t feel provides the best learning 

environment for students or teaching environment for a teacher, I don‘t feel like 

as a student teacher I am in a place to try and change that. Knowing I need a letter 

of recommendation from my cooperating teacher and I am only teaching for eight 

weeks, I don‘t think it is my place to change classroom rules to more resemble a 

room that I would call my own. (Reflective journal, February 8) 

 

Derrick‘s placement, I was gathering, did not appear to provide a strong example of 

effective social studies teaching and learning. 

Derrick‘s reflective journal entries arrived in my virtual mailbox on February 15. 

I read them four days later, on a Thursday, and became worried. Via email I responded: 
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Based on your journal entries, I am concerned about you, your placement, and the 

support that you may or may not be receiving at the school. May I visit you early 

next week? I did not receive your lessons yesterday [for the upcoming week], but 

when I do, let's zero in on a day and time for me to come…. Please feel free to 

give me a call or send me an email if you would like to talk about how things are 

going. (Email correspondence, February, 19) 

 

Three days later Derrick responded:  

Here is my lesson plan for Monday.… Is there anyway we could meet on 

Wednesday afternoon? I would prefer to meet outside of the school as it would be 

more comfortable to discuss my frustrations.  

I don't want you to think I am having a horrible time. It is just not a 

situation I ever envisioned in a school setting and the classroom is run in a way 

that does not match my idea of what the most conducive learning environment 

would consist of.  

 I truly appreciate your concern and look forward to speaking with you 

this week. (Email correspondence, February 22) 

 

We set up a meeting. Unfortunately, the stress over his placement, apparently, affected 

his health. The day before our meeting, Derrick sent me an email:  

Just arrived at school, however I'm feeling under the weather and was throwing 

up this morning before I left. Just curious, if I'm not feeling any better, if there is 

something I need to do to leave at lunch? Is that acceptable? (Email 

correspondence, February 24) 

 

I responded immediately and typed that he didn‘t have to wait until lunch to go home, he 

should talk with his cooperating teacher about his lesson plans, and get some rest. Derrick 

went home. He made it to school the next day and met me at a coffee shop later that 

afternoon.   

Establishing a Caring Relationship 

Entering the coffee shop, I did not recognize Derrick. We had met in person one 

time, more than a month before, and that was when his hat almost covered his eyes. This 

time, Derrick sat in a corner, in a finely pressed pink polo shirt. In my embarrassment 

about the fact that I had not recognized him, I focused my energies on Derrick‘s words. 
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Later that night I wrote: ―He talked about his frustrations and the fact that his experiences 

have impacted his life emotionally in ways that he has not let happen before" (Field 

notes, February 25). The most obvious cause was what he perceived to be an attitude 

among the students, and possibly the cooperating teacher, that education was not a 

priority for them. I wondered, ―what could I do to help?‖ 

Meeting with Derrick gave me an opportunity to learn about a context within 

which the teacher preparation program expected him to learn about and practice teaching. 

It also afforded me a chance to learn more about Derrick so that I could try to foster his 

development as a beginning teacher. Committed, I met him outside of school in what 

would become an extra meeting. There was no question about it, really. My concern for 

Derrick manifested itself in a feeling of ―I must do something‖ (Noddings, 2003, p. 81), 

an attribute of natural care. Over coffee, becoming engrossed with Derrick‘s words and 

emotions helped me listen carefully so that I could learn about him and his aspirations for 

becoming a social studies teacher. Only through such knowledge would I be able to 

position myself to confirm his current and future choices in the classroom. 

Derrick’s Desire to Lead Discussions 

When Derrick finished describing his concerns when we met, ―I summarized his 

frustrations to make sure I followed him‖ (Field notes, February 25). One of the things he 

said was that if he could, he would use discussions as a primary means for helping 

students learn. Unfortunately, Derrick spoke of not being able to lead discussions in his 

current placement because students did not want to talk. That cued my next pedagogical 

moves.  
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I had read Derrick‘s lessons for the prior week and had noticed that he had not 

written questions for helping students ponder the content from their own perspectives. 

This seemed contrary to Derrick‘s goal of wanting to stimulate student learning through 

class-wide conversations. For example, in one lesson about the powers of the United 

States Congress, I had suggested in the margin: 

I wonder if it would help if you were to ask some opening questions of the class, 

to help them dig into their own experiences with the government, or with making 

―rules,‖ or with Congress.  If you decide to do this, I would take time to think 

about the questions you might ask. Many teachers make the mistake of assuming 

that good questions are easy to think of.  Thinking of questions that really help 

students think about what they already know and link it to the lesson at hand takes 

practice. (Lesson plan comments, February 19)  

 

Before we met for coffee, then, I had noticed that Derrick could improve the way he 

invited student participation.  

Now that I knew Derrick wanted discussions in his teaching repertoire, I steered 

our conversation in the coffee shop toward his upcoming teaching. Later that night I 

described my response: 

I … found myself moving into problem solving mode. For some reason I wonder 

if he did not want/need that, but I wanted to do some problem-solving, to work 

with him to practice designing a hook in the beginning of a lesson that would give 

students an opportunity to think of the lesson in terms of their own lives. (Field 

notes, February 25) 

 

This field note entry demonstrates the uncertainty I felt about whether or not my 

pedagogical choice to problem-solve with Derrick suited his interests. I did not know 

Derrick well, so it was hard for me to assess the appropriateness of my actions. 

Understanding my motivations, according to care theory, constitutes an appropriate way 

to judge my pedagogical choice to problem-solve with Derrick in the coffee shop.  
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My instincts about the urgency of Derrick‘s placement motivated me to use the 

face-to-face meeting in a practical way, to help him gain experience writing open-ended 

questions. He said he wanted more student involvement and through his lesson plans, I 

had noted one way I could help him pursue this goal. We brainstormed possible questions 

for past and future lessons in the unit he was teaching that might prompt student 

participation. We talked about what life experiences students might draw upon to 

consider the subject matter. I emphasized the point that students could provide valuable 

information for Derrick, about their lives, what they knew, and what they were learning, 

when they spoke in class. Based upon what he had written in his reflective journal and his 

desire to lead discussions, I thought that the more Derrick could learn about the students, 

the more he would be able to design lessons that they found relevant and stimulating.   

Early Reciprocity 

At the time of our meeting I was not sure if I had embodied ethical care. I 

wondered, had I displaced my motivations with his? Or, had I imposed my motivations 

upon him? I knew that he wanted more students to talk in class, but did he really want to 

practice writing questions with me in that moment? In an email the next day, Derrick 

provided a response to my queries: 

Thanks for chatting last night. Here are the plans for Monday and Tuesday of next 

week.  I'm moving on to the Judicial Branch on Wednesday and Thursday so I'm 

trying to incorporate some of what we talked about…. 

Thanks again for your help yesterday. (Email correspondence, February 

26) 

 

I received Derrick‘s email as a form of reciprocity to my care. Perhaps he felt my 

concern and that I wanted to learn about his placement to decide if there was something I 
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should do as a representative of the University. Perhaps he appreciated my desire to help 

him work toward his goal of leading discussions in class.  

Reviewing the data, I see that the approach I took that afternoon, which responded 

to Derrick‘s goal, supported a second tier of moral education (Noddings, 2003). 

Suggesting that he use conversations with students as a means for prompting student 

involvement and designing relevant lessons, I created opportunities for Derrick to 

consider how he might practice caring teaching with his students. Talking with Derrick 

about the value of crafting questions that would grant him insight into the students‘ lives 

could position him to confirm their actions as well as experience engrossment and 

motivational displacement. In this meeting, then, I created opportunities for Derrick to 

think about how caring for his students would enable him to pursue his goal of 

facilitating class-wide discussions. The meeting did not prepare me, however, for the 

physical representation of the unease Derrick, and perhaps the students and cooperating 

teacher, felt in the social studies room of his student teaching placement. That realization 

would come in my first site visit to see him teach. 

Revelation of a Divided Classroom: A First Observation Visit 

When I first entered the room of Derrick‘s placement, a brief interchange, about 

where I would sit, surprised me. Both Derrick and the cooperating teacher suggested that 

I locate at the teacher‘s desk, placed in a front corner of the room. The desk felt removed 

from where the students would sit in five long rows stretching from front to back. At the 

time, the space between the teacher‘s desk and the front row of student desks seemed 

large to me. I responded by saying that I wanted to have a different vantage point from 

Derrick during my observation, so I could gather information that might complement 
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what he noticed from the front of the room. Against their recommendation, I proceeded to 

find a desk in the back row.  

Contemplating Physical Space in Pursuit of our Goals 

While students began entering the room, Derrick slouched in the teacher desk. 

Another bewildering reality set in. As class began, I realized that 7 of the 19 students 

were sitting in the back rows, separated by up to three empty seats between them and the 

students in the front rows. I was so startled that I made a map of where students sat. 

Derrick led class from the front of the room, and ventured little from this locale the entire 

hour. Compounding the physical segregation was the fact that the students in the back 

rows were all Hmong immigrants and those in the front rows were not. As I watched the 

entire hour, it seemed like there were two distinct classes in the room: one in the front 

receiving Derrick‘s attention, another in the back missing it. I raised the issue of the 

seating arrangement within minutes of starting our post-observation debriefing with 

Derrick. Like would happen for all our sessions, the cooperating teacher did not attend 

due to scheduling conflicts. I tied my initial shock of the self-segregation to Derrick‘s 

pedagogical aspirations: 

Muffet: I wanted to add to something you said last week about wanting to lead 

discussions. 

Derrick: Yeah…. 

Muffet: I made this chart because if that really is a goal of yours…If you do 

want to create that type of an environment, I think it‘s okay, with 12
th

 

graders…if you talk to them like, ―I really want you to practice these 

skills that when you get out into the workforce or if you get into a 

college classroom, these are things you‘ll be expected to do. And that 

is to wrestle with ideas.‖ It seems like that is something that you would 

like to help them practice. 

Derrick: Yeah. 
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Muffet: ―So in order to do that, you guys have to come together, and maybe 

face each other.‖ You know, this standard layout [desks in rows] 

opposes that kind of interaction. (Observation debriefing March 5) 

 

Thus, I offered an argument that Derrick could use to convince students that participating 

in class would benefit them as people. I also suggested a simple strategy to sculpt the 

physical space so that it would be more conducive to Derrick‘s goal of leading 

discussions. 

As our debriefing continued, I mentioned two ideas to effect changes in the 

physical space of the room. The first related to where Derrick had stood when students 

entered the classroom. I asked him, ―Did you ever talk in your program about greeting 

students at the door? … It struck me that you were seated at the front‖ (Debriefing, 

March 5). Derrick mentioned that it was not in the culture of the school for teachers to 

stand by the door. I pleaded to his moral calling: ―You could be that teacher. Think of 

what it‘s like for the students.‖ Within one minute, we moved on to other topics.  

The second idea I posed was to make the back rows off-limits to students as a way 

to bring the students closer together. Derrick talked about his ideal seating design, which 

would be in a ―U‖ shape, but that right now he was a student teacher in someone else‘s 

room. We spent the next ten minutes discussing various ways to arrange desks to prompt 

student participation, stemming from our conversation the week before. I urged him to 

take some time after school to move the desks around and to find out what might work in 

the long physical space. The bottom line regarding the seating arrangement came down to 

student learning. I reaffirmed the idea with Derrick: 

Muffet: And the whole message is, ―what are the skills I‘m trying to promote?‖ 

Derrick: Collaboration, working with classmates. 

Muffet: And kids learning from each other. 
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Derrick: Yeah. 

Muffet: And those are all things you want to talk with them about as well. 

Right? ―This is a goal that I have for you over then next so many 

weeks.‖ 

 

I realized that our conversation about the desk arrangement might not proffer immediate 

change, due to Derrick‘s relationship with the cooperating teacher:  

Muffet: So that‘s something to think about. And if you choose not to mess with 

the seats, there are other things you can do.‖ 

Derrick: Right. Definitely. I mean it‘s not necessarily right now but when I get 

into my own classroom. 

 

Following cues from Derrick, we turned to the overall comments I had written about 

Derrick‘s lesson that day.  

Setting Expectations in Pursuit of our Goals 

Again, my suggestions pointed to Derrick‘s goal of wanting more student 

participation in class discussions. I pointed to my notes in which I had documented one 

area for him to develop: 

Think of different ways to ask students to demonstrate that they grasp the 

material. For example, have them explain their thoughts more, have them review 

the ideas out loud or on paper, have them write comments in which they respond 

to an open-ended question related to the content.‖ (Observation notes, March 5)  

 

Our conversation continued: 

Muffet: And I was going back to your idea of wanting to have more 

discussions. So I was thinking, much of the class was, in a sense, you 

lecturing and it was Q and A. 

Derrick: Yeah. 

Muffet: And so it wasn‘t really sending this message, ―let‘s have some 

discussions here.‖ And sure there are times for that, right? I think we 

talked about building content before. 

Derrick: Yeah. 

Muffet: And today was a day for building content. But I think even while you 

are doing that, maybe think of different or additional ways to augment 
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your repertoire of asking students to demonstrate that they grasp the 

material. 

Derrick: Yeah. 

Muffet: Here was a good moment when you said, ―Okay, now, do you 

understand the difference between appellate and original jurisdiction?‖ 

You know, in the beginning? You asked, ―Do you guys understand?‖ 

And nobody said anything. 

Derrick: Ask them another question? 

Muffet: Yeah. You could call on somebody, ―Tell me the difference.‖ No, not 

―tell me,‖ but, ―tell us the difference.‖ And then the crucial idea is that 

they tell in a voice that everyone can hear. 

Derrick: Yeah. 

Muffet: Again, you‘re reinforcing this idea that, ―we all learn from each other, 

we‘re trying to create this conversation where we all have something 

to share.‖ (Observation debriefing, March 5)  

 

I continued to explain how I envisioned a way for Derrick to cultivate a learning 

environment in which students would have reason to become engaged in class discourse. 

It came down to setting expectations for participation. I said: 

You could have them review the ideas out loud. Like, ―Okay, what did we just 

talk about here? Joey?‖ And some teachers don‘t want to call on students, they 

don‘t want to call them out. So I think that there is a balance between sending the 

message to students that, ―when we‘re in here, we‘re learning and so I am going 

to call on you every once in a while.‖ And then you also want to balance that 

with, ―I‘m going to create a really safe environment too.‖ You don‘t want people 

to feel unsafe. So that‘s just a way to approach it. Some teachers say, ―I don‘t ever 

call on students because I don‘t want to put them on the spot.‖ But I think that it‘s 

kind of good for students to feel like, ―I guess I do need to follow along.‖ 

(Observation debriefing, March 5) 

 

My pedagogy of care, then, responded to my concern with the self-imposed segregation 

that existed in the room by prompting Derrick to contemplate how the seating 

arrangement, and its implied message that teacher discourse has more value than student 

discourse, countered his goal for enhanced participation in class. I wanted him to 

consider how he could set the stage for leading discussions by cultivating an environment 
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in which students knew the classroom would be safe and establishing the expectation that 

students had a responsibility to participate in class-wide conversations.  

Inviting Dialogue in Pursuit of our Goals 

Derrick‘s desire to lead discussions continued to shape my pedagogical choices as 

his supervisor in this first post-observation debriefing session. From the beginning I 

noted room for improvement in his ability to prompt students to participate. I commented 

that he had asked one open-ended question and the rest had been rhetorical. We 

brainstormed for nine minutes about questions Derrick could ask for prompting students 

to connect the material at hand to their own experiences. In one moment Derrick admitted 

his difficulty with open-ended questions:  

Derrick: That‘s where I feel like I struggle. 

Muffet: How to do that? What are the questions to ask? 

Derrick: Yeah.  

 

I threw out a sample question: 

Muffet: If you were a Supreme Court Justice, what would be your favorite of 

these three things to do [choosing cases, hearing cases, making 

judgments]? 

Derrick: What criteria would you use to decide or something of that nature? 

Muffet: Yeah. 

Derrick: Whether or not you‘re going to hear the case? (Debriefing, March 5) 

 

This interchange illustrates how the bulk of our conversation proceeded about phrasing 

questions to prompt student involvement. Derrick talked about what he wanted students 

to learn in the unit and we took turns thinking of questions to ask. We also considered 

how each question might allow students to tap into prior knowledge and assume different 

perspectives. During the nine minutes that Derrick and I spent on this topic, we practiced 
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a technical aspect of teaching, one that I deemed important for him to posses in his 

pursuit of fostering student conversations in class. 

By the end of my first observation visit, I understood Derrick‘s challenges in 

terms of three issues that hindered his ability to prompt student engagement in class-wide 

conversations: the (1) physical space in the classroom, (2) expectations for student 

involvement, and (3) Derrick‘s facility with posing open-ended questions. I offered these 

suggestions to Derrick to help him strive toward his goal. They also served my purpose of 

wanting him to think about the implications of a self-segregated social studies classroom. 

My pedagogy of care, then, prompted me to combine his goal with mine. When I met 

Derrick for our second observation debriefing, we still talked about his goal to lead 

discussions. This time, however, I pushed him to consider the separation in the classroom 

from a new vantage point. 

Articulation of a Divided Classroom: A Second Observation Visit 

My first conversation with the cooperating teacher had given me the sense that he 

had little interest in talking with me further about Derrick and his student teaching 

experiences. For better or for worse, from that point on, I devoted my energies to the 

pedagogical relationship I had with Derrick. When I saw him teach a second time in the 

same period as before, I noted again that all the Hmong students sat in the back rows, 

separated from the rest of the class. I found this deeply troubling, even though, during our 

first debriefing, I had asserted that changing the desks was Derrick‘s decision to make.  
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A Conflict of Interests 

I posed a lens of ethical care through which Derrick could view the situation in 

our second post-observation debriefing. I spoke about the separation between the groups 

of students in moral terms:   

Muffet: What if I put in terms like this: what if it were a moral issue? What if 

we were to talk about it in terms of morally, what is the best thing for 

these students? And again, however you work through this is fine. 

Right? What I want to be is a sounding board to throw out questions 

that you can carry with you next year. What if we were to say, ―You 

have a moral responsibility toward those students since they are 

looking to you as their teacher.‖ And you are responsible, to the extent 

that you are responsible [given the fact that you are a student teacher], 

for them having the best educational experience they can possibly 

have. Does that put it in any different terms? 

Derrick: I guess my thing is: Is that saying that he‘s [cooperating teacher] not 

doing his job? That‘s where my problem is. I try to limit that as much 

as possible because, what‘s he going to think? (Debriefing 

conversation, March 16) 

 

Although I had said that I wanted to be nothing more than a sounding board, in my heart I 

wanted Derrick to focus more on his responsibility toward the students. Our conversation 

continued: 

Muffet: So how do the kids factor into your decision? Are they a factor in that 

decision, or not really? 

Derrick: Well, yeah, ideally I would have it differently. But I don‘t want to 

offend the guy that I‘m kind of working for, you know what I mean? 

And it‘s not like I‘m an employee making a decision.  

Muffet: That you were hired to make. 

Derrick: Yeah, I‘m a guest. I don‘t know if it‘s my responsibility as a teacher to 

provide that. Is it my right to make that decision is someone else‘s 

classroom? That‘s what‘s been the hardest thing for me in general. 

(Debriefing conversation, March 16) 

 

Derrick clearly stated his conflict, then, as arising out of his respect for the cooperating 

teacher and what he thought was in the best interest of the students. At the time, however, 



132 

 

I did not fully appreciate Derrick‘s sentiments about not feeling free to do what he 

wanted, even though he had written about it in his journals and spoken to me about it in 

our two debriefing sessions thus far. Reviewing the data, I began to see the numerous 

times Derrick stressed this point. 

The day of my second site visit to watch Derrick teach, I began a first round of 

analysis on what had occurred. Admitting that I had wanted to persuade Derrick to 

challenge the cooperating teacher‘s seating arrangement; I recognized the value of a 

pedagogy informed by care theory. In my analytic journal I wrote: 

I felt so strongly about the way the students were seated, that I was glad to have 

the vocabulary to pose another way of thinking about the situation. Although 

Derrick still was hesitant, and did not make any headway toward my way of 

thinking, I felt good about the fact that I was able to raise the issue as a moral one 

in a non-threatening way. I was also able to learn more about how he was thinking 

about the seating arrangement. If I had simply told him to change, I'm not sure 

that would have been helpful. It probably would have stopped the conversation 

and I would not have had the opportunity to hear his reasons. As well, it may have 

hindered the opportunity that I created for Derrick to verbalize his reasons, which 

maybe he had not done before. (Analytic journal, March 16) 

 

Although the experience of caring was pleasant for me, however, I still wrestled, in my 

analytic journal, with what I had done. Had I been too soft? 

The difficulty for me now is that I wonder if I caved in on something that I feel is 

extremely important. Did I let him take the path of least resistance by not pushing 

him to take a risk and asking the Hmong students to refrain from sitting in the 

back 2-3 rows? Did I not challenge him enough to accept his moral responsibility 

toward welcoming the Hmong students into the classroom? (Analytic journal, 

March 16) 

 

My pedagogy of care, then, operated in the ethical terrain that is inherent in teaching 

children as well as preparing teachers. This self-study dissertation research drew attention 

to my pedagogy of care. Through the process I questioned my actions from the 

perspective of ethical care, and cultivated a space for Derrick to think about his rights and 
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responsibilities to the students as well as to the cooperating teacher. It also provides snap 

shots of my simplistic thinking. Would moving the immigrant students forward three 

rows really have made a difference? 

Although part of me, at the time, wanted to require Derrick to incorporate some of 

the changes we discussed, attempting to displace my motivations to understand more 

fully his thoughts pulled me back from taking such a dictatorial stance. Listening to 

Derrick‘s viewpoint helped me understand, at least partially, the pressures he felt as a 

student teacher working under the direction of a veteran teacher. Through the process of 

analysis, I have a renewed respect for the fact that Derrick felt as though his hands were 

tied because of his relationship with the cooperating teacher. I can also see that caring for 

Derrick enabled me to take a step back during our conversations and respect the choices 

he was making, even when I did not fully understand them. And while Derrick had 

chosen not to change the seating chart, he did experience successes in the goal to which 

he strived.  

Derrick’s Successes 

A moment in our second debriefing conversation illustrates Derrick‘s increasing 

comfort level with the students and his ability to engage them in class conversations. We 

spent roughly ten minutes celebrating two discussions he had facilitated earlier that week. 

Derrick told me how he had asked open-ended questions and that students had shared 

their perspectives and tapped into their own experiences while talking about two 

controversial social issues: comparing student test scores across districts and racial 

profiling. At one point in the conversation, I inquired about the impact of our 

collaborative efforts on phrasing questions that would: 
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Muffet: tap into their prior experiences…. 

Derrick: Yeah. It‘s funny, they don‘t come out and share stories like, ―this 

happened to me,‖ but it‘s like, ―I have a friend who got arrested‖ and 

they tell the story….It actually got into, like 3
rd

 period it got into the 

point of you know, young minorities tend to be a focus for authorities 

at times.  

Muffet: Yeah. 

Derrick: [They asked,] ―Is there reasoning for that?‖ 

Muffet: Profiling? 

Derrick: And it kind of got into profiling. I asked, ―Who tends to be stopped 

and frisked?‖ They asked, ―Are cops supposed to stop you on the 

street if you‘re walking along?‖ And I was like, ―No, they‘re not 

supposed to do that.‖ 

Muffet: Unless they have probable cause.
vi

 

Derrick: Unless there is probable cause, which we talked about a lot. But one 

kid was like, ―Gosh, they only do that to black people.‖ ―Well, let‘s 

talk about this. You know, it‘s a statistic that young minorities are like 

the headlights that cops will look for.‖ And I go, ―Why is that?‖ And 

they go, some of them were like, ―neighborhood-wise, there‘s a lot 

more crime.‖ And the kids recognize that. 

Muffet: Were those kids of color saying that? 

Derrick: Yeah. It was actually an African American student who brought it up. 

And I go, ―Part of it is cops sometimes feel that young kids don‘t 

know their rights, maybe as well as others.‖ They go, ―So maybe they 

can get away with a little bit more with younger kids. So cops are 

willing to push that boundary.‖  I said, ―Some cops. Long story short, 

some people may not be very fond of minorities. But as wrong as that 

is, it‘s a fact of life.‖ 

Muffet: It‘s called racism. That‘s why there‘s a name for it. 

Derrick: That‘s exactly right. And I go, ―That‘s just one of the biggest reasons 

we‘re doing this stuff is it‘s important to know your rights. As wrong 

as it may be, some of you may face these situations, or have faced 

these situations. And you don‘t want to be caught of guard when they 

do happen.‖ This one kid asked, ―Can I check this book out?‖ 

(Debriefing, March 16) 

 

Derrick felt successful after this conversation took place in his class. I would agree that 

by facilitating dialogue, he practiced care pedagogy because Derrick was able to use the 

discussion as a way to learn about the students as people and learners, a first step in 
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building caring relationships. He made the content in the Government class relevant to 

the students‘ life experiences so that it easier for them to participate, positioning him to 

practice engrossment of their ideas and emotions, and motivational displacement with 

their dreams. This was new territory for Derrick. 

As our conversation continued, Derrick talked about his limited experiences with 

diversity, having grown up in a white, middle class family and in a state with a small 

minority population. He said that he was able to learn about the students‘ lives and 

cultures during the conversations that week. Derrick commented about the value of 

hearing his students‘ thoughts:  

Derrick: We talked so much about, in the [University] program, this gender 

balance…and bringing in multiple viewpoints. And that is something I 

really struggle with is bringing in multiple viewpoints.  

Muffet: Okay. And a lot of people do. 

Derrick: It‘s because, I think I mentioned it in my journal, this idea of coming 

from a population that‘s not very diverse, where I didn‘t think of all 

this. So it‘s challenging for me to think about this information when 

presenting this information.  But it helps a lot when students are 

willing to… 

Muffet: Yeah, edify you.  

Derrick: Yeah, that‘s exactly right. It‘s eye opening to me to hear some of the 

stories….A girl was talking today about how she got stopped and 

frisked. (Debriefing, March 16) 

 

I turned to Derrick‘s moral responsibility as a social studies teacher, and one who has not 

been frisked himself: 

Muffet: It would be great for you to say, ―Here, I am a white male and that has 

never happened to me….And then the key, I think, is, as a social 

studies teacher: how do you address these issues that are very 

important, very relevant, with a sense of hope? 

Derrick: Yeah, what can you do to give them a sense of power, is that what 

you‘re saying? 
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Muffet: Yeah, we don‘t want kids to leave saying ―yeah, life sucks, it‘s unfair.‖ 

It‘s more than that. 

Derrick: What can we do? 

Muffet: You can say, ―This is where the statics are, your reality is a little 

different from mine, when you and I go out into our cars.‖ But given 

that, we don‘t want them to take out their anger so that it makes it 

worse for them and they end up in a jail cell because they take out 

their anger on a police officer who might stop them. So how do you 

turn it into a sense of empowerment versus a sense of disparity? And 

there‘re no easy answers to that, but it‘s something to think about. 

That‘s where I come back to the moral responsibilities we have toward 

our students. 

Derrick: I never thought about it morally like that. 

 

Our conversation moved to recognition of the fact that Derrick had already 

learned many things from his students. I stressed how valuable this was for students: 

Muffet: I think that‘s one of the most powerful things we can do for our 

students, to help them see how much we are learning at the same time. 

Derrick: Yeah. How do you do that? 

 

I offered suggestions that related to his current teaching placement: 

Muffet: In your instance right now, you could share with them…that idea of 

white privilege and being a member of the dominant culture, ―I 

haven‘t really had to learn much about other perspectives of living in 

other cultures. Through our conversations you are helping me learn 

about different perspectives.‖ And I don‘t know how much you want 

to get into the term of white privilege, I don‘t know. It could be 

simply, ―we all are learning from each other, and the more we talk and 

the more we listen to each other, the more we get to learn.‖ I don‘t 

know if that makes sense. 

Derrick: Oh yeah, it does. Definitely. For me, I‘ve been thinking a lot about 

teacher care. When teachers are putting in the effort to help them learn, 

students are going to be more willing, in turn, to give a little more 

effort when their teacher cares about what is going on. The fact of the 

matter is that if their teacher doesn‘t care, the students are smart 

enough to figure that out. They‘re not going to work that hard if their 

teacher doesn‘t care. I think that goes back to learning from them that 

you‘re interested in what you‘re teaching but you‘re also interested in 

what they‘re teaching you…. 

Muffet: ―I‘m learning and I‘m excited about it and you‘re learning.‖ 
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Derrick: ―And if you [the teacher] can get excited about it, why can‘t I?‖ 

(Observation debriefing, March 16) 

 

One way to interpret this dialogue is that Derrick related my suggestions, of showing 

students that he was a learner in the classroom, to his views of caring teaching.  

Derrick‘s experience with leading discussions on the controversial topics created 

opportunities for him to hear the perspectives of his students, who came from culturally 

and economically different backgrounds from his own. This pedagogical experience is 

important: not only did Derrick gain insight into his students‘ lives; he also began to 

understand more clearly what his professors had meant about the value of bringing 

multiple perspectives into the social studies curriculum. Derrick experienced first hand 

how listening to the perspectives of others could enhance his own learning. He may have 

also considered it teaching through care.  

The conversation between Derrick and me during this second debriefing session, 

however, does not demonstrate participation by the Hmong immigrant students in the 

class conversation. The segregated seating arrangement still seemed to carry influence 

over the way the classes engaged in class-wide discussions. When I saw him teach on my 

second site visit, only 6% of all the comments students shared during the entire hour 

came from Hmong students seated in the back of the room. In my last observation visit, 

this statistic would change dramatically.   

Summary of a Divided Classroom: A Final Observation Visit 

Over the period of time that Derrick and I worked together, I noted changes in his 

practice which propelled him closer to his goal of using discussion-based teaching and 

learning methods. I saw changes in the questions he wrote in his lesson plans to prompt 



138 

 

student involvement, as well as changes in his enactment of the techniques about which 

we talked.   

Derrick’s Development in Asking Open-ended Questions 

When I saw Derrick teach for the third time with the same group of students, I 

noticed progress in his pursuit of greater student participation in class-wide 

conversations. I documented it in the notes I took during my observations. In our 

debriefing, we talked about specific places in his lesson in which he had culled greater 

involvement by prompting students to tap into their personal experiences. In one instance 

I said: 

I mean, look at today. You asked, ―How many of you think voting should be 

required?‖ You get them raising their hands…putting a question in their laps, they 

can make that choice for their own lives. Also the anticipatory sets [from your 

plans] have been in the lessons more, you know, where you‘re having them look 

at their own lives more….What I noticed today…the Hmong students today were 

so much more involved. (Lesson debriefing, March 30) 

 

Data from the observation notes I took during the lesson supports this statement. Derrick 

welcomed 27 comments from Hmong students into the class-wide discourse, which 

represented 44% of all student participation, a far cry from the 6% I documented in my 

previous observation. Similarly, my notes of where students sat showed a smaller 

physical separation between the Hmong students and the others in the class. On my last 

site visit, Hmong students ventured into the third and forth rows, whereas on my first two 

visits one sat in the fifth row and the rest sat in the sixth and seventh rows. Derrick had 

made progress in his goal without resorting to a unilateral decision to change the seating 

chart. 

I pointed out more instances in which Derrick had cultivated an environment that 

allowed for students to ponder verbally the social studies content. When students talked 
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about the implications of mandatory voting requirements, one girl, who was Hmong, 

wanted to know why she should care about voting. I recounted the moment for Derrick: 

She said, ―Why does it matter if I care?‖ And then you asked for another 

viewpoint, and he [a non-Hmong student] gave a cogent response to that, ―Well I 

think we should care because…‖  I don‘t remember exactly what he said but I 

thought that was a beautiful moment in the class. If what you‘re trying to do is 

have discussions: that was an organized means for helping students learn from 

each other, to disagree with each other with no consequences. They were kind of 

learning, ―how is it okay to agree and disagree with each others‘ ideas [in a non-

threatening way]?‖   

 

Derrick was beginning to understand his role in facilitating student participation. He 

lamented: 

Derrick: I try not to talk so much, but that‘s what happens. 

Muffet: Sitting in that class, I did not get the feeling that you were doing all the 

talking. You were inviting, that‘s what I wanted to say, you were 

really inviting them to participate more. 

 

Thus, by the time of my last observation, Derrick had made substantial changes to how 

he approached his teaching. He was posing more open-ended questions and he was 

orchestrating discourse to relay a message that students could disagree with and learn 

from each other. Through our conversation, I would also learn how Derrick demonstrated 

his care for students and tried to create a safe environment for them.   

Derrick’s Care 

 I asked Derrick to what he attributed the change in classroom dynamic and 

improved student involvement. He mentioned the fact that his increased knowledge about 

the students made him feel more comfortable orchestrating discussions in class. Derrick 

explained his initial concern about creating a safe learning environment: 

Derrick: When you get to know more, it's a little bit easier to let them speak 

their mind a little bit more freely. 

Muffet: So why is that?  
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Derrick: Maybe because initially you don‘t know what they‘re going to say. 

You‘re trying to build this safe community… 

Muffet: You might‘ve felt a little weary of -- 

Derrick: Especially being in the population I‘m in, at West [High School] -- 

four or five years ago, there was a big opposition between the different 

ethnic groups. 

Muffet: Wasn‘t there a shooting?  

Derrick: Yeah, then last week even, there was -- the kid that used to sit right 

here, got expelled because his sister got slapped by a Hispanic student 

and he got in a big fight, I don‘t know the details. 

Muffet: So the tension is still there. 

Derrick: I think at times it‘s there for the most part….Another [Hmong] girl 

from another hour came in a couple days ago and just talked. I asked 

her, ―Why is it so clicky between the ethnic groups?‖  She said, ―It‘s 

like it‘s not that we don‘t like anyone else. It‘s just that, that‘s who 

we‘re more comfortable with.‖  Makes sense…the length of time that 

they‘ve been in the United States or even St. Paul…that‘s another 

reason they all kind of go together, to look out for newer ones, the 

ones that have been here for a while. (Observation debriefing, March 

30) 

 

The fact that a student went to Derrick‘s classroom to talk may illustrate a form of 

reciprocity to Derrick‘s care. I would argue that taking time to talk with students outside 

of class, as well as posing content so that students could relate it to their lives, positioned 

him to learn about his student and thus practice caring pedagogy. Based on what I saw in 

this last observation of his teaching, Derrick‘s concern for the students appeared to be 

helping him reach his goal of using discussions to promote student learning. These 

successes notwithstanding, I could not resist drawing a connection between the history of 

ethnic clashes in the school and Derrick‘s decision about the seating arrangement.   

Another Go 

One last time I moved our conversation to the topic of the self-segregation in his 

and the cooperating teacher‘s classroom. I could not release the responsibility I felt 
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toward the students in Derrick‘s classes and the social studies curriculum, even as I 

confirmed his decision to forego the physical and focus on the ambient separation in the 

room: 

Muffet: So I just can‘t help myself in stating that, you know, that separation 

has been re-enforced, that is something that you have let continue. 

Another reason you could say, as a social studies teacher, ―I don‘t 

want those divisions to come into the classroom.‖ But you‘re focusing 

on, and I agree with you, wanting to make sure that it is a safe 

environment. But those are things to talk to students about, I think. 

Let‘s say you were to teach here next fall, I think here‘s a reasonable 

conversation you could have with students: ―Our school, there‘s a 

history of tension between different groups….This class, a social 

studies class, the curriculum, has to do with the social needs people 

have to interact with others. And so my goal for us is to get practice 

communicating. We do tend to have friends who look like us. 

Everybody does. My goal is to move against human nature.‖ But then 

also, you can talk to them about, ―So the skills you can practice in my 

class, you can take with you to other parts of your life.  

Derrick: That‘s interesting…  

Muffet: That‘s why I believe it‘s our responsibility as social studies teachers 

….our job is to…help students learn to interact with each other. 

(Observation debriefing, March 30) 

 

Did I completely accept Derrick‘s choice to not require students to move their seats? The 

data suggests that my care did not fully release him from the repercussions of his choice. 

Another interpretation is that I did not fully release myself from the fact that I had a 

limited role as Derrick‘s supervisor. Returning to the topic multiple times during our 

relationship exemplifies the dilemma for me between my commitment to the students in 

Derrick‘s classes and confirmation of him as a student teacher and his decision.  

A Caring Cycle from Derrick‘s Perspective 

Derrick expressed reciprocity at various times during our work together.  He 

thanked me for meeting with him at the coffee shop in the beginning of his student 
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teaching. On other occasions he thanked me as well. Not until his exit interview, 

however, did I fully grasp the repercussions of my care on Derrick and his practice. 

I Care for Derrick, He Cares for Students 

When we met for the exit interview, I did not mention my study in terms of an 

exploration of care theory in my supervision practice. I simply began by asking him what 

the overall experience had been like for him, to work with me as his supervisor. In his 

description of the experience, Derrick raised the concept of care: 

I tend to let things bring me down…I would rather just complain than work harder 

to figure things out….So when I was able to meet with you or interact with you, I 

was able to leave with more of a sense of positive purpose, I think you would call 

it where ―there are people who care.‖  I didn‘t always feel cared for at the end of 

the program…but in meeting with you…it came off that you genuinely cared….I 

felt that you honestly did have the student teacher at heart and didn‘t have another 

agenda, which is nice. (Exit interview, May 26) 

 

When I asked Derrick about the changes he made to his practice in response to our work 

together, he touched upon a second tier of moral education that care theory encompasses: 

Derrick: I think you showing you care for me encouraged me to show care for 

students more. My big thing with students is kind of showing, 

developing that relationship. But I was having trouble doing that, so I 

think having you show you care for me, I was able to transfer that, take 

it from me to the student. Where in the sense of: I got to learn a couple 

of simple phrases in Hmong and Somali. When I was able to do that, 

students would talk to me, or stay after class and chat. Things of that 

nature. Students would be less likely to act up in class if I talked to 

them beforehand. If I had a student who was acting up quite a bit in 

class, I would try, not all the time, sometimes I would try and make 

sure I would talk to them before class. Just make them aware that I am 

there and I know that they are there and I want them to be there. And I 

think that, in turn, helped with classroom management situations. 

There was less, ―All right, you need to be quiet now.‖ …The big thing 

[change in his practice] was just to care for students… 

Muffet: Yeah. I‘m curious about how that might work…. 

Derrick: Maybe you were modeling in that sense of showing that you care for 

me. And, I was like, ―this is what I need to do for my students.‖… I 

think if you would tell me to do something and you didn‘t do it in 
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return for me, it wouldn‘t carry much weight.   (Exit interview, May 

26) 

 

According to Derrick, my pedagogy of care included modeling caring teaching for him. It 

also gave him a sense of optimism toward the difficult situation in which he found 

himself. Perhaps more importantly for Derrick, when I made suggestions about ways to 

learn from and about his students, he appreciated the fact that I followed those 

suggestions in my own practice with him. Such reinforcement, it seems, sparked a cycle 

in which my care for Derrick transferred to his care for his students. Analyzing the data 

brings to the fore the degree to which Derrick spoke about my care. Yet I had 

intentionally avoided conversing with him about care theory in an explicit fashion. And I 

never spoke about the construct of modeling in terms of care theory. What I did was to 

wait until topics arose in Derrick‘s practice that would lend themselves to discussions 

about pedagogy informed by care.  

My Pedagogy of Care 

In the exit interview, Derrick spoke directly of the pedagogical choices I made to 

help him learn about his practice. Asking for his goal for student teaching, on the first 

night we met, created a valuable first impression for Derrick. He talked about the impact: 

Derrick: You asked our goals on the first day and that was helpful because it 

showed some sort of care. 

Muffet: How so? 

Derrick: Um, that you‘re going to come in to an observation session knowing 

what one of my big goals is. And, I know that you know that now, so I 

think that helps…[It] gave me the impression that you actually would 

be interested in our growth as student teachers and what we were 

going to do… and it wasn‘t something that came to me right then and 

there, that was one of my biggest challenges because I hadn‘t really 

thought about it a whole lot….it just showed me that you were actually 

going to be supportive and at least knowledgeable about what I was 

trying to get accomplished. 
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Muffet: So, at least your goal kind of got on the agenda. 

Derrick: Exactly…. And it being the first thing, the first impression, I think that 

went a long way, as I am big on first impressions, I tend to shut people 

out. 

Muffet: So, the first impression, you walked away with from that meeting, was 

what? 

Derrick: Just a genuine person in the sense that you would care and you wanted 

to know about us as teachers….If someone is going to be my 

supervisor or tell me that they are going to help me in my teaching 

experience, I want them to care about what I am doing and know what 

I am doing and why I‘m doing it.  And, granted, time was limited 

but…something as simple as that can go a long way. (Exit interview, 

May 26) 

 

Incurring motivational displacement, to use Derrick‘s goals to guide my practice, then, 

cultivated an experience for Derrick in which he felt like his learning was important to 

me. 

He also spoke about how we worked collaboratively to hone his skills for posing 

questions:  

I think the questioning was kind of …our big task to tackle…And, I think you 

really were able to help me in the sense that you sat down with me and we 

actually developed actual questions rather than, ―well, let‘s take this approach and 

you develop the questions.‖  You know, there was actual concrete material that 

we were able to produce….Seeing what questions would actually look like and 

how they can be stated I think is a lot more beneficial for me… at least for me it 

worked better being able to throw ideas off someone else and come up with a 

concrete plan…I like that feedback.  (Exit interview, May 26) 

 

In the exit interview I asked him why he referred to the work on how to ask open-ended 

questions as ―our‖ task. His response describes motivational displacement: 

I think it‘s because you were the one person that helped me with it and you 

continued to go back to it, three meetings and four meetings in. Um, so, it was, I 

guess it was my task that you were willing to also accept as yours. (Exit 

interview, May 26) 
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Derrick made the connection between learning the technical task of posing questions with 

the idea that they can prompt students to tap into their personal experiences and prior 

knowledge about a topic. He said in the exit interview: ―when we were brainstorming, we 

were also keeping in mind the diversity of the student population. We were, and I mean 

me and you, we were trying to take into account what their life experiences may have 

been‖ (Exit interview, May 26).  

Research Questions 

How Do I Engage in a Pedagogy of Care? 

Care theory provided a framework that made learning about Derrick and his goal 

for professional development a priority. When I learned about Derrick‘s student teaching 

placement, I felt as though ―I must do something‖ (Noddings, 2003, p. 81) and scheduled 

an extra meeting with him off school grounds. The extra meeting provided an opportunity 

for me to become engrossed with Derrick‘s words and feelings and learn about his 

situation, about him, and his goals for the experience. It also prompted reciprocity from 

Derrick.  

My pedagogy of care included motivational displacement, in which Derrick‘s 

goal to lead discussions framed my concern over his segregated classroom. Our aims 

merged. Through open dialogue, I helped him consider technical moves that would lead 

toward both of our aims. In general we brainstormed about: (1) how the physical 

arrangement countered his aim, (2) how to establish expectations for student 

participation, and (3) how to phrase questions to invite dialogue. My commitment to 

helping Derrick work toward his goal caused us to revisit these ideas over the course of 

our relationship. Confirming Derrick, and his choice to allow the seats to remain 
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unmoved, refocused my efforts to his successes in the classroom. Allowing his 

motivations to guide the decision about the seating chart, however, did not release me 

from the moral responsibility I felt as his social studies student teaching supervisor. 

Employing a pedagogy of care, I became a co-learner with Derrick. I learned about him, 

and worked collaboratively with him as his student teaching supervisor. I also 

encouraged him to do the same with his students.   

How do I Use Pedagogical Relationships to Engage Learning about a Pedagogy of 

Care? 

The framework of ethical care helped me cultivate a safe environment for Derrick 

to talk about and address the difficulties he faced, especially in the absence of a 

supportive cooperating teacher. Through dialogue, Derrick and I pondered teaching 

strategies that would help him use discussions (his goal) while considering his moral 

responsibilities as a social studies teacher (my goal). Helping Derrick learn different 

techniques to invite more student participation in class surfaced as the primary means 

through which I implicitly engaged him in conversations about care pedagogy. I also 

created opportunities for him to practice caring teaching by suggesting that he greet 

students at the door. I modeled caring teaching for Derrick, by devoting my attentions to 

getting to know him and what he wanted to learn. Derrick, in turn, sought to create a safe 

learning environment for his students. 

What Images of Ethical Care Do I See Mirrored in Derrick? 

Although I felt deeply disappointed about the continued segregation that occurred 

in the classroom, the data suggest that Derrick had experiences in which he learned from 

his students and considered the process a valuable part of his growth as a beginning 
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teacher. I would offer that Derrick‘s experiences reveal aspects of his growing care for 

students. In the beginning of our relationship Derrick blamed students for the fact that 

they did not participate in class conversations. However, when he led the informal 

discussions about racial profiling, Derrick demonstrated a willingness to value the 

personal stories of his students. The fact that he invited students‘ viewpoints into the 

dialogue and saw them as valid, I would argue, puts him in a better place to expect his 

students to do the same.  

Derrick also made efforts to build relationships with students. In his exit interview 

he talked about how he began speaking to students outside of class and learning phrases 

in Hmong and Somali. Derrick gained a technical strategy for inviting student 

participation in class-wide conversations. Through our collaborative efforts, he learned 

how to phrase questions to: prompt students to tap into their prior knowledge, prompt 

students to tap into their personal experiences, and provide information for Derrick about 

their lives as people and learners. Learning how to do this enabled Derrick to practice 

caring teaching, which included becoming engrossed with student ideas and allowing 

their motivations to steer the conversations in at least two lessons. It also positioned him 

to be able to confirm students. 

Finally, Derrick learned how to create a more inviting environment for students. 

The physical separation between the immigrant students in the back was markedly 

reduced on my last site visit and the participation between students in the front and back 

sections of the room were more balanced than they had been during my first two 

observations. The question-asking techniques Derrick learned from our collaborations 

enabled him to glean information about the students which aided his confidence in 
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leading class-wide conversations (his goal). Practicing a pedagogy of care, then, enabled 

Derrick to strive toward his goal of using discussions to promote student learning.  

What are the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student 

teachers? 

This case provides insight into challenges student teachers can face when they 

find themselves in classroom placements that do not appear to support student learning. 

Derrick felt torn because he was in the cooperating teacher‘s classroom, one that possibly 

hindered student learning and may have played into high rates of absenteeism. Derrick 

wanted to establish his own criteria by which to cultivate an environment to promote 

student learning. Yet he did not think he had the right to challenge the way the 

cooperating teacher led his classes. He also thought pragmatically about his need to 

receive a letter of recommendation from the cooperating teacher.  

Practicing a pedagogy of care, as his supervisor, helped me confirm Derrick‘s 

choice to not challenge the status quo regarding the seating arrangement. It also helped 

me remain open to hearing his reasons for not doing so which served to maintain our 

relationship. Even while I did not completely understand Derrick‘s reasons at the time we 

worked together, my care pedagogy kept our relationship at the forefront, making it 

possible for our dialogue about the topic to continue. Communication is an integral part 

of supervising social studies student teachers. My pedagogy of care appears to have 

supported our efforts to communicate, even when we disagreed. 

  

                                                 
vi
  I was mistaken when speaking with Derrick about probable cause. The legal term that applies to the 

situation he described is ―reasonable suspicion that a crime has been or is being committed.‖ 
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Chapter VI 

Relating to Sam: Getting to Care 

―You were giving me feedback but it wasn‘t necessarily helping me… 

Once you were finally in there…you understood.‖  

(Sam, Exit interview, May 18) 

 

 

Meeting Sam 

 Like the other student teachers with whom I worked in spring 2009, I met Sam 

during the only group meeting we would all have together. It took place the evening of 

January 22, at the tail end of the student teaching seminar, a requirement for the pre-

service teachers. We left the seminar classroom and headed across the hall to settle into a 

circle of desks. At my request, everyone shared their goals for student teaching. Sam, a 

White twenty-something, said: ―I'm a chameleon. I just copy what the cooperating 

teacher does. I haven't developed my own teaching style. I want to do that and get to 

know what it is this semester‖ (Field notes, January 22). Sam explained that during his 

shorter fall practicum, a few months ago, he did not follow any of his own initiatives. 

Instead, he copied his cooperating teacher‘s plans and approaches in the classroom. 

Although most the other pre-service teachers in our group had lists of 3 – 10 goals, at the 

time I did not judge Sam‘s solitary aim. I interpreted his words as a declaration of 

wanting to develop his identity at a teacher.   

 A month passed between the evening Sam and I met and the day I first saw him 

lead an 8
th

 grade urban middle school social studies class. During this four-week lapse of 

face-to-face contact, we communicated via email through which Sam sent me three sets 

of weekly lesson plans and two sets of biweekly reflective journal entries. Digitally, I 

offered comments, suggestions, and his score, earned on a 66 point scale, on his lesson 
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plans and comments and questions to further his thinking on his journals. Our 

relationship, then, began to develop through the internet. This had not been my intention. 

I told the student teachers during our group meeting to send me dates they would like me 

to observe them, to begin immediately. I did this on purpose. I wanted to encourage them 

to take ownership of their learning in the program. Sam delayed in following through 

with my request and consequently, he was one of the last student teachers I saw in my 

rounds of site visits.  

Caring through Text 

During this preliminary stage in our relationship, I believed that I could care 

ethically for Sam by paying close attention to his written work. In other words, I could 

care through text. A journal entry, regarding my work with all of the student teachers, 

expresses my pedagogical approach in these early weeks of the semester:  

My goals are to read their work carefully so that I may get a solid grasp of what 

they are trying to do in their lesson plans. I am also trying to make suggestions 

that are supportive and stimulating. I tend to phrase comments in question form, 

to raise a question rather than dictate their behavior. (Analytic journal, January 

22)  

 

I also asked the student teachers to identify areas on which they would like feedback 

from me in their lesson plans as a way to encourage dialogue about their developing 

practices.  

Week One 

In Sam‘s email that accompanied his first set of lessons he wrote: ―I'm struggling 

with creating a good rationale for each day. Although I understand the reasoning of why 

we are doing them, my rationales are kind of weak in explaining them the way I want to‖ 
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(Email, January 29). On his first set of lessons I wrote 16 comments using track changes. 

In my email I responded to his concern:  

Hi Sam,  

I just finished reading your lessons and have some feedback for you. Overall, I 

thought that the rationales made sense. They gave me an idea of what you are 

hoping to accomplish every day. I did notice some discrepancy between the 

primary questions and the rest of the lessons. Perhaps it would help to tie the 

rationales with the primary questions for each day. See my embedded comments 

in the text of your documents for more specific feedback. If you have any 

questions, please let me know. (Email, January 30) 

 

In my email, I responded to Sam‘s concern about being able to write clear rationales and 

assessed that they were not the weak link in his overall plans. To me it seemed more 

important that Sam think analytically about how the separate elements of a lesson build 

upon one another. I also began to notice a lack of attention to the instruction he would 

provide in his classes. As his lessons were written, students began working in the media 

center as soon as the bell rang and I did not see clear expectations for what students 

would do each day. In order to describe our pedagogies further, however, a bit of context 

is in order about the curriculum Sam faced. 

History Day Preparations  

The 8
th

 grade students in Sam‘s classes were involved in the nationally recognized 

History Day projects, for which they would be judged by outside evaluators. I had 

worked with student teachers the previous two years with the same cooperating teacher in 

the same school during the multiple weeks of History Day preparations. In the years past, 

I had focused on helping student teachers identify specific skills students would need to 

know and be able to perform in order to create the visual representations of their research 

for audience members. I also suggested metacognitive tasks at the bookends of research 

days to improve student awareness of their progress, activities like listing the things they 
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accomplished, creating ―to do‖ lists, and summarizing what new information they 

learned. Part of the History Day task is for students to research a historical figure and 

pose an argument about that person‘s legacy. In the years prior to working with Sam, the 

cooperating teacher told me that the other student teachers with whom we worked had 

successfully motivated students to perform better than she had ever seen in her career as a 

History Day teacher participant. I received this as a heavy compliment to the student 

teachers, our program, and my supervisory practice. Thus, from her words, and from 

feedback I had received from the previous student teachers, I felt confident in the way I 

understood student learning in this particular context and with this particular long-term 

research project. Little did I know, my confidence would soon begin to wane.   

In Sam‘s first set of lessons, he included two handouts that gave students lists of 

questions to answer while they carried out their research. The students would spend every 

day in the media center/computer lab for six weeks and the handouts guided their work. 

The first list, what he called Step One, posed these prompts:  

1. What were the major events in childhood?  

2. Who were their family members and what were they like?  

3. What was their educational background?  

4. What was a timeline of their childhood years?  

5. What was happening in the world at the time they were growing up?  

6. What happened in their life BEFORE they became famous?  

7. Did anyone do what he or she did before them?  

8. Was there a need for the impact they made? (Example- When MLK rose to 

power- was there a need for someone to fight for equal rights and why?)  

9. Why did you choose your person? What made them special and different? How 

did they change the world? (Lesson plan, February 2) 

 

Without much thought, I asked in the margin of his plan: ―I wonder if you want to add 

something about why or what made the person became famous?‖ (Lesson plan 
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comments, January 30). The next handout for the same week, Step Two, asked more 

questions of the students:  

1. What caused your person to do what they did? Example-MLK was fed up and 

frustrated with the lack of respect and equality amongst the races. 

2. What made your person famous? Describe and define all the things they did 

that made you choose them. (This should be one of the longer sections of notes 

you take.) (Lesson plan, February 2) 

 

Again, I typed a comment in the margin. This time I more thoughtfully challenged the 

first question in Step Two as portraying history as an undisputed social science: 

I wonder if it would help students to think more holistically about their persons of 

interest if you were to rephrase this question. As it is written, it might sound to 

some students that there is only one right answer about what their person ―did‖ 

that makes them famous. Does this make sense? (Lesson plan comments, January 

30) 

 

These two handouts appeared as the only supplemental materials to accompany Sam‘s 

lessons. They indeed guided students in their pursuit of learning about the lives their 

people in history lived. What I found lacking, however, had to do with Sam‘s role in 

helping the students learn how to cull the information they found, create their arguments, 

and present them in visually appealing ways for their final presentations. My pedagogy, 

then, oriented itself to Sam‘s pedagogy. I saw it as my responsibility as a teacher 

educator to help him contemplate the specific actions he would take to enhance student 

learning. The 8
th

 grade students deserved as much. Through our digital interactions, I 

tried to cultivate a caring relationship with Sam to better understand his practice as well 

as his aspirations and to challenge his development in the classroom.   

Rationales, Primary Questions, and Instruction  

As I read Sam‘s first set of lessons, I narrowed my attention to the rationales, 

because he had mentioned them in his email to me. One of Sam‘s lessons in his first week 
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of teaching would occur after students had spent multiple days in the media center doing 

research for the History Day projects. Sam‘s rationale referred to the purpose for writing 

a position paper. His lesson plan read:  

Rationale: After nearly two weeks of research, it‘s now time to test what you 

know. Several pages of notes have been taken, now it‘s time for you to show what 

you‘ve learned. Writing a brief position paper on your individual will help 

demonstrate this and organize your notes in a way that will help you when you 

work with your other group members. (Lesson plan, January 4)  

 

Sam‘s guiding primary questions for the same day of class included: ―How did what this 

person do reflect on society today? How am I influenced by the actions this person took? 

What do I think the most important thing about this person is?‖ (Lesson plan, February 

4). The corresponding meat of the lesson appeared: 

Body of Lesson: During this part of the lesson, students should be working on 

constructing their papers. For many of them, it will take them about the allotted 

time to organize their notes and finish the paper. If students get done early, have 

them write more and tell them that this will make it easier for them later when 

they construct their longer paper. (Lesson plan, February 4) 

 

Thus, based on what I could gather about what Sam and the students would do during this 

lesson, and those for the rest of the week, for that matter, I did not see Sam helping 

students learn how to organize their notes and understand the purpose of position papers. 

Nor did I see evidence of how he would help them learn how to write their papers.  

Recognizing Sam‘s rationale as acceptable, I offered an example to illustrate how 

he could provide more cohesion between the rationale and the primary questions. I typed: 

Based on your rationale above, what do you think of a primary question that reads 

like this:  ―How can I organize my notes so that they help me take a position 

about the value of my person‘s life?‖ I tend to think of primary question as the 

topic of the day. Thus, the learner outcomes lead toward answering the primary 

question, and all of the primary questions in a unit lead to answering the essential 

questions. If you have a different read on these, please let me know and we can 

work from there. (Lesson plan comments, January 30) 
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In my concern about how Sam would help students learn to write position papers, I 

offered a primary question, to guide the day‘s activities, which focused on the skills that 

students would practice during class, rather than the content of their research, as Sam‘s 

primary questions had done. I furthered the distinction in another comment on a lesson 

that same week. I typed in the margin:  

Will you need to instruct students on what a position paper is? Or on how to 

organize their notes to create a paper? I would talk to Ms. Woods about this, to 

see how much formal instruction the students might need. (January 30) 

 

Although I did not explicitly state that I wanted Sam to think more in terms of the 

specific skills students would need to complete their six-week-long history projects, my 

efforts consisted of posing questions to Sam about his instructional role during the 

History Day research preparations. Although I tried to pose open-ended questions to Sam 

in my comments on his lesson plans, Sam expressed little reciprocity. Our dialogue about 

his rationales would soon turn quiet.  

Week Two 

The following set of lessons I received from Sam did not identify an area for 

which he wanted specific feedback. In my email to confirm I received his plans, I again 

tried to encourage dialogue with Sam about what he may have learned since he sent in his 

last set of lessons. I typed: "Great, I have your lessons. I'll get a chance to read Friday or 

Saturday.  Before then, is there any issue or method you would like me to focus on as I 

read?" (Email, February 5). Sam responded: "Not really. It's been sort of the same 

process for the last couple weeks" (Email, February 5, 2009). I was disappointed that 

Sam did not choose an area upon which to focus my efforts. I saw it as a lost opportunity 
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for him to guide my attentions on his work and for us to communicate further about his 

teaching practice.  

A glimmer of reciprocity did surface, however, when I read Sam‘s second set of 

lessons. Sam had incorporated one suggestion I made the previous week to use the 

primary questions to frame each lesson. For example, for one lesson Sam wrote three 

guiding questions, ―How did your person change the world? How can I organize and 

present the research that has taken me several weeks to compile? How do I write a 

paper?‖ (Lesson plan, February 11). Thus, he posed questions that included both content 

and skill goals for the day. In the margin, I commented on this change and again pushed 

him to think about clarifying his instructional role: ―Good improvement, Sam. The 

primary questions do more to frame the lessons this week. For further improvement, I 

would try to describe in more detail the ways that you will help students learn how to 

answer them‖ (Comment on lesson plan, February 7). In my remaining comments, I 

turned my energies to prompting Sam to provide more thorough descriptions of what he 

and the students would do each day.  

For example, in one lesson that week Sam listed writing a thesis statement as a 

learner outcome. As would become standard, Sam did not address the specifics of how he 

would help the students learn about writing a thesis argument and the role it would play 

in the overall history projects. All that I knew from Sam appeared as a foot note in the 

previous week‘s lessons: ―She [the cooperating teacher] has handouts for most days so 

for something that can be difficult like thesis writing I‘m sure there would be a handout 

to accompany the lesson‖ (Lesson plan, February 6). I wanted to know what Sam planned 

to do. I asked him, using track changes: ―Do students know what a thesis is? If not, how 
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will they learn?‖ (Lesson plan comments, February 7). I also began to wonder if he was 

still interested in challenging himself to do more than copy the methods of his 

cooperating teacher, like he stated in his original goal. Similarly, in Sam‘s first set of 

reflective journals, he mentioned that the cooperating teacher had ―scaffolded the 

activities appropriately so students have enough time to complete the tasks. Everything is 

well organized and it is noticeably helpful for both student and teacher‖ (Reflective 

journal, January 30). In my comments to his entry I wrote:  

This makes me think of the goal you shared the night we met. You mentioned 

wanting to develop your own teaching style. Have you given any thought to how 

you might do that? Will you have any freedom to develop your own scaffolding 

activities? Or are you more interested in the affective aspects of your style? 

(Comment on Sam‘s journal, February 7)  

 

Thus, I began to interpret Sam‘s silence toward my suggestions to detail what he would 

do to help students learn as countering his aim to develop his own teaching style. I started 

to see Sam‘s goal, or what I thought it was, as a lever to help him articulate his 

instructional strategies.  

My push for Sam to clarify his pedagogical choices continued. In another lesson 

that week, Sam described what he and the students would do:   

Body of the Lesson: During this part of the lesson, students should be working on 

their research. They have multiple assignments to do [Steps One and Two] so no 

student should be lacking work. If they are, always direct them to find more 

resources or ask them questions that they might not have thought of. The idea of 

this week is to have them work at getting as much information as possible so that 

when they start in groups, they are able to organize the information and put 

together a project. (Lesson plan, February 10) 

 

I interpreted this as providing too little skill development for the 8
th

 graders who would 

be spending their third straight week in the media center. In the margin next to Sam‘s 

Body of the Lesson I posed questions: 
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How will you help students learn how to do this? From the lesson as written, there 

is no mention of you providing instruction for students that will help them learn 

how to decipher what makes some information more important than other 

information. Similarly, when will you help them learn how to put together an 

argument? Do students know what an argument includes? What I‘m getting at 

here is that often times teachers assume that students know how to do a research 

project. What do you think? Can you provide more instruction?  Should you? If 

so, what would it include? (Lesson plan comments, February 7) 

 

In another lesson for that same week, Sam included a similarly vague lesson description. 

It read: 

Body of Lesson: Students have several pages of notes that they have to sort 

through and organize into a paper. They have already decided upon their thesis so 

make sure their information supports the thesis. Have them go through each set of 

notes to help them organize their paper. (Lesson plan, February 13) 

 

I continued to focus on his instructional role. I typed in the margin: 

I have seen some simple graphic organizers that teachers use to help students 

learn how to organize their notes and thus their papers. Have you thought about 

the instruction you will provide to help students learn how to organize their 

papers? The more explicit you are with your instruction, the easier it usually is for 

students to fulfill your expectations and to succeed. (Lesson plan comments, 

February 7) 

 

I began feeling like a broken record. But I also wanted to pay close attention to what Sam 

was planning on doing in the classroom. Without any response from him to explain his 

understanding of my suggestions, I felt like our dialogue had ceased. Perhaps Sam 

perceived the questions I posed as closed- rather than open-ended? Or perhaps he was not 

accustomed to participating in a conversation like I was hoping to establish?   

Sam‘s lack of clarity about what skills students would employ each day also 

showed up in his assessments of student learning. In one lesson, Sam typed, ―The 

assessment will come when the teacher checks the amount of notes a person has taken. 

They have had a week to take notes on Step Two so they should have multiple pages 

completed‖ (Lesson plan, February 10). My comment appeared in the margin next to his 
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assessment: ―Does this assessment help you evaluate how well the students can perform 

the learner outcomes?‖ (Lesson plan comment, February 7). Sam had written two 

outcomes for that particular day:  

(1) Given a topic, the student will be able to identify the important information 

and put together and argument on why they are important to history.  

(2) When presented a question, every student will be able to develop an argument 

on why their historical person is important and defend the importance of the 

individual. (Lesson plan, February 10) 

 

Additionally, I inquired digitally about what Sam would do in class to help students 

fulfill these learner outcomes.  

Week Three 

My attempts to care ethically (Noddings, 2003) for Sam required sustained efforts 

of engrossment when I read Sam‘s lessons plans. Following the care framework, my 

commitment to his development as a beginning teacher, as well as to the students in his 

classes, caused me to read his plans carefully so that I could offer affirmations and 

suggestions. The difficulty for me came from the lack of reciprocity I experienced from 

Sam. 

I believed that I could care for Sam through electronic communication. Yet, 

perhaps my care through cyberspace caused me to miss important signals that would have 

helped me understand the fragile state of our pedagogical relationship. When he wrote 

that his cooperating teacher had many handouts, I still expected him to know their 

content and incorporate them into his lessons. I directed him, and all of the student 

teachers with whom I worked, to describe any resource materials that would accompany 

lesson plans so I could have an idea about the overall progression of the teaching and 

learning that they expected. Unfortunately, Sam‘s general lack of clarity in the initial two 
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sets of lessons made it difficult for me to know what students would learn each day and 

how Sam would assess them. As a consequence, he earned a C+ on his first and a B on 

the second set of lessons. As the data illustrates, I asked for clarification in his lessons 

numerous times.  

Engrossment for Naught?  

The day his third set of lessons was due to arrive in my electronic mailbox, 

unfortunately, challenged my understanding of the caring relationship I had been trying 

to nurture with Sam. He sent me an email:  

The last couple weeks I have been marked low on the appropriateness of the 

content and instructional activities as well as the assessment of students. Since 

this week is even more individual and requires students to work on their own 

while I help throughout the hour, I assume I will be marked low again on them. If 

you have ideas on how I can correct this I would very much appreciate it as it 

seems that when I make lesson plans for what I do in class, they are scored low or 

average in many of the areas. (Email, February 22) 

 

His email hit me abruptly. How could he ask for ways to improve his lessons? Had he not 

read my suggestions for how he could make his instruction more deliberate? I wondered 

to myself: The lessons are due today, why didn‘t he contact me sooner? Is he lazy? Have 

my efforts been for naught?  

Confirmation and My Attitude Adjustment 

The care framework (Noddings, 2003), however, began to filter into my thoughts. 

Confirmation, the idea of giving Sam the benefit of the doubt, started to gain purchase in 

my mind after leaving my computer to eat lunch. Instead of blaming Sam for his apparent 

inaction, I began to think of my approach for offering suggestions as a possible cause for 

his inattention to my suggestions. Humility set in. If I truly wanted to help him learn how 

to craft lessons that moved logically and could articulate what students would learn, then 
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maybe it was more important for me to figure out a different means for cultivating his 

learning. I sent Sam a response to his inquiry and wrote: ―I'm wondering if my comments 

on the lessons themselves have been clear or made sense to you‖ (Email, February 13). In 

the email I summarized my recommendations, which consisted of providing more 

instructional time during each lesson to guide the 8
th

 graders in their six-week long 

research projects.  

When Sam sent me his next set of lessons I documented my thoughts: ―I just 

finished reading Sam's third set of lessons. Again, I see little of my comments to him 

incorporated into his plans. I feel stuck, I'm in a conundrum. For some reason my ideas 

are finding little traction‖ (Field notes, February 14).  I went on to ponder my next 

pedagogical move: ―So, do I send more feedback that is useless? What are my options if I 

choose to do otherwise?‖ (Field notes, February 14).  After contemplating different 

options to pursue, I confirmed Sam‘s interest in learning to teach:  

Writing this down makes me realize that I am making assumptions about his 

behavior that may not be accurate. Thus, I've decided to send him my comments 

and before doing so, checking to make sure they are not too overbearing. Then I'll 

send him an email. (Field notes, February 14) 

 

Again, I leaned on the care framework (Noddings, 2003). In my commitment to read his 

plans a second time, I came to a new understanding:  

Ok, I just reread my comments in Sam's third set of lessons. I deleted a few of my 

comments and just realized that he did provide more of a frame for what the 

students should be doing than I realized when I read the set for the first time. 

Gosh, what a lesson in how my expectations shape what I read! (Field notes, 

February 14) 

 

My frustration with Sam‘s limited reciprocity to my care on his first and second sets of 

plans seems to have influenced my initial read of the third set. The data suggests how my 

pedagogy of care engaged my emotions as his supervisor and influenced my perception 
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of him as a beginning teacher. I had initially become engrossment in his lesson plans, 

requiring an investment of time and energy. This may have created an expectation in me 

that Sam and I could engage in dialogue that would include analytic thinking about 

teaching and learning. Lacking such a progression, I responded emotionally. Care theory 

aided my next moves.  

Caring in Person: A First Observation Visit 

 The day came for my first observation visit to Sam‘s school. I felt a slight sense 

of unease because the relationship with Sam had barely displayed a cycle of care.  

Caring and Confirming 

Six days after reading Sam‘s third set of lessons, I sat in the media center of 

Sam‘s placement while he moved around the room assisting individual students with their 

research. In light of my attempts to confirm Sam‘s best intentions and not judge him as 

unprepared for teaching, I made it a priority to ask the cooperating teacher what she 

thought about my suggestions on his lesson plans. The cooperating teacher and I talked 

while Sam led class for the research day. To begin, she raved about Sam and how well he 

interacted with the students. She also told me that she had created a packet for the six-

week-long research project so Sam did not need to do the things I was asking him to do, 

like instruct for thesis writing or require accountability checks at the beginning or end of 

the class periods.  

The cooperating teacher‘s words surprised me. Sam had sent me the Step One and 

Step Two handouts, but he had not informed me that he was, in effect, following the 

cooperating teacher‘s lesson plans for the entire six-week project. Clearly, our digital 

communication had neglected to highlight this important piece of information. I also 
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found the cooperating teacher‘s words confusing because of my experiences with her in 

the past. Why did she want Sam to follow in her footsteps? Did she know his goal of 

wanting to be a student teacher who was more than a chameleon? Why did she not want 

to encourage the same type of growth in Sam she had seen in student teachers before? 

Did she have reservations about his capabilities? If so, she said nothing to reflect such a 

view. I did not fully grasp the reasons for the cooperating teacher‘s change in 

expectations from previous years. In my preoccupation with assessing Sam‘s progress, 

unfortunately, I never posed these questions to her. However, confirming Sam‘s 

intentions by talking with the cooperating teacher did help me decide how to evaluate 

Sam‘s future lesson plans. 

When Sam and I met to debrief the observation, I told him about the conversation 

his cooperating teacher and I had about the lesson plans. I wanted Sam to articulate his 

instructional moves in the classroom, but I also felt motivational displacement toward his 

desire to follow the cooperating teacher‘s directive to use the packet she had created. It 

seemed as though the cooperating teacher and I were sending him mixed signals, and I 

deferred to the cooperating teacher‘s recommendations. Thus, Sam and I agreed that for 

the next two sets of lesson plans, during which students would finish their History Day 

preparations, I would base my evaluations on the fact that he would be using the 

cooperating teacher‘s plans. In effect, Sam would not lose points for following her 

directives.  

In hindsight, it seems that I missed an important instructional moment. Although 

the cooperating teacher did not expect to see more specifically detailed instructional 

choices from Sam, I still could have required that from him. At the time, however, the 
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conversation seemed to dictate an either-or choice between my recommendations and 

those of the cooperating teacher. When the cooperating teacher told me that Sam did not 

need to provide specific instructional activities, I felt like I had lost the support I had 

relied upon in the previous years. Could I have carved out a middle ground? Had I lost 

track of my instructional responsibilities in my attempts to maintain a relationship with 

Sam? Later that day I documented my thoughts on what it was like to confirm rather than 

confront him on the fact that he did not provide more explicit descriptions of his 

instructional role. Again my emotive and rational sides show through:  

It felt like a respectful approach, like Sam‘s views mattered, not the fact that he 

was not implementing my advice. I could have focused on that. But confirming 

his choices helped me focus my energies on trying to learn about him and the 

reasons behind the choices he was making. (Analytic journal, February 20) 

 

It seems that caring may have its costs. Attending to Sam and our relationship in this first 

extended face-to-face conversation meant that I let go of my expectations to grade his 

lesson plans like I originally planned.  

Confirming and Understanding Sam’s Goals 

Gaining a clear idea of what Sam sought as a student teacher, then, ideally would 

position me to accurately confirm his choices in the future. Thus, during this first 

observation meeting, I turned my focus to learning about Sam and his progress toward 

developing his own teaching style. We spent roughly 10 minutes talking about his style 

and what that meant for his teaching practice. He commented on the fact that the 

cooperating teacher wanted him to work on developing relationships with the students in 

the beginning of his term there, while students worked in the media center. Sam 

explained his appreciation:  
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So I have my own freedom and I can have my own personal interaction while I 

still know she is there helping me out. And, she is kind of dealing with the big 

stuff, the big issues that might arise. So, I like that because there is, I don‘t know, 

when I come in [to teach when the projects are finished], they will know me.‖ 

(Debriefing, February 20) 

  

I winced with concern that Sam was not gaining more experience leading classes. To me 

it sounded as though the cooperating teacher was still leading class and Sam was serving 

as a classroom aide. The analytic process of writing this dissertation poses a slightly 

different angle from which to view Sam‘s words. Perhaps the cooperating teacher was 

providing structured support which enabled Sam to gain confidence and learn about the 

students.  

My supervisory tasks weighed heavily on my mind at the time. Sam would only 

have three weeks with the students once they finished their projects. That thought rang in 

my ears while he continued talking. He described his budding philosophy of wanting to 

be the guide on the side:  

I guess my teaching style is kind of more interaction…And I‘m a really good 

helper. I don‘t know if I‘ll eventually see myself as the teacher teacher, but it is 

more of helping them along….I think I can give them resources and I can point 

them in the right direction but at some point they have to take responsibility and 

want to interact with the information. And, that is regardless if I was a teacher 

where I was teaching them, or a facilitator. If they don‘t want to interact with you 

for whatever reason, then it‘s not going to work.  But, I think if I allow them kind 

of a range to express themselves and create something on their own, they, like I 

said, 85 – 90% can learn with it, and that‘s wonderful. (Debriefing, February 20)   

 

Based on what Sam said, it seemed like he wanted to employ a pedagogy based on care 

theory. A dilemma still vexed me. While I was beginning to understand Sam‘s 

philosophy for learning and teaching, I still wondered if he envisioned his goal of 

learning about his teaching style as separate from wanting to move beyond the shadow of 

the cooperating teacher. Through the process of analysis I can see that my actions began 
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to treat these as distinct aims. Unfortunately, I did not tell this to Sam because I was not 

aware of my mental separation during our work together.  

 At the time, I wondered what his envisioned role meant for my efforts to help 

him articulate how he would help students learn content and skills. Challenging him to 

clarify his pedagogy, in both his plans and his actions, became the means by which I tried 

to help him initiate his individuality in the classroom. Additionally, I wondered about his 

suitability for leading classes of 30 students or more. Would he be prepared to teach 

social studies classes on his own when he finished the teacher preparation program? How 

would I assess his preparedness when I did not know his capabilities for designing and 

creating stimulating learning environments? I realized that I would not find out until 

Sam‘s final three weeks of teaching when he would have the opportunity to create his 

own lessons.  

Taking a Stand 

Now that the meat of our interactions moved to a blend between digital text and 

eye-to-eye contact, it seemed like Sam and I had moved closer to a caring relationship. 

Sam told me in our first debriefing that he appreciated my flexibility in how I would 

evaluate his lesson plans during the remaining History Day research days. I told him that 

I looked forward to reading his sixth set of lessons in which he could demonstrate his 

developing identity because the students would return to the classroom after the six-week 

hiatus in the media center.  

Another Disappointment 

When I opened Sam‘s document to read his lessons for week six on the WWII 

era, I found that his lessons were incomplete. I documented my frustration in my journal: 
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He did not turn in a lesson for Monday because the cooperating teacher told him 

she wanted students to watch a movie and she had a handout for it. When I read 

that I was very disappointed and thought to myself, "this is an example of him 

leaning too much on the cooperating teacher, something that he said he wanted to 

work on." (Analytic journal, March 10) 

 

Up to this point in our relationship, I had seen insufficient evidence of Sam‘s ability to 

identify instructional goals. I saw these final three weeks as his chance to show more of 

his capabilities. From his lesson plans, however, I inferred that he had previewed neither 

the movie he would show on Monday nor the handout from the cooperating teacher. 

Sam‘s actions seemed to reveal his continuing resistance to shed his chameleon skin. 

Based on what I understood to be Sam‘s goal, I did not know if he could think 

independently about what he wanted students to learn on a daily basis. Or maybe he had 

simply changed his goal. For answers, I resorted to our next face-to-face contact. 

Caring in a Second Debriefing Conversation 

During our second debriefing meeting, which occurred during his sixth week of 

teaching, I tried to remain committed to Sam and his development as a beginning teacher. 

I asked him about the progress he was making toward his original goal of learning about 

his teaching style and exerting his independence. I pointed to my notes in which I had 

written his original goal: 

Muffet: This is your goal.   

Sam: Becoming my own, yes.  

Muffet: And, you said ―I‘m kind of like a chameleon, I haven‘t developed my 

own teaching style and I want to do that. I want to get to know what it 

is.‖  How are we doing on that? 

Sam: Yeah.  I‘ve developed a teaching style, I think….I kind of have my 

own thing going, and…I can tell because there are some students that 

like her that don‘t like me and there are some students that like me that 

don‘t like her. So, there are some differences there. 

Muffet: Yeah.  And it is not the gender? 
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Sam: No.  Personality-wise. She is very sarcastic and I‘m probably not quite 

that sarcastic.   

Muffet: Oh, yeah. 

Sam: Just a little different in technique. But, yeah, I think I‘m comfortable in 

that.  And, hopefully next week, because the chameleon thing is where 

I haven‘t felt like I was able to just do whatever I wanted….I feel like I 

am more able to now. But again, I‘m getting a lot of frustration from 

this week. Just because it is like…I was almost forced to take on what 

she wanted to do. I wasn‘t able to do something that I was really 

excited about, you know. (Observation debriefing, March 10) 

 

Sam‘s desire to spread his wings, as it were, prompted me to action. 

 We spent roughly 40% of our 58 minute session talking about how Sam would 

have designed Monday‘s lesson differently, had he previewed the movie; what content he 

wanted to include in the upcoming days; and how he would go about organizing and 

resourcing the remaining lessons. I wanted to learn about his pedagogical dreams for the 

class so that I could better understand how to relate to him. Knowing his ideals is 

essential for being able to confirm the choices he makes. I had a pragmatic goal as well. I 

needed to have more information about his capabilities for preparing instructional lessons 

so that I could assess him at the end of his student teaching. Later, in an exit interview, 

Sam would tell me that this conversation helped him think about the things he was doing 

in the classroom:  

I guess me and cooperating teacher never sat down and really talked about 

teaching… where we‘re looking at teaching as a profession, what is actually 

going on in classrooms….So that was helpful to have someone to talk to about 

that since that didn‘t occur with the cooperating teacher…. I was able to voice my 

philosophy a little more clearly on what I wanted to touch on, what I thought was 

important….Getting my philosophy out there was helpful because [before] I was 

just doing what I was doing and didn‘t think about it. [Through our conversation] 

I was realizing that there was a difference, being more mindful about what I was 

doing, like building relationships. (Exit interview, May 18) 

 

Prompting Sam to talk about his practice, however, was not always easy for me.  
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Challenges of Caring in Conversation 

Becoming engrossed with Sam‘s ideas during our second debriefing session did 

not ensure that I understood his thoughts in their entirety. In my analytic journal I wrote 

about why I did not pose clarification questions every time I lost his train of thought: 

―Maybe the reason I didn't try to restate every one of his points is that it might have felt 

like I was putting too much pressure on the conversation, like I was trying to box him in 

or something‖ (Analytic journal, March 10). My pedagogy of care, it seems, included 

intuitive moments. As our debriefing conversation neared its end, I banked on the fact 

that I understood Sam‘s goal in the same way he did: to branch out on his own in the 

classroom.  

My next pedagogical move demonstrated an atypical directness in my delivery. I 

zeroed in on helping Sam achieve the academic expectations I had for him while pushing 

him to achieve his goal. In a sense, our goals became one. I asked him about what he 

wanted to do the following week in class: 

Muffet:   How about next week then?  Are you having some ideas?  

Sam: I have to work through it a little more with World War II. I need to 

talk to her. 

Muffet:   No, no. How about if you don‘t talk to her?  How about if you, and 

this might be a crazy idea, I‘m just going to throw this out there. What 

would happen if you just designed the lesson plans and what if you 

just said, ―I‘m just going to do these lessons.‖ 

 

Sam talked a bit, then responded: ―I just want to make sure that she doesn‘t have 

something like this week where three days are already figured out.‖ In my frustration I 

jumped in, ―No, no, no.‖ I continued: 

Because, if you talk to her about, you only have two weeks left, maybe ten 

days….[You could ask her,] ―Could I have those ten days to really challenge 

myself to have some fun and to do some of these things?‖  And, if you put it in 
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terms of this is your opportunity to do some designing and then you get feedback 

from her [before enactment]. And, you get feedback from me, too, right?  What 

do you think she would say to that? (Observation debriefing, March 10)  

 

Sam said that his cooperating teacher would be fine with that approach. Based on what I 

knew of their relationship, I concurred. The cooperating teacher had told me, during my 

first visit, she completely trusted Sam in the classroom. 

As I drove home that day I shuddered at the fact that I had suggested Sam avoid 

consulting with his cooperating teacher before planning his lessons. Yet, my commitment 

to his professional development, his goal, and my need to assess him, weighed heavily on 

my mind. Still later that day, my thoughts assumed a slightly different aura. I began to 

question if I really understood Sam‘s goal. Likewise, I asked myself if I been too indirect 

in another aspect of the conversation. In my analytic journal I documented my thoughts:  

If I were to have this conversation again, I think I would have restated what I 

thought were Sam‘s goals to see if I understood them in the same way he did. 

Then I think I would have shared with him my reaction to his last set of lessons - 

the fact that I thought they were an example of him not assuming more 

responsibility for the curriculum designing aspects of the class. This would have 

been very frank, and perhaps that is why I didn't do it. Maybe I chose the path of 

least resistance? (Analytic journal, March 10) 

 

This journal entry illustrates my acknowledgment of the fact that part of caring involves 

communication that is open and honest. While I thought I had a clear idea of what Sam 

stated for his student teaching goals, in this entry I acknowledge my responsibility to 

double check with Sam my interpretations of his aspirations. Unfortunately, I did not do 

this. Rather, I gave bold advice to circumvent the cooperating teacher‘s plans. 

Caring for Sam meant that I took a stand about what I thought he needed to do to 

fulfill his goals. It also meant that I combined his goal with my own: helping him plan his 

own lessons so that I could assess his preparedness for teaching. Following a pedagogy 
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based on care prioritized for me the need to push Sam to follow his own initiative in his 

final weeks of teaching. All the while, I could not help but wonder: had I overstepped my 

boundaries when I suggested Sam plan his lessons before talking with the cooperating 

teacher? Would my insistence impact our relationship? Or more importantly, had I based 

my pedagogy on a misunderstanding of Sam‘s goals? 

A New Form of Care 

 As it turned out, my boldness to suggest that Sam not show his lesson plans for 

the remaining two weeks to his cooperating teacher may have been what Sam wanted 

from me as his supervisor. Although he told me in an exit interview that he did not want 

more direct guidance from me, his emails during his final two weeks show his efforts to 

take a bigger role in planning the curriculum. This email accompanied his lesson plans 

soon after my visit:  

This next week I've designed everything from scratch without any help so I hope 

that it is an improvement over last week‘s set…The focus of the week is to 

balance the historical elements with different things that students can create 

themselves and place meaning and importance to. I hope you like these as I've 

really spent a lot of time thinking about how I want to construct this unit and the 

last 2 weeks of my time in the class. Thanks. (Email from Sam, March 12) 

 

A week later Sam sent another email accompanying his final set of lessons: 

The week so far has been amazing. I know exactly what I want out of each lesson 

so I'm able to direct the students there much better than in the last few weeks. 

Again, this week is a struggle to balance content with higher order thinking and 

activities the students can do in class. See you next week [for the final observation 

and debriefing]! (Email, March 19) 

 

Through these emails and his plans, Sam demonstrated a newly acquired independence 

that I had not before seen. I could not help but wonder, had my forcefulness during the 

previous debriefing session helped?  
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Sam‘s last two sets of lessons did present a very different picture of how classes 

would ensue from his teaching the earlier weeks. He was clearly designing his own plans. 

For example, when I saw Sam teach during his last week, he gave a mini-lecture about 

the Holocaust, showed a brief film clip, fielded questions to review the clip, and used a 

power-point to introduce students to the concept of anti-Semitism and its role in causing 

the Holocaust. My comments to summarize the strengths of the lesson appeared in my 

notes for Sam:  

(1) Students asked many questions - shows their involvement. (2) The lesson 

reinforced curriculum in students‘ English class [they were reading Anne Frank: 

The Diary of a Young Gilrl]. (3) Sam gave the agenda for the week and ended 

class with information about tomorrow‘s lesson. (4) Sam was knowledgeable and 

responded to students‘ many questions with aplomb. (Observation notes, March 

23) 

 

Overall, Sam was happy about how the lesson had progressed. So too was the 

cooperating teacher, in the only debriefing meeting she attended with us. She echoed her 

earlier complement that she completely trusted Sam and offered that his confidence had 

grown over the course of the semester. She also talked about how Sam was learning to 

adjust his teaching based on the needs of individual classes. Sam agreed: ―I am getting 

more used to what works for me‖ (Observation debriefing, March 23).  

Unlike Sam and the cooperating teacher, however, I had serious concerns about 

Sam‘s lesson. The video clip included photographs of prisoners in the concentration 

camps when the Allied Powers arrived in 1945. I was concerned with the fact that Sam 

had not substantially addressed the graphic images with the students. I wrote in my notes 

to Sam, ―I wonder what can be done to help students think about the moral issues 

involved in the horrific photos and the content in general‖ (Observation notes, March 23). 

When I summarized the ways I thought Sam could improve student learning, I returned to 



173 

 

the pictures and to the students: ―Think of ways to help students process their emotional 

responses to the photos of dead bodies. Think of ways to invite even more participation‖ 

(Observation notes, March 23).  During our debriefing conversation, I read my notes to 

him. Sam responded: 

Sam: Yeah. I said ―write down a couple of things during the movie.‖ I was 

hoping that at least someone would bring that up. Yeah, it was 

something that I didn‘t know how to bring it up. 

Muffet: Yeah, it‘s a hard one. 

Sam: It was something that I almost wanted them to come up with. And then 

we could get into a big thing about [the moral issues], and then they 

can drive that. But I didn‘t know, or I didn‘t feel like I should be the 

conduit for that. 

Muffet: Hmm, hmm… 

Sam: But it didn‘t happen. 

Muffet: Yeah, I agree with you. And we don‘t talk about morality in 

classrooms very much and in the social studies. There are these 

researchers, Linda Levstik and Keith Barton. I don‘t know if you are 

familiar with them but they have done a lot of research on how kids 

learn history. And they say that when kids leave our history classes, 

they should be able to take a moral stance on things.  

Sam: Hmm, hmm. 

Muffet: And it‘s pretty clear, the moral stance that we want them to take, right?  

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet: The Holocaust was not a good thing….But if we want students to 

leave our classes saying that it‘s morally wrong, then maybe we should 

talk about it in those terms too.  

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet:  But I‘m not saying that you want to start preaching to them about 

what‘s right and what‘s wrong. But in this case, it is kind of clear. We 

are taking a stance. 

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet: So what I thought was really telling is, you gave them a heads up that 

there were going to be some graphic pictures. I think that‘s really 

valuable…. And then you played it and did you hear the ―ahhhs?‖ 

There were kids who were gasping during the clip. So emotionally 

they were interacting with it. And then you asked them ―Who has 
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something to share?‖ And it was [silent]. And to me that was another 

really telling moment, that their emotions were kind of like, ―we don‘t 

know what to do with them.‖ …And then what did the conversation 

do? It talked about the date that the war ended, very factually, totally 

removed from their emotions…. I think it would have been okay to 

throw some questions out there about, um, I don‘t know what they 

would look like. But what I thought was really neat is that the kids 

came to it later.  

Sam: Yeah. It‘s like it took them 10 minutes to process it, and then they 

asked questions about it. 

Muffet: Yes, it was exactly 10 minutes. So from 10:38 to 10:39, this [pointing 

to my observation notes] is when the pictures were shown, and then 

you asked for comments and it‘s quiet. 

Sam: Hmm, hmm…. 

Muffet: And then, here come the questions [from the students], about 10 

minutes later, and they‘re just peppering you with those. 

Sam: Yeah. ―Why did it happen?‖ All that stuff, yeah. 

Muffet: So I think it‘s okay for us as teachers to say, ―that is just wrong.‖  

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet:  Or I don‘t know, ―What do you guys think?‖ Or you could ask those 

philosophical questions, about ―How do we want to treat each other?‖ 

―What kind of a world do you want to live in?‖ 

Sam: Hmm, hmm. 

Muffet: ―Do you see examples of people being cruel? Not this cruel, but in 

your lives, do you ever see cruelty?‖ and ―What do we do about 

it?‖...Because remember they were asking you those questions: ―Why 

didn‘t people do anything?‖ and ―What about the people that weren‘t 

there?‖ 

Sam: Yeah…. 

Muffet: ―What happens when someone gets bullied in the hallway?‖  

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet: ―You guys see that in your lives.‖ So, some would say that this is the 

time when we can ask those philosophical questions about how you 

want to live your life. ―What kind of a person do you want to be when 

you grow up?‖  

Sam: Yeah…. 

Muffet:  And you know what I find, when you ask those questions, of like ―Is 

this humanity? Is this human nature?‖ 
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Sam: Yeah…. 

Muffet: And they‘re just, there‘s no right or wrong answer. So when you‘re 

dealing in morality or ethics, that‘s when kids love it, because there‘s 

not a right or wrong. Although we kind of want them to say that‘s 

wrong, but.   

Sam: Yeah. 

Muffet: So what do you think? … 

Sam: Um, I didn‘t do it for whatever reason today, but last week when were 

watching the Disney film and then the Hitler youth propaganda thing. 

There were a lot of those same things, when I was like, ―You know, if 

you were in that situation, how would you be doing?‖ And I think 

initially, they were very negative, like ―Hitler is stupid.‖ But then they 

began to understand, like ―you know, if I was there I would probably 

like what he was saying too.‖ And then they got that it wasn‘t just a 

group of people being stupid and letting him do whatever. That there 

was a method to it, people really believed in this certain thing 

happening. So I think they got that, in that eventually I think the 

propaganda thing was really good….I think they understand a little 

better, at least, that you know…even though it might sound good, it 

might not always be true. 

In this excerpt, Sam and I engaged in dialogue about his role as a caring teacher. While 

we did not explicitly use those words, our conversation touched upon Sam‘s 

responsibility to encourage dialogue among his students to help them digest the 

emotional impact of studying human tragedy in a history class. Sam‘s decision to wait 

until the students raised the issue of morality after viewing the film clip may coincide 

with a caring pedagogy. In this instance, however, I wanted him to do more than follow 

the motivations of the students. I wanted him to bring the topic of morality into the 

conversation by first checking in with the students emotionally. My prompting represents 

a shift in my pedagogy toward Sam. For the first time in our relationship, I narrowed my 

sights on helping Sam consider caring teaching.    

Up to this point, I had focused my energies on Sam, and building a caring 

relationship with him to promote his growth as a teacher. Once I felt more reciprocity 
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from him, as I did in his emails that accompanied his last two sets of lessons in which he 

showed initiative, I can see that I turned my focus to also helping Sam consider how he 

might care for his students. Additionally, during the debriefing session when Sam talked 

about his progress on his original goals, I confirmed with him that indeed I had 

interpreted them accurately. 

Earlier in our relationship, during our first post-observation conversation, Sam 

had told me that his cooperating teacher wanted him to build relationships with students. 

Yet, I find it interesting that my pedagogy, up to this final observation, did not prioritize 

engaging Sam in learning about his own pedagogy of care. During my second site visit I 

had offered the following idea: ―Think of ways to set the expectation that students do not 

react negatively to other students‘ ideas when sharing in class‖ (Observation notes, 

March 10). While I wanted Sam to think about the implications of biting student 

discourse in the classroom, he had responded defensively to this suggestion during the 

second post-observation debriefing. His lack of reception to my suggestion caused me to 

continue my focus on understanding Sam and his goals. That was, until our third 

debriefing session, excerpted in detail above. The data suggests, then, that establishing a 

caring relationship with Sam was my first priority and possibly a requisite before I would 

help Sam do the same with his students. 

Considering our Relationship 

The first month of our work together, in which we communicated primarily 

through email correspondence, did pose challenges to the development of a caring 

relationship between Sam and me. I noted a lack of reciprocity from Sam, but without 

face-to-face contact, I did not have access to clues his body language might have given 
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about the reasons for Sam‘s choice not to acknowledge my care. Sam described the 

experience from his perspective: ―In the beginning we got off to a rocky start‖ (Exit 

interview, May 18). Sam attributed that to the fact that we did not see each other very 

often and consequently did not develop a relationship that would support his learning. He 

said, ―The relationship would have been better if we had met earlier.‖ Sam continued to 

explain: 

I felt like you were engaged in supervising me, but you weren‘t in the program 

aspect of it, where I‘m taking these classes. So it was a little disjointed, where I‘m 

sending you lesson plans but you were never into any of my classes. You were 

never actually hearing me and seeing me in a classroom environment on my own, 

where I‘m the learner. So I think that would have been helpful, so I could see you 

a couple more times in the semester. (Exit interview, May 18) 

 

He went on to say:  

I saw my cooperating teacher every day. So I felt very comfortable talking to her 

about stuff…I did not have that relationship with you necessarily. So, again, the 

amount of support that I might ask for and the quality of support you are able to 

give me back is based, in part, on that relationship….So the stronger that 

relationship is, the more helpful it is, you know…seeing you more, talking to you 

more, having you around more, you getting to know me a little more, my 

personality, those are all helpful things. (Exit interview, May 18)  

 

Sam‘s words suggest that my pedagogy of care, one that relied heavily on text, especially 

in the first month of our work together, did not foster a caring relationship with him and 

thus his growth as a beginning teacher. Sam also said that he would have liked to see our 

relationship develop more. He would have liked me to visit him at the school site a fourth 

time, preferably before he started teaching so he could verbalize what he wanted to do in 

the classroom. Sam had found this a helpful exercise during our second post-observation 

debriefing. Another piece of advice Sam offered in the exit interview: he thought it would 

have benefitted him had I played a more active role in scheduling the observation visit 

dates.  
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Ethical care theory (Noddings, 2003) empowers students because it prioritizes, in 

the educational process, students‘ interests. Throughout our relationship, Sam seemed 

hesitant to demonstrate his unique teaching attributes yet this is what his goal seemed to 

be. I often wondered why he did not shed the cloak of his cooperating teacher and do 

things such as design his own lessons. Were my instructional methods not appropriate for 

his learning style? Or was my pedagogy too soft, in the likes of Antrop-Gonzalez and De 

Jesus (2006), meaning I did not push him enough to perform. This dilemma vexed me 

throughout our work together.  

Perhaps his desire to shed his chameleon-like skin implied something about a 

long-time struggle to strike out on his own. Maybe Sam‘s disregard for my suggestions to 

articulate his learning goals for the students was his way of demonstrating initiative. On 

the other hand, perhaps I had not provided sufficient scaffolding to help Sam gain 

confidence in his choices, like his cooperating teacher had done. If this were the case, did 

my misread of his needs come from our lack of face-to-face contact? Maybe it had not. 

When we met two months after my last observation visit for an exit interview, Sam told 

me that he was thinking about pursuing a teaching license in special education. He said 

he realized something during his student teaching experience: he was better suited for 

facilitating students in smaller groups than he would most likely find leading regular 

social studies classes.  

Research Question 

How Do I Engage in a Pedagogy of Care? 

In this case my pedagogy relied initially on care through text. Caring for Sam in 

this fashion provoked limited reciprocity from him. Sam believed that our limited face-
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to-face contact negatively impacted his willingness to see me as a resource for his 

learning. At the time, my emotions reacted to the lack of care that I had been able to 

establish. Confirming Sam, however, helped me move beyond my state of frustration. I 

reread his third set of lessons only to realize that my emotions had negatively impacted 

the openness by which I had originally assessed their worth. Confirming Sam also 

prompted me during the first observation visit to ask the cooperating teacher what she 

thought about my suggestions on Sam‘s lesson plans. When she told me that the 

suggestions did not align with her plans for the History Day projects, I received her and 

Sam and let go of my particular evaluative stance for the remainder of the unit. 

The data of this case also suggest that my pedagogy of care worked to combine 

Sam‘s goal, to strike out on his own, with what I deemed important for his development 

as a beginning social studies teacher – articulation and creation of lesson plans. Pushing 

him to follow his initiative during the final weeks of his student teaching placement, 

concomitantly served both purposes.   

How do I Use Pedagogical Relationships to Engage Learning about a Pedagogy of 

Care? 

It was not until the final observation debriefing that Sam and I engaged in 

dialogue about moral issues the he could address in his teaching. When we talked about 

the conversation that occurred in class after Sam had shown graphic photographs to the 

students from the Holocaust, we considered his role in helping students think and talk 

about the historic event in moral terms. I posed philosophical questions that Sam could 

use to help students wrestle with issues of morality and humanity and relate them to the 

study of history. While I did not explicitly teach Sam about care theory, I engaged him in 
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dialogue about using questions of morality in class to invoke dialogue among his students 

about how people relate to one another.   

What Images of Ethical Care Do I See Mirrored in Sam? 

The data in this research does not unveil obvious images of ethical care in Sam. 

Yet it does suggest that he, with the direction from his cooperating teacher, cared for his 

students by first working to establish relationships with them. This is a requisite of caring 

teaching. Sam also demonstrated motivational displacement toward the students in two 

instances. First, during our initial debriefing, Sam described what he was learning about 

his style of teaching. He resisted seeing himself as ―the teacher teacher,‖ rather he 

likened his role to one that guides from the side. Sam exposed a similar approach during 

our last debriefing when he said that he had hoped the students would begin talking about 

the disturbing photographs from the Holocaust, rather than raising the issue himself. 

Creating this space for students to guide the direction for learning is an attribute of 

pedagogy based on care. The data does not suggest, however, any causal relationship 

between my care for Sam and the attributes of caring pedagogy he displayed.  

What are the Implications of a Pedagogy of Care for Supervising Social Studies Student 

Teachers? 

Aspects of my pedagogy of care, which occurred via internet text, had its 

drawbacks. One implication from this study, then, suggests that some student teachers 

need face-to-face contact for building caring relationships. In light of the growing trend 

of on-line distance learning opportunities, this case suggests that the ability to 

demonstrate care for students as well as teach them how to care may suffer from a 

reliance on digital interaction for some learners like Sam.  
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This case may have played out differently if the teacher preparation program, of 

which I was a part, fed into established systems for induction for first year teachers. Part 

of my concern as Sam‘s supervisor came from program expectations that by the end of 

his student teaching experience, Sam would be ready to assume full responsibility for 

classes as a licensed teacher. Sam‘s cooperating teacher focused her initial efforts on 

creating opportunities for him to establish relationships with the 8
th

 grade students before 

he took over the planning and development aspects of teaching. Perhaps this served 

Sam‘s interests, like those of other beginning teachers, better. If our teacher preparation 

program had been able to assume that its graduates would participate in residency 

programs, which structurally provide additional support for teachers in their first years of 

teaching, my pedagogy of care may have included more explicit conversations about 

caring teaching. I may have felt less pressure to assess Sam‘s preparedness for full-time 

teaching if, for example, I had known that in Sam‘s first job he would teach a reduced 

schedule and have access to a seasoned mentor in a supportive learning community.  

This case also suggests that engaging Sam in dialogue during our last debriefing 

about the moral issues involved in his lesson on the Holocaust benefitted from the caring 

relationship that had developed between us. Modeling, according to care theory, is an 

integral element for one to teach others how to care for other people, things, and ideas. In 

this case, Sam and I engaged in dialogue about moral issues that arose in his curriculum 

during our last debriefing session. This case, then, supports the concept of modeling as an 

element by which student teaching supervisors can promote care theory on its second tier 

of moral education. 
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Chapter VII 

Relating to Lance: Challenges to Care 

―You know, like, I believe that you have to struggle in order to grow.‖ 

(Lance, Exit interview, May 11) 

 

 

 

Certain challenges may accompany the goals presented by a pedagogy of care in 

student teaching supervision and may require new roles and responsibilities for both 

parties in the relationship. In this case, difficulties arose for me because Lance felt 

comfortable enough in our relationship to share his emotional toils in a way that I deemed 

unprofessional. In his words, he described his behavior during our third observation 

debriefing: ―I was like, shit, I‘ve been so mean to Muffet‖ (Observation conversation, 

April 2). What led to this state of affairs? Did my pedagogy of care invite Lance‘s 

disrespect? 

Getting to Know Lance 

From the first time we met, I gathered that Lance was not someone to take 

direction passively. In my field notes, documenting the 20 minutes I had to meet with 

him and his fellow cohort members for the first and only time, I described his concern 

about the expectation for daily lesson planning: ―Lance said that his main frustration is 

that the lesson plans seem like busy work because he knows of no teachers who actually 

write lesson plans‖ (Field notes, January 22).  I also recorded my first impressions of him 

that night: ―Lance, with his question about the lesson plan requirements, struck me as 

someone who likes to think a lot about things, and is willing to push when he thinks 

things do not make sense‖ (Field notes, January 22).  
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The following day I gained insight into Lance‘s irritation during the group 

meeting. He was student teaching in a charter high school devoted to serving immigrant 

populations. He sent me the following email: 

Since you are familiar with the school and the student population, maybe you will 

empathize when I say that I am a bit overwhelmed by what lays before me. And 

though you do not know me, you should know that I wanted to be at this school 

and I fought for the placement. And now that I have it I'm a bit fearful. These 

fears and insecurities are a topic I would like to discuss with you in the near 

future. All of this said, I wrote some lesson plans for next week. Due to 

complicating circumstances that I will not delve into now, I wrote two lessons 

instead of five. Prior to last night my excuse was that I wanted to read a play in 

class for the week. Now my excuse is time, anxiety, and confusion. No matter, I 

hate to take advantage of people or situations and I could not bring myself to 

lying and not handing in these plans. They are not great by any means. I care less 

about any grade I get than I do about my integrity as an educator. Please do not 

pass too much judgment on these weak plans and my sorry excuses. I promise to 

provide far better plans in the coming weeks and months. (Email correspondence, 

January 23) 

 

Lance‘s honesty seemed sincere to me. As did his interest in talking with me further 

about his particular situation. Six emails later, we had a meeting scheduled.  

I met him at the school after hours on January 27. In my journal I described what 

happened and my motivations for meeting with him: 

I stopped by Lance's school, something I have never done before with a student 

teacher, to just talk about the lesson plan format….During the meeting I suggested 

that we not count that first set of lessons that he turned in to me, and we could 

begin anew with the set that is due this week. I took this step [meeting with him] 

for a few reasons. Brian [Lance‘s former and current professor and my 

supervisor] told me on January 22 that Lance really likes to have one-on-one 

conversations to talk about what he is doing. Thus, it seemed like talking 

personally would allow us a chance to get to know each other better, and perhaps 

this would suit his learning style, for lack of a better term….I really wanted to talk 

with Lance because of some of the things he said on January 22 about lesson 

plans being a waste of time. And I had only seen an incomplete set of lessons for 

this week, so I wanted to check in to make sure things were going ok....I [also] 

wanted to have a chance to talk with Lance and make clear our agreed-upon 

format for his future lessons. As it turned out, he brought up the idea of using the 

regular format. Perhaps he just wanted a chance to talk. It was very interesting to 

learn about him. (Analytic journal, January 30) 
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I had wanted to create an opportunity in which Lance and I could brainstorm and 

eventually concur about how he would design and turn in his lesson plans that would 

work well for both of us. However, we had ventured only lightly into brainstorming and 

accommodating modes. I had ―waved‖ the grade on his first set but we did not explore 

in depth other ways he could demonstrate his ability to design coherent lessons. The 

conversation demonstrates dialogue, an attribute of caring teaching. I had specific 

purposes for meeting with Lance that day, but did not govern the exact direction in 

which the conversation flowed. Engaging in open dialogue with Lance required giving 

up an element of control. 

Notwithstanding, I did experience a sense of gratification after the meeting: ―I 

liked going to the school to see Lance before my official site visit for an observation. I 

felt good about showing enough concern for him to make a special trip so that we could 

talk‖ (Analytic journal, January 30). Noddings (2003) would describe my positive 

sentiments as a result of striving to actualize my ideal self in the relationship. There was a 

practical impact to the meeting as well, ―It was much easier to read Lance‘s [next] set of 

lessons on Saturday morning, after talking with him on Tuesday‖ (Analytic journal, 

January 30). The process of analyzing and interpreting the data helped me see, in these 

initial experiences with Lance, I had just boarded a roller coaster destined for future 

unknown places. 

Employing a Pedagogy of Care 

In the beginning stages of our relationship, I sought to build a relationship with 

Lance by approaching him through care (Noddings, 2003).  As Noddings describes the 

experience, I tried to become engrossed with his ideas and emotions, create room for his 
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motivations to guide our work, and focus my commitment on specific skills I deemed 

valuable for his well-being and development as a beginning teacher.  I also brought 

elements of caring teaching into our debriefing conversation when I suggested Lance use 

dialogue to get to know students more. Basically, I tried to establish a caring connection 

with him and, based on our first interactions, accommodate him regarding the logistics of 

designing and turning in lesson plans. As mentioned in the above section, Lance did not 

take up my offer to design an alternate lesson plan format or due date schedule. He said 

he would follow the standard format and time frame. Unfortunately, his actions would 

fall short of his intentions.  

Engrossment 

My pedagogy of care included attempts to receive Lance by attending closely to 

his ideas in all his written communication as well as during our debriefings after I saw 

him teach. Noddings (2003) calls such an ontological state engrossment with the ideas 

and feelings of another. During his exit interview, Lance described the environment this 

generated for him: 

You created a safe and open space where the mentee is able to share thoughts, 

feelings, worries, etc. I think that your calm and collected personality are key 

attributes to your ability to mentor student teachers….It‘s the demeanor that you 

have of, ah, just like being calm and clear and direct and open…. I guess what I‘m 

trying to say is that when you‘re sitting down with someone and you‘re having an 

interview or you‘re having some sort of reflection process where you have to, you 

are observing and you are listening. Like for example, if I were in your shoes I 

have a tendency to interrupt people or to dominate the conversation and it is hard 

for me to sit back. And so, by you doing that [listening], I see that as creating like 

a stage, or an atmosphere, or sort of a realm, in which it is almost like therapy in a 

way. Like I feel very comfortable talking without being judged, um, or criticized. 

(Exit interview, May 11) 

 

Listening attentively to Lance, however, was not a simple matter. It may have created for 

Lance a false sense of comfort in which he felt safe sharing more of his inner turmoil 
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than I deemed necessary. As the next section suggests, it certainly challenged my abilities 

to focus on his ideas while remaining connected to the purpose of my work with him.  

Motivational Displacement 

During our first post-observation debriefing, I had difficulty following Lance‘s 

thought patterns. As such, I did not feel like I was able to displace my motivations with 

his. In my analytic journal, I described the experience: ―I had a difficult time working 

with Lance today. I'm not sure why. The conversation felt very disjointed to me. I wanted 

to follow his leads, and perhaps that is why the conversation took off in many directions‖ 

(Field notes, February 20). Two weeks later I compared the experience with our next 

observation debriefing:  

Today, when I talked with Lance after our second observation, I found a better 

balance between his and my motivations. During our last conversation, I noted 

that I got lost, in a sense, in what we were talking about. I did not feel like I 

offered any coherent advice to him. I was trying so hard to follow his lead that I 

lost track of my own thoughts and ended up confused. This time I made sure I had 

a couple of ideas clearly in my mind before we started talking. I did not lose 

myself in his thoughts. (Analytic journal, February 22) 

 

A pedagogy of care for supervisory work suggests prioritizing student teacher ideas and 

aspirations in the shared discourse. Such an expectation proposes specific challenges for 

supervisors, like my case illustrates, when I attempted to balance the goals of a student 

teacher with those of my own. It also places responsibility on student teachers. During 

Lance‘s exit interview, I asked him about the first debriefing session. He recollected his 

participation: ―I distinctly remember hearing myself say blah blah blah….I was not in the 

place at that particular time to reflect on my intention and my strategy and so forth‖ (Exit 

interview, May 12). For my part, I had to purposefully think about my goals while 
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working to receive Lance during our second observation debriefing. This balancing act, 

inherent in a pedagogy of care, complicated my supervisory practice.  

Commitment 

There were three specific areas about which I provided feedback for Lance over 

the course of our work together: writing conceptually coherent lesson plans, scaffolding 

content for students, and providing accommodations for students who were English 

language learners (ELL). I returned to these topics repeatedly, demonstrating how 

commitment, as an element in caring (Noddings, 2003), helped me combine what I 

thought to be Lance‘s learning needs, with his goals and the goals of our teacher 

preparation program. Lance had listed six goals for his student teaching experience: 

motivate students, relate content to students‘ lives, prompt critical inquiry, meet 

intellectual levels of students, design interdisciplinary lessons, and incorporate 

technology into lessons. Lance fulfilled the last two goals without substantive feedback 

from me. The first four, however, constituted much of our continued conversations.   

Conceptually coherent lesson plans. In our first conversations and from his 

emails, I gathered that Lance had strong intellectual capacities. Yet his lesson plans 

surprised me because they did not flow conceptually. Our teacher preparation program 

gave Lance a template to use when designing his lessons to promote an inquiry stance to 

learning social studies. It included such things as guiding unit and daily questions, 

concepts and generalizations as well as state or national social studies standards involved 

in each lesson, daily learning objectives, an anticipatory set activity, the body of the 

lesson, a summary activity, and strategies for assessment and making accommodations 

for students with special learning needs. Although Lance had articulated his content goals 
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when we first met at his school, the lessons he sent me portrayed a different picture of 

how he understood the material. The content outcomes were vague and the overall plans 

lacked a logical progression between the daily and unit questions, the learning objectives, 

what students would do each day, and how he would assess what they learned.  

In one lesson, for example, Lance wrote as a learner outcome, ―Given the 

opportunity to read and take notes, the student will engage historical content matter, 

specifically: the role of propaganda, and the definition, origins, and political implications 

of the Cold War for the United States‖ (Lesson plan, February 3). Yet in the written 

lesson, students would ponder philosophically the idea of individualism in American 

culture. I tried to point out the fact that the lesson did not provide a link for students 

between the learner outcome regarding propaganda and the Cold War and the concept of 

individualism. I commented in the margin near the learner outcome, ―Does this lesson 

introduce students to these concepts?‖ (Lesson plan comments, January 31). On the next 

two lessons for the same week Lance included the same learner outcome mentioned 

above. Again I saw discontinuity between his stated outcomes and the lessons as planned. 

Again, I tried to point out the mismatch, ―Does the lesson push students to fulfill this 

outcome?‖ (Lesson plan comments, January 31).  

The feedback I provided to Lance appears to have made somewhat of a difference 

in how he designed his plans. Accompanying his next set of plans, Lance wrote, ―I am 

trying to be better at connecting the [daily] question with the concepts with the outcomes 

with the lesson (as any thoughtful plan would have)‖ (Email correspondence, February 

5). His efforts showed. I commented on the change at the top of his third set of plans: 

Hi Lance. I see a clear a structure all of the lessons follow…using the [daily 

questions] and concepts to open and close each lesson. After reading your email, I 



189 

 

see that you intentionally worked on this, and it shows. Good work. It seems to 

me that creating this structure, or pattern for learning, may be helpful for the 

students, especially since some of them have had a minimal number of 

experiences of academic success. Good work in providing continuity for the 

students, both in the structure, as well as with the content. (Email correspondence, 

February 6) 

 

For the remainder of his student teaching experience, my feedback to Lance continued in 

a similar manner to note discrepancies in the coherency in his plans as well as affirm the 

clarity he was bringing to the overall presentations. Lance told me during our exit 

interview, that this repeated attention to his lesson construction helped him think about 

teaching. He said:  

I think your comments on actual lessons, of like, this being connected to this, or 

how is this connected to that and realizing that, I want to use the word, there is 

―fluidity‖ to the lesson.  I mean…the [daily questions], the unit question, the flow 

of the lesson, the informal or formal assessment, they are all very connected and I 

think I found myself being more intentional about that. And, that maybe was like, 

I remember writing that down, ―this is what Muffet said,‖ really trying….So, the 

next time I would write a learner outcome, I would make sure that it matched up 

with my content and my lesson. (Exit interview, May 11) 

 

Lance appreciated and understood my feedback on the logical flow of his lesson plans. In 

fact, he said in our exit interview that this was one of the most important changes he 

made in his practice as a result of our working together. The other two areas to which I 

committed myself regarding Lance‘s professional development, did not meet such 

outward acceptance. 

Scaffolding content. Lance‘s strong facility with the content impacted the way in 

which he planned to introduce ideas to the students. Indeed, his tendency to operate in the 

realm of abstractions brought him into conflict with the skill levels of his students. I 

wanted him to identify concepts that would build upon one another, so students could 

eventually think analytically about the course material. For most of the students in his 
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Vietnam and Iraq Wars class, the comparative study introduced them to unfamiliar 

content. For example, in one lesson Lance wrote for a learner outcome, ―Given the 

opportunity to participate in a simulation and discussion, the student will conceptualize 

the meaning of democratic principles in American society‖ (Lesson plan, February 2). I 

commented electronically, ―This is a pretty abstract idea to convey to students. How will 

you break this down into terms that may make sense to them? In other words, what 

specifically will students be doing in order to conceptualize?‖ (Lesson plan comments, 

January 31). At the end of a lesson in which students thought about individualism as a 

characteristic of American society, Lance asked them to turn to a peer and ―discuss 

whether or not they agree with this idea of individualism‖ (Lesson plan, February 3). I 

asked Lance to elaborate. I typed in the margin, ―What might this mean? I wonder if you 

can be more specific for students about what things you want them to ponder here.‖  

Throughout the rest of our working relationship, I continued to point out places in 

which I thought Lance could make the content more accessible for students. In a project 

description sheet, Lance directed students to analyze a newspaper article on the Iraq War: 

―Your analysis must include a summary of the event as you read it in a local newspaper, a 

paragraph explaining what information was censored, and a paragraph explaining why 

you think the information was censored‖ (Lesson plan, March 31). I focused my 

comments on the step that asked students to identify what information was censored:    

I wonder if students will be ready to jump to this level of thinking. Perhaps if you 

phrase it something like: what information was not included in the article, and 

why do you think it did not appear? If students can provide responses here, then 

you can help them consider whether or not or how censorship occurred. (Lesson 

plan comment, March 27) 
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Caring for Lance required diligence on my part. I tried to accurately assess his learning 

and base my suggestions for him on those assessments, all while trying to empower him to 

strive toward his goals of prompting critical inquiry and meeting the intellectual levels of 

students. I did not always do this successfully, however. The last area of my focus, helping 

Lance identify the specific language needs of the students in his classes, fell mostly on 

deaf ears.  

Accommodating English language learners: A moral concern. It was not until 

Lance sent me his third set of lessons that I realized he was not providing specific 

strategies for students who were learning English. Not only did the University require 

such accommodations, but the mission of the charter school where Lance student taught 

was to serve recent immigrant students. When I noted the absence to Lance, however, I 

did not portray such an unequivocal message. I timidly typed next to Lance‘s 

modifications, which applied only to visual and auditory learners: ―It just dawned on me 

that given the student population, you should probably include accommodations for 

students who are learning to communicate in English as well‖ (Lesson plan comments, 

February 6). The following week, I noted the same omission. This time, I responded more 

directly, ―Again, what are the particular accommodations for English language learners 

[ELL]?‖ (Lesson plan comments, February 13). 

Lance never did provide specific accommodations for the ELL students in his 

lesson plans. During our exit interview I learned why. He told me that he did not 

understand the strategies I offered in my feedback on his lessons. When I framed the 

message differently, however, Lance began to understand the idea of helping students 

improve their language skills.  
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Noddings (2003) makes a distinction between caring for a student, what I have 

attempted to describe thus far in my pedagogy with Lance, and helping a student learn to 

care for others. One of the ways that teachers teach students to care, according to 

Noddings (2003), is by engaging in open dialogue with them about issues with moral 

impact. During our first observation debriefing, I approached the topic of language 

development as part of a larger emphasis of building relationships with students.  

At one point, Lance recounted a scene in his class, which, like all in the school, 

suffered from absentee rates that approached 80% at times: ―I was asking them, ―What‘s 

the point of school? Why are we here? Why do we want to learn?‖ (Observation 

debriefing, February 10). Lance relayed the conversation to me and how he learned, to 

his surprise, that one student, in his class of 10, attended school simply because he 

wanted to learn. I followed up by asking Lance, ―Did you ask Amir, by chance, did you 

ask him why he wants to learn?‖ (Observation debriefing, February 10).  Lance had not, 

because of Amir‘s lack of facility with spoken English, and Lance‘s assumption that he 

knew the student‘s response. I offered my rationale for asking such a question: 

Muffet: The reason I ask you that about Amir, is just because sometimes you 

can, by asking, pushing a little bit further, you can sometimes learn 

more about the student which can help down the road when you‘re 

doing another lesson or something.  

Lance: You know, I probably could have asked him that, and maybe he would 

have said, ―I don‘t know,‖ because I don‘t know if he knows. 

Muffet: Sure. Do you [to cooperating teacher] see that it is Lance‘s 

responsibility to really give Amir opportunities to read out loud to 

practice that spoken language? You [to Lance] say his written work is 

pretty good. But if this was a safe environment, why not do that?  

What do you think about that?   

Lance: I‘ve tried to ask some kids in a silly begging kind of manner, 

sometimes it works and sometimes it doesn‘t. But, I want to respect 

their boundaries. Because, being able to read out loud isn‘t, in my 
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opinion, the most important thing. The strongest skill is being able to 

read and write. So, if a student doesn‘t want to read out loud, um, but 

they‘re still able to read and understand it, I mean, I guess  

Muffet: But, as he develops as a man and, I mean, I wonder, is that a part of a 

mission in the school that folks who graduate from here [are able to 

communicate in English?]. And these are no easy answers, right? 

These are moral issues. (Observation debriefing, February 10) 

 

I had cringed inwardly when Lance said that reading and writing were the most important 

aspects of language development. I had visions of the young man in a job interview and 

the employer making inaccurate judgments about the young man‘s intellect based on his 

ability to speak English. The cooperating teacher, in response to my query about the 

mission of the school regarding language development, said that all graduating seniors 

make public presentations to the school community in English. Through dialogue with 

Lance I encouraged him to engage in dialogue with the student and make a private ―pact‖ 

to improve Amir‘s spoken English: 

Muffet: Maybe that‘s a one-on-one conversation you have with him, you 

know. ―I see that your written language is really good and your mind is 

bright and you are with me. And, I‘d love to push you in another way. 

I‘d like to be a person that could help push you. What do you think?‖ 

You know, and he‘d say, ―Ah, what does that mean?‖ ―Well, it might 

mean that maybe, you know, once a week you read a paragraph out 

loud or something.‖ Or, kind of again, you‘re building a relationship 

and it makes it very safe because he understands your motivation and 

it‘s also perhaps pushing him.  And, since you‘re in a situation where 

you can really have that one-on-one [due to small class sizes], and so 

you can get to know what his skills are as opposed to having forty 

students in a class, which is what some teachers are doing….What do 

you think of that?   

Lance: I would do it.  I mean, I feel like I‘m still building, I am still building 

relationships with the kids. Um, but I, I would feel comfortable doing 

that.    
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Little did I know that Lance‘s efforts to learn about the students, to engage in dialogue 

with them, would become the fodder for the main lesson he would learn as a student 

teacher.   

My pedagogy of caring included attending to Lance‘s specific ideas through 

engrossment and motivational displacement while remaining connected to my 

responsibilities as his supervisor. Committed to Lance‘s development as a beginning 

teacher, I focused my energies on a combination of his goals and my own. He wanted to 

motivate students, relate content to students‘ lives, prompt critical inquiry, and meet the 

intellectual levels of students. I tried to help him learn to design coherent lessons, break 

content into manageable units, and help students improve their facilities with English as 

essential steps that would help him strive toward his goals. Caring for Lance was no 

simple matter, however. It would blur our professional boundaries and take me for an 

emotional ride.  

Riding the Roller Coaster with Lance 

Lance welcomed the opportunity to work with the traditionally underserved 

students in the urban charter high school. His facility with the content positioned him 

well to pursue his mission of helping students think critically about the world. In 

particular he wanted students to ponder different historical perspectives and apply that 

kind of thinking to their lives. As I would discover during my last visit to see him teach, 

Lance was focusing almost solely on the content that he wanted students to learn during 

the beginning stages of his student teaching experience. Two major stumbling blocks 

impeded his progress: the students‘ poor reading skills and attendance rate. At the time, 
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however, I did not understand his situation in such terms. I only knew of another 

challenge that compounded the situation for Lance. In an email he wrote:  

In effect I am writing the curriculum for the "Vietnam and Iraq" course. There is 

no textbook, no teacher guides, not really much existing curriculum to draw from 

other than a mish-mash of my own creation. This is a blessing and a curse. (Email 

correspondence, January 23) 

 

I responded, ―Please, don't be too hard on yourself. Having the responsibility of basically 

creating a new class is a very big job. Many experienced teachers would find this a large 

task‖ (Email, January 23). I tried to support Lance and the extra burden he had to develop 

the curriculum. I also expected him, however, to turn in lesson plans that demonstrated he 

could design a coherent strategy for challenging students to think and learn on a daily 

basis. What I did not appreciate was how hard it was for Lance to adjust his academic 

expectations for students. 

A Blame Game 

When I first saw him teach, only two students showed up for class, out of a roster 

of 10. During the debriefing conversation, Lance began to unload his frustrations, and 

pointed them specifically at the university program of which we both were a part: 

I feel like the content I now want to do is getting more and more simplified. It‘s 

the skills that are taking a while to figure out how to, it‘s difficult to teach the 

skills only because the programs at the U had assumed that I would not be in a 

situation like this. The U assumes that I‘m only going to be at the suburban 

schools, or a public school that has a good amount of support, or at least students 

who are at that level of critical thinking….But the kid doesn‘t know the difference 

between north, south, east and west…you have to have these fundamentals in 

order to do the other stuff. And, it‘s the nature of the student population here that 

has an effect on how we teach. (Observation debriefing, February 10)   

 

As the conversation continued, Lance shared with me his new goal in the classroom. It 

stemmed directly from his experiences in the school setting, ―Well, like I said earlier, my 

main goal now is to identify the skills that students lack and build lessons around them‖ 
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(Observation debriefing, February 10). Again, Lance turned to his assessment of his 

preparation: 

Lance: My revelation was just that, I can teach content, but I don‘t know if I 

can teach skills. Because, I‘ve worked so many years on developing 

content. And, I spoke with Brian [his professor] yesterday…and I said, 

―You know, correct me if I‘m wrong, but I haven‘t learned how to 

teach skills. You‘ve taught us how to teach content, and you‘ve taught 

us methods.‖ And he said, ―You‘re right. We focused on pedagogy and 

instructional strategies.‖ And, I felt like that‘s a flaw in the program 

and he was hesitant to say it was a flaw, but, as far as I am concerned, 

now in hindsight, that is a severe weakness, because it assumes that 

I‘m in a certain type of classroom. It assumes that the students‘ skills 

are up to par and we can talk and I can do these really creative lessons 

where we dig into the content.  But, the students can‘t read and write.   

Muffet: Now, was there a class on reading, literacy [that you were required to 

take]?   

Lance: There is a reading class, it is an on-line class. But seeing that you‘re 

taking four other classes that are not on-line classes, and I think 

student teaching, and I didn‘t really take all of my classes seriously in 

general. I didn‘t. It wasn‘t meaningful to me, and it was like one 

credit.   

Muffet: Oh.  

Lance: It makes me really angry that … literacy is everywhere….but the 

institution that I‘m attending has internal policies preventing me from 

gaining the skills to become a good teacher. That is really devastating 

to me. Especially when you talk about these disparities and how come 

these kids [in suburbs] have these great skills and these kids [in urban 

areas] don‘t. I mean, a disparity we talk about is not in content 

knowledge, it‘s in reading and writing abilities.  

Muffet: It makes me think about the program that I was in…we had a three 

credit class I took. We didn‘t even call it literacy back then, it was a 

reading class….But, yeah, I understand your frustration and your 

anger. (Observation debriefing, February 10)  

 

In this exchange it seems that I was more interested in following Lance‘s rage about 

program politics and comparing it to my experience than helping him think about 

teaching basic skills. In my reception of Lance‘s anger and analysis of the situation, I 

boarded his emotional roller coaster and became distracted from the practical work of 
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helping him learn to assess the skill levels of his students. To my credit, I had suggested 

to Lance ten days prior, in feedback on his lesson plans, that he think about the daily 

learner outcomes in terms of skills, content, and values. This was not standard procedure, 

but I offered the advice because I thought it might help him clarify what he wanted 

students to know and be able to do. Although he began categorizing the learner outcomes 

accordingly, this practice did not prepare him adequately for the daily work in the 

classroom.  

Peaks and Valleys 

Nine days later, Lance‘s emotions still smoldered. I received the following email 

from him: 

Here are next week's lessons. I would like to state as a preface for the lessons that 

I am overtly frustrated with these students and my lesson planning. I am investing 

far too much energy into planning compared to the pitiful engagement of the 

students. My desire for creativity has waned, as well as any desire to be 

inspirational. I may go so far as to say I do not care about teaching (that is how I 

feel today and yesterday.) Considering the weight of my emotions I must also add 

that I do not care about my lessons. I do not care what grade I receive; I do not 

care if they are complete; I do not care if they are good or bad. In fact, it does not 

matter because the student involvement and attendance is so paltry that writing 

"great" plans seems like a waste of my time. As is obvious, I have hit a wall and 

have little interest in creating anything meaningful for myself let alone the 

students. 

All of this said, I don't know if making accommodations [for students 

learning English] is necessary if the students I am accommodating for never show 

up. Nonetheless, can you remind me of the different accommodations I should be 

considering. (Email correspondence, February 19) 

 

The following day I received another email from Lance. His emotions swung from one 

extreme to the other: 

This has been a difficult week for me as I struggle to figure out how to work with 

this population. Yesterday and the day before I hit a deep bottom where I lost all 

interest or enthusiasm for this profession. And then, in a small moment of 

seemingly meaningless glory, I had a second 'aha moment.' (Email 

correspondence, February 20) 
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Lance continued the email by describing, with elation, what had happened in class when 

he put his planned lesson aside and engaged students in a conversation about an article on 

the use of cell phones in school. 

Approaching Lance with a pedagogy of care had its perils. Engrossment with his 

feelings, which displayed intensity, meant that I experienced them as well. In my journal 

I mentioned the emails:  

Lance sent me two emails full of passion. I actually had to take a day before I 

responded to the first one, in which he lamented how he did not care about 

anything, including the lessons that were attached and I was supposed to read. 

(Analytic journal, February 22) 

 

The fact that I needed to take a day before I could respond to Lance‘s email came from 

the emotional impact they had on me. Part of this was due to the fact that I faced the 

responsibility of assessing his lesson plans, and he did not seem to give them much 

credence. When I did communicate with him, I tried to be honest: 

I was just sitting down to read your lessons for next week, but found myself 

hesitant. Looking at your email below and then the follow-up email about your 

"aha moment," I'm wondering if you want me to read these lessons. Will your 

plans change dramatically from what you sent me on Thursday? If so, I'd rather 

read what you are intending on doing. (Email correspondence, February 21) 

 

At the time, I did not see the irony in the fact that Lance experienced a positive teaching 

moment when he threw out his original plan and facilitated the conversation on cell 

phone use. Instead, I thought about my responsibility to assess Lance‘s ability to plan:  

Basically the decision I made was to not read/grade his lessons for the upcoming 

week. I have confidence that he will do adequate lessons, but I am still wrestling 

with what to do about the "grade" that I must turn in to Brian at the end of this.‖ 

(Analytic journal, February 24) 

 

I never did see formal plans that would guide Lance‘s teaching for that upcoming week. 

In subsequent emails Lance described what he intended to do, and I suggested that he 
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turn in future lesson plans every other day. I wanted to accommodate his continued 

struggle to gauge how much students could learn and do each day. He did this for two of 

his remaining four weeks of teaching.   

Coming to a Halt 

Eventually Lance began teaching an additional class, Civics, for which he was 

also expected to turn in lesson plans. The requirement continued to plague Lance and me. 

He inquired, via email, if he had to turn in plans for the additional class because students 

would be working on research projects. I responded through email that I wanted to see 

both sets and suggested ways he could simplify them for the student-directed work. 

Basically I wanted Lance to think about continuity between class sessions in terms of the 

research skills students would be learning and practicing. I was concerned by the fact that 

I had not seen from him an ability to determine appropriate content and skills for students 

to learn each week on a consistent basis.   

 Lance‘s email response carried me further along the emotional trajectory of our 

journey together: 

As before, I am frustrated by the fact that I am spending more time writing 

lessons than I have for preparing individual lessons. I am doubly angered by the 

fact that some supervisors are not requiring students to submit plans for 2 preps 

while others are. If your request was the norm I would not complain; but knowing 

that my colleagues are not having to meet the same requirements is unfair (to say 

the least). 

In my civics class, I am more focused on having students show up, 

participate to some degree, and complete an assignment. It is so difficult to get 

most of the students to complete something that it feels awfully draining to do all 

of this prep work. I understand that the U wants to indoctrinate us with a lesson 

plan writing format, but when no cooperating teacher meets that benchmark, who 

are we to admire with this extra work? 

In the end I know these complaints will go nowhere. I do know that I am 

spending less time and thought on writing lessons when the setting at Daahab 
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[High School] is so transient and ephemeral. I feel like I am filling out a form, not 

writing innovative or "authentic" lessons…. 

Ultimately Muffet, as my supervisor and as a representative of the U, I do 

not mean to offend you. I think the institution and its "teacher training" system is 

deeply flawed, and I'm sorry you are caught in the middle. (Email 

correspondence, March 18) 

 

Lance‘s email angered me. I thought he misunderstood the purpose of writing lesson 

plans. I wanted them to serve a practical purpose, to simply help him prepare for his 

classes. I thought that as a beginning teacher, he needed to practice thinking through his 

classes so they would build upon each other in a coherent way. Up to this point I was not 

convinced he could do this. Or perhaps I had a concern that his emotions were interfering 

with his ability to meet basic program requirements? In addition to turning in lesson 

plans, Lance was also expected to turn in reflective journal entries to me every two weeks 

while he student taught. Instead of turning in four sets, he turned in one set a month late, 

and another set more than a week after he finished teaching. The quality of analytic 

thought in his reflections was very good. But the fact that he did not turn them in 

consistently, like had been the case with his lesson plans, made me contemplate the 

importance of deadlines in the preparation of becoming a teacher. Perhaps he was right: 

perhaps the program was flawed and had not prepared him adequately for the context in 

which he was placed. Or perhaps he was not suited for the daily demands of teaching 

high school. 

Through my stance of ethical care, I had intentionally joined Lance. If only I had 

known what he would say to me during his exit interview: ―I believe more in growth 

through a challenge, you know…we must suffer and overcome it and grow‖ (Exit 

interview, May 11). Becoming engrossed with Lance‘s thoughts and feelings and trying 
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to follow his motivations bought me a ticket on a ride of perturbation. Indeed it 

challenged me, both emotionally and professionally. I did not know to where we were 

headed. Looking back I wonder, had I invited his disrespect? Had my efforts to establish 

a caring connection blurred our professional boundaries? 

Out of My Comfort Zone 

Three days later I mustered the energy to respond to Lance‘s email regarding the 

lessons for his Civics class. I wrote about it in my analytic journal: 

His email had been so powerful that I didn't respond the first day I received it, 

neither did I respond the second day. Thus, I found myself on a Saturday, with 

friends, and I had to respond. I didn't like the fact that I had to use my free time on 

a Saturday to think through carefully how I would respond. But I did, and after 

that, I looked at Lance with different eyes. I didn't seem to care about him as 

much. (Analytic journal, April 7) 

 

When I read this journal entry during the later stages of analysis, I shuddered. Had I 

really decided not to care? In my heart I had felt like he had taken advantage of my 

willingness to revise the way I would assess his ability to design lessons. Yet, in my 

email to him, I only focused on the timeliness of his plans. I also responded crisply and 

defensively:  

Regarding your two classes, I directed you to submit lesson plans for both preps 

because I have not seen enough consistency from you, despite the fact that we 

modified the due dates. Since we changed to the Thursday/Tuesday due dates, you 

have turned in one week of plans on time. The next set, which accompanied your 

email below, was one week late.  

Lance, I expect to see both sets of your lessons until they are consistently 

turned in on time. Once you fulfill this minimum requirement, then we can talk 

about further modifications. (Email correspondence, March 21) 

 

I added more thoughts two days later. I pleaded to his moral calling:  

You have a lot of talent, Lance. Perhaps this semester has presented you with one 

of your bigger challenges in life thus far. For some people like you, who have 

strong intellectual capabilities, the norm is for things to come relatively easily. I 
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don't know if this is the case for you. But teaching is really hard and you happen 

to be in a situation that adds another layer of issues such as the high absentee rate.  

I want to see you succeed, Lance. Learning how to balance the needs that 

you mention, those of the students, your cooperating teacher and yourself, is the 

responsibility you assume as a student teacher. When you have your own 

classroom, the balancing act does not go away. Then you will add the layer of 

administrators and parents to a new degree that does not exist for you now. (Email 

correspondence, March 23) 

 

Five days later, Lance called me on a Saturday night. It was the only time he called 

during our work together. I described it in my field notes:  

He talked about how he realized that I would be writing a letter of 

recommendation for him and he wanted to say sorry for turning in his lessons late. 

He blamed the fact that his lessons had been late on the school, and he also felt 

like he let himself down. (Field notes, March 28) 

 

Lance mentioned the call during our last debriefing: ―What happened was, ‗oh, wait a 

minute, she is going to write my recommendation,‘….That‘s why I was apologizing and 

called you on the phone the other day and was like, ―I don‘t mean to be mean‖ 

(Observation debriefing, April 2). For his final two weeks, Lance turned in lesson plans 

for both of his courses, and turned them in on time. Had my crisp email prompted this 

change in Lance? Perhaps my caring pedagogy, up to this point, had not been direct 

enough for him.  

Interacting with Lance took much energy and time, such as crafting the above 

emails. I was concerned that I had opened a Pandora‘s box through my apparent 

willingness to listen to his frustrations and make adjustments to suit his situation more 

appropriately. I believed that Lance had a lot to offer in the classroom with his strong 

content knowledge and his ability to have fun with the students. Yet, from my 

perspective, he had crossed a line into territory that I deemed unprofessional. Although I 

documented a change in my care toward him, I still felt a sense of responsibility as his 
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student teaching supervisor. I wanted to explain to Lance what I thought had been 

unprofessional. But how would I do it?  

In my journal I described my strategy: 

Luckily, some time passed between then [his email about writing lessons for the 

Civics class] and our last meeting. Without intentionally thinking about Lance and 

his situation, during this break is when the idea came to me about his writing 

being suitable for publication. This became the key to being able to talk with him 

during our last meeting together. It followed the old adage: ―our greatest strengths 

being our greatest weaknesses.‖ But in my angst approaching the day of our last 

meeting, I had forgotten about this idea. Luckily, I had gone home to brush my 

teeth before going to his school. While I brushed, the idea came back, and 

renewed my spirit somewhat. (Analytic journal, April 2) 

 

During the debriefing I talked about his ability to capture the emotional aspects of 

teaching and that he could participate in the teacher research movement. Lance asked: 

Lance: Do you say that because you enjoyed my writing style?  

Muffet: I say it because I think that you are able to capture some of these 

moments in ways that are really easy to read.    

Lance:  Cool. 

Muffet: And, then I‘ll just come to the flip side of that, you know, that also you 

want to be careful of that. One of the e-mails that you sent, an e-mail 

where you were questioning my fairness about having to send in two 

sets of lessons and things, maybe sometimes with your words, you 

want to be a little careful about what it is that you‘re sending out. 

(Observation debriefing, April 2) 

I tried to help Lance understand that there were certain things that I did not necessarily 

need or want to know as his supervisor: 

Muffet: But, you don‘t want to lose a job that you like, that‘s what I‘m trying 

to help you see. So, I mean, if this seems unfair to you about having to 

write two sets of lessons, that‘s a conversation that we should have. 

But, sending out an e-mail full of frustrations and maybe, like, this is 

what happened when I read the e-mail, I was like ―Dang, he should 

have just sent that to his friend.‖ I mean, get that emotional stuff out 

and let‘s have a conversation. Kind of like, that was directed to the 

wrong person…However, the really good side about it is those 

emotional bursts allowed me to see, you made me see, 
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Lance: You saw my art! 

Muffet: That is what I think you can do wonderful things with. (Observation 

debriefing, April 2) 

 

I had felt a moral responsibility to try to nurture our relationship when I approached the 

topic of his unprofessional behavior. I wanted to share my perception of his talents as a 

writer and that they harbored both positive and negative attributes. I reflected in my 

journal:  

Bringing Lance‘s professional growth to the forefront of my responsibilities 

pushed me to have a difficult conversation with him during our last meeting….It 

was not pleasant, in fact it caused me some anxiety. But I think that engaging with 

him in a way that made his professional development a priority, helped me do my 

job better. (Analytic journal, April 7) 

 

Pushing my self to have the difficult conversation reaped a sense of satisfaction: ―Gosh, I 

felt really good when I left…much better that when I arrived 2.5 hours earlier‖ (Field 

notes, April 2). 

Later in our last debriefing session, Lance‘s words spoke to the challenge of a 

student teaching supervision practice informed by care theory. He specifically identified 

the status of our relationship as one of the signals to which he responded: 

And, I apologize for the unprofessionalism, I should say that.  But, I guess part of 

me was like…there were talks that we had prior to those e-mails that led me to 

believe that we had enough of a relationship that I could get away with saying it.  

I guess, I want you to know that I felt comfortable saying it based on our 

relationship.‖ (Observation debriefing, April 2) 

 

Thus, joining Lance on his emotional roller coaster brought me high and low. I struggled 

with my role to evaluate him on weekly lesson plans and biweekly reflective journal 

entries and my desire to help him see the lesson plans as helpful to his work. I did not like 

receiving his emails, although I did appreciate his style of writing. I did not want to 

address the emails, which I thought crossed the line of professional behavior, but I did 
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feel good after doing so. Perhaps the biggest surprise came during our last observation 

debriefing and a week later when I read his last reflective journal. Lance, it turned out, 

was becoming a caring teacher. 

Learning about Lance the Caring Student Teacher 

Lance described the transformation he had undergone during his student teacher 

experience: 

In the beginning I was solely focused on content; now I am proud to say that I 

really connected with many of the students, to such a degree that they want to 

listen or learn from me. Because of these connections, I also believe that I was 

able to teach important skills to the students. (Lance‘s reflective journal, April 2) 

 

Lance had begun to see teaching in terms of building relationships with students to 

establish trust. He also saw the interpersonal connections as part of good teaching: ―I 

want to be stronger in the social work side of teaching. I want to be able to assess a 

student‘s needs on my own and to provide proper support‖ (Lance‘s reflective journal, 

April 2).  

What the process of self-study uncovered for me is that Lance‘s flair for drama 

and suffering and my choice to enforce program requirements blinded me from an 

important insight. I was not aware that the biggest lesson Lance was learning was exactly 

the one I would hope for him. Lance described feedback he had received from the 

students in their evaluations of his teaching: ―Yeah, one student said ‗you care too much 

about people who don‘t care.‘  The other one said, ‗you care too much about us.‘ I asked 

them, ‗How can I improve?‘ They said, ‗Stop caring about us‘‖ (Observation debriefing, 

April 2). Care theory (Noddings, 2003) uses the idea of motivational displacement in 

which teachers follow the motives of students to guide them in educational directions. 

Lance explains the process in his teaching: 
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Lance: I don‘t watch the movies that these kids are watching, but when they 

reference stuff that I can pick up on, I‘m like, ―oh, I saw that.‖  Even 

though I have a really healthy diet, I‘m always talking to the kids 

about my favorite candy flavors and we get all excited over Reese‘s 

Peanut Butter Cups. And, I don‘t know, sometimes it is just connecting 

with them on these really silly playful levels. 

Muffet: Things that are of interest to them. 

Lance: Yeah.  They‘ll start listening if you talk about candy and you can 

connect that to consumers and capitalism and blah, blah, blah. It‘s 

crazy. (Observation debriefing, April 2 

 

The cooperating teacher, with whom Lance worked, also believed in building 

positive relations with students. Although he did not think she was a very good teacher, 

she did help him consider the value of establishing relationships:  

Yeah, my mission was to get people to be more critical. Um, but I was more 

focused on that and more focused on content and skill development. Now it‘s like, 

now that I‘ve connected with the students, I can see how they think or I can help 

them think more critically. I am less the White man telling them how to think 

critically and more the white man trying to empower them to think critically, I 

guess. And, that is definitely going to be a process, empowering alongside versus 

having your teacher tell you how to do this.  And, [the cooperating teacher] kept 

saying, and I didn‘t take it very seriously but it is really all about the human 

connection.  It‘s like, once you have this relationship with them, you can start, 

you can challenge them and you can get them to think and do other things. 

(Observation debriefing, April 2) 

   

Lance had begun to care. 

Research Questions 

How Do I Engage in a Pedagogy of Care? 

I engaged in a pedagogy of care by first asking Lance about his goals for the 

student teaching experience. This simple act gave me initial insight into Lance‘s vision 

for effective teaching. I also met with him at his teaching placement in the beginning of 

our relationship to create an opportunity for us to engage in dialogue about the lesson 

plan format and due dates. I committed myself to Lance‘s development as a beginning 
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teacher by focusing my feedback to him on three areas, which responded to his goals, the 

program goals, and my own.  

Attending to Lance‘s individual needs and goals through my pedagogy of care 

meant that I joined him on an emotional journey. I became engrossed in his thoughts and 

ideas and displaced my motivations with his. Doing so made it difficult for me to remain 

connected to my instructional responsibilities. Caring, then, pushed me to grow in 

unanticipated ways: I purposefully focused on my goals, and those of the teacher 

preparation program of which we were a part, so that I did not get lost in Lance‘s ideas. 

The trajectory of our relationship caused me to become more direct in my approach with 

Lance through emails and when I talked with him candidly about what I deemed to be his 

immature behavior.  

How do I Use Pedagogical Relationships to Engage Learning about a Pedagogy of 

Care? 

I spoke with Lance only implicitly about building caring relationships with 

students. When I suggested that he talk individually to one student, Amir, about his 

assessment of Amir‘s language skills and make a pact with him to challenge his spoken 

language skills, this constitutes instructing about a pedagogy of care. What I find 

interesting is that this conversation was the one in which Lance recognized as a 

meaningful approach to help Amir improve his facility with the English language. When 

I offered multiple other strategies on Lance‘s lesson plans, which he could use in class to 

provide accommodations for the students, he did not find them helpful. Couching 

language development in terms of relationship building, however, held more meaning for 

Lance.    
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What Images of Ethical Care Do I See Mirrored in Lance? 

One of the major lessons Lance learned from his student teaching experience was 

that building relationships with students enabled him to make the content relevant to their 

lives. Lance began student teaching with nearly a sole focus on the content, but then 

realized that getting to know the students would allowed him to teach more effectively. 

Not only were students more trusting of his intentions to help them learn, establishing 

relationships with the students made it easier for him to assess their prior knowledge and 

gauge his future pedagogical moves.   

What are the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student 

teachers? 

This case suggests that addressing individual learning needs of student teachers 

can require much effort on the part of supervisors. The case also suggests that a pedagogy 

of care (Noddings, 2003), one that foregrounds in one‘s practice attempts to nurture 

student teacher/supervisor relationships, can create an element of the unknown in the 

work. In other words, caring for student teachers can mean that supervisors do not always 

know over what intellectual or emotional topography they will travel because 

approaching someone through care ideally marries the motives of both partners in the 

relationship through motivational displacement. The difficulty lies in how to reinforce 

teacher preparation standards within such a context. This case, then, exemplifies a unique 

feature of care pedagogy in supervisory practice: balancing programmatic expectations 

with individual student teacher needs and goals. 

Caring for Lance blurred our professional boundaries. He misinterpreted my 

attempts to build a caring relationship, and expressed his frustrations, without concern for 
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the professionalism of his actions. The implications for supervisory practice are that 

employing care theory may not necessarily simplify the process of student teaching 

supervision. This research suggests that attending to student teacher learning needs and 

goals can require an articulation of the roles and responsibilities of both parties in 

relation. The research also has the potential to inform supervisory practice about the 

benefits of intentionally considering how to balance student goals and emotions with 

supervisor assessments and program expectations. For me, the challenge came from 

joining Lance on his emotional roller coaster and trying to remain connected to my goals 

and those of the teacher preparation program of which we were a part.  
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Chapter Eight 

A Moral Process of Student Teaching Supervision 

 

Recently, I met a woman for coffee. She had been a student of mine in the small 

rural town where I taught for 10 years. Her childhood had been difficult; she lived in a 

foster home during high school and became pregnant shortly thereafter. She had just 

found me through an electronic social networking site. While sipping our coffee, she 

thanked me. She said when I was her teacher I had accepted her for who she was and not 

judged her. Now, as a mother of a young teen, the woman told me how important it was 

to be able to say thank you after all these years.  

Sometimes I wonder if I made a difference in this woman‘s life, or if our 

relationship impacted her troubled childhood. Today, in my role as a teacher educator, 

similar questions cross my mind. As a student teaching supervisor, I wonder about the 

relationships I have with student teachers and how our interactions may affect their 

professional development. It is soothing to think that my caring results in something 

tangible. Yet, as McKamey (2004) argues, viewing care as a list of attributes, leading to 

specific student academic behaviors to unveil causal properties, offers an oversimplified 

conception of caring.  

My research, then, offers an exploration of the process of caring, rather than its 

product. This study also relies upon a premise: exploring the caring process is important, 

not only because of a possibility for effecting positive outcomes, but because of a 

philosophical argument that nests morality within relationships themselves. In other 

words, learning about the process of caring is important because caring relationships 
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serve as ethical ideals to which people may strive to live morally (Noddings, 2003). 

Noddings is not alone in her conception of teaching as a moral endeavor. Sockett (1993) 

argues that teachers, in a general sense of those who educate others anywhere across the 

life-cycle, should have knowledge about the moral aspects of the profession as well as the 

subject matter they teach. Yet research by Sockett and LePage (2002) suggests that 

teachers lack the necessary vocabulary to talk about their work in such terms. They 

identify teacher preparation programs as a culprit: ―Moral language is missing in 

classrooms: but it is also missing in the seminar rooms and lecture halls of teacher 

education‖ (Sockett & LePage, 2002, p. 171).  

This dissertation research presents care theory as a means for acknowledging the 

moral terrain inherent in teacher preparation, and moves the locale for such conversations 

into the field. The findings suggest that, as a student teaching supervisor, care theory 

gave me license to infuse the moral responsibilities I felt toward the student teachers and 

the students in their classes into my pedagogical decision-making. Incorporating ethical 

care into my practice, in what I call my pedagogy of care, enabled me to cultivate 

relationships with student teachers that were morally grounded. It also informed the 

approach I took to help the student teachers consider and incorporate strategies into their 

practices that support care theory. 

Hansen (2001) agrees with the view that helping others learn is indeed moral 

work: ―Teaching entails a moral, not just academic, relation between teacher and student. 

That relation surfaces in how teachers treat both subject matter and students‖ (p. 10). 

Hansen also adds specificity to the argument. He lists attributes involved in moral 

teaching: 
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Those components include helping students learn to think in broader rather than in 

narrower terms. They include fueling rather than draining students‘ sense of 

agency and confidence…and deepening rather than rendering more shallow 

students‘ engagement with the larger world they inhabit. (Hansen, 2001, p. 10) 

 

My research suggests that care theory can underscore the components on Hansen‘s list 

for creating a learning environment geared toward moral outcomes. This study also sheds 

light on moral dilemmas that can arise in supervisory practices when attempting ―to 

attend intellectually and morally to students‖ (Hansen, 2001, p. 11). It also enters them 

into academic conversations about how to work with student teachers in ways that 

acknowledge the moral terrain of teaching. 

Synthesis of Findings 

In this section I look across the cases (Yin, 2003) and consider how the narratives 

together respond to the research questions that guided this study.  

How Do I Engage in a Pedagogy of Care? 

Facing Moral Dilemmas  

The narratives presented in this research illustrate the approaches I took to 

manage (Lampert, 1985), rather than solve, moral dilemmas. For example, with Caty, I 

contemplated her stated hatred toward 7
th

 grade students and wondered whether it was 

sincere or if she was expressing stress due in part to my oversight regarding her 

cooperating teacher‘s absence, or both. With Derrick, I felt stuck between wanting to 

force him to rearrange the seating chart and respecting his wishes to not offend his 

cooperating teacher. Neither approach seemed satisfactory to me. The value in this 

research, however, illustrates my attempts to wrestle with the situations while placing our 

relationships above other considerations. Working with Sam and Lance raised the issue 

of how strictly I should reinforce expectations, set forth by the program and me. In both 
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cases I wrestled with my need to assess their instructional planning capabilities. Sam‘s 

cooperating teacher had different expectations and she had legal responsibility for the 

students. While I thought her expectations for Sam were too low, I did not counter them 

because I wanted to avoid complicating matters by sending a conflicting message to him. 

Lance had difficulty turning in his work on time to me, in part because of his struggle to 

pare down the content into more appropriate daily lessons. Working with him caused me 

to wonder if my concern over the tardiness of his plans was more important than his skill 

in creating meaningful lessons. In all of the cases, none of the choices I made ―solved‖ 

my dilemmas. Additionally, with Lance, I questioned whether my pedagogy had incurred 

unanticipated costs like his unprofessional communication through email.  

Attention to Goals 

This research demonstrates that I connected my suggestions to the student 

teachers‘ goals for professional development. Engaging in a pedagogy of care positioned 

me as a learner about the student teachers and their goals for teaching. In effect, through 

care pedagogy I became a co-learner with the student teachers as we worked to 

contemplate strategies that would help them strive toward their goals. The cases also 

illustrate how I tried to foster continuity within the limiting programmatic structures by 

returning to our combined goals repeatedly throughout our relationships. The narratives 

about Caty and Derrick specifically point to how my pedagogy of care enabled me to 

model the suggestions I recommended to them. The cases of Sam and Lance, however, 

do not illustrate such clean examples of modeling.  
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Implicit, Not Explicit Care  

Early scholar of supervision practices, Stones (1987), writes about modeling in 

supervision practice:  

Every piece of teaching involves an attempt to solve a pedagogical problem and I 

believe that supervision is a form of teaching to which the same applies… 

Supervisors who adopt this approach should not just ‗tell‘ students about these 

different forms of teaching but exemplify them in their own practice.‖ (p. 70)  

 

The ways in which I exemplified my pedagogy of care occurred implicitly rather than 

explicitly.      

Lunenberg, Korthagen and Swennen (2007) developed a theoretical framework 

for understanding the role of modeling in teacher preparation. They distinguish four 

different avenues through which teacher educators model effective teaching practices for 

their students. According to Lunenberg et al., (1) implicit modeling of teaching strategies 

and approaches offers low impact on pre-service teachers and (2) explicit modeling offers 

more impact. They articulate two more areas of greatest impact: (3) explicit modeling and 

facilitating the translation into the student teachers‘ own practice and (4) connecting 

exemplary behavior to theory. Lunenberg et al. write, ―Although the initial conclusion is 

that implicit modeling may be ineffective, we also recognize that a more thorough 

analysis of the benefits and limitations of implicit modeling is needed‖ (2007, p. 590).  

My research responds to the call by Lunenberg at al. (2007) and extends their 

framework by providing evidence of a likely fifth category: implicit modeling of theory 

and helping student teachers translate theory into practice. I implicitly modeled care 

pedagogy yet sought to help student teachers bring care pedagogy into their practices as it 

related to their aspirations as beginning teachers. For example, with all the student 

teachers I tried to establish relationships, which included dialogue, such that I had 
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opportunities to learn about them as learners, beginning teachers, and people. With Caty 

Derrick, and Lance in particular, I offered suggestions for how they could craft their 

pedagogical choices to learn about their students as people, what Noddings (2003) calls a 

second tier of caring. As Sam‘s case suggests, establishing a caring relationship with Sam 

constituted the bulk of my efforts. Not until we worked through some of our differences 

did our conversation move to caring on a second tier when we talked about 

acknowledging the moral impact of the graphic photographs from the Holocaust during 

our final debriefing.  

How do I use pedagogical relationships to engage learning about a pedagogy of care? 

While I chose to not talk about care theory directly with the student teachers, it 

did enter our conversations regularly. Invoking care theory with these four student 

teachers meant that my suggestions often targeted conditions that hindered the 

development of caring relationships in the classrooms. In Caty‘s case, I reframed the 

issue of classroom management for her. I suggested that she take time to learn about the 

students‘ future dreams and help them practice speaking for the benefit of all in class. I 

talked to Derrick about the need to create a safe environment in which students would 

feel comfortable participating in class discussions. More consistently, I engaged Derrick 

in conversation about the physical layout of the room where he student taught and how 

that reinforced the cultural and social disparity between groups of students. Additionally I 

suggested that Derrick model for his students the ways in which he was learning from 

them. With Sam I highlighted the fact that negative comments between students during 

class-wide conversations had the potential to stifle effective communication. More 

thoroughly, I suggested that Sam acknowledge, rather than ignore, the emotional impact 
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of watching graphic photos in class. I also raised the topic of asking students to ponder 

the kinds of relationships they would like to see in their lives. Lance learned about a 

strategy for building trust when I suggested he make a private pact with a student through 

which he could challenge him more in developing his facility with spoken English. 

What images of ethical care do I see mirrored in my student teachers? 

All the student teachers in this research demonstrated awareness that building 

relationships with students has value for teaching. When all else failed, Caty leaned on 

learning about the students and what they thought about their classes as a way to build a 

bridge between them and her. Derrick, through our collaborative efforts, learned specific 

skills to invite greater participation from the students in his classes which enabled him to 

learn about them as people and learners. Sam and Lance worked with cooperating 

teachers who talked specifically about the fact that they should spend energy getting to 

know the students in their classes. Sam exemplified motivational displacement when he 

spoke about his instructional role, while Lance realized that learning about the students 

would help him reach his goal of making the content relevant for them. Of all the cases, 

Derrick‘s case demonstrates the most teacher care on the part of a student teacher. 

Perhaps his desire to lead discussions in class created more opportunities for me to 

document the ways in which he added care pedagogy into his practice.  

In this research I did not have the luxury to document a full extension of care 

pedagogy in the student teachers‘ practices. As previously mentioned, I chose not to 

explicitly instruct them about care theory. Thus, my data relies merely on instances when 

the topic of caring relationships in class settings related to the combined interests of the 

student teachers‘ and my goals. Had I talked about care theory and its implications for 
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pedagogy, and had I collected data to capture more of their actual teaching, I may have 

seen more images of care mirrored in them. Perhaps the student teachers would have 

openly acknowledged their moral responsibilities to their students‘ moral and academic 

development on a daily basis. Perhaps they would have designed lessons in which their 

students would have opportunities to learn about each other‘s dreams, as well as about 

the material they were learning in class. Or maybe they would have created ―home 

groups‖ for students to have repeated access to the same peers over time. Or maybe their 

students would have been able to steer the direction of the curriculum, or provide 

feedback to each other in the learning process. Perhaps the student teachers would have 

held bold ideas about the curriculum and placed topics related to home life (Noddings, 

2001) on more equal footing with military or political history. Ideally, the students in 

their classes would say, ―my student teacher cares.‖  

What are the implications of a pedagogy of care for supervising social studies student 

teachers? 

My research suggests implications on many levels.  

Care Pedagogy in Student Teaching Supervision 

This research has the potential to inform the literature on student teaching 

supervision practices. It offers an example that holds multiple lenses through which to 

view supervision. For example, the cases illustrate: (1) an ontological approach that 

attends to moral terrain inherent in preparing student teachers, (2) how care pedagogy has 

potential to position supervisors as co-learners with student teachers, and (3) how student 

teachers can learn to practice pedagogy infused with care theory. Taken together, the 
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research has the potential to shape student teacher supervision by orienting supervisors‘ 

practice to the needs of student teacher learning.  

Another implication concerns the structural components of teacher education 

programs. Although I saw an obvious fit between caring and the individualized attention I 

tried to give to each student teacher, this study suggests that there are possible limitations 

of applying care theory within supervisory contexts like the ones in which I worked. 

Various structures impeded my ability to spend time with the students to build 

relationships with them. The university held expectations for me to observe each student 

teacher three times. On rare occasions supervisors in the social studies program observe 

student teachers additional times as needed, usually dictated by serious concerns over 

performance. Other than that, our interactions occurred via email correspondence. The 

research supports making adjustments to the structures within which supervision practice 

takes place. Recommendations include increasing the amount of face time between 

supervisors and student teachers so they have greater opportunities to build trusting 

relationships while engaging in the important work of analyzing teaching and learning. 

My research study suggests that in my relationships with Caty, Sam, and Lance, I may 

have avoided missteps in my practice had I spent more time with them.  

In Sam‘s case, I met with him the standard three times and he expressed an 

interest in the exit interview to meet more. On the other hand, I met with Caty, Derrick 

and Lance on four occasions, yet Lance still mentioned in his exit interview that he would 

have appreciated additional meetings. Although my relationships with Sam and Lance 

became strained at times, in the end, they said they would have appreciated spending 

additional time with me. At the time I collected data, supervisors had no involvement in 
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the student teaching seminar class, other than during the brief introductory meeting. Since 

then, that has changed in the program of which I participated, to allow for more contact 

between supervisors and student teachers. In Sam‘s case specifically, the data suggest 

that additional opportunities to meet with him would have created a situation in which he 

would have used me more as a resource in his development as a beginning teacher.  

Care pedagogy in supervision means empowering student teachers and meeting 

their individual learning needs and aspirations. The research suggests that supervision 

practices following care pedagogy may require new roles for both student teachers and 

supervisors. In my relationships with Caty and Derrick, we more naturally became 

partners in learning. With Sam and Lance, however, we struggled to create such a 

partnering relationship. Sam did not know me well enough to trust me. Lance 

misinterpreted my care and shared his rage disrespectfully and unprofessionally. Like 

Cogan (1973), Goldhammer (1969) and Copland (2010) have argued, clarifying roles and 

responsibilities for both student teachers and their supervisors is important when bringing 

change to supervision practices. The research suggests, then, that formally introducing 

student teachers and supervisors to the means and goals of care pedagogy will position 

both partners better to engage in caring relationships for the benefit of all. 

Further implications consider the value of the ethical care framework in student 

teaching supervision practices as they relate to the growing disparity between the cultural 

and linguistic backgrounds of the teaching populace and those of the general student 

body in the United States. Sleeter (2008) identifies aspects of teacher education programs 

that hold promise for preparing  teachers in light of the ―demographic imperative‖ facing 

the nation‘s schools. What she does not address, however, are the practices of teacher 
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educators, themselves, and how they may promote or hinder the preparation of White 

teachers for working effectively with students whose backgrounds differ from their own. 

This dissertation research has potential to improve the preparation of teachers for the 

challenges of urban school districts by orienting their beginning practices toward a state 

of reception, positioning them as co-learners with their students. One way to do this is to 

make care pedagogy part of the formal curriculum in teacher preparation. Educating 

supervisors and student teachers about care pedagogy can impact the way they approach 

students in their classes, as well as each other, to maintain avenues for open 

communication.   

Finally, implications exist for student teaching supervision specifically in the 

social studies. The subject matter encompasses various social sciences, which by 

definition, study social interactions between people. This research suggests that a 

pedagogy of care welcomes moral dilemmas into practice. Thus, supervising student 

teachers through care pedagogy has the potential to reinforce the curriculum through its 

focus on establishing caring relationships, which, as this research demonstrates, can 

involve moral dilemmas. Additionally, bringing care pedagogy into the formal 

curriculum of social studies teacher preparation invites topics ripe for deliberation: moral 

issues that stem from the social nature of being human. 

The Process of Self-Study 

Self-study methodology afforded me insight into how my practice changed as a 

result of the research. At times I shuddered when I listened to my participation in 

conversations with student teachers. Other times I appreciated the ideas that I had 
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suggested. Overall, documenting the changes I experienced has potential to inform not 

only my practice, but care theory in student teaching supervision as well.  

When I began the study I separated in my mind the two tiers of caring about 

which Noddings (2003) writes. I decided that I would dedicate my energies to 

establishing caring relationships with the student teachers (a first tier). Only when caring 

came up in conversation, or it was relevant to the student teachers' goals would I talk to 

them directly about care theory (a second tier). After I collected the data, I read an article 

by Noddings (1995), in which she writes about care as both curriculum and pedagogy 

which made me think that my focus on building relationships with student teachers may 

have come at the expense of teaching them about care. Had my separation of these two 

tiers limited the goals of my work as a caring supervisor? Analyzing and interpreting the 

data helped me see how I engaged the student teachers in conversations about care 

pedagogy more than I realized. Yet, now I am more comfortable than I was in the 

beginning of the study with the idea that I can openly discuss care theory as an approach 

to which I prescribe. Moreover, I am now publicly committed to promoting care 

pedagogy in student teaching supervision practices. 

One implication of using self-study methodology is that it enabled me to discover 

how my pedagogical choices to meet the student teachers morally through care included 

suggestions for ways they could do the same with their students. No, I did not teach them 

about the theory of ethical care. Nor did I tell them that I wanted them to learn to care for 

their students. I did, however, infuse it into the ontological approach I assumed toward 

them and the teaching strategies I suggested to them. Now that the study nears its end, I 

believe that it would be more honest to explicitly teach about care theory. Being more 



222 

 

honest would also require that I take a moral stand and embrace care as a topic for study. 

Given the amount of influence it had over my pedagogical choices, I would like to, in the 

future, articulate care theory for student teachers so they would have better knowledge 

about it and its role in my practice. Self-study has improved my ability to articulate my 

goals in using care theory to guide my practice and the practices of other teacher 

educators. 

The process of carrying out this research gave me a different understanding of my 

responsibilities to take a stand in another way as well. From the cases with Lance and 

Sam I learned that, at times, I was more effective when I assumed a more direct approach 

of communication. When I cared for the student teachers I tried to receive them. Yet, as 

the data illustrates, there were times when I directed them and, somewhat to my surprise, 

I witnessed changes in their actions that I had hoped to see. Caring, then, means 

continually paying attention to the other and responding in sometimes unanticipated 

ways. 

Another way I changed as a result of this study is that I am more convinced of the 

value that my pedagogy of care poses in teacher education. The cases of Caty and Derrick 

made me aware of the fact that I modeled many of the teaching strategies that the 

program expected of its graduates. While enacting my practice as a supervisor, I was not 

cognizant of this cascading quality. The two cases suggest that I modeled caring teaching, 

which impacted their attitudes and interactions with their students. I see now that my 

pedagogy of care enabled me to marry my goals for student teacher learning with the 

individual student teacher goals in all the cases.  



223 

 

Finally, employing a pedagogy of care enabled me to access the emotional 

energies I brought to my practice. In Sam‘s case I confirmed him, releasing my 

evaluative stance when I read his third set of lessons. With Lance I joined him on his 

emotional roller coaster. These cases help me acknowledge that emotions do play a part 

in my practice. Before the study I was not aware of the extent to which they did this. Now 

that I have a better idea of the inter-mix between the emotions and reasons in my 

practice, I would argue that I have a fuller understanding of my practice. Indeed, like 

Sergiovanni (1992) writes, attending to one or the other suggests only a partial 

recognition of what motivates practice. My study also falls in line with a recommendation 

by Joseph (1990) to devote research in social studies education to ―the complex 

interactions of emotions and reasoning that influence moral action‖ (p. 21). 

Limitations 

There is an interesting dichotomy involved in this research. It is the fact that I 

chose self-study to explore a relational ethic. I chose self-study because I wanted to learn 

about my experience as I tried to build caring relationships with the student teachers 

while seeking to fulfill my commitment to living morally. Yet, the ethic exists in the 

relationship between people, not just in what I did. Had I collaborated with the student 

teachers in the design, data collection, analytic, and interpretative aspects of the study, I 

would have exposed the relationships more fully. 

While I explored my practice through various data points, including exit 

interviews with the student teachers, I did not collaborate with others systematically over 

the course of the study. Collaborative self-study methods have gained acceptance as one 

way to triangulate data and enhance the analytic lens that researchers bring to their 
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studies. My attempt here has been to weave together the data sources as much as possible 

to create narratives of the relationships as they illustrate care pedagogy. Sporadically, I 

worked with critical friends, serving in similar fashion to what Grandau (2005) describes. 

―A critical friend is a trusted ‗other‘ who asks thoughtful, sometimes provocative 

questions offering critiques and suggestions after looking at the information/data 

gathered, and making relevant suggestions based on his or her experiences and expertise‖ 

(Grandau, p. 205). Yet, I was not able to develop a consistent use of their input.  If I had, 

I may have culled different interpretations of the data as it speaks to care theory, and my 

supervision practice and supervision practices in general. 

Another limitation of this self-study is that it explores only my work as a 

supervisor, and does not include the cooperating teachers who worked with the four 

student teachers. Yet, as Sam‘s case suggests, cooperating teachers have more access to 

student teachers and thus their pedagogies can harbor more influence on student teacher 

learning. It would have been helpful to include data on the conversations I had with 

cooperating teachers, to give a better sense of the kind of influences they had on their 

student teachers. Unfortunately, three of the cooperating teachers could only meet for one 

observation debriefing and the other was never able to do so. 

Additionally, Noddings (1996, 2005) argues that teachers and students should 

spend more than one semester or year together so that they have ample opportunities to 

learn about and care for each other. I only worked with the student teachers over the 

course of one semester, and saw them face-to-face four or five times. Our relationships, 

according to care theory, were greatly limited by the amount of contact we had.   
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Implications for Further Research 

This research explores how my pedagogy of care shaped the way I framed issues 

for student teachers. How might this process occur in social studies methods courses? For 

example, how might methods instructors use the goals of pre-service teachers to inform 

their curriculum and pedagogy? Or how might they help beginning teachers identify 

moments in practice that are ripe for cultivating relationships with and among their 

students? Finally, what are the repercussions of such methods? Moving beyond methods 

courses, if care pedagogy were supported program-wide, what impacts might arise on 

such things as student learning, community environments, and collegial relationships? 

Further research might seek to identify programmatic structures that enhance or 

hamper the development of trusting and caring relationships between student teachers 

and their supervisors. In this way teacher preparation programs might gain new 

perspectives on how to organize the student teaching - supervisor experience. 

Professional development schools ideally harbor more structural support between 

programs of teacher preparation and the sites where students do their student teaching. 

What would care pedagogy look like in programs that define supervisor and cooperating 

teacher roles differently? What would be the impacts on student teacher care?  

Finally, this study focused on my pedagogy and the care that I saw mirrored in the 

student teachers. It did not explore systematically the process by which student teachers 

helped their students learn about care. Nor did it attend to the caring that the middle and 

high school students demonstrated in the student teachers‘ classes. Future research that 

explores these facets of care theory would provide more practical application of it in its 

entirety.  
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Final Words 

Through this research, my hope has not been to arrive at generalized principles 

about care pedagogy. Rather, my purpose has been to demonstrate that a theoretical 

discipline of care is one way to help educators grow as people and as professionals. Care 

theory embraces moral aspects of teaching and creates space for contemplating dilemmas 

that arise when in relationship with others. In the spirit of Parker Palmer (1998), only 

through self-growth may we continue to help others grow. 
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Appendix A 

 

Student Teaching Observation Notes 

Completed by University Supervisor 

 

Name of Student Teacher: _________________________            Date: _____________ 

 

School, Class, and Grade: __________________________________________________ 

 

Number of Students in Class: ______ 

 

 

Time Class Activities 
Comments, Questions for 

Discussion 
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Appendix B 

U of M Social Studies Practicum/Student Teaching Observation Form 

Student Teacher: _________________________       Date: ____________ 

Observer: _______________________________ 

School/Class/Grade Level: _________________________________________________ 

 

The purpose of an observation is to give you supportive and constructive feedback about 

your progress as a teacher. In debriefing the teaching experience, the observer should be 

able to help you reflect on your strengths and weaknesses, and to offer you suggestions 

for future lessons. Following are some areas an observer may consider. (Note that some 

of the areas are based on Newmann‘s research on authentic pedagogy.)  Prior to an 

observation, you may want to ask your observer to focus on particular areas of concern to 

you (e.g., Are my directions clear?) 

 

Lesson Plan: 

1.    The lesson is written such that another teacher could teach the lesson with little 

difficulty. 

 

Structure of Lesson: 

2.    Lesson objectives are clearly stated to students. 

3.    Checks for student understanding are evident at key points in the lesson. 

4.    Appropriate closure (e.g., summarizing) is conducted at the conclusion of the lesson. 

 

Content of Lesson: 

5.    The lesson focuses on significant concepts and generalizations rather than isolated 

bits of unrelated information. 

6.    The selection of learning materials (e.g., textbook, video, primary source) reflects 

attention to student ability, student interest, and current scholarship. 

7.    Students‘ personal experience (where relevant) is integrated into the lesson. 

 

Teacher Behaviors: 
8.    The teacher displays a good grasp of the content. 

9.    The teacher asks challenging questions and/or structures challenging tasks (given the 

ability level and preparation of the students). 

10.   Students are given an appropriate amount of time to think, that is, to prepare 

responses to questions. 

11.   The teacher displays ―withitness‖--awareness of all that is going on in the 

classroom. 

12.   The teacher actively tries to involve all students in the learning process. 

13.   The teacher displays a professional appearance and demeanor. 

 

Student Behaviors: 

14.   Students offer explanations and reasons for their conclusions. 

15.   Students appear to be actively engaged in learning. 



241 

 

 

Classroom Climate: 

16.   The classroom climate is conducive to teaching and learning. 

 

 

Strengths of the Lesson: 

 

 

 

Areas to Develop: 

 

 

 

Other Comments/Suggestions: 
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Appendix C 

Field Notes Template 

Date: ____________      Student Teacher: ______________ 

 

What Occurred: 

 

 

Shifts in my Approaches (Description & Rationale): 

 

 

Decisions I Made (Description & Rationale): 
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Appendix D 

Weekly Analytic Journal Prompts 

Date __________ 

Research Questions 

1.  How do I engage in a pedagogy of care? 

2.  How do I use pedagogical relationships to engage learning about a pedagogy of care? 

3.  What images of ethical care do I see mirrored in my student teachers? 

4.  What are the implications of a pedagogy of care for mentoring social studies student 

teachers? 

 

Documenting My Decision-Making Process: 

 

1.  What shifts occurred in my pedagogy this week? (Description and rationale) 

2.  What decisions did I make? (Description and rationale) 

 

Teaching through Ethical Care 

Approaches, Experiences, Challenges/Rewards, Impacts on Pedagogy 

1.  Engrossment:  

a) In what ways do I try to become engrossed in the student teachers‘ ideas? 

b) What is the experience like for me to try to do this? 

c) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

d) How might my engrossment impact my pedagogical choices? 

 

 

2. Motivational Displacement:   

a) In what ways do I try to shift my motivations to follow those of the student 

teachers?  

b) What is the experience like for me to try to do this? 

c) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

d) How might my motivational shift impact my pedagogical choices? 

 

 

3.  Commitment:   

a) In what ways do I commit myself to the student teachers‘ professional 

development and well-being? 

b) What is the experience like for me to try to do this? 

c) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

d) How might my commitment impact my pedagogical choices? 
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4. Reciprocity: 

a) In what ways do the student teachers express reciprocity toward me? 

b) In what ways do I experience reciprocity from the student teachers? 

c) What challenges/rewards do I experience? 

d) How might my experience of reciprocity impact my pedagogical choices? 

 

 

Teaching for Ethical Care 

Approaches through EC, Approaches for EC, Experiences, Challenges/Rewards, 

Impacts on Pedagogy 

5.  Modeling: 

a) In what ways do I model ethical care for the student teachers?  

b) In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider modeling care for their 

students? 

c) What is the experience like for me to model care and to prompt modeling in the 

student teachers? 

d) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

e) How might my teaching through and for modeling impact my pedagogical 

choices? 

 

 

6.  Dialogue: 

a) In what ways do I use dialogue to foster ethical care? 

b) In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider using dialogue to care for 

their students? 

c) What is the experience like to teach through and for dialogue? 

d) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

e) How might teaching through and for dialogue impact my pedagogical choices? 

 

 

7.  Practice: 

a) In what ways do I provide opportunities for student teachers to practice caring for 

other people, ideas, and things? 

b) In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider giving their students 

opportunities to practice caring for other people, ideas, and things? 

c) What is the experience like for me to provide opportunities for student teachers to 

practice caring as well as for me to prompt student teachers to provide 

opportunities for practice for their students? 

d) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

e) How might my attempts to teach through and for practice as a dimension of care 

impact my pedagogical choices? 
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8.  Confirmation: 

a) In what ways do I attempt to use the student teacher‘s ethical ideals as a means for 

understanding the choices they make during our work together? 

b) In what ways do I prompt student teachers to use their student‘s ethical ideals as a 

means for understanding the choices they make?  

c) What is the experience like for me to teach through and for confirmation? 

d) What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

e) How might my attempts to teach through and for confirmation impact my 

pedagogical choices? 

 

 

8.  Reciprocity: 

a) In what ways do I reciprocate care to the student teachers? 

b) In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider reciprocity as a form of 

feedback from their students? 

c) In what ways do the student teachers talk about reciprocity from their 

students? 

d) What is the experience like for me to teach through and for reciprocity? 

e) What difficulties/rewards do I experience in trying to teach through and for 

reciprocity?  

f) How might my attempts to teach through and for reciprocity impact my 

pedagogical choices? 
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Appendix E 

Exit Interview Protocol 

 

Opening Statement    

 Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today.  As I mentioned earlier, I want to 

learn about my practice as a supervisor. In particular, my aim today is learn about what it 

was like for you to work with me. I want to reiterate the fact that what you say will not 

influence my evaluation of you as your student teaching supervisor. I have already 

submitted my letter of recommendation for you as well as my ratings of your teaching 

dispositions. I thank you for taking the time to add to my research study, as I believe it 

will help inform others who work as social studies student teaching supervisors in the 

future. 

 

Exit Interview Questions for Student Teachers: 

1.  What was the mentoring experience like for you overall? 

2.  What adjustments did you make to your practice, as a result of our working together? 

2a. Why did you make these adjustments? 

2b. Do you think they were helpful to your practice and for your students? If so, in 

what ways? 

2c. Did they cause more problems for you? If so, in what ways? 

3.  Throughout this study I have attempted to support you in your professional 

development. Do you have any comments that might help me understand the 

experience for you as a student teacher working with me? What about my pedagogy 

did you find challenging? What could I have done to support you more? (The last 

question added after 2
nd

 interview.) 

4. How would you describe my approach to mentoring/supervision? 

5.  Also, throughout this study I have attempted to point out moments in your teaching 

that appeared opportune for fostering care. For example, I have helped you identify 

times when you might have had a chance to talk with a student to better understand 

them and their behavior, or times when you modeled care, or when you gave a 

student the benefit of the doubt.  Did you find this a helpful strategy? If so, in what 

ways? If not, why not?   

6. How would you describe yourself as a teacher? 
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Appendix F 

Excerpt from Analytic Journal 

March 16, 2009 

Research Questions 

1. How do I engage in a pedagogy of care? I wonder how I handled Derrick's desk 

arrangements. What did I learn about myself in the way that I dealt with the segregated 

seating arrangement? I was more interested in learning about Derrick's decision-making 

process than I was in getting him to change the seating arrangement. Is this enough? Did 

I fail the students? Did I fail my ideals? I was more interested in maintaining our 

relationship than I was in forcing him to deal with the inequality. 

 

Teaching through Ethical Care: 

2. Motivational Displacement  

a. In what ways do I try to shift my motivations to follow those of the student 

teachers?  Yes, I did this a lot today, when I tried to understand Derrick's reasons 

for not changing the seats.  

b. What is the experience like for me to try to do this? It was interesting, because 

even though I felt very strongly about what looked to me to be extremely 

troubling [the segregated seating arrangement], I was able to stay engaged with 

Derrick's decision-making process. Even though I felt that he was making a very 

poor choice, I was able to respect his decision. 

c. What difficulties/rewards do I experience? The difficulty for me now is that I 

wonder if I caved in on something that I feel is extremely important. Did I let him 

take the path of least resistance by not pushing him to take a risk and asking the 

Hmong students to refrain from sitting in the back 2-3 rows? Did I not challenge 

him enough to accept his moral responsibility toward welcoming the Hmong 

students into the classroom? 

d. How might my motivational shift impact my pedagogical choices? It clearly 

impacted them by helping me ask questions so that Derrick explained his reasons 

for not addressing the seating arrangement. 

 

Teaching for Ethical Care 

7. Practice: 

a. In what ways do I provide opportunities for student teachers to practice caring 

for other people, ideas, and things? I asked Derrick to consider the issue of his 

segregated seating arrangement as a moral issue. I told him that another way to 

look at the issue might be that he has a moral obligation to do what is right in 

terms of the students' education. See transcript for how I phrased this. 
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b.   In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider giving their students 

opportunities to practice caring for other people, ideas, and things? 

c.   What is the experience like for me to provide opportunities for student teachers to 

practice caring as well as for me to prompt student teachers to provide 

opportunities for practice for their students? I felt so strongly about the way the 

students were seated, that I was glad to have the vocabulary to pose another way 

of thinking about the situation. Although Derrick still was hesitant, and did not 

make any headway toward my way of thinking, I felt good about the fact that I 

was able to raise the issue as a moral one in a non-threatening way. I was also 

able to learn more about how he was thinking about the seating arrangement. If I 

had simply told him to change, I'm not sure that would have been helpful. It 

probably would have stopped the conversation and I would not have had the 

opportunity to hear his reasons. As well, it may have hindered the opportunity that 

I created for Derrick to verbalize his reasons, which maybe he had not done 

before. (June 1, 2009: This is confirmed in the Exit interview) 

d.   What difficulties/rewards do I experience? The reward was learning more about 

Derrick though this interchange.   

e.   How might my attempts to teach through and for practice as a dimension of care 

impact my pedagogical choices?  I think it helped me broach the idea of morality 

by posing it as another way to look at the situation. Rather than presenting it as a 

dictate, I offered it as another lens through which to view the situation.  

8. Confirmation: 

a.   In what ways do I attempt to use the student teacher’s ethical ideals as a means 

for understanding the choices they make during our work together? I guess that is 

why I spent time asking questions about Derrick's experiences working with 

groups of people. He had said that it was his personality that was hindering him 

from changing the seating arrangement and that he knew that other student 

teachers felt more liberties with things like this. But he didn't. So I guess I was 

trying to learn about him to better understand this choice.  I did not link his ethical 

ideals to his choice about the seats, though. I wish I had. I could have asked 

something like, "What are your dreams for the Hmong students?" "What decisions 

can you make that will help them reach those dreams?" "What decisions might 

you make that would hinder them from reaching those dreams?"  

b.   In what ways do I prompt student teachers to use their student’s ethical ideals as 

a means for understanding the choices they make?  

c.   What is the experience like for me to teach with and about confirmation? 

d.   What difficulties/rewards do I experience? 

e.   How might my attempts to teach with and about confirmation impact my 

pedagogical choices? 

9. Reciprocity: 

a.   In what ways do I respond to care from student teachers? 
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b.   In what ways do I prompt student teachers to consider reciprocity as a form of 

feedback from their students? I mentioned to Derrick the idea of reciprocity as a 

necessary part of the caring process. I tried to present the idea as a way for him to 

gauge his care for students. 

c.   In what ways do the student teachers talk about reciprocity from their students? 

d.   What difficulties/rewards do I experience in trying to teach through and for 

reciprocity? I wasn't sure Derrick understood what I was trying to convey 

regarding reciprocity. He did give an example for what it meant to him, and I can't 

remember it now, but I remember thinking that that wasn't quite my intent.   

e.   How might my attempts to teach through and for reciprocity impact my 

pedagogical choices? I made a point of bringing up reciprocity when it seemed 

relevant to something Derrick had talked about. See transcript for details. 
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Appendix G 

Excerpt from Data Analysis Chart 

2. Motivational 

Displacement with 

Lance:   

 

KEY:  OBS = Observation debriefing; JOURNAL = My analytic journal entry; LP 

= Lesson plan; C = My comment on lesson plans 

a) In what ways do 

I try to shift my 

motivations to 

follow those of the 

student teachers?  

 

OBS 1, (p 14):  I return to the idea of making a pact with Amir, to add to 

something that Lance and I noted about his authenticity in affirming student 

participation. (I also classify this as an example of DIALOGUE): 

Muffet:    Well, and it seemed genuine, too, which I think is really important as 

well.  So, here you‘re adding this [Lance had referred to two articles he had read 

about affirmations as important for immigrant students] to your repertoire and in a 

genuine way.  And, you know, that leads me to think of the suggestion that I made 

when we were seated over there about Amir and how that could be powerful to say, 

―Amir, I can tell that you‘ve got a lot going on, and your written skills are really 

good, those are two pretty powerful affirmations to make to him, and I‘d love to 

help you get your verbal skills matching that,‖ or something. 

Lance:  Yeah, I will do that. 

 

JOURNAL 2/25 re: OBS 2:  Today, when I talked with Lance after our 2nd 

observation, I found a better balance between his and my motivations. During our 

last conversation, I noted that I got lost, in a sense, in what we were talking about. I 

did not feel like I offered any coherent advice to him. I was trying so hard to follow 

his lead that I lost track of my own thoughts and ended up confused myself. This 

time I made sure I had a couple of ideas clearly in my mind before we started 

talking. I did not lose myself in his thoughts. I learned that when talking with him, 

and for all of the student teachers for that matter, I do better if I have a couple of 

key ideas that I can raise whenever they feel relevant to our conversation. Last time 

with Lance I felt like I went off on so many tangents I was not able to review for 

myself what my advice had been. 

 

b) What is the 

experience like for 

me to try to do this? 

 

JOURNAL 1/22:  I liked going to the school to see Lance before my official site 

visit for an observation. I felt good about showing enough concern for him to make 

a special trip so that we could talk. 

 

JOURNAL 2/25 re: OBS 2:  Today with Lance it was more fulfilling. I think he 

went away with an idea or two that he thought he could implement. In fact, he said 

that he had. I think the fact that I presented my ideas in a more coherent fashion 

made it easier for him to leave the meeting with a couple of useful nuggets to try. 

 

c) What 

difficulties/rewards 

do I experience? 

 

OBS 3, Field Notes 4/2: ―Gosh, I felt really good when I left…much better that 

when I arrived 2.5 hours earlier.‖ This was because I had raised the issue of 

Lance‘s emotional writing and the negative and positive sides of it.  It made it 

much easier for me to broach my concerns about his emails to me, by connecting 

them to Lance‘s gift for writing and encapsulating educational experiences. 
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d) How might my 

motivational shift 
impact my 

pedagogical 

choices? 

 

JOURNAL 1/22:  I think one of the implications was that I decided to "wave" in a 

sense, Lance's first set of lessons. If I had clung to my motivation of wanting to 

assess his ability to write lesson plans, I probably would not have made this offer, 

and I probably would not have stopped by to try to figure out a format that could 

work for both of us. 

 

OBS 1:  (p. 8) Lance talks about his anger toward the U because he feels like the 

program has not adequately prepared him to work with students who lack basic 

skills.  Up to this point, I have listened, become engrossed in his anger. After I 

gave the list of agenda items, Lance wanted to speak about this lesson. To begin, I 

referred to his feeling the lack of preparation and proceeded to offer a suggestion 

for how to think about skill development: 

Muffet:  Well, um, I first want to make a comment about you feeling like you 

haven‘t been taught to teach skills and it‘s been pedagogy instead. …yes, that does 

make the assumption that the students are there at that level, but also that the 

teacher, it does put the burden on you to break down, what are the different skills 

that one needs to participate in the school, okay?  And, that‘s the advice that I tend 

to give student teachers who are writing lesson plans for research, for this history 

day research.  You know, what do I do, are we just going to go, we‘re just going to 

have the kids go and study?  No, your job as a teacher is to think, what are the 

different skills that you need and where do I start.  You know, which skills do I 

zero in on?‖…  (talk about the concept map I suggested he draw) 

Muffet:  so, again, to think down, you know, for this lesson today, what are the 

skills that students need? And it came to me that there was this text that you were 

reading, you were working on being able to paraphrase or find meaning from it.  

There was vocabulary so you were building vocabulary and then there was review 

at the end to kind of go back to the questions, and you got through one of them. 

Lance:   (inaudible) paraphrase as a reading comprehension.   

Muffet:  Okay. 

Lance:  I mean, and reading comprehension includes vocabulary and connecting, 

you know, one test to the next. 

Muffet:  Yeah.  Ya, and I think that‘s a really good distinction, reading 

comprehension is what you were working on today, right? 

Lance:  A huh. 

 

OBS 3, Field Notes 4/2:  I connected the difficult issue that I wanted to raise with 

Lance to something I thought he did well, and was something for which he drew 

pride – his talent for writing. Thus, I was able to talk about a difficult topic by 

using his talent to see different sides to the same coin, for lack of a better cliché. 

 

3.  Commitment:    

a) In what ways do 

I commit myself to 

the student 

teachers‘ 

professional 

development and 

well-being? 

 

 

LP1, C10 & C11:  I ask for the reference citations, in the place in the LPs that asks 

for this. Also on the document that he gives to students. 

 

LP2, in General:  Many of my comments ask Lance to think about ways to 

provide more scaffolding for students. (C3-5, 8, 13, & 18). Also, I comment on 

the fact that the lesson objectives and body don’t match up (C11, 16, 17), the PQ 

doesn’t match with body (C15), and finally lesson objective too vague (C10). 

 

LP2, C8: I comment on the body of Lance‘s lesson about what democracy is & 
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how laws are made and changed.  I add an idea about contrasting democratic 

systems with others, to help clarify the point, since political systems can be 

abstract ideas. I see this as commitment to Lance‘s professional development, to 

offer another idea to him to ponder regarding how to help students understand: ―In 

order to bring the point home more, I wonder if it would help to also mention how 

non-democratic societies might change laws? This may emphasize what it is about 

democracy that is so unique.‖ 

 

LP2, C 3-5, 10: I return to what I see as his LOs, which appear too general to me. 

 

LP2, C11: I see misalignment between the LOs and the body of lesson.  I am 

committed to helping him see the disconnect between those two features in his 

design.  I comment: ―Does this lesson introduce students to these concepts?‖ 

 

LP2, C12: I respond with specific things that Lance does well in the LPs. In the 

body of the lesson, he writes specific questions that he can ask to spark and 

scaffold the content for students about democracy: ―Yes, I think your scaffolding 

here holds promise.  Good  work.‖ 

 

OBS 1: I try to help Lance think about ways in which he can help students develop 

their facilities with English. I talk about making a ―pact‖ with Amir, p. 3-4. I 

mention a word that he said to students when joking with them about his ―ranting‖ 

and said:  

Muffet:  and then you kind of joked, ―okay, now that I‘ve been, ― what did you 

say? 

Lance:  Ranting. 

Muffet:  ―Ranting for,‖ and then I was thinking, ―what does rant mean to them,‖  

you know?  I was wondering what that meant to them.  

Lance:   Because, they think I‘m teaching, oh, ya, I see. 

Muffet:  Well, I don‘t know, if you don‘t know what rant means, I wonder if 

you‘re going to, ah, but, um. 

Lance:  Well, it‘s almost, it‘s in the body language, too, because I‘m standing up 

there, I‘m yelling and marking and then I‘m like, okay, and I sit down, and my 

voice lowers and I‘m like, okay, let‘s get focused. 

Muffet:  Sure, those context clues, them figuring out what that means.  So, I 

thought that was great.    

 

LPs 4, 3/30: C6: Lance writes that students will end their research day by talking 

about what they‘ve learned.  I try to add some specificity to the closure activity: 

―This can also be a valuable time to help students think about the processes that 

they are using to do their projects. You could ask questions like: What was the 

most important thing you got done today? Why was it important to the overall 

project? What difficulties did you face today? How did you overcome them? What 

else do you need to do to complete your project?‖ 

 

OBS 3, Field Notes 4/2: I brought up an issue that had made it more difficult to 

work with Lance. 

 

Exit Interview Transcript, p. 3-4, Lance appreciated my notes that I took:  

Lance:  it‘s kind of like you creating a primary document on the fly and bringing it 



253 

 
to the discussion being like, ―well, if you go back to five minutes into the class, 

you said this.‖And, of course I have to be holding myself accountable. 

Muffet:  (laughing) 

Lance: In a good way, not like you said that.  But, it creates a visual for me 

because so much of teaching is just like you‘re in the flow.  
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Appendix H 

 

Data Analysis Completion Chart and Rationale for Inclusion/Exclusion of Data 

 

Student Data Point Analysis Completion Date 

Sam Journal Submission 1 9/8/09 

 Journal Submission 2 9/8/09 

 Journal Submission 3 9/8/09 

 Journal Submission 4 9/8/09 

 LP 1 9/10/09 

 LP 2 9/10/09 

 LP 3 9/10/09 

 LP 4 9/15/09 

 LP 5 9/15/09 

 LP 6 9/15/09 

 LP 7 9/17/09 

 LP 8 9/17/09 

 Goals None to enter 

 My Journal 1 9/17/09 

 My Journal 2 9/17/09 

 Field Notes 1 - pre-observ‘tn 9/17/09, shifts, etc. in  chart 

 Field Notes 2 - 2/20 9/17/09, shifts, etc. in chart 

 Field Notes 3 - post-1
st
 obs. 9/17/09, all emails 

 Field Notes 4 - 3/10. 9/17/09, shifts, etc. in chart 

 Field Notes 5 - 3/23 9/17/09, shift in chart 

 Field Notes 6 - post-exit Read 9/17/09 

 Interview 1 9/17 & 9/21/09 

 Interview 2 - 3/10 9/21 & 9/23/09 

 Interview 3 9/23 & 9/24 

 Exit interview Up to 50:00 

 

Notes on how I chose which comments to include and which I chose not to include: 

9/10/09: I didn‘t include things like ―this makes sense to me‖ that I wrote on his LPs, 

because it did not seem to constitute trying to engage him in dialogue, nor did it 

particularly seem to manifest engrossment. It was more an acknowledgment of his 

rationales. 

9/17/09: on LP7, one comment, #20, I chose not to include it because I am suggesting 

that Sam give an example from post-9/11 to accompany his Antic. Set on Japanese 

Internment Camps. This could be an example of my commitment to him, yet for some 

reason, it seems like I am focusing on very specific things, perhaps too detail-oriented. 

I‘m not sure. To what am I committed when I wrote that comment? I think it would be a 

commitment to helping Sam make the content more meaningful for students. Now I will 

add it to the data chart.  

9/17/09: I have decided not to include the factual material from the field notes into the 

chart. I will rely on this information more for giving me the context within which my 

comments occur. 
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9/23/09: At this point I have not included the number of times I interrupted Sam during 

our debriefing sessions. What is my rationale for not doing so? I think I will do so in the 

future, but I still want to listen to the last debriefing, and to the exit interview to see if 

that is something worth checking on. At this point I‘m not sure how it fits into the 

developing questions I have about my pedagogy care for Sam. Once I am able to think 

about it some more, about what questions I have about why I did not feel like I was able 

to help him very much to fulfill his goal that he stated in the beginning, I think I will 

return to the interruptions. Listening to the tapes will help me better understand the 

context also.  9/24/09 - thoughts on this…after listening to the last debriefing I realized 

that a lot of times Sam trailed off and then I talked. I could see that a lot of it can depend 

on how the transcriber documented the conversation. My transcription, of debriefing #3, 

took more pages than the others. I tried hard to show every time a person spoke. After 

listening to the tape, I do not think that I interrupted him in a way that was out of the 

ordinary, or caused him to not be able to complete his thoughts.  

9/24/09: Putting ideas from the debriefings into the data chart: I looked at the 

conversations as far as the topics that we covered, for the most part. And who directed the 

conversation when the topic changed. I noted these, and other comments in red font. 

From there I reread the transcripts, looking at the red comments, and put these ideas into 

the charts. 

 

Notes on how I chose to categorize each comment: 

9/10/09: Basically I have been placing comments in 4 areas, engrossment, commitment, 

dialogue, the social studies context, and pushing him to think more analytically. I‘m 

struggling a bit with where to put the comments that have to do with helping Sam write 

lessons that progress from the rationale, to LO, Body, and Assessment. I have started by 

putting those in the Commitment category, because it took me much time and focus to 

think through his lessons in such a careful way, and to keep in mind my comments on his 

LPs from one week to the next. Part of me wonders if these kinds of comments could also 

go in the category that has to do with more of a technical piece. I also think of it as trying 

to help him think through analytically what it is that he is trying to do in each lesson and 

to articulate his ideas in writing. Perhaps the ? for me to consider is toward what is my 

commitment? I think of it as my commitment to his development as a professional who 

can articulate his ideas in a logical fashion for students as well as outsiders (myself). 

9/15/09: When I ask questions in my LP comments, if they are yes/no questions, they 

may go in commitment or another place. Only if they are not yes/no questions will I put 

them in Dialogue section.  

9/17/09: I don‘t think this rule for yes/no questions holds. I‘m on the 8
th

 LP set, C1, and I 

have one that I want to put in Dialogue. My reasoning is the feel of the comment seems 

more conversational to me. It starts with an affirmation, and then moves to an ―I 

wonder…‖ 

New idea on breaking down the commitment category - it seems like sometimes I am 

committed to helping Sam make the content more accessible to the students. Or another 

subcategory might be my care for the students, and being committed to helping M care 

for them as well.   

9/15/09 - back at the data:  I‘ve been away from the data since 9/10, so before jumping 

in with Lesson Plan #4, I‘m going to review what data I‘ve classified thus far. Just did, 
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and a couple of entries seemed like they could go in another place, so I jotted that down 

after each entry, with today‘s data. 

LP comments - helpful to Sam?  I just finished LPs 5 & 6, and it seems as though I was 

nit picking at Sam‘s lessons. I really wanted him to clarify his plans, to articulate what he 

wanted to do and what he wanted the students to do. I wonder if my comments were 

helpful at all, because here it is the 5
th

 and 6
th

 week and I seem to be typing a lot of the 

same ideas about how to structure and add clarity to the plans. I wonder if he did 

improve? I wonder if my comments helped? 

LP 7 has many more positive comments from me. I added a category for affirmations part 

way through LP 6. Maybe it would be a good idea to look through preceding LPs to see if 

there are also positive comments.  

9/17/09 - Along the same vein, I just read the pre-observation field notes and reread my 

comments to Sam on his first 2 sets of lessons. I am struck by this thought - many times I 

ask him questions that I thought were engaging but now just seem rhetorical.  For 

example,‖ LP2, C2: Does this assessment help you evaluate how well the students can 

perform the learner outcomes?‖ Wouldn‘t it be better to ask ―How does this assessment 

help you evaluate…‖ And another example, ―LP1, C4: Given the primary questions for 

the day, will these outcomes help students answer the primary questions?‖ Would it be 

better to ask, ―how will these outcomes…‖ 
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Appendix I 

 

Excerpt from Data Analysis Chart with Rationale for Inclusion of Data 

 

2. Motivational 

Displacement:   

 

KEY:  LP = Lesson plan; C = My comment on LP; MJ = My analytic journal 

entry; OBS = Observation debriefing 

a) In what 

ways do I 

try to shift 

my 

motivations 

to follow 

those of the 

student 

teachers?  

 

LP3, C22: I see this at motivational displacement because I respond to Caty’s 

request that I give her feedback on HOT, and then try to build upon what she asks 

students to do during the closure activity for the day in which she had students list 

their favorite movies, and then linked that to history’s stories. In the closure Caty 

tells the students that for the unit project, she wants them to think of the stories 

about the places they study, not just to present a list of facts. 

Muffet:   Wonderful. Based on what you typed in your email, I wonder if you 

could make this a formal homework assignment later in the unit. This lesson sets 

the stage for an approach that students can take in their projects, and one 

assignment might be to get them started on what their story might involve. You 

could have them choose characters, for example, or the setting, or the action. 

 

MJ2:  Our conversation never returned to my notes or observations once Caty 

began to cry. The rest of the conversation stemmed from how she was feeling and 

coping with the situation. 

 

OBS. 2, P. 11:  (Also in engrossment a) above)  Caty tells me that she had decided 

that she does not want to teach in an urban environment in the future. I affirm her 

in learning this. I see this as an example of my engrossment and motivational 

displacement to her, possibly at the cost of challenging her to think through her 

reasons for this.  

 

b) What is the 

experience 

like for me 

to try to do 

this? 

 

MJ2:  It seemed necessary to attend to Caty's emotional well being before we 

could do anything else.  

 

c) What 

difficulties/

rewards do 

I 

experience? 

 

MJ2:  Talking to Brian, I realized that the coop needed to know. I sent her an 

email, at Brian's request. In the moment I thought about letting Caty know, but I 

was so focused on letting the coop know and how to phrase it appropriately, that 

Caty's concerns did not hit me. Later that night I started to feel guilty for not letting 

Caty know. I quickly sent her an email, with Margot at my side. I wanted Caty to 

know that I did inform the coop why I informed her. This was awkward because I 

didn't want to break any trust that may helped developed between Caty and me. I 

hoped she would understand. 

 

OBS. 2, P. 2-3:  I showed latent motivational displacement, commitment, and 

engrossment when I tried to learn the details about Caty’s placement situation. I 

felt bad because I had missed the signs completely about the fact that the structural 

support for Caty (the coop) was not going to be sufficient. I felt bad for her because 

I had been negligent in my duties by not picking up on the fact that the coop would 
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be gone. 

 

d) How might 

my 

motivationa

l shift 

impact my 

pedagogica

l choices? 

 

OBS. 2, P. 2-3:  I tried to learn about the situation (length of coop‘s absence, types 

& duration of substitutes) and to help Caty see that her troubles were not due only 

to her. I tried to show her that the system was failing her by not providing 

sufficient support for her. 

 

OBS. 2, P. 4:  I introduce the idea of truly teaming with the substitute, and talk 

about how they could do that. This was motivational displacement because Caty 

had expressed that she did not want to take time off, or away, because she would 

feel like a failure if she did that.   

 

OBS. 2, P. 9:  I return to the idea of teaming with the substitute, after Caty 

mentioned the advice that the math teacher gave her to use the substitutes more. 
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Appendix J 

 

Example of Case Narrative Map 

 


